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1. Introduction

1.1 The Accidental and Ali Smith

Lives are changed accidentally in Ali Smith’s @dily acclaimed novelhe Accidental
(2005). It is a novel that tells the classic stofa life-changing visitation of a stranger,
but with a 21’ century twistThe Accidentalocuses on a disconnected family, through
the depiction of which it deals with the strangeneflife: knowing and not-knowing
yourself and the others around you. It is also\aehabout how a stranger can make one
see one’s own life in a new way. Most importanthg antriguingly, however, it is a novel
about secrets and ethics and how they intertwidecaange our lives. This is why my
study ofThe Accidentalocuses on secrets and ethics, their effects andemtions, in the

novel.

The Accidentatells the story of how an uninvited stranger, Amib@ansforms the way in
which each of the Smart family members tries td déth their secrets and ethical
problems. Astrid, the 12-year-old girl, is beindliaa at school, but she has not told her
family about it. Instead, she videotapes the saars the countryside, and finds a friend
and a confidant in Amber. Astrid’s 17-year-old lbrat Magnus'’s secret has to do with
bullying as well: he has, together with two othey& photoshopped a girl’s picture and
emailed it round the school, and now blames hinfselthe girl's suicide. Amber has an
affair with Magnus, and this seems to bring the bagk to life. Their stepfather Michael,
literature professor, has a different kind of seaee of which his wife Eve already
knows: he sleeps with his students. Later he fallsve with Amber, one-sidedly. Eve,
mother and writer of ‘autobiotruefictinterviewse@etly suffers from a writer’s block
and nurtures serious doubts about the choicesashmbade in her life. Her and Amber’s
relationship has the most dissonance: Amber seetnsth heal and irritate Eve. Finally
Eve forces Amber to leave, and the family retumtheir London home, which they

discover has been broken into, and completely enfjptg novel ends with both children



dealing with their secrets, Michael having to letive university temporarily and Eve
travelling all the way to the United States, whehe settles in a house that belongs to

people she does not know.

The narrative ofhe Accidentais focalized through the five main characters: Amb
Astrid, Magnus, Michael and Eve. The structurehefmovel is interesting, because it
presents four different versions of the familyfelieach of the family members has their
own beginning, middle and end in the three parth®ihovel named respectively the
beginning, the middle and the end. Focalizationdsieach individual to the centre of the
narrative in turns, which strengthens the imagiein as separate persons with their
ethical problems and secrets unbeknownst to thergtproblematizing the significance
of family. Amber’s parts are significantly shortand very different from the other parts
of the narrative; she is the only character wh@seative is told by a first person narrator.
These sections focus mostly on cinema, and thugegatihe idea that Amber is no
ordinary woman, but very mysterious, maybe everreat To make matters more
complicated, Amber is repeatedly compared with Albea, the ancient Spanish palace.
If the Smarts each have their secrets, Amber'sssseems to be who or what she
actually is. She seems to know more about the Sritaah she should, and she does not
show in Astrid’s videos, for instance. In a similashion, each of the Smarts has an
ethical issue of their own to consider, whereas Winber, ethics are problematized in
general. Through the five focalizations, theretates also five different perspectives on

secrets and ethics.

The Accidentahsks important and difficult questions about tHe of secrets and ethics

in our lives. It can also be read as exploringdimensions of accidentalism: what role do
contingency and chance encounters have in thedinpbf a person’s life? The novel
refrains from delivering easy answers, just lilsanitriguing stranger, Amber, and lets the
reader find the multiple meanings on her own. Tin®@iguity begins with the title of the
novel: accidental can be an adjective, a noun aratlgerb, and it has a variety of
different meanings. As an adjective its main megsiare “present but not essential” and
“relating to or occurring by chance or occasioriayhereas as a noun it means, for
example, “a secondary feature” or, with the, athexname of the novel, “something
which happens by chanceDxford English Dictionary. The ambiguous title of the novel

reflects the variety present in the charactersiauldeir ways of keeping their secrets and
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practicing their ethics. The characters’ names ageal something of their complex
identities: as Smatrts, they are both bright anthigrand, on the other hand, suffer with
their painful personal problems. The mythologicgbect is present through the first
names: Eve, whose first husband was called Adartedta family - note the biblical
allusion -, and gave her children names of nortlgexs or saints. Amber’'s name has a
multitude of meanings, the importance of which tpneading | shall discuss later on in

my analysis.

The Accidentals, in some ways, a perfect example of Ali Smithi#ting: it features an
atmosphere of imagination, creative use of langw@agkenarrative structures and a group
of distinct, carefully crafted narrative voicesli 8mith is a British writer born in 1962 in
Inverness, Scotland, and she now lives in Cambrigige has published five novels, four
collections of short stories and three plays acdived several notable awards for her
work, such as the Whitbread Novel of the Year award he Accidentain 2005. Her
latest bookArtful (2012), a hybrid of fiction and essay, is base@ series of lectures she
has given at Oxford University. She has also besoné&ibutor in several collections of
short stories, edited and co-edited a few booksaaitten introductions and forwards for
English translations of Tove Jansson’s work, fatance. (“Chronology of Ali Smith’s
life” and “References: Works by Ali Smith” in Germaand Horton, 2013.) It is safe to
say that Ali Smith is already part of the contengppBritish fiction canon (see Head
2013). The versatile writer has her own, recognealay with words: everything that |
have read by Ali Smith has left me with a strongiession of the ordinary turned into

other, often exhilarating and always unexpected.

Ali Smith has been described to possess “the petferacteristics of the short story
writer: rigorous self-discipline in the planningopess, an eagle eye for condensing detail,
a capacity for using the personal and individuauggest universal truths and a skill for
hinting at a wider world beyond the story” (Thuetdi 2003). | would argue that these are
also very good characteristics for a novelist, dnad they fittingly describe her as a

writer. The themes that Smith writes about incluording to Thursfield (2003), “love,
particularly that between women, death, loss, gagilef, illness, time and the chasms of
misunderstanding”. Sexual ambiguity is also pregemany of her stories (ibid.) - in

The Accidentaéspecially so in the character of Amber. Anotleatdre of Smith’s

writing becomes the centre of attentionTime Accidentalthough: mysteries. Thursfield
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(2003) argues that “Smith’s work abounds with miiete with unresolved puzzles”. She
also states that mysteries “make the stories neale because this is what life is - a

continuous series of strange coincidences and olvezsendings”. Strange coincidences
are indeed one of the things of which Ali Smithtgibn is best known - | would argue, in

fact, that strangeness and coincidence are aittyeheart of her best work.

Ten years on from Thursfield’s analysis, Ali Sntids both written some of her best
loved and most highly appreciated work, includirige Accidentaland been read by a
growing number of book lovers and professional eesdViuch of the research done on
her work is brand new: the first critical collectiof articles about Ali Smith’s workgli
Smith: Contemporary Critical Perspectiv&sermana and Horton, eds.), only came out in
2013. In September 2012, when | began working mtktesis, the only available sources
on Ali Smith’s work were reviews, a few intervieasd a handful of articles, the topics
of which did not come very close to my researchgmto However, it has to be noted that
even though Smith is a contemporary writer, wholieen active a little less than twenty
years, her works have already inspired some Iyeegearch in the 1990s and in the
2000s. The earliest mentions of her work are fraoti®h sources from the 1990s, but
research has become more widespread and actieeentryears: more than half of the
journal articles and book chapters that discussMoek are from the 2010s, even if
Germana and Horton’s new book is written off. Thglas from which Ali Smith texts
have been read are manifold: they include intewtaiy and creativity Girl Meets Boy,
homosexual adolescents, and Scottish culture abpddity (Like). Some of the latest
publications that discuss Ali Smith’s texts, outsaf Germana and Horton (2013),
include McNally’s (2010) article on the treatmehhomosexual adolescentslitke and
Hotel World Germana’s (2012) discussion of identity formatimhike and Horton’s
(2013a) reading of homelessnessimtel World

Ali Smith’s writing can be placed in at least twgrsficant traditions. As a Scottish-born
author whose texts repeatedly involve various kiofdalterity, her writing has been read
as belonging to the Scottish tradition. Ali Smitkaaplaces herself in that tradition,
arguing that “Scotland being on the edge of somgtlarger is always about being from
a different perspective, you're an insider but yewn outsider all the time” (Gapper
2003). She also brings up the concept of the Caladantisyzygy: “that peculiar split in
Scottish writing - likelJekyll and Hydeor Confessions of a Justified Sinneshere you've
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got the angel and the devil” (ibid.). In additianldelonging to “a tradition Scottish
(Gothic) writing”, which “manipulates aspects oéthincanny, supernatural, and the
spectral in order to disrupt, dismantle and overestablished approaches to the real”,
Smith’s texts can also be read as a part of aitwadf woman writers, which can be
seen in the ways her work “reflects Smith’s widexqecupations with desire, love, and
commitment as functioning outside accepted heterative structures of contemporary
society” (Germana and Horton 2013, 3). Smith héregkn when she identifies to it, sees
the tradition of women writers rather grimly: slaéks about female authors “who publish
and then are lost” (Gapper 2003). Ali Smith’s finstvel,Like (1997), implicitly discusses
two kinds of differences at the same time: theti@ha of England and Scotland, and love
between women. Thus it shows well how Smith’s weaak be read as belonging to both a
Scottish tradition and a tradition of women’s wigi

If it is rather clear for the majority of readehat Smith’s work can be seen as belonging
to a Scottish tradition and a tradition of femaldtevs, it is less decided whether her
writing should be categorized as postmodern or mod&amith herself thinks that she
comes from a Modernist tradition, “which ‘broke eything up and everything could
start all over again. So you could understand bedlity and books from a new angle, a
renewed angle™ (Gapper 2003). The Modernist inflceein her work is recognized by
Germana and Horton (2013, 5) “in its concern fanfal consciousness and experiment”.
However, Smith’s writing is very much contemporatyiscusses the world we are
living in this very moment. Because it does sormjuding multiple voices, open
endings, self-awareness and language play, her gaorlalso be seen as postmodern. As
Germana and Horton (2013, 5) note, “Smith’s pdit&nd ethical engagement displays

ambivalence towards the simulacral order of posanodulture”.

The tension “between Modernist and postmodernfitences and identifications
throughout Smith’s work” (Germana and Horton 208)3is one of the recurring topics in
Ali Smith: Contemporary Critical Perspectivésermana and Horton (ibid.) summarize

the views of the most recent scholars on Smith’gkwo

Repeatedly, contributors call attention to postnadeotifs, structures and
influences in Smith’s work, in particular in relati to linguistic self-consciousness,
generic experiment, representations of time angestibity and narrative
construction. Nevertheless, on the whole, thedeaeld essays tend to challenge
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Smith’s postmodern designation, highlighting hemagrn with ethics and notions
of authenticity and materiality as extending herkseeyond the dominant
scepticism in the postmodern era, and positiortinggome ways as an extension
of Modernism.

What matters most in these definitions, for thiglgt is that there are, characteristically
for Smith, at least two ways of reading the stting Modernist and the postmodernist. |
do not wish to commit myself to either one in mgdimg ofThe AccidentalRather, | see
the coexistence of the two kinds of influencesragching for my study. It also reflects
the differences between the characters: the Smoarise one hand and Amber on the

other.

It emerges, then, that the two most obvious franmksvtor reading Ali Smith’s works
would be either reading it as joining the Scottistdition or from a gender studies
perspective - or, as in one of the very first searthat discuss her work (Gonda 1995),
combining the two . My theoretical framework, seésr@nd ethics, strives to be more
expansive and yet such that it responds to anelatsflvhat is central in Ali Smith’s
writing in The AccidentalThe novel discusses neither Scottishness nordetieeen
women on its lines exactly, at least not as mucsoase of Smith’s other work, such as
Like or the rewritten myth of IphisGirl meets boy2007). Insteadl'he Accidentais a
novel about strangers and coincidences and howsttesecrets and ethics in motion.
There is something in the novel that escapes eafgyittbns - in which it resembles its

author.

There are interesting thematical threads thatlmtwugh Smith’s oeuvrédotel World
Smith’s 2001 novel about how an accident in a hotielgs five different women
together, along with her latest novEhere but for th€2011), can be read as discussing
partially overlapping themes withhe AccidentalAll of the three novels convey the idea
that the smallest things can cause the most stgnifichanges and become the turning
points in our lives. Contingency is at the hearthefse narratives: be it the accidental
death of a young chambermaid at the Global Hdtelsudden and life-changing arrival
of an enigmatic and charming stranger or, aehere but for thea dinner guest who
overstays his welcome by locking himself in a spamen, leaving everyone to wonder
about his identity and endeavours. The three nalstsshare the idea of the importance

of encountering others, and this may be considereghtral value of the narratives. Also,



all three narratives revolve around characters areanotably detached from the other
protagonists: dead, as Sara isliotel World locked away, almost unknown and totally

silent, & la Miles inThere but for theor, like Amber, only flickering presences.

In addition to the similarities on the thematicdgthere are important structural
convergences between the three novels, too. Aleh feature a very controlled
structure: the narratives are divided accordindifierent tensesHotel World, parts of a
story (The Accidentdlor the words of the novel’s titldkere but for thg the meaning of
which becomes notably ambiguous in the process. duirative technique is also used in
the three novels in order to achieve similar rastlte multiplicity of narrative voices. All
three novels are focalized through multiple chamagtand in a way that keeps the
different voices totally separate, which creategféect of distance between the
characters - even when they are, in fact, voicdarafly members as ifhe Accidental

In sum, all three novels can be read as making thaders understand secrets and ethics
in new ways. The merging of secrets and ethidsus hot unique fofhe Accidentain

Ali Smith’s oeuvre, but it is the extent and deptlihe treatment of the two topics that

makes the novel stand out from the others.

The secret that | am interested in finding out madveut lies in howrhe Accidental

brings secrets and ethics together. This, evergtihdus such a central concern in Ali
Smith’s fiction, has not been previously studiede®Barlier research @he Accidental

has discussed the novel from varied perspectives, as eco-criticism (Ryle 2009),
trauma theory (Horton 2012) and domestic realismei{(Bach 2012). Ethical perspectives
have been present in some studies about Smitlisrfs; however: in Williams (2006)
and in Horton (2013b), for instance.Afi Smith: Contemporary Critical Perspectives
(2013) there are two articles that focusTdare AccidentalUlrike Tancke (2013) reads the
novel from the point of view of deceptive storyiall and frustrated desires, discussing
There but for thelongsiderhe AccidentalPatrick O’Donnell (2013) focuses on the
stranger characters kotel WorldandThe Accidental that is, he discusses Amber by
using Kristeva’s notion of stranger as a startiognp Most important articles for my
study that are not included in Germana and Hortoolkction are the already mentioned
Horton’s (2012) reading ofhe Accidentain terms of trauma theory and Smith’s (2010)

paper on communal narrationiotel World(2010). In addition, | will refer to



Germana’s (2010) bodBcottish Women’s Gothic and Fantastic Wrifimgnere the

character of Amber is discussed.

Analysing secrets and ethics is not the only gaprdmains in the researchTdie
Accidenta) however. Surprisingly, there have not been ategrtiextual readings of the
novel even though it floods with allusions to fil@sd other narratives. The single point
of reference that is most often picked out in #ngews of the novel is Pier Paolo
Pasolini'sTeoremaa 1968 film that he later turned into a noveév@n Poole (2005)
argues thalhe Accidentais merely “a modern-day reworking” @eoremawheareas
Michiko Kakutani (2006) looks for the narrativeots in “one of those old folktales”, in
which the stranger’s arrival “is a test of genesoer gullibility or gumption, and it will
forever change the lives of the occupants of thesBb Kakutani claims that Amber is
“the Terence Stamp character’Tfie AccidentalHowever, reading the novel simply as a
rewrite of Teoremamisses most of what is so special in the novelutique way of

bringing secrets and ethics together and problemattheir relations.

On the other hand, considerifige Accidentahs a 21 century version of the tale of the
stranger comes close to what the author seemsttortkéng about the novel. Ali Smith
says in an interview with Gillian Beer (2013, 142jen asked about the recurring use of
stranger characters in her texts, that we have tnware of what the story of the stranger
means, and not just in the negative way. This shiowseAccidental: it is about the

power of encounters, and the effects that theyheare on our secrets and ethics. So, even
if research on the intertextuality TThe Accidentat and, for that matter, Ali Smith’s other

work - is needed, secrets and ethics form an evae nrgent theme for research.

Ali Smith’s writing can be characterized as havihg capacity to change its readers:
“reading Smith’s work is an experience that wilt feave the reader unchanged”
(Germana and Horton 2013, 1). This is exactly v@ratth herself believes literature can
do: change our lives for the better. As Ali Smitgwees in an interview (France 2005):
“Stories can change lives if we're not carefuleyfwill come in and take the shirts off
our backs. Tell the right stories and we live lrditees.” Thus ethics is very much in Ali
Smith’s agenda: she believes that stories can mskee better, that is, they have the
capacity to change our ethics. The way that thppbas, however, can never be fully

understood and explained: how stories change tamgins a secret.
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The way in which Ali Smith herself understandsifintcements my reading dhe
Accidental She sees novels as “huge structures”, but nleéésSunderneath that

structure, anything and everything can happen” gtiigotham 2012). | think that this
sums up her style of writing beautifully and acd¢eha in The Accidentalthere is indeed

a solid structure, the beginning, the middle aredehd, underneath of which anything can
and does happen. The idea that anything can haygmees up imhe Accidental
especially because of Amber. Amber is also theagttar who shows that secrets and
ethics can be so much more than one would firaktiAnother key feature ifhe
Accidenta) and in other texts by Ali Smith, is voice. As Simgees it, voice is narrative:
“Yes, that [voice] is the whole point of fictionrfone, and | don’t know that you can have
a story that doesn’t have a voice. Once you haveddhe voice you have the story to a
large extent, and for me it is usually more thaa woice” (Mathieson 2006). Multiple

voices, in the case dhe Accidentalmean multiple secrets and multiple ethics.

The description of Ali Smith’s writing that resoratmost with this thesis is delivered by
Emma E. Smith (2010, 81): she argues that it isatitarized by “a careful attention to
the other sides of the story, to how stories ddbdad the responsibility carried by their
writers and readers”. This description managesnbtto capture the literariness of
Smith’s fiction, but also the idea of listening efully to other voices - and the idea of
ethics. As Frances Gapper (2003) observes, onenith'S themes is that “Books are far
more than possessions or objects”. Smith commentkis in the same interview: “Books
mean all possibilities. They mean moving out ofrgelf, losing yourself, dying of thirst
and living to your full. They mean everything”. Bhs also related to Smith’s view on
writing stories: she thinks that writing is haviaglialogue with the story, and for this
reason most stories can be thought of as at asttories. (Ibid..) A he Accidentais
multiple stories, this thesis will also be morertivao stories: the story of secrets, the
story of ethics, and the story of how they comestbgr.

1.2 Research questions and hypotheses



Ambiguous duality is a defining trait ithe Accidentallt can be argued that the novel is
both modernist and postmodern. Elements of moderpigesent imhe Accidental

include “emphasis on subjectivity, inner statesafisciousness, and fragmentary and
discontinuous character constructions” (Palmer 2@T%). In addition, the novel displays
characteristics of postmodern narrative, such atefight in disorder, discontinuity, and
ambiguity and a correspondingly cavalier attituoléhie conventions of coherent plot,
realistic characterization, and clearly identifabkttings” (ibid.). The duality dfhe
Accidentalexists simultaneously on multiple levels: on thoteharacters, narration and
thematics. The characters can be divided into &goprding to their degree of mimesis,
which is high for the Smarts and low for Amber. &ed to the essential qualities of
modernism and postmodernism, the novel portraysast in the typical questions of
both: "How can we know realityand “What is reality? (McHale 1992 and 2005 cited

in Palmer 2011, 276). The first kind of questioHpW can we know secrets and ethics?”,
as will become clear through the analysis of the$shsecrets and ethics, concerns the
family, whereas the second kind of question, “Whatecrecy and ethics?”, is brought
forward by Amber.

Thus there are two narratives unfolding simultarsgoun The Accidentalthat of Amber
and that of the Smarts. Even more importantly, harehese two narratives come
together. As is shown in the title of another ndwelAli Smith, Girl meets boy2007),

her narratives are essentially about encounteesnbeting of minds, and more. This is
something that the author continues to take intémesier upcoming novel, to be
published in August 2014, is titlddow to be botl{*2014 in books: turn over a new leaf”,
2014). An important part of my reading will theredde the analysis of the encounters of
Smarts and Amber, who represent different way$ioking and being. Further, the novel
presents encounters both as secret and from aralei@rspective. For these reasons, it is
apposite that my reading is also “both”: | will cbime theoretical tools from two areas of
research, and also by theorists who strongly oppask other’s work.

My analysis ofThe AccidentaWill have two starting points, which are connedbydhe
notion of encounter, a key issue in the novel.ll analyse the text from the point of view
of secrets and from the perspective of ethics. dffiefds of literary research offer
valuable insights into the text | have chosen, Whi turn, provides new ways of

applying some of the concepts of the theories. Bseaecrets and ethics are, to my

10



knowledge, rarely combined in literary researcilsb hope to show that they have more
in common than one would first realise. Bringingre¢s and ethics together in my
analysis, as they are, in my opinion, brought togein the novel, is thus the third
perspective from which | will read the novel.

So far,The Accidentahas not been studied from the perspective of tearal narrative
ethics. However, these theories are very well duite the research of the novel. The
rich, complex narration and ambiguous handlinghefthemes of the story offer a great
deal of material for my analysis, and support airegafocusing on secrets and ethics. |
believe that my study can add some new ideas tprithaous research done dhe
Accidentalas it has not paid sufficient attention to neitbecrets nor ethics. Analysing
the textual and narrative secrets that are pres@amywhere in the novel offers a broader
perspective on the themes of the narrative thapré@ous research. In additiofhe
Accidentalabounds with ethical issues, which need a wideregnareful reading that
does not limit itself to a single ethical theoryanrh primarily interested in the stranger of
the novel and the effects that she causes: theitednAmber, who changes the lives of
the Smart family or rather, helps them to changé thwn lives. In my reading, Amber
acts as a catalyst: she is the one that makesstheggpen in the novel. The way the
characters evolve in the narrative because theyugner secrets and ethics is central to

my study.

My overarching goal in this study is to find outvitnat ways secrets and ethics are
intertwined inThe Accidentadnd what kind of meanings are created in the gcCEhe
focus will be on the characters and the narrafidnus, the research problem at hand is to
discover connections between secrets and ethics.nférans that | will look for
confluences: what do secrets and ethics have immmnand how do they relate to each
other. |1 do not aim at thorough theoretical defamtof secrets and ethics - instead, | hope
to explore both ideas as variedly as they are ptesemy target text. Listening to the
multiple voices present both in the narrative anthe theoretical sources that | will use

is one of the goals in this study.

| will split my research questions into two catagsr the first is about the secrets and the
second about the ethics Difie Accidentall am also interested in who the stranger is and

what kinds of effects the stranger causes in tlvelndhe essence of the stranger is
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analysed as a secret, and her actions and thesttiiagjshe makes happen in the novel are
analysed from the ethical point of view. My anasdyisi not limited to Amber only,

however. Much of the analysis will focus on the nbens of the Smart family, because
much of the narrative is focalized through thend also because the analysis of the four
characters reveals excitingly varied experienceseofets and ethics. The analysis of the
Smarts also shows the different meanings thattéaeheed to Amber's ways of being

secret and practicing her ethics.

The first set of research questions focuses oretedraim at looking at different ways of
keeping and sharing secrets and both the reasoeedrecy and the effects of it. The first
guestions about secrets are answered in chaptefi®Isecrets of the Smarts: What
kinds of secrets do the main characterstug Accidentahave and what effects does their
secret-keeping or sharing have? The following dqoess dealt with in chapter 3.2, The
secret of Amber, and it helps me to find out alwalud Amber is: How is Amber secret?
In chapter 3.3, Secrets revealed?, | will answemthestion: What dodhe Accidental

as a whole, reveal about secrets? In my analybisditogether the reading of the
narrating and the narrated: | will not only lookila¢ secrets of the characters but also at
the way in which they are revealed and hidden énpitocess of narration, although the
focus is on the narrated. | will also briefly toughon the issue of narratives as secrets,
and the role of the reader in chapter 3.3, butetégply this is too wide an area for me to

cover in very much detail in this study.

The second set of questions is about ethics. Welhelp of the following questions, |
aim at discussing the concept of ethics and tHeréift realizations that it hasTine
Accidental In chapter 4.1, The ethics of the Smarts, | anléwer the following

guestions: What kinds of ethics do the Smarts laanewhat effects does their ethical
behaviour cause? In chapter 4.2, The ethics of Anlvall discuss the ethics of the
stranger and the consequences of her actions lathelp of this question: What kind of
ethics does Amber have? Finally, in chapter 4.BidStrevealed?, | analyse the narrative
ethics of the novel as a whole by answering thesiiue of whatfThe Accidentateveals
about ethics. This entails discussion on the alatip between ethics and fiction. Again,
the reader and the act of reading will only receilenited amount of attention.
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My main hypothesis in this thesis is that secratbethics are deeply intertwinedTihe
Accidental | will look at the two issues separately, thougikcause both of them are
complex even on their own. Both secrets and etiriesoncepts that are easy to
understand on a basic level, but very hard to ddfioroughly. However, it is assumed
that readingrhe Accidentalill shed new light on both topics, and reveal sashtheir
complexity and variance. My main hypothesis abegtets is that the Smarts learn a lot
about secrecy from Amber, which makes them retthiekreasons for keeping their own
secrets. My main hypothesis concerning ethicsaslily the end of the narrative, not a
single member of the Smart family has quite theesateas about ethics and dealing with
difficult ethical issues as they had at the begignivhich again is at least partially caused

by Amber.

The complexity of the novel is also reflected ir trariety of theoretical orientation that |
have: my main sources for the theory on secretMatei Calinescu’s theory on
rereading, especially rereading for the secret,&iaskela Bok’s definitions of secrecy. |
will supplement their ideas with other readingse3@will include Gérard Genette’s
narrative theory, especially on gaps, such asiparsl and Leona Toker’s ideas on
withholding information. Secrets have to do witlesces, which is another point of view
present in this study. Ethics is also an issuelitatches is many directions. | will look
into the problems of defining ethics as they hamerbencountered by both philosophers
and narratologists. My main sources on narratitiestare bipartite: |1 will read both
rhetorical ethicists and theorists of ethics oémty. James Phelan, whose theories
establish connections between ethics, characterstaunctures of the novel, is one of my
key sources. However, in order to appreciate thispliaity present inThe Accidentall
will also apply some ideas presented by Simon Rleicand Andrew Gibson, who both

have their roots in Levinasian ethics.

The main limitation of the study is its restrictidcussion of reading. Reading is, as
already mentioned before, not at the centre oféstdn this study, as intriguing a
phenomenon as it is. It has to be noted, howekiat,hy choice of theoretical

framework, secrets and ethics, would also perrsitidy focused on reading. Because of
the prominent role reading plays in the theorieis, mot to be left totally out of the
discussion. | believe that analysing how the charaadead each other’s secrets and ethics

can provide some insights into the novel, whicbrie of the reasons why | will use some
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sources that discuss issues relating to readirem, A¥fhen analysing what the novel as a
whole reveals about secrets and ethics, discussating becomes inevitable. Reading
and the role of the reader offers a way of undedstey the difference between the Smarts
and Amber. Amber seems to exist somehow on a diftdevel from the rest of the
characters, and could be compared to the readkeafovel - or perhaps also to the
narrator. Further limitations include the omissadriheoretical framework on the study of
themes and characters, the definitions of whichd&eussed, for instance, in Suomela
(2001) and Kakela-Puumala (2001). Even though sictam both topics very interesting
and somewhat undertheorized (see also Varis 201Beoissue of defining characters),

there is unfortunately no room in this thesis falegper analysis of the concepts.

Through my analysis dfhe Accidentall aim at gaining a new understanding of both
secrets and ethics. For this reason, | will readeadly all the five main characters, Astrid,
Magnus, Michael, Eve and Amber, paying attentiowly and how they change during
the course of the narrative. The focus will betfirs the second chapter, on presenting
and discussing the theoretical framework of thesturiefly described above. The
analysis will commence in the third chapter, whetbe secrets of the characters and the
novel are covered. In the fourth chapter, the faeilisshift on ethics as understood and
practiced by both the Smarts and Amber. Ethich@ftovel is also discussed. Finally, in
chapter 5, Secrets + ethics = ?, the conceptssathgecrecy and secrecy of ethics are

introduced, in order to show how closely relatettsts and ethics actually are.
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2. Theoretical framework

In this chapter | will map the theoretical backgrduor my study. | will introduce my
most important sources and central concepts neadbd analysis of he Accidental

First, | will focus on the theories that discusersés in narratives, and other ideas related
to keeping something hidden, such as gaps andgssalDefining the concept of secret
from various angles is one of the main purposeshapter 2.1, Secrets in narratives.
Second] will briefly introduce the ethical turn in narre¢ theory and the different
strands of research that consider the connectietvgslen ethics and narratives. | will then
discuss the theories of narrative ethics mostisi@tmr the purposes of this study:
rhetorical ethics and ethics of alterity. Againyill pay attention to the problems of
defining ethics. The tools for analysing ethicg e Accidentahre introduced in chapter

2.2, Ethics in narratives.

2.1 Secrets in narratives

Narratives as such can be thought of as secrethéytire not always about secrets. The
fact that almost no narrative can be entirely kndefore we read it is one of the main
reasons why narratives allure us - although theadviously a different kind of allure,
that of the familiar and the predictable, in sornmalk of narratives, too. Reading a story,
at least when it is not previously known to userables the experience of becoming
acquainted with secrets. On a yet another leveteteare present in narratives also in
their details. Sometimes they are left unnoticethetimes discovered by the careful
reader. But if any narrative could be thought oadacret until it is read, not every
narrative thematizes secrecy in the Wéne Accidentatloes. This is why multiple
theoretical perspectives on secrets are needebdd@nalysis of the novel. So, how can
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secrets be defined and analysed? In this chapteyoalyis to map how secrecy and
related phenomena have been discussed and ddiitieatary research and fields of

study close to that.

Secrets excite us because they are not known biyane but usually only a chosen few.
Even though secrecy is a phenomenon that we afanailiar with, it is surprisingly

difficult to define.The Oxford English Dictionarlgas four entries about secrecy:

1) “The quality of being secret or of not revealsegrets; the action, practice, or
habit of keeping things secret” 2) a. “The conditar fact of being secret or
concealed” b. “Retirement, seclusion” 3) a. “Sonragtwhich is or has been kept
secret; a secret; the secret nature or conditi@omiething” b. “The secret parts (of
a person)” 4) “The condition of being entrustedhnatperson’s secrets; intimate
acquaintance, confidence”.
The definitions reveal some important aspects ofesy to be considered: the
juxtaposition between keeping and revealing seci@isnacy and confidence. It is also
interesting to read the very last definition asadliption of secrecy in narratives: reading
a narrative that has many secrets can indeed bparenhto being trusted with

somebody’s secrets.

Even though everybody knows what secrecy means &roearly age, yet it makes us
wonder; and not everybody is familiar with the céexgy of defining secrecy. Defining
secrecy, therefore, is not as easy a task as aytg first think. Sissela Bok (1984)
discusses the difficulties of defining secrecyeaigth in her booecrets: On the Ethics

of Concealment and Revelatiorhis is how Bok (1984, 5-6) initially defines secy:

To keep a secret from someone, then, is to bldckrmation about it or evidence of
it from reaching that person, and to do so interily: to prevent him from
learning it, and thus from possessing it, making afsit, or revealing it. The word
“secrecy” refers to the resulting concealment.

In other words, concealment is the defining traecrecy: “It presupposes separation, a
setting apart of the secret from the non-secret,cditkeepers of a secret from those
excluded.” This argument is validated from an etlogial point of view: the original
Latin verb ‘secernere’ carries the meaning of siftapart. Some concepts that often play
a role in our understanding of secrecy include @becepts of sacredness, intimacy,
privacy, silence, prohibition, furtiveness, andejgon”. (Bok 1984, 6.) Bok manages to

show how complicated it is to arrive to a neutriimition of secrecy and argues, rightly
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so, that secrets cannot be thought as being damgerdad by nature. The unknown and
the private are also in danger of mingling in tleéidtion of secrecy. (Bok 1984, 7-11.)
Finally, she notes that defining secrecy coulddensas reflecting “the conflicting desires
that approaching many an actual secret arousesatlt®us concern to leave it carefully
sealed, or on the contrary, the determination napup, cut it down to size, see only

one of its aspects, hasten to solve its riddlat(jd4).

Secrets and secrecy have been present in litexaearch for decades. It could even be
argued that they are central to the very beginnaidiserary research - not as we now
know it, but as it first began centuries ago whaered texts were read allegorically
(Korhonen 2001, 11-12). One of the most importagures in the modern literary

analysis of secrets was Frank Kermode, who, acograi Hart (2004), “writing in the
1970s, laid the foundation of how to think abouivsecrets operate within narrative
structures”. Kermode’s main argument is that attatéaves involve secrets, which are “at
odds with sequence” (1981, 83). His idea is thatati@e consists of “two intertwined
processes, the presentation of the fable andotgressive interpretation”, and that the
first process “tends towards clarity and proprietfiereas the second one moves “toward
secrecy, toward distortions which cover secret€r(fode 1981, 82). According to
Kermode Art of Telling 138, cited in Abbott 2008, 79), “[I]t is not unomon for large
parts of a novel to go virtually unread; the lesmifest portions of its text (its secrets)
tend to remain secret, tend to resist all but atmadly attentive scrutiny”. This notion of
secrets that resist reading is shared by Hart (20B#most always, the titles of novels

are both readable and are resistant to being ré&ainode (1981, 84) gives searching for
evidence of suppression as an example of a wandihfy secrets of the narrative. This

is, in a way, what many literary researchers aittsrset out to do when writing about
narratives. Research is still active in the analg$inarrative secrecy today (see for
example Francois 2008), although - or perhapsjestuse - the term secrecy has such a

wide coverage.

Another interesting definition of secrecy is givnMatei Calinescu in his book
Rereading(1993). Calinescu (1993, 227) defines secrecylascalculated and selective
concealment of information”. He then claims that tefinition covers five important
aspects of secrecy. The first aspect of secretteideliberateness of it: secrecy cannot be

accidental, but is has to be based on a deciseworflly, secrecy is selective, which
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means that what is hidden is only hidden from spewgple. The third feature of secrecy
is double coding: the secret message may appeant@y some information to
everyone, but at the same time there is a secretage only for the people who know
what the secret is. Fourthly, even though the $éti@mation should not be known by
outsiders, they may be able to get hold of thermatdion by guessing, for example.
Finally, a secret message always carries witheiré@sponsibility to treat it as secret.
(Calinescu 1993, 227-228.) Analysing secrecYylie Accidentalill challenge this
definition, however: not all of these aspects aeeassarily present in all of the secrets of

the novel.

The difference between secrecy and privacy is s clear-cut, which shows Trhe
Accidenta) too. Both Calinescu and Bok struggle to keepweeconcepts apart. Bok’s
(1984, 10-11) definition of privacy is “the conaiti of being protected from unwanted
access by others - either physical access, persdoahation, or attention”. Calinescu
aims at definitional clarity in a footnote (19938 by citing Kim Lane Scheppele’s
definitions inLegal Secrets

Privacy, on the other hand, is “a condition in whiedividuals can, temporarily,
free themselves from the demands and expectatiasthers. Secrecy is one of the
methods that an individual may use to attain thisddtion. But privacy and secrecy
describe different entities. Secrecy describegim&tion, and privacy describes
individuals” (p. 13).
Calinescu (1993, 230) then returns to the two dedims when discussing Henry James’s
novella “The Private Life”, saying that whereasrseyg can easily exist without privacy,
as is the case in secret societies, privacy caxist without the ability to have personal
secrets. This is all very well, but I still doubtt the difference between secrecy and
privacy is as straightforward as implied in thesérdtions. If secrecy is one possible
way of achieving privacy, why could privacy notdeneans to secrecy? At least in the
world of The Accidentalsecrecy and privacy are closely related: it setbiatswhere
there is a lot of privacy, there is also plentyasm for secrecy. Bok (1984, 11) offers
one possible explanation for this by claiming thtacy and secrecy are “so often
equated” because “privacy is such a central panthaft secrecy protects”, and the
purpose in seeking both privacy and secrecy id&mome less vulnerable, more in

control”.
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There is something profoundly conflicting in thesesce of secrecy. Bok (1984, xvi)
summarizes the contradictory desires we face wiealirgd) with secrecy: “between
keeping secrets and revealing them; between watdipgnetrate the secrets of others
and to leave them undisturbed; and between respgdiwhat they reveal to us and
ignoring or even denying it”. Calinescu also reffeon the human need for both keeping
information to themselves to protect their privaeyl, on the other hand, the curiosity
and the need to find out about the secrets of ¢oplp around us. He talks about “the
entangled social and psychological consequencssopécy” (1993, 233). He argues that
when one identifies somebody else’s secret, iinwst automatically that one has two
intentions; both to keep the secret and to trick®mway into the full knowledge of it
(1993, 233). We have to decide again and againhehéhe urge to keep a secret or
somehow bring it to someone’s attention is strondaother aspect of secrecy is
“secrecy as a form of social reticence or discrét{@993, 237). Secrecy is thus also
related to gossip: “gossip as a blamable actibity,also gossip seen anthropologically as
a kind of informal epistemological sharing of pteanformation about others” (1993,
237). The need to be silent and the need to tatk, &bout one’s own secrets and the

secrets of others, make secrecy an exciting phemome

It is important to notice that secrecy does nat jeker to silence, but also communication
- which is why secrecy comes close to narrativié issunderstood in classical
narratology, for instance by Gérard Genette. Futhaborating on the definition of
secrecy, Calinescu (1993, 245) discusses how setiseindeed a form of

communication - deliberately selective, exclusoféen elliptical, oblique or indirect”.

This communication does not have to involve tallkabgut one’s secret to someone else:
it can also be communication in a diary, for examglalinescu (1993, 244) returns to the
intentionality of secrecy: “one’s innermost seciasatain within themselves the
temptation to disclose, whatever the consequencessomehow perceives one’s secrets
as a burden of which one would wish to relieve srmenscience of mind.” (Calinescu
1993, 244-245.) In this study, communicating alssécret is seen as a continuum. At
one end, there is the choice not to communicatéharg/to anyone - as the absent
protagonist does in another novel by Ali Smithere But For The, and at the other end,
the willingness to share everything with anyone,cbmplete obliteration of secrecy. So,
just like there are different narrative techniquas Genette (1983/1980, 161-162)

characterizes narrative moods: “one cannlteor tell lesswhat one tells and can tell it
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according to one pointf view or anothér- one can have different strategies for dealing

with secret-keeping and sharing.

In principle, anything and everything could beccargecret: it may even be something
others would not consider important at all as laagt is something that someone wants
to hide from someone else. Moreover, just as taerenany kinds of secrets, there are
multiple reasons why a person should like to kespaet - both in the real world and in
a storyworld of a narrative. Calinescu (1993, 248)2has compiled a rather thorough list

of the possible reasons for secrecy:

one may conceal information to be kind or to protehen disclosure would be
painful or harmful; one may remain silent, or speakleadingly or deceptively in
the face of an intrusive or oppressive authoritgvoid persecution; one may
withhold information to avoid misunderstandingfiction (and in good storytelling
generally) information is concealed or disclosedtadtegic points of the narrative
to maintain the interest of the listener/readdr gad one may pretend to conceal
important information for the prestige the possmssif secret knowledge seems to
confer.

Protecting oneself or others is an especially @signg reason for keeping a secret,
because it relates to so many issuebBha AccidentalAlso, secrets are not only
protective but also protected, “because they hidasaof vulnerability” (Calinescu 1993,
245).

An important point to consider when analysing niareasecrets is that concealing
information promotes greater audience interesh@lgh Calinescu (1993, 247) argues
that “this kind of manipulation should be studiewlar the heading of enigma rather than
secrecy”, in this thesis concealing informatiorinarrative is analysed as secrecy.
However, the purpose of the thesis is not to examiays of maintaining narrative
interest, as this has been done by Meir Sternlb@rgistance. Narrative fascinates us,
according to Sternberg, because of the “interpfagrag these three kinds of interests”:
“suspense, which involves the reader’s interesthat will be told; curiosity, which
involves the reader’s interest in gaps in whatleen told; and surprise, which involves
the reader’s activity of recognition when gapsfdled in unexpected ways” (Phelan
2006, 297).
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Defining secrecy and enigma as altogether diffeisstes does not make sense when
readingThe Accidentafor reasons that will become clearer in chaptd&trBgma must be,
according to Calinescu (1993, 240), distinguishredhfsecrecy: “an enigma is a riddle, a
puzzle, at the limit a purely mathematical puzalbereas secrets always involve human
agency and people intentionally and selectivelyceafing information from other
people”. Thus the secrets of the Smart family mamsirelThe Accidentatan be analysed
from the point of view of why they decide to keegtain secrets. Amber’s identity,
however, does not fall as smoothly in the categdisecrets. One of my tentative
hypotheses is thus that Amber could be read asigmatic secret, partly because
nobody knows what her true identity is. Howeveguang that Amber isnerelyan

enigma would miss what is most interesting in tharacter: the kind of associative
interpretation that exactly her nature as secrétespossible. Also, even if Amber comes
to represent an enigma for some of the readetseaiidvel, she can be seen, from the
point of the reader, as an enigmatic secret, becugsauthor of the novel has decided to

conceal Amber’s true identity and aims.

Narratives contain multiple kinds of secrecy, ofiefhenigma is just one example. There
are three different kinds of narrative secretsJatinescu (1993, 240-241). The first
category includes “secrets embedded in texts tieat@more than mere signs of
recognition” (ibid., 240). These secrets are aush@wards for faithful readers.
Secondly, there are “textual secrets that are addck as signs of recognition and
invitations to communion to special groups of et#s”, such as members of a secret
society (ibid., 241). The third category is labélfpersonal authorial secrets” (ibid., 241).
None of these definitions cover the kind of sectetdl look into in this study: the

secrets of the characters in a narrative. Howe&valiinescu does offer a valid perspective
for studyingThe Accidentalvhen he argues that “a text may be perceived @tsicing
secrets, as withholding or concealing importandrimfation under the guise of offering
innocuous, unproblematic, smooth literary entertent” (240) - not that | would

necessarily callhe Accidentalinproblematic entertainment.

Rereading, Calinescu’s approach to reading, isdfipnition connected with secrets: “a
good rereader will always also reread for the detinat is, will always try to discover
what a read text may hold away, conceal, or vail, flar what reasons” (1993, 242-243).

In a sense, rereading means reading for the meaning
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The question of concealed meaning — of both the avid/the how of concealment

— haunts the act of rereading, particularly agihes to focus on tiny textual details,
idiosyncratic formulations, letter combinationsitpens of occurrence of names and
dates, and other such manners (Calinescu 1993, 14).

This description definitely suits the purposes gfstudy: the why and how of the
concealment (of Amber’s identity, of the persoredrsts of the other characters) play a

significant role in my analysis.

Examining narrative secrets requires rereadingalmezthe narrative may not reveal its
secrets before its end. A good example of thiamsMIcEwan’'sAtonemen{2001), where

it is only revealed at the very last chapter ofribgel that the text is not just MCEwan’s
but also the protagonist’s novel. Tine Accidentafome secrets remain even when the
narrative ends: both secrets between the charautdrsecrets of the novel as a whole.
Nevertheless, rereading helps in understandingvilys secrecy is used in the narrative.
Rereading does not merely refer to the act of repdipreviously read text again: instead,
it is “a process of continuous hypothesis buildamgl revising” (Calinescu 1993, xiv).
Although the process of reading will not be a mé&gaus in this thesis, my reading
strives to be a rereading ©he Accidentain the sense of paying attention to the way the

novel deals with secrecy on multiple levels.

Having a secret means being silent about sometfiimgs, | examine the silencesTihe
Accidental Semantics of Silences in Linguistics and Litera{d&96), a collection of
papers that deal with the different meanings @nsié, offers a couple of perspectives for
this purpose. Silence relates closely to gaps liratiges: “Secrecy as a narrative
technique is expressed in a text by intentionalssions, interruptions and incoherence,
gaps (“Leerstellen”) in the sense of Iser” (Mei€9@, 57). Also, silence can be
“deliberately employed as a space for joint imatiord (Meise 1996, 60). Imagining is
very important inThe Accidentabecause the characters repeatedly engage in imggin
different scenarios, even alternative selves. GealitP96) discusses ethical implications
of concealment in Eugene O’Neill&trange Interludend thus offers one angle from
which | can analyse secrecy and its consequencisai\ccidentalEspecially

interesting in this respect is her notion thatANeill’s play, silence [--] creates a void
that is vicious in that it deprives the charactdrthe possibility to attribute meaning to
their being” (Grabher 1996, 361). This might meaarthe context ofrhe Accidentalthat
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the way the family members keep silent about aeitaues deprives them of the
possibility to understand each other. Again, Ambeole is more complex: it could for
instance be that by being silent about who shéyresalshe forces the Smarts to reflect on
who they are.

Being silent is in some cases similar to withhaddimformation. This is something that

all the main characters dhe Accidentatlo. Leona Toker (1993, 1) analyses the
withholding of information in seven canonical navel Eloquent Reticence. Withholding
information in fictional narrativearguing that silence speaks in novels “through
manipulative informational gaps”. She argues thanfcan have ethical meanings,
combining rhetorical analysis of the novels to eragsponse, or, as she prefers to call it,
audience response. Toker seems to think that tdigsted aesthetic contemplation” is
something opposite to “the wish to pursue the nmesteof the plot” (1993, 3), but | argue
in this thesis that mystery or secrets raise tleel rier contemplation. Toker’s (1993, 8)
starting points for her analysis are “ (a) the eadéi multiple readings, (b) the ideal of
careful reading, and (c) the selectiveness ofehader’'s attention.” These assumptions are

not only shared in this thesis, but | believe tBalinescu could also agree on them.

Just as there are secrets in all narratives evargthnot every narrative thematizes
secrecy the wayhe Accidentatloes, there are gaps in all narratives, but noexs are
equally gappy. The assumption that readers ushalrg is that gaps communicate
something, and the phenomenon is called by diftexames by different researchers. For
the literary theorist Jonathan Culler, it is thierof signification, for the philosopher of
language Paul Grice, the cooperative principle,fan&imon Baron-Cohen, best known
for his autism research, the Theory of Mind. WHbtreorists agree on is that “a
satisfying interpretation of a narrative sequenoerges from the interactions or joint
work of a text and an audience”. (Spolsky 2005,.198, the power of notably gappy
texts, such a¥he Accidentallies in the fact that they offer multiple intrigg

possibilities for filling in the gaps. In that wathey call for rereading.

A good example of the way gaps in narratives, ucstiral secrets, as they are thought of
in this thesis, can be categorised is provided dikeT. Toker (1993, 6) distinguishes
between “blanks, or spots of indeterminacy, pradigdnfinite in any text” and

“relatively infrequent informational gaps”. The f@ifence between the two is not clear-
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cut, however, because “a blank turns into an in&dromal gap if we are not sure that our
way of filling it in is correct and if the correass of our surmise seems to be of issue”
(Toker 1993, 7). Some categorization is possibleygh. Toker (1993, 15) classifies the
different ways of withholding information “accordjrto the structure of the suspended
material” in four categories. The first categorglsonological displacement, where “a
considerable portion of the fabula is first suppegsand then revealed in long narrative
blocks”. This type of withholding information is hanalysed by Toker because Meir
Sternberg has already written about it inExgositional Modes and Temporal Ordering
in Fiction. The second category, diffusion of informationpp@ns when “a great number
of separate pieces of information are suppresked,dreating numerous small gaps”.
Temporary suspension of information, the third tgpaithholding information, is at
stake when “a crucially important separate piecafoimation is first suppressed and
later analeptically revealed”. Finally, there aepg that can be classified as permanent
suspension of information. This is the case whehdwseems to be a crucially important
separate piece of information is suppressed andrmevealed”. (Toker 1993, 15-16.) In
my analysis, | will focus especially on the foutype of informational gap, because they

are important with regard to Amber.

From a more structural perspective, secrets calibiseen as gaps. Gaps in narratives
can be divided also into temporary and permangmg.geemporary gaps, or “retarding
structures” as Calinescu (1993, 240) calls themuaed to create suspense, whereas
permanent gaps “shape the plot and determine gitambiguities”. | am especially
interested in the permanent gapdive Accidentalmost of which have something to do
with Amber, the strange, flat, yet extremely ing¢neg character among the family that
could live next door to anyone. Yet another intengsway of thinking about gaps in
narratives is offered by Genette. Changes in featibins, “when the coherence of the
whole still remains strong enough for the notiordominant mode/mood to continue
relevant” (Genette 1983, 195), are classified teeeparalepsis or paralipsis.The
Accidenta] it is mainly paralipsis that is important. Pgpals refers to parts of narrative
where less information than is necessary is giaariassical example is when, in internal
focalization, an important action or thought of thealizer is missing (ibid., 195).
Applying the concept of paralipsis helps me to ustdend what makes it so difficult to
understand Amber’s secret. On the other hand, gyasi, defined as “taking up [--] and
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giving information that should be left aside” (ibid95), can also be seen in the novel, for

instance in Amber’s own chapters that overflow weferences to films.

Gapping is also related to indeterminacy in narestj which helps explain part of the
secrecy and mystery presenfline Accidental According to Emma Kalefanos (2005,
241), “Indeterminacies specific to narrative perta who does what, when, how often, at
what ontological level or modality, and to whateeff, in the narrative world that
perceivers/readers (re)construct”. A good examplesagnificant source of
indeterminacy inrhe Accidentais its narrative technique: according to Kalefa(&305,
241), “free indirect discourse can blur informatetsout whose vocabulary the reported

words reflect”. Gerald Prince, as Kalefanos (2G08,) summarizes, draws a distinction

between gaps in information to which narrators ad#ntion in the discourse (the
‘unnarrated’ - a practice that ensures readerstreness of an indeterminate
element in the narrative world), and, in contrasents that the narrators include in
the discourse but describe as not having occurrdakei narrative world (the
‘disnarrated’).

The disnarrated, according to Prince (2005, 1&8jriprises those elements in a
narrative which explicitly consider and refer toatldoes not take place (but could
have)”. Characters’ “unrealised imaginings (incotieeliefs, crushed hopes, false

calculations, erroneous suppositions)” (ibid.) almbin The Accidental

The novel also portrays some examples of a relatedomenon called denarration.

Brian Richardson (2006, 87) defines it as “a kihaarrative negation in which a narrator
denies significant aspects of his or her narrétia had earlier been presented as given”.
Richardson (2005, 100) also draws a distinctiombeh ontological and existential
denarration, ontological denarration being defias@&bove, and existential denarration as
something that “denotes the loss of identity intpmsiern culture and society”.

Existential denarration thus comes close to what &\wd, curiously, some of the relatives

of her “characters” experienceTine Accidental

Analysing secrets in novels is highly intriguingchase one can do it on so many
different levels and from a variety of perspectiviesr the purposes of my analysis, | will
apply some of the theories introduced above; ttivesteare best suited for the analysis of

The AccidentalThe focus will be on the novel, though, and hoveétter interpret and
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understand it with the help of narrative theory, vioe versa. As | hope to have shown
above, secret is a concept that is far from unauthig, and also something that relates
closely to many important issues in narrative thieord analysis. One of the significant
connections that the study of secrets in narratnassis the study of ethics in narratives.
The connection is made explicit in different waysdifferent scholars, such as Toker and
Phelan. In my study, | will show the connectiorpdby step, both in theory and in the
analysis.

2.2 Ethics in narratives

Ethics and fiction may not seem, at a first glanadye very closely tied together.
However, when one thinks about the two domains,camequickly begin to understand
their many intersections. Even when it is acceghatl ethics and narratives, fictional or
otherwise, actually do have a great deal in commntaesinot easy to determine exactly
what or how. The researchers are very much onrdiitgpages about the issue, which is
understandable, considering how complex the comverg of the two major fields is. In
this chapter, | will map the vast and sometimedieging area of narrative ethics. The
preliminary synthesis of the field is necessargdose it then enables me to focus on the
specific narrative]he Accidental

There are countless ways of defining ethics, alghatiis a truth universally
acknowledged, | believe, that the concept is useenwdiscussing good and bad. The
common understanding is that ethics relates tovtloag and right, to moral decisions
and judgments. Ethics is considered when we tabkialvhat really matters in life: how
we should live and treat each other in differetuagions. In a more academic manner,
ethics is customarily defined as a branch of pbpbdg. The difference between the
concepts ethics and morality is not always cleaveryday speech, although in
philosophy ethics is defined as theory and moracii®ns. In this study, | will take
advantage of the two meanings that the word etiass both ethics as a concept and as a
plural form, indicating that there are differenb#s of ethics. The close and yet uneasily
defined, even controversial relationship betweércstand narrative is also seen as
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positive; the plurality of the discussion makegdssible to approach ethics in my reading

of The Accidentain several ways.

In philosophy, ethics is usually understood ashitaech of philosophy that deals with
morality. Drawing lines between strands of ethgcaadt easy in the opinion of McGinn
(1999, 5): “In moral philosophy, the theoreticatldhe applied are not really separable”.
However, some basic categorizations can be madelMbilosophy has three main
research areas: normative ethics, meta-ethics esatigtive ethics. A concise definition
of ethics is that “[T]he field of ethics (or monathilosophy) involves systematizing,
defending, and recommending concepts of right arwhgvbehavior.” (Fieser
2009/2003.) Normative ethics and meta-ethics resepoie another because they are
both philosophical and theoretical research on fepwhereas descriptive ethics focuses
on describing, explaining and understanding etimesality. Normative ethics asks
guestions such as ‘What is right or wrong?’, ‘Wisagood or bad?’ and ‘What kind of
person should | be?’. Thus normative ethics is dhasea set of ‘do’s and don’ts’, which
should be well argued and systematically presentedder to be taken seriously in the
philosophical study of ethics. Meta-ethics is legdl known for the general public, but it
played an important role in the moral philosophytaf 20" century. Its research subjects
are concepts that are used in the regulation cd\betir, and their meanings and
relations, the methods of acquiring moral knowledgd the other, non-ethical beliefs
that lurk behind the regulation of behaviour, feample the supposition that moral
values exist independently. Descriptive ethicstreditionally asked what kind of a
social phenomenon morality is and whether it casdparated from other mechanisms
that control behaviour. Fundamentally, descrip@tlacs is empirical, which has an
influence on the on-going debate on the relatidwéen descriptive and normative
ethics. There are also other ways of categorizhigpgophy, such as the analytical versus
continental division that is used of the philosoptiyhe 28" century. However, the
differences between the two are far from clear.s@gdlen, Launis & Sajama 2010, 7-12.)

In the end, it is characteristic of moral philosgpt avoid concise and closed definitions.
Using the idea of moral goodness as an example,ibtc@999, 7-34) discusses the
problems of defining and analysing ethical valddse non-cognitivist tradition “holds
that moral utterances are not fact-stating, dcadatit of truth and falsity, denote no

genuine moral properties that things can haveibtad@ave”, whereas McGinn,
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representative of the objectivist position, thitikat “[T]he property of moral goodness |-
-] is an objective property in the sense that d¢dastituted independently of any mental
fact” (McGinn 1999, 8, 7). Looking at the complexdf the issues debated in the study of
ethics, it becomes clear that the relationship betwethics and literature, and their
research, is not simple. On the other hand, thesgms to be something in common for
the study of the two fields: the endeavour of deegerstanding, perhaps sometimes at

the expense of clarity.

What makes the combined ethical and literary amalpsriguing, but also very complex,
is the dividedness of both fields. There is disagrent on the definitions and sphere of
study of both literature and ethics. Thus it com®&s0 surprise that the ways of putting
ethics and literature together are varied and evatradictory. There is some tension
between the two fields. As Eldridge (2009, 1) asady “[B]oth literature (both its
production and the critical study of it) and phdpsy as disciplines have often been seen
(sometimes by each other) as embodying eithergaramitlessness or compelling
necessity—sometimes both.” However, there is soimgtihat literature and philosophy
have in common: both “imaginative disciplines araris of attention both to the
generalities and to the difficult particulars oinan life” (ibid., 14). So, it can be asked,
like O’Leary (2009, 138) does: “Can literature makeontribution to ethics? Could a
particular ethics make a contribution to our reimaptor understanding, of fiction?”

There are indeed many different ways of bringirigostand literature together. Some
philosophers, like Colin McGinn (1999, 2-3) arghattliterature, especially the analysis
of characters, can be very important to ethics. &teet argument varies, but it is usually
something like this: because reading fiction, egdyanovels, makes it possible for us to
encounter other ways of being and thinking, it cake us reflect on ethics in a new way
and thus contribute to our ethical growth. McGihA99, 2), for example, argues that the
purpose of fiction, from the ethical point of viei®,“to present and reveal character in
such a way as to invite moral appraisal”’. The vaiifction is thus its ability to combine
the general and the specific, because “the huntaca¢sensibility works best when
dealing with particular persons in specific consexbstract generalities are not the
natural modus operandi of the moral sense” (il3y.This idea is tied to another
argument of McGinn’s. He claims that there are “tvaalitional paradigms of what a

moral text should look like” and that the focushodral philosophy has been too heavily
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on the first type, “a list of moral directives” stead of the second type, the parable, in
which “a narrative is constructed in which concreharacters take part, equipped with
intelligible motivations and personalities, confiea by situations of choice” (McGinn
1999, 171-172).

From the point of view of literary research, Ph&g@014) definition of literary and

narrative ethics is worth quoting at length:

Where literary ethics is broadly concerned withrigation between literature and
moral values, narrative ethics is specifically cenmed with the intersection
between various formal aspects of narrative andam@iues. Thus, narrative ethics
is both broader (including in its domain nonlitgraarrative) and narrower
(excluding from its domain nonnarrative texts) thigarary ethics. At the same
time, narrative ethics can be usefully seen asentedevelopment in the larger
trajectory of literary ethics, one beginning in thte 1980s.

In this study, it is narrative ethics that is dieirest. Nevertheless, it is important to note
that, unlike some of the most eager commentatotiseo$o-called ethical turn have
claimed, the interest in analysing ethics in naregt never was completely gone. Quite
on the contrary, ethics and literature have a lstagding history (Phelan 2014). For
instance, Plato argued that literature must beestiol to a strict regime because of its
power and frivolousness, whereas Aristotle sawcattsignificance in tragic drama
because it offered catharsis (O’Leary 2009, 138)Davis and Womack (2001, x) point
out, “[W]hathaschanged over the course of the twentieth centuoumdiscussion of
ethics and literature is the simplistic, uncompkcbprescription of external ethical forces

regarding so many different literatures and culure

It can be roughly defined that the contemporary téfaesphilosophy has two main ways
of thinking about the relationship between ethied Bterature: on the one hand
“literature (especially the modern novel) helpgaslarify our emotions and our moral
concepts”; on the other hand “the value of literatig, in a sense, the opposite: it
complicates, it confuses, it splinters; it confeos with the alien and the unknown, and
tends to undermine rather than refine our percemifdhe world”. The first perspective,
represented by Nussbaum, among others, seesureid something that “provides
emotional training and allows a certain clarificatiof concepts through the complex
fictional scenarios it presents to the reader”Lgry 2009, 138-139.) The second

approach sees “the ethical significance of fiction"its capacity to pierce the veil of our
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ordinary experience of the world and of ourseltesjndermine our commonsense grasp
of language and its relation to the world; anddowey an experience that in some sense
takes both the writer and reader to a disturbimgt’li(ibid., 139). The basic supposition
is, according to O’Leary (2009, 141) that “worksfigfion can play an important role in
the ongoing task of working out answers to theratguestion of ethics, ‘how is one to
live?”. O’Leary (2009, 142) argues that one sholagproach a work of fiction with care
and attention”, which means that one is “open &dbmplexities of its relations with the

non-fictional world”. This is what | hope to achein my analysis ofhe Accidental

The ethical turn of narrative theory is a term usiede the 1980s to refer to several
developments: “a pointed interest in narrativitg anarrative literature from the side of
moral philosophy; an increased reflection, fromhivitnarratology itself, on the relation
between ethics and the novel; and the corresporgtmgth of criticism focusing on
ethical issues in narrative fiction” (Korthals At2005, 142). Not everyone, however,
agrees that the term ethical turn should be usagleBtone (2004, 562), for example,
strongly criticizes the discourse of ethics retngniio literary studies, arguing that “we
must abstain from romanticizing and sensationalizivre developments mentioned—even
at the risk of winding up with the fairly boringiqwisional insight that we are dealing
here, as | mentioned earlier, withevival and aresurgencé Even so, the recent

developments in the study of narrative ethics avdlwy of a more detailed analysis.

Ethical criticism typically concentrates on the ab\and it is most popular in Britain and
the United States. There are three main tendeirctég growing field of ethical
criticisms. The first tendency is pragmatist anetohnical ethics. It is linked to the
tradition of reading for wisdom, and theorists havgued that reading narratives can be a
valuable part of moral philosophy. This strandedearch also includes rhetorical
narratology, to which I shall return. The secorgh#icant tendency, ethics of alterity,
can be seen as a critique of the first one. Themgérdea is that literature can offer
ethical insights because it can make us experieattieal strangeness and ultimate
undecidability. The third tendency can be labefletitical approaches to ethics and it
covers a wide array of criticism concerning therespntation of race, class, gender and
multiculturalism. (Korthals Altes 2005, 142-143hdfirst two tendencies are the areas
into which I will look in this thesis, because thegn shed the most light on the essential

ethical questions that readifipe Accidentataises.
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In the tradition of pragmatist and rhetorical ethiesearchers such as Nussbaum, Booth,
Parker and Phelan “argue that narrative fictiongag an important role in the moral
development of readers by modelling their emotige#;conception, and view of life”.
Nussbaum and Parker’s research focuses on “théagewent of moral awareness in
characters”. Phelan’s research interests lie irfahalysis of the rhetorical devices
responsible for the contradictory pattern of deswhich narratives impose upon their
readers - devices such as point of view, distaredi@pility of the teller, voice, or tense”.
At its best, this approach can lead to a producaysis of the ethical dimension of
aesthetic form, but the danger is that literatarenly valued for its potential to build the
reader’'s morals. (Korthals Altes 2005, 143.) Ma@aelts can be found from this “neo-
Aristotelean” approach, as Eaglestone (2004) dallsough. Eaglestone (2004, 602)
considers it problematic that the approach “takea 8trong mimetic position, suggesting
that “we” and art are, in deep ways, the same”abse it necessarily limits the
understanding of literature. Secondly, he critisitege reducing effect that the neo-
Aristotelian reading can cause, when “works becemeces for the exploration of
ethical issues rather than autonomous artworksjl@séone 2004, 603). Finally,
Eaglestone (2004, 603) thinks that “narrative ftseems often to miss precisely what it
is trying to seize in relation to ethics”. For thesasons, then, one has to be wary of

pragmatist and rhetorical ethics.

James Phelan has considerably advanced ethicahatatical theory of narrative, as is
shown in a recent study of his theory (Shang 20Character analysis is one of the areas
in which narrative ethics can be considered. Phetanides a useful way of analysing
characters ofhe Accidentain his essay “Narrative Discourse, Literary Cheggcand
Ideology” (1989). The first principle in his anailyss that characters consist of three
subelements: “the mimetic (character is like a fpdsperson), the thematic (character is
transindividual and ideational, sometimes reprasgra group, sometimes an idea), and
the synthetic (character is an artificial constyu@econdly, it depends on the
progression of the narrative how the three elemeantgin a character. The third
principle is that there are both dimensions andtions in each character, “where
“dimensions” signifies the potentiality of characte be meaningful in each sphere, and
“functions” signifies the realizations of that potiality.” (Phelan 1989, 134.) An

important point is also that there is no simpleightforward relation between
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characterization, or any other element of narragednique, and ideology. Phelan argues
for the dissection of narrative elements “in orfilgrus to understand their complex
potential for participating in the rhetorical tracson of narrative, including the
inculcation of ideology.” (Phelan 1989, 145.)

Phelan (2007, 6) argues that narrative judgmemtScauncial to the activation of our
multileveled responses and to our understandingeointerrelations among form, ethics
and aesthetics”. He has as many as seven thesgstladgudgments. His first thesis is
that narrative judgments are “the point of intetimecfor narrative form, narrative ethics,
and narrative aesthetics” (2007, 7). Accordinghdecond thesis, readers make
interpretative judgments, ethical judgments, wlaoh of special interest for the present
thesis, defined as being about “moral value of ati@rs and actions”, and aesthetic
judgments (2007, 9). The third thesis claims tlzatatives “establish their own ethical
standards in order to guide their audiences toqoudat ethical judgments” (2007, 10).
This thesis reflects on the more general idea loetinatorical ethical criticism: the aim is
not to apply an ethical system to the narrative seeking “to reconstruct the ethical
principles upon which the narrative is built” (20AD). Thesis four is that readers do not
only make ethical judgments about the characteddlair actions but also about the
ethics of storytelling (2007, 12). According to ftiiféh thesis, rhetorical ethics “involves a
two-step process: reconstruction and evaluatio@072 13). Thesis six highlights the
relation between ethics and aesthetics: both pcfreen the inside out and both involve
the process of reconstruction and evaluation (208Y.,Phelan’s (2007, 14) final thesis is
that “individual readers’ ethical and aestheticgonénts significantly influence each
other, even as the two kinds of judgments remastirgit and not fully dependant on each
other”. The seven theses play a role in the unfgldif the analysis of the Smarts

especially.

Narrative ethics can also be analysed with the 6eRhelan’s (2005, 23) concept of
ethical position, “a concept that combines beiragetl in and acting from an ethical
location”. Ethical positions involve “the ethics thie told (the character-character
relations)”; “the ethics of the telling (the nawgs relation to the characters, the task of
narrating, and to the audience)”; “the implied authrelation to these things”; and “one
involving the flesh-and-blood audience’s resporedbe first three positions” (Phelan

2007, 11). He adds to this list the ethics of rhetd purpose, “ethical dimension of the
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overall narrative act” (2007, 11). The ethics @ thld are most important for my study
because | am interested in analysing the ethitdseistory-world. Phelan (2005, ix) also
asks about the ethical dimension of stories: “varatwe asked to value in these stories,
how do these judgments come about, and how do sp®nel to being invited to take on
these values and make these judgments?”. Evenhitusgtudy is much more focused
on reading than mine, his “theorypractice” and winedl tools for “exploring a range of
effects that follow from narration by a characté@?helan 2005, x) are highly usable in
my study as starting points and instruments forkiinig.

Ethics of alterity, the second major strand of aeske in narrative ethics, is a fascinating
field of analysis, because it celebrates the coxigland ambivalence that are present in
my target text. This tradition builds on the viesfEEmmanuel Levinas and
deconstructive philosophers such as Jacques Demidldean-Francois Lyotard, all of
whom emphasize the respect for otherness. Levimialsstthat ethics is about placing
oneself under the command of the Other, and thisatrelation always occurs in face-
to-face relation. He values the act of Saying @cgg moment involving You and 1)

over the Said, which is why his opinion of litenaus for the most part none too high.
Regardless, Gibson, Newton and other critics hhwegs that Levinas’ ethics can be
used in the analysis of narratives. They arguertiaatern fiction “can be shown to stage
the act of Saying and to problematize the Saidahse it “invites the reader to join in the
event of the utterance (or the act of writing), @¥hcan thus become an ethical
experience”. Deconstructive narrative ethics maynsidike a paradox, but, as argued by
J. Hillis Miller, ethics can be understood as retilen on and respect for alterity, which is
at the heart of deconstruction. What can be acHiewth this kind of reading is the
showing of “how texts undermine the reader’s exgigmis and his or her desire for
totality and closure”. (Korthals Altes 2005, 144.)

Of course this approach is not without its problemtiser: “criticism inspired by an ethics
of literature as radical undecidability, linkedth® textual mechanism différance also
runs the risk of discovering the same in all teXi3rthals Altes 2005, 145). Further, as
Eaglestone (2004, 605) criticizes, the “claimstfa ethical significance of
“undecidability” and interruption and the respalnifity for reading” pigeonhole “much
work in the “deconstructive” approach to the issof ethics and literature”.

Nevertheless, ethics of alterity, when combinethttorical ethics, offers a balancing,
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even if partly conflicting, view oThe AccidentalUsing applications of Levinas’s
philosophy as my main sources for the theory oicethf alterity is justifiable because
his ethics have been applied to literary reseaetbrb, and they shed light on
encountering alterity, which is one of the key tgpinThe AccidentalReading Levinas’s
original texts would not offer much support for ggalysis of the novel, but | am
interested in finding out how the applications waikh a novel which thematizes the

power of encounter by showing how it affects sexcaetd ethics.

Alterity is an important notion ifhe Accidentalbecause of the way encountering
Amber, the stranger or other, changes the othéagoaists. Alterity is, according to
Oxford English Dictionary“the fact or state of being other or differentadsity,
difference, otherness; an instance of this”. Afyenvhich is frequently also called
otherness, was already established by Hegel “asd@iteon of identity” in his master-
slave allegory, but has later become “a centraigaon philosophy and literary theory as a
counterterm for identity and subjectivity”. In native theory especially, ethics is recently
often considered “as the genuine locus for theudision of alterity”. Levinas, a Jewish
phenomenologist, is seen as the founder of a giplogof alterity. His ethics focus on

the difference between Other and other:

For him the ultimate Other (Autrui, with a capifs) is the sheer phenomenological
fact of being, the terrifying ‘there is’ which de$ the ego and all personal forms of
the symbolic and thus undermines any closure.dretiiics irreducible alterity is
met in the face of the other person (autrui, witbveer-case ‘a’) (Horatschek 2005,
13).
One narrative theorist who has made use of thénksian paradigm is Adam Zachary
Newton, who argues that if narrative is seen agsi@nsubjective act or performance,
ethics is automatically implied. His point of viesvthat novels have an ability to “make
‘the invisible visible’ as a gap or rupture in théepiction of selves and communicative

intersubjectivity”. (Horatschek 2005, 12-14).

Andrew Gibson (1999) searches for a postmodernofaypalysing both literature and
ethics. His work discusses the ethics of Levinasstrongly criticises the new positivism
and the ‘politics of English’. He moves away fronRFLeavis’s view of ethics and
literature: “Leavis thought that novels had effemtsthose who read them - that, ethically,

it mattered which novels you valued and how yowedlthem; how you read them, too,
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the kind of commentary you produced about themabse commentary itself was a
mode of valuation” (Gibson 1999, 1). Instead, Gibsointerested in ethics and ethical
temporality that are postmodern or post-theoretidalcriticizes the earlier narrative
ethicists, especially Rorty, Nussbaum, Booth an#tétawho all “slip into difficult or
paradoxical positions” and believe that “ethica i®tality or involves totalities, whether
of value or perception” (Gibson 1999, 10). Gibsb899, 11) criticises especially “the
extent to which it ignored all the various probldirations of narrative and narrative
‘form’ - problematizations that have been very gely postmodernist, that could not
have emerged without the modern novel - in novebth from the 1960s onwards”. In
his opinion, the pragmatist and rhetoric reseasathrreglected the issues of narration,

representation and the unity of the work. (Ibid121)

Gibson finds his allegiances in researchers whihing&s have “argued for a close
relationship between theory and an ethical criti¢isor “have been promoting the cause
of a deconstructive ethics”, such as Simon Critghde those who have been “exploring
the possibilities - and sometimes the problemsa pdst-theoretical, ethical criticism”
(Gibson 1999, 12). His conception of postmoderisitgn interesting one: he thinks that it
is “the (not necessarily contemporary) conditiomvimch we arrive at - and must work
with and through - a more and more developed aveaseaf moralities as myriad,
groundless, incommensurable and interminable” (@999, 14). Levinas’s philosophy
fits into this kind of literary research because éthics “does not proceed on the basis of
or in the hope of establishing a secular, objectveversal morality on securely rational
foundations” (Gibson 1999, 16). Levinas does haweesblind spots though: women,
Eurocentrism and ‘the ethics of marginality’. Thus thinking is challenged with other
views while Gibson goes on with his project of depeng modes of ethical reading and
discussing “how far a non-cognitive, Levinasianiediof fiction might also be an ethics
of affect”. (Gibson 1999, 17.)

Gibson has narrating subject and narrated objeitteastarting point of his argument. He
argues that narration does not need to be sean‘@node of activity in which a subject
takes another, other, the world as the object protd of knowledge and claims
possession of them” (Gibson 1999, 26). Insteadatian can be seen through Levinasian
eyes, the focus then being on the encounter wighitgl. He argues that ethics plays a role

in representation, analysis and judgment in diffeveays, but that “the narration of a
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story appears as a particular kind of ethical conicgibson 1999, 26). The concept of
excendance is introducedEXcendancés the spontaneous amdmediatedesire to

escape the limits of the self, a desire generadtase limits are experienced in their
narrowness, even their sheer absurdity” (Gibsor®9199). In other words, excendance
means reaching out - and this is precisely whatasékethical. The concept can be used
in analysing especially postmodern fiction, becduseratorial relations in certain kinds
of fiction are characterized by excendance antéitgporality” (Gibson 1999, 42). In this
thesis, excendance is used in the analysis ofitheacter of Amber, because it allows
seeing Amber ethically: Amber can be read as esgdpe limits of self, and urging

others to do that, too.

Gibson (1999, 54) criticises modern literary theangl criticism for taking for granted
“the meaning and point of terms like ‘omnisciencigcalization’, ‘reliability’ or
‘unreliability’ in narration”. He points out thatdvinas is against rhetoric, “which refuses
to listen, refuses exchange, assimilation, hybaitiin, self-reflexivity”, things that he
highly values. Rhetoric is seen as the oppositaofersation, which “maintains the
ethical relation with the other and the possibitifjunsaying what is said, and
philosophical discourse seeks to avoid violenaeiining away from rhetoric”. (Gibson
1999, 59.) Because Levinas values the face-todaceunter and not representation and
cognition, Gibson has to use other sources in éurtbnstructing his argument about
narrative ethics. Lyotard, who builds on Levinasrk, sees ethics as “resistance to
tantalization and closure”. However, Lyotard thitkat ethics also has a political
dimension, which effects on his views of anti-reg@r@ationalism. Whereas Levinas is
against representationalism because he valuestoeieter between two people,
Lyotard’s reasons have to do with aesthetics: lmemsmitted to the aesthetics of the
avant-garde and the sublime. Lyotard sees theatttiimension in the sublime: “He
argues, for example, that ‘there is no sublimehwitt ‘the development of the
speculative and ethical capacities of the mindVekthough the ethics of sublime is
linked to the idea of progress, narrative ethigsaao be understood through negativity
and melancholia. (Gibson 1999, 63-77.)

Postmodern ethics, as defined by Gibson (1999,“848),insist on producing or
discovering rifts, gaps, distances, differencesjmorder to break up all sense of

community but - unendingly - in the interests atanmunity to come whose values are
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still to be formulated, a solidarity that has yebe created”. This insistence on gaps and
differences is precisely what connects postmodtricsto the postmodern novel that is
analysed in this studyhe AccidentalGibson raises the question of unity of the nasgel
an ethical question, arguing for the dissolutiothef novel as “an active principle and a
form of intellectual work” (Gibson 1999, 86-88).dHethical model for the text is “not
one in which particularities are embodiments asiifations of a stable, pre-existing
ground or system, of prior values or principled, dne in which the movement onwards
of the text, what Bakhtin calls its ‘eternal unfihedness’, the unlimited multiplicity at
work within it, is of cardinal importance” (Gibsd®99, 91). Alterity is discussed as “the
future and the multiplicity of becoming”, that “d®aot emerge as or in radical
discontinuity”. Instead, the idea is that altehgppens when something is reworked and
thus repeated so that one can think of it as apthing. (Gibson 1999, 99-100.) The
sphere of common, the assumed common ground thahare with others, is dissolved
in post-humanist ethics, because it “denies whainas calls the radical anarchy of the
diverse” (Gibson 1999, 103).

Critchley (1992) argues for the ethical dimensio®erridean deconstruction he

Ethics of Deconstruction: Derrida and Levind&errida’s work can be read “as an ethical
demand” (Critchley 1992, 2) when ethics is undexdtoot as a branch of philosophy but
in the way it emerges from Levinas’s work. Critgh(@€992, 5, 8) sums up Levinas’s
ethics: “it is the criticamise en questioof the liberty, spontaneity, and cognitive emprise
of the ego that seeks to reduce all othernesset’it“Ethics is not the simple
overcoming or adornment of ontology, but ratherdbeonstruction of the latter’s limits
and its comprehensive claims to mastery”. Ambigbgyween “what is said in a text”

and “the very ethical Saying of that text” (Crite111992, 19) is central in Levinasian
ethics. Deconstruction, on the other hand, is eefimas something that takes place
“wherever there ‘is’ something”: as a textual preett is double reading, “a reading that
interlaces at least two motifs or layers of readii@yitchley 1992, 22, 23)n this sense,
deconstruction as a textual practice bears a rdaag®to the idea of rereading - which is

something that texts likEhe Accidentateem to invite.

Cricthley (1992, 30) introduces the concept cldtteading, which he defines in the
following ways: ‘Clétural reading is double reading extended to includeatiadysis of

closure and the question of ethics.” It is exactbtural reading that “allows the question
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of ethics to be raised within deconstruction” (@rey 1992, 30). But how does one do a
clétural reading, then? According to Critchley (2990), a clotural reading consists
“first, of a patient and scholarly commentary faliag the main lines of the text’s
dominant interpretation, and second, in locatingnérruption or alterity within that
dominant interpretation where reading discovermgts within a text to which that text

is blind”. Critchley (1992, 30) then claims thesgerruptions or alterities are “moments
of ethical transcendenég“an event in which the ethical Saying of a texerrides its
ontological Said”.

As different as rhetorical ethics and ethics ofrdtly may sound, the two approaches do
have something in common. Both approaches, even ey are being very critical or
incredulous about the place of ethics in the themy analysis of literature, do
simultaneously point to the importance of the anthe other. Eskin (2004b, 585) sums
up what he considers to be the central argumentssmiscussion: both literature and
ethics, or moral philosophy, are primarily concermeth what being human means and
that both are “secondary speech genres”, “uttesafaimut” utterances”. As Eaglestone
(2004, 605) notes,

both “wings” of the debate assume certain idelasud the sort of truth and thus the
sort of knowledge that the work of art can creltere than this, they also rely on
the idea that ethics and literature represent tifferdnt fields that need to be joined
rather than, following Heidegger’'s accountetifosandaletheig versions of the
same uncovering.

Moreover, as Hale (2007, 189) has pointed outctdision about the ethical value of

“literature™ is very often discussion about novelsly - although Phelan’s work with
lyrical narratives, for instance, may be mentioasan aberration. Hale’s (2007, 189)
argument then becomes that the “new ethical thispmden taken together, propose a
common theory of literary value [--] which is basadin agreement about the novel’s
function as an agent of the reader’s ethical educatWhat Hale (2007, 190) sees as
distinctively new in the work of the ethical thesid is that they see “the reading subject
as engaging in self-restriction as an act of fréé,whrough which the reading is able to
“produce the Other”. Some of these ideas will witha doubt emerge in the analysis of

The Accidentaltoo.
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In the 2000s, the study of narrative ethics isréeddfield: some studies, like the present
thesis, do a close reading of a narrative, “pddityin terms of the dilemmas and the
conundrums presented in the lives of the charathietsve encounter there”, whereas
others focus on the ethics of authors or readersperhaps surprisingly, to the value of
ethical criticism of narratives (Davis & Womack 20&). The energy of the research on
narrative ethics shows in the amount and variefyulsiicationsPoetics todayfor
instance, has published a special issue in wiri@4 2ocusing on ethics. A recent
collection of articles to illustrate the breadtidatepth of the study of narrative ethics is
On the Turn: The Ethics of Fiction in Contemporalgrrative in English(Arizti &
Martinez-Falquina, eds., 2007). It seems safegoerthen, as Phelan (2014) does, that

[M]ore generally, as the recent collection Narratisthics (Lothe & Hawthorn
2013) indicates, because the domains of narratidesthics are themselves so vast
and their interactions so varied, we can expedtekjploration of their intersections
will continue to excite much debate and to yietchnesults.

In fact, it is even possible to hear a “symphongaitemporary buzzwords and topoi [--]
such aslterity, interpellation call of the otheranswerability ethical responsibility
opennesobligation eventdoing justice witnessinghospitality, singularity,

particularity, orthe gift (Eskin 2004a, 561). It has to be remembered, ghpthat
underneath the new words there are some old, arfds@nating ideas about ethics and

narratives.

In Finland, narrative ethics research has not lseactive as it is in the United States and
in Britain. Nevertheless, there have been someestubat discuss ethics in narratives
from varied perspectives. Two recent dissertatearsbe mentioned:he Ethics of
Representation in the Fiction of Amitav Gh@llluttunen 2011), anRewriting Loss:
Melancholia, Ethics, and Aesthetics in Selectedk&/by Chuang Hua, Maxine Hong
Kingston, and Fae Myenne NBehkoranta 2013, unpublished). Huttunen’s (2Q0Y;-
208) standpoint of ethics is similar to the prestatly in its choice not to adopt complete
theoretical frameworks but certain threads of thEntounters have been one of the
themes of research in the past few years, espetiaie more philosophically oriented
studies; see, for instance, Korhonen and Rasamd®)2nd Korhonen (2012). Lehtimaki
(2009, 2010) critically applies James Phelan’s th@ohis works. In the more recent

article, Lehtimaki (2010), in order to read "a sigpicated narrative”, compares the way
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of reading based on rhetorical theory to encoumgettie text as if it was the face of other.

This, as will be shown in the analysis, is highiteresting for the purposes of this thesis.

In the end, it seems impossible to content onegétfjust one definition of ethics, which

is why | have chosen to construct my understandifrige issue by closely reading the
target text of this thesis. To have (at least) saalearly different understandings of the
concept and its research in fiction as startingsdior my study might not be absolutely
necessary, but it will certainly help me to gainrenmteresting insights dthe

Accidental The mixing of different theoretical perspectivesembles the way in which
secrets and ethics merge in the novel. Also, wkading a narrative that has as different
kind of characters aBhe Accidentahas, mainly Amber compared to the Smarts, reading
for ethics with just one conception of it would seenfitting and unfair. To be able to
appreciate the differences in the ethics of eadheprotagonists, the understandings of

both rhetorical ethics and ethics of alterity ageded.
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3. Secrets in The Accidental

In this chapter the focus will be on revealing thest important and intriguing secrets in
The Accidentalmainly on the level of the narrated. First, Ilwélad the most significant
secrets that each member of the Smart family kespkirack the changes that they
experience in the course of the narrative as eelaesecrecy. Second, | will read the
secret of Amber: not just who she is and what sfesdbut also what is her role in regard
to the secrets of the Smarts. | aim at includingha! different versions of Amber that are
present in the novel. Finally, | discuss secretgherlevel of the whole novel and the
narration, focusing on what the narrative ultimatmmunicates about the meaning of

secrets.

3.1 The secrets of the Smarts

Although the Smart family appears to be disconrkated dysfunctional, there is one
thing that they all have in common: secrets. Thisnection, however, remains a secret
for the characters themselves. In order to brieg thecrets to light, | will need the help
of various theoretical tools: definitions of segreways of reading silences and different
kinds of gaps in the narrative. What the analysisreveal, | hope, is the diversity and
complexity of the secrets of the characters. Elengh narrative technique is not a main
focus in this chapter, it is interesting to notevh the words of the Ali Smith, “All

those characters ifhe Accidentahre written in stream of consciousness, in they tire
sorting out their unconsciousness with an enhanoadciousness” (in Smith, Caroline
2007).
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The Accidentahas internal focalization, which means that theatar narrates not only
the observable side of the characters, but als@ sirtheir thoughts. To be more precise,
the focalization could be labelled, in Genettetsnte (1980, 189-190) variable and
multiple; the narration is focalized through ea€tthe family members in turns, but the
narrative also occasionally displays multiple tejs of a single action. For instance, the
dinner on which it is revealed that Astrid no longas her video camera is focalized
through both Astrid and Magnus. Smith’s use of kaeéion and other narrative

techniques plays a role in the overall developnoésecrecy in the novel.

3.1.1 Astrid: secrets of a victim

Astrid, although she is the youngest in her fammignages to keep two major secrets.
Her secrets relate to the construction of ideratrtg to the searching of her own place in
the immediate community. What troubles her is loress: she both suffers from school
bullying and misses her absent father. Both searetslso, essentially, someone else’s
doing: Astrid’s former friends or her father. ThAstrid is put in the role of a rather
helpless victim. It is telling of Astrid’s situatiahat although she has planned to tell
someone about her worries, she has not managexitoTdhe secrets show in Astrid’s
chapters as if accidentally; even though both eftlpose a serious threat to the integrity

of her self-image, she by no means thinks abou ttenstantly.

Astrid is in a difficult situation at school, butl@ugh she fears that the rejection might
get worse because of the early start to her surhoigtay, she is not at all hopeless:
“with any luck by the time school starts again gp&mber Lorna Rose and Zelda Howe
and Rebecca Callow will have forgotten about h@ndpgaken out of school early” (A,
12). Thus Astrid can be read as hoping for an sabjytion to her secret: perhaps the
bullies will simply forget. Even though Astrid fir&concentrates them out of her head”
(A, 12), thus demonstrating willpower, her thougbden return to the bullies. One of the
incidents is possibly revealed in a vision thatriishas before waking up again; the
narrator does not make it clear whether she is tetelp asleep or somewhere in the

fuzzy state between dreaming and being awake. LamdaZelda ask Astrid and Rebecca,
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still Astrid’s friend at this point in the past, tome and play tennis with them. Astrid
says no, because the surface of the tennis cauall“pieces of broken glass” (A, 14).
Rebecca goes on the court nonetheless, and getseagh chocolate from a man who has
joined the girls. Astrid notices that she has l@nera in her hand: “If she can get this on
film she will be able to show someone everythirg’hhappening” (A, 14). This is
Astrid’s plan of revealing her secret: not tellaigout it, but showing someone what
happens. It is an uncanny plan: would it not besfiaapler just to tell someone? Perhaps
Astrid’s obsession with showing and filming stem@d a serious mistrust in words, be it

promises or confessions.

The bullying messages, as if proof of Astrid’s s¢cgump up from the narration,
mimicking the way text messages used to contairiatdetters only: “THINK UR
SMART ASTRID SMART. U R A LOSER. UR NEW NAME = ARSIT. FACE LIKE
COWS ARS 3HAHA UR A LEBSIAN U R WEIRDO” (A, 24)mmediately after this,
Astrid moves on to think about bullying on a gehé&reael, as if it was not to do with her:
“It is dangerous, to bully. [--] At some point soAstrid will tell her mother that her
mobile phone has been stolen” (A, 24). Howeverridstoes not lie to Eve about the
phone or tell her about the bullying. It seems fettid has not made a firm decision to
share her secret, like one would expect basedeoddfinition of secrecy as deliberate
(Calinescu 1993, 227), but instead drifts intotetiing it. Thus Astrid’s narrative
challenges the idea of secrecy as something thaawealways control; perhaps it
actually is often the case that people head faesgmut of inability to confess. Secrecy
could thus also be characterized as accidentedast to an extent. Astrid’s silence on the
bullying betrays her uneasiness with trusting hermify and confessing to being bullied.

The consequences of Astrid’s secret-keeping begamoéw when her mother reminds her
to keep her mobile phone with her: “Her mobile,tstmed off, is in the bottom of one of
the litter bins at school, at least that's where Igfft it three weeks ago” (A, 24).
Apparently the dumping of the phone has been Astadn choice after she had received
bullying messages to it. Thus the hurtful wordseulgtrid to protect herself by cutting

off all possibilities of connection via her mobplone. This has, however, not only
relieved her from reading further malicious textsseges but also given her a freedom
from her parents being able to reach her at ang.t®m the other hand, Astrid’s choice

has also led her into keeping a further secret:gha@ no longer has a mobile phone. This
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is one of the main effects of secrecy that canele® $n the novel: secrecy often generates
further secrets. When protecting one’s secret gpoiedlly has to conceal other things,

too, so that the secret cannot be guessed.

School bullying is not the only thing that Astridanses to keep to herself. Astrid also
thinks about her father a lot: she keeps the letters that he and Eve had written, and
reads them again and again. In other words, Asigd, secretly, to keep her family
united by cherishing the love that her parents drazkfor each other. The reason why
she gets up to film the sunrises also relatesrwetiting she read in those letter$:‘had

a film camera behind my eyes what | would dois &ll the dawns of all the mornings of
my life then give the finished film to you all sptl togethér(A, 124). Thus Astrid’s
secret longing for her father manifests itself @ kecret project of concretizing her
father's promise to her mother. Astrid parentsraréonger married, and Astrid feels that
her identity is cut into two: she is both AstridrBeski and Astrid Smart. Both men who
gave her the last name are remote to her: theptmgsically and the second emotionally.
Astrid is alone with her secret longing: “Magnus&mMagnus Berenski. Magnus is not
even bothered. Why should | care about him whecldsaly doesn’t give a fuck about
me, he said once. But Magnus can remember him2@A, Astrid’s loneliness both in her
family and at school shows in the way she triefsgiare out who she is: although
constructing one’s identity can always be consid@reomewhat secret or hidden

process, for Astrid it is lonely, too.

Astrid’'s secret, her double loneliness, is onéhefreasons why she is so much drawn to
Amber. Finally she chooses to tell her secret tdbAm“Astrid tells Amber about the
mobile phone in the school litter bin with its raltill being paid and nobody knowing.
She tells her about Lorna Rose and Zelda Howe ahbeééta Callow. She tells her about
how she and Rebecca Callow used to be friends124). She also tells her about her
father and how important he still is for her:

She tells her about her father Adam Berenski'gtstto her mother and how she
found them under the birth certificates, car ineaea papers about who owns the
house etc., in the bureau in her mother’s studyremwd she took them and how
nobody has even noticed she’s taken them and hewesps them now inside a
sock inside another sock inside the zip-up poak&tle the holdall under her bed at
home. (A, 124)
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Amber’s reaction is bland: “Amber breaks a talhstef grass from the edge, puts the
stem in her mouth and lies back on the lawn. Sbkslaip at Astrid for a long time
through eyes half-closed against the sun. She d@gnanything” (A, 125). Astrid, who
has long kept her thoughts on her former friendslaar father silently to herself, faces

silence as a reaction to her revelation.

Silence, however, does not mean that nothing happ@esirid finds herself able to let go
of her father, step by step: first by discontinuihg filming of dawns because she no
longer has the camera, and later on by realisiagdine does not need her father’s letters.

Astrid is freed from the secret longing that shd faa her missing father:

Also, the astonishing thing is, she doesn’t needdtler’s letters any more. They
weren’t proof of anything really. It doesn’t mattbat they're gone. In fact it is a

relief not to always have to be thinking about th@mvondering what the story is
or was. Her father could be anything, and anywhsmhat Amber said. (A, 232)

Thus Astrid has been able to work on her secrét #mber’s help so that she feels
relieved not having to try to keep her parentselstory alive. This kind of process of
letting go of something that used to be an impadrsanret is discussed theoretically
neither by Calinescu nor Bok, but it is easy encdiagbee that the development of
Astrid’'s secret captures something essential abeerecy. Secrets change, just like their
keepers, and sometimes this happens without oxesspre from outside.

When Astrid returns to school after the summerfands her bullies, she is able to play
with the partially overlapping concepts of secraog privacy (see Bok 1984, 11-14). She
confronts Lorna, one of her bullies who had jusegiher “the you're a weirdo look” (A,
231), publicly in the middle of an English lessand lets her decide whether the bullying
is their private business. This seems to give tveep to the bully, but actually Astrid
knows that Lorna has no choice: if she said thatg not their private business, she
would give Astrid her permission to tell everyormmat the bullying. The threat of that
alone might be what changes it for good: “sincenttey haven’t done anything to her, in
fact Lorna Rose and Zelda and Rebecca have all m&gel of almost embarrassing
effort at being friendly” (A, 231). By making itélir shared secret rather than only hers,
she is able to settle the matter. Astrid has lehthe power of secrecy: some secrets hurt

less when they are shared together with one’s esgemi
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3.1.2 Magnus: secrets of a wrongdoer

Magnus’s secret is different from his sister'selates to a single incident that
irrevocably changes his life. Moreover, Magnusasavictim like Astrid, but a bully,
albeit in a more or less accidental way. He shavesdther boys how to use Photoshop in
order to alter a photograph of a girl, on whom ofthe boys has a crush. They put the
girl’'s face from her school portrait together walpicture of a naked woman taken from a
porn site, and email it to everyone at their sch8bbrtly after they send the email the

girl commits suicide. Magnus is paralyzed by guwilbich is made worse by his
agreement with the other boys to keep quiet abdatt they have done. Thus Magnus’s
secret is the incident that changes his life foreBecause Magnus cannot live with his
secret, the focus of his narrative is on the pdggibo confess.

Magnus’s secret keeps coming up in the charadigsisghts. The first remembering of
the incident is at the very beginning of Magnugiater in the beginning: “the beginning
of this = the end of everything. He was part ofélq@ation. They took her head. They
fixed it on the other body. Then they sent it roeveérybody’s email. Then she killed
herself’ (A, 36). The unfortunate events are tregold as they return to Magnus’s
thoughts obsessively altogether eleven times ir2hpage passage. The remembering
discontinues the progression of the narration, siomes quite visibly:

But Magnus knows. He is all swollen up with knowing

He did it.

They did it.

Then she did it.

She Kkilled herself

Magnus shakes his head hard inside the duvet. y4etlsa words to himself again.

She. Killed. Herself. (A, 43)
The way that the narrative breaks into pieces gthams the image of Magnus as a
broken character, traumatized by his secret. Asaatdpy Horton (2012, 642) in her
article about trauma ihe AccidentalMagnus is “in a state of traumatic numbness and
repetition that directly parallels trauma’s 199%edretic diagnoses”, and that “these

experiences signal Magnus's extreme estrangenwantrégular psycho-symbolic
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experience, pushing him in the direction of suitid&hat is more important than the

symptoms of trauma, however, is the way Magnussdedh his traumatic secret.

One of Magnus'’s strategies of dealing with histgsito view his identity as broken into
two: the old him, the one before the secret thiigom he now calls the Hologram boy,
and the new him, all desperate and hopeless. Thagkon boy, his old self, is described
like this:

Far far away, as if he is looking down the wrond eha telescope, he can see a
boy. The boy is the size of a small stone. He isisy, as if polished. He is wearing
his school clothes. He waves his arms the sizpidess’ legs. He speaks in a
squeaking voice. He says things likell cool quality, quite dodgy reallyHe talks
all about things. He talks as if they matter. [Hg talks about how holograms are
produced. He himself is a hologram. (A, 37)

Magnus used to be an eager schoolboy, who is stegten learning about different
phenomena. The fact that Magnus calls his oldaskilogram is both very telling of
Magnus’s interests and of his scornful view of Weey he used to be: totally innocent.
The notion of hologram also captures the ideattitesame thing may look very different
from different perspectives, which is exactly whNsgnus has to struggle to accept. In
contrast, the new Magnus is “this, now, massivayoidable” (A, 38). He is “all bulk,

big as a beached whale, big as a floundering clugiemyt” (A, 38). What Magnus does
not say, probably because he simply cannot, isitimtctually the dark secret and the
accompanying guilt and regret that are massiveuaagtoidable. He imagines himself as
different animals, hopes to be “a fish, any kindisii, in or out of water” (A, 38), or “a
dog with a dog-brain”, or a badger, because “Ewervtord is lucky. It is only half bad”
(A, 39). In other words, his secret generates fg#lousy and longing masked as hatred

for his former self and the wish of regression.

Another effect of Magnus’s secret-keeping is thehhs become totally distanced from

his family:

There’s his mother. She doesn’t know anything. iSlsaying something. Magnus
nods. He picks up the plate from a place at thie tatih no one sitting at it. His
sister takes the plate from him. She doesn’t knitee [--] Magnus nods. He
hopes that this nodding is what they need. He seudsral times, as if he is very
sure of what he is nodding about. Yes. Yes, definitNo worries. (A, 47)
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With his secret-keeping, he has built a wall betwiienself and his family; having to

keep up appearances is the result of his promisetdb tell. Magnus’s enormous guilt
makes him unable to see himself as anything etse dldespicable wrongdoer and unable
to communicate with his family members in a meafuihggay. This raises questions

about the protectiveness of secrecy (Calinescu,1B388: what if by protecting a secret
one is actually harming oneself? Magnus certambiy case in point. Even though

Magnus shares the terrible secret with the two plogdas nobody with whom he could
talk about it: the boys have sworn a pact of sieincorder not to get caught. Magnus’s
distress proves that confessing the practical gmkee wrong could have been a better
option for him: suffering from the enormous guiitsecrecy may be even harder for him

than facing the consequences of his actions.

As Magnus’s secret-keeping clearly cannot go oaver - as Horton (2012, 642) notes,
unlike other Smarts, Magnus clearly suffers frorarfgine clinical trauma” - he

eventually confides in Amber, though not in as mamyds as his sister. Once he notices
that Amber has “an astonishing way of looking difaly at things”, he tells her what
troubles him: “It keeps getting dark when it's lighe says. | mean, when it's not meant

to be dark” (A, 144). Later on, in the evening, Mag expresses his secret in a more
direct manner: “I broke somebody” (A, 149). Aga#mber’s reaction is mild: “So? she
says. And?” (A, 149). Magnus'’s secret, kept tog@rbboth himself and the unfortunate
girl, does not seem to be so grave any longer. Asibeaction leaves unanswered
guestions, though: is she saying that little beeai® does not care or because she wants

to protect Magnus from explaining it all to her asadbecoming even closer to her?

Even more importantly, Magnus decides to trussbkizet to Astrid, too. This happens
after he has been found guilty for the Photoshoent - Jake, one of the two boys that
were with him, had told the headmaster about itifgabeen in love with the girl.
Magnus is not supposed to talk about it with any6Astrid is not to be told anything
about the school etc. Nobody is. As part of the-expulsion agreement Magnus has
agreed not to mention the name or case in pubsitt has been warned against

mentioning it in private” (A, 242). But he tellsihe

Catherine Masson, he says.
What? Astrid says.
It's her name, Magnus says.
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Whose name? Astrid says.

Magnus says it again.

Catherine Masson.

Then he tells it to Astrid through the opened doos much of it as he knows and
as much of it as he can, beginning at the begin(dn@57-258)

Astrid’s reaction to Magnus’s secret is left unkmpwvhich strengthens the impression
that what really matters in the narrative is Magtmusting his sister. Telling Astrid may
also be Magnus’s way of provoking some of the blame hate he has been craving for
ever since his secret became known by the schaibl Atso, because Magnus did not
confess his wrongdoing to the authorities, teldsrid gives him the opportunity to
make a confession. And then again, Astrid has drézld him that “There’s nothing you
could tell me that would make me hate you more thaready do” (A, 243). In other

words, it is safe to tell the secret to Astrid witl not change anything.

Magnus’s secret is especially interesting becausani be read as problematizing the
guestion who owns a secret. Bok (1984, 24) ask®d guestion about the ownership of
a secret: “Should one include only those “aboutnwhib is a secret, those who claim a
right to decide whether or not to disclose it, bmdo know it?” A complex secret like
Magnus’s has several different phases. The firasphs when it was still an innocent
joke shared with the other boys: at this pointéh@obably had not been that much
pressure to keep it a secret. Catherine’s suiditgbthe boys’ secret to its second phase
and changes its nature from a joke to a horridbfctuelty: it becomes vital not to let
anybody know about it. This is the phase Magnwsérigggling to live with at the
beginning ofThe AccidentalJake’s confession starts the third phase: theoaties now
demand that the boys keep quiet about the matters The control over the secret is
claimed by the authorities: Magnus had to buy igistr as it were, to stay at the school
with his promise that he will not reveal the seciéte further lifespan of the secret -
whether Astrid keeps it to herself or not - remainknown. This is also one key feature
of secrecy: the more keepers a secret has, theumpredictable it becomes whether it

remains a secret or not.

3.1.3 Michael: secrets of an adulterer
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Michael’s secret is infidelity: he keeps havingaaf$ with his university students.

Michael’s secret could be characterized as an eperet, or secret of Polichinelle:
“something which is ostensibly a secret, but whietjuires little effort or penetration to
discover” Oxford English Dictionary. However, Michael does not seem to be aware that
guite so many people know his secret, at leasthabthis wife has known for years, too.
When Michael’s secret is finally brought into lighitis actually Michael who is the most
surprised and shocked. Michael’s narrative thusr@stingly discusses the limits of
secrecy.

Michael’s secret, an open one although believdikta genuine secret by him, is that he
keeps cheating on his wife Eve. He, “Dr Michael 8mafficial campus cliché” (A, 260),
as the narrator notes, has had sex with numerohis students over the years. He does

not even enjoy the cheating any longer:

Ten years ago it had been romantic, inspiring,gnig (Harriet, llanna, that
sweet page-boyed one whose name escaped him navhbutill sent a card at
Christmas). Five years ago it had still been gdodifistance, Kirsty Anderson).
Now Michael Smart, with twenty-year-old Philippa d&thjerking about, eyes open,
on top of him on his office floor, was worried abdis spine. (A, 70)

The secret-keeping has become habitual to MicA&el fourth aspect of secrecy as
defined by Calinescu (1993, 227-228) becomes awitapt issue with Michael’s secret:
as much as one may try to keep ones secret, somemnget hold of it. However, it
seems that Michael is not exactly keen or clevédrde his secret: Eve has become
accustomed to finding “the usual condoms” (A, 1®1his pockets, and he has been
warned several times by the faculty to stop slegpiith students. The only precaution
that Michael takes is blocking his number when &lésdis students: “never ever give out
the mobile number” (A, 68). This carelessness witlelicate, potentially life-changing
secret with severe consequences is confusing.dbaéi simply a bad liar, or does his
carelessness have another explanation? It coulddokas sign of wanting to be caught,
but there are no other such indications in Miclsaeérrative.

The effects of Michael’s secret being an open ararderesting. They reflect the nature
of Michael’s secret: the string of affairs shoulelkept secret because it is forbidden - and
dangerous, if the word comes out. Protecting thieidden or dangerous are just some of

the motives for secrecy; we may also want to ptaemething that we see as sacred,
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intimate, or fragile (Bok 1984, 281). Michael's setds definitely intimate as well,
although perhaps more so for the girls, for whomaty be a one-time thing. Still, its
dangerousness is what makes Michael's poor seskaty surprising: it seems as if he

did not realize that his secret jeopardizes bagmtarriage and his career. An open secret
like Michael's shows interestingly how complexstto be an insider or outsider to a
secret, an issue that Bok (1984) discusses incinfttng way. The separation between
insider and outsider can be seen as a definingaraecrecy: "to think something secret
is already to envisage potential conflict betwedratnnsiders conceal and outsiders want
to inspect or lay bare” (ibid., 6). An open sedretrs these boundaries: outsiders may
easily become insiders to secret, which pushesrigaal insiders to the secret towards
outsiders if they still believe to be the only oheis. Thus an open secret puts the person
who supposedly ‘owns’ the secret into a positiowlirich he is the outsider to his secret

not being secret. Again, secrecy generates fusiherecy.

The cheating is connected to yet another secretthappiness of their marriage. Living
in an unhappy marriage is typically describedasdj a lie, although it resembles more,
to my mind, keeping a secret. When Michael's nareatas become poetry, in his section

of the middle, this is how he sees his relationship

It was New Labour love, then, him and Eve,

a dinner-party designer suit-and-tie,

a rhetoric that was its own motif,

they believed in each other, and a lie

was at the very centre of belief.

The waste it was made Michael want to cry.

He was a ruined nation, and obscene,

and nothing meant what it was meant to mean. (A;175)

The lie “at the very centre of belief”, Michaelisfidelity, reveals another aspect of
secrecy. Some secrets can be kept rather easilgtiglling anyone about them, but
other secrets need constant lies in order to reserets. Otherwise, as is the case with
Michael’s secret, they may become open secretselEmeent of self-betrayal is also
present in Michael’'s secret; perhaps his serialt@uis, among other things, his way of

faking a fulfilled life and forgetting his maritatoubles.

In a way, Michael’s most profound secret is thaish@ person who is always looking for

something new, a fresh experience. Michael lovgiioengs:
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the beginning again!

Extraordinary. Life never stopped being gloriougj@ious surprise, a glorious
renewal all over again. Like new. No, not just likew but really new, actually
new. Metaphor not simile. Nikke between him and the word new. Who'd have
believed it? (A, 57)
Michael’s love for beginnings is interestingly gadrwith his fascination with cliché:
“Cliché was earth-moving, when you understood hewyou felt it, for the first time.”
(A, 60). Beginnings and clichés are combined inhdel’s infidelity: he tries to
experience new beginnings in the most clichéd wesgible. The character of Michael
also reveals how secrecy is related to play “asxa@nsion and re-elaboration of
daydreams, for instance” (Calinescu 1993, 245).ddisstant daydreams of new girls
have turned into reality and messy secrets thaatan both his marriage and his position
at the university. However, he seems to be botidtb this threat and immune to guilt.
The character does not portray a need for confessiachael lives in the present,

oblivious to the fact that his actions cannot ransacret forever.

Thus, the turning point for Michael’s secret is whiebecomes known to him that his
secret was an open one. Michael’s colleague tdd&satahe topic as if it was old news:
“And don’t say that you weren’t warned, | told ybwe years ago, four years ago, two
years ago and last year” (A, 265). When she lehiraghe revealing message, she does
not even mention what she means by “the gamgie“game’s up, Michael. It's Marjory.
Phone me. Careful who you talk to. The legal depart’s involvet(A, 269). To
Michael’s endless surprise, it is not only the ensity staff who is aware of his

philandering - Michael’s secret turns out to beadty known by Eve:

Whatever this is, | swear, | don’t know anythingpabit, Michael said.

It's all right, Eve said. | know.

She nodded. She took his hand.

Michael, looking at Eve’s photograph in the bookshanderstood again, like he'd
understood now every day since, and every dayrnderstanding came to him as
incomprehensibly newly as it would if he sufferednh a brain disease that meant
he couldn’t remember anything for longer than twefour hours.

Astonishing.

He realized Eve knew. He realized she had alwags/knknown all along, and it
had made no difference to her. He realized, taa,ttiey had both been waiting for
exactly this message. (A, 269)

The fact that Eve had known about his adulterylaadinot cared enough to let him know

that she knew is almost incomprehensible to Michaskeems like the greatest deceiver,
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after all, is Eve: not reacting to one’s spousefglelity must be rather rare. Their roles
are reverse to how Michael imagined: Eve is notk&d, but he is, and she has a good
reason for leaving him, whereas he has to playdleeof the regretful husband. If there
was a game, then, it was between the husband degdand it is safe to say that Eve
should be crowned as the queen of secrecy. Thaliegef Eve’s secret, then, becomes

much more significant a turning point for Michaeh his own secret.

3.1.4 Eve: secrets of a fake

The character of Eve is different from the resthef Smarts in that her secrets are harder
to determine. It seems that there are plenty ofgdhshe would want to be or thinks she
should be but is not: a productive writer, a lovingther and a happy wife. She has
devoted her hours to imagining lives that long deeadlple never had the chance to live,
but now she finds herself incapable of continuinthhe writing. Eve hides her crisis
from her family like a true Smart, but, unlike ledildren, never makes a full confession

of her secrets to Amber or to anyone else.

Eve is supposed to be writing her new book, arolaintruefictinterview’, in the shed in
the garden of their rented holiday home, but shesdmt write a word. She does not even

want to think about writing, as is revealed in harrative in the beginning:

How and where was the booRfease don't ask this.

Wasn'’t she working on itEvery night at six she came out of the shed, Wwank

into the main house and changed, and ate as §’'a wark had been done and
everybody’s summer wasn’t being wasted in a Norfahk-hole. Today Astrid had
come over the grass rather than up the gravel sthggn’t heard her, had only just
seen the shadow cross the window and only just getheo get up off the floor and
on to the old chair at the desk to make a noisleeakeyboards of the off laptop.
After Astrid had gone Eve had stared at the blam&en. Calm. Measured. (A, 84)

Eve pretends to her family that she is working, sinél also lies to the publisher when
meeting with her later on in the summer that hev heok is “well under way” (A, 199).
After having said this, she even tells herself thiaén she gets home, she will be working
the new Genuine, and that she will be “halfway tigtoit” (A, 200). Such is the power of

her delusion and self-betrayal.
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In truth, Eve suffers from a serious writer’s block

Did Eve have a subject for her new unbegun bocgkNet Why was the very
thought of starting a new book, which would bringelative money and fame,
enough to make her spend all day lying on her lgacthe floor of the mock
summerhouse unable to do anythirg@od question. See if you can answer it from
the answers already given. (A, 85)

The question and answer format in which she hasenrher “Genuine articles”, the six
books about different persons who, in reality, el in the second world war, creeps
into Eve’s mind and the narration of her first ctespEve is constantly interviewing
herself. Asking herself questions and then answeham creates an image of a person
who wants to control everything and who believeariswers; as Eve answers her own
guestion Why the Q & A gimmicKR?“It's not a gimmick. Every question has an ansive
(A, 82). However, the continuous questioning alsates an effect of a character who is
lost and confused, such as in the passage quotee alhere Eve refuses to answer her
own question, and refers to an ambiguous “you” wthauld be able to infer what she

really thinks.

Eve’s internal dialogue shows that secrecy is iddetorm of communication, as argued
by Calinescu (1993, 245). As Eve cannot trust aayeith her secret, she has to
communicate about it with herself, albeit in ansva manner. Eve’s distress shows in
the way her questions grow bigger and bigger amduhgwers become shorter and

panicky:

Was Eve, for instance, tired of making afterlivaspeople who were in reality
dead and goneEve chose not to answer this question.Dig Eve really
remember the whole of that review off by heartbagm?Eve chose nawas it
anything to do with thé&ct that thirty-eight thousand wasn’t actually tmaany
after all, not in bestselling terms, and now theg big time had arrived, it was
disappointingly not that big a timé®o! of course not! Absolutely notA, 84-85)
Eve is thus in denial, trying to keep her uneasivggh her work and her life in general
as a secret even from herself. Self-betrayal cemla¢ seen as a kind of secrecy (Bok
1984, 60). This is highly problematic, though: “Hoan one simultaneously know and
ignore the same thing, hide it and remain in thé déaout it?” (ibid., 61). Self-betrayal
can be thought of as a proof of the complexityhef human mind - and of the difficulty

many of us feel when we need to be thoroughly haesurselves.
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Eve is not happy with her work, but she also kdegshusband’s unfaithfulness and their
somewhat unhappy marriage a secret. Eve couldibpa@d to a character in Henry
James’s “The Private Life”, as analysed by Caling4®©93, 232): “He is so used to
pretending that rather than paint he pretends foalb@ing.” It seems that Eve has
become so used to pretending to love Michael thaicannot stop, and actually starts to
pretend and lie about her writing as well. The pgots in her relationship have an impact
on how she sees her children, too. Eve imaginesstawvould like to feel towards her

family:

Next to her was an Eve just like Eve was now, alitg but one who buttoned the
top button on the coat her daughter Astrid was iwgdrefore she went out in the
cold and rain, and felt real, good love as shemtd the kind of love that made you
panic but the kind that made you happy. (A, 294)

Pretending that everything is all right makes Embappy, and keeping all this to herself
does not help. Thus the character of Eve, alonly th# other Smarts, indicates that

secret-keeping may be psychologically very demandin

Eve is the only character whose secret, at ledsisiinderstood mainly as her writer’s
block instead of a fully-fledged unhappiness wiéhn life, remains a secret even after
Amber’s visitation. There are hints that the othemes aware of Eve’s dissatisfaction with
her life, though. Astrid recognizes the threateriome in Eve’s voice when she orders

Amber to go, and later on warns Astrid not to &tlout her. This is how Astrid sees it:

But it's not Amber that’s over, Astrid thinks, loioky at the photograph of Michael
with his hand on Magnus’s shoulder and both of thenghing, her mother smiling
like that with her arm round Astrid, Astrid withtham round her mother.

It's finished now. That time’s over. I'm warningwdA, 232)

Is it their family that is over, then? It certairdgems like it as Eve leaves the others to the
robbed house to go to a solitary journey roundabdd. She clearly does not love

Michael any longer:

Michael: [--] You think about me too, don’t you?
Eve: Oh, | suppose so. | suppose | think of yowsmmally. (A, 291)

Not telling her family what her journey is all alioueans that Eve continues to keep her

secrets to herself - and the distance betweenlhargeher family is not just
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geographical. Very tellingly she throws her molpit®ne into the Grand Canyon, making

it impossible for her family to reach her.

3.2 The secret of Amber

In this chapter the focus will be on the mysterywio Amber is and what she does in
The AccidentalThus, the secret of Amber consists of both heresedentity and the
secret reasons for her actions. | will read Amlseamenigmatic secret; a character that
resists final readings but offers a multitude o$sabilities for interpretation, as the
Smarts’ different conceptions of Ambers show. Apartant part of the secret of Amber
is that she can be read as having multiple pergmsal or even as two different
characters, Amber and Alhambra. Moreover, the &ffeCAmber’s secrecy are profound
and complex, as | shall shortly show. In what fato | will first analyse the different
ways of interpreting the secret of Amber, and tireave on to discuss the effects that her

secrecy has in the novel, especially for the Smarts

3.2.1 Reading Amber’s secret

Amber is a character that demands a different &ingéading from the Smarts. Phelan’s
(1989) model helps to reveal and understand tlierdiices between the kinds of
characters that the Smarts and Amber are. The lesicof the model is that characters
consist of three elements: “the mimetic (charaistéike a possible person), the thematic
(character is transindividual and ideational, somes representing a group, sometimes
an idea), and the synthetic (character is an @#ifconstruct)” (Phelan 1989, 134).
Whereas the Smarts are highly mimetic charactery, much like possible persons,
Amber is mostly thematic and synthetic. The theaalément of Amber is particularly
strong with relation to secrets because Amber sgors the idea of secrecy. The vast
amount of references to films in the parts of theah when Amber is the narrator
underline that Amber as a character is an artifmastruct much in the same way as the
protagonists of films are. Amber’s functions asaracter, the ways in which she is
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meaningful in the three domains, as defined byd&hgl989, 134), probably vary from
reader to reader as Amber can be interpreted argunaét least two different ways.
There are some elements that would support thengadithe character as a vicious
crook who not only manipulates the poor family biso robs them blind. On the other
hand, one could also read Amber as the savioureofamily, giving each of the family

members ways to deal with their secrets, thus hglffiem to become better.

The complexity in the way Amber is secret beginthwhe character's name, which has
multiple meanings. The main usage of the word n@yads amber as resin: “A
yellowish translucent fossil resin, found chieflgrag the southern shores of the Baltic. It
is used for ornaments; burns with an agreeablerpdften entombs the bodies of insects,
etc.; and when rubbed becomes notably elect@xf¢rd English Dictionary2013). So
Amber is something that preserves things - sud¢hekistory of cinema or the almost-
collapsing Smart family. Becoming electric alsg #tmber’s image and her role in the
novel. Another meaning that the word amber haanasdjective, is “Designating the
intermediate cautionary light in road traffic siggydetween red (= stop) and green (=
go). Also, as n., the amber-coloured light itskeénce fig., an indication of approaching
change or danger” (ibid.). Amber definitely brirefsout change, perhaps also danger.
Being in the middle of going and stopping alsoyp#scribes the atmosphere of the

novel and the lives of its main characters.

The now deceased northern dialect version of threl@mber, lamber, which refers to
yellow amber Oxford English Dictionary2013), brings to mind a connection to the word
lamb. Lambs are important ithe Accidentabecause one of the paratexts of the novel is
a photograph of a lamb in a fold (taken from Fayl@io’s Our Forbidden Lanyl

Another meaning of lamber is “One who tends ewesnwambing”, and ewe, an obvious
allusion to Eve, is a female lamb (ibid.). Ambeuglgets the role of a shepherd, guiding
the lambs, the Smarts, where she wants to take. thieenfigurative meanings of the word
lamb include being “as meek, gentle, innocent, eakvas a lamb” and “A simpleton; one
who is cheated” (ibid.), further strengthening tbading of Amber as using her power
over the Smarts. The religious reading of Ambea akepherd and the Smarts as her
lambs should not be neglected either, especialiglme there are many other instances in
the narration that refer to Amber’s possible suptmal qualities. These will be analysed

later on in this chapter.
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Amber’s alleged last name, MacDonald, is not gageich in meaning and allusion as
her first name, but nevertheless adds to the irg&apon of the character. The surname
originates in a Gaelic name, Mac Dhomhnuill, “whisltomposed of the ancient Celtic

elements domno- ‘world’ + val- ‘might’, ‘rule”Dictionary of American Family Names
(2013) cited in “McDonald family history”). Thus Amer’s last name could be translated
as the ruler of the world, which is indeed not flaatfrom what Amber comes to
represent to the Smarts. Amber says that shernscttiy descended from the MacDonalds
of Glencoe” (A, 92). This opens up further posgiie for reading the character, because
the history of the MacDonalds of Glencoe (also kn@s Maclains of Glencoe), a branch
of clan Donald, is interesting. For instance, tretmof the clan is “Cuimhnich”,
‘Remember’, which refers to the massacre the Maelisnof Glencoe faced in the late
17" century (“The Maclains of Glencoe” 2013). Rementphas a link to the meaning
of Amber’s first name: amber is a substance tleh&mbers’ or preserves. The motto of
the MacDonalds of Glencoe had been, before theaness'Nec tempore Nec fato”,
‘Neither time nor fate’ (ibid.) - again somethirttat evokes similar kinds of ideas to
Amber. Time and fate are both concepts that Ambake®s the Smarts understand anew,
although it seems that time and fate do not afiectife quite in the same way than the
others’ - Amber’s watch has stopped at the magiaaiber seven, because she needs to
“keep an eye on the time” (A, 144) and she thitied tfor all we know I’'m going to live

forever” (A, 105).

The knowledge that the reader gets about the sefcehber comes from two different
sources: from the Smarts’ chapters that reveal Amber is seen by each of them, and
from the four passages in the novel narrated nsaderson narrator. These brief
chapters tell the story of Alhambra, and can bd esaa framing device to the overall
narrative. It is one of the major gaps that retatdmber whether she is actually
Alhambra or whether they are two different chanactBeviewers of he Accidentahave
not been in agreement about Alhambra’s meaningmidgerity thinks she is Amber, but
opinions are divided on the significance of thealtbra chapters in the novel as a whole
(see Turrentine 2006 for a positive review of AllmedAmber and Kakutani 2006 for a
negative one). In an interview by Caroline Smitd(2, 78), Ali Smith gives a revealing

description of the enigmatic character:
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[--] she is complete artifice! She has no selflatés well as being the most earth-
stampingly bodily character, she is also in dreantcinemas. She is a trick of
light. Each one of her sections is first person setd up an immediate distrust and
immediate self entry. You can place anything odraaything onto this character:
she might punch you for it, you know, but you ctlth garry on doing the reading.

If the author of the novel is to be believed, thtmber and Alhambra are the same
person, a character with no self. This is the m@athat makes the most sense, because it
allows the reader to get to know the characteebéttho would Alhambra be, if not
Amber?) - but also, importantly, lets the readgrezience the character’s all-
encompassing essence and offers a partial expbarfati her strangeness as experienced
by the Smatrts.

The main problem in reading Amber is that shevsry gappy character - all of the
novel’s most important gaps have something to db ier. What kind of gaps are there
in The Accidentalthen, that have an effect on ways of reading Afmi@alinescu (1993,
29) problematizes Roman Ingarden’s phenomenologgaafing and theory of schematic
structure: “Is the schematic structure - the apgneled structure of “gaps” to be “filled-
in” by the reader - something that can be ascextaimth complete and incontrovertible
objectivity?”. | think it obvious that it is not: it texts as complex ashe Accidental
there is always room for several equally plausibierpretations. Of course, there are
different degrees to this complexity: Amber as arabter is much more complex and
open to multiple interpretations than the Smartabar’s true identity, for example, is a
significant gap that goes into Toker’s (1993) fouwrategory, permanent suspension of
information. The narrative never reveals whethetb&mis, in fact, a Scottish woman
who drove over a girl and changed her life, or Atlaa, multiple fictional characters

blended into one.

Another term that can be used when talking abops ganarratives is alteration, which
refers “to a momentary infraction of the code whidverns that context without thereby
calling into question the existence of the codeaaative discourse (Genette 1983, 195).
The two types of alteration are named paralepsig, éxcess information” (ibid., 197),
and paralipsis, “giving less information than i€@essary in principle” (ibid., 195). In the
internal variable and multiple focalization Dfie Accidentathere are various infractions.
Especially Amber’s chapters abound in both paradegusd paralipsis: she gives too much

information about films and cinemas, and too littitormation about who she is and what
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she does with the Smarts. None of the family mesaex mentioned even once in any of
Amber’s chapters, which makes possible the reaitiagthe Amber who spends time
with the Smarts and the Amber who tells her cingrsory in between could actually be
two different characters. Nevertheless, readingithe one character, as paradoxical as

that may sound, allows the secret of Amber to lbd ees fully meaningful as possible.

At the very beginning of the novel, before the petned the beginning, the story of
Alhambra/Amber begins. “My mother began me one egem 1968 on a table in the
café of the town’s only cinema” (A, 1) are the fingords of the novel, excluding the
paratexts. Not very much is given away about Anibbéinis first short chapter; only that
her name is actually Alhambra, after “the placengfconception” (A, 3). There are
multiple meanings to the word conception: idea,ansthnding, impregnation and origin
(Oxford English Dictionary: This ambiguity highlights Amber’s strangenesd #re
mysterious essence of her character. The facRimdier “began” at a cinema is key to
the interpretation of the character: she can bepeoed to cinematic narratives, illusion
and dream. The chapter closes with enigmatic wivaas the first person narrator: “From
my mother: grace under pressure; the uses of nyys$tew to get what | want. From my
father: how to disappear, how to not exist” (A, IBseems already at the beginning of the
narrative that Amber has some rather unusual ctearstecs, unless one wants to read her

words as merely metaphorical.

After all of the Smarts have had their beginninfgsber’s story is told again, in a new
way. This time her mother is not a film-goer and fa¢her a boy working in the café, but
the main characters frorhe Sound of MusiéMy mother was a nun who could no
longer stand the convent. She married my fatherc#tptain; he was very strict” (A, 103).
Various other film references are given, sucMgd-air Lady “I sold flowers in Covent
Garden. A posh geezer taught me how to speak pamgktook me to the races, designed
by Cecil Beaton, though they dubbed my voice inghé because the singing wasn't
good enough” (A, 104). The most important mothet &ather might in the end be
Terence and Julie, “Stamp. Christie” (A, 105) leaist Terence Stamp is mentioned
elsewhere in the narrative. Terence Stamp alsg Tihke Accidentato Pier Paolo
Pasolini’'sTeoremg1968), which has a similar story with a very spestranger joining

a family and changing their lives.
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In the end of the part of the novel called the rreddmber’s voice is heard again. This
time she describes the history of cinema, staftiog when films were first invented: “I
am born just short of a century after the birthh&f Frenchman whose name translates as
Mr Light, who, in his thirties, late in the yeard8 has a bad night, can’t sleep, feels
unwell, sits up in his bed, gets up, wanders atbmihouse and - eureka!” (A, 205).
Amber’s secret is thus again linked to the magithefmotion picture. The rest of the
chapter briefly maps the rise and fall of cinenvaifl) the names of films, actors and
cinema houses scattered throughout the text. Almbsymes as artificial as the film
industry, and yet miraculously alive with the vaisoallusions to memorable characters in
different films. It is as if Amber is an enigma tvitar too many clues: by being
everything, the character comes close to beingmgtfihere are only a few possible
clues as to what her true identity could be, sisctha following: “Red means passion, or
something on fire. Green means idyllic. Blue meaight and dark. Amber means lamps
lit in the dark” (A, 206). Again Amber is seen asyanbol of light, which activates the
various metaphorical senses: light is linked tdlg®bd and Lucifer (as the morning star
and as the DevilDxford English Dictionary, knowledge, seeing or understanding. Light
is a recurrent metaphor for Amber in various cotgesuch as in traffic lights, where she
represents the warning sign. Moreover, Amber mé#kesmarts feel like they understand
life and themselves anew: she brings them enlighéen. Magnus even thinks about
Plato’s allegory of the cave (A, 249) because wib&r and the change that she brought.
On the other hand, illusion, which is in the hedirtinema, is also what Amber is about.
Other things Amber and films have in common incltiteallure that they have for many
people, the powerful influence they may have oséhewho encounter them, and the
possibility for endless interpretation that sont@$i and the multifaceted character of

Amber offer.

The final, unnamed section of the novel is agamated by Amber. This time the
passage is not about the history of cinema, butitallthambra:

| was born. And all that. My mother and father. Astdon.
Never mind that. Imagine the most beautiful paldttethe most beautiful palace in
the world. Now imagine it multiplied. It's a palan®ade of palaces. (A, 305)

Amber then recites the brief history of Alhambrafdse ending up where her story
began:

61



The people who built cinemas gave some cinemasitse. Like the one | was
conceived in. Now we’re back at the beginning.
Heaven on earth. Alhambra. (A, 306)

Even the very last words of the novel leave Ambgléntity and purposes open for
different interpretations:

It's a palace in the sun.
It's a derelict old cinema packed with inflammablmstock. Got a light? See?
Careful. I'm everything you ever dreamed. (A, 306)

One has to be careful with Amber: she may bringpslend destruction with her. Another
possible reading, focusing on the last sentendbaisAmber is a film character that has
come to live, a living motion picture, reflectiohtmow the Smarts would like to live. The
context of dreams is also important, although itasaltogether clear whether Amber is a

nightmare or a blissful dream.

What further complicates reading the secret of Aminmeaddition to her own chapters
and the multitude of meanings and possible intésicas that they create, is that all the
other protagonists see her differently. It cantgeied that there are multiple Ambers in
The Accidentalas she appears focalized through each of the ptbh&agonists: Astrid’s
Amber, an exciting friend who teaches her to beldsa; Magnus’s Amber, the teenage
boy’s dream come true; Michael's Amber, painfubigéinating yet indifferent; and Eve’s
Amber, full of charisma and ambiguity. Even theseb®rs do not stay the same because
the Smarts’ ways of reading Amber change duringhtireative as their relationships
progress. Thus each of the Smarts can only undergtanber’s secret in part, and form a
limited idea of Amber’s identity. In other wordbgtreader knows more about Amber
than the characters; not just because of the phigsib see how Amber develops
relationships with each of the Smarts but alsocietly, because of Amber’s own
chapters. The ambiguity makes Amber a fascinativagacter, who not just has secrets
but actually is one - or, to put it differently, ade essence and purposes are the most

important gap that there is The Accidental

The Smarts struggle to read Amber’s secret; thainderstand who she is and what she
wants. Amber comes across as an enigmatic chafemtefirst to last, though. The story
that Amber tells of herself to Eve, when askedakpef a Scottish heritage - and it is a
completely different story from what can be reamhfrthe Alhambra chapters. Amber’s
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Scottishness is not immediately obvious, thoughridshinks that Amber “has a way of
talking i.e. Irish-sounding, or maybe a kind of Amsan” (A, 31), whereas Michael
observes that she “had an accent that soundedforgcandinavian” (A, 65). For the
English family, the fact that Amber is from Scotliaquite likely adds a little bit of
exoticism to her. On the other hand, it also stiteegs the connection between Amber
and Eve: Eve’s mother comes from Scotland. Ambesdmt give her surname before
Eve asks Amber to tell her something about hertedfjgh; being a MacDonald seems,
then, to be less important in reading Amber tharfire name. It is noteworthy what
Amber chooses to share with Eve: not her reasangdibing the family, but a few Gaelic
proverbs “that everybody knows off heart” where Aambomes from (A, 92). She tells
them in Gaelic, first, which Eve thinks “soundekkligibberish” (A, 92). Amber’s
proverbs are telling: “One: there’s many a hen kg an egg. Two: the yellow will
always return to the broom. Three: be careful adet folk over your threshold till you're

absolutely sure who they are” (A, 92).

Eve does not ask Amber to explain her proverbschvimay be Amber’'s secret message
or even a warning to the gullible family. The prda®certainly are double-coded from
the point of view of the reader, who already knakagt Amber is not who the Smarts
think she is, such as one of Michael’s studentsildb®coding is a part of Calinescu’s
(1993, 228) definition of secrecy: the secret mgssaay be publicly coded so as to
convey spurious or deceptive or merely neutralrmftion to the layman and at the same
time secretly coded so as to convey the privilagéamation for the initiate only”. In

this case, the initiate seems to be the readerdadstf one of the characters. Especially
the third proverb can be read as Amber warningdbait not trusting her, although it
has deeper echoes as well: how can Eve, or anyssecwer be absolutely sure who
other people, even close ones, are? The secranbeAis reinforced, then, both by her
knowledge of a rare language, unknown to the gth&agonists, and her use of proverbs
that remain without further explanations. It depefrom the reader whether Amber’s
answer is read as a case of paralipsis: does lshaotéttle, or even fend off Eve’s
guestion, or does she really reveal something itapbabout herself through the
proverbs? The reader’s opinion may very well changia reading to rereading the
narrative: Amber’s proverbs are likely to raise motterest on a second reading, when
the reader is fully aware of the complexity of dtaracter and the open ending that the

novel has.
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A fuller version of Amber’s story is narrated thghuEve’s focalization at the end of her
part of the beginning. Amber had had a terribladeat that had changed her life
completely:

When she was in her twenties Amber MacDonald workelde city in a high-

flying position in investment assurance and insceanterests. She had a Porsche.
It was the 1980s. One sleeting winter night, thekveefore Christmas, she was
driving along a narrow car-lined street in a sn@n with the radio playing a song
called Smooth Operator and the windscreen wipeargydbeir rubbery swipe over
the windscreen, and a child, a girl of seven wegaitiittle winter coat, its hood
edged in fur, stepped between two cars on to the irofront of her and Amber
MacDonald’s car hit the child and the child die#l, {00-101)

Death of a child is an intriguing reason for Ambehave changed her life. The accident
may be read as an allusionAa Accidental Mana novel by Iris Murdoch (see Sophie
Ratcliffe, ‘Life in Sonnet Form'Times Literary Supplemer20 May 2005, 19, cited in
Germana 2010, 96). Althougkn Accidental Mans a different kind of novel frorfihe
Accidenta] it features a similar kind of car accident, arthjnk, a covert theme of
secrets and ethics, too. The story of the turnmigtpn Amber’s life, however, should be
read with caution because it is filtered througte’B\consciousness. This may have
severe consequences to the reliability of the dtmryarious reasons. First, oral stories
typically change a little when retold. Second, tirgpalternative life stories is what Eve
does for a living, which, theoretically, makes bgtremely capable of altering Amber’s
original narrative. Third, it seems as if Amber so®t remember the story at all later on,
when Eve wants to talk about it: “What child? Ambard. What accident?” (A, 201). It

is possible that Amber tells each of the Smartst its, apart from Michael - things that
they want to or need to hear, instead of actualgaling her personal experiences, as the

listeners may believe.

Part of the mystery of Amber is the uncertaintyawhy she is there with the Smarts.
This question is never directly answered to inrthgative, but the explanation for

Amber’s lifestyle, living in her car, is given ihé narration through Amber’s voice:

Since then, Amber MacDonald said, | gave up my jp¥p salary. | sold the car and
| left most of the money | got for it, thousandsai big pile of cash, like a hillside
cairn, by the side of that road where it happehbdught a second-hand Citroén
Estate. And | decided that from then on | woulderdive in a place that could be
called home again. How could I? How could | live #ame way after? (A, 101)
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Her story is credible because it would convenieafiglain why Amber appears to be a
“gypsy kind of a person” (A, 98). This reading alsglps to explain Amber’s close
connection to Magnus, a boy who feels that hespassible for the death of an innocent
person. Furthermore, it is interesting to view #mssAmber’s secret motivation for joining
the Smarts: a disconnected family in a disappajntioliday rental hardly is at home, but
nevertheless may be better off than they realisgbh@’s ambiguity shows in her choice
of vehicle: she switches from an expensive to ars@tand car, but nevertheless keeps
driving, possibly more than before - even whes gxactly her driving that ended the
child’s life. Despite telling Astrid that “Cars asevery bad idea in such a polluted world”
(A 32), Amber goes on a drive one night with Ev&t jio kill some time. Moreover,
Amber’s story of the way she changed her life, @gelable as it otherwise might be, is
however questioned only after a few lines - andmber herself. She asks EvaVvell?
she saidDo you believe mé{A, 101).

Amber, even though she can be read as ‘the aceidatdes not arrive on the doorstep of
the Smarts accidentally. “Everything is meant” 8)are one of the very first words of
Alhambra. Significantly, these words are not adskedgo any of the Smarts, but to the
reader, who has not yet read anything about thdyaAs “Everything is meant” are
among the closing words of Amber’s first chapteeytcan very well be read as a nod
towards a reading strategy in which Amber’s arrieahe Smarts is planned, as well as
her ways of interacting with the family. This showmshow Amber’s arrival is narrated:
“She had rung the doorbell this morning. He hadhepethe door and she’d walked in.
Sorry I'm late, she’d said. I'm Amber. Car broked® (A, 61). Nobody is expecting
Amber, so how is it possible that she is late? j@ogy is all the more meaningful on a
second reading of the novel: it is Amber’s only caléhough repeated once in Michael’s
narration. Why was Amber driving all night to gleéte - or is it a lie just like that she
would have left the car in the middle of the roddii2se uncertainties of the narration
enable different kinds of readings of the characech as that Amber has a secret

responsibility for the family, one of which the Srtsaare unaware.
The reading that Amber’s arrival to the Smartsneant” gains support from the fact that

Astrid has seen Amber once before. Astrid suddezdlises that she has seen Amber

before only after they have already spent some tirgether: “But on one of the
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mornings Astrid, through her camera lens, whichaaery good range, has seen her” (A,

34). It is possible that Amber may have been séagdior the Smarts from afar:

It was definitely her.

It was far away, there was someone sitting onabéof a car, a white car, Astrid is
sure it was a white car, parked at the very faeeafghe woods. She seemed to
have binoculars or maybe some sort of cameragliiedwatcher or an expert in
some kind of nature. (A, 34-35)

What is more, Amber “almost seemed, typical andiagoto be watching her back” (A,
35). What can this watching mean? It scarcelytallypaccidental that Amber happens to
be awake early in the morning, watching at Astraihf the distance, and then arrives at
her house later on. The only instance that couldelhd as a sign that Amber recognizes
their earlier encounter, as brief and faraway agg, is that Amber “talks as if they're
midway through a conversation and as if she takies granted that Astrid understands

exactly what she’s talking about” (A, 35).

The Smarts initially focus on the exterior signsAofiber’s otherness, such as her looks.
To Astrid, Amber comes across as “kind of a womannbore like a girl” (A, 21). Astrid
finds Amber’s appearance “weird” and “unbelievabl@dcause she has no make-up on
and has not shaved her underarms or legs (A, 2thadl, who immediately notices that
Amber is not there for him, also has trouble deteimg Amber: “A bit raddled, maybe
thirty, maybe older, tanned like a hitchhiker, dext like a road protester, one of those
older women still determinedly being a girl” (A, 64or Magnus, Amber is “very
beautiful, a little rough-looking, like a beautifused girl off an internet site” (A, 55),
whereas Eve thinks that Amber looks “vaguely faanjllike someone you recognize but
can’t remember where from” (A, 89). In sum, nonehaf characters see Amber as an
ordinary-looking woman, but have trouble placing, le¥en recognizing her femininity.
This is a sign of Amber’s ontological otherness.

Another important aspect of Amber’s secret that3hwrts strive to understand is her
secret knowledge and abilities. Amber seems taxbepionally talented and
knowledgeable - although sometimes the Smarts’ i@dimin of her goes to comical
proportions, such as when Eve is convinced that é&rhls the hands of a good piano
player even though she has never heard her plapeAoharms the Smarts with her wide

general knowledge:
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Amber knows about Egyptian, Minoan, Etruscan, Azteerything. She knows
about car electronics, solar radiation, the caudioride cycle, things in philosophy.
She is an expert on those wasps which inject atisects with paralysis so that
their own grubs can feed off something still ali@&e knows about art, books,
foreign films. (A, 150)

Amber’s wide, but rather random knowledge in déferareas might be a sign that she
has devoted her life since the car accident, ifllaa really happened, to studying this and
that. On the other hand, there might also be agmgdirpose, a secret aim behind her
choice to talk to Magnus and other Smarts abouthimgs she knows. An interesting part
of Amber’s etymological otherness is her partialiglof reading others’ minds, or
guessing some of their thoughts, at the very |8dsdre is evidence in the narration that
Amber may be capable of mind-reading. This happeostly with Astrid, but Amber

does know things about Magnus and Eve that theg havtold her: about Magnus’s

complicated birth and about Eve'’s injured knee.

From the Smarts’ varied efforts at trying to untkems her secret two main metaphors
emerge. The first one is the reading of Ambergtst lialready briefly touched upon in the
analysis of the Alhambra chapters. Amber is systieaidy linked with light by the
Smarts, beginning from when Astrid first meets Isée is looking through the camera
viewer, which “floods with light so bright that skan’t see” (A, 18). From this very first
description on, there is something ambiguous aBalier: “It was so bright it was
almost sore”; “the face is a blur of light and daik, 18). These contrasts already predict
Amber’s essence as an angel-demon character. Taddagmber appears to be “all lit
up against the wipe-clean wallpaper” (A, 55). Facihel, another man to fall in love
with Amber, the experience is life-changing: “(what mattered more than anything was
that he knew, from nowhere, as if he had beenlstoyicwell, yes, lightning, that he
wanted that woman Amber” (A, 74). Michael thinkathe “had opened his eyes into
what he knew was light, like a coma patient afesirg of senseless dark” (A, 77).

Michael's sonnet shows that Amber’s light can bensas destructive, too:

so bright herself she eclipsed everything

that shone back to her with a lesser light-

Because she was light itself. Amber, walking
through the world, lit the world, took the worldade it,
and after her everything in it faded. (A, 165)
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Amber is light that both ends the darkness, helpihgrs to see, and then causes
everything to fade, making it somehow less thavais before. Again her two sides, the
renewing and the destructive, can be seen. Wmabis, Amber is not just the light, but
she knows how light works, too, and explains iMagnus: “Persistence of vision, she
says. You must have seen something so dark teatattied on affecting your vision
even though you're not looking directly at it anpm®” (A, 144); and also: “He and

Amber have discussed how light is part particlet wave-structure” (A, 150).

Another very frequently occurring understandinghaiber’s secret is linked to the
supernatural. Amber’s secrecy comes across agngjjuout, on the other hand, also as
somehow threatening. Amber can be read as an dagedh character (Horton 2012,
641); this also links her to Scottish literaturdieh “abounds in references to witches
and unsettling femmes fatales” (Germana 2010, Adtyid notices how there is
something very alluring and at the same time fatioig in Amber: “Amber is blessed
with a magnetic forcefield from outer space or Asogalaxy. If she were a cartoon
character she would be the kind of superheroinecdradraw things to her and repel
them away from her at the same time” (A, 109). @leenent of supernatural is also
present as Astrid compares Amber’s walking on tleéomvay, stopping the cars by
raising her hand, to “the story from the bible whiea sea parts in two” (A, 109). Amber
becomes Astrid’s heroine, but the girl's admiratismot entirely without hesitation:
“Personally Astrid thinks Amber should stop whee glets to the edge of a pavement (--)
It is insane just to walk out” (A, 109). To Magnt&mber = angel” (A, 142), from their
very first encounter on. Eve, on the other handneats Amber to the supernatural only
later on, when she experiences the power of her kis

Eve was moved beyond belief by the kiss. The pbegy®nd belief was terrifying.
There, everything was different, as if she had lggted with a new kind of vision,
as if disembodied hands had strapped some kindaifdet on to her that revealed
all the unnamed, invisible colours beyond the basiman spectrum, and as if the
world beyond her eyes had slowed its pace espgtiaibeveal the spaces between
what she usually saw and the way that things waarlkeed temporarily together with
thin thread across the spaces. (A, 202)

The kiss may be read as Amber’s initiation for Bv&sed on the novel’s ending, Eve’s
“new kind of vision” is something truly life-chantg.
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The various minor characters tiie Accidentahlso find Amber special, even if they
cannot figure out her secret either. She manageisaion the villagers, as Magnus notices
when he meets the owner of the local curry plate &mber has gone: “Amber had
clearly befriended the man, like she had befriendedt of the Village People” (A, 255).
The man thinks that it is a pity that Amber haseydshe’s a fine one, that one, he said.
A real lady. The real thing” (A, 256). Amber, qudpposite “the real thing” as a
character, charms an old lady, by going to churith Magnus: “You're a good girl,
aren’t you, always at the church, day after day too, always there with you. It's grand
to see” (A, 145). At least in the case of this laélgnber’s good reputation is built on the
wrong grounds - after all, she is going to the chup have sex with an underage boy.
Katrina, the cleaner who comes with the Smartsdagl home, might be the only
character in the novel who knows Amber as Alhambhés reading can be based on
what Katrina once says to Eve: “What she’d saids@mdhded likeher name’s a

hammet (A, 185). It is unclear whether Katrina and Ambeally know each other, even
though Michael thinks they might even be workingether. Not everyone finds Amber
alluring though: people working in the supermankbere she causes confusion by
moving things around and not buying them, or thesqe who tries to stop Astrid filming
the CCTV cameras in the train station and getstouresi by Amber, for instance. Still,
Amber seems to make everyone who she meets relaet to one way or another, even
when everybody may not notice how different therabier actually is. The most
important thing about the minor characters’ viewémber is, however, that they prove

that Amber is not just the Smarts’ collective hailhation.

As | have shown, Amber’s chapters abound with p@st and paralipsis: telling too
much and telling too little. Possible ways of hamgllalterations like this include,
according to Manfred Jahn (2006, 12), naturalisatiexplaining it as a motivated
exception”, defamiliariasation and unintentionaberThe fact that Amber’s true identity
stays ambiguous thanks to the various gaps inarefudly crafted narrative is clearly not
an unintentional error. What would then be the pesstible explanation for her?
Naturalisation is a reading strategy that Micha&elnss to employ: he explains Amber as a
trickster who took advantage of their generosity esbbed them blind, so that there is
nothing that special about Amber left. She is,ito,hust a charming, creative criminal.
However, | think that this reading ignores soméhef most interesting sides of the

character, such as why she is loved by everyone when she does somewhat hateful
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things, and why she, when talking about herseksdwot really talk about herself but
films. Defamiliarization would seem like a moreifful reading strategy: Amber, as a
literary character, is made in such a different Wayn the other characters, that she
certainly creates defimiliarizing effects. It codden be argued that this is what Amber
ultimately strives for: she wants to wake the skeaging family up to really understand
what is going on in their lives, and her best waga so is to be so different from them
and behave in such an unexpected way that thelyoarad to look at the familiar and see

it anew.

Although Amber’s secret, as in her secret iderditg aims, can fairly be read in at least
two different ways, the character nevertheless mesranigmatic. This is because there is,
ultimately, no single reading that would explainagvall of the mystery of Amber. As

Tancke (2013, 96) summarizes it:

Amber can be viewed as the uncanny other who eanliyf member either desires
or abjects, but the question of her agency in theshis an open one: the
dysfunctional Smart family is already on the roaduin before the events of the
novel begin, and Amber may be either the activerunsent of wreckage or a
neutral catalyst whose mere presence magnetizesemhdestructive forces.

Amber is, as a character, so multifaceted and amobig) that drawing some kind of final
conclusions from her would be impossible. Ambehiss the one character who does not
let go of her secret on any level - even Eve’'setdmecomes known for the readefToie
Accidental Amber’s secret is never revealed. The complefitkmber and the ways in
which she is a secret or an enigma raise the reddrther analysis of the effects of her

secrecy.

3.2.2 Effects of Amber’s secret

Amber’s secret and the fact that it remains unke=sbht the end of the novel have
significant bearings on the Smarts and on the dveserative ofThe AccidentalOne of
the most notable effects of Amber’s secrecy orShmarts is that each of them has to
struggle in order to understand her. As | haveaalyadiscussed the Smarts’ efforts at
reading the enigmatic character in 3.2.1, the fagillsnow be on the effects of Amber’'s
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secret on the secrets and secret-keeping of thet$Srraaddition, Amber’s secrecy

affects the overall idea of secrecy that the nowelrts.

In a nutshell, Amber’s secret both decreases am@éaises the number of secrets that the
Smarts harbour. Thus her effect on the secredyeoSmarts is contradictory, as is typical
for the character. Amber’s power to both generaig secrets and to induce the Smarts to
share the old ones can be compared to her simaliaralure and revulsion. What is
more, Amber also changes the quality of the seofetse Smarts. The new secrets, such
as Magnus’s relationship with her, are secretsribatl more careful protection from the
other family members. This is because they aresgence, secrets that have originated in
the close proximity of the rest of the family ahat involve Amber, someone who all of
them know. This would show even more clearly inribgel if Amber did not appear to

be so different a person from each of the Smadsitf view. Therefore it is their own
secretive or non-communicative ways that make ssjide for these new secrets to

thrive.

Amber’s accumulative effect on the secrecy of theafs can be seen in each of their
narratives. One interesting example of this is wAstber breaks Astrid’s camera. Astrid
keeps the incidence a secret as long as she dagifyy silent, but has to come up with an
explanation of the loss of the camera when shskisdato film their dinner one evening.
Astrid has to say that she cannot get the camedaexplains that she has lost it. Amber,
after laughing at Astrid’s witty answer, reveals gecret by telling Eve and Michael that
she dropped Astrid’s camera. This confession isviad by “a silence that goes on and
on, keeps going on” (A, 123) until Astrid tells @ner lie. The fact that Magnus, as it is
revealed in his narrative, thinks that “Amber cadefor her” (A, 136), shows just how
complex a mesh Amber’s effect causes on the seofetye Smarts. Amber’s
misunderstood confessions can be linked to theukagg of secrecy which Calinescu
(1993, 259-260) describes as “selectively revealmgcealed information to certain
people under certain circumstances”, and “a modmaoil interaction”. Amber tells the
secrets for everyone, but there is only one peirstime family at a time who actually
knows that what Amber says is true and hence &sdtren a confession, a sharing of
secret, is no guarantee that the secret woulddissolve. Misreadings and
misinterpretations may turn into new secrets. Tihaan be argued that Amber’s secrecy

blurs the lines between truths and lies.
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On the other hand, Amber’s secrecy also makesniatS able to let go of some of their
secrets. This can even be read as a healing prasgsially for Astrid and Magnus,
who, as analysed in chapter 3.1, are able to lef gjoeir secret worries. The secret of
who Amber is seems to draw the siblings to conifidieer. This shows, for instance, in

the narration of Magnus’s very first meeting witimBer:

Meanwhile someone has come into the bathroomhisiswn fault. He should
have locked the door. He didn’'t remember to lockl# is such a failure. He can’t
even do this properly.

It is an angel. She stares up at him.

It was just a joke, he says.

| see, she says. Is this a joke too? (A, 55)

Magnus’s first words to Amber are like a confessimecause he thinks she is an angel,
he does not even have to clarify what he meanshisgtlitterance. Revealing one’s
biggest secret to an absolute stranger is a polxet&imple of Amber’s allure - even if,
although Magnus probably does not realise thissttanger is not likely to understand
the full meaning of such a brief revelation. Astsdalso tempted, by Amber’s fascinating
secrecy, to share her secrets with her, as distusshapter 3.1.1. It is striking that
Amber never asks to hear the siblings’ secretssThmust be something in Amber’s

enigmatic mien that makes them to reveal theirnmost secrets to her.

Amber’s effect on the secret-sharing of the Smaatshowever be read otherwise, too.

Michael has a different idea of Amber’s effectssearecy:

Months later he remembered that she knew
where the house keys were kept, after this game -
in the bedside cabinet. Months later, too,

he thought about the wanting her with shame

and not a little wryness, like a clue

right under his own nose, a clue that came

and went and told him exactly what he needed,
plain as abc, and he’'d refused to read it (A, 177)

Michael is thus of the opinion that Amber has teidkhem into revealing their secrets in
order to harm them. Interestingly, the game invelnet only the possibility for Amber to
learn some of the secrets of the Smarts - not tjermones, but less significant pieces of
information kept from her - but also the possiifior her to openly state that she knows

more of the Smarts than they themselves do. Thuesxdhange of a negligible piece of
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information revealed by each Smart’s choice of “stining you do quite a lot with in an
everyday way”, Amber gets the permission to tedl ¢lach Smart “all sorts about
yourself” (A, 176). Astrid refuses to give Amberyéimng, though, perhaps because
Amber has already taken her camera, and Eve, agiynjpicks up a random stone from
the garden and gives that to Amber. Eve’s actiariccbe read as resistance to Amber’s

power of reading others’ secrets.

Again, one has to remain aware of the possibiltfe®ading Amber: is she merely a
catalyst, or a more active presence when it com#set Smarts’ secrecy? There are, to
my mind, two possible readings. The first way afdi@g Amber is that she is the
accidental of the novel’s title, a catalyst chagacPersonifying coincidence and chance,
Amber proceeds to change the Smarts’ lives - @ thedm to see that they are in need of
changing. O’Donnell (2013, 97-98), for instanced® Amber like this: “As ‘the
accidental’, she is the embodiment of contingenitye-untimely and unforeseen, the
small event that has fatal consequences, the swatdeal of the catastrophic.” Calling
Amber the catastrophic, however, is too straightéod a view; as O’'Donnell (2013, 96)
admits, “Amber may be either the active instrunwwreckage or a neutral catalyst
whose mere presence magnetizes inherent destréctoas”. Moreover, it is not just
destruction that Amber brings, but also new undadings and new beginnings. Thus it
is more in line with the character’'s ambiguity tew her as ‘the accidental’. This reading
includes both sides of Amber and recognizes thaishn the words of Horton (2012,
641) “a fantastic, angel-demon presence”. A keydaorreading Amber is
unpredictability - the ability to surprise and assh the other characters is part and parcel
of Amber’s secrecy. The second way of reading ffexts of Amber’s secrecy on the
Smarts is to read her as actively destructing thar& and their secrets. Although an
element of this kind of behaviour can be seenénctmaracter, reading Amber as merely a
destroyer - or merely a catalyst with no actual aganda or power - is not enough. The
character’s effects on the other protagonists arst fally understood when she is viewed

as both catalyst and an active player.

One of the most important effects of Amber’s segttecthe progression of the narrative
is the way Amber is thrown out of the house by Bl fact that the Smarts are never
able to reveal Amber’s secret may be the reasonshibyis thrown out. One of the

paradoxes of Amber is how the character is simattasly packed with meaning and yet
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devoid of it - in which she resembles a gap. Intla@ocontext, Michael explains it quite
well: “It had meaning because she said it. Evenghoyou don’t know what she said, it
had meaning because it went between you [--]. # juat that the literal meaning itself
wasn’t immediately comprehensible [--]. That doésméan it didn’t mean” (A, 290). On
the other hand, Amber is evicted by Eve, who hanlkéssed by Amber and received “a
new kind of vision” (A, 202), which may be a sidrat Eve knows more about Amber
than the others. This reading is persuasive alsause Eve then begins to behave in a
manner that bears a remarkable resemblance to Agsnber

Amber’s secrecy also contributes to the overaliypee of secrecy that the narrative draws.
Without Amber, there would be nothing out of thdinary in the progression or the
characters of the novel. Eve’s description of Ambept in this regard as well: “But it
was like trying to imagine that there was no sughg as a question mark, or trying to
forget a tune once you knew it off by heart” (AQ20rhe Accidentalithout Amber

would be a novel without its most significant qu@stmark, or biggest gap - or greatest
secret. Amber is, essentially, a secret strangertrbe identity is never revealed, and the
Smarts can only guess why she joined their familghe first place. Amber shows what it
is to be an outsider to a secret, whereas reade&mnarts offers a glimpse of being
insider to a secret. It is as if Amber’s secrehg, dverall gappiness or mysteriousness of
the character, brought altogether another levedeaovel, contrasting the mimetic
Smarts and their familiar-feeling world. This iseoof the ways in which Ali Smith
definitely is both a modern and a postmodern wrA@nber is a character without
closure. Her secrecy continues and even strengttdahs very end of the novel, when
the Smarts are, months after last meeting herysiihdering who she was, and when
Amber gets the final word: “I'm everything you evdreamed” (A, 306). The power of

secrecy lies, perhaps, in that secrets can beiagyth

Another example of the effect of Amber’s secret barseen in how the enigmatic
character affects the role of the reader. Readieginarts is a rather straightforward
activity: the characters are mostly written so thate is no significant mystery. Although
the Smarts do have secrets, as | have shown séheets are never secrets from the
reader or the narrator. This is the crucial diffeeto Amber: her secrets are always
secrets from both Smarts and the reader. As herchapters are narrated by a first

person narrator, or, in Phelan’s (2005, xi) tefmeytfall into the category of “character
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narration”, it is Amber herself that controls thew of information to the reader. The
different narrating technique also works as onth&arway of setting Amber apart from
the other characters: there is, as it were, nothetgieen the character and the reader, no
separate narrator who could narrate Amber’s stany fthe perspective of ironic distance.
Amber’s use of paralipsis, or underreporting, torte the term from Phelan (2005, 52),
in her narration is one of the major ways in whie secrecy is constructed. Reading
Amber is problematic because it is hard to drawlitteebetween underreporting and
“reliable elliptical narration, that is, tellingdhleaves a gap that the narrator and the
implied author expect their respective audiencdsetable to fill” (Phelan 2005, 52).
Filling the gap of the secret of Amber is possiiolelo in at least two ways, as | have
argued, but is two ways one too many? In the storlghhof The AccidentaRmber may
look like “the real thing” (A, 256), but the chatacs reliability is frequently questioned.

Amber’s foregrounded synthetic and thematic elesardke it possible to read the
character as moving in a partially different spoen the other characters of the
storyworld. Because Amber is not just a charaate@lso a narrator of her own story, she
has significantly more control to the narrativertiae Smarts - although they are brought
closer to the reader. The distance between theread Amber is greater than that
between the Smarts and the reader. It could evandaeed that Amber is on a higher
level of knowledge than the reader. The charactgtslike qualities such as her mind-
reading ability testify to this reading. On theathand, if Amber is, like her creator Ali
Smith says her to be, “complete artifice” with “self at all” (in Smith, Caroline 2007,

78), then the reader gets full freedom to imagingbAr in any way she likes. It would

not be possible, or at least easy, to imagine &tlypoSmarts as, say, a fictional character
inside the novel’s storyworld. For Amber, howevers not just a doable but even

plausible reading.

Reading the character of Amber is, however, nobtilg way of analysing the overall
stand on secrecy that the novel takes. Althoughsshenajor factor in the construction of
the novel’s ideas of secrecy, its reasons andtsffétere is more to the reading of secrets
in The Accidentathan reading Amber. Therefore, a final analysithefoverall message
about secrecy in the novel is needed.
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3.3 Secrets revealed?

Secrets are not just present in the storyworl@ira AccidentalThe novel is about

secrecy in other ways, too: it leaves a great oefrtedom to the reader to decide how to
analyse its secrets, and it seems to say thabaks may be thought of as secrets.
Therefore, in this chapter | will read secrets aadrecy as they emerge frdre

Accidental The question to which | am searching answer$\két doesrhe Accidental

as a whole, reveal about secrets?” The purposeg/@alysis is not to do an exhaustive
reading of all the ways secrets relate to the navieich would be an unattainable goal in
any case. Instead, | would like to briefly expltiie scope of the discussion on secrets as
it is related torhe Accidental

Secrecy is one of the most central themes of thelntt is discussed through all the main
characters, as | have shown earlier in this chaptediscussing secret-keeping and
sharing the novel also discusses what it is toumedmn: to want to keep some things
private and yet to feel curiosity toward the unkmow The Accidentalsecrecy is seen
from both sides: secrecy “may accompany the mostdent as well as the most lethal
acts”, and keeping secrets is likewise “neededhémnan survival, yet it enhances every
form of abuse” (Bok 1984, xv). In the Smarts’ néuas this duality is beautifully shown,
although it arguably culminates in the characteAmiber who can be read as embodying

the best and worst of secrecy.

Secrecy is shown to be far from simpléelime AccidentalThe novel problematizes
especially the idea of secret-keeping as somettongrollable. All the Smarts fall into
sharing their secrets, although Eve’s confessiday iso means complete. The fact that
Amber is able to find out about or even guess thar®’ secrets shows how vulnerable
secrets are, and testifies to the power of the hedisclose one’s secrets. Furthermore,
even the enigmatic Amber is not able to stay asnaptete mystery to the reader of the
novel - although there is no closure for the chiradt is entirely possible for the reader
to decide who the character is and what is her mgan the whole of the novel. In
addition, it is interesting to note what the noseéms to be saying about the effects of

secret-keeping. They can be quite opposite to whatwould think. For these reasons, |
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cannot accept Calinescu’s (1993, 256) view of thedrtance of secrecy in “a first
involved reading of a work of fiction - a readiritat takes the form of a game of make-
believe” as “relevant insofar as the text makeg¢aeler a participant in a situation of
imaginary gossip, in which he or she becomes gowye characters’ “secrets™.

Although it is true that a rereading typically raleemore of the secrets of a narrative, it is
too condescending to claim that reading characsexs’ets is a form of gossip. At the
very least in the case ®he Accidentaleven the first reading of the narrative shows how

much more secrets are about than gossip.

Secrets in narratives may be understood to meaougphenomena. For instance, when
the narrator keeps too many secrets, we may lavedrhunreliable narrator. Phelan
(2006, 322-323) structures unreliable narrationex@aborately by arguing that narrators
can be unreliable in three ways: as reporterg)tasgreters and as evaluators. Further, he
claims, “they can be unreliable either by offerdigtorted reports, interpretations, and
evaluations or by underperforming their functiofibid., 322). Secrecy is related to the
second type of unreliability, as underperformingameethat narrators are “reporting less
than they observe; offering only partially corretterpretations of what they report;
stopping too soon in their evaluations” (ibid., 3223). Another example of secrecy in
narratives is gappiness, as | have discusseceriéthre too many gaps in the narrative,
readers may find the text too incoherent and unabbatch their interest. On the other
hand, if there are too few secrets in the narrathwe story is highly likely to be seen as
foreseeable and thus not worth reading, barringeggction, for instance. Thus the extent
to which readers expect narratives to be secrés/aklso the kinds of secrets readers are
looking for differ: the readers of murder mysterd@s keen on guessing the motives and
identity of the criminal, whereas readers of expental literature expect to encounter a
different kind of unknown. Therefore it can be aduhat the concept of secrecy can also

be fruitfully used in mapping reading and readspomse.

Earlier definitions of secrets in narratives hagei offered by Calinescu (1993) and
Kermode (1981). Calinescu’s view of secrets inatares underlines the role of the
author: he sees the “deeper” secrets of the neeréttiose that we cannot find on a first
reading) as the author’s intentional messagesetogaiders. Kermode, on the other hand,
understands secrets as being “at odds with sequérg&l, 83). My understanding of

secrets in narratives is wider than the two defing, partly due to readinthe
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Accidentalso closely. Secrets exist, | believe, on multlpleels, not all of them

controlled by the author. When a novel or anothied lof narrative thematizes secrecy in
the wayThe Accidentatloes, secrets can be understood as charactemstssew@rrator’'s
secrets, author’s secrets, structural secretseordts as experienced by the reader of the
narrative. As Phelan (1996, 120) indisputably puts o narrate is to tell secrets; to read

narrative is to share in them.”

There is also something at least close to secrethyeiway narratives begin and end. It
could be compared to switching light on at the bemjig of the narrative, and then
switching it off again on the last page. Both befand after a narrative there is
something unknown. Of course, beginnings and esdang very different, and
sometimes they are written in such a way as tdlsatythe narrative is all there is, and the
reader should not waste time thinking about theessoof it all. However, this is
certainly not the case ifhe Accidentalas it is not the case in so many postmodern
novels. The structure of the novel seems to highlige arbitrariness of beginnings and
endings, and thus also conveys the idea that havettong begins or ends is actually a
secret, something quite unreachable. | would tiguseawith the narrative theorists of
beginning claiming that “all beginnings are somelabitrary, fabricated or illusory”

(Richardson 2008, 79). Moreover, | think that a@fmnings are, to an extent, secrets.

The Accidentahlso discusses secrets as related to the povssorads. Reading fiction, or
analysing novels, can be thought of as a procesying to reveal the secrets of the
narrative. Unless the reader is willing and abld@wgote time and attention to the story it
may not reveal its secrets. This resembles Caline$t993) argument on rereading; the
difference is that whereas Calinescu believesrgwting for the secret happens on the
second reading, | think that already the first heganay involve reading for the secret.
Of course, readings and readers differ in the kinskecrets they focus on. In any case,
reading is typically considered as a necessarynawder to become one of those who
know the secrets of a particular narrative. “Thgidaf a novel is in a way analogous to

the logic of disclosing secrets”, Calinescu (1983)) agrees.

If complexity and ambiguity of secrecy is whHdie Accidentateveals, there are many

things the novel hides from its readers, too. Tqk&83, 5) provides an interesting way

78



of thinking about this issue: she argues thatntlmathought of as “not in the presumed
inadequacy of the mimetic model provided by the bex in the suppression of
information concerning the model itself, the fictad world whose spatial and causal-
temporal relationships constitute the so-caldulilaof a novel”. Furthermore, she argues
that “gaps in théabulainformation open upon mirrors that the novels hgdo the
audience” (ibid.). These gaps in the fabula infdromg or the story oThe Accidental
include the mystery robbery of the Smarts’ Londomeb. It is interesting, however, how
burglars are thought of by various characters dired the beginning of the narrative; by
Astrid: “It is the moment before burglars walk hraugh the garden and just help
themselves” (A, 29), by Michael: “Nowhere’s safesh days. Not even out here in the
middle of nowhere. Thieves everywhere.” (A, 67)] &y Eve: “That happy child version
of Magnus had been stolen, by thieves maybe” (A, BlBese occasions are too many to
be completely accidental: it seems plausible thaidea of robbery is put to the narrative

so that it germinates in the reader’s mind.

Secrets are central to Ali Smith’s writing, as t@nseen not only ithe Accidentalbut
alsoThere but for theBoth novels feature an enigmatic stranger atémre of the
narrative, the identity of whom remains a secrettie other characters and readers alike.
Thus the secret stranger seems to be, for Sméh,aalvay of bringing readers and
protagonists closer together. Another strong teaglenher work is that not everything is
explained. This shows, in addition to the secreékmber, in her latest worldrtful

(2013), in which a dead lover comes, inexplicabbgk to where she used to live.
Secrecy is something that the author values: sius tihat the author’s personality may
come in the way of reading, even as it is “thetl@asresting thing about what we’re
doing if we’re writing” (Higginbotham 2012). Authisrprivacy and the resulting mystery
are thus seen by Smith as freeing the reader fiassilple prejudice towards the story - to

be able to remain open to the story.

Secrecy cannot be fully understood without ethdssPhelan (1996, 120) summarizes it:

Secrets may be about matters honourable, shamoefulifferent, may be
revelations of virtue, vice, or mediocrity, butgaedless of their content, secrets
always have some ethical valence. Furthermorekebping or telling of secrets
also always has an ethical dimension. We keepl®sderets to inform or mislead,
to titillate or ingratiate, to submit or dominatepel or seduce, protect or hurt.
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Reading the secrets ©he Accidentatannot be properly done, then, without reading the
narrative’s ethics, too. Therefore, in the follogichapter, the focus will shift to
analysing the ethical issues and questions retatdte secrets discussed in this chapter,

along with the ethical stances that the differdraracters take.
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4. Ethics in The Accidental

The secrets and secrecy analysed in the previameahare deeply intertwined with
ethics. Therefore, in this chapter the analysi$fatlus on the ethics that both the
characters and the novel can be read as practlsmljfirst read the ethics of the
members of the Smart family, discussing the etipoablems present in each of their
lives. | will then move on to discuss the ethicfaiber, the multifaceted catalyst
character. The essential differences between Aiaheiother characters are taken into
account by applying different theoretical ideastfar analysis of Amber and the Smarts:
rhetorical ethics for analysing the Smarts’ etharg] ethics of alterity for Amber. Finally,
| will focus on revealing the ethics ®he Accidentaldiscussing the narrative ethics of

the novel as a whole.

4.1 The ethics of the Smarts

The study of rhetorical ethics in narratives, agettgped by James Phelan, provides some
useful tools for analysing the ethics of the SmisrfBhe AccidentalThis is because his
approach to narrative analysis is rather adaptalel@rgues that “The individual elements
of narrative need to be considered in themselvesdar for us to understand their
complex potential for participating in the rhetaiditransaction of narrative, including the
inculcation of ideology” (Phelan 1989, 145). Appigiready-made ethical categories to
Ali Smith’s work would seem to miss what is unignoet, which is why Phelan’s

approach of careful examination of different aspeétthe narrative is well-suited for
analysing it.
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Two of Phelan’s (2007) key concepts are judgemamtisprogressions. Judgements refer
to readers’ judgements about characters, narratmruthors that “are crucial to our
experience - and understanding - of narrative fof2d07, 3). As for progression, the
term is used to refer to plot. Even though plot barargued to be problematizedTine
Accidenta) by highlighting the artificiality of narrativesaimply beginnings, middles
and endings, for the purposes of my analysis | inagfer to judgments. In this chapter, |
will focus on analysing the ethics of told, as Rinatlefines it: ethics of character-
character relations (2007, 11). Limiting my anadyisiside the storyworld in this chapter
also means that | will be mainly attending to thienetic component of the Smarts; that
is, reading them as if they were real people. I fotus on the progression of events in
the narratives of each of the Smarts, but alsoaidably refer to the progression of
audience responses to those events, as | havebiedole as a reader: both observing
and judging the characters’ actions and judgmentsder to map who they are, ethically

speaking.

4.1.1 Astrid: ethics of responsibility

The most pressing ethical issue in Astrid’s naveais bullying, but Astrid’s silence on a
variety of issues that are important in her lifecdleads to problematic ethical situations.
As discussed in the third chapter, Astrid doesshatre her thoughts on her missing father
or on being bullied with anyone else except Ambadry does not seem to respond to her
confessions. The consequences of Astrid’s silemmbsde imagined violence and an
alliance with her bullies. Thus keeping silent ab@gecret is in no way simple: it can
have multiple, unpredicted consequences. Thisesobithe ways in which Ali Smith’s
writing in The Accidentalorks along Phelan’s model (2007, 52): guidingdbdience
towards making ethical judgments about the charsichetions and realising the

complexity of that process.

Astrid’s helplessness in front of her bullies, geihaps also the distress of having to
keep it a secret shows in the beginning of heratiag. She fantasizes about being inside
a hazelnut: “It is completely safe. Nobody else gahinside it” (A, 13). Total isolation
from others is seen by Astrid as safe. Howeverfdhtasy crumbles when she “begins to
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worry that Lorna Rose and Zelda Howe and Rebeefkaduld think she was even more
laughable and a mental case” (A, 13). At this pairter narrative, Astrid is not yet ready
to tell: she believes that the only way to make sone understand is showing. The pain
of being bullied thus becomes worse because ofdsinability to tell anyone about it.

At this point, Astrid is simply afraid.

The agony of being all alone shows in the drearmhftilws immediately from the
memory. As if a dark mirror image of herself, Adtencounters a terrifying man at the
door of their home: “He has no face. He has no huseyes, nothing, just blank skin.
Astrid is terrified. Her mother will be furious waither. It is her fault that he is here. You
can’t come in, she tries to tell him, but she hadreath. We're not here, she breathes.
We're on holiday” (A, 14). Astrid does not have@oe and she can only barely breathe:
she is at the mercy of the monstrous man. His viioe/ns everything else out: “A
mouth appears in the skin and a great noise radrsfat like she is standing too close to
an aeroplane. It forces the door back” (A, 14-The faceless man represents Astrid’s
fears that she cannot control: the fears force fisémas into the house.

As Astrid gradually gains more self-confidence wthk help of Amber, her fantasies
become more assertive, too. Telling Amber aboeibiilying and about her father has
made it possible for her to shift the responsipiiit dealing with the sore issues in her
life to Amber. Thus when Amber announces that st®e“borted something out” for
Astrid (A, 132), Astrid imagines that Amber hasaleed her bullying problem by
revenging the girls for her. The imagined Amberégdo Zelda Howe’s house and rings
the bell and someone comes to the door and itumkyg Zelda Howe and Amber slaps
her hard across the face” (A, 133). Astrid’s vidleantasy continues with Amber
attacking the other girl: “Then she goes to Rebawst® is watching with her mouth
open, and she gets hold of either side of the swalagy and pushes it hard backwards so
that Rebecca falls out of it on the lawn” (A, 1383%. Ulrike Tancke (2013, 83) notes, all
signs of the narrated being Astrid’s fantasy ampged by the end of the scene. This
makes it possible to read Amber as actually perifagrthe revenge in the storyworld. If
one reads Amber as attacking the girls, the charadinister, morally dubious element
becomes even more apparent. Of course, this atfeeteading of Astrid, too: is wishing

bad things to happen for others just as bad agdbam?
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The revenge situation ends with Amber leaving theske in order to make another of
Astrid’s unspoken wishes true: to find her fatheis easy for Amber to find out who
Astrid’s father is: “Then Amber goes to the resbgrlace where you can find out where
people are for other people who need to know. &kie ® the lady behind the counter, |
need to trace the whereabouts of, and then shesatdawn his name on the form” (A,
134). Astrid’s naivety shows in her confidencehie smoothness of the operation: “She
disappears through the back where the computestaoh have all the details on them
of everybody, like where they are in the world avitht is it they're doing there” (A,
134). However, she cannot imagine this encountgrthe end: in her mind, the lady
working at the “research place” never comes bactk thie news of her father’s identity.
Astrid thus recognizes the fact that her two ethgsaes are different in nature: the
bullying problem is something that can be solveldergas her missing father may remain
forever missing. Along the same lines, Astrid’srative suggests to the audience that
some deeds that can be considered unethical may bevesolved. Sometimes one

simply has to learn to live with someone havingalamong to one.

The fact that Astrid imagines Amber to solve heo issues shows that she believes that
Amber has special power and capabilities. Howether Amber fantasies can also be read
as a sign of Astrid’s insecurity: she is not retaljace the consequences of trying to
solve her ethical problems. Astrid’s concern fa gnesumably dead animal she has
poked with a stick and filmed (A, 17) shows thag ghnot violent by nature.
Nevertheless, she does imagine Amber using botkigddyand psychical violence against
her bullies. The consequences of this, ethicatlerp are left unnarrated, which further
complicates the understanding of the scene ag aitimeething that happened or
something that did not happen at all. Another ethicsignificant issue left unnarrated is
the consequences of Astrid’s silence for the gtlosssible targets of bullying. Because
Astrid does not expose the bullies to anyone ab@cimobody stops them from bullying
someone else when she is gone. Perhaps this sg@otas Astrid’s responsibility.
Another way of reading this is to label it as umatable, something that is not interesting
enough to be told, as Gerald Prince defines time &mcording to Marttinen (2012, 45).

In the final part of the novel, Astrid has grownutoderstand the power that she can have.
She no longer imagines someone else to revengerbagdoers. Instead, she imagines

an asteroid destroying the Earth, and somehowstteead is connected to her: “Astrid is

84



two vowels short of an asteroid” (A, 215). Sheria afraid to imagine the end” (A, 216);
perhaps she could now imagine the ends of heeeariagined stories? Astrid is
beginning to see possibilities: “There are morenth®00,000 asteroids, and those are
only the ones that scientists and astronomers lactureow about. There could easily be
loads more. Id est.” (A, 220) There could easilylbads more” to who Astrid is, too.
Ethically reading, this may refer to the possiitih do both good and bad. The reader
may judge Astrid’s imaginations as either sometimranacing or her personal

empowerment.

One way in which Astrid has changed because of siraiexperienced with Amber is

that she has learnt to accept that her fatherns:go

Also, the astonishing thing is, she doesn’t needdtler’s letters any more. They

weren’t proof of anything really. It doesn’t mattbat they're gone. In fact it is a

relief not to always have to be thinking about tr@mwvondering what the story is

or was. Her father could be anything, and anywhene@hat Amber said.

Afraid or imagine. (A, 232)
Instead of being afraid of having lost her fathed aever getting to know the real reason
why, or what kind of a person he was, Astrid noelddree to imagine the story of her
father herself. What Astrid has realised is thatshd no power over her father leaving
his family. Thus recognizing one’s powerlessnessatso be a liberating experience.
When someone does you wrong, it may be betteronfaghit against the inevitable -
especially afterwards, when it cannot be changgday. Astrid finds her consolation in

imagination, which testifies to the power of imagion and storytelling.

One of Amber’s lessons that Astrid really seemisatee internalized is that seeing is

more important than proving:

She can remember exactly what it felt like to stanfilont of, for example, the

local high spirits, making them feel bad becauseesme had their eye on them,
and this is the thing to remember, not what thestet or their clothes were like or
where they were standing or how many of them thenes. Nobody is ever going to
ask her to prove which people in the village theyaythat's someone else’s
responsibility, that’s for someone else to do. Hsponsibility is different. It is
about actually seeing, being there. (A, 226-227)

Astrid has thus found her ethical responsibilitysinot giving a testimony or proof, but

simply seeing, keeping her eyes open to unetheahwour. It is brave, for Astrid, to just
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look instead of trying to prove. On the other hahds development in the character may
be seen as ethical regression: now Astrid not stalys silent about being a victim but
also about other ethical issues. It is revealdeévie’'s ending, however, that Astrid is
working on “an alternative school newspaper or gbmg. She’s writing a manifesto for
it” (A, 290-291). This may be a sign of Astrid tagiaction to be responsible by writing

about the problems that she can see.

The fact that Astrid, in her narrative at the emat, only imagines that her bullies are hurt
by Amber, but conjures the whole world on fire skdhat her anger has changed. Now
Astrid is clearly more infuriated at her mother:eéiHnother has been gone now for three
weeks and three days. It is not fixed, the dateeofcoming back. It is a round the world
kind of thing. It is apparently very necessary.risthinks it is deeply irresponsible” (A,
218). The irresponsibility is made worse, of coulsethe fact that Astrid’s mother is the
second of her biological parents to have left founknown period of time. Astrid’s new-
found idea of responsibility thus contradicts hatiner's new-found independence: “It is
like the opposite of actually being there. It iBstandard parenting. It will have
consequences. It is substandard responsibility2¢¥,). Astrid, adolescently, already has
a plan to annoy her mother when she comes backvidilgo out with the boy who works
in Dixons. Astrid knows that it “will really anndyer mother, who has a weird thing
about Astrid never growing up to marry a shop &ssts (A, 229). In other words, Astrid
will try to annoy her mother by making her afrafdAstrid marrying someone like Adam.
She recognizes that her mother is not at peacewhithAdam was and what he did, and
rather pitilessly plans to use it against her. TAsBid is ready for revenge, at least in her
mind, when the object of revenge is actually ondtieer side of the world.

It is interesting to note, however, that Astridcsponsibility is actually a variation of
what her mother always taught her. When Astridyismt) to convince herself of the
necessity of poking and filming a dead animal, thiveks back to Eve’s words: “it is
important to look closely at things, especiallyfidiilt things” (A, 18). Looking, to Astrid,
first meant filming. After encountering Amber, thghy the meaning of looking changed
into seeing and being there. Looking is how Astnighnages to solve her bullying
problem, though: when “Lorna Rose dared to givetheryou're a weirdo look”, Astrid
walks to Lorna’s desk in the middle of the clasd &tood in front of her desk looking at

her” (A, 231). Her only words to Lorna are “I'm ve&iing you” (A, 231). Astrid cleverly
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shifts the responsibility of the situation to Lodoyatelling the teacher “I don’t mind
telling everybody right now, Miss, unless Lorna \wbrather we kept it private” (A, 231).
Lorna cannot but keep the bullying private, andtAgtrid forces Lorna to seal the
bullying as being a secret, their shared, privedae. By making her bully vulnerable in
front of the rest of the class, Astrid managesdoodme as powerful as she is. They are

now allied: it is not just Astrid who has to keéye tsecret, but her bullies too.

Astrid’'s philosophy, afraid or imagine, shows hemunderstanding of things as
potentially both good and bad. She chooses redictdossymbolize Amber: “She
changed the word amber in her head to the word(#d223). Red becomes a part of
her, first by being the new dominant colour of helongings, then by being included in
her name as she sees it: “Astred” (A, 223). Foffitlsetime, Astrid’s name is not a
compromise between her two fathers, the missingpdical father or the stepfather, but
her own. At the end of her narrative, Astrid cadenstand that there are two meanings to
red, too: “Red sky at night, shepherd’s delightd Rky in the morning, shepherd’s
warning” (A, 233). Astrid is a counterpart for Exdaughter is the red dawn predicting
storms, mother is the evening. Red sky, howevers ot just relate to Astrid: red is
Amber’s colour, too. Astrid’s thoughts about sheplseand lambs thus refer to Amber as
a shepherd for the Smart flock. Amber’s role i8look after the sheep, lying under trees
playing their pan pipes in the summer with the phadkegrazing round them and choosing
which of their flock get butchered and which dor(&, 233). Amber can also be read as

a shepherd in the religious way because the eleaidmlief is really important with her.

Astrid’s ethics thus remain ambiguous. A good exanopthis is in the last pages
focalized through Astrid when she sees the end@%ieginning of everything, the
beginning of the century and it is definitely Adtd century” (A, 234). The element of
imagination is strongly present as Astrid’s stosyaa asteroid is narrated: “wherever her
mother is in the world, she could wake up and lookof her hotel room window like
Astrid is looking out of her window right now” (&34). It is an example of disnarrated,
similar to parts of narrative that Marttinen (20B2glyses with the help of Prince’s
(1992) definition of the disnarrated as the naoratf something that does not actually
happen in the storyworld and does not have to batea. Astrid’s disnarrated has a

certain vindictiveness in it:
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She will look out of her window and she will mayee the moment before it
smashes a great big hole 10 km wide in front ofamet blows all the doorknobs off
the doors [--] and in that moment her mother viilhk to herself that what she’s
doing is stupid, that all along she should havenhea&tching out, and all along she
should have been somewhere else, not there. (A, 234

The vindictive fantasy in which Astrid personifiesrself as a deadly asteroid gains
further power by the fact that the sky is not waghy red only in the disnarrated but also
in the narrated: “the river is just the same olelygwater with the sky dawning red above

it, red all over the city of London, red througle tindow of Astrid’s room” (A, 235).

4.1.2 Magnus: ethics of relation

The most important ethical problematic of Magnussrative relates to the disastrous
Photoshop incident discussed in more detail irthivd chapter. In Magnus’s mind, the
suicide of the attractive schoolgirl leads to issaedeath and sexuality becoming
intertwined. Magnus’s strategy of dealing with fiest pressing ethical issue, his
perceived guilt of Catherine’s suicide, resembiessister’s: he keeps the secret to
himself. The relationship with Amber further congalies the connections between
violence and sexuality. Magnus’s narrative discsi$Be loss of innocence and the
struggle to regain a sense of self, along with goes of responsibility and regret.

Even though Magnus cannot possibly know what maatbeZine kill herself, he is
convinced that he was “part of the equation” (A). 34is guilt originates in Magnus
seeing himself as the person who made it all ptessiHe was the one who pushed the
door open. (--) It was a pretty easy procedure.tBey were both computer-stupid. They
couldn’t have done it if he hadn’t shown them” @§-37). Magnus lives in the scientific
world of explainable causes and effects, and apfis pattern to the tragedy as well: “It
is caused by causal effects. He has caused itaBlelranged the way the world is” (A,
41). This makes Magnus responsible for Catheride&h. What makes his conscience

even worse is the fact that he has not been caught.

First Magnus tries to push the pain caused by guiiside his body by splitting his

identity into two: the unreal Hologram Boy beforbat happened to Catherine and the
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bad Magnus after. His self-imagine is changed: s bad all along though he didn’t
know it” (A, 39). Magnus begins to believe that “Wee everything there is is a kind of
pretending” (A, 46). Later on, he begins to talkaiit as seeing darkness: “It keeps
getting dark when it’s light, he says. | mean, witennot meant to be dark” (A, 144).
Thus Magnus already sees the problem outside Hinmetlas his personal wickedness

but as something bad that has happened.

Magnus is convinced that by doing wrong, he noy @alused suffering but also changed
himself. The change is not merely psychologicat,duen physical: “He is foul. He
changed himself when he changed her. He snapp@&ivhifiead off without even
knowing” (A, 40). The convergence of the bodiedaignus and Catherine can also be
seen elsewhere in the narrative. It is related agimlis’s death wish, too: “She is lucky.
She is dead. She can't feel anything. He can’tdegthing either. But he isn’'t dead” (A,
44). It reaches its extreme in Magnus’s suicideraftt in the bathroom of the holiday
home, mimicking Catherine’s actual suicide. In otlwerds, Magnus tries to comply with
the eye for eye mentality, punishing himself beeaus has not received a punishment

from elsewhere.

The core of the ethical issue, for Magnus, is beaplayed a role in Catherine’s death.
Exactly how important a role is difficult to saytdiMlagnus, nevertheless, feels that he
caused it. The pain of feeling guilty makes himttrysolate from others. The biggest
ethical insight that Magnus gains in his narrabiviegs him back in touch with his

family. Magnus realises that not just he, but ewpgyis broken:

His mother, broken. Michael, broken. Magnus'’s fathés real father, so broken a
piece of the shape of things that, say he wereinglast Magnus, his son, sitting
in the corroded bus shelter of this village rigbtvp Magnus wouldn’t recognize
him. He wouldn’t recognize Magnus. Everyone is lerok(A, 148)

The inability to recognize loved ones is thus & pabeing broken. Magnus thinks of
people as pieces of a puzzle, thus recognisingekd for people to stay together in order
for the picture to make sense. Being broken camrebe to refer to being separate from
others, being alone. Magnus recognizes this, Beefybody at this table is in broken
pieces which won’t go together, pieces which arhing to do with each other, like they
all come from different jigsaws, all muddled togatinto the one box by some assistant

who couldn’t care less in a charity shop” (A, 138)charity shops, the items may look
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good but they are typically used and abandonedmmebody. Thus Magnus’s view of his

family is rather grim.

The agony of knowing something terrible is alsa# pf being broken. What broke
Magnus is, in effect, the knowledge that his adioontributed to the death of Catherine.

Knowing is thus a source of acute pain, not ofgeyt used to be for Magnus:

There are things that can’t be said because #nd to have to know them. There
are things you can’t get away from after you knbem. It is very complicated to
know anything. It is like his mother obsessed ke/fthul things that have happened
to people; all those books about the Holocaustssipet piled up in her study at
home. Because can you ever be all right again?y@arver not know again? (A,
151)

Because of his mother’s work, Magnus is awarekhatving terrible things can become
an obsession. However, not knowing something camla¢ a way of being broken: “All
the people who know in the world, all the peopleowdon’t know in the world. It's all a
kind of broken, the knowing, the not-knowing” (A49). Thus brokenness seems to be an

inescapable part of being human.

Not knowing things one knows appears to be verfycdit, if not impossible. Amber
becomes Magnus’s answer to this problem. He toiesdain his innocence by doing

something opposite to innocent with her:

Can you ever be made innocent again? Becausethp attic with Amber, or under
the old wooden roof of the church, fast-breathimgdusty air - held, made,
straightened out then curved by her - Magnus cabpelagve how all right, how
clean again it is possible to feel even after ereng awful he knows about
himself, even though supposedly nothing about Wmalber is doing or he is doing,
or they are doing together, is innocent in any wayact, the opposite is true. (A,
152)
As Tancke (2013, 81) argues, Amber can be reagsttue Magnus from the brink of
suicide and introduce meaningful sexuality to hihus breaking the vicious connection
between death and sexuality that Magnus has mameever, Tancke (2013, 82) also
notes that Amber and Magnus'’s relationship “hintha violent potential inherent in
sexuality and desire”. The regaining of innocersceus only partial, or maybe even just

an illusion.
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Once Magnus is over being totally numb, he becoemaemely aware of the potential

danger in letting his feelings be known:

From nowhere Magnus is overcome with love for hathrer, for his sister watching
sleepily from the sofa, for Michael at the tablsthimg the paper. He even loves
Michael. Michael’s all right. At the very same mam&lagnus understands that if
he ever let it be known that he feels anythindlatlangs will fly apart, the whole
room will disintegrate, as if detonated. (A, 151)

Magnus is not just scared about what how his fgslmight affect his family, but also
about feeling something. Being scared of lettingeod know anything about him, even
the positive things, reveals that Magnus is deephcerned about the consequences of
his feelings. This can be read as an exaggeratimsponsibility.

Magnus’s heavy self-judgment puts the reader intmgeresting position. Should one
join Magnus in hating him for what he has stupidbne, or should one read with more
empathy, thinking that the consequences of thadljed practical joke were not to be
anticipated? Phelan (2005, 23) argues that whethivke about characters in the
storyworld, we are not just judging their actiong also their judgements. What should
one then think about the fact that Magnus does@etn to blame the other two boys who
took part in the prank? The problem is that “Nobadly know Magnus is anything to do
with them. They are known as bad. He is known a&l§@A, 43). When Anton, one of
the other two boys who participated in the photpgimg, says to Magnus that all girls at
school look the same, “like they're off porn sité8’ 51), Magnus is not angry but
“pleased someone like Anton had singled him ouélichim something like that in his
ear” (A, 50). Even when Anton is not mentionedha end, when he is “completely

getting away with it” (A, 244), Magnus is not judgental.

Only blaming oneself can be thought very noble,rmitrecognizing the role of the others
to blame seems unwise. However, with Jake, thd tholy responsible for the prank,
Magnus’s lack of blame is understandable. Thiesabse Jake is the boy who finally
told about it to Catherine’s mother, because hehaalda crush on Catherine. Magnus
thus draws the conclusion that it “was Jake Strsth®at did it. It was love” (A, 244). He
empathetically imagines Jake “crying so much thatdars would fall” (A, 247) while

the kind mother comforts him, or, in an alternatienarrated scenario, how Catherine’s
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mother “was crazy and hurt and angry” and “threwrgthing within reach at him” (A,
247).

Magnus is not happy with how “the matter™ (A, 23@s the school calls it, ends:

The end result = they’'ve got away with it.
The end result = nobody really wants to know. (362

When Michael advices Magnus to forget the matterlahit go, Magnus does not seem

to be convinced:

He can let it go, as if it is a toy balloon filladth helium and he has been holding
on to it by a piece of string, with the kind oflshornness a small child has, and
now he can open his hand and it'll float off upwafd] until he can hardly make it
out any more. He can forget it. A simple act oftsattion. Him minus it. (A, 238-
239)

Magnus’s guilt is definitely not a toy balloon, libts extract shows how laughable he
thinks of the adults’ attitude of forgetting the tiea without really listening to what
happened. The narrator thus judges Magnus as kymuare mature and responsible
than the adults. What Magnus is missing is punistinvehen Astrid calls him “a killer
hornet from hell”, he thinks that it is good beaaitsimplied that for doing the wrong
thing he could be heated to death by the righteaast calculation of innocent bees” (A,
242). In other words, Magnus would like his guiltte dealt with mathematically, so that
someone would calculate exactly what kind of a plumient he deserves.

Patrick O’Donnell (2013, 99) suggests that Ambdpsidlagnus to get over his anxiety
caused by the unresolved ethical dilemma by brop&gnrecognition of the element and
paradoxes of time and space that both accultusatgparticularizes his sense of reality,
enabling a movement beyond the bondage to guilatdw sense of connection and
wordly futurity”. I join O’'Donnell in arguing thaMagnus moves towards a new sense of
connection in his ending, but | see the sense mfiection also as the source of his pain:
being connected to Catherine’s suicide is what makagnus miserable in the first place.
| thus frame Magnus’s narrative as a narrativénefdthics of relation from beginning to

end.

The change in Magnus’s worldview can be seen imédyg he looks at trees, the symbol

of life, and for Smith, books (séetful), in the beginning and towards the end. Just
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before he goes to the bathroom in order to hangélirhe walks outside thinking that
“Leaves are pointless. Trees are pointless. Thetasuthe lives of insects which die
almost as soon as they’re born” (A, 48). On his toi the special library, on the other
hand, Magnus looks at another tree:

Its leaves, Magnus can note to himself now, ar@ecied to its twigs are
connected to its branches are connected to itebiggnches are connected to its
trunk and its trunk to its roots and its rootshe ground. [--] and if there’s a past
and a present then there’s probably (and definfiebsibly) a future, and the notion
of a future and Magnus and all. (A, 156-157)

These two extracts show how Magnus starts to seeections as positive, life-affirming
instead of threatening and meaningless.

Amber plays a role in the development of Magnu#cs, too. By not asking him
guestions or judging him she gives him space towerc Also, Amber keeps talking

about Magnus as someone who is good. She repeatdtfiynim St Magnus. This may be
a reference to Saint Magnus, a legend that is knov@totland. St Magnus of the legend
is known by “his meekness and pacifism” which “le&aol chaos in a culture that demands
firm, unified government by the most powerful” (Blpstone 2006, 112). Again, for

those who know the legend, Amber’s nickname for Megcan be read in two ways: as
an encouraging comment on the potential to be goamdViagnus has or as secret

mocking of his personality and the kind of troublle®ay lead him to.

‘And’ becomes Magnus’s philosophy as he reads abiswtaint namesake: “he is totally
fascinated by a single word. The word is: and.I{49 so simple, so crucial a word” (A,
154-155). He sees and as “a little bullet of oxygén 155); it is also the noise he and

Amber make when they make love:

the noise that he hadn'’t realized was even a wbhedsame word breathed out and

in, over and over:

and

and

and (A, 158)
At the library, Magnus who understands the word and for the first time “is suddenly
high as a kite, breathing again with the wholeisflangs as if he’s been for a long time
cramped in a small and dark and suffocating spatéig enough for the proper

recognition of a small word” (A, 155-156). Thustieg go is not what finally frees him, it
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is acknowledging that everything is connected, thiatl even after being bad, he can be

good.

4.1.3 Michael: ethics of passion

Michael’s ethical issue is that he keeps on bemgithful to his wife with his university
students. What makes this ethically even more prohtic is that the unfairness of the
cheating does not bother him: Michael does noecefhn the righteousness of his actions.
Michael is a character who seems incapable of pglhgis own actions. In this respect
Michael is the exact opposite of the guilt-riddeadvius. Michael becomes aware of the
ethically problematic nature of love and desireyomhen he has a one-sided infatuation

for Amber and has to disappoint bitterly as she getely neglects him.

Michael can be read as a hedonist, someone whiksttat life is all about enjoyment
and fulfilling one’s desires no matter what. Thepia@ thinks about a moth reveals a
great deal about his character and his ethicatiposi‘Moths couldn’t help itlike a moth
to a they were genetically programmed to be attrabielight, of course they saw all
light as love-light” (A, 59). Parallels can be drabvetween the moth and Michael.
Hedonism entails very little consideration of resgibilities, which is an apt description
for Michael. Another comparison that he draws ofi$elf already on the first pages of his
narrative is a wine glass, a suitable symbol foedonist: “If he were this wine glass
there would be hairline cracks holding him togetihenning their live little electrical
connections all over him. Oh. To be filled with goess then shattered by goodness, so
beautifully mosaically fragmented by such shockgogdness” (A, 58). Again Michael
can be read as the opposite for Magnus; brokerobgirgess instead of badness.

What is interesting about Michael’'s character,aly speaking, is his indifference to the
suffering he must cause to his wife. Michael isamfortable when cheating on Eve with
Philippa, but not because of the idea of cheaterghould make him feel bad after all
those other times and girls. Instead, Michael egomally feels bad because he cannot
get the same satisfaction from the sexual act bledore. Cheating on Eve, he thinks that

it is the girl who cheats him, by not being the vimywould have wanted her to be: “It
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was a little depressing; he couldn’t help but fegimisunderstood, cheated even, as he
went in under her dress. He liked to give thediihbeech about Agape and Eros. He liked
to tell the story, how he had admired her in claben she’'d said * " (A, 69). The fact
that Philippa takes care of bringing her own consl@md putting one on Michael makes
him feel “weak, as if hospitalized” (A, 70). Michdes a certain ritual that he wants to
go through every time he commits adultery, andoeing able to follow it means that he

loses the sense of control and some of the pleasure

Even when Michael falls in love, the experienceeB-centred: “He had seen the light.
He was the light. He had been lit, struck, like@ch. He had been enlightened. He was
photosynthetic; he had grown green. He was leafiyrew. He looked around him and
everything he saw shone with light” (A, 77). Thenabkt obsessive use of the pronoun
referring to Michael makes the narrator sound zomhe woman Michael has fallen in
love with is not mentioned once in this ecstatisalgtion, not before the end: “She had
ignored him the whole time” (A, 77). Instead ofradeing a sexual encounter similar to
the ones Michael has with his students, there ismoounter. Not finding a real
connection with anyone, even when he keeps ‘begiimew affairs and ‘entering’ new
women, might be Michael's underlying problem. Adadethis seems to be what Amber
thinks: “You've still got to work it out, what yowant and what it is, the real meaning of
want” (A, 177).

Thus Michael’s view of desire is problematizedhe harrative. Continuously finding
new objects of desire causes unhappiness for atineusd him and brings only short-
lived pleasure to him, too. An interesting way @ading Michael is to think about desire
as either authentic or simulated. This theoreticakion is made by Monica Germana,
who, in her article on a play by Ali Smith, tries“unveil the complex ways in whichhe
Seerarticulates the conflict between authentic and tated desire” (2013, 117).
Simulated desire refers, in Germana’s article gimsamerism, which is subtly criticized
also inThe AccidentalFor Michael, however, it may mean his way of gsvomen like
items. This is evident when Michael goes to a supeket and “did what he always did
when he felt down” (A, 175):

checked along the line of working girls
judging them for the likeliest recruit (A, 175).
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It is indicative of Michael’s philandering as siratéd desire that even though the girl
“was very sweet”, “he felt nothing at all”, and evéad, utterly small” (A, 175). The
“utterly small” feeling is one of the very firstgsis in the narrative that Michael may be
regretting what he keeps doing.

Effusive desire seems to be what makes MichaelMgeimaan ethically substandard way.

Germana (2013, 127) makes an interesting analysissire:

Though desire may derive from a lack within uss through the encounter with the
other, the stranger, that we become aware of aging for the object of our love.
Troubling the inside/outside, self/other categdroggpositions, then, the discourse
of desire shares the ambiguities of the Freudiaaumy.

For Michael, this seems to be the case: he becamae of his constant longing because
of Amber, who means a great deal to him even tholigi never develop a reciprocal
relationship. It is interesting, too, that discauof desire is seen as troubling the
inside/outside and self/other oppositions, bec#usse oppositions are also discussed in
Michael’s narrative. For him, the key is entry: tB It was a wonderful word. The fly

in the fly. The boy in the grass. The grass inlibg. The boy deep in the day and the day
deep in the boy” (A, 61). Inside and outside, aelfl other blend together. The experience
of falling in love with Amber is described as adiaf entering too: “She had entered him
like he was water. Like he was a dictionary andwas a word he hadn’t known was in
him” (A, 61).

Entering his life without giving him anything andthout letting him enter her, Amber is
very problematic to Michael. In Michael's words:

But sonnets shouldn’t be so damned one-sided.
They implied, at least, dialogue. He found that

no one spoke back [--]

He realized he would never have her. [--]

He turned from sand to glass and then he brokel &)

The breaking of Michael, who is a man of languag®jsualized in the narrative as the

breaking of words and form:

eh ? what ? a pieces in man,in a meant
fragments,heart,rags skin instead of a . (A, 169)

This new brokenness develops further already omafleving page:
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SO BRIGHT the heart opening

with a slam.
A new self broken took the world -
no one. (A 171)

Having to deal with unrequited love and simultarsdpuinderstanding that the family
that he lives in is not really his leaves Michasling alone. The loneliness is highlighted
by typographical means: the blankness of everyrskpage in Michael's sonnet

narrative.

Reading a character like Michael who keeps commgjtinorally base deeds can be an
unsettling experience. As Phelan (1989, 137) d¢kae are made in part by the
discourses we experience, what does experiencisgliftourse do to us?” This question
is especially important when the discourse focasegepetitive wrongdoings. However,
it would be too straightforward and simplistic ®same that reading a narrative like
Michael's would make the reader concerned abouthissues related to the ethics of
love and desire in any specific way. As Phelan 72A3) argues in his fifth thesis on
narrative judgmentsjridividual readers need to evaluate the ethicahdtds and
purposes of individual narratives, and they areljkto do so in different waysThus
reading Michael’s narrative is likely to be a drfat experience for different readers
depending on a variety of personal factors. Moreaviechael does not stay wholly
oblivious to his moral misconduct throughout therative: the revelation of his secret
forces him to undergo some change. Therefore psegne also plays a role in ethical
judgment (Phelan 2007).

The only sign that Michael recognizes his ethicadvgdoing to his wife before he is
caught is given after he has met Amber. Michaelearly disappointed in his marriage,
but it remains unclear whether he sees this disappent as something that Eve caused
or perhaps he himself. However, Michael does hdife-ahanging ethical insight when
he learns that Eve has known about his unfaithfidrier years. When Michael lies to
Eve that he knows nothing about Marjory’'s messdogeitthe legal department, Eve
simply says “It's all right [--]. | know” (A, 269)Michael is overwhelmed to realize that
Eve has known: at a bookshop, months later, he€istands again, like he’d understood
now every day since, and every day the understgradime to him as incomprehensibly

newly” (A, 269). Eve’s kindness is compared to skg: it “opened above him as big as
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the sky” (A, 269). Thus Michael sees Eve’s behavamisomething natural, yet
wonderful, but also as something which is unrealehfs him, and far too massive to

comprehend.

Michael has been scolded about his irresponsitiieaeur before, which has not
changed him. Marjory from the university tells hif@ne girl, we could have written off.
One, we could have done something about. Don’kthia didn’t try. And don’t say you
weren't warned, | told you five years ago, fourngeago, three years ago, two years ago
and last year” (A, 265) he way that Michael sees Marjory’s sermon revdas he is

not likely to change his behaviour because of amajudgment: “So Michael liked
sleeping with girls. Was it a crime? They liked Haack. Was it a crime? They were all
consenting adults. He was good-looking. They weadgooking, most of them. Was it a
crime?” (A, 265). The way Michael keeps asking \hleett is a crime shows how little he
understands the actual “crime”: the inappropriatatronship between teacher and
student, and the way he hurts his wife. The comrtenitMichael’s former psychiatrist
makes may be revealing: she thinks that Michaeblagar-psychotic need, when it
comes to self-belief, to refute all guilt”, and riets him of an Oscar Wilde quote “We
are all innocent until we are found out” (A, 268he fact that the psychiatrist's comment
is put in parenthesis further strengthens the inthgeMichael keeps his guilt a secret
from himself. In any case, it is neither analysis lecturing that has an impact on

Michael, but surprising kindness.

Even though the revelation of Michael’s secretd,aignificantly, the fact that it was not
nearly as secret as he thought - does not instpatlizim into a state of ethical self-
analysis, there are some significant changes ichieacter. Michael’'s progression
highlights these changes in his ending: he hasisiéd bookshops or the faculty, he has
not “found a girl attractive for months” (A, 263nd even when he tries to develop a new
identity, focusing on “nothing but the definitivilie concrete” (A, 262), he finds that all
words are loaded, they “turn into words which cdoddused against him, even by
himself’ (A, 262). It remains unclear to what extéfichael’s difficulties actually reflect
what has happened between him and Eve, and whaehag with Amber. It is evident,
though, that Amber’s indifference to him has sadiren considerably: Michael now sees
her as someone who has not just stolen all théanbangs but also taken his actual heart.

He even imagines going to a doctor and that théod@an find “no heartbeat there at all”
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(A, 272). Thus it is also possible to read Michaldeeply regretting what he has done;
perceiving himself as heartless. Typically for Maeh, someone else is to blame,
however: “The pretty young woman has broken hirmophile he slept, put her hand in
and thieved the heart out of him” (A, 270).

Michael’'s family seems to be what makes him reatarshis ethics, after all. The fact
that Eve has gone to her round-the-world trip fer@kchael to try and take care of the
children. Both Magnus and Astrid seem to get alitg him better than before. In
Magnus’s narrative it is told that they even "sathe kitchen together for a while round
the table and had coffee, something they’d nevaedmefore” (A, 240). As it turns out,
the children take care of Michael. When he comaséhafter having read about
hypothermia, scared that he has it, Magnus anffiared Jake, who spend time together
ignoring the command of the school, manage to ¢atmdown. The boys tell him how
hypothermia should be treated and give him somgtlureat. They then enjoy a film
together, called “The Lady Vanishes”, which inspiMichael to write a poem sequence
of the same name, as Eve finds out when talking tiih on the phone. Again, it is
kindness, this time “the boys’ instinctual kindrie@s, 280), that moves Michael.
Therefore, the best way to make him think ethicallio treat him ethically.

4.1.4 Eve: ethics of authenticity

Eve’s ethical issues relate to authenticity in mesays. She questions her life choices
and is questioned by Amber. Her family neglects aed she is not happy with them. She
writes a book series called “Genuine articles”,chhare, in fact, far from genuine life
stories. The ethics of authenticity is thus theanewhich the character of Eve most
focuses on. Authenticity and betrayal both relatthe character in many ways: she has
been betrayed by both of her husbands and herfathe has led her life partly in self-
betrayal. What Eve longs for is authenticity, aed marrative tells the story of how she
changes her life in search of it by continuing pleeiod of not writing and leaving her

family behind in order to do a solitary journey nouthe world.
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In the beginning of her narrative, Eve thinks otver betrayals she has had to suffer
during her life. The first important betrayal isngoby her father, who has “his ‘other’
family” in the United States (A, 94). Eve’s motliees when she is 15, and her father
flies in to attend the funeral, disappointing Eyetdking her “for an upmarket dinner in a
London restaurant, as if a treat, before he fleeklia New York State” (A, 95), and by
suggesting that “she might like to spend summaeaeetivith the ‘other’ family” (A, 95).
Eve’s first husband Adam likewise lets her down whee announced that he was going
to divorce her and marry ‘Sonja’ from ‘Personndltize ‘Alliance’, whom he’d met when
he went to set up a ‘joint interest paying curr@tount’ for him and Eve” (A, 95). Eve’s
role in the divorce is not discussed, so it colsd e argued that Eve blames her ex-
husband for something which they were both resbba$or; perhaps the relationship

was not going to last in any case.

The role of someone who is betrayed is also takevie in her current family of four.
She thinks back to

the first time she understo¢d] that the wallspace of the office and even the space
between the bookshelves on the walls were covatkdwnosaic of postcards,
literally hundreds of therft-] and that probably every one of these postcards was
from some girl he’'d been fuckirfg, 95-96).

Even though the experience is clearly shockingv®, Ehe has not told Michael that she
knows, as is discussed in the third chapter. Bpieequiet about what she knows she
manages to retain a fake status quo. This musthia¢ Bve refers to when she, near to the
end of her narrative, realises: “What was happyatWas an ending? She had been
refusing real happiness for years and she had demding real endings for just as long,
right up to the moment she had opened the front dbloer own emptied house” (A,

295). The betrayed Eve has become so much accustonher role that she cannot but

imagine future betrayals:

Eve had known as she watched, she had known iphibt®flash of the moment in
which she stood watching and unperceived, thatdayeAstrid would betray her.
She had known in the flash of the moment that Astding the natural thing,
simply growing older, was a helpless betrayalselit (A, 97-98)

What is significant in Eve’s visualization of thetkayal is that she sees the unavoidable
growing up of her child as a betrayal. It seems Bsr concept of betrayal has been
distorted.
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The most recent of the actual betrayals is Miclsagdntinuing adultery, which shows
surprisingly little in Eve’s narrative. There isply of textual evidence of Eve being very
much used to being cheated on. She is not surpasked condoms in his trouser
pockets (A, 181), and she knows Michael’s typ&/asn’t she a lot older-looking than his
usual?Curiously, yes, and more salacious-looking, rougbeking, with her high-cut
shorts and her low-cut shabby shirt, certainly netrabby than Michael usually liked”
(A, 89). When Eve has just met Amber, and stilldads that she is one of Michael's
girls, she is ready to let her stay in the housetfe night: “She would go in herself after
the tenth minute and courteously offer the girl spare room for the night, to show there
was no ill feeling, because there wasn’t, was thared in the morning, with no ill will,
the girl would leave” (A, 93). Not having ill wils strangely important to Eve; perhaps it
is her strategy of tolerating Michael’s behaviddn the other hand, the question “was
there?” discloses the self-betrayal, that therehinigdeed be some ill will. Eve is,
notwithstanding her seemingly nonchalant behavionderstandably upset with the

situation.

One possible way of reading Eve is that she is gohnhurt by all the betrayals that she
joins in by betraying herself. Thus Eve is read &&lpless victim, someone who is not
wholly responsible of her own actions. This readimgwever, lacks credibility because
of Eve’s own attitude: “Her fifteen-year-old self][stared back at Eve, steely, disdainful,
not-crying. Feeble, she was saying. As if anyochiglhood was an excuse for anything”
(A, 95). Eve’s mental encounters with her younggf; sind the life-like meeting with her
dead mother that Eve cannot see as mere dreanmasaal in the otherwise rather
realistic storyworld. As Stephen M. Levin analy§2313, 40), “the encounter with these
spectral traces may cause a profound breakdowndis @resent reality”. Encounters
with her former selves and her dead mother dematesEve’s unstableness: her self-
betrayal causes her to look for answers from sglgtesences, persons who are not

actually there but exist in her memory.

Especially in Eve’s narrative, Ali Smith’s writirgan be understood to discuss the
problematic nature of clearly-defined ethical judgnts. The situation resembles the way
in which Phelan (2007, 53) analyses Toni Morris@etoved “an author might want to

move to a kind of meta-ethical position and guideaithe conclusion that no clear and
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fixed ethical judgment of a central action is pbksi. However, the situation of Eve in
The Accidentais crucially different from Sethe’s in Morrisorr®vel: Eve is, for quite
some time, an observer and an object of morallpettsdeeds. Eve’s process of trying to
ignore the wrongdoings that affect her is showoaase her unhappiness. Not judging is
thus seen as unethical in the sense that it s¢yidamages an individual's sense of what
is right - and this is not just the case with Miehavho hurts Eve the most in the present
of the narrative, but also with Eve, who does mabd up for her rights. Eve’s
incapability of judging actions that are admittedhethical leads her to live a life she is
not happy with.

This unhappiness is only slowly realised by Eve.iiportant moment of insight occurs
when she looks carefully at a family photograpletakt the holiday home and realises

what it does not show:

Did it show that Michael had come home smellind,again, of someone else? Did
it show that Magnus was a boy so like his fathat Eve almost couldn’t bear to sit
in the same room with him? Did it show that Astrids infuriating to Eve, that she
deserved to have no father, just as Eve had dosé ohber life, and was lucky to
still have a mother at all? (A, 183-184)

The distance between things as they should beywrthey look like, and things as they
are, is a recurrent theme in Eve’s life. Even tbkdiay home is not as idyllic as
advertised. Eve’s sore knee, the soreness of whichael has never noticed and Eve
herself has forgotten, becomes a symbol of Evelddn sorrow and anger, and the poor
state of her marriage. It takes a complete stramgaber, to take note of it and heal it. It
is very telling of Eve as a character that she iirsists to Amber that the knee is fine -

only to discover that it is not.

Another important area of ethics discussed in Eratsative is the ethics of writing. For
Eve, who has a career as a writer of “autobiototietierviews” (A, 81), ethics of writing
are related to work ethics. This is also an areahith she has to work with questions of
authenticity and betrayal. In the early stagehefrtovel, Eve still believes in her
personal philosophy that every question has an @nafriting about personal histories
(partly real, partly imagined) in the format of gtiens and answers reveals Eve’s belief
in the rationality of life stories: her charactees explain what and why something

happened to them, even if Eve, their creator, cedadhe same. Eve’s reactions to the
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more personal questions that are actually posdtelself in her head are telling: she
clearly has some unanswered questions in heAgd¢he narrative progresses, Eve
begins to question not just some of her life choioet also her writing, which shows in
her writer’s block.

From the point of view of ethics of writing, the stomportant ethical question discussed
in Eve’s narrative imMhe Accidentais the right that one has to tell stories aboal re
people. According to Dominic Head (2013, 107), Bwetiting career is “quintessentially

unethical”. He argues that

[H]er series of popular fictionalized biographiessbd on the premise of imagining
the afterlives of victims of World War Il as if thénad not died, has produced
inevitable tensions with, and distress for, theili@s of her subjects. That she is
suffering from writer’s block at the outset of Shi#t novel implies a subconscious
guilt that parallels that of her son and her hudb@idead 2013, 107)

Head thus suggests that Eve’s writing is unettbeahuse she uses real people as starting
points or frames in her fiction, and perhaps akstalise she does not clearly label her
writing as fiction. However, | do not think thatighs the main reason for Eve to suffer
from writer’s block and to have doubts about heting. It seems to me that Eve is more
troubled with the fact that she is not writing absomething more urgent: that she is
romanticizing the past instead of criticizing whappens now in Iraq and other places

where war is fought.

In Eve’s self-interview in her beginning, the issaaféhe unethicalness of her writing is

not fully problematized yet:

Don't living relatives have something to say ab8atart digging up their de&d
‘Usually relatives are delighted. They feel it exy positive attention,” says Smart.
‘I always make it clear that Genuine Articles arstfand foremost fictionalization.
But fiction has the unique power of revealing sdnrgj true.’ (A, 82)

Eve thus believes that she has good motives: sie airevealing truths. Ethically
speaking, however, Eve’s writings cause controvbesyause the general public might
not be able to figure out where the real persors @mdl the fictional one begins. As the
novel progresses, the negative reactions of tlagivek of Eve’s characters become
stronger. Near the end of the novel, Eve is pregdrerself to attend a press conference

“about the Families Against the Thievery of RelaivAuthenticity group”, thinking that
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her strategy is to ask questions such\&hd is to say what authenticity?if-] Who is to
say that my versions, my stories of these indiviladterlives, are less true than anyone
else’s?” (A, 286). What Eve does not talk about is thatdteries have publicity and thus

power.

Eve is not completely unaware of another problettéethics of her writing, as can be
seen in her direct citation of a bad review oflt#test Genuine: “Smart’s Genuine
Articles are a prime example of our shameful atibacto anything that lets us feel both
fake-guilty and morally justified. No more of tmsurky self-indulgence. We need stories
about now, not more peddled old nonsense about ¢imelependent)” (A, 82). This is, |
feel, the criticism that Eve begins to see as maemore apt. Feeling guilty over
something one has not played a role in, such aS¢kend World Watr, is less meaningful
than feeling guilty because of something one cpoligntially change, such as the war in
Irag. Eve tries to change her writing strategy;as be seen in her meeting with the
publisher. However, when Eve announces that “I inigite about a person who dies”
(A, 198), “Or what about if | wrote about someoneois alive right now, but will be

dead tomorrow morning, say? In Irag?” (A, 198), sb&ces how this makes Amanda,
the publisher, feel: “Amanda had the look of a par&ho has been told she’ll be shot at
dawn” (A, 199). So Eve withdraws and tells Amaniiat ther new book about a Scottish
land girl is “well under way” (A, 199). So, ironilkg, prioritizing the feelings of others
leads to Eve neglecting her own wishes and hecldar writing stories that are

ethically more valuable.

Eve’s progression of slowly understanding the ethgiafficulties in her writing creates “a
progression of possibilities for ethical judgment’,use Phelan’s (2007, 70) phrase from
his analysis oBeloved Thus Eve and the reader can engage in paratieepses of
realising the ethical complexity of storytellingvéZs Genuine articles can be first seen as
harmless stories, then perhaps ethically suspeetulse of the resentment caused to the
relatives of the partly real characters, and theally understood as unethical because of
the responses they cause and the deliberatelyib&tibcus which enables them and the
readers not to voice their opinions on the etheashstrophes present at the very moment
of reading.
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Eve’s lack of authenticity is deeply ironical, givehat she has created a book series
called Genuine Articles (a genuine article refer&t person or thing held to be an
authentic or excellent example of a particular typecording taOxford English
Dictionary). Eve’s own genuineness is even questioned whemvahts to visit the local

church:

No, what | mean is are you a genuine tourist? Dolyave permanent
accommodation elsewhere? the woman said.

Of course, Eve said.

Have you got an electricity bill? the woman said.a®as bill or something with
your name and address on it? (A, 188)

The woman is not suspicious towards every visliecause Amber has managed to get
the key to the church quite easily. There must teisomething in Eve herself that
provokes this reservation. The inauthenticity & ¢iories that Eve writes can be read as

leaking to Eve herself.

The character who most significantly suspects Eaathenticity is Amber. Amber

openly confronts Eve’s beliefs, especially the ittest every question has an answer.

But you can’t go without telling me the answerseaid to Amber, low, catching
her by the wrist.

To what? Amber frowned.

To those questions, Eve said.

| don’t know the answers, Amber said.

All the same, Eve said not letting go. (A, 181)

What Amber then does shows Eve that inventing arsswken there are none leads to
being fake:

Amber took Eve’s hand and opened it. She droppedittte white stone, warm
from her own hand, back on to Eve’s palm and cldsesls fingers over it. As she
did she caught Eve’s hand in both of hers and sitaakif heartily congratulating
Eve.

You're an excellent fake, Amber said. Very well dofiop of the class. A-plus. (A,
181-182)

Amber, again working as a catalyst, thus provokesth face her own inauthenticity and

self-betrayal.

The very ending of Eve’s narrative resembles thg Avaber first met the Smarts: she

wanders into a house, knowing that it is not htrdds house that she is searching. When
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Eve is taken for the domestic help, her first rigacis to tell the truth: “Several sentences
began in Eve’s heallvho exactly is it that ygandl’'m not the were the gist of all of
them. But out of nowhere, instead of any of thésegs, she said: What if | told you my
car broke down?” (A, 297). She then begins to befasvif she was the domestic help,
and does not even correct the lady when she callSteve. Furthermore, she adopts
Amber’s outspokenness, and tells the girl livingha house that her mother is “an
absolute nightmare bitch from hell” (A, 300). Whée lady finally realises her mistake
and apologizes, Eve stays firm: she tells the wothan“It's unforgivable, the way you
behaved. And not just to me” (A, 302). These waordsst have been in the making a very
long time: it is as if Eve finally says them foethnknown lady because she never
managed to say them to Michael or others who havieher. At the same time, she
adopts into her second imagined role as a guestarhily celebration. Thus Eve’s ethics
of authenticity gain a final, unexpected turn thather complicates the picture of ethics
that can be drawn from her narrative. Encountefimgper has made Eve realise that she
has been living the life of a fake - so Eve chartgadife, and possibly ends up becoming

as ambiguously “the real thing” as Amber is.

4.2 The ethics of Amber

In this chapter | will read the ethics of Amber/Athbra. Because Amber as a character is
so different from the Smarts, a different set @dfetical tools are needed in order to
analyse her. Instead of rhetorical ethics | willkease of ethics of alterity, especially as

it has been developed by Andrew Gibson and SimacrTy. Ethics of alterity is a
suitable theoretical perspective for reading Ambetause it focuses on others and
otherness - in other words, what Amber represent&ie AccidentalAmber is the

rupture, the surprise that there is in the novel.

The key concepts of the two theorists are somediffatent, and using these concepts to
shape my analysis helps me to respect the multiptizat there is in the character of
Amber. Gibson (1999) focuses on the ethics of Laviand underlines the importance of

them as non-foundational. In other words, by usiegnas’s ethics in the analysis of
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novels we can ensure that there is room for meltgrhds of ethical encounters as we are
not tied down to a simple definition of ethics. &n’s concepts, especially excendance
and ethical saying, are important in my analysidmiber. Critchley (1992) sees
Levinas’s ethics as closely connected with thegsloiphy of Jacques Derrida, and argues
that deconstruction should be understood ethichlily.central concepts include closure
and cl6tural reading, which | will use in analysidimber’s ethics. My somewhat
Levinasian reading of Amber’s ethicsTihe Accidentais based on the reading of the

novel as focusing on encounters: facing the other.

But how could one trace Amber’s own ethics? Whatsdehe value or find worthless? Or,

if Amber is read more as an idea than as a possédrkon, what kind of ethical ideas does
the fictional character represent? There are ng, smightforward answers to these
guestions. Instead of trying to find a ready-matthécal model that would aptly describe
the ethics of Amber, | will explore the ethical riplicity and ambiguity present in the
character. Also, | will be reading for the ethieffiects that she has on the other characters
of the novel.

4.2.1 Reading Amber’s ethics

Instead of a single main reading, there are at teasimportant possibilities for
analysing the ethics of Amber. The first possipilitilizes the method | used in order to
analyse the ethics of the Smarts: relying on comynsimared values and ideas of ethical
behaviour and reading Amber as if she was a reabpdiving in the real world. In this
strategy, Amber’s behaviour is likely to be seewthscally problematic: she tricks her
hosts into offering her food and a place to sthg, destroys their belongings and crosses
other boundaries. For example, Michiko Kakutare, kviewer ofThe Accidentalor The
New York Timeg006), is not convinced of Amber’s charisma, &tuésses that “she
seems like a foul-mouthed, insolent con woman -eswra who lies and manipulates to
get her way, someone who may very well be mad”. Aégative review summarizes the
ethical problems in Amber’s character, althoughgbestion of her possible madness

rather complicates the matter.
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However, it has to be recognized that even Ambatigally suspect acts often have at
least some ethically positive consequences foStharts. By shocking them with her
behaviour she manages to make them more consditius problems in their own lives.
Moreover, she does do some deeds that can be ecgsiethical without any problems:
she devotes time to both of the lonely younger $nand heals Eve’s sore knee, for
instance. Some critics dhe Accidentalincluding Eleanor Birne, see Amber’s role in a
more positive way. Birne (2005) makes an intergstibservation: Astrid is at first angry
to Amber for wrecking her camera, but relents whlea realizes she is only being angry
because she thinks she should be. Amber seemsatald& evoke rather positive

reactions even when her ways of acting are etlyicaibious.

There is thus an element of ethical undecidedmessnber’s character and the effects
she causes - and much more so than in the othexratbes ofThe AccidentalAs Gail
Caldwell (2006) notes in her review of the novieg point “with all these acrobatics is
one about illusion about the truths and lies aretisp effects that shape us”. She also
argues that “Amber is all things to all her Smartghich | take to refer to Amber’s
special capacity to both good and bad - a cap#uatyall human beings share, but one
that Amber’s character highlights and problematiéss is the second possible way of
reading Amber, and the way that reveals a widectsya of ethical questions. Therefore
my reading of Amber in this chapter will be basedlus view of Amber: that she is

simultaneously similar to the Smarts and whollyeottboth ontologically and ethically.

Reading Amber’s ethics is different from reading #thics of the Smarts. Even if the
major differences between the types of charactersely the Smart’s heavy mimetic
component compared to Amber’s foregrounded thenaaticsynthetic components
(Phelan’s terms, 1989), are brushed aside, onertargalifference remains. Amber does
not have an ethical dilemma of her own like the Bspainless one wishes to read her tale
of the car accident as such. This is highly prolalicrbecause the accident might not
even have happened; when Eve later asks her @béulber acts like she had never told
her about the death of the girl: “What child? Ambaid. What accident?” (A, 201). Thus
Amber does not have to focus on her own ethicailbies in the present of the narrative.
Even though she is the only character that coutdtiefrom the intimacy of narration in
the first person, the reader never really gainsatliaccess to her thoughts. Moreover,

when she is faced with the ethical problems of3hmearts, she keeps her distance. And
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yet Amber’s role in the unfolding of the ethicakens of the Smarts’ lives is significant
because of her otherness and her charisma: shenfs all of the Smarts’ ethical

thinking.

Amber is the character who embodies alteritylwe AccidentalVery importantly,

Amber is an other whose otherness, or alterity caba reduced. She remains other
throughout the novel. | have already argued in mghysis of the Smarts that Amber
seems to test their respect for otherness. AccgtdifKorthals Altes (2005, 144), Levinas
stresses the respect for otherness: for him, ethézns to surrender voluntarily to the
command of the Other. Amber’s respect for othernesgins partly unclear, but it is
evident that her otherness does teach somethithg tBmarts. The openness with which
the family receives Amber as their guest showsttit are open to otherness - at least
when it is as charming as Amber is. None of thelly fecognizes how different, how
other Amber actually is, although they do immedjat®tice something foreign in her.
Even though the Smarts may not voluntarily or tgtebnspicuously place themselves
under the command of Amber, i.e. other, they dtlit. Likewise, although Amber’s
alterity is questioned by some of the charactérdtimately cannot be reduced: her

mystery is not solved.

Amber’s alterity consists of both who she is anditndhe does, as | have already shown
in the third chapter. When analysing her ethics, itnportant to look at both what she
does and what she does not do, because both efdaspscts contribute to her ethics.
Amber’s ways of acting could be labelled as doitiggowise: instead of going shopping
with Astrid, she takes her to a trip to a superratink order to show her how distorted it
is that they film everything. She does even ordirtaings differently: eats like she is
really hungry, spends her nights in the car andsae the motorway wherever she likes.
Amber has her own way of looking at things, whice Smarts notice with delight and
surprise. Her stories and jokes carry a wealtmi@irmation and they always have
multiple meanings. It seems that if Amber trieslbosomething to the Smarts, it is to
surprise or even confuse them. Ethics of surpiisgdcthus be one way of labelling
Amber’s moralsArrivant, the one who arrives, is an apt description forb&nmbecause
she arrives to the middle of the Smarts’ secretisedinics as someone completely other.
Amber is a good example of therivant: part of the difficulty of postmodern ethics, as

argued by Gibson (1999, 106), is living with thepsise of thearrivant, the Other. This
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is exactly whaiThe Accidentamanages to show: the difficulty - but also joyf Jieing

with Amber, a surprise.

Identifying Amber’s ethical values is not easy, d&¢se the narration does not provide the
reader with a direct access to her thoughts. Frbat whe says to the other characters it
becomes clear, however, that she values questions itman answers. Amber’s ethics,
just like the character in general, are postmodeéene, | am thinking about Gibson’s
(1999, 86) definition of postmodern ethics: he dbes as procedures that “aspire to
reticence, dubiety, critical modesty” and that ques“the availability of knowledge of

the whole”. Amber refuses to answer the Smartsstjoles, thus making it clear that
everything cannot be known. This is all the morpanant because Amber comes across
to the other characters as a person with a widevlatge of many different topics.

One of the features that contribute to Amber’satlais ‘doing otherwise’ is the way she
is honest about things others would lie about. WAeer brings Magnus downstairs to
have dinner with his family, first time in a longe, she says “I found him in the
bathroom trying to hang himself’ (A, 89). The faylihughs at this, missing the chance to
find out what the matter with Magnus is. Anotheexipected telling of the truth happens
also at the dinner table. Astrid is asked to filra tlinner, and she has to confess having
lost the expensive video camera. Her parents degiet very angry, even though “they
are trying hard to be perfect in front of her” (Aemp(A, 123). It is only when Michael
brings up the reporting of the lost camera to thiecp that Amber, who dropped the
camera on purpose, speaks up: “Actually, Amber aayshe helps herself to another slice
of bread, it's my fault. | didn't like her carryingaround all the time. So | threw it off a
motorway pedestrian bridge” (A, 123). The silerfeat follows forces Astrid to lie on
behalf of Amber. Amber’s honesty thus gets an wagaet tinge: if she is only honest
when she knows her words will not be believed amyhaan it still be considered
honesty? Does Amber actually ever tell the trutemvehe knows that she will be

believed? Amber seems to leave the responsibilityedy to the listener.

Despite her honesty, Amber also lies, at least ichiel:

Your car? he said again, louder. Broken? he samh'Vétart, or?
She shrugged.
The battery? he said. He said it too loud into@span the vacuum noise.
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She looked blank. Maybe she didn’t know the wortidog.

| put the key in, turn it, nothing, she said, laakiaway from him. (A, 66)
Lying can hardly be considered ethical, but isdyia a liar at least partly
understandable? Amber does not tell similar liehéoother Smarts, which makes me
think that she is giving Michael a dose of his awedicine. Thus Amber may be read as
taking revenge to Michael on behalf of all thosenhe lied to. This reading, however,
presumes two rather extreme ideas about Ambet; tivst she would know all about
Michael’s dishonesty, and second, that she woulddoevhatever reason, willing to
avenge Michael on behalf of other people that sies ashot know. Again, the reader faces
the question of Amber’s capabilities: can she m@hers’ minds? Is she perhaps an
omniscient character? Amber’s mindreading abiljtiesne wants to believe in them,
raise doubts about her existence. She is cleartyrdioary person, not even an ordinary
fictional character in the way the Smarts are. Whamber actually only exists in the
minds of the other characters? This reading conose ¢o the reading of Amber as God

or god-like, wholly other.

In addition to what Amber does it is interestingctmsider what she does not do. Simply
put, Amber does not act according to the wishge@Smarts or tell them what they
would hope to hear. This behaviour includes maffemint elements, such as silence,
outspokenness and lack of verbal consolation. Ardbes not engage in comforting talk
when the Smarts pour out their hearts for her;sgeens to be carefully avoiding any
counselling, especially with Astrid and Magnus. ®times her only response is silence.
These two strategies, bad as their use may feghéoBmarts, can be more easily
considered ethically acceptable. When one haaginfluence on people, especially
children, one has to be very careful not to malk# thecisions for them. Therefore, even
possibly upsetting silence may be a better optian tvoicing one’s personal opinion in a
situation in which it is likely to be understoodralst like a command. However, Amber’s
persistent ignorance of Michael, which stretchesitwe than silence, is, according to
conventional standards of politeness, shockingleriRules of politeness and ethics are,
of course, two different things, but both generaliysider complete ignorance of another

person problematic.

Amber’s third strategy, outspokenness, is ethicaltye difficult to defend. Her outburst
when Eve tells her how she first met Adam, foransg, is ethically ambiguous. At a first
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look, one could unequivocally condemn Amber’s bétavas deeply unethical: she
willingly insults Eve when she has made herselhethble by being friendly and sharing
a personal experience of importance. This may keetrue; however, ethical analysis
should not stop here. Instead, we should considethat ways Amber’s behaviour could
be of benefit. For instance, Eve seems to be delilyim Amber’s surprising response. If
Eve is happy with Amber’s response, does it notmibat it is ethically acceptable, if not
preferable? This reading is naturally only posswdheen one recognizes that ethics are
situational: there cannot be one set of generabkriilat could be applied to all ethical
encounters. This particular reaction is also irgtiéng from the religious point of view:
there are some religious undercurrents in the ckaraf Amber and in the ways the
other characters relate to her. Why, then, doesekmdact so strongly when she learns
how Eve and Adam first met? Perhaps she thinkeh&®d and is for that reason so
bored with the story - she must have known it,radte Amber’s words, “Jesus fucking
wept, all these endless endless fucking endleBstsélcking histories” (A, 196), can be

read as a comment not only to Eve’s personal regalaut also to her writing.

Another way of reading Amber ethically is to thiokher as a question. This is a valid
reading for many reasons. First, she confusesttiex oharacters in many ways: both her
thinking and behaviour are unexpected in their egesond, she questions the usual
ways of thinking and doing. Being critical seem$é&oa part of her philosophy. Third,
Amber tempts not only the Smarts but also the netadéhink otherwise and ask
guestions. Amber can be seen as a persomiied en questiorThis term relates to
Critchley’s (1992, 5) understanding of Levinasidmes: ethics is the critical questioning
of “the liberty, spontaneity, and cognitive emprigehe ego that seeks to reduce all
otherness to itself”. If questioning is thus sasrthe central process in ethics, Amber is
acting in a highly ethical way. On the other hashogs she ever question the ego exactly?
Is she perhaps limited to questioning the egoghadrs, or the general process of reducing
otherness into sameness? If Amber is understostdafitd foremost as a catalyst
character, these questions are easier to answatalyst does not necessarily have to

develop herself - the main thing is that she afféioé development of others.

| have earlier on in this thesis stated that thecept of excendance allows me to read
Amber ethically. Excendance means, very simply,samlving towards the other (Gibson

1999, 38). Excendance happens spontaneously wheranteo escape our own limits

112



and turn towards the other (ibid., 37-38). By anguihat excendance allows the ethical
reading of Amber | do not mean that Amber wouldassarily embody excendance as a
character. More importantly, she contributes toekeendance of others, tempting them
to turn towards her and away from their own seaatsproblems. This is exactly how
Amber’s impact on the Smarts is positive regardtédser sometimes dubious ways of
acting: she manages to make them turn towardsthiee. ' his does not just include
Amber herself, although all of them become vergrasted in her. Excendance crucially
makes the Smarts a bit more open and interestin@ iworld around them - and in each

other.

Escaping the limits of the self is what the cinemAmber, or Alhambra, could be read
as doing in her own chapters before, after and &stvthe three main partsThe
Accidental It becomes increasingly clear in her chaptersgha does not have just one
self. Amber even has multiple cinematic parentgradysed in the third chapter.
However, it is questionable whether Amber’s esazbe limits of the self is, in

addition to moving away from (one) self, also a mmenttowardsthe other. The focus
of the narration in the Alhambra sections is mareonnections between the past and
future, and the blending together of the real amalgined (cinematic) history and
identity. It could also be asked whether any atitlzinema or literature, can be
described as movement towards the other. A Le\anasnswer would be no: facing the
Other is not possible when watching a film or regda novel. My answer, however, is
yes - narratives that thematize encounters, su@h@#\ccidentalcan be compared with
an actual encounter. | would argue that the Levamasiea ofe tiers “the third party

who ensures that the ethical relation always tgkase within a political context, within
the public realm” (Critchley 1992, 2253, especially important in this respect. Narrative
encounters, by which | mean encounters experiebgedading literature, make it clear
that encounters are multiple - it is not just md another person; it is me and a multitude
of others. This is what Amber embodies: becausessimany persons in one body, by
encountering her the Smarts actually encounter thare one person. They encounter

multitude.
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4.2.2 Effects of Amber’s ethics

Amber could be read as escaping the limits of BEreven more literally. When she tells
Eve how the car accident changed her life, shegergially narrating the story of her
self-escape. As O’Donnell (2013, 98) summarizeAimber implies that she has been
escaping this event and the ‘self’ associated wgher since, as she roams without
direction from place to place, a nomadic entityrbout of accident, her life a skein of
contingent relations with strangers.” But how is thscape ethical? Perhaps it is enough
that it has ethically valuable consequences: Amdoarording to O’'Donnell (2013, 97-
98), embodies contingency by being “the accidehtdhe untimely and unforeseen, the
small event that has fatal consequences”. What Ailmtbegs to the Smarts, as O’'Donnell
(2013, 99) crystallizes it, is “both knowledge effsand a knowledge of alterity”, which
“leads to the spontaneous creation of a commuiiggrangers both gathered around and
scattered by the person or event that has genaexatedfrontation with the alterity within
and without”. This is exactly what Amber does te 8marts: reveals the alterity within
and outside the family, and both brings them togietimd tears them apart. These
ambiguous effects help explain why Amber’s ethgcsa difficult to capture: if one
values the unity of the family, one respects Anthere for having strengthened that for
the Smarts, but at the same time one has to re@chber’s contrary effect on the same
family. To use Phelan’s terminology, the readeesfaced with a real challenge when

trying to make their ethical judgments of the pesgion of the characters.

Another twist into the ethical reading of Ambepi®vided by her very own sections in
the narrative, where the first person narratoisdadirself Alhambra. Although it could be
argued that Alhambra and Amber are two differemsqes, reading them as one person
or different versions of one character leads toeniteresting interpretative possibilities.
O’Donnell (2013, 99) is uncertain about who Ambdingimbra is, too: he thinks
Alhambra “may be Amber’s off-double”, because “aovane nearly, but not quite,
phonically and anagrammatically incorporates tieGt | think that the cleaner’s words,
which Eve hears adhier name’s a hamme(A, 185), insinuate that Amber is actually
Alhambra. The mystery of Amber’'s/Alnambra’s truemtity makes it harder to present
strict arguments about her ethics. If Amber/Alhaaisrread as a fictional person inside a

novel, it has severe consequences for the ethicdysis.
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| have earlier labelled the version of Amber preésenhose short chapters with the first
person narrator the cinematic Amber, and will ieedame definition here. If the secret
of Amber is read so that she represents films, ineggpersons on a blank canvas, the
key to her ethics is then the concept of illusisim seems real but is not real, her story is
not true but it could be, she does not have justliba story but a whole bunch of them.
The whole point of her existence is imagination:agelike she is real in order to gain
new ideas and experiences. Smarts perhaps ashiékes real because they are in a
desperate need of new perspectives. Her unrealmassyer, leaks through: they
recognize her as something different, even alieagmMis sees her as an angel, and the
others cannot fully fathom who she is, either. Bp#hit is best to say that Amber is not

fully any one thing: maybe she is partly humant gad-like, or even part machine.

The illusionary Amber cannot be easily analysedtatly. A reading that in some ways
comes close to this, however, has been done bylieviis 2013 article “Narrating
Remainders: Spectral Presences in Ali Smith’s éinti. He argues that Amber
represents “the intrusion of the spectre” (Levii2038). He constructs his spectral
reading of the novel on Jacques Derridgecters of Mark1994), where spectre is,
according to Levin (2013, 36), seen as “a figued ttalls into question the boundaries of
form itself, and that compels us to conclude thatgerceptible reality of any object owes
its materiality to unseen, and often suppressatiptical agencies”. This is highly
relevant for my reading, too, because at this pafitis writing, Derrida was already
turning towards Levinas, reformulating some ofimportant ideas (Lawlor 2002). Levin
reads what | call the cinematic Amber as “an ‘avatbspectral time” (2013, 42). To
summarize, he argues that Amber’s presence notabfdgts the form of the narrative but

also opens up new temporalities and ethical petisqesgLevin 2013, 35-42).

Levin (2013, 155) presents his most fascinating itdea footnote to his article: he argues
that spectral intrusion, arrival of the other, iaurring theme in Ali Smith’s writing, and
that it is related to her “interest in love as sp@nse to the arrival of something ‘wholly’
other”. What Amber makes visible irhe Accidentalthen,is the hospitality of the
Smarts. Hospitality is an interesting ethical cqridgecause it deals with our ways of
encountering both strangers and loved ones. alt@ncept that is, | feel, hidden between
the lines in Levinas’s thinking about face. Moreg\2errida has written about hospitality

at some length. According to Michael Naas (2008, R2rrida thinks that “the concept
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of hospitality must be rigorously distinguishedrfrany relation of reciprocity or
exchange between two parties”. The idea is thaOthher,arrivant, is welcomed without
knowing what will happen: unconditional hospitaliyeans that we are ready to welcome
an absolute stranger, a wholly other, who is nehew guest. Naas even goes as far as
arguing that deconstruction can be defined as talgpi This is because deconstruction
consists of first learning the tradition and theoKing at what has not previously been
looked at in that tradition, thinking otherwise.rDéa is aware of the risks of
unconditional hospitality: tharrivant may cause us harm and suffering. (Naas 2008, 22-
33.) The ambiguous effects that Amber’s visitati@s on the Smarts show beautifully

the uncertainty that is a part of unconditionalgitasity.

What kind of an ethics could there be behind Angactions? One possibility is
suggested by Caputo (2000, 113):

On the view that | am defending here everythingswon a certain affirmation,
beyond any positivity or positionality, of the “@fi, the affirmation of - to borrow
the language of Kierkegaard and Levinas, which lat&s on taken up by Derrida -
“the wholly other,” tout autre. As an affirmatiofthe wholly other, this view
originates not in a no but a yes, not in a refbsdla welcome to the wholly other,
opening our home to the stranger who knocks atloar.

What is Amber, if not this wholly other, a strang@ocking at the door? Caputo is
writing about the end of ethics, which can be catisgd in meta-ethics. Amber does not
seem to follow any conventional line of ethicahtting, and the effect of her actions can
be argued to make the Smarts and the reader toewabdut ethics. The idea of
accidentalism seems also fittirigin accident is something that happens to us beyamd
control and outside the horizon of foreseeabiliy].Ethical life is a series of such
accidents and casualties, against which ethicakyhean provide little insurance”
(Caputo 2000, 112Y.he way the Smarts react to Amber resembles whatit©g2000,
114) writes about facing the wholly other, dealith something radically new: “Then
we are sent back to the drawing boards, forced-examine basic assumptions, a little
bit stunned, shocked, amazed, and confused.”

Why is Amber’s ethics so different, then? It carabgued that Amber embodies an ethics
of Saying. This means that the character showsdtbigs is not a product but a process
that begins from encountering a singular OtherqgrerSaying is
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the performative stating, proposing, or exprespivgtion of myself facing the
Other. It is a verbal or non-verbal ethical perfarmoe, whose essence cannot be
caught in constative propositions. It is a perfaiwgadoing that cannot be reduced
to a constative description. [--] The Saying is sheer radicality of human
speaking, of the event of being in relation withGther (Critchley 1992, 7).

This is a very demanding description to work widtause it states that the essence of
Saying cannot be caught - which is one of the remgdy it comes very close to what
Amber represents. Amber both is and causes the mavefrom the Same to the Other in
the novel. The way the Smarts first try to explagm as someone familiar, somebody who
is similar to them, but then have to re-evaluateb@mshows their ethical growth.

Amber, by being both similar and different, anddgynanding the family to accept her

difference, plays a major role in opening the Selayes to alterity.

To conclude my reading of Amber’s ethics, | woukelto return to the concept of
clotural

reading as developed by Critchley (1992). Simpliynael, cl6tural reading refers to “the
production of a dislocation within a text” (Critelyl 1992, 88); looking for the alterity in
the narrative. In my analysis, | have tried to shibat there are multiple ways of reading
Amber’s ethics and that the first dominant readéugiber as a malevolent person
invading the Smarts’ lives, is not enough on its10Whis reading has to be done, though:
one cannot jump directly to the second phase alimngaThe idea of a clétural reading is
to that it does not “choose between the ethicahmgeand the logocentric totality; it
must be undecided; it must be hesitant” (Critcil892, 95). Therefore | will not argue
for a final, unambiguous reading of Amber’s ethiostead, | would like to argue that the
undecidedness is what Amber’s ethics are aboute ikdoth egoism and altruism in the
character, and it would be unwise to argue thaetfexts of Amber could be read simply
as positive or negative. Amber is a truly diversaracter with intriguing, ambiguous

ethics.

4.3 Ethics revealed?

In this chapter | will read ethics as it emergesifiThe Accidentalln other words, |

move from analysing the ethics of the characteexamining the ethics of narration and
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ethics of the novel as a whole. In the terms ofsGib(1999, 54-55), my focus has so far
been mostly on “the plane of the represented”jtbwill now shift to “the plane on which
representation takes place”, which can be undaista®the author’s, narrator’s, reader’s
or culture’s, or a mixture of them”. The questionathich | am searching answers is
“What kind of ethics can be constructed based eading)The Accident&”. Again, my
goal is less to make a definitive, final readingrtho highlight the multiplicity present in
the novel. | am acutely aware that to make a thginathical analysis of a novel as
complex asThe Accidentalvould require considerably more space than whate
available in my thesis. Nevertheless, | am convrtbat even a brief look into this matter
will greatly widen the scope of my ethical analy$wwill begin with a short overview

into the discussion of the relationship betweemfand ethics and then focus on the
narrative ethics ofhe Accidentahnd its author.

Ethics is not only related to characters in theystorld but to the structures of the
storyworld, too: narrative form. The relationshgmiot straightforward, though; | doubt
that few literary theorists would argue in thé'2&ntury that certain narrative form
automatically leads to certain kind of narrativieies. Some researchers had to make this
argument, however, before the theory could be éurtleveloped. The famous case, or, in
Phelan’s (1989a, xi) words, “thecus classicusor discussions of ethics or morality in
narrative theory”, is Booth’s text from 1961 Time Rhetoric of Fictiomvhere he “worries,
much to the consternation of many other criticgualthe morality of impersonal
narration”. Later on, Booth (1989, 75) has becoospgious of “systematic correlations
between a given technique, open or closed, andea @ithical (or for that matter
aesthetic) effect”. He strongly criticizes whatdadls “fashionable generalizations about

ethical effect”, especially

the claim that what distinguishes good literatuosf bad is its power to shock the
reader, to undermine conventions, to shatter dhsito wake up the sleepy and
complacent, to lead us to questions rather thawenssto introduce the reader to
something radically “other” (Booth 1989, 63).

As a reader who valu@$he Accidentalboth aesthetically and ethically, for some of the
reasons Booth mentions in his critical commengnrot join his view entirely. Instead, |
think that all intriguing, thought-provoking novetsay merit a careful reading and
analysis regardless of the specific techniquesyte sased. If novels that discuss

otherness are fashionable at the moment, it daegsave to mean that they would be the
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only kind worthy of analysis. One of the more rdaggvelopers of narrative ethics,
Gibson (1999, 11) has criticized the earlier stadyharrative ethics arguing that it has
not paid sufficient attention to narrative formpesially to postmodern or experimental
forms. He considers the problematizations of fothical indeed, and | agree, at least in
the case oT he Accidental Moreover, as | shall show shortlfhe Accidentatan be read

as taking part in the discussion of the ethicaligaif literature.

The Accidentad narration is a powerful example of free indireatration. Ali Smith is
known as a writer whose language is highly creaiivé imaginative. She has developed
a distinct, personal voice for each of her charactven though only Amber/Alhambra
enjoys the privilege of narration in the first prsEach of the Smarts has their own
voice that the narrator brings to life when any ohthem acts as the focalizer. This
narrative choice already reveals something abautdmception of ethics behind the
narrative: different voices and experiences exishawvithin the same micro community,
family. Brian Richardson (2006) has pointed out temtemporary narrative theory lacks
“sustained accounts of multiple modes of narrati@@tima E. Smith (2010) has shown
how “multiperson narration” can produce a kind ofrenunal dynamic, perhaps even a
“democracy of voice”, in the fictions of Ali Smitkthics is thus seen as multiple, myriad

and changing - the kind of postmodern ethics thas@ (1999) writes about.

The novel has a very solid structure with thregspdreginning, middle and end. The use
of these three parts, however, is done so thaaltesthe reader ask whether the

beginning is actually the ending and vice versaTAscke (2013, 77) notes:

In addition to this tripartite structure, howevire narrative also boasts
experimental elements which disrupt the seeminggightforward plot line. For
instance, Amber’s profound impact on each of ther@tters and the degree to
which she unsettles their existing beliefs and egié self is also communicated by
the fragmentary nature of much of the novel’s laaggy which boasts chapters
beginning in mid-sentence [--], passages writteverse [--] and stream-of-
CONSCIiOUSNesS.
Amber thus brings the element of surprise in theshdhe structure of which would
otherwise seem very traditional indeed. The nareatianages to create an impression of
unfinishedness, not in the sense that the textavoellsomehow unfinished or rough,
quite on the contrary, but in the sense of “whéttBia calls its ‘eternal unfinishedness’,

the unlimited multiplicity at work within it” (Gibsn 1999, 91). In this way,he
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Accidentalcan be argued to contain a residue of Saying witkiBaid: to include

something of the untamed unpredictability of life.

In my analysisThe Accidentais seen first and foremost as a novel about the wa
encounters shape secrets and ethics. It is, asaine, clearly interested in ethical
issues, especially those related to encountermgttimer. The stranger who joins the
family unexpectedly tests the limits of hospitabttyd the understanding and acceptance
of alterity - both in themselves and in others. dtrer, the novel provides ethical
encounters for its reader. The reader gets thelplityto see how the four family
members think and feel, and even reconsider thigicse For these reasons, it can be
argued thaThe Accidentatliscusses ethics as they are understood in tHeaiugmns of
Levinasian philosophy done by Gibson and Critchley.

Narration may be often seen as “a mode of actimityhich a subject takes another,
other, the world as the object or objects of knalgkeand claims possession of them”.
However, narration can be rethought “as an arraegewor play of different language
games [--] or genres of discourse or phrase regitnémany case, from the Levinasian
perspective, narration has to be thought ethic&Bybson 1999, 26.) Ali Smith’s novel
underlines this ethical concern on two levels:plame of the represented and the plane
on which representation takes place. If narratngnderstood in the Levinasian way, as
surrendering to the other (ibid., 45), it is alreaditself an extremely ethical process.
This view of narration is related to a postmodeandarstanding of narrative: narrative is
thought of “in the mode afxcendancas a movement outwards, a relation, an
engagement or composition with an exteriority inalihinterior, exterior and the
boundary between them do not ‘stay the same’, lut@aselessly renegotiated” (ibid.,
49). The Accidentatan be fruitfully analysed with the help of thencept of excendance,
as | have shown with my reading of Amber. Undeditagn the narrative of the novel as a
kind of excendance, too, works well because ingfiteens the connection that there is

between Amber and narration.

The connection between Amber and narration hastaen noted by other readersibie
Accidental Amber can also be read as a “figure for narrétias Levin (2013, 41)
argues: “Amber’s homelessness and disruptive feuggest that she herself embodies a

principle of narration - specifically, the capaacitiynarrative simultaneously to orient and
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disorient the emplotment of the self within a partar subject position”. The
guintessential essence of narrative thus seenms fireédom: the capacity to do anything,

to move freely and cause ambiguous effects. Hestiges that

[T]he startling conclusion of the novel, in whickideappears to take on Amber’s
role of saboteur by entering a random house durargravels in the United States,
suggests that Smith regards this function of nimads an ethical imperative. To be
a writer, and not a purveyor of formulaic biograghiEve must become a
dangerous infiltrator in the reassuring domestitateve of an ‘other’ (Levin 2013,
42).
However, | consider this reading of the endinghef hovel as problematic because there
are no textual clues as to whether Eve still tiwesrite or not. Moreover, even though
there is criticism against her writings in the nipver work is not simply seen as
formulaic and indifferent. Nevertheless, the regdimat Ali Smith understands narratives

as communicating ethical imperatives is, | beli@egurate.

It is important not to confuse ethics of narratwith ethics of the author, although the
author’s ethical inclinations may naturally effect how ethical ideas are discussed in the
novel. What is known about Ali Smith’s ethical thing happens to be very interesting
with regard to my reading dfhe Accidentalln an interview by Gillian Beer in 2012,
published in its entirety iAli Smith: Contemporary Critical Perspectivg®13), Smith

makes an intriguing comment on strangers:

As our countries and our world becomes smaller,\eave’re bordered,
everything is about the stranger. So if we donit atiention to what the story of the
stranger means, and if we forget the goodnesseddttianger, the way in which
inordinate hospitality was signalled as cruciastiovival, never mind to

immortality, and also simply to obvious benign-ndkse don’t pay attention to

the things that happen when something enters oddvirom outside, and if every
dominant narrative tells us to dislike it, theroh&t know how we’ll manage to stay
human. (Beer 2013, 142)

Thus the author’s aim seems to have been to cagaderative about the unpredictable
stranger, and about the possible consequencespitaldy. Smith’s attitude does remind
me of Levinasian hospitality: even when we do naiw who we are welcoming to our
lives, we should do it. Amber is not an easy, pajtiest but resembles an intruder whose

presence creates difficult situations.
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Amber’s personality and effects in the novel areaed that it almost seems as if the
Smarts were housing two visitors at once. Thetedascharming Amber whose company
is highly sought after, but also the Amber who lesfand upsets her hosts. It seems as if
Ali Smith would have purposefully wanted to includeth the good and the bad of the
stranger in the very same character. Reading Acdoetherefore act as a test of the
reader’s beliefs about strangers: is her differeeed positively (as refreshing and
interesting) or negatively (as dominating and damg®). The stranger may make us start
anew, either feeling like having lost everythindike having gained a valuable

experience of being otherwise.

There is more to the ethics Dhe Accidentathan facing the other, though. In addition to
the specific ethical dilemmas that | have analysathapter 4.1, the overarching ethical
attitude of the novel may be looked into as wedindke (2013, 79-80), for instance, reads
the novel as suggesting “that individuals’ implioatin violence and cruelty starts much
closer to home and that professed moral outraterags far beyond our personal sphere
of influence may all too easily make us overlook own capacity for inflicting violence
and suffering”. However, Tancke does not $he Accidentahs defeatist in its ethical
position. Instead, she argues that it demandsethaer’s ethical response to the violence
and destructive desires that the novel shows taherent in us (Tancke 2013, 87-88).
This is one of the main points | would like to mak®ut the ethics dfhe Accidentahs
well: by showing deeply human imperfections, it eelieless asks us to try to become
better. Of course, the complexity of the novellsiet makes it possible that other readers
may come to different conclusions. However, whexdieg the narrative from the point

of view of secrets and ethics, the possibility i@l growth certainly is one of the key

themes of the novel.

One important facet ofhe Accidentathat requires ethical analysis is its discussion o
accidents: things that happen without planningth&sword accidental means both
something that was not supposed to happen and Bmgéihat is non-essential, the title
of the novel stays faithful to the novel’s ambiguabout ethical issues. One very
interesting reading of the role of accidents in 3nith’s work has been done by
O’Donnell (2013, 99): he suggests that there is\eetbpment, frontHotel Worldto The
Accidenta) “in Smith’s discourse of contingency that manigdasself an increasing

dependency on ‘the accidental’ to rupture the hagnogs narratives of self, family,
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nation and world such that a future beyond thei$iereint from these, might come to
pass”. He links Amber to an alternative versiomigtory, which is an apt reading
because it manages to make sense of the Alhamapdeth. O’'Donnell (2013, 100)
believes that the stranger is for Smith "the allezgd embodiment of cultural and
historical contingency” and “the visible remindbat ‘we’, in time, are always composed
otherwise”. This reading connects Amber with thetuwe that there is in the homogenous
narrative, which is what this thesis has trieddptdo. Also, O’Donnell’s reading

includes the idea that Amber acts as a remind#reoélterity both within and exterior to
us. The other meaning of the word accidental, ithatsomething non-essential, is
intriguing, too. It subtly hints that the acciddnfamber, may not be what matters most:
she is, after all, a reminder, a less importantattar whose role is to make herself
unnecessary. The ideal ethical outcome would tleufiét the Smarts would be able to do

without her, not forgetting the other ways of sgdimat she has opened their eyes to.

The Accidentallike many other texts by Ali Smith, also discusterature. What does
the novel say about the ethical value of literattlren? In short, the message is that
literature matters - that stories and storytellmgeneral matteThe Accidentals not

one of those novels in which literature is portchgs the answer to personal problems.
On the contrary, writing and analysing literatisevhat creates or reawakens ethical
problems. By portraying Eve the writer as workirejvieen genres, having created her
very own concept ‘autobiotruefictinterview’, Ali Stih shows how complex the relation
between reality and fiction is. Eve’s narratives geceived with both praise and criticism.
By including some mentions of the angry relativeEwe’s subjects, who have even
founded an organisation ironically called Famikegginst the Thievery of Relatives’
Authenticity, the narrative once again leaves thé&al question to be answered by the
reader. Likewise, by showing Michael, the profesalaeader, losing all his interest in
books and even his faith in language, Smith addese® issue of the power of
narratives. Writing, reading and analysing naregiare all ethical activities.
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5. Secrets + ethics =?

In this chapter | tie the two main threads of mgsik together by arguing that ethics and
secrets go hand in hand not onlyTime Accidentabut in other contexts, too. | develop
two concepts, ethics of secrecy and secrecy ofgth order to illustrate the connections
between the two phenomena. | will begin with anlygsis of secrecy as seen from the
ethical perspective: what kinds of ethical questibave to be confronted when dealing
with secrecy, be it secret-keeping or secret-sgarirhen, | will move on to examine how
secrecy influences ethics: what kind of a role dsmsecy play in ethics in generdifRe
Accidentalas it has been analysed in the previous chaptessa a starting point for the
present discussion, because it asks important lzdtenging questions about the role of
ethics in secrecy and secrecy in ethics. By lookihthe two concepts together from two
different perspectives | aim at revealing their pte® connections in more detail than |

have been able to show in the previous chapters.

5.1 Ethics of secrecy

Ethics of secrecy entails ethical analysis of delkeeping and secret-sharing. Ethics of
secrecy is a concept used by both researcherffénethit disciplines and the general
public. It can be alleged that the interest andartgnce in ethics of secrecy has grown
considerably in the 2000s. Bok (1984, xvii) writimgthe early 1980s, already saw this
development: “Powerful new techniques of storing probing secrets increase the need
for careful debate”. In literature, it is less wielown if and how secrecy has changed in
general. It could be suggested, for instance,réaters are, more than ever, interested in
the secrets of the writers. In the present stutlhyc® of secrecy has come up in the
analysis repeatedly, especially in connection éosticret-keeping and secret-sharing of

the protagonists.
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Secret-keeping and secret-sharing are thoroughigadtprocesses, even if this does not
always show immediately. However, even when etbicgecrecy, as argued by Bok
(1984, 28) “mirror and shed light on aspects ofostimore generally”, they also prove to
be problematic to analyse. According to Bok (1983);

Thus secrecy both promotes and endangers whatimkelteneficial, even
necessary for survival. It may prevent harm, bidllows maleficence like a
shadow. Every misdeed cloaks itself in secrecyasdecompanied by such power
that it can be performed openly. And while secneay heighten a sense of
equality and brotherhood among persons sharingdbeet, it can fuel gross
intolerance and hatred toward outsiders. At thethadasecrecy lies discrimination
of some form, since its essence is sifting, setipart, drawing lines. Secrecy,
moreover, preserves liberty, yet this very libetipws the invasion of that of
others.

This ambiguous description strengthens my readirfgnboer as the manifestation of
secrecy: her behaviour, too, can be seen to hasge thwo sides to it. The difficulty of
reaching any firm conclusions in the analysis ef¢haracter testifies to the connection

she has to secrecy.

In The Accidentalkeeping silent about a secret is ethically pnolaigc, as | have shown

in my analysis, because it may be done for a wadgeteasons and lead to multiple, even
unpredicted consequences. It has to be noted, leywnat the ethics of secret-keeping
cannot be judged without an awareness of the Kisgaret that is kept. Ethics of secrecy
are simpler to analyse when the secret relatesantyostly to the secret-keeper. When
others are involved, as is the case with Magnweses about Catherine, the keeping and
revealing of the secret has to be considered framthers’ point of view as well. Of
course, Magnus'’s situation is also changed bydbethat he is, at the end of the novel,
asked to keep quiet about what he knows. He kndwiiglates this promise by sharing
the dark secret with his sister, as if beggingoioth understanding and a proper

punishment.

Ethics of secret-keeping are also discussed inaokel through the character of Amber.
Ethics of Amber’s secrecy are not easily definechlnee Amber’s secret remains secret
from the reader of the novel, too. What can beyaeal, though, is whether Amber’s
secret-keeping oversteps the line, ethically spepkt can be asked, for instance,
whether the Smarts have the right to know who Anmaefhe principle of reciprocity
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suggests that because the Smarts reveal so mtlcbroselves to Amber she ought to do
the same, and tell them at least something abaselieAmber clearly does not respect
this principle, however, and the character’s camstlations of it and a number of other
rules that the Smarts follow reveal that her etfgcdtogether different. Another
important question that reading Amber evokes isthdrethe secret-keeper is responsible
for any of the ambiguity created by the secret-kegp/Nhere does secret-keeping end
and misleading begin? It should be clear for remd€fFhe Accidentathat these are very

complex questions.

Amber’s secret-keeping brings us to the ethiceofet-sharing. Thus, it could be asked
whether there are any situations in which one hédistyato share certain secrets with
certain people. Amber’s silence on her reasonbdorg with the Smarts raises doubts
about her ethics. Further, her knowing about sohtkeoethical issues of the Smarts and
keeping quiet about those, too, is also problem&tiould she not repeat what she tells
the family about Magnus’s attempt at suicide whegytmistake her telling as a joke? On
the other hand, Amber does not seem to be guilbeofg “sensitive only to the needs [of
secrecy] of some -adults, perhaps” (Bok 1984, Uthis way, keeping the secrets of

everyone seems an ethically sound choice.

Another very important consideration related tacstlof secrecy is the person with whom
one shares one’s secret. Astrid and Magnus botfoolling their secret to Amber
instead of their parents. Amber is not necessarggfe choice; she gathers information
about the family but never gives any promises &pkieto herself. Amber’s silence on
her own secrets may be read as a considerate cifdloe Smarts were unable to deal
with her true identity and aims, for instance, @ynbe better for them never learn about
them at all. Revealing one’s secret to a personiglioable to handle it, for one reason
or another, does not reflect high moral standdtds the classic question of the (one-
time) adulterer: should I tell in order to be hdrnaskeep the secret so that | would not
burden and hurt my partner? It is symptomatic ofiMiel’s ethics that there are no signs

in the narrative of him asking himself this questio

It could be argued that most people consider shammeone else’s secret ethically
wrong, whereas one can share one’s own secreawithany people as one likes. The

limit is reached when there is no selection pracasecret cannot be considered as secret
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when it no longer matters who knows about it and wbes not. However, it is not
always cleawhosesecret something is. Astrid’s narrative especiatlpgs this point up:
when she confronts her bullies, they share theese@ta new way. Thus Astrid and her
bullies are no longer against each other but orsdinee side. Another good example is
Eve’s writing: is she, by writing about real peqgmébeit dead and partly fictionalized,

sharing their secrets without permission?

Ethics of secrecy are typically discussed when s$oimg goes wrong. Therefore it is very
interesting to rea@he Accidentafrom this perspective: secrecy is actually a thgidy
ethical phenomenon. There are no easy answersgtigus such as who one should trust
with one’s secret, but it becomes clear that thasn issue we should consider carefully.
The novel’'s ending where Eve hides her true idgmia manner that resembles Amber

is another twist in the narrative full of intriggindeas of secrets and ethics. Thus the final

pages of the novel create an atmosphere of ethigadistionable secrecy.

Even if many questions remain open, it become®asingly clear that secrecy cannot be
separated from ethics. As Bok (1984, 44) notesh¢Texperience of secrecy and the
perspectives of insider and outsider to secretsomér central aspect of moral relations
between self and others more generally”. Learning/e with secrecy, as Bok (ibid.)
argues, “blends with and reflects moral developrditis can be seen in the characters
of Astrid and Magnus especially. However, one lodset careful to remember that the
relationship between secrecy and ethics is “neetatis not one of parallelism or point-

by-point correspondence” (ibid.).

5.2 Secrecy of ethics

The second major way in which secrets and ethesnéertwined is secrecy of ethics.
Compared to ethics of secrecy, secrecy of ethipsas to be almost an un-theorized
topic: a search in Google Scholar, for instancedpces only two results for “secrecy of
ethics”, and they both refer to John Llewelyn’stt&tay!” (2003). Llewelyn (2003, 103)
uses the concept only once, saying that “[T]headise is that of the secrecy of ethics, the
separateness that prevents all fusion”. The idemséo be, in Llewelyn’s
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phenomenological essay about ethics and religiat,decrecy of ethics presupposes a
distance. The idea of distance is important inesgcof ethics as it implies that the two

concepts are separate, despite their connections.

There is considerable friction between secretsetiids as they are typically thought of:
ethics may be seen as something pure and subkmewved from the everyday choices
and situations (we talk about those with the wootat), whereas secrets are often
considered as potentially dangerous and ethicalipect. Bringing these two phenomena
together by arguing that first, there is somethirag we could call “secrecy of ethics”,
and second, that it is worth analysing when readiimg Accidentalis not a simple task.
As Bok (1984, 44) notes, it is easier to arguaherimportance of ethics to secrecy than
vice versa. Whereas ethics of secrecy can be cmwter as an established, albeit minor,
area of study in many fields, secrecy of ethidseist characterized as a kind of thought
experiment, at least for now. Nevertheless, fiction, more generally, art - can rightly be
thought of as a terrain (and perhaps evethagerrain) for the secrecy of ethics. So, what
could the paradoxical-sounding concept, secre@tlots, mean ifhe Accidentahnd

beyond?

Ethics can be thought of as secret in at leasétimagys. First, ethics usually exists on the
level of secrecy. When secret is understood assteeet nature or condition of
something” Oxford English Dictionar), secrecy of ethics begins to make sense. Based
on the lack of a mutually accepted, exhaustivenitedn of ethics, regardless of our
intuitive understanding of the concept and the esgll/olumes dedicated to the analysis
of it, | dare say that ethics is something we meyen be able to define thoroughly. In
other words, being secret is part of the very essef ethics. This, of course, also
depends on our understanding of ethics as sometimgagetical or as a way of thinking -
that is, as something that cannot be seen or touchthics exists in our thoughts and
reasoning behind our actions, and thus it is mdstgen from others.

We can usually judge each other’s ethics only enbidsis of actions, not ethical thinking
per se - unless the other person chooses to vedaizethical conceptions. This is, |
believe, also often the case in analysing litecdrgracters, unless the narration gives us
access to their thinking processes, as it doethéoSmarts imhe AccidentalWhen the

ethical reasoning of a character is described, agd¥lagnus’s train of thought about
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Catherine’s suicide, it becomes possible for tlaelee to make ethical judgments that are
not only based on the character’s actions butthlsoeasoning behind them. In
comparison, reading Amber’s ethics appears coraithiemore difficult a task because

the reader is never really given access to hecaltthinking.

Different ethical theories help in further explaigiwhy it is so demanding to do ethical
analysis. Because ethics can be understood anticechtrom a variety of angles, |
believe that it is necessary to voice one’s owiceatlposition whenever possible. For
instance, consequentialists are happy to judgesaethics by looking at the consequences
of her actions, but from a deontological perspectius is not correct. Deontologists
argue that duties form the basis of ethical behavi@lexander & Moore 2012.) Had |
decided to do a reading of narrative ethic$he Accidentabased solely on
consequentialist ethics, reading Amber’s ethiceesly would have been even more
difficult. This is because | would have then hadlécide whether the consequences of
her actions were ethically valuable or not. By fotlbwing strictly any one ethical theory

| have achieved, if not lucid readings of the etto€the characters, at least readings that

do not judge the characters’ ethics in an oversiragdiway.

The second sense in which ethics can be secletti# is secret, or hidden, from
ourselves. This can be either because a child ¢taget fully grasped the concept of
ethics or because an adult has not encounteredizéncleind of a difficult moral dilemma
before. What | mean by this is that ethics may dtlypsubconscious: we may act
according to a rule we have never really thougbuaband, on the other hand, have
ethical ideas that we are not capable of voicirigs Tssue also relates to the idea of
accidentalism. The argument would then run thatgtmay be constructed partly
accidentally, and thus be somewhat secret. Itdhas tonceded, though, that it is easier

to argue for accidentalism of secrecy than thaitloics.

Playing with the idea of secret ethics, this is ivffae Accidentathows: young people
who are still learning their own ethics, and adulte have to face new kinds of ethical
dilemmas. Ethics is not something stable, but chamd evolves with age and
experience. For this reason, we expect higherathtandards from Michael and Eve
than from Magnus and Astrid. Yet the youngest enfimily seem to be most painfully

aware of ethical problems: Magnus has to fightghuidty conscience on a daily basis,
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whereas Michael, who has been behaving in an déithgzbstandard way for years,
seems to have no regrets. Admittedly this is a et resembles the arguments of virtue
theory. In virtue theory, moral education is seemaportant because “virtuous character
traits are developed in one’s youth” (Fieser 2008)reover, adults are seen as
responsible for the moral education of the youbgl(). For these reasons, at least from
the point of view of virtue theory, the fact thhetolder Smarts seem to be more in the

dark about ethics is alarming.

The third possible way of defining secrecy of edhigas the deliberate secret-keeping of
ethics. Bok (1984, xvii), when studying ethics ohcealment and revelation of secrets,
notes that the process required her also to “ttae@aths of secrecy in ethics - the uses of
moral reflection to ward off, dismiss, obscure, andceal”. Sometimes, especially when
making decisions that concern others as well, keppne’s ethical ideas and

justifications a secret can be reprehensible. BOIB4, 112) describes the problematics of

this kind of secrecy of ethics:

Because | take moral arguments to require suchgitybdnd open discussion, |
find that the oddest and perhaps most corruptiegaise of secrecy is secrecy
about one’s moral position: esoteric ethics. firiacticed by all groups that have
one set of moral principles for public consumptao another for themselves.
Esoteric ethics allows groups to follow strictlyfsserving and subjective
calculations.

So, yet another way of looking at Amber’s ethicaulgdoe to label it as esoteric. This
would be the reading of Amber as the deceiverddraon. Considering the character’s
multifaceted qualities, it would provide too simple explanation for the mystery of
Amber. This, of course, depends on the readempénsonally | am more interested in the
good than the bad.

This definition of secrecy of ethics overlaps witle discussion of Amber’s secrecy in
chapter 5.1. Amber is the character who embodie@®sethics inThe AccidentalHer
ethical opinions and beliefs remain a kind of mgseven after multiple careful readings
of the novel. Amber’s character shows can thetfaaitethics are secret can be read in
different ways, both positively and negatively. Sopeople may find it unbearable that
they do not know the reasons behind another pesshwices, whereas some could not
care less. With Amber, everybody certainly cares her enigmatic ethics are still
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reviewed ambiguously by the Smart family membersrédver, the same applies for the

novel as well: ethics is enigmatic.

As we have seen, secret-keeping is ethical behaW@eping silent, for instance, is
something that all Smarts do in the novel, buiefeariety of different reasons. Astrid and
Magnus both keep quiet about school bullying. As iisually believed that children and
young people should rely on adults to solve theilybng issues, some readers might
regard Astrid and Magnus’s behaviour ethically diguaoblematic. However, if and
when their secret ethics become known, quite efaadf us are likely to judge the
siblings’ silences in a different way. In other wey the same kind of behaviour may
conceal different kinds of ethical reasoning anldies On the other hand, similar kinds
of ethics may show in different kinds of behaviour.

WhatThe Accidentashows is how significant encounters may reveakduet nature of
ethics for a brief moment. When something surpgisiappens and we are caught off
guard, we may become momentarily better awareeoéthical beliefs and commitments
of our own and of those of others. Thus an encountl a special other may make us
encounter ethics as well, in the shock of the dtemeaent. InThe Accidentalit is
encountering Amber that puts all of the Smartsiostin motion: they have to reconsider
their own ethics and to form an opinion of the ethof the mysterious stranger. This is
how the novel captures its readers, too: one hearigue chance to both make
judgments of the ethics and ethical judgments of thfferent characters and to imagine

the secret ethics of the fifth, very enigmatic eltder.
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6. Conclusion

In this thesis, | have looked into secrets andcstim Ali Smith’s novellhe Accidentall
have focused on the analysis of the charactetsistoryworld and paid special attention
to Amber, the stranger in the novel. The variougsna which secrets and ethics
intertwine inThe Accidentahave been shown by doing close reading of themajo
characters’ secrets and ethics. In addition, | lthseussed narrative secrets and ethics

from a more general perspective, on the level @fwhole novel.

| originally became interested irhe Accidentahs a research subject because of Amber’s
character: | wanted to find out how the strangerka&an the novel. This was especially
interesting because | had noticed, having read o¢ixés by Ali Smith as well, that the
stranger is a recurring topic for the author. | teano do a thematic reading that would
combine the two major themes of the novel, se@edsethics, with the idea of the
stranger. Thus, my research problem became tdtlimdonnections between secrets and
ethics in the novel. | developed two sets of radeguestions, one focusing on secrets
and the other on ethics. The main question thatrted to ask was “How are secrets and
ethics portrayed in the novel, and how do theyrini@e?”. My main hypothesis was that
secrets and ethics are intertwined in various waryd,that the novel would present both
themes in a varied, perhaps even ambiguous wégo balieved that Amber would have
a significant role in the changes that the othenmharacters go through during the

course of the narrative.

The two themes dictated the overall theoreticakemund for the thesis. For the sake of
variety and in order to gain a wider selectionha&dretical tools for my analysis | chose
different, even contradictory sources. Another oedsr this is the multiplicity and
ambiguity present in the target text. As for sexrite theory | used discussed it both as a
general phenomenon (Sissela Bok), as a featureectethwith reading (Matei Calinescu)
and as an issue of form (Gérard Genette). The ¢tieal background shaped the analysis

so that it eventually included the reading of npiétikinds of secrets on various levels of
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The AccidentalThe background reading of the earlier literasegech on narrative ethics
presented in the second chapter of this study eativiided into two distinct orientations:
rhetorical ethics and ethics of alterity. It wagpbthesised that by using sources from two
so different strands of research it would ultimatet possible to honour the complexity
of ethics present in the novel. During the courfs@presearch project | experienced both
frustration at the complexity of the theory and renoften, joy of new discoveries when
trying to balance the reading of the different tte¢ical perspectives ariche Accidental
Because my project is not theory-driven but ultiehatelies on the narrative that | read, |
tried to refrain from allowing the earlier theorigi@dte my reading. Instead, the goal was

to examine what the novel reveals of the possisliof secrets and ethics.

The analysis proved th@he Accidentals a novel full of secrets that it reveals for the
careful reader. Some of the secrets can be sethredinst reading, such as the Smarts’
personal secrets and that Amber’s identity remaisscret. However, the novel can be
characterized as, unfathomably, revealing morenamigk secrets in the process of
analysis. By showing the reader more it shows ¢lagdeér more ambiguity. Of course this
is not merely a characteristic ©he Accidentalphenomena such as paralepsis are typical
features of many novels. My focus has therefora Imeestly on what is unique the
Accidental a rich and complex treatment of secrets and sgdreth as they occur in our
everyday lives and in literature. Close readinthefsecrets of the main characters
revealed that the major secrets were often condeatminor or deeper secrets and
insecurities. As one of the most memorable seadtimilies of the 2% century British
literature, the Smarts truly are as good as themen The careful secret-keeping both
shows the intelligence of the Smarts and the ganhthey feel because of not being close
and honest to each other. My reading of the nowelégall message on secrets is that
secret-keeping and sharing is no simple busineskthat finding the answers to the

guestions what to tell and for which reasons is &g process that one cannot do alone.

Ethics seems to be almost an impossible conceg#ftoe, and its intricacy shows very
well in The Accidentaltoo. My reading focused on the ethical dilemmasoentered by
the Smarts and the examining of Amber’s ethics. Aypothesis that Amber’s ethics
appear as highly ambiguous held true. On the dthed, | remain uncertain whether all
of the Smarts went through notable changes in #tbical thinking or behaviour, even if

this was one of my original interpretations. Usaugcepts originated both in the use of
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rhetorical ethics in analysing narratives, as tizeorby James Phelan, and ethics of
alterity, as theorized by Andrew Gibson and Simoitc@Gley, proved demanding, but was
of substantial help when illustrating the differeadetween Amber and the other
characters. Reading Amber as other, both ontoldgiaad epistemologically, became
one of my key strategies. As the study progreddeelcame more and more interested in
ethics as it emerges from reading the novel asaeayhot just focusing on the main
characters. For this reason, and in order to betalihclude at least a brief discussion on
reading the novel as a whole, | revised my origplahs and wrote a short chapter in
which | analysed the kind of ethics that could baibd the novel: ethics of narration.
Narrative ethics oThe Accidentalvere thus revealed to be such that they demand a

certain responsibility from the reader.

In order to make the connections between secreltgtiics even clearer | finally
examined them together, focusing less on a miragtding of the novel than on further
developing the interpretations that | had alrea@dylen Creating the concepts secrecy of
ethics and ethics of secrecy worked as my finahapt to blend the two issues into each
other as much as | understand them to be blendedp@dint of this was not to dispel the
two issues: they can, of course, be understoodahatoo. However, for the purposes
of this study, it is necessary to consider se@etsethics as partly overlapping
phenomena. This is based on the analysishef Accidentahs portraying the two themes

closely together.

The Accidentahas been read, in addition to this thesis, byrpthere experienced
readers - most recently in the collection of catiwork published about Ali Smith’s
writing in 2013. The fact that the novel still geaes interest testifies to the lasting
impression it has made on many readers, and tine af its ambiguity. My study has not
been able to make an exhaustive reading of thel either: there is still a great deal of
room for further study. Some of the possible futt@search topics would include the role
of stranger in Ali Smith’s other works; a suitapl&r toThe Accidentalould beThere

But For The which | originally planned to analyse alongsidee AccidentalThe
relationship between secrets and ethics in otlxs t8/ Smith would also merit more
careful reading - the results would certainly beyvateresting.
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How, then, would one answer to the question poyethle Accidental“Afraid or

imagine?” (A, 131). First posed by Amber to a dfemployee who tried to stop Astrid
filming a CCTV camera, and later on adopted by idsds a catchphrase for her new
philosophy, the question is more profound thamst seems. The novel can not only be
read as a charmingly complex answer to the que$tifraid or imagine?” but also as
deep reflection on how we could approach secratetrics. With secrets, it is possible
to concentrate on the negative, the dangeroushensicary: to choose afraid instead of
imagine. As the novel shows through the charadténaoer, focusing on imagining is a
much more satisfying option. Similarly, with ethitisere are two choices: to be afraid of
all the horrible things human beings are capabl#oaig to each other and to themselves,

or to start imagining how things could be otherwise

Although it has been insisted throughout this stildyThe Accidentais a novel that has
its roots in ambiguity, one thing becomes cleaoné chooses to imagine instead of
being afraid, wonderful things can happ€&he Accidentalwhich, accidentally, has

changed my life, too, has “imagine” written all ovie
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