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1. Introduction

How hard can it be to be a superhero when you loalye to do it one panel at a time? In fact,
how do we even know that we are looking at the sheme in every panel — not just his stunt
doubles, identical twins, passers-by wearing sinmoigpes? The simple answer is: we do not
know, but simply believe so. Of course, the twookesrin the two different panels are not two
different people — they are not people at all, it different drawings. Comic books are by
no means made of heroes, or villains for that matiat of ink and paper, of words and
pictures. As clichéd as it may sound, the only sup®mes we are ever likely to encounter are,
in fact, between our ears. Still, we all know jastwell who Batman is and could discuss his
morals and habits. How and why one comes to digtssorals and habits of lines on paper
Is, however, infinitely mysterious. So mysterious,fact, that few readers and researchers
ever realize they are talking about mere line comatons as if they were real people. Since
no previous research has committed itself to udirayehe structure and meaning of these
puzzling entities inhabiting our comic books, tthissis aims to do so, mostly with the help of
Baruch Hochman's cognitive character theory anditSdaCloud's general comic book
theory.

After all, comics is an ever-growing medium in lboteadership and
appreciation. As a union of words and images, ceroan utilize the strengths of both in its
attempts to adapt to today's rapidly changing melihaates. It has, for example, married well
with the Internet: the intuitiveness of the imagembined with the precision of language
make comics narratives exceptionally concise anpressive, while the manageable file
formats allow such combinations to reach enormauleaces — to go viral. In addition to
their simpler technology, comics' inherent artistryd fragmentariness make them better
laboratories for digital image editing technologae®l hypertextual experimentations than, for
example, audiovisual art could ever be. On therdthed, in a world where images seem the
readiest answer to the growing need for quickemenioternational communication, comics
may well become an important herald to print me&#ll, anyone conducting research on
comics should be prepared to hear an occasionamenmmon how men in tights are hardly
worth academic attention.

As most of today's avid media-users are well ayaogvever, comics is not a
specific genre, but a medium or art form that stres far — very far — beyond the superheroes

and the silly newspaper strips with which it hasrbso closely associated. In consequence,



the creatures that inhabit this multitude of grapharratives are vastly different in both
content and construction as well. So, even thoughincreasing popularity of comics is
slowly melting the paradigm, the term "comic bodkacter" has accumulated a good
number of unflattering connotations: the two-dimenal, unrealistic, gaudily dressed bad
role models are still the dominant stereotype. Whatore, the very terrmomicsimplies that
all the stories and characters they involve aranably comical — which is why comics
professionals have made more or less futile efftotscoin alternative terms, such as
sequential art, iconotext or graphic narrative.

Truth of the matter is that both comics and chiaracare — and have for the
longest time been — central to Western culture. i€doook scholars have traced the tradition
of sequential picture narratives all the way to @n and Mayan murals, some of which
were created over a thousand years BCE. Grantemjcsoin their modern form, as
combinations of text and more or less stylized yses, were only conceived in the 19th
century by Swiss caricature artist Rodolphe Topf{étcCloud 1994, 10-17.) Considering
that the current, flexible mass media formats hawerged during the past century, it is no
exaggeration to regard comics as an art form thadtill taking shape. As for fictional
characters, they have always been permanent fssteken nuclei, of all kinds of stories ever
told. Although this great importance — and even \they possibility — of coherent human
subjects has been widely questioned by the postmatietoric, characters continue to seem
rather indispensable parts of all kinds of naregjvincluding comics. As far as telling and
listening to stories are very human activitiess itlifficult to imagine a narrative without any
manner of human perspective. That perspective cdy lme provided by the mysterious
humanlike entities we call characters.

Regardless, neither characters nor comics have &@éavorite topic of scholars
in any field. The lack of comic book research caihgcourse, be explained by the fact that
comics have not yet been so firmly institutionaliz€hat is, there is no established discipline
that would treat comics as their central subjewtdad, they have been left to the margins of
art, literature and media studies. Consequentiynibst notable comic book theorists can still
be found amongst comic book artists themselves:wtbeks of Will Eisner and his self-
proclaimed disciple Scott McCloud have for long beegarded as the most insightful and
influential theories in the field. More surprisigglthough, the most prominent character
theories are almost as recent. Although the conmlegharacter had already been assumed by
Aristotle, the first theoretical explorations fooug exclusively on literary characters — such

as those of W.J. Harvey, Baruch Hochman and a baofistructuralists — were not written



until the latter half of the 20th century. Alsoethcale of most character theories, even in the
field of literary studies, has been far from anthis. One of the first and best known modern

character theories, that of E.M. Forster's, i¢elithore than a crude dichotomy to flats and

rounds. Strangely, even though characters areateetren essential to stories, they, too, seem
to be left in the fringes and side notes in academsearch. That is, they are mostly examined
in close relation to the texts they inhabit.

It is no wonder then that the combination of the,tcharacters in comics, is an
even rarer find in academic contexts of any kindisTthesis is meant as a band-aid to that
lack of research. Since there is no specific théotyuild on, the goals and starting points are
necessarily rather board and applied. The onlyiskenapproach seems to be two-fold: first,
what kind of a concept of character can be extdafitem the different character theories of
our time, and second, what implications do the wm% of comics have for that concept of
character? To be more exact, it is necessary ttoexthe ontology and building blocks of
character — what is it that we perceive as charagctthe first place? Then, when it is taken
outside the purely textual, literary context, whappens? How are characters constructed in a
medium with such diverse pictorial content and strelgmentary structures as comics? It
seems probable that the multifold gaps and imagfesrent in any graphic narrative should
alter the way characters are perceived — for instatieir coherence and capability to engage
the reader. In comparison to literary charactdrs, differences between the verbal and the
pictorial content might also cause a stricter davimbtween the interiority and the exteriority
of character. For the very least, the multimoddureaof comics should alter the characters
that have been "borrowed" from literary works — amth intertextual journeymen are a
crowd in contemporary comics.

This exploration will not be restricted to any fp@rlar kind of character since
previous studies have proved the classificatiosuah fluid entities to be quite tricky, if not
impossible. Rather, this thesis aims to underliva fluidity, the enormous diversity of comic
book characters. So, it seems reasonable to fatwsparticular type of comics, the Anglo-
American graphic novel, instead. Graphic novelasneally a genre in the sense that it would
include some specific kinds of themes, worlds arahters. Rather, it is a publication form
that emerged in the Western market in the 1980at Was when the three most widely
canonized landmark comics — Frank MilleBatman: The Dark Knight Returr{8985-86),
Alan Moore and Dave Gibbong/atchmern(1986—87) and Art Spiegelmamaus(1980-91)

— saw the daylight, and once the audiences andotibdishers realized what comics are

capable of, works of similar weight and extent hésdowed in a steady flow. On a more



general level, graphic novel can be defined aslaively long, "multi-issue" work with a
continuous story arc. Most of them are originalljplished as separate issues and collected in
the album form later. (Versaci 2007, 30.) The té&sralso associated with dark, serious, often
fantastical aesthetic, although such implicatiores reecessarily quite subjective. It is safe to
say, though, that graphic novels are generally diateadult audiences and that they are more
artistically ambitious than, safponald Duckor newspaper strips. In addition, only original
stories are usually qualified as graphic novelgythre not adaptations of any previously
published stories in any medium (Versaci 2007, 30).

The longer, more mature and more ambitious st@resdefinitely one of the
reasons why graphic novels are chosen in the fbeuvs. Although these features may not
guarantee especially complex or life-like charagtat least the characterization techniques
employed should be more easily distinguishableemdified and, perhaps, experimental in
long, coherent works. The fact that graphic novate not bound by specific genre
conventions or concentrated on one type of stooesharacters also helps in finding
sufficient diversity. This should make the reswitshe study applicable to as wide a range of
comics and characters as possible. Moreover, grapbvels are the type of comics with
which | am the most familiar. Thus, this thesisdbddoe proportioned to the framework of
Western graphic novels published between the 188dsyear 2012. The observations are,
however, counterpointed by occasional examples fiemspaper strips, Japanese manga and
even web comics, simply because their publicatiorllties and vocabularies are so
intriguingly different.

As Uri Margolin notes, characters are hardly "peledently existing entities”
but "theory-dependent conceptual constructs” (1990at is to say, the character is
something that is dependent on the readers' p&osptt cannot be observed directly, which
is why one must choose a theory through which tteeacter is viewed before anything can
be said about it at all. This question will be adesed in greater detail in chapter 2, but
simply put, the two points of view most extensivafplied in this thesis are a cognitive and a
semiotic one. The choices derive from another pMargolin makes: that the theory on
character should be congruous with "the generarétieal paradigm adopted” (1990). Since
the main context here is comics, semiotics seenmery wbvious choice. The different
abstraction levels of comic book imagery have otbeen read through Charles S. Peirce's
theory of different sign classes, and Scott McCluwbmic book theory, the most central
comics-specific source of this thesis, has muchcammon with it. These are further

complemented by Aleid Fokkema's semiotic charatiteory. Of course, the differences



between the signs also imply a necessity of a refiu interprets those signs. Thus,
cognitive psychology becomes necessary: charagtaysbe built of different kinds of signs,
but the act of building is in the reader's cogeitprocesses. Baruch Hochman's character
theory bases on such ideology and is, consequeitilized here. In addition, Forster and
Harvey's character theories as well as researdtearon narrower, character-related topics
are included for wider, more profound perspecti&e.they do not contradict the cognitive
conception of character presented, they also pisveotential for wider application. For
instance, cognitive approach provides a viable daseWolfgang G. Miller's notion of
interfigurality, which, for its part, is an importameans of character construction, especially
in the pastiche-like framework of comics.

The cognitive character theory operates largelyhenbasic terms of cognitive
psychology, the most important of which iséhemaa mental model of an entity, an idea or
an action. The construction of such models has blegicted as a cyclic mental process by
American psychologist Ulric Neisser: as the humamndnprocesses different experiences and
stimuli, it organizes the gained information intdniararchical construction, a schema, while
these perpetually updated schemata, in their tinect the cognitions through which we
experience the outside world. In other words, anceptions of reality continuously change
the way we perceive reality. This cycle accumuldtes heterogeneous but hierarchical
mental representations of things, personal conmegtithat incorporate all types of
information from sensory data to emotions and \alugMustonen 2000, 26-28.) The
cognitive view of character, then, defines chargcés schemata that the reader continuously,
actively builds during the reading process.

This notion of mental representation is not tocbafused with the symbolic
representations figuring in texts themselves. Sugpresentations are, in a manner of
speaking, semiotic counterparts for schemata: raftiae chains of cognitions, they are chains
of symbols, such as words or pictures, that pawards or "speak for" something else. This
"something else" may be, for example, an entityabiting some possible world, "a member
of some non-actual state of affairs”, that is, meal construction we perceive as a character
(Margolin 2005a, 53). In other words, representatie such does not make a particular claim
on reality. Thus, the representations that attemmpference or at least a likeness to reality are
explicitly called mimetic representations here, m#ms being the ages-old term for the
mimicry of real life. (Freadman 2005, 306, 309.)

These tools and theories are mostly employed énfitlst main chapter that

focuses on the character research tradition inahyestudies. After exploring a handful of



different ontological approaches, character taxaesrand constructive elements, it should be
possible to form a comprehensive, serviceable guiure of character, through which the
world of comics can then be examined. To be moeetexhapter 3 will survey the effects
that the comic book institution, the image contamd the various types of gaps might have on
this conception. Although textual elements arerapartant part of comics as well, textual
construction of character is discussed so thorgughthapter 2, it is considered secondary in
chapter 3. Finally, the observations and findingstasted and illustrated by four case studies
in chapter 4. Each case study will focus on a whfie graphic novel, each conceived by
different comic book artists.

Three of these texts under closer inspection &yklyh acclaimed works by
renowned, contemporary British and American writgnsl artistsMaus and Watchmenrare
obvious choices by virtue of their pioneering roleghe formation of the graphic novel. That
Art Spiegelman received a Pulitzer prize for Mausand thatThe Timemagazine hoisted
Moore and GibbonsWatchmenon its list of "All-Time 100 Novels" speak well fadhe
exceptional fame and appreciation these comics bajeyed (Grossman & Lacayo 2005).
The third case study subject is no less esteemeil:Gdiman’'s extensive fantasy efibe
Sandmar(1989-1996has accumulated an impressive collection of awandgjding 26 Will
Eisner Awards. Such prominent works are well watihdying due to the volume of their
readerships alone; few graphic novels can be cereidas mainstream. Moreover, such fame
is mostly a consequence of the skillful employma&intomics' best assets. Such masterworks
of storytelling and media-specific techniques am@enthan likely to affect later artists and
developments as well. The fourth text targeted ha in fact, been calléthe Sandmanof
its generation: Mike Carey and Peter Grofke Unwritten (2009-) is an inventively
intertextual series of postmodern fantasy thatdstaut from the current graphic novel scene
for its literary and ontological themes. The sergestill ongoing, which is why this study only
covers five collected volumes and focuses espgadalthe first oneTommy Taylor and the
Bogus Identity(2010). To sumThe Sandmamnd The Unwrittenwiden the scope towards
more recent, more long-winding and more literaryrkgp while Watchmenand Maus

represent slightly older, shorter and canonicasits.



2. Lessons of Literary Characters

The lack of character research is hardly a wondesrgg comic book theory as long as the
question of character is still something of a meldf among the more well-established art
forms as well. Actually, character has often bemgarded as the least theorized basic element
of narrative fiction (e.g. Kékela-Puumala 2003, 248s Rimmon-Kenan puts it, it seems
impossible to formulate a systematic characterrthémat would not be extremely reductive
or impressionistic (1991, 40). Reasons for thissexemess are easy enough to conjecture.

First, the character is an extremely complex niaeastructure — it is both the
conveyor and the product of plot, themes, focalratind several other narrative devices.
Character's ties to the plot have been especiglhy already from the Antiquity, so much so
that Aristotle and other classic theorists havatee characters as mere agents of fatalistically
causal chains of events (e.g. Hochman 1985, 20ko0Ofse, the relation could as easily be
seen reversely: especially in modern novels, whigeeplot is much more rarely guided by
destiny or other supernatural powers than in Garakna, plots consists of little more than
the actions of characters. These actions, agamnusually intertwined with something that
readers like to perceive, by human analogy, assmalities” of those characters. We learn
about characters' motives and "temperaments" thrabgir actions but, if we accept the
psychological aspects of the character as mimetichaumanlike, we also believe that their
actions are often motivated by their "temperamen#duld the story ofaust for instance,
ever occur if Faust was not the ambitious charaweis? In short, it is very difficult to tell
where characters end, plots begin and vice vetsas@me applies to thematic structures: it is
difficult to convey pervasive themes only througirmative style, story structure or milieu.
Though these components usually contribute to teemsewell, the messages, the morals of
narratives, have to be reflected, illustrated amegnounced by characters in order to become
meaningful. Since the character is so multifaceted so central to the narrative, it is often,
understandably, only analyzed as a part of the evhol

Second, the question of character is surroundedédntain mysticism. Since
characters are usually anthropomorphic, they arsawve for the characters in some
experimental postmodern works — created to rell@ct mimic ourselves. Consequently, our
response to them is often more intimate and emaitithian our response to the other narrative
elements. Some theorists claim that our perceptioliterary characters is much like our

perception of other people, while others emphase#-recognition and identification
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(Hochman 1985; Frow 1986). Thus, it can be quitallehging to analyze characters
objectively, and some might even be intimidatedwdat they could find. Even the most
perfectly fabricated characters — fabricated ay tme — are bound to have imperfections,
inhuman aspects and, if nothing else, some degreacompleteness. Contrarily, some
readers might fear of finding that literary chaeastaretoo much like real people and,
consequently, of locating the very same imperfestion themselves. In short, fictional
characters tend to bear the same horror as all iHikeyet somehow disfigured creatures,
the concurrent familiarity and otherness of werews) harpies, Frankenstein's monster and
the like. The structural complexity of the charaate thus complemented by its stunning
ideological complexity: all readings and theoriesaharacters are always somehow linked to
the ideas, conceptions and values the writer, ¢éaeler or the researcher associate with real
human beings. Even the structuralist tendency toy dee mimesis of the character is a
product of a certain worldview or, to be more pseciof the fragmented and insubstantial
idea of the postmodern man.

Third, this twofold complexity of the characteridgs with it certain
methodological complexities. The more multifaceted character is considered to be, the
more it requires a multidisciplinary approach. Esaky if the character is viewed to be akin
to real human beings, it engages, in one way othanowith all the arts and sciences that are
dedicated to exploring the sphere of human lifecdexiingly psychological views of character
are a distinct symptom of this: especially psyclabgically oriented literary theorists tend to
impose on characters such intricate terms of dpgyichology that are hardly unproblematic
even when applied on real people. For example, iDG@ohn's theory of narrative voices
(1978) and — to a bit lesser degree — Baruch Honlsmbeory of character traits imply that
characters' words and actions may sometimes bevaedi by their subconscious (Hochman
1985, 63). Granted, the trend of fragmented litecdraracters seems to call for some way of
explaining the incoherencies of their behavior, andh surprising streaks in real people may
well be explained by unconscious forces. Howewsndhe basic structures of characters are
still so sketchily theorized that literary critiegould do better considering the more textual
constituents of characters, rather than speculatmgreas and terms on which they have no
expertise. In other words, the notion of subconsis a valid part of the human analogy, but
any deeper psychological analyses on charactergddspombably be left for psychologists or,
rather, for multidisciplinary projects.

Besides psychology, there are several other padfityview that character

theories — like many other theories on literaturd Eanguage — might struggle to avoid, such
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as anthropology, ethics, aesthetics or other arepbkilosophy. Regardless of how humane or
inhumane characters are, they are reflected frorhyoreal people in one way or another.
Thus, the question of what characters are like alllays be followed by questions like: what
should characters be like? While these questions canmnbevexed by, for example, reader-
response theorists, they always invoke larger prabland subject areas as well. In ancient
Greek drama, for example, it was necessary to ptacein types of characters in certain
types of plays and storylines to enforce and maintaertain moral codes — it is no
coincidence that only royal and noble families sdenface the worse tragedies. Even in
modern times, effects like catharsis, which is Hase the audience's identification with the
ill-fated character, have been considered impomaadns for individual moral development
(Puolimatka 2010, 93-94). Thus, questions concgrtte kind of characters to which we
should and want to relate in order to explore, mwpror vent ourselves have connections and
consequences far and wide. Indeed, since any ¢bkaiacany book is a question about and
answer to what it is to be human, they have a gresaght on their shoulders. On the same
note, one can hardly blame structuralists for wantio reduce the character to a simple
textual sign or a mere function of the plot.

Fourth, some theorists have suggested that theaatka is so under-theorized
simply because it is such an obvious subject (K#kelumala 2003, 245). Since a character is
an analogue of a human created by a human, weynaarts, seem to observe and read it quite
naturally, according to the very schemata we usedd ourselves and other people around us
(Hochman 1985, 42). Anyone can explain what a atarais. Textually created human
entities and consciousnesses appear in all teotts frewspaper articles to diaries. Especially
if one has never attempted to create one, therg goieseem to be much to it. The fuzziness
of their borders only become clear when one scestthe surface, for example, when trying
to write or analyze a piece of fiction. What isteracter, exactly? How or why do | perceive
it as human? How human does it have to be? Isstbry about him or why is he in the story
in the first place? Once the questions are foumely ire surprisingly difficult to answer — and
might remain unanswered forever and after. Theathars are creatures of art, not science,
after all.

Despite everything, there are a handful of theode literary characters, and
they can quite easily be divided into three schowignetic theories, anti-mimetic theories
and those that wish to make a synthesis of the Invother words, the field is quite divided

and no theory has won particular authority overoit been spared from controversy. It is thus
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necessary to paraphrase some of those theoriéssichapter and distil a view of character
that is clear and unified enough for the purpodehkis particular study.

2.1 To Be or Not To Be: A Brief Survey of the Terms and
Theories

When tracking down the very roots of the concegtatibnal character, it is worth noting that
the words representing this concept vary from lagguto language in both etymology and
connotation. Different derivates of the Latin wgersonaseem to be the most common type:
Frenchpersonnagge Spanishpersonaje GermanPersonand their English counterparts are
cases in point. Since the primary meaninge&fsona— and especially its English variants — is
usually regarded to be 'human being’, the terms deeimply that characters are somehow
modeled after real people. However, as ironic awight sound, the older, more original
meaning of the Latin root is actually ‘a charaatea drama'. More precisely, it was probably
a borrowing from an Etruscan word referring to thasks the actors were wearing on stage.
(Kékela-Puumala 2003, 242.) Thus, it is actuallg tonception of real human beings that
seems to be based on the conception of fictioraaders, not vice versa, which only goes to
show the great importance works of fiction, andeeggly the characters inhabiting them,
have in our understanding of the world and ourselve

Other variants of the term seem to play on theesaanvertibility of humans
and characters but in different ways. The Finngmthenkildhahmeseems to imply a more
clear-cut duality between the human-like aspdwnkild meaning a 'person’) and the
insubstantial, artificial aspechghmomeaning a ‘figure' or ‘form’) of the characteigur,
which is widely used in German and other Germaaigliages, also stresses the artifice of
the character, referring to it as some kind of #epa or pawn. In addition, it bears
implications of physical body and outward appeagar@ontrarily, the most commonly used
English term,character strongly connotes personality and uniquenesseal and unreal
people alike Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictionarfor example, gives nine definitions for
character the paramount of which is: "all the qualities aeadtures that make a person,
groups of people, and places different from othedgher interesting ones include "a person,
particularly an unpleasant or strange one" andotie most relevant to our subject here: "a
person or an animal in a book, play or film". (Hoyr2005, 246.) Interestingly, the dictionary
does not reserve the term for humans alone bugssthat animals or even places may be or
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have characters. Also, since the word is used ist rabits meanings at least as much in the
context of the real world as in the contexts offaddnt fictional worlds, it requires no
particular stretch of imagination to include aliné#s of beings, human and non-human,
fictional and non-fictional, within the sphere oharacter In contrast, the Finnish term
henkilohahmas quite exclusively used to refer to anthroporhareings in fictional worlds.
The haziness of the English term is, in fact, whakes all this attention to the terminology
necessary and is also, no doubt, one reason fdvattieess of existing character theories.

In short, the conceptions of real and unreal persare so closely intertwined
that the confusion is inherent even in the termlfitst is, however, noteworthy that both the
English wordcharacterand its Greek rodtharatteinalso signify a symbol or a letter, which
serves as a kind of secretive nod towards thetstalst character tradition (Kakela-Puumala
2003, 242).

Coincidentally, thestructuralistic theoryhas something in common not only
with the original Greek word, but also with thegmnal Greek character theory. Aristotle was
the first to formulate theories for several asp@ftBction and character is no exception. He
was somewhat interested in the personalities at agethe actions of dramatic personae
(Kékela-Puumala 2003, 245). Aristotle did recogrtharacters as somewhat individualized
beings possessing personality traits and feelilmghis view, however, these inner workings
only exist in terms of the plot. That is to sayeyhhave to take the form of action to be
worthwhile, or even recognizable. This brings ugh® equation that Aristotelian characters
are merely functions of the plot. Stories are maily about the characters but about different
chains of events to which they must "contributé=orster 1962, 91-93.)

As mentioned above, this view is surprisingly wiellline with many of the
character theories produced around the 1960s. Timesgies were part of the far vaster
structuralist movement especially prominent in Eewhere it was closely interlaced with
the narrative innovations afouveau romanThis theoretical paradigm has always been well-
known for its disregard for cohesive subjects, higiged in Barthesian declarations about
"the death of the author”, from which there is toat long a leap to the death of the character.
Thus, it is no wonder that this research traditwas reluctant to give the character any

priority over other narrative constituents.

! Of course, one must remember that Aristotle's he@oncerns characters of drama specifically. Imisch
more difficult to offer direct access into a chdesls head in a stage play than in prose fictibonk does not
write a drama full of taxing monologues or unrdadadly confessional dialogues, the only option éoxpressing
anything about the characters is through action.
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Some of the structuralist theorists, such as &rdimas, shared Aristotle's view
that characters can only be used to act out thte This is well illustrated by the terminology
he uses: Greimas preferred to call individual cti@raactorsand considered them little more
than interchangeable particles of different funwtiloparadigms calledctants All in all, he
describes six different kinds of actants: the sentiee object, the receiver, the helper, the
subject (or the hero) and the opponent (or thain)l (E.g. Kékela-Puumala 2003, 255-6.)
Russian folklorist Vladimir Propp proposed a simitategorization known as the seven
spheres of actianThese spheres are called the aggressor, the ,dtvorauxiliary, the
princess, the father, the committer, the hero &edbbgus hero. (E.g. Rimmon-Kenan 1991,
46-7.) It is rather irrelevant here that the numbhed content of such categories could
endlessly be called into question. It is more int@ir to note that attempting to place every
character ever created into one or several of threges leaves little room for their
personalities, inner lives or uniqueness. What menthese functions can as easily be
fulfilled by human beings as animals, objects oerewabstractions. In fact, Greimas was
happy to give these functions to anything that dobk used as a grammatical subject
(Kékela-Puumala 2003, 255).

This notion borders the even more radical branthstaucturalist character
theory, which sees the characters not even assabtdras purely artificial and functional
strands of the textual fabric. This means thaindmmes or pronouns used to refer to characters
do not and cannot refer to anything outside thguage or even outside the text. In other
words, characters can be viewed simply as subjesitipns, grammatical voices that are
inherent in language but have no substance beyotrdexperimental works, such as several
specimen ohouveau romansubjects are not required to have any anthropphioqualities
or even coherence. For example, some of Robbee@illvorks (e.g. "La chambre secréte")
are narrated in such minute and impersonal way thatinds the reader of a camera
movement rather than a recounting person. The hdigares described this way are also so
static, opaque and one-dimensional that they cadlyhae called characters or agents but,
rather, parts of the picture.

Another, very different but almost as reductivewiof the character is the
semiotic approach represented by Joel WeinsheiH®igoes so far as to equate characters
with motifs, signs that reoccur in the text for aesthetic effect. Weinsheimer's view also
bypasses any coherence the characters may beveerteihave, because their names or any
other signs referring to them always recur in nearying contexts. (Rimmon-Kenan 1991,

44.) In other words, a name mentioned in one papgrcannot possibly have the same
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meaning as the same name in the next paragraphKkifii of view renders the very existence
of a coherent, unique character impossible, whichts turn, undermines the whole value
attached to the character: would it not be abswidentify oneself or form any other kind of
a special relationship with a single word in a &rggntence?

All this lays bare the structuralist view that rthes nothing special about the
character. It is merely a word among words or #sabest — an openly artificial structure that
has a specific task to perform in the syntax oftéxt that hosts it. For a structuralist, there is
no depth, no magic, no humanity behind the namdstaa pronouns we see in the works of
fiction. They are just interchangeable parts arecgs of which some postmodern writers
would certainly dispose if only the use of langud@genot always necessarily imply a speaker
and a listener.

This implication remains, however, an insepargidet of language. There is
something inherently human about language and $omgeeven more inherently human
about narratives. No matter how deep the crisithefWestern subjectivity, characters still
continue to reflect the human in the writer andréreder, to provide the human point of view
that makes any given narrative relatable and tbmsprehensible, interesting and valuable to
real human beings. Regardless of the academiciéseand trends, a story without any
anthropomorphic entities will never be a best-sellecause it would be too difficult to
encode as well as to decode. It is as impossilbledman readers to step outside their human
sphere of experience as it is for human authocsdate something that is not filtered through
their human perspective. This is probably why mtealitional views of character have
endured the pressures of structuralism as well@padstmodern notions about the fractures in
real-life identities.

The so-calledraditional charactertheoriesare based on the individualist view
of man that dominated Western cultures for thetatalf of the past millennium. Born as the
product ofcogito ergo sumit was further reinforced by the 18th centuryhweintion of self as
a discursive subject and further elaborated byhind of modern psychology in the 19th
century (Kékela-Puumala 2003, 244). In other wotdsditional characters are immediate
family of the modern man. This, again, has ledvihigers and literary theorists of the time to
emphasize the similarities between the human aedcharacter or, as Hochman (1985)
phrases it, betweddomo SapienandHomo Fictus

Even if Aristotle viewed characters as constitgenit a larger structure, there
was a seed of traditionalism in his theory as wedl:attributed different traits and feelings to

them (Hochman 1985, 29). This human-like mentalviygtis the very core oHomo Fictus
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the fairly independent, mysterious entity that ifiedal theorists take the character to be.
Within these theories, characters are regardedeawd that can think, feel, dream and
possess coherent identities of their own. Thesedasre often brought to life by character
focalization or first person narration and complated by "credible" external frames, such as
descriptions of the character's physique, gesttaasly and home. All this the traditionalists
like to speculate in the same psychological andasderms that are used to speculate real
people, and all this is what makes the characteeraon in its own right, distinct from the
writer and the narrator (Kakela-Puumala 2003, 23ce a single character can convey
different views than the entirety of the novelc#n be viewed as possessing a personality,
even a whole life that is in some way separate fileemovel and its creator.

As with the structuralist school, there are d#fer degrees and versions of
traditionalist character theories. One claim thastof these theories make, however, is that
the texts in which the characters appear can rfallgrexhaust them. In other words, the texts
never capture the entirety of their characters, foetely depict them or refer to them
(Hochman 1985, 32; Margolin 2005a, 53). On whichnpl the "actual”, entire character
exists, is a different matter altogether. Some rikeo might see them as inhabitants of
different possible worlds, while others consideenth cognitive constructions suspended
between the triangle of the author, the text ared rdader (Margolin 2005a, 53-55). If a
character is based on a real, historical figure,pbint of reference is an issue of even further
argument: can a work of fiction — or language, tf@at matter — ever refer to something real?
These controversial ontological issues are onehefrhain weaknesses of the traditionalist
theories, because they are difficult to resolviegitogically or empirically. Yet, leaving them
unsolved leaves the basis of the theories rathdablycand unscientific: while humans are
certainly capable of creating cognitions, to whetieet can these cognitions be considered
independent entities?

Another notion that different traditional theorissem to share is a normative
one: they tend to invest much more aesthetic weaghtvell as more substantial values in
characters than structuralists do. This is onlyclalgthe closer the kinship between us and the
characters is viewed to be, the dearer they shapietar in our eyes; the closer their ties to
real world are viewed to be, the greater their iobgen that world should seem. Much of this
value is also derived from the relative independetraditionalists attribute to characters.
They are not perceived as reflections of the narsatvill or slaves to the plot but as unique,
personalized cores of narratives. As it happens,ishanother point that leaves these theories

rather vulnerable to criticism: the role and impoxe of the character depends, of course, on
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the genre, subject and structure of each narrasweell as the features of the character itself.
Thus, one important difference betwddomo SapieneandHomo Fictusis that the value of
the latter is not exactly innate. This, in its tuis derived from the fact that characters, no
matter how life-like, can always be read in relatim a fabricated structure that is the
narrative around them (Hochman 1985, 64).

All in all, existing character theories have abtrarely stressed the fact that
different conceptions of character are based daréifit kinds of characters which, in turn, are
based on different kinds of narratives. Early Grdekma, confined to strict time frames and
barren of stage effects, put much more restrictiongs lone protagonist than long-winding
novels of any liberal country or era have ever kadmpose on their vast and eclectic
character galleries. Ultimately, as times and thigratures have always changed and will
always change, the very possibility of creating dasting and universal character theory
seems rather doubtful. In this light, the divideskef the field is a virtue rather than a flaw.
On the other hand, this notion places an even greatjency on the research of comic book
characters: since graphic novels undisputedly g&drent restrictions and requirements to
their characters than regular novels, a new thiealedpproach is not only possible but
necessary.

Not only are different theories applicable to eli#fint kinds of characters but it
seems both structuralist and traditionalist theohave features that are logically undeniable
but which the opposing theory nevertheless seeksleimy. There is no escaping the
structuralist notion that characters are, indergeparable parts of their host texts and thus
much less independent than the traditionalists likethink. At the same time, the
structuralistic desire to treat characters as soimgtcompletely incoherent and inhuman is
ultimately impossible, or at the very least, extegnreductive. On these grounds, this thesis
draws mostly on the latest character theories, hwhiave attempted to reconcile the
differences between the two older traditions.

The main point of thesesynthetic theories is that the traditionalist and
structuralist views are not mutually exclusive bahcentrate on two different aspects of the
same issue. That is to say, the character haasitti#o aspects or ontological planes to it: in
the much-quoted words of Baruch Hochman, it is Dotiterly embedded” in the text and
"radically detachable" from it (1985, 72). Heree tambeddedness is the side of the coin
structuralism captures and the detachability tke siaditionalists depict. Different theorists
have built bridges between these sides with diffetdeoretical tools: Hochman's own

approach is clearly cognitive, whereas Aleid Fok&ermes to describe the relation in semiotic
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terms, through signifiers and signifieds. JamesldPhbas even added a third, intermediate
aspect in the play — in his view, the charactersia of three "components”, a mimetic, a
thematic and a synthetic one. The first includesrghing that makes a character "a person”,
the second considers a character as an idea -t afghe narrative's thematic fabric — while
the third is the purely textual, artificial side thie package (Margolin 2005a, 57). Of course,
the mimetic component corresponds to the traditisinfiocus while the synthetic component
comes close to the structuralist focus. The thenwtimponent is somewhere in between: On
one hand, it elevates the character to the worldieds, somewhere above pure text matter.
On the other hand, it robs the character of iditinalist independence, making it a part of a
larger, thematic construction.

Intertextual considerations are another viable wfagpproaching the divide. For
traditionalists, the relationship between two vamsi of the same character should be easy to
solve. If character is assumed as something thiatsemdependently from their host text,
different people should be able to make differemditions and depictions of it — just like
millions of artists in all the different media try capture the phenomena of the real world. Of
course, the nature of this independent "existestii"remains a problem. The structuralist
theories' relation to intertextually occurring cheters is even more problematic, however.
Greimas' actants and Propp's spheres of actionhigidy intertextual concepts. These
categories have been indentified by comparing sévexts of the same genre, which is to say
they make sense of characters through other cleasaict other texts. What is more, Propp
and Greimas claim that the characters in all taxésessentially the same. Each text has its
hero, its villain, its auxiliary and so on — ance thingular instances of these heroes and
villains could well be changed to another set afohe and villains without disturbing the
story structure. In these theories, intertextuaditingrained in the very definition of character.
On the other hand, most structuralist notions thuwaertextuality altogether. If a character is
defined by the function it performs in the entirefya story structure, how could one and the
same character be "generated" by several diffesmies — no matter how schematic they
are? Yet, people continue to read book and cono& Beries assuming that the protagonist is
the same in every title. Again, if a character assidered nothing more than a motif-like,
recurring sign, it would, of course, be possibledplicate this sign in any number of contexts
— but not all the identical-looking signs point ttee same characters. We still distinguish
different first person narrators or, say, differ&mmas or different Toms from the narratives
we read. In other words, the traditionalist viewni®re in tune with the way intertextual

characters are, in fact, perceived and treated.ddewy other, more empirical points of view
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need be employed to determinvehat it actually is that different artists aim to rendehen
they "borrow" or "duplicate" a character (see cB.4.

Different character theories could, of course, daegorized in a dozen
alternative ways. Instead of talking about the ctmalist, traditionalist and synthetic
branches, one could put the theories in descripivé normative baskets. Of course, it is
difficult to imagine a theory that would not depits subject in any way. Similarly, there is a
clear normative agenda in both traditionalist atndcsuralist theories: the first one roots for
the so called "round” characters and the secondan#lat", fragmented ones. The theorist
that can be considered most normative of all isyéwer, the one who coined these well-
known terms of flatness and roundness — E.M. Forste

Another useful divide could be made between tleeriks that seek to describe
the traits of individual characters and the theoridnose main purpose is to make difference
between several characters. One could, perhapshesé intra- and interpersonal approaches.
Theories of Hochman and Fokkema represent the fooategory, while W.J. Harvey has
probably made the biggest contribution to the tatt8tructuralist theories that reduce
characters to the performers of specific actionshsas the theories of Greimas and Propp,
are, in one sense, quite similar to Harvey's the®hey are mostly concerned with the
"casting" and hierarchy of characters.

The supposedly gaping gap between the structtgalisd the traditionalists is,
however, so central it is still mentioned in moghtemporary sources on literary characters.
The decisive watershed seems to be the questigniraésis which, in its turn, is in key
position when determining the ontology of charactekll mimetic theories dictate that a
character must exist rather independently on samneaivable level — either as a cognition,
an agent or an inhabitant of a possible world, &er of some non-actual state of affairs”
(Margolin 2005a, 53-56). Conversely, non-mimetieaties emphasize the artificiality of
characters, that they are intentional constructimasle by real people. What is more, they
have been constructed from and in language, wiiagtself can be considered arbitrary and
insubstantial.

This tension between mimesis and artificiality dr@es especially interesting
when one examines the multifold semiotic systems& @bmic book. As Maria E. Reicher
points out, we are accustomed to talking abouiofiel characters as if they existed — many
languages have no system for distinguishing reainfirreal (2010, 111). Language is
designed to create fictional worlds as effortlesaty possible — it is already required by

conditional and negative clauses — whereas repregethe world through hand-drawn
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pictures is clearly something that requires workl @esign. Especially cartoony drawing
styles favored by several comic book artists ardlfzanatural; there is necessarily something
very "made" and non-mimetic about such picturegafy, this is why no comic researcher
can afford to commit to fundamentally mimetic clehea theories.

Furthermore, the non-mimetic quality of comic badtaracters automatically
renders the mimesis of their forefathers, literangracters, more doubtful. As discussed later
in this thesis, a comic book character is a muchenmonic and, therefore, more individual
kind of a sign than a mere name of a literary ottaracould ever be. Where literary
characters are always constructed through diffegeatnmatical positions that can only be
anchored to and sorted by names or pronouns, doook characters tend to have not only a
name but a "physical” form to fall back on. As mamxperimental works have proved, names
are mutable, even disposable, even for real pealere as an image of oneself is something
more substantial and, thus, a firmer base fordial existence. In other words, while the
visual "bodies" of comic book characters might havaumber of mimetic flaws, the very
existence of that elaborated visuality gives mashic book characters a greater claim to
human-like coherence and independence — they mighliook entirely real, but at least you

can see them with your eyes, not just your mind.

2.2 Every Me and Every You: Classifications of Characters

2.2.1 Forster: Flatness and Roundness

In any field or topic, the most simple and intugtiglassification systems seem to be the most
popular and persistent ones, simply because eyerelaare able to apply them to almost any
given instance. The theoretical field of fictiordlaracters, too, is haunted by some crude
dichotomies that are as widely used as they anectse.

Almost as often as characters are divided intadwrand villains, they are
divided into protagonists and minor characters. s€hdivisions are often the only ones
presented in encyclopedias, even literary encyd@ge but are rarely useful or
unproblematic (see e.g. Hosiaisluoma 2003, 303)oéte might turn into villains or
antiheroes, or vice versa, and whether they didaby these labels bear little significance to

the literary analysis of the character since theythe results of, rather than starting points
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for, these analyses. The line between protagordasts minor characters is even more
controversial and restrictive: if there is no giegte lost between them, how do we tell them
apart and does it matter if we do? Should minoradtars be considered unimportant vessels
that are only used to convey the story of the seeimportant main character? Or does the
difference between main and minor characters lismarmrative viewpoints, so that minor
characters are the objects and main charactesuti)ects of focalization? Is it simply so that
we are given more information about the main chara@ Does that necessarily make them
more interesting than their more secretive brethr&me could even develop an argument
over the number of protagonists — is it possiblaaee several of them, and if so, how many?
Who is the protagonist in Aleksis KiviSeven Brother$1870) or Leo Tolstoy'$Var and
Peace(1869), for example? Could there be seven oFpistoy's case, even more of them?

While scholars like W.J. Harvey have devised nedaborate theories to counter
these black-and-white divisions, E.M. Forster'sotias only reinforcing them — effectively
so, since his metaphors of flatness and roundnesgjaoted in almost any imaginable
account on literary characters. It is fair to ndtewever, that his essayistic clasgspects of
the Novel was first published in 1927, long before strualigsts or any other theorists had
showed any real interest in the subfeiaving little tradition to depend on, Forster Hitite
choice but to state his own intuitions, and theseitions have clearly resonated with several
theorists and laymen throughout the past centutiyeiise, his short-spoken description of
flat and round characters would now be long foeyutt

The aptness of the metaphor has probably beeneFsrkey to success. It is
easy to guess what he meandlainess one-dimensional types or caricatures built aroand
single "idea or quality", trait or obsession. Tkisd of simplicity often results into comical
effects or unchanging stereotypes that are easkedognize. According to Forster, this
typicality or recognizability is what makes thencessible to our "emotional eye", that is,
more than empty, recurring proper names. Sinceachens like this do not develop and since
their flatness is often grotesque enough to atta#teintion, they are easy to remember and
fathom — and, also, to write. They maintain thalesbut distinct quality forever and after,
which makes them instant atmosphere creators aed atftidote to our “"yearn for
permanence". Tragic flat characters, however, Eoid¢ems rather dull. (Forster 1962, 75—
80.)

? Had the structuralist school already existed, bald/surely have hesitated to title his charachempters
"People".
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Even though Forster does not disregard humoreus)-mechanical flat
characters either, he clearly states the greatporitance and finesse obund characters.
Thus, it is strange for him to describe them mudenvaguely. It is often considered one of
the great weaknesses of his theory that he defimesnore important half of the pair by
negation: characters that are more than flat aredoTheir only distinct characteristic is their
ability to surprise the reader by virtue of theapth and development. (Forster 1962, 84-85.)

Clearly, Forster's categories correspond to manth@ commonest character
dichotomies. Flat characters are minor and comidewloundness tends to be embodied by
tragic protagonists. The comic book cliché of dmer hero accompanied by a comical side
kick — such as some versions of Batman and Robaven Morpheus and Delirium Brief
Lives— are obvious realizations of these correlatiofsouph Forster was unaware of the
forthcoming divide between the traditionalist ahd structuralist school, it is also easy to see
the similarities between the round and the trad#@liocharacter concept as well as,
correspondingly, the flat and the structuralistralster concept. Also, more often than not, the
roundness of the hero is counterpointed by thedkd of the villain. Seemingly, authors tend
to create protagonists in their own image or, astieto be likeable or interesting. While
protagonists thus have some absolute worth frontdineeption, villains are often created to
fulfill a simple purpose: give the protagonist sdimeg to do. The effect is further
complemented by detailed inner focalization ofph&agonist, which brings him closer to the
reader, while the villain usually remains a distamiperficially described evil. To illustrate,
one can consider such classic pairs as Sherloakhétohlnd Moriarty or Frodo and Sauron in
The Lord of the Ringd954-55). Even though both Moriarty and Saurornpasgtioned as the
ultimate enemies, they barely make appearances.

The rigidity of these divisions are especially lzatvertisement for comic book
characters. Since the very term — 'comic book charsi — implies that all of them are
necessarily comic, they should, according to Forserve the story best if they were left flat.
Since Forster also believes that "a proper mixtafecharacters” is paramount in the
composition of any work of fiction, the supposegramacy of flat characters would render
the entire art form of comics rather worthless @,987). Fortunately for comic book
characters, though, Forster does not combine msepis of flathess and roundness with
inner and outer focalization or description. Rathee considers them a different device
altogether. This means that a character with venpldied, cartoony appearance may, in

Forster's mind, be as round as a photographic one.
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As | shall later argue, comic book characters r@@esented in two rather
separate but interlocking ways: their outward aspemostly established in iconic images,
while their inner worlds are mostly created textyathrough more conventionalized sign
systems. Since these systems can usually be seghatat at least some comprehensible
degree, it is easy to conclude that building soore &f controversy between them is at least
as easy as synchronizing them. Better yet, everslihetest asymmetry between these two
systems in a single character is enough to elavdtem the rut of unidimensionality. This
alone should be able to convince the skeptics ribatall comic books are realms of flat
characters — although most humorous strip comiestlus typicality and recognizability of
them rather self-consciously. Of course, thereadése comic book characters that would fall
into the category of round or tragic charactersardigss of whether their inner and outer
worlds are in sync or not: the whole term ‘graptowel’ was coined to guide mature readers
towards more serious, even predominantly gloomgiic" book content — including more
mature, serious and gloomy characters (Versaci ,2B07 Herkman 1998, 22). The
protagonists of Neil Gaiman$he Sandmar{1989-1996) Alan Moore'sV for Vendetta
(1982-1989) and Frank MillerBatman: The Dark Knight Returr{¢985-86) are, perhaps,
the most iconic examples of this relatively newrencomplicated character type: they are all
torn by inner conflicts to the degree that, undedhy, gives them a capacity to "surprise the
reader". Furthermore, just like any other art fomomic books can be claimed to include
characters that cannot decidedly be deemed ndldtanor round. This kind of more finely
grained character classifications are discuss#ukifiollowing chapters.

It should be noted, however, that even Forsteeafgpto be keen on having
some intermediary options between the flats and rthends. At least some desire for
flexibility is reflected in his ideas that theseteggories should not be thought as something
permanent, but some skillfully constructed charactesuch as those of Jane Austen's, can
shift between the two alternatives, even within @emtence. Thus, even characters that
appear flat in the beginning might be "capableodfimdity.” (Forster 1962, 82—-84.) This idea
is rarely mentioned by the quoters of the theotyictvis perhaps for the better. Mutability of
the categories compromises their feasibility by imgkthem less a character trait and more a
device that could rather be attributed to the narra

Forster's other thoughts on characters have rdatttee commentaries just as
rarely. He has, for example, commented on the igmalof literary characters by criticizing
the excessive description of their love life at &xpense of other basic human needs, such as

eating and sleeping (1962, 61). While these coraiibms reveal a very mimetic view of
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character, some of Forster's expressions deschéeders as artificial constructs. He, for
example, refers to them as "word masses" and cldiatscharacters differ from real human
beings in that they are exhaustible (1962, 52, B¢grything the author knows about them is
everything they are. In other words, Forster idimglto trace the existence of characters back
to the author. This is, of course, in line with frénciples of biographic literary research that
still had some authority in the beginning of thetl?@entury, when Forster's book was
published. In more modern theories, as we shalltbeereferents of character statements are
much more difficult to track. On the other handnd aather contradictively — Forster sees
characters as having some kind of mysterious inudgrece or even free will: "they are
creations inside a creation, and often inharmonitougrds it; if they are given complete
freedom they kick the book to pieces — —" (For&@g2, 74).

2.2.2 Harvey: Roles and Functions

Although their theoretical starting points are quitifferent, it would not be an
oversimplification to state that W.J. Harvey's @uder theory could be read as an amendment
to Forster's flat and round dichotomy. Harvey'gfyiexplained concepts of protagonists and
background characters correspond closely to thesidé roundness and flatness, but he does
add two intermediate alternatives between them:ctvel and the ficelle. So, if Forster's
theory is best suited to grasping the oppositeeexss of the character universe, Harvey has
been an influential advocator for the multitudescbéracters that fall closer to the median.
Furthermore, he deems all types of characters itapprbecause the variance in their depth
reflects the array of different relationships wevédnavith actual people in actual world: we
cannot be equally familiar with everyone we meetwy should we be equally familiar with
everyone we read?

The protagonist Harvey maintains, can simply be identified as thest
complex, most mutable and, thus, most engaging reewibthe character cast. Because, in
Harvey's view, protagonist is the very thing thay atory is about, he or she also tends to
embody its moral. (Harvey 1965, 56.) In other wordkarvey gives the most central
characters greater value than he does to thegtatie protagonist does not work for the plot
but is above it, the deeper meaning and humanaetevbehind it.

The role ofbackground characterss, of course, the opposite. They might be

used as pure "mechanisms of the plot", but thdegelnce could be as much to the
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protagonist as it is to the story. This is becatlsy represent the wider social context of
which every individual is a part. In other wordsey function much like the choir in classic
Greek drama. (Harvey 1965, 56.) Given their purpasetain typicality, or flatness, is
actually a virtue in a background character, beeaach typical character stands for all the
members of that type — one politician stands fompaliticians, one wood elf for all wood
elves — not just him- or herself. This allows thentreate a much wider "human context".

What Harvey calldicellesare actually quite similar to background character
that they are equally functional and as clearlyosdimate to the protagonist. The difference
between these two categories, however, seemstttabécelles do transcend mere typicality.
This is due to their tasks as mirrors and touclestohey serve as foils, contrasts, analogues
or alternatives to heroes by, for example, beindeveal-down versions of them or by
clarifying the problems and morals of the storyottgh their insights. They provide the
unchanging point of reference, the certain normalitat helps the reader to grasp and
appreciate the changes and anomalies in the pratigas ficelles usually stand between the
background characters and the protagonists ondhlessof complexity and ideology, they
are, indeed, intermediate characters in every safnge word. Harvey adds that a ficelle can
also function as a relief, a buttress or a symbmi even serve the plot or represent the society
in the same way background characters do. Howédwerloes not elaborate these points.
(Harvey 1965, 62—-68.)

The most interesting aspect about the ficelld& Harvey considers them the
readerly agents in the stories. After all, the moeimmoner view is that readers are expected
to indentify with protagonists. These contrastingws are, of course, based on two very
different types of protagonists. Some protagonespgecially those functioning as first-person
narrators, are extremely plain and average, mé&ee Hbllow shells where readers can pour
their own selves in order to step into the storydidishmael inMoby Dick Marlow in Heart
of Darknessand several of Franz Kafka's protagonists instasylyng to mind. On the other
hand, there are plenty of protagonists whose egpees and traits might be so far outside of
the average reader's life experience that relatrithem is almost impossible. One can think
of such mentally unstable characters as Don Quixot&kaskolnikov or characters with
otherwise extreme traits, like Dr. Jekyll or Dori@may. This means that either Harvey is
wrong to maintain that protagonists are a homogslgazomplex group of characters or that
characters like Ishmael and Marlow should not besiered protagonists but ficelles.
Indeed, in the light of Harvey's theory, Ahab angrt® might read as the true protagonists of

their stories.
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Within the world of comic books, Harvey's theogems even more applicable.
A notable number of serialized comic books and lgiapovels centre around larger-than-life
protagonists. Any superhero comic is a case intpam are mythological comics like Mike
Mignola's Hellboy (1993-) or Neil Gaiman'§he Sandmanin addition to superhuman
protagonists, such (auto)biographical central attara as Marjane oPersepolis(2000),
Vladek of Maus (1980-1991)or Alison of The Fun Homeg2006) are too particular to
function as avatar-like agents of the reader. Hergéntin is one of the rare blank
protagonists inhabiting the sequential art univense, as such, is quite clearly a "victim" of
intricate, action-packed plots. Because comics tenloe serialized, it is often impossible to
hold the readers' interest just by starting, siety and ending a story arc after another.
Instead, years and years of publication are staplgether with catchy, popping protagonists.
As a result, a vast proportion of comics are characather than plot-oriented. This is also
reflected in the titling traditions: most comicsyrh the classics lik&pirit to the pulpier kinds
of The Amazing Spider-MandGarfield, carry the name of their protagonists.

On the other hand, all protagonists, even those avk actually gods (i.&he
Sandmajy animals (i.e.Mouse Guar)l or aliens (i.e.Supermaj are always human and
anthropomorphic enough to be understandable andwbat relatable to us. Also, despite the
inhuman qualities and relatively complex persoreditof superheroes, their popularity is
often accounted to the way they embody the masedi¢intasy of surpassing all competition
and becoming the best possible version of one$hlt suggests that, under the capes and
masks, superheroes are surprisingly relatable.ebhdence the costumes come off, it is not
uncommon for Spider-Man to struggle with money, ifgror relationships like any man on
the street.

As it happens, comic books, especially serializees, seem to be fertile ground
for Harvey's second class of intermediate characser-calleccardsas well: stereotypically,
they are the new, recognizable and memorable ndlaiivals or love interests that writers
device to stir new story arcs or to show new sidgéke same old protagonist. Unlike ficelles,
who are more like plumped-up background charactas]s are "ends-in-themselves”, so
much so that they might sometimes be mistakenuiébfown protagonists (1965, 58, 62). In
the comic book world, this is often realized amspif series and miniseries starring popular
secondary characters (e@eath: The High Cost of LivinL993)or Jack of Fableg2006—
2011)).

In short, cards are the kind of characters whd'taiteanphantly themselves" and

seem to have much in common with picaresque claseand side shows. A card enjoys a
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relatively developed personality but is free frome tstrains of change and moral that loom
over the protagonist. They can realize their inrbenssid personalities or even mutiny against
the story for all they like because they do nofigren such specific functions that hold back
ficelles and background characters either. Theabiiity to learn from their mishaps and
adventures often results in somewhat comical effelstit this comical streak is not the
entirety of a card's character. In fact, card'edman and constancy are not entirely absolute
earmarks either, as they can only be perceiveelation to the torn, growing protagonists.
(Harvey 1965, 59-62.)

One of the key words in Harvey's theory is, intfaelation. In his view, each
character is used to define other characters artguiitiat is to say, they create a network of
relationships, aHuman conteXtthat encompasses every character of every categowell
as the narrator, the author and the reader. Diffecharacter categories and traits, such as
flathess and roundness or individuality and typigalcan only be indentified in the
framework of such "interpersonal” context — sinceré is no set scale that could be used to
measure such characteristics, they are necessarniyelative. (Harvey 1965, 52—-73.) In fact,
Harvey could even have fused this network togettidr the reader's actual social network,
because, it would seem, identifying any mimeticligjea is only possible when the fictional
people are compared to the real people we know.

This relationship theory has some noteworthy athges. For instance, it holds
true inside the paradigm of modern personality psiagy: conception of self only becomes
possible when a child learns to dissociate himhenself from others. As Harvey puts it,
"other people must exist if only to show us whatoueselves are not" (1965, 52). Just like all
the opposites tend to define each other, withche tther" there is no self. To what extent a
fictional character can act as "the other" is asointeresting question and probably varies
from medium to medium. In pure text, the only imsiya available distinguishers are the
names and pronouns — and especially second pemwation is more confusing than
reassuring — whereas in visual media, the imagehaifacters function as powerful, classic
instances of "the other”, something that couldstate us from the mirror. The question has
been widely theorized in film research, and in cakeomic books, the "otherness" of the
characters should be even more obvious due toshgized, even inhuman appearances. On
the other hand, as will be argued in following dieaf stylization can also have the opposite
effect of seeming universal.

These media-specific differences aside, Harvesfational claims can quite

effortlessly be applied to any medium, which istaeo of its strong points. Moreover, unlike
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Forster's theory, it is not normative. The onlynththat does not seem right is that despite all
his rhetoric on relativity, Harvey has chosen tesgnt his theory in categories rather than in
scales or axes. No matter how flexible these caieg@re, the very act of categorizing is
essentially reductive. Harvey's tendency to clgssifaracters specifically in terms of their
functions is also quite peculiar considering thantey is a self-proclaimed supporter of
mimetic art theory and thus, mimetic view of chéeas® Every chance he gets, he notes the
analogies between characters and human beingsgpegially, stresses the inexhaustibility
of both. In Harvey's view, a character, at leasted written one, always overflows its formal
and thematic roles, and it is exactly that surptbat "little extra" that makes a character an
individual like us. After all, we can never knoweeything about someone else, and similarly,
what a character experiences is never exactlyaheeghat the reader experiences. It is as if
Harvey could not choose which to stress, the instntality or the inherent value of
characters. In a way, this makes him one of thiesabridge-builders between traditionalists
and structuralists.

Another sign of this is that Harvey's claims ohmesis are anything but rigid or
naive. Rather than denying the ultimately artificiature of language or the god-like position
of the author, he admits to them. He sees the tlaat characters are simultaneously
positioned as subjects and objects a virtue rathem an issue: their complicated position
creates a "double vision" which allows us to semratters both as individuals and as parts of
an organic whole. They are, at the same time, nmegahts building their identities through
choices — and pawns tied to the fates chosen bgutier. From this follows that a character
possesses certain individuality as a constructjdbuobt altogether real. Rather, it is the very
real mental processes of the authors and the e#usrborrow it reality and relevance. This
view is clearly congruent with Baruch Hochman'sritge character theory, which shall be

introduced next.

2.2.3 Hochman and Fokkema: Traits and Codes

Many modern theorists have tried to avoid the rédeness and the prescriptiveness of
categories by describing characters through diffeages and scales that can be used to chart

either the formal make-up or human-like attribubésany given character. While character

® This, again, is both surprising, considering thiatbook is written in the 1960s, and not surpgsanall,
considering that he makes realistic novels hidistapoint.
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categories can mainly be used to determine therdifces between separate characters, trait-
based theories give better insight into individidlaracters — although this type of
understanding is a good starting point for the camspn of different characters as well. Here,

| have chosen to include Baruch Hochman's and Atekkema's suggestions, because they
both are relatively new and extensive. Also, destieir many differences, they are based on
almost identical, cognitive view of character aminplement each other well. Another well-
known trait theory is that of Joseph Ewen's. Theedhaxes of his theory — complexity,
development and the richness of the character'srimorld — are, however, more than
sufficiently included in Hochman's theory (Rimmoe#éan 1991, 55).

All in all, Hochman lists eight pairs of oppositdhese form scales, on which
every and any character can be placed — or so Haclelieves (1985, 89). All his scales are
rather technical, that is, they describe how characcan be constructed and presented, but
say little about their actual traits or actionshaitthe storyworld. This level of abstraction, of
course, makes the theory quite universal, but howldvit fare in other media, such as comic
books? Considering that the scales do not deal Maitguage itself but rather the effects it
creates, they might, in fact, prove surprisinglgtdble.

The first of Hochman's scales actually touchesoor of the key areas of
sequential artstylization vs. naturalismThese terms are, of course, extremely mutable and
elusive, as they are based on the notion of "ggadit "normality”, which varies from epoch
to epoch, culture to culture as well as — | dage-saeader to reader and medium to medium.
The degrees of stylization are measured by thelWatien from this ambiguous "norm".
(Hochman 1985, 90.) Any drawn or otherwise fabadatepresentation of the world is
necessarily stylized, and creating different eBeat mimesis and identification depend on
how much each element is simplified or exaggerdtethact, all art forms operate on choices
of inclusion and exclusion, and whenever sometigrgxcluded, the mimesis of the whole is
compromised, in other words, stylized. From thidlofes, for example, "amplification
through simplification”, a significant effect espaly characteristic of comic books, which
Scott McCloud has famously underlined and whichllgbe discussed in more detail later
(McCloud 1994, 36-49).

Since Forster's normative conceptions of flatn@sd roundness are largely
based on the degree of stylization involved andesistylization is so heavy-handed in the
comic book world, it is understandable that conoolb characters are so generally regarded
as prime examples of flat characterization and vieesa. As | have already noted, however,

the textual elements as well as the more abstexelid of narration are free to operate on
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entirely different levels of stylization than theages to which they are linked. This could be
considered one of the fortes of the medium and pr@ved especially staggering in
biographical and documentary graphic novels suchAdsSpiegelman'sMaus or Josh
Neufeld'sA.D.: New Orleans After the Delu@g2009), which both depict real people in real
catastrophes through quite naivistic visual me&psegelman replaces people with fable-like
animal figures and Neufeld's use of color is diridecorative. Obviously, these effects will
not make the stories behind the works less reathmyt do give a personal, openly subjective
edge to them, rendering them more touching anddetsritative.

The second scale is suspended betvwedrerence and incoherenddochman
rightly observes that the coherence effect is basedifferent things in different characters.
Extremely mimetic characters are supposed cohérenirtue of their "humanness™: if real
people possess indivisible identities, so shoudtdlike characters. The plausibility of inner
unity has, however, been questioned ever sincedFr@oud with even growing urgency in
postmodern literature. In the other extreme, aliegh satirical or otherwise extremely
stylized characters, which are based on a singled¢hor trait, are bound together by that very
theme or trait: the Miser is undeniably himselflasg as he behaves miserly. For some
"masking" characters or picaresque heroes — sugigeds, Peer Gynt or, in comics, Tintin —
that trait is, paradoxically, their elusiveness axireme ability to adapt. Still some other
characters might seem coherent on the surface dug Bplit or shared personalities on a
deeper level. Hochman gives Catherine and Heatlo¢lilVuthering Heightas an example of
this type: even though they are quite stable pailges in themselves they refuse to feel
whole without each other. (Hochman 1985, 97-10ZhpwWHochman does not mention is how
different levels of coherence or incoherence aregpeed. This question will be pondered in a
later chapter (2.3.3.).

Closely related to coherence is the scaletubleness vs. fragmentariness the
same way a character's coherence is indebted toldhea character's wholeness is indebted
to the thematic structure. In other words, themeatictent and convention are able to charge
any behavioral patterns of even the simplest clerm@ such a way that they seem to mean
something, thus adding attributes to the charaatel making it more complete an entity.
According to Hochman, simpler, more fleetingly désed characters can also gain a sense of
wholeness through the way they epitomize a typee@ally if this typicality is paired with
concrete, detailed description. In short, wholengs®t only reserved for "round” characters.
Rather, only very mechanical, functional characsexsm to lack it. The way Hochman means

it, wholeness could also be equated with (relatimexhaustiveness. (Hochman 1985, 103—
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116.) In case of comic books, the issue of wholersdso encompasses visual perception: if
characters were to jump off the pages, would tleajly look as stylized as they do on the
pages \Who Framed Roger Rablstyle) or do we simply read comic book figuressags
that point towards even more human-like beings?

The scale ofiteralnessis also meshed with the thematic nature of aditer
work. Because a story can always be conceivedsystam of symbols — artificial signs that
refer to a whole field of meanings and entitieg is iimpossible for any literary character —
even for Harvey's cards — to be "purely him- orsk#f. From this follows that no story, not
even an autobiography, can contain historical atara as such. At best, characters like
Napoleon inWar and Peacél1869) or Shakespeare Tihe Sandmagan be said to be based
on historical figures, but after the many filtefshoman perception, conception and language,
their ontological standing is ultimately the samsetzat of the completely fictional characters.
They are all equally "embedded" in the text andcfiom as parts of its "organic whole".
There is, however, variance in whether a charaaerbe considered primarily self-referential
or a representative of something larger, such aa @ a type. On the other hand, characters
that are clearly individuals in their own right cgive birth to entirely new types — Hochman
mentions Hamlet and Don Quixote as examples. Tiitesalness can be viewed as a more
abstract, less normative hyperonym to individualjiiyochman 1985, 116-122.)

Interestingly, while literary characters are rgralvare of their symbolic value,
the symbolic importance of the masked avengersdsnamon theme in superhero comics.
This aspect is clearly spelled out in their userablems and their relations to the surrounding
storyworld and its media. Spider-Man is a perfe@reple of a hero struggling with his public
image, whereas Batman, who aims to evoke fear gnablversaries, has chosen a bat, the
symbol of his own darkest fears and memories, asdrald. That is, they know exactly what
they stand for — or want to stand for.

Next scale, the ever-populaomplexity— close akin to Forster's rotundity —
intersects the aforementioned scales of stylizattoherence and wholeness. Hochman aptly
remarks that complexity does not simply mean anrwelming number of traits and
personal details but can also, and even more afédgt be conjured forth by contradictions
and developments. (Hochman 1985, 124-125.) Thes itonflicts are usually brought to
daylight by the means of Hochman's sixth varialitensparency, while the resulting
developments are realizations of the seventh arisie degree of the character's dynamism.
In other words, complexity seems to function as"ambrella scale" that in one way or

another results from or affects all the others.
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Hochman considers the most important derivativarafsparencyto be the
access to the character's motives. To me, the ssem@s to be much larger: | would include
any mental activity shown to the reader, and themaeby which they are shown, in the
transparency scale. Hochman does, however, makeod goint noting that complete
transparency is not a simple short-cut to a compdexyaging character: certain degree of
ambiguity usually engages the reader's imaginatiach more effectively. (Hochman 1985,
125-131.) This might be one of the reasons thatvalomic book characters to engage the
readers so well: while there are textual elemenssich as thought bubbles — that can offer
similar direct access to the characters' headsaasy iterary devices do, the characters are
almost invariablypictured from third person perspectives, even in autobiolgial works.
That is, the pictorial devices very rarely positithe reader inside the characters' skin,
allowing them to retain at least a part of thatsgeof mystery real, opaque people pose to us.

As for thedynamismscale, its length and stretchiness varies gréaihy genre
to genre. While realistic novelBildungsromanand tragedies often concentrate on the inner
development of the characters, romances, farceyidi@s and commedia dell'arte require
rather stable, unchanging characters. (Hochman,1B®5-133.) In graphic novels, too, the
characters' ability to change is usually limitedthg requirements of genre and publication
form. Serialized publications with several differstory-arcs and creators warrant an entirely
different kind change than a graphic novel thapuklished by a single artist in a single
volume. Usually, the characters that have to famctas the protagonists of serialized
publications for indefinite periods of time tend be very rigid, so that they would be
recognizable and translatable from artist to aarst story to story (e.gK-Men, Spider-Mah
The protagonists of more finite series, howeves,aten designed to change in a certain way
to push through a certain message (Etgg Sandmanr Watchmeh Alternatively, characters
with very long publicational life-spans can alsodsveloped in the way that resonates with
the changing audiences and Zeitgeist (see ch. 3.1).

Hochman also ponders how the change in charatdere measured: since the
changes usually occur at the end of the work, wamattake advantage of the same kind of
behavioral observations we might be able to makeah life. Thus, the feeling of change is
usually expressed through imagery or other stanctires of the like. (Hochman 1985, 135.)
Interestingly, inThe SandmanMorpheus' development is marked quite explidiyyritual,
nominal and visual discontinuity: There is a fuheeven though an anthropomorphized
abstraction of Dream cannot possibly die. In additithe new and improved version of

Dream carries a new name as well as a new selmand emblems. (See ch. 4.1.)
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The final scale depictdosureas opposed to openness. Basically, this means the
degree to which the characters' conflicts are vesblwhich in its turn, influences the degree
to which we gain understanding of their fundametraits and motives. While epilogues and
happy, romantic endings provide traditional closumedern authors favor open endings. In
comic book world, the serialized publication formdathe way characters are recycled from
author to author creates an exceptional demandden endings. Hochman implies that the
more the characters are left without closure, thmemt is possible to imagine further
adventures for them. That is to say, unresolvedadhers continue to "haunt” the world
beyond the text. (Hochman 1985, 138-140.) Ironycathough, he completely ignores the
possibility of a character's death, which Forstegontrast, has considered one alternative for
a perfect closure — the other being a marriageZ,166-62).

Hochman himself readily admits that many of hialss correlate with each
other, so much so that it is doubtful whether &llhe@se factors are completely necessary. As
with all trait theories in any field of research,can always be argued that there should be
more or fewer variables. While traits like stylizat and wholeness or wholeness and closure
could quite easily be combined, one could suggekting factors like activeness vs.
passiveness, dependence vs. independence — inndtathe plot or other characters — and so
on. It is always dubious to claim that any theasycompletely universal or exhaustive;
something is always lost between or outside théescVhile this type of theories do allow
very systematic approach towards different characteis always healthy, especially in the
field of art, to step outside all guidelines. Moreg schematic analyses of this manner have
not been practiced much. It should also be noted theories like this form interesting
parallels to trait theories used in psychology. Whkeit is a good or a bad thing probably
depends on the stand each reader or researchierthesmimesis question.

Aleid Fokkema's character theory could also batéie as a trait theory, because
it aims to describe the constituents of an indigldtharacter in a systematic way. Her starting
points are, however rather unusual. While all thbeo theorist discussed here have
concentrated on the realistic novel, Fokkema'sgaswwn postmodern literature. Furthermore,
she is a semiotician, whose character paradigmoisbased on scales or axes but on a
semiotic tool invented by Umberto Eco: codes. Tdpens the horizons immensely, because
the characters are not placed on one-dimensiodé¢sbdut examined in terms of different
modes and aspects of their fictional existencesemiotic or classic structuralist terms, we

connect thesignifiers— language telling us about the character — taitj@fied— in this case,
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the ideas of a character's features — in multipleventionalized ways. These conventional
patterns are what Eco catledes (Fokkema 1991, 45.)

Fokkema separategenotative codefrom connotative ones. The former only
concerns the explicit signs that distinguish tharabter and refer to it, such as its name or
different personal pronouns. The latter is muclgdarand more muddled field as it connects
with almost everything else that is said or impledobut the character. We decode these
descriptions in several different layers, whichwisy Fokkema distinguishes five different
connotative codegFokkema 1991, 74.)

The most basic of these codes Fokkema tiadi$ogical code This means that
we, rather automatically, read characters as stibgito simple logical truths. For example,
they cannot realize two mutually exclusive alteirest at the same time: they either exist or
do not exist, they are either human or inhuman,fmitboth at onceThe biological code
involves much more concrete and specific assumgtitor example that the character has
natural, physiological needs and origins. Thatcisaracters who abide to this code are
assumed to eat, sleep, die, have biological parands so on. At least as common and
important isthe psychological coddt can be equated with our human tendency to read
characters in such a way that they have inner wodd at least some mental activity:
thoughts, emotions, dreams, motivation et cetena. fdurth code is aocial one and includes
our presuppositions about the characters' socalist Almost any given character does,
indeed, belong to some sort of a community, racefepsion and several other social classes,
but this code is already easier to dismiss thanother three. The final connotative code
Fokkema mentions ithe code of metaphor and metonyr@n the most basic level, this
means that we expect to receive some sort of irdtom about the character's appearance and
surroundings. With a slight stretch, it can alscaméhat stories are usually built in such a
way that we can use almost anything mentioned eénstbry to deduce something about the
characters' personality, motives or symbolic va{ekkema 1991, 74-76.)

Fokkema discovers that even most postmodern deasacwhose primary
purpose is often to overrule as many old, mimetiaracter conventions as possible, become
understandable to us through these codes, codearthariginally a product of the realistic
character tradition. This is a significant discgudvecause if most characters of any literary
genre abide to these codes, as Fokkema believbe isase, they function as an excellent
tentative answer to one of the most elementarytmunssabout the character: what makes
characters characters. (Fokkema 1991, 181-182thar words, the DNA of characters, so to
speak, is in the conventions according to whichppeeencode and decode them, conventions
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that are rooted in the way real people and, bya@ason, mimetic characters function. This
would bring us back to the prior conclusion thaisitextremely difficult for a character to
elude at least some degree of mimesis and "humghnes

Hence, it should be clear that both Fokkema'sHmchman's theories are based
on nearly identical cognitive views of the charackéochman theorizes that we read fictional
characters through the same mental schemata wé& usederstand real people around us.
Because the characters are understood as humargaes| the schemata are, by analogy,
transferred from human—-human situations to humaaracter situations — from a social
encounter to reading a book. In addition to thetexinthere are, of course, other differences:
the raw data we receive about a literary charasteurely textual, not sensory, and we cannot
interact with the characters. Of course, visual imesluch as graphic novels, do add more
sensory, life-like data to the mix and new techgae do enable some basic-level interaction
as seen in, for example, hypertexts or so-callsdatinovels, but this does not belie the fact
that there are clear differences. Hochman adds ttteatamount of data on any fictional
character is essentially limited whereas the datalyred by real entities is infinite. One
could easily disprove this by saying that the liaasl, consequently, information on real
humans are always limited by their life spans whiiie always possible to produce new data
about any character. It should, however, be ndtatireal human data is chaotic while data on
characters is highly organized. (Hochman 1985, 3159-70.)

While there are differences in the raw materialsgnitive processes through
which they are interpreted are quite similar. Tléso produce similar end-products, mental
representations that Aristotle would céflal causes Fokkemainterpretantsand cognitive
psychologist schemata (Hochman 1985, 32; Fokkema 1991, 54-55). These ahent
representations include both the explicit and impinformation given in the text, but also
plenty of the reader's world knowledge and persexgkerience. From this follows that no
matter how real or unreal they might be, we carené&mow a person or a character "as such";
all we know are our colored, limited interpretasasf them. The character is thus suspended
between the raw data of the text and the uniqudahenages it evokes in each reader. While
this might make characters seem hopelessly elufiiedual nature can also be viewed as a
virtue: it helps to reconcile mimetic and structistanotions on characters and explains why
both views can, in fact, be defended. In shoryjcstiralists concentrate on the raw data and
traditionalists on the interpretants, but both fail see the processes connecting them.

Cognitive character theory stresses those procesgkshus, allows us to see characters as
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both "utterly embedded" in texts and "radicallyat#table” from them. (Hochman 1985, 72).
Fokkema agrees.

This thesis is, likewise, mostly based on the dognview of character simply
because this kind of viewpoint seems to hold whtgh logically and empirically. In other
words, it does not go against a common readeddions but it also seems sufficient enough
for academic purposes. Due to its dual nature,ctignitive theory is also able to capture
something from both mimetic and anti-mimetic chegatheories. Words on paper — let's face
it — are indeed just that, words on paper, no méibev carefully they might be chosen or
arranged. Thus, structuralists are right to derfyyftiem. Yet, most modern theorists agree it
iIs completely counterintuitive to claim that we ot respond to literary characters as if there
were something life-like about them. Similarlywibuld be sadly restrictive to state sieould
not do so. All the while it has to be rememberdthugh, that fictional characters, by
definition, cannot physically "exist", save on theme level as other "abstract objects"”, such
as the very idea of humanness (Reicher 2010). Bierb-line was already formulated in
Harvey's theory: the characters acquire the illugimmanity, because the author and the
reader reflect, bestow or lend their own humandythem through complex cognitive
processes.

Because the examples of Hochman and Fokkema Hes@&dw proven this
approach applicable to realist and postmodern ctenrsy applying the same principles to
comic book characters seems plausible. The gualityre cognitive processes, however, is

bound to change when moving from medium to medium.

2.2.4 Miiller: Relatives and Revenants

To accept that characters are products of cogntireeesses is to accept that they are never
based solely on the text at hand. That is, theitd)xdata evokes experiences and information
from the reader's memory, and those experiencemémhation contribute, in some way, to
the construction of characters. Such associaticmsoé course, highly situational, but there is
one connection every reader everywhere is veryliteedraw: reading a book — or a comic —
is bound to remind the reader of his or her previmading experiences. This is because the
act of reading is an instance ofsaript Scripts are a type of prescriptive schemata,
internalized information structures that, basedpmvious experience, instruct us to act in a
certain way in certain situations. As the scripsigiing in at a hotel mandates that one must

talk to the person behind the reception counter ndtairs, so does the script of reading
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encourage the readers to find the characters fhmrtext mass and fix their mind's eye to
them. After all, in the sea of words and ideasythee the words and ideas that represent
human — thus bearing at least some familiarity ldq@hess to the readers themselves — and
that will most likely reoccur throughout the stowhile most of the other words and ideas —
such as utterances, actions or objects — shiftnardliem never to be seen again. While the
situational and instrumental scripts might changenf medium to medium — going to a
cinema or understanding the sign language of acbook require other types of knowledge
than reading a novel at home — these personaltscaie always the same. (Schank &
Abelson 1977, 36-41, 61-66.) That is, the roleseafder and character endure somewhat
similar regardless of the individuals, circumstanoemodes of expression. Since all fictional
characters are connected like this with a sameghroscript, they are susceptible to
comparison; characters remind us of other chamsierply by the virtue of being characters,
by occupying the same role in our minds. Thussinecessary for all character theories
aiming for any degree of comprehensiveness to sssoterfigural relations.

Interfigurality is a relatively new and rarely used term coined Gigrman
literary scholar Wolfgang G. Mller. It refers toet “interrelation between literary characters”
or, rather, the intertextual phenomena that manifesharacters (1991, 10Zjranstextualor
eventransmedialcharacters and characterizations are perhaps mdedywspread but less
concise terms for the same thing. Miller himselfaltues five types of interfigural
relations, all of which are easy to locate from¢heon of graphic novels as well. This should
not be surprising to Muller, since he stresseswvitte applicability of his concept: "Just as
authors, in their references to figures from otiegts, constantly pass over the boundaries of
different literatures, so theoreticians and crif@susing on interfigural relations cannot limit
their material to instances from one literatureydr{ll991, 102). Indeed, the theory is not
discussed here only to increase our understandingomic book characters but also to
broaden the scope of the theory itself.

One should note, however, that Muller does nosetbe to the cognitive view
of character as this study does. Rather, he insist¢reating the character as a "strictly
structural and functional textual element". Herfee tise of Germanic terfigure — to Muller
at least, it seems "less ideologically suspicidhghcharacter (Muller 1991, 101-102.) The
very idea of interfigurality, however, is complgtetompatible with the cognitive view. If
anything, the cognitive processes described abma @rerequisite for it: even though signs
like names can exist as formally identical instange different texts, the links from one

character to another cannot be drawn if the reddes not rummage through the memories of
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previously encountered characters — and the sigmsmulating them. Thus, Miuller's
classification of different interfigural relatiorsre considered in the context of cognitive
character theory here, in spite of his differingws.

Also, this study utilizes two terms that Mullemiself does not use. Riikka
Mahlamaki-Kaistinen, who has applied the notionirgérfigurality to Apollinaire's prose,
supplements the theory by explicitly distinguishimgpocharacterdrom hypercharacters
Hypocharacters refer to the new versions, the ages of a figure, while a hypercharacter is
"simply a character that has already appearedpmesform, in previous literary or oral
tradition". (Mahlamaki-Kaistinen 2008, 40.) Thes#éls help to make a distinction that
Miuller's terms leave slightly vague, the distinotlmetween the predecessor and the successor.
Since the terms are based on Genettgso and hypertext they tie the concept of
interfigurality tighter to the tradition of intestaual study. Also, they appear self-explanatory
to most literary critics. However, one could opptse chronological implications and formal
inaccuracies of Mahlamaki-Kaistinen's definitionreAwe talking about the order of
publication here, or the order in which the reageeives the texts? Are comics, films, plays,
paintings, video games and other "less traditioma#dia excluded? Even though it works
against the cognitive perspective, it would seem #asiest to settle for the order of
publication here. Since the order of reading vdires reader to reader, it is impossible to fix
the terminology — based on sequence — on it. Imofudll types of media, on the other hand,
seems a given, since many characters appear aoedis. — just observe the plethora of
Sherlock Holmes and Dracula adaptations!

As for the formal criteria, terms hypochara@edhypercharacteseem to work
best as situational tools for analysis that adapthe larger theoretical framework of each
study. In this case, that framework is the cogeittharacter theory. In this framework, all
interfigural relations depend on that some charasteble to trigger a schema of another
character encountered earlier. Whichever half &f ¢bnnection was published first becomes
the hypercharacter. This way, it is not necessamgserve the title of hypercharacter to any
elusive "originals" either — nearly any charactexs ha hypercharacter, some point of
comparison to some earlier character. On this nbedso seems unnecessary to restrict the
terms of hyper- and hypocharacter to what Mulldisca-used figures, two characters that
share an entire identity. This is what Mahlamé&kistiaen seems to suggest, but the terms
serve as clarifying chronological labels in all ea®f interfigural comparison — even if the

units under observation are as small and stramferd as names.
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Miiller's structuralistic stance shows well in pioccupation with names. He
defines characters as "coherent bundle[s] of gealiicharacter traits)" that are identified by
their "onomastic label[s]" (1991, 103). This defiiomn leaves him two possible directions to
explore: the traits and the labels. Of courses iuite difficult to say anything about the
bundled qualities without resorting to the illusédnymanness of characters — even Hochman,
who breaks character into seemingly structuraldraiuch as coherence or transparency, feels
the need to base his theory on the juxtapositioHaho SapiensndHomo Fictus It is no
wonder, then, that Miller seems to be more contietaanalyzing names, the easily
identifiable surface structure of literary charasteHe discusses in great length the different
transformations character names may be subjecteaistthey turn from simple "onomastic
labels" into more complicated, allusive labels wgbveral — primary and secondary —
referents. However, his listing of subtractionsdiidns, substitutions and translations is
mostly inconsequential to the general understanddfgthe ontology and reading of
characters, interfigural or otherwise. What is liesting about it, is that it bears great
resemblance to Heinrich F. Plett's quotation-basédssification of intertextual
transformations (Plett 1991, 19-25). In fact, Mibeadily talks about "quoted names" (1991,
103). While the point is valid per se, it callsarguestion, whether internymic relations are a
genuine form of interfigurality at all.

Shared or "quoted” names could be considered gtsymof interfigurality,
rather than the disease itself, for several reasbirst, not all cases of namesakes are
significant. For example, Gustave Flaubert's EmmoaaBy and the heroine of Jane Austen's
Emmaare not only namesakes but also eponymous chesamftéwo realistic, 19th century
novels with similar themes. Yet, despite the outhwameness of the name labels, there is no
real reason to presume that one is based on tee &imma is, after all, a very common name
across Western cultures. Second, internymic relatman be — and often are — mixed with
Muller's other categories, as shall be illustrdietbw. Third, if one is to follow Plett's formal
view of intertextuality — and Muller clearly is + has to be noted that three kinds of
intertextuality can be discerned: material, streadt@and material-structural. "Quoted names"
is quite clearly the first kind, repetition of mag signs, whereas repetition or "re-usage” of
such structurally complex constructions as entharacters has to be the last type. To be
more exact, Plett's material-structural intertektyianeans "repetition of signs and rules”, that
is, of semiotic codes, and in Fokkema's terms adtJecharacters consist of just that. (Plett
1991, 7.) To sum, mere names are barely enoughikd tmeaningful allusive links between

characters since, in absence of any other sindardr contrasts, shared names can well be
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considered coincidental. Of course, one is frem#édke the connection — one is free to make
the connection between all instancestlodére or but in any given text — but it does not
necessarily change one's understanding of the dleasa or the texts in question.
Consequently, such links seem hardly relevanteodry study.

Unfortunately for the structurally inclined, findj similarities and contrasts that
would make the shared names meaningful requirasndeinto "the trait bundles”, into the
other individualizing qualities of characters. korately for all of us, this step is slightly
easier in visual media than in literature. As igugd elsewhere in this thesis as well, it is
quite impossible to reduce characters into insuiisasubject positions in visual media. This
is because they always have an appearance, a semioface that is usually more
complicated and unique than a name and, thus,taldenvey more meaning. Ulrich Krafft
talks ofpointers visual traits by which characters can be idesdiffHerkman 1998, 126; see
ch. 3.3.2). If a character is instantly recognibgdsome visual sign, such as a superhero
emblem or a certain piece of clothing, attributthgt pointer to another character is often a
more indisputable allusion than play on names. Mikeey'sThe Unwrittenillustrates this —
and almost any other — aspect of interfiguralitylwa boy wizard called Tommy Taylor
could be just a generic plagiarism of another Wwathwn boy wizard, but equipping Tommy
Taylor with the same round glasses that everybdulpates to Harry Potter underlines the
intentionality and strength of this particular ifitgural link. Of course, the fame of the
glasses is largely indebted to the visuality ofltbek covers and movies in the first place: the
glasses are by no means mentioned in every chapténe books, but in the pictorial
renditions they are constantly there.

Names are assumed a safe aspect to study betemyseeem undisputed and
objective — two readers might disagree to somenéxt@ the specifics of any trait of a
character, internal or external — but they cannsagtee on the name without one of them
being wrong. Visual media, such as comics, bringemempeiria of this kind into their
characters. For exampl€he Sandmaalludes to Richard Nixon without ever mentioning hi
name (Gaiman et al. 1994c, 97-98). Showing a peasidith very similar facial features —
square jaw, wrinkly forehead, long nose — is a mma&dily and definitely recognizable
allusion than a verbal reference to a presidenéddRichard. Mentioning a president called
James or John would be even more inconclusivee slmere have been several presidents of
the United States called James and John. Portraggen caricatures of their faces, however,

would be unmistakable.
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If shared names seem a weak, even coincidental dointerfigurality, the other
extreme, re-used figures, pose so close a connetittimight seem pointless to talk about
interfigurality at all. If two texts describe whappears to be one and the same character, there
are no relations, no betweens left to analyze. &uthaintains, however, that complete
sameness between characters in two different iextiimately "unattainable”. This notion is,
again, motivated by his structuralistic viewpoimsofar as a character is a part of the
structure and discourse of a certain text, no otber is able to produce exactly the same
effect. (Mdller 1991, 107.) In fact, this should teubly true for the cognitive approach: not
only do different texts trigger different cognitgnbut the cognitive processes are always
somewhat different for each reader — even if tleadrthe same exact text. The difference is
that a cognitively defined character does not ekisthe text but in the reader's thought
processes evoked by them. One could claim thdhdreyes of a cognitive theorist, different
texts can, in fact, produce the same characterdifferent readers cannot. This is because a
reader can sometimes assume — based on the infergyalities or paratextual elements, for
example — that a new text at hand features a diearae or she has previously encountered.
In that case, there is already a schema of thaictea in the reader's mind and it will alter the
perception of the new text — this is essentiallyatwbchemata do. If the character in the new
text seems at least somewhat compatible with tleschema, it will accommodate the
existing schema. That is, the reader will assimithe two textually and structurally separate
entities into one and the same interpretant. s ¢hse, any discontinuities could be dismissed
as character development or differences in fodatima Too disruptive elements, however,
might be rejected from the old schema and gatheteda new one. In other words, a new
character with a separate identity would be produce

While cognitive theory leaves the question of saess to the reader, it is
perhaps more common to attribute that power to @bthor. Miuller, too, differentiates
autographic "copies" from allographic ondsutographic re-used figureappear in sequels
and other additions written by the original authwnile the termallographic refers to
character versions produced by other authors. @M991, 110.) Miller stresses, however,
that there is always some tension between chasagctaginated by different texts, regardless
of their writers — an ontological tension of sinaméous "similarity and dissimilarity”, not
unlike what Hochman describes to exist betweenadtars and real people (Miller 1991,
109; Hochman 1985, 59). Others, like Brian Richangsconsider the distinction between
authorial and non-authorial versions a much widgeore definite ontological divide. His

claim is that existing characters can only be @&ee by their original authors — and by those
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they specifically permit to "borrow" their old claaters. For most allographic versions this
would mean that they are simply miscarried copyaatsriginal but lone-standing characters
"modeled more or less closely on the originalsici@rdson 2010, 531-533.) Again, from the
cognitive point of view, this proposition seemstguimpractical and more closely based on
copyright issues than literary criticism. Indeedynsprofessional readers are so rarely
concerned with the legal ownerships of the fictithiey consume that such matters are
unlikely to affect their perception of charactersla

Also, compared to Mdller's theory, Richardsonsnieology is off base: he
talks about "lending" characters or "sharing" thélmgitimately" (2010, 533). Mduller
specifically rejects the discourse lobrrowed figuresor figures on loanused by a previous
theorist, Theodore Ziolkowski. After all, the cheters are not taken away from their original
context just to be returned there after a while.atVis more, borrowing implies that the
character remains exactly the same as it travaigtesent works — even different media.
(Muller 1991, 107.) As noted above, such an assimptould make this whole branch of
interfigurality rather pointless. At the very leagtwould erase the problematic relationships
between different versions, when that area seemg fraitful for study and art alike.
According to Miuller, re-used figures shift betwetamiliar and alien in a way that is
surprising, entertaining and often parodic (199@8-4109). This is only enabled by the
ontologically ambiguous relationship between thpdiyand the hypercharacter. The readers
will settle such ambiguity the way they want, intspof the opinions of literary theorists.
Thus, it is idle to talk of "legitimacy” in charaecttheory, especially if the intended focus is, in
fact, ontology.

Between the symptomatic name references and tbeenmes of sameness
remain three interfigural areas that are perhaglsnor at least less obvious: combinations,
reader figures and intratextual relations.

As the term suggests, Mullecembinationsare interfigural phenomena where
relations between several characters are modibetekow: there could be inversions in the
grouping of the characters — a familiar minor cheaor villain could be presented as a hero
of the new text, for example — or a character cdldnanifesting traits, roles and names of
several hypercharacters. Miller gives several elsnpf both types: Tom Stoppard's
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern Are DeétP66) is an apt instance of new character
configuration, and the eponymous character of AfysieoDaudet'sTartarin of Tarascon
(1872) overtly re-uses elements from Don Quixotevaf as from Sancho Panza. (Muller

1991, 114-115.) In comics, collecting charactemnfrdifferent works under one title has

43



been a popular selling point for decades. In fawtre the first wave of such combinations
might have been induced by the centered copyrigfithardson endorses: because most
superhero titles are owned by large American sydg; it has been possible to legitimately
combine several franchises, merge several storyde@and collide the characters within
them? DC Comics'Justice Leagueand Marvel ComicsAvengersare probably the best-
known results, but contemporary graphic novels queckly forming equally popular
character constellations from much more ancient lasd restricted elements. Since Neil
Gaiman's The SandmanDC Comics' Vertigo division has practically spmdided in
mythological comics that recast characters andedyples from fairytales and classic novels.
Of course, name transformations and role inversavagypically part of the package: in Bill
Willingham'sFablesthe Big Bad Wolf or "Bigby" has turned from a pigwburing beast into

a crime-solving sheriff, and in Mike Careylhe UnwrittenFrankenstein's Monster (or
"Creature") has solved its identity crisis well agh to become a mentor figure (see ch. 4.4).
Cross-breeds of several hypercharacters are mush ¢emmon in comics, although
superheroes are often generic enough to pay hotoagmme of their predecessors. Even the
vauntedWatchmerantiheroes are based on old Charlton Comics héseesch. 4.2). Others,
like R. Sikoryak and Kate Beaton superimpose a&tdry heroes with comic strip characters
for a comical effect: Sikoryak's Mephistofield comds Goethe'$~aust with Jim Davis'
Garfield, for instance (Sikoryak 2009, 7-9).

On the surface, shifts in character grouping magns little more than
adjustments in point of view. Character contamorai or inversions are, however, very
likely to cause severe tension between hypo- amdeharacters, stretching the schemata.
Whether perceived to have the same identity orthethypocharacter is bound to change the
way the hypercharacter is perceived, and vice vdtsa example, after reading Sikoryak's
Masterpiece Comigsfew would imagine Mephistopheles to look or behdike a fat,
anthropomorphic cat, but one might suddenly noaceomical quality in demons or a
demonic quality in Garfield. Similarly, few readensuld take Charlotte Lennox' Female
Quixote as the original hidalgo, but the juxtapositof the two might show them both in
sexist light® Thus, the schema of the hypocharacter is alwaysome way based on or
connected to the schema of the hypercharacter, ieveases that do not, strictly-speaking,

concern "re-usage".

“ On the other hand, veteran writers like Stan Laeetcreated so many superheroes during their cattesy
could have built rather complex cross-over titiegle-handedly.

® Charlotte LennoxThe Female Quixote; or, the Adventures of Arab@ls2) is one of Miiller's central
examples of contamination (1991, 115).
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Coincidentally, Don Quixote is a much researchedn®le of reading
protagonistsas well. According to Miller, characters who idntwith other literary
characters have, in fact, received some acadenntiain well before his coinage of
interfigurality. This is not surprising since sufiures can be found in several high-profile
classics. In addition to Quixotism, Muller mentidDante'sinferno (1321), Goethe"sVilhelm
Meister's Apprenticeshif1795-96) and Wilde'Bicture of Dorian Gray(1890) as examples.
Flaubert'sMadame Bovary(1856) would be another notable instance. Howeiller
criticizes previous research and terminology forpkasizing the act of reading, which is
actually very rarely described in any weight oradleHe prefers to talk about "identifying" or
"imitating" characters, because the results ofdagling experience are often more significant
than the experience itself. In other words, whilading is rarely an action that would advance
the plot, it may influence the reading charactgualities and actions in a way that does steer
the plot. (Muller 1991, 116.) Coming after the sturalistic, anti-mimetic statements Muller
makes in the beginning of his article, this notadriinterfigural empathy" is surprising to say
the least. It implies a very strong analogy betwienartificial literary figure and the real-life
reader: we have to assume that anthropomorphi@actesis perceive the characters they read
about in a similar manner we perceive fictionalreloters. There is no other way to make any
sense of such process, but the analogy entailsahassume the reading character to have
human-like psyche. It also entails that readeramssp theories, concerning real human
readers, could, in some sense and extent, apfistitmal readers.

Muller adds that a character's identification watiother character can manifest
itself in several ways. Using Don Quixote as anngxa, he discerns delusively strotujal
identification intentionalimitation (of specific actions) anthventionof actions the idolized
character did not commit (but could have). He afsntionsemulationas an "attempt to
outdo" the hypocharacter, but his choice of woslset very illustrative there. Possibly
Miller means the emulation of the hypercharacsgist or ethics, rather than direct imitation
of actions and words. Otherwise, imitation, emolatand invention would be all the same.
(Mdller 1991, 117.)

All in all, Margolin (2010) has given a more systic account of the different
levels of character identification. Mduller only Kal of very strong, even unhealthy
commitment to characters, because it is more likelyshow, both in the reading of the
character and in the direction of the plot. Thisvisat Margolin considers the most extreme
stage of identification, a stage where the readghtradopt a character's "manner of speech,

dress, gesture and even whole life style" (2013).4lhon Quixote is, of course, this deep in
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his romantic knight tales, but others, like Emmav@y are not as delusional. She mostly
dwells on the fourth stage or Margolin's chart, vehthe reader finds "mimetic parallels" to
her life from fiction, but does not necessarily axt (all of) them. Even this level of
identification does, however, impact the charactéerms of emotions, worldview, memories
et cetera. Third stage is a milder version of tthe reader mentally assumes the focalizing
character's perspective during the reading prodmrgsis not very moved by the experience.
The second stage is surprisingly more emotive|dukis any identification with the perceived
character: the reader merely perceives the fictipeason and develops some kind of an
attitude towards it. Even this tells the real reastemething about the reading hypocharacter.
Much less informative is the shallowest stage, ¢h&y level of reading characters: this
simply means perceiving them and acknowledging tfeyist” in some possible world.
(Margolin 2010, 412-413.) Such intellectual, sthgigrward reading events could hardly
provide very interesting or thematic content forrkgoof fiction — which is why the most
memorable reader protagonists of literary histoeyraghly, even unrealistically committed.

In graphic novels, the most clear-cut example edlicated identification is
Ozymandias ofWatchmer{see ch. 4.2)The pharaohs and ancient kings he identifies with a
not exactly fictional characters, but considerihgyt lived centuries, even millennia before
Ozymandias' time, the relation is pretty much e there is little first-hand knowledge he
could have gained about them. Again, the readinggss itself is not described\iiatchmen
but it seems reasonable to assume that most diniveledge Ozymandias does have about
his long-gone idols he has gained by reading. Wt have started as shallow, intellectual
interest and admiration has developed into fullAmiphighly emotive identification during a
pilgrimage Ozymandias describes in chapter XI. ieaQjines” the kings' "exploits" as he
visits ancient Macedonia (third stage), feels "kip% with them (fourth stage) and finally
fashions himself into a modern emperor with vasaficial and political power (fifth stage).
His identification with the old, merciless powepgdres is so strong, he does anything to
create more parallels between them and himsedt, fie "follows the path of Alexander's war
machine” in his mind and by walking the historiséks, but ultimately, this is not enough.
(Moore & Gibbons, 1986-87, ch. XI, 8-10.) He haptove himself as brave, strategic and
powerful a man as his idols were — that is, to asspthem by emulating their ideals and
assuming their "whole life style". His slide intallfblown Quixotism is, in fact, the main
catalyst behindVatchmels plot — as it is the sole conceptldn Quixoteas well. Of course,
Ozymandias' obsession is evident in smaller detailg/ell: he carries Rameses the Second's

alias as his superhero name and uses the othenwdiRameses II" as his computer's
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password (ch. X, 20). In other words, internymionga are not a separate phenomenon here,
but a result of a far more complex form of inteufiglity.

As a genre based on hero worship, superhero coanecoverall in favor of
characters who inspire or are inspired by otheraztars. Many start masked crusading or
become side-kicks after following the adventuresmfearlier vigilante. Several of Batman's
allies and Daniel Dreiberg's admiration towards liddlason inWatchmenillustrate this.
Miuller's loose category of "Literary Figures Idéyiig with or Imitating Other Literary
Figures" could probably contain such charactertima in some cases, but especially side-
kicks tend to appear in same titles with their sddhtertextuality is, after all, an inherent
component in the definition of interfigurality —etliheory and terminology is only valid, when
several separate texts are compared.

There is one exception, though. Miller does carswdborks that combine "two
or more fictional contexts and relations" capalfleamtained interfigurality omtrafigurality.
Oddly, Muller considers this type of interfigurglid very modern phenomenon, but uses the
Shakespearean play-within-the-play device as astriintive” example (Muller 1991, 117).
By analogy,Watchmels comic-within-the-comic would construct this tsof interfigurality,
and there are, indeed, clear parallels betweeragoatsts of the main story and Béles of
the Black Freighter(see ch. 4.2)The Sandmanfor its part, includes fairytales (e.g. "The
Hunt" in Fables and Reflectiohsind even plays within its comic book structureiskue #17,

A Midsummer Night's Dreanctreatures from Faerie gather to see Shakespdaliessde
premier of the familiar play with the same title.part of the audience are also portrayed by
actors in the play, which makes both the chara@edsthe reader to evaluate the similarity
and dissimilarity between the performance and ritspiration. In short, the interfigural
collisions and connections are made visible: wlzgdpens in the chapters' dialogue happens
in the readers' heads every time they perceivet@nfigural connection. Others perceive the
similarities and are delighted by them, otherspeemlly Peaseblossom — complain about the
unfair portrayals of himself and Robin GoodfelldW:am that merry wanderer of the night'? |
am that giggling-dangerous-totally-bloody-psychatienace-to-life-and-limb, more like it."
(Gaiman et al. 1991b, 72.) Of course, the idemstiied appearances of the actors muddle the
connection by adding their own unnecessary dathganix, but this is inevitably true for all
interfigural networks including plays or film.

Like delusional reader protagonists, intratextyas also prone to underline the
complicated dynamics between fiction and realityu(ler 1991, 118). Overall, these two

interfigural types seem closely connected. Thesohes are usually embedded in the main
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stories through a reading character, agVimchmenor by an audience consisting of several
characters, as iHamletor The SandmanThus, the existence of an intrafigural structften
creates characters that read or watch other cleasad/hat is more, this reception is often
described or shown: the reading characters comoreile characters and events they read
about.The Sandmanhapter described above is a typical example.danekto his identifying
and imitating characters, Muller notes that therkttle discourse on the act of reading but, of
course, this can only mean characters, who hawk aewal texts existing in the real world.
Stories within stories are often "unreal”, credigdhe author of the surrounding story, solely
to serve the surrounding story. This typically nslkiee depiction of the reception process
necessary. Of course, there are rare exceptibhs: Sandmarchapter discussed above
"unnecessarily" includes a real Shakespeare plagpltete with accurate quotes, while
Umberto Eco'sThe Name of the Ro$#980) centers around a text that does not exigtan
real world (anymore), has not been embedded inntaa text and is never read by the
protagonists.

To sum, Mdller divides his conception of interfiglity into five types:
internymic references, re-used figures, combinafmyntaminations, interfigural empathy
and intrafigurality. The examples given in this ptea prove that they are not theoretical
possibilities but all the types actually occur irerature and comics alike. All of them are
more or less concise and very powerful charactioizaools as they tap into the reader's
memories — experiences he or she already has,cthiEde or she already knows — and all
the insight and emotion that comes with them. Inlitewh, this recurrence of familiar
characters works as a unifying power between theksve- in the similar manner as it
constitutes an important part of a single textsezence (Muller 1991, 112). Long auto- and
allographic sequences of works, such as seriegmémovels or superhero comics, are often
connected through their characters. Plots and ew#ers may change, but Nancy Drew and
Bruce Wayne remain as the common denominators.nGheimportance of interfigurality, it
is interesting to consider, whether it would begiiole to discern more subcategories for it,
either theoretically or by analyzing existing tex@®early, Mike Carey is trying his best in
The Unwritten(see ch. 4.4).
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2.3 Snips, Snails and Puppy-dogs' Tails: Basic Elements of the
Character

In his encyclopedia of literary terms, Yrj0 Hosla@ma defines literary characters as
"persons whose appearance, thoughts and actiondeargibed in a work of literary art”
(2003, 303). In the previous chapters, it has b#isoussed why equating characters with
"persons” is problematic to say the least. Thigptdrain its turn, will dissect the other claim
Hosiaisluoma makes, that is, what constitutes aacher — any character regardless of their
role, rotundity or semiotic make-up. Hochman's asgecially Fokkema's theories already
hint to this direction, but here we will take agslily different, perhaps more mundane point
of view to the "inward" and "outward" aspects tleanstitute a character. Is "appearance,
thoughts and actions" really all there is to it?

In another literary encyclopedia, Uri Margolin ctudes that the absolute
minimal condition for a character's existence isragl capacity. If a character is something
that is capable of occupying a subject positiohegiton a theoretical or a syntactic level, it
has to be something to which we can refer. Thiairagequires that the character has at least
one property by which we can distinguish it frone tlest of the story-matter, at least one
characteristic or attribute, at least a singleastref identity. While this might, indeed, be
considered the bare minimum of character, therseveral other features that apply to such a
large majority of fictional characters they can dmnsidered, if not a condition, a norm:
coherence, temporal continuity and some degreenajuaness, for instance. (Margolin
2005a, 53.) In fact, it is no exaggeration to claivas Fokkema does — that lack of any
human-like qualities is extremely unusual. The @niwns are such that we assume all
characters to be capable actors in physical, sasialell as mental spheres, even if all of
these capabilities are not explicitly expressed.

In his rather roundabout article on comic bookrabeers, Frederick Luis
Aldama also founds characters on agency, but mamtéhat true agency is always
interlocked with morality. That is to say, charastare such that they seem to make choices.
This implies some degree of mental activity, whilama's other minimal condition for a
character, movement in time and space, usuallyinexjgsome type of a physical presence.
(Aldama 2010, 318-319.) Scott McCloud, who couldcbesidered a somewhat sovereign
authority of contemporary comics theory, also liatger life and visual distinction — that is, a
perceptible, recognizable appearance — as twostrfaib great comics character can do
without" (2006, 63).
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In short, characters are perceived to exist withéir storyworlds in a somewhat
Cartesian manner, which is not to be confused thighontological duality posed by Baruch
Hochman. If characters exist as both textual datbraental images, both of these dimensions
can be further divided into two semantic fields} éxternal features and actions, and 2.)
internal features and actions. Again, this shouwtbe confused with Rimmon-Kenan's two
modes of character description, because both ettand internal qualities can be described
explicitly or implicitly (1991, 78-79). Even in cambooks, where all external features might
seem to be right under our noses, the images astykped, that is, so inaccurate that we
might have to measure, for example, a charactdractveness or personal charisma by the
way he or she compares to or is regarded by otteacters. Of course, visual media can also
include unseen characters that never "enter tlye'staor, like Destruction imfhe Sandman
make a very late entrance — but are mentioned scritbed verbally by other characters.
Furthermore, compared to texts, sequential art awlgs visual information, not hearing,
touch, taste or smell. These features will stilkd&o be articulated in language or implied by
pictorial means so that the readers can evoke thetmeen the frames and make them parts
of the character schemata (McCloud 1994, 88—89).

In this chapter, we will briefly inspect the canstion of both outward and
inward qualities of characters as well as some |@ecaspects that seem go beyond them.
Margolin mentions both uniqueness and coherenogegsconventional constituents of the
character, but neither of these can be viewed sikaly as parts of the character's internal or
external presence. Rather, they encompass and fesul both. They are also beyond the
modes of direct and indirect description. Instetheise larger textual phenomena require
effort from the reader's part. Because it is thedeg's task to piece the character together,
there is much he or she contributes, from impliadilijes to wider connections, all
depending on different reader—character relatiggsshrhus, these extra-elements deserve a

subchapter of their own.

2.3.1 Facades: Appearances and Names

Even though characters have not been a populas focuiterary research, they have at least
held central positions in the actual works of htere. The physical aspects of characters, on
the other hand, have not been popular in modernéffesterature in theory nor in practice.

In realistic novel tradition, the idealizing of md, psychological characters has rendered
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external features of characters instrumental: tlescdptions of characters’ physical
appearance, for example, exist less to providehatstpleasure to the mind's eye than to
serve as indexes of the characters' inner worldsh Bnodern and postmodern character
traditions have also disregarded the physical aspbat for different reasons: modern novel
underlines the workings of the consciousness at dkpgense of showing where that
consciousness lives, while the dissolving of tharabter — to which several postmodernists
subscribe — demands scrapping such concrete ctmsmfieshly bodies.

On the other hand, experimental works like Italalvo's Cloven Viscount
(1952) or Nikolai Gogol'®Nose(1836) demonstrate that stretching the physigadets is also
a very plausible tool for exploring the limits dietcharacter. The former is a fairytale account
of an Italian viscount, who returns from a war agaithe Turkish, concretely, in two halves.
The charm of the book is that it challenges theleedo imagine halves of characters as
independent actors: one half, of course, turnst@iie a wicked and the other a gentle one,
which underlines the ridiculousness of such clicdéhotomies — if human beings really
have bad and good sides, should that division xteine to our physical bodies as well? Still,
part of the appeal is in the physical disfiguritsgif, the tragicomic mental image of a cloak-
clad figure jumping around on one légosetakes such mental images even further: is it not
delightful to imagine a nose that is treated agyh-hanking civil servant? Gogol also bestows
a great deal of agential capacity and personalityagphysical feature that is rarely even
mentioned in literary works, as if to point out haeveral aspects of the character —
especially physical ones — are underused and uynglee@ated.

Literary traditions and critical preferences asidenventions like Fokkema's
biological code suggest that characters are, neMeds, usually read as if they had physical
bodies. This has led, for example, E.M. Forsterctiticize how seldom characters are
described to eat or sleep in novels (1962, 60-étlged, it is not only the appearances that
are left to the margins, but writers and criticeenfoverlook the physical aspect of characters
altogether. As an example, half of the criticsadtscced above — W.J. Harvey and Baruch
Hochman — do not heed the physical aspects of clemsaat all. The only physical
phenomena that seem to avoid this neglect, at ifeasime extent, are love and death, which
belong at least as much to the mental sphere. adtdHat the physicality of characters is thus
undercut might be a testament to the way structiisadee the character: because a character
is ultimately a mental representation whose agiigtsical aspect is, in fact, no more than
spoken or written language, assumption of a hunk&nfody might stretch the human

analogy too far in some readers' minds.
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Even so, in visual media such as film or comic Kyahe tables are turned.
While it is entirely possible to write a book witltcany mention of the appearances, ages or
genders of the characters, the same trick is mepossible in visual media. There could
comprehensibly be extremely metaphorical, stylipedbtherwise experimental works that
manage to avoid showing their characters, or at ls&ir actual forms, to the viewer, but it is
undisputedly unusual. Rather, visual media deriwest of its power from the pleasure of
viewing. Especially film researchers love to operah the rather complicated rhetoric of
watching and being watched, of subjects and obhjettsierarchies and identification, but the
simple pleasure of watching something aestheticplgasing or shocking should not be
ignored either. For many artists and readers oficdamoks, the images are not just means to
an end, but have absolute value as art. Comparextmmple, Juanjo Guarnido's minutely
drawn, tastefully colored artwork with Juan Diazn@kes' straightforward, generic plotlines in
Blacksadseries: in visual media, the appearances are matyal dominated by the inner
worlds of characters or the requirements of Pldnstead, the characters are often drawn
clearly abiding to or clearly against general bgadgals, simply for the sake of making them
pleasing or jarring to the eye — to make them a arabie visual spectacle. While some
artists, like Yana Tsoboso, the creatobe Black Butle(2006—)series, take extreme care to
make everything from the clothing to the mealshaf tharacters as pretty and decorative as
possible, others, like several underground comtiistaor Charles Burns, best known for his
graphic noveBlack Hole(2005), seem to revel in the ugly, strongly redistetails. Strong
visual aesthetics are, all in all, especially apparin manga, where it is not unusual to
superimpose full-body images of characters betwthenframes, devote entire pages to
wordless close-ups or, such as in Hiroaki SamuBkide of the Immorta(1994-), arrange
characters into occasional, mandala-like desighes& do not advance the plot but function
more like portraiture or decorative elements thathbattract the reader's eye and underline
something about the characters.

According to Scott McCloud, visual media's playshreer physicality of things
can be further compounded by realistic styles aolbrs. He maintains that cartoonish
drawing style nears language in that it reducesighi/objects into ideas, mere outlines that
convey the meaning but do not stop to celebrateagsthetics or particularities of objects.
Realistic styles, on the other hand, invite us iwthe objects as such, to perceive their

® Not to disregard the fact that the appearanceshafacters inBlacksadoften do serve as metaphorical
indicators of the characters' roles and persoealigee ch. 3.3.2).
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"weight, texture and physical complexity". Colomgalay a part in the realism, considering
that we do not live in black-and-white world, butaiso has objectifying power of its own.
Color emphasizes shapes and makes the viewer mare af the picture plane, often at the
expense of the content it is trying to convey. dotention that shapes and colors can trigger
physiological reactions in the reader as well. (M@ 1994, 44, 132, 189.) All in all, even
the most simplistic of iconic pictures are necdfsamore mimetic than arbitrary, purely
symbolic language. Thus, visual media engagesdhder much more physically than text,
and the physicality of the reading experiencekslyi to make the reader more aware of the
characters' physicality as well.

The peculiarities of different media aside, thggtal aspect of characters can
also be approached through its subcategories, owioh is, simply, physicahppearance
This can, furthermore, be subcategorized in sewsesls. Non-verbal communication and
other temporary features, such as postures, gesancefacial expressions, are often excluded
from this area, as are the features that canngebeeived by sight alone. Of course, some
features are borderline cases in that they areesyneatic: for instance, roughness or
smoothness are primarily sensations of touch hbgndfiave some visual indicators as well.
(Jaaskelainen 1999, 4-5.)

Hair, clothing and make-up, on the other hand,ddten included in the sphere
of appearance. These could be classified as mutainigonents of the overall appearance.
The character has certain control over them, whiglans that they are potentially charged
with intention and communicational meanings. Tlsatfeéatures like this tell us more about
the individuality of the character than the lesargeable features like age, height, weight,
race or gender do. Permanent features like thesenare likely to evoke stereotypes and
social expectations. They are not communicative, dar schemata of different narrative
conventions and stereotypes charge them with mgar@wertheless. (Jaaskelainen 1999, 48.)
By Rimmon-Kenan's terms, there areausal (=communicative) andmetonymical
(=stereotypical) relations between the outward armdithvard features (1991, 85). In this
sense, reading characters is much like readingoezgile.

A character's immediatsurroundingscan often be described in a similar
manner as appearance. Some things about theiroanwnt the character can change and
some things he or she cannot. Thus, parts of thiewsudings can be read communicatively —
a character who keeps his desk meticulously tidyresses something about himself that a
character with a messy office does not and vicearerwhile other parts of the surroundings

carry stereotypes — a character who lives in ahmerse in Midtown Manhattan evokes an
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entirely different set of expectations than a cti@awho lives under a bridge in Mongolia
(Rimmon-Kenan 1991, 86). As with appearance, thlesers of communicative and
stereotypical meaning function quite similarly itetature and real life, but literature adds
another layer of meaning, meaning deriving fromigteswhich real life does not have. That
Is to say, the intentions of the writer and thewetions concerning the organic unity of a
work fuse meaning even into the elements that wheldconsidered incidental in real life.
From this follows that anything surrounding the reledéer — friends, family, house, hometown,
objects, even landscape or weather — can potgnteleal something about him or her by
analogy, contrast or metaphor. This is what allddzvey to assign ficelles as foils or
mirroring characters, for example. In short, outiveigns of character extend far beyond his
or her person and into the entire storyworld.

As with real people, facades of characters alsenekbeyond concrete, physical
things, into ideas and emotions thexypress in speech or otherwise. At its one end, this
aspect is close to nonverbal communication that oragpay not be counted as part of the
appearance category, and at the other end, it mevige the internal world of the character.
This is not to say that all of characters' gestarestterances are or should be true and clear
expressions of their mental activity. On the camytras all expressions are parts of the public
facade, they usually carry an additional load afiaaoles and expectations that do not exist
or are at least more watered down inside the ctasateads (see Image 7). In comic books,
the difference between the characters' privateparudic thoughts is made clear through the
use of thought balloons and speech bubbles. Tdrise aare also able to convey some
separation between the two, however: accordinginan®n-Kenan, the content of utterances
usually reveals the characters' individual thougtttde the style often refers to their place of
origin or residence, social class or profession9{1983). Thus, verbal and non-verbal
expressions, like all the other outward aspects] t® convey both communicational and
stereotypical meanings.

All'in all, as with real people, appearances apelesh patterns seem to be the
prime tools for establishing some characters asgrazabletypes This is, of course, largely
due to the stereotypical meanings loaded into thdthough each human and character can
be regarded different and unique on the inside,thisduniqueness can also come through in
the communicative, changeable aspects of theidigoautward features are always liable to
empirical comparison. More concretely, this comgam means connecting any given trait to
other similar instances and their cultural meanirgs1 other words, it conjures forth a

stereotype. What is more, we tend to base our gstsums of the inward features on the more
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readily perceivable outward features. This is greemlly important notion in the case of the
visual media, because most of their visual elemargsdedicated to revealing the outward
features of the characters. The immediacy of th@sges easily force us into drawing our
own conclusions about the characters depicted bhefigre we have a chance to read or listen
to the textual content that plumbs their mentalcpsses more directly. Art Spiegelman's
Maus employs this effect very cleverly and links it teal-life discrimination: we can
distinguish the Jews from the non-Jews at one gldmx it takes pages after pages spanning
from generation to generation to appreciate tmeiividual personalities.

Given the stereotypicality of the outward featuaesl the reflections they cast
on the inward features as well, it is rather s@ipg that classifying character theories have
not commented on the appearances of characterso@$e, some genres, like commedia
dell'arte and, to some extent, industrially prodloenga, are openly based on a selection of
stock characters whose sets of features often §pam internal to external. For example,
manga girls with eye-glasses (Jap.” ¢ - i, meganekko) tend to be smarter, more
bookish and more rule-abiding than their non-spethcolleagues. Similarly, modern day
people still recognize some stock characters ofrgedia dell'arte, such as harlequins and
pierrots, by their singular clothing and know t@egt certain behavioral patterns from them:
harlequins are colorful tricksters and pierrotssaatragic characters.

Guiding these typifying processes are our scheroffarototypes which are
even more fundamental sets of assumptions thaeotyges. As Eleanor Rosch claims,
prototypes flesh the characters out to the exteat they might appear human-like and
comprehensible even if we were told nothing abbetrtinner worlds. This is only natural
since in real life we never have an access to angtrson’'s mind. However, the power of the
prototypes is even greater: even if the only thivegknow about a character is its name, we
are able to build quite complete anthropomorphierpretants on them. This is because we
are familiar enough with the common syntagms amddggms of human-like body structure,
facial features and clothing to make educated @sess the character's appearance — the
violations against these frames make a large gateohumor and impact of characters like
the Viscount and the Nose introduced above. Th&lrmprototypes vary greatly from reader
to reader and culture to culture but the data ghsethe text aims to bring them closer to each
other in a continuous, self-correcting processothrer words, each confirmed detail evokes a
more "accurate" interpretant. Since there is alwsywething that is left unsaid or out-of-

stage, the human analogy and the sense of comedéstehat comes with it is only plausible
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through this sort of inference. (Jaaskelainen 19%8-162.) It is worth noting that if such
frameworks exist for inward features, they are mundne fleeting and unorganized.

It would not be fair to claim, though, that alltesard features are somehow
typifying. Having said that a mere name is enouglevoke a prototype, names are also the
most important signifiers individualizing and settiboundaries to literary characters, that is,
evoking Fokkema's denotative code. Essentiallyy taee the staples holding characters
together — the anchors or "onomastic labels" toctvidther features are tied (Muller 1991,
103). If a literary character keeps changing orinigsits name without any explicit
notification, it ceases to exist as a singular eetror at least becomes imperceptible to the
reader as such — which, when operating with thenitog conception of character, are
essentially the same thing. As Uri Margolin fornmeakit, "[n]Jaming practices are meant to
ensure the identification — — and the continuityreference to a given entity throughout the
narration." They function as "rigid designatorsdnstant crystallizations that cover in every
instance everything the bearer of the name is,beas or will become. (Margolin 2005b,
337.) Quite frighteningly, though, these all-im@ot labels are frequently replaced by
personal pronouns, epithets or other definite desons throughout most narratives.
Moreover, many (post)modern novelists have provat mames can be truncated, distorted,
blurred or even left out — Franz Kafka'fie Castle(1926), Italo Calvino'sCosmocomics
(1965), Thomas Pynchoris (1963) and Ralph Ellisonlavisible Man(1952) serve as fairly
thematic examples of each case. Obviously, alhe§é¢ practices go against the mimesis of
the character and pose threats to its coherenogéinaiy and unigueness, which is exactly
why many anti-mimetically oriented writers and thsts have attacked this weak point.

Due to their visual "bodies"”, so to speak, comiok characters have much
wider basis for their individuality and coherendéey are usually coded into (at least) two
semiotic layers, symbolic and iconic (see ch. 3.2rRother words, even if their behavior and
lines of thought are not coherent or recognizalbleugh to be identified per se, they have
both their name and their iconic appearance on lwtocrely. Coincidentally, many comic
book protagonists do have a plethora of differeaarhes: the title character ®he Sandman
for example, can also be called Dream, Morpheugplly Lord Shaper, Prince of Stories,
Dream King or even Kai'ckul without much confusitwecause he is always recognizable by,
for instance, his star-like eyes. Similarly, thekmible-checks are necessary for the many
superheroes sporting double-identities, two entidéfferent looks and two different names to
go with them. To complicate the matter, these itiestshould usually appear completely

unrelated to all the other characters within tloeystorld while the reader should still be able
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to perceive the continuity between them. ObviousRects like this call for a complicated
identification system that stretches beyond names.

Emblems and signature colors are among the mailyvused identification
devices. It is almost as if comic book heroes warite ensure their continuity by double-
coding their names as well: the bat symbol is amalt iconic reinterpretation of the
language-specific name Batman while the Rorscheshlike mask, which Rorschach from
Watchmenwears, doubles and underlines his superhero aliasultural reference. Iihe
Sandman the appearances of the god-like Endless are ewvame mutable than those of
superheroes, but they, too, can be identified kair temblem-like "sigils" or by other
unchanging physical traits such as eye or hairrcolo

In addition,The Sandmanses a synaesthetic device unique to comic bdb&s:
speech bubbles of some of the characters can btfiele by their unusual colors, shapes and
letterings (Image 1). This is, of course, a visimlice but it suggests that the voices of these
characters remain the same even as their phy$iapks change. In other words, with a slight
stretch, comic books could be claimed to be ablprtwvide their characters not only with
unique names and appearances but with unique vakesgell. Of course, different voices
could also be simulated in works of plain text, using different fonts, font sizes or other
effects. This is a fitting reminder of that not aviplain text" is without visual gimmickry and
that the sensory aspect of a text might well begonavus with the sensory aspect of its
characters.

There is certain materiality or sensority to namiesmselves. According to
Philippe Hamon, names can suggest character imaidsir ways: visually, onomatopoetically,
articulatorily and morphologically. Three of theassociative fields are based on different
senses. By visual association, Hamon means thabdkeof the name can evoke associations
about the look of the character: for example, aaanth very wide or round letters could be
associated with a fat, mellow character and a naitie very angular, thin letters could be
associated with a bony, choleric character. Teithate, one could observe, for example, how
the big round letter starting the name Obelix eshibhe body shape of Asterix' companion.
Onomatopoetic association, on the other hand, calstwlbe called acoustic association as it is
based on hearing: when pronounced, a name canlsksdor example, laughing, whispering
or growling, which sets a certain tone for the beaf the name. For example, due to its
many hard consonants Rorschach's name sounds gyracgmpatible with the ragged
outlines of his speech bubbles, not to mentionldss than smooth demeanor. Articulatory

associations are evoked by the feel of the promdioa itself. (Rimmon-Kenan 1991, 88.)
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Long and complicated names, for instance, givesa impression of overall complexity and
depth — if the name is not lengthy and unpronounieeto the comical extent, in which case
the reader might find it difficult to take the chater seriously. Tintin's archenemy, Roberto
Rastapopoulos could be an example of such boréechse — agintin is an adventure comic
for all ages, its villains are not supposed to htErely scary.

The fourth association field, morphological cortr@ts, moves away from the
senses and to the realm of semantics. By this, Harefers to the morphological units of
names and to their encyclopedic meanings. Each hasé@s own etymological background,
and occasionally, this background might prove riwga Names can be symbolic, ironic,
prophetic or otherwise meaningful in several waygertly or less so, and according to
Margolin, many writers have clear personal namiregggences (2005b, 337). There are some
special cases to expand on, however, such as atlejeharacters, whose names parallel
their characteristics very explicitly (Rimmon-Kena891, 88). The Endless ®he Sandman
are a great example: Death is, indeed, the gripere®espair the embodiment of despair and
so on. Another semantic name game to considernsmmm in superhero comics: there is
often some tension between the two names, onghbatharacter has been given as a child
and the other he or she has chosen for him- oelieEssentially, given and chosen names
are another example of communicative and sterewdlputward features.

Names are often considered very symbolic and lagigh meaning simply
because thegre symbolic — arbitrary, linguistic signs that hapgerpoint to entire persons.
Because they are so manifest, small and clearticey, often offer themselves to in-depth
analyses. Miller's relatively detailed account aofteitextually occurring names and
transformations of names is a case in point (199P-107). It should not be forgotten,
however, that if a work of art is considered a iewif meaningful whole, all the outward
features of the character can be connected toitireer worlds and to the symbolic structures

of the work just as justifiably as names.

2.3.2 Minds: Perception and Consciousness

As already implied, mental, private features anivies — thoughts, emotions, motivations,
temperaments, dreams, delusions and so on — aaflyusonsidered primary to the physical,

public assets of the character. This is probabbabse personalities, the individuals Western
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cultures so ardently adore, are located in the milidbe exact, the post-Kantian view of
human worth dictates that the thoughts and emotidnzeople should be treated as ends in
themselves, and most people, indeed, tend to beested in how the human mind works, if
only to compare and check that they themselvesharmal. It also seems very natural to
place the inner qualities first in command: if cdwers are considered to resemble real
people, most of the things they say, do or percered from a combination of external
conditions and inner motivations, but it is the chthat ultimately makes the evaluations and
decisions. Thus, especially the realistic and madgc novel traditions have established
human mind as their main topic, leaving the morgsmal aspects to serve as its humble
frames.

Another important point backing the priority oktmental, is that everything we
perceive as physical is actually filtered througmiad or few: first, schemata prescribe what
we can perceive and second, they interpret thatepéon in a more or less biased manner
(Mustonen 2000, 26-30). This principle holds traaeal life and art alike. For example in
literature, the act of description always presuppas perceiver and a perceived. This polarity
is structural and necessarily there, no matter mwh trouble the author takes to conceal it.
Consequently, it is never possible to describe edcgive the outer aspects of any fictional
character "as such". Thus, descriptions do not oahgal something about the described but
something about the describer as well. Even allittotusions and exclusions — what is
described and what is not described — not to merttie choice of words, depend on the
motives and choices of the describer. Sometimegdaetions of the perceiver might even
take the center stage: Pasi Jaaskeldinen findgsirthlesis that a perception can trigger
anything from personal associations and re-evalnatio physical reactions in the perceiving
character. (Jaaskeldinen 1999, 11-12, 26.)

Because of the visual material, comic books mgge#m to relay information
more "directly" and objectively than written disese. Even in the era of digitalized photo
manipulation, people still have the tendency taelvel their eyes and state that pictures do not
lie. This is, of course, an illusion. In actualipictures do not even have to be manipulated to
be biased. If anything, questions of perspectiwk @oint of view are even more concrete for
pictures than words. The following chapters wilhrdstrate how a skilled comic book artist
can use perspective and cropping to convey thet pbimiews and moods of characters or
narrators. Distorting the actual drawing style tmwey the colored views of characters is,
however, a rather rare device, which could and lshdw developed much further and

employed much more frequently, especially in magsh comics. In literature, it is very
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common for character focalizers to use attitudimaids and give biased testimonials about
other characters or anything at all. As an exampfee can check how differently each
character sees Heathcliff or Wuthering Heights iarié's classic. In comic$he Sandmairs
one of the rare works where the appearances oactess and environments are constantly
altered as the focalizers change. Hippolyta Hd#%rious vision of her surroundings after the
kidnapping of her son ifithe Kindly Oness an especially extreme example (Image 2). On the
other hand, Bill WattersonGalvin and Hobbe$1985-1995) proves that this effect is by no
means too scholarly or confusing to play a centld in a simple newspaper strip as well
(Image 3). Usually, however, comic book artistsgréo keep the visual style the same from
frame to frame in order to convey a camera-eyediase of realism. Considering the gaping
differences between comics and film, the dominaridkis and many other movie methods is
actually quite overwhelming. So much so that gasy to agree with Alan Moore's view that
the expressiveness and self-assertion of sequemtiatould be taken much further if it
ventured outside the conventions of other visualim@oore 2008, 4).

In short, the way characters function as the peedes analogous to the way we
make assumptions of other people's cognitionsahlife: our readings of outward signs are
both based on and instrumental in forming sometpisyrhologists call théheory of mind
the assumption that other people have mental fctivat is somewhat — but not entirely —
similar to that of ourselves. Conversely, the wagracters function as the perceiver — the
"direct" access to the character's head so oftasidered the touchstone of round, "realistic”
characters and great "realistic" novels — is with@ueal-life counterpart. In prose literature,
this kind of "direct" access to a character's msckalized by either first-person narration or
character focalization. Both devices are entirebggible in comics as well, although it is
extremely rare for both words and images to exdyphe former type. Even the most
intimate of first-person narrations are usuallyited to the word-dimension as the narrator is
viewed from the outside. In case of very characarmered or single-handedly created
autobiographical comics, the line between the iramer outer worlds is, however, very vague,
because the entire comic can be read as the ceh&macter's mental projection (see ch. 4.3).

First person narration was originally introduceedfically by autobiographies.
Thus, first person narrators, no matter how rediotional they might be, are often perceived
as if they were disguising themselves as the tnitens of the text. This is, of course, not the
case, which leaves open the question about thatods ontological standing. (Cohn 1978,
14.) Different character theorists disagree whettarators should be counted as characters,

but essentially, the differences between charaetglsharrators are merely matters of rhetoric
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and points of view. If the minimal condition foraiacter is agential capacity, the narrator, a
narrative agent, is clearly a potential charactesay the least. Considering the mutually
revealing natures of perceiving and being perceives also obvious that narrators of all
kinds offer data on which the reader is able toehagerpretants of them. Thus, narrators,
especially first-person narrators commenting ot fife, thoughts and feelings, can certainly
be considered characters here. An even clearer azasanreliable narrators, because their
unreliability can usually only be understood throubeir character-like, that is, human-like
qualities — there is no lying or exaggerating withconsciousness.

Omniscient third person narration can offer almast direct access to the
characters' thoughts as first person narration whejuotes the thoughts directly. In free
indirect narration, the line between the narratand the character's thoughts blurs, and when
one steps to the area of character focalizatiom,stgnal might grow even weaker. In this
narrative mode, the narrative voice may only bema by the character's attitudes and word
choices. On the other hand, character focalizatgonalso be as expansive as diminishing the
omniscient narrator altogether. Thus, the relatigndetween the third person narrator and
the character focalizer can be as varied as thk dmetween objective and subjective
perceptions and a skilful reader can play them agfdinst each other to understand the
internality of both sides.

Mental access of this kind also opens new po#sssilfor the representation of
the subconscious. Despite E.M. Forster's complaithtat sleep is regarded very
"perfunctorily” in prose fiction, there have beendacent amount of schools, genres and
writers drawing on dreams — for example, such psgohlytically or surrealistically oriented
authors as Herman Hesse or Franz Kafka — and thkessive arsenal of comics should be
able to match those (1962, 61). Indeed, the wayicowombine words and images is eerily
reminiscent of the way some psychoanalysts, suchDigser Anzieu, have proposed
unconscious cognitions to be constructed (Mikkoge@5, 300). It is no wonder, then, that
one of the earliest strip comidgitle Nemo in Slumberlan(l905-1927), and one of the most
acclaimed graphic novel§he Sandmanbase much of their contents and characters on
dreams. That said, they can hardly be read as wemetic accounts of sleeping or the
workings of the subconscious: in both of these csmit is extremely debatable to which
extent the dream worlds and creatures are reflextad the characters' minds and to which
extent they have a life of their own. Since dreamgsso closely meshed with fantasy, they are
not considered in further detail here. They canwéwer, be discerned as a part of the

characters' inner worlds and as a significant swbjeatter for comics. Dreams are, after all,
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largely visual, which is why they can be given #rg interpretations through the flexible

pictorial devices of comics.

2.3.3 Additives: Coherence and Relations

If we read Hochman's cognitive character theortheletter, the human-like construction we
tend to call "the character" is actually the finalse, the mental representation the reader has
formed in his or her head. In this sense, everg@spf the character is more or less reader-
made and it is quite impossible to itemize what pathe final construction is based on some
specific parts of the text and what is the readmidition. Because every sentence has to be
interpreted in one way or another, not even ani@tglmentioned attribute exists as such:
every reader has a different schema of stubbornoespaleness, for example. Thus,
something isalwaysadded and all the external and internal aspedsritbed above can only
be called such insofar as a reading mind percehera as such.

On the other hand, the text that provides "the maaterials" for the character
does exist in spite of the reader. So, even tholighext and the reader merge inseparably in
the construction called character, they do preceds independent entities. Thus, | would
consider it reasonable to discuss the clearly #eadrn" elements of the character, that is to
say, elements that are not explicit in the text esgliire especially active cooperation from
the behalf of the reader. Also, many of these featiare so abstract in nature that it is
difficult to associate them exclusively with eithidwe internal or the external domain. It is
better to consider them here as separate, undgifigators of the puzzle.

First, all indirect characterizationmethods require some deduction. Be it a
feature suspended between the internality and readter of the character — an expressive
gesture or some revealing valued possession, fampbe — or an item of data that is
ambiguous or ironic in any way, the reader hasctively interpret these signs in order to
make them harmonious, contributive parts of theadtar schemata. One clear-cut example
is the interpretation of facial expressions. Irerbtture, it is impossible to exhaustively
describe even one, frozen facial expression. Inictimoks, it is exactly the frozenness of the
image and the stylization of it that makes the taske difficult than reading real people's
faces. In case of literature, we are usually offesaly partial information, certain subcodes
such as the position of the eyebrows, shape oéylks or shape of the mouth (Jaaskelainen

1999, 25). With the help of these subcodes, wefaan a more complete conception of the
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expression and deduce what thoughts or emotiors Imethind it. Conversely, the emotion
might be mentioned and illustrating it with an agpiate facial expression is left to the
reader. The image content of comic books can, ofsgy only employ the former alternative,
for example, through the use of extreme close-Bppecially in manga, it is not uncommon
to only show a close-up of characters' eyes —#neynrealistically large and expressive for a
reason — or, conversely, to hide the upper hatheir faces behind hair or gutters whenever
they are overcome by an emotion (Image 4). Ashell dther kinds of implicative, gapped
image content in comics, this seems to strengtiemeader's identification with the character
(see ch. 3.3.1). In order to grasp the feeling feosubcode like this, the reader has to search
his own emotional reserve, that is, feel some padegree of the emotion the character is
feeling. Similar employment of subcodes also agplie superheroes, who often have their
faces at least partially covered by masks.

Much in this manner, based on his or her knowlealgine world and literary
conventions — or Fokkema's semiotic codes — theéereanust fill any small or large
information gaps he or she finds disturbing. Thivaty is necessary for understanding the
narrative on its most basic level, but the partitigm and personal views of the reader are
even more significant on the higher abstractiorllewf which the characters themselves are
(usually) unaware. For example, satiric, allegorotherwise symbolic interpretations might
be suggested or at least implied by an omnisciamator, but they always depend greatly on
the reader's views and competence. This causesttheany from reader to reader and makes
literature worth discussing. Intertextual or higtal allusions likewise have to rely on the
reader's knowledge.

Any structural patterns the characters might welired in are also, almost by
definition, invisible to them in traditional lite@re. The reader often has the advantage of
viewing the work from a god-like perspective — kiiogv more than any single character
knows — and understanding the conventions to witheh characters are submitted. This
enables the reader to, for example, map the cleareglationships better than the characters
themselves can and to predict the actions of tlaeachers based on their conventional roles —
for example, the hero never dies in the end, unfesstory is a tragedy, in which case he or
she probably does die. This also enables the rtdalearacterization device that Rimmon-
Kenan calls characterization layalogy She considers this a secondary method of indirect
characterization because it can only be based diereanore direct data on the character.
Analogies can be based either on similarity or aigp and they can either be suggested in

the text or left entirely for the reader to discovilerely to illustrate the field, Rimmon-
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Kenan expands on three types of potentially analsgdements: names, environments and
other characters. IWatchmen for instancethe substory ofThe Black Freighterand its
protagonist, the sea captain, are in many waysogoat to the characters of the main story
(see ch. 4.2). Analogies can also be ironic, incwhiase, the reader also has to detect the
controversies to grasp whatever humor or tragesy iln them. (Rimmon-Kenan 1991, 87—
91.) For instance, Viktor Frankenstein's paranoid guilty anxieties are often contrasted by
very serene, open and beautiful Alp sceneries iall&hs Frankenstein(1818). In fact,
Viktor's name, meaning "winner", can also be raadically, seeing that his own creation
ultimately gets the best of him.

This network of relations between characters therhuman context, as Harvey
would call it — means that even simpler, one-dinered characters can prove interesting as
long as they contrast and mirror each other dynallgi¢McCloud 2006, 69). In other words,
even though some characters might seem unintegeistithemselves, their interaction may
prove to be bigger than the sum of its parts — sohaacters simply "activate” the most
interesting sides of each other or, simply, théagreements bring the underlying issues to
daylight. Not even a crocodile is very interestihg simply sits on a rock, but try poking it
with a stick. McCloud uses Walt Kelly's newspapema Pogo (1948-1975) as an example,
but most strip comics froReanuts(1950-2000) tMutts (1994-) illustrate the phenomenon
well enough. In the comics where the character eptscare based on opposing elements,
such asFantastic Four this kind of contrasts and complements are alnsa$tematic
(McCloud 2006, 72).

Another, even more important aspect requiringdbeperation of the reader is
coherence As already explained, the coherence of a litedrgracter is largely based on
names and reading conventions. Fokkema's logiai# could be seen as a prerequisite for
coherence, which in itself is a very similar pheroion to the codes. However, no amount of
logic or identifying signifiers will be able to Hdia unified sense of a character in the mind of
a reader who has consciously oriented towards isgatihe inconsistencies and seeing the
character deconstructed into a series of subjesitips. Especially if one considers the ideal
of round characters that are expected to grow aveldp during the course of the story, it
seems necessary for the reader to play along aepi@apossible disruptions and credibility
issues as sudden quirks, surfacing unconscious tclsuchlike. While some disruptions in
coherence may be caused by the clumsiness of twrauhey can also be considered
"realistic”: human minds are usually complicatecbwegh to be unpredictable and many

novels do dedicate themselves to describing memaflicts or other extreme conditions.

64



Thus, especially in postmodern culture where tmsesef self is often fractured, some sense
of incoherence could even be considered mimetic.

Readers of comics also have to tolerate severalskof discontinuity. For
example, the more realistically the charactersdaag/n, the more difficult it is to make them
look exactly the same from frame to frame, as thgles, lighting and facial expressions
change. If different issues are drawn by differamitsts — as in the case dihe Sandmarfor
instance — the problem is clearly magnified. Ofrseu it does not necessarily have to be
viewed as a problem: most readers accept, everecpe the different styles of different
artists and consider them to highlight differerttesi of the character, making it perhaps less
unified but more complex and interesting. Furtheemanore abstract, simplified drawing
styles can be perceived to "include” the more titaand realistic styles: the fact that Marc
Hempel's Delirium inThe Kindly Onesloes not have the same dark circles around herasyes
Michael Zulli's Delirium inThe Wakedoes not necessarily mean that they are not there.
Perhaps they simply are not depicted.

The matter complicates if the character is noy arawn but also written by
several artists. Such cases lead back to the mausinguller and Richardson (in ch. 2.2.4): is
it possible for two different people to produce amefied character? This depends on the
point of view one has on the ontology of the chiadt is not uncommon for readers to view
the versions of different writers somewhat sepaaatt different: it is often useful to specify,
whether one is talking about Frank Miller's Batnm@nAlan Moore's Batman, Don Rosa's
Donald Duck or Carl Barks' Donald Duck. If one @mlls Hochman's cognitive theory,
however, it is ultimately the reader's choice, wkethe or she can assimilate the data
provided by different comic book creators into aohema or whether they require separate
mental representations. The "radical detachabilldgchman talks about is exactly what
enables one to take a specific schema of a spetificacter and use it as a starting point for
new stories. The people whose schemata of the shamacter are substantially different may,
however, be unable to recognize the new versial ar dismiss it as "non-canon”. In any
case, different versions of the character are awiaked interfigurally — they usually share
the same name and several other traits, whetheetuer wants to consider them the same
exact character or not.

In case of some popular franchise charactersg ther even intermedial issues to
consider: if a comic book is made into a live-actior animated movie, the characters are
linked to real-life people, actors or voice-actambo necessarily add more semiotic layers to

them. How characters fare between mediums and ishaeir relationship to their real-life
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impersonators are questions that have been inaéstigvery little and are too large to be
tackled in this thesis, but as the other cohergmoblems, they ultimately depend on the
ontological status of the character and the drifginterpretations different people produce in
and for different contexts. The comic book industsgelf seems to be aware of the issue,
since it is discussed by fictional means in Mike&yaand Peter Gross' new, inventive series,
The Unwritten(2009-): the main storyline examines the relatigmbetween the protagonist
of a very popular book series reminiscentdairry Potterand the author's son, on whom the
character is claimed to be based (see ch. 4.4).

This rather frustrating, reoccurring deduction ttlea character has slightly
different, separate existence in the mind of eaauer, brings us to a third aspect of which
the reader is largely responsible: the perceivaduamess and individuality of the character.
More complex and central characters are not vieagednique unfoundedly: the more a text
provides data on a character, the more readerggsaotand invest in it. These processes are
what make the interpretants inside the heads tdrdiit readers slightly different and thus —
genuinely unique. It should be noted, however, thatsame holds true for the minimally
sketched and stereotypical characters: the moraacter has gaps, the more it requires the
reader's own supplements. No matter how generalteseotypical this added information
might be, each reader has slightly different stigy@es and knowledge of the world. Thus, the
uniqueness, the human-like qualities, the extra akarflows the textual data, is potentially
existent in any character, flat and round, but @althe extent the reader puts it in them.

All this leads to an interesting paradox: as codetl earlier, coherence of the
character is based on the act of reading, butaheesact of reading is what dismembers the
objectively and independently existing textual datad transforms it into an individual,
elusive schema that can never exactly coincide thighideas of another reader. Then again,
this process is congruent with our relationshipthweal people. Because it is practically
impossible to know another person completely, emeeyperceives each human being a little
differently. In this sense, the text is to the cloéer what an actual person is to other people's
conceptions of them. We could call the unchangmgterial source of the conceptions the
actual underlying "truth" behind the different sotaga, but in reality, it is so impossible to
grasp completely objectively that it is not a veuyactical tool outside philosophical
speculations. Accordingly, all character researsbuld acknowledge that the "character”
they are talking about is, indeed, a mental conStm — or several different mental

constructions — rather than the independently iexjgiiece of text that produces them.
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Finally, not only is each reader's interpretaffiedent, but different readers also
respond to different characters in different wageme despise Raskolnikov while others
sympathize with him; some are disturbed by Batméarsetched and ethically dubious
methods while others would trade lives with himhaiit batting an eyelid. These differences
occur partly due to the dissimilarity of the intexfants and partly due to, plain and simple,
personal preferences. Naturally, any emotions aacker evokes in a reader will alter the
course of further perceptions and interpretations.

Of course, the engagement process goes beyondlesigynpathies and
antipathies and collides with different theoriestba "reality" of fiction. While it is possible
to conceive a character completely anti-mimeticallys verbal statements attached to a name
or pronoun — turning textual data into a full-fledigconception of character necessitates play
with fictional propositions. This could be regardasl the minimum level of make-believe
demanded from the reader because it enables ihdhacacterization and allows the reader to
attribute actions and changes to a character.dtadps on the idea of formal coherence, not
on the idea of referentiality: this level of engagnt, the level of formal propositions, does
not imply that the character exists in any othemtla purely hypothetical level. Margolin
maintains, however, that full engagement with ctimarequires even more mind games,
stepping beyond this level afe dictq into the level ofde re Essentially, this means
accepting that the character does, indeed, exsbime possible world, a man-made, illusory
environment, which the character perceives as ¢ladity. This makes all the names and
attributions of character referential, althoughyoml a make-believe sense. According to
Margolin, most readers happily ascend to this lerel imaginatively reposition themselves
in the fictional world. (Margolin 2010, 401-409.hi$ allows one to "meet" and observe the
character in the world within which it "exists". @adering that the "existence" of this entire
world is enabled by the cognitive processes ofrdealer, this theory does not go against
Hochman's cognitive character theory but merelyr@gghes the phenomenon on a higher
abstraction level.

Thede relevel of engagement serves as a stepping stotieetmost concrete
and personal levelje se This refers to any kind of impact the characteauld have on the
reader's real life. The said antipathies and syhmgst- and any other emotions or attitudes a
character might evoke — are part of this domainaws more, one can discover parallels
between the character's and one's own persongdisg,or current situation. This, in turn, may
result in re-evaluation of one's experiences onelteration of memories, as they mix with

the character's experiences. Of couds,sealso contains the entire, complicated field of
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identification: putting oneself in a character'sseh might change one's world-view, self-
image or even behavior. One might, say, believe @wethe's Young Werther was right to
kill himself and follow his example. On the otheanl, the reader might find parallels
between a fictional character and some real-lifesg® other than him- or herself, in which
case the identification with the character migHptiee reader to gain better understanding of
its real-life kindred spirit. (Margolin 2010, 410t4L) This frighteningly manifold hold
fictional characters have on the reality is, of rsey the cause behind censorship, therapeutic
effects of literature and the role stories playcuttural and ethical upbringing. In this light,
the mistrust and censorship directed towards commisughout the past decades may not
seem entirely unfounded, especially if one beliévestt McCloud’s claims that “no other art

form gives so much to its audience while askingnsich from them as well” (1994, 92).
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3. Mysteries of Comic Book Characters

As we have already established, characters arelyhigtmplex narrative elements that
intertwine with several other elements and occupyeral layers of the stories they inhabit.
Thus, more or less any device of any narrative omdcan be used to present them.
Naturally, this applies to comic book charactersoal understanding them requires
understanding the entire medium from publicatioftames to the narrative ones. In this
chapter, we will examine the concept of charaatethis minimally researched framework.
How do the industry, the images and comics' otkatigtic conventions warp the characters

in comics?

3.1 Serial Affairs: A Publicational Point of View

Before diving into the semiotic fabrics and podgibs comics has to offer as a medium and
an art form, it is important to acknowledge thelites of their publication, especially
considering that the creating processes of conange comfortably from one extreme to
another. No other medium offers itself to such deaselection of artists and audiences. On
one hand, comics has always been an apt commumcathannel for independent,
marginalized artists, as evidenced by the undergtomovement of the 1970s (Herkman
1996, 19). Making a comic strip requires little mathan a pen, some paper and some
perfunctory knowledge of the conventions. What wren with the rise of the Internet, any
private individual can use the expressive forcecaics to single-handedly convey their
views to the modern, image-oriented public withiaimal budget. On the other hand, comics
have grown into full-fledged, highly organized nah-dollar industries in the medium's key
areas, the United States, France and Japan.

In France, as in the rest of Europe, comics hameamed less commercialized
and, consequently, more highly esteemed than inJBA, where large publication houses
and syndicates have grown rather steadily for #h& pentury and still dominate the field
today. While Franco-Belgian comics have only berected and uniformed by a handful of
schools and styles, American comic book cultur@ psoduct of several larger forces from the
coat-tailings of Hollywood iconography to the stemnsorship of 1950s known as Comics

Code. (Herkman 1996, 16-18.) At present, the Amaeriadustry is largely monopolized by
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two houses, Marvel Comics and DC Comics, who makebetantial part of their profits on
collectibles and Hollywood films. In the undercurt® of this million-dollar superhero
business, some exceptionally ambitious and expetahartists of the 1980s, such as Will
Eisner, Frank Miller and Alan Moore, as well as nesmmercial terms like graphic novel
have prompted more and more young adults to readccbooks (Herkman 1996, 22). This
has created a new market area with a demand foe roemplicated, often darker story
content and characters, which is mostly cateredyosmaller publication houses or separate
publication divisions like DC's Vertigo.

In Japan, the comic book market is even more glyedivided into different
target groupsshonen (boys),shsjo (girls), seinen(men) andosei (women). In addition, the
enormity of the market and the recessions of tH#4%have encouraged formation of such
novel genres and niche markets of which the Westennic book industry can only dream —
everything from cooking, tennis or harem mangahtisé targeted specifically to housewives
or salarymen have thrived so well further fragmeatais still in process (Thompson 2007).
The entire phenomenon has its roots in the woodagimgys of the Edo period (1620s—-1867)
and the termrmangawas coined by the great Hokusai himself, althopghkt-war American
influences are also apparent (Thompson 2007, Xihgse somewhat artistic roots, favoring
of relatively long story arcs and emphasizing &disision over profits, have maintained
comics' strong position in Japanese pop culturephuhe flipside of the vast market lie, in
comparison to Western comics, rather rigid genmeventions and a large gallery of stock
characters. Manga started its slow invasion toWrest in the 1980s, and its popularity has
grown rapidly since the beginning of the 21st cgntThompson 2007, xii). As a
consequence, a growing number of Western artist® tsiarted to adopt many of the
storytelling techniques developed in Japan (McClb884).

While organized industries like these are ablg@raduce whole selections of
monthly, even weekly publications, it comes witk firice of more decentralized distribution
of work. The most basic division is between writargl artists but the function of artist is
usually a subject to further divisions: the masirtist, who mainly determines the visual style
and composition, is more often than not augmentedrb inker, a letterer, a colorist, an
assistant applying the rasters or even a secorattisy responsible for the backgrounds. As
with literature, there is also the background fas€editors and publishers. In addition, large
comics syndicates can develop and afford digitalstanavailable for independent artists; as
computers have become mundane, lettering, col@amagediting is more and more often done

digitally.
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While all these facilities allow more efficient qutuction of more polished
comics, they do entail downsides and implicatidreg ire seldom considered by an average
reader. While the assistants and digital tools migive the creators more room for
experimenting, they — not to mention the deadliresan also be restricting. Especially
computer software that can only offer the sametfans and effects day in and day out can
habituate the artists to only work within thosedigaprovided frames and staunch innovation
at the expense of convenience.

Furthermore, having a master of images and a makteords collaborate does
not necessarily equal dazzling results — an importlaing to note now that popular prose
authors like Stephen King have started to try theind at comic book scriptifgds Scott
McCloud remarks, images and words can only merdkarreader's mind if their interplay is
carefully balanced. If both the artist and the &ritommit to taking their contributions to the
esteemed, "high art" extremes of their respectitéoams, the results are at risk of becoming
semiotically incompatible. This is because highligstaact text and highly realistic,
objectifying art evoke two entirely different wosld that of ideas and that of objects.
According to McCloud, this mismatch easily leadgawing reading experiences, which can
only be avoided by bringing the words and pictuwieser together — by simplifying pictures
into indicative, symbol-like signs and words intoncrete, immediately fathomable speech
acts. (McCloud 1994, 48-49.)

While McCloud's argumentation is valid, this isdig the only effective way of
combining words and pictures. As discussed in tle®ipus chapter, fictional characters are
often perceived to have both physical and mentdguce: is the former not best evoked by
realistic drawing style that embraces the substamck aesthetic of the physical, and does
mimicking the latter not require moving to complgtabstract spheres? While it would be
one-eyed to argue that the outer character isysqetsented by images and the inner
character solely by words, the possibility of dreweg such divisions proves that characters —
or the stories they inhabit — are not arahnotbe completely unified and one-dimensional.
Thus, rather than stubbornly sticking to the idedi§ow and unity of the character, one can
also welcome the jarring elements as something ¢hedites scale, conflict and interest.
Granted, if the texts and pictures drift too faadptheir relationship is in danger of becoming
so straightforward the finished product might semore closely related to an illustrated book

than a graphic novel.

" King is a co-author in DC Comics' new monthly pediion, American Vampiré2010-).
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The possibility of mismatching the words, the imsgand, moreover, the
characters they create can also be viewed as oocenuts' strong points. First, it is a great
tool for deconstructing different stereotypes lidke different characters, narrative genres,
drawing styles and the medium itself. Second, iit lsa used to create a number of tones and
effects, from comic to macabre, on entire storiesrodistinct characters. Third, it might help
the artist to cheat his or her way into the harfdsesv audiences. Art SpiegelmaMsausis a
prime example of such mismatch: the deceivingly pggmdrawing style masks gravely
serious, historical and exceptionally metatextuakys content, a combination that might
encourage more sensitive readers to acquaint thesssith such a grim topic as the
Holocaust and, on the other hand, introduce a whete world of autobiography to escapistic
comic book readers. Another, much more amusingamust is R. Sikoryak'$lasterpiece
Comics (2009), which reconstructs literary classics sashFranz Kafka'sVletamorphosis
(1915) or Samuel Beckett¥aiting for Godot(1949) through the visual means and narrative
conventions of famous humor comics. Translating/hedassics into cartoons has been used
to trick children and lazy readers into the joysrefal literature” since th€lassics lllustrated
(1941-71), of course, but such works — at leastehad Sikoryak — should not be regarded as
mere adaptations (Versaci 2007, 185). Although idyted, they are stories in their own
right, have their own characters and their own raeainconstructing them. That is to say,
although much of the humor in Sikoryak's comics eofrom the recognition of the
intertextual link, part of it wells from the misncat between the classic character and the
cartoonish, exaggerating style in which it is preged. Humor aside, this mismatch allows the
reader to see the classic character as well gsattadleling comic book character in new light:
maybe Gregor Samsa and Charlie Brown are somewhaarsspineless antiheroes — as Mr.
Sikoryak himself formulates it, "[d]espite theinsere efforts, circumstances always seem to
conspire against them" — and perhaps Beavis atithdad really are the Didi and Gogo of
today's pop culture (2009, 65).

Thus, the collaboration of several artists andctbiBsion of their styles is not as
fatal to the characters as it is to the artistsnfedves. As the original "artistic vision" is lost
into countless communicational gaps and compromibesromantic ideal of a lone, genius
creator fades and is replaced by nameless massdérand hands — a comic ceases to be a
divinely inspired work of art and turns into a cotteliberate product. The large comic book
industries have, indeed, substituted normal cyaative process with assembly lines where
everyone has a specific task and is kept in chegckight deadlines. This phenomenon is

undoubtedly one reason for the perpetual disdairtdmics and has probably had an effect

72



on the contents of popular comic books, includirdgaracters. To facilitate marketing,
different target audiences are offered differemidki of characters, for example: protagonists
of shpjo comics tend to be young girls, just like theigetraudience and so on. The bright,
primary signature colors of early superheroes areaincidence either: colors were added as
soon as the "four color" technology was developedcause they were good for the
"branding” of superheroes and because colored sosutd more on the whole (McCloud
1994, 187-188). In consequence, Dave Gibbons fdvibreken and secondary colors (e.g.
Nite Owl's brown suit or Ozymandias' purple suit) Watchmen to signify the work's
ideological departure from the naivety of tradiabsuperhero comics.

Of course, many of these publicational issuesnateunique to comics. TV
series rely at least as much on commercializatige production teams and, of course,
serialization. Another feature that has probablgcoibed comics' standing as an art is that
they are not very often created or consumed ad,sshgle pieces but as several, physically
separate issues. Even graphic novels Watchmenor The Sandmarthat were always
designed to be of a certain, more or less conergth are often published as weekly or
monthly issues, which are only collected into selftained albums later on. Some series,
however, have no predetermined end points butw@#rkghed on set dates as long as they sell.
Different story arcs that begin, end and intertwaniéhin the entire publishing run can, of
course, be collected into albums and treated mikehfinite graphic novels. In Japan, the
serialization form is different still: there, thadustry favors thick, periodically published
anthologies, such a&honen Jumpor Ciao, that include issues of several series by several
different artists. These stories, too, are latpasted and collected into their own volumes or,
usually, a series of them. Such series-specifisrafj known asankobon, are now also being
edited and translated for Western mark@hompson 2007, 501.)

While serialization might make the stories seenatteced, it has some
noteworthy advantages as well. Most obviously,asiead publication offers a very large and
flexible space for narratives both spatially andperarily. More concretely, the extension of
spatial space means publishing a large, even tefinumber of issues or albums, which
means the artists have more pages to fill with nfaaenes to fill with more words and
images. This, in its turn, can be used to strdteht¢émporal dimensions of the narratives: not
only can single story arcs, suspended over sewssaés or alboums, cover months, years or
even decades of in-story time, but the same chasaeind storyworlds are often carried on
from arc to arc. Rocco Versaci states that conscshie ideal medium in which to examine

characters over a long period of time": when peacaldpublication lasts for years, it usually
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has to burn up years of narrative time as wellroleoto remain interesting. As a result, the
readers can follow "almost in real-time" as therahters grow, mirroring the readers' own
aging process. Versaci mentions the Hernandez dnsdthove and Rocketseries (1982—
1996) as one of the rare comics where the chasotature in terms of both their physical
appearance and worldview. (Versaci 2007, 21-23.asher example, the 75 issuesToke
Sandmanpublished over more than eight years, show a viemy but significant change in
its protagonist. This change is shown through s¢vemall story arcs that center around
different characters, but they connect and relateaich other like brush strokes which paint
the bigger picture of Morpheus' development (segptdr 4.1).

Not all comic book characters change over thesyeastory arcs, however. The
heroes of adventure comics or humorous strip coraies actually quite close akin to
picaresque characters in that they stumble fromrdikely situation to another suffering no
more than occasional, superficial scratches. Hefgatin (1929-1976) is a prime example:
since the stories as well as many single scendésnviliem are built around mysteries or gags,
character development is rendered unimportant en éarmful. Tintin refusing to crawl into
a secret tunnel because of some childhood traumnaxample, would only slow and hinder
the plot. By making him quite emotionless and gengidainly likeable fellow, Hergé invites
the reader to identify with Tintin and experienbe tadventures through him. In McCloud's
terms, he is the simplified, one-size-fits-all malde "vacuum™ in which our own identities
are pulled so that we could immerse ourselves éenniore vividly and minutely depicted
storyworld around him (McCloud 1994, 36). Tintipsychological depth and credibility is
thus sacrificed for the sake of the plot and readeyagement — where there is little or no
personality, it is impossible for changes of pesadiby to manifest either. His appearance
changes extremely little throughout the decadesedls which might partially be caused by
his extremely stylized look but also by his roletlas constant fixed star through the colorful
adventures amidst different continents and culiutes staple that makes everything around
him recognizablyfintin.

In humor comics, the stakes are entirely differémtcomics likeCalvin and
Hobbes(1985-1995) oPeanuts(1950—-2000) the milieus and stories are much smalhd
simpler, which, in fact, often leaves the charactée nuclei of the strips. Despite this, they
do not change: Calvin remains six years old throtigh entire decade of publication and
Charlie Brown never confronts the Little Red-hait®@l. One can wager this is because
many of the jokes and aphorisms in these stripbased on the readers' knowledge of what

the characters are always very much like: if therabters were more mutable, the resonance
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of the gags would become diminished and muddle@. dlarity of the ideas they convey is
based on the fact that their personalities aretaoh@nd otherwise simplified. Because of
their permanent dreams, vices and expressions,db@ye to represent certain things, types
and emotions in the readers' heads; in the samamagtic sweat drops are conceptualized
into conventional signs of comic book language, ¢haracters themselves can be constant
and simple enough to function like symbols. Theapl#e comes from mixing these constants
with each other in different contexts: because [BEh&rown and Lucy are always the same,
Charles M. Schultz can place their predictable dyinain different situations to convey
different ideas. It is much like putting familiarovds into a sentence where the grammar is
predictable, but the meanings are always contextuginew.

Versaci claims that superheroes are "ageless" ek (2007, 21). This is,
however, an oversimplification. Certainly, many plgv superhero titles have had long
enough publication runs to prove that their protagts do not mature "in real time" like the
heroines ofLove and Rocketdn case of some superheroes, this can be accbimteheir
supernatural or genetically exceptional physig&esond, they might remain unchanged for
many of the same reasons as Tintin. ConsideringAthmerican superhero comics is probably
the most commercialized comics genre there isethee probably marketing viewpoints to
consider as well. After all, superheroes are icamsorder for them to be recognizable and
stand for the ideals they claim to stand for, thaye to be unchanged and uncompromising —
a point parodied inWatchmenthrough the unyielding demeanor of Rorschach. Penis
punishes the criminals for his personal lossesdeé&man tries to live up to the great
responsibility imposed by his great power, and Batpnwho has become Batman due to a
great trauma, tries to transfer his fears and gafje to his enemies. Were they to abandon or
alter these ideas, their actions and very idestii® superheroes would become meaningless
or at least much more puzzling. On the same ndtesiever, there are pressures for
superheroes to develop: Would it not be good forketang to make the heroes more mature
as their readership matures? If superheroes starwkftain ideals, should they not change as
the ideals of the surrounding culture change?

Some superheroes have, in fact, undergone drarmtiadicges over the years.
Here, the most obvious example might be Batmarmesemtations of whom have clearly
matured and grown darker, more violent and mordrowarsial over the past few decades.
Wolverine and many other superheroes have also bdded gloomier or at least more
serious streaks as the niche market of graphicladwaes continued its steady growth and as

the acclaimed self-mockery of such landmark work&\V@atchmenor Dark Knight Returns
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have set new standards for the genre. Of courseghinge is obscured to some degree by the
fact that the same heroes are depicted differdntlglifferent artists: as evidenced by their
entire portfolios, Frank Miller's tastes are mudrker than the character's original creator
Bob Kane'§

The fact that several superheroes possess dodéiities also opens some
interesting venues for change: on the surface,jdbals linked to the mask might be kept
intact while the man or woman behind it changevendo an entirely different individual.
For example, Lee Falk's masked hero The Phantaoot ian actual character at all but rather a
role that is passed on through generations — hiwgceickname, "The Man who Cannot Die".
Another interesting example is Marvel Comics' Spian, who was originally created by
Stan Lee and Steve Ditko in the 1960s as the selaetity of a Caucasian photographer and
science student, Peter Parker. In the origiBplder-Mars parallel publicationUltimate
Fallout Parker was, however, killed by Green Goblin ineJ@@11 and replaced by a younger,
Afro-Hispanic boy called Miles Morales, who is alsamored to turn out homosexual in
future issues. Marvel executives explain that tm@nge reflects the changing Zeitgeist: in the
modern world, heroes should be able to represenbnities, not just white, heterosexual,
Christian men. That is, Marvel now publishes tweoaflal Spider-Man story continuums, one
in which the traditional Peter Parker version lieesapparently agelessly and another with an
alternative, emancipatory successor. (Bates 20bieyestingly, this reflects not only the
ethnic and ideological diversification of the Wenstavorld but also the trend of giving the
readers more power of choice: digital media ardthating the audiences to vast selections
from which everyone can pick the exact things that their tastes, so the print media has to
keep up and diversify. Still, something remainsoastant: the writers emphasize that both
Spider-Mans stand behind the same motto, "with tgpesver comes great responsibility”
(Bates 2011).

Of course, instead of making the life stories imigke characters deeper and
longer, the extra space can also be used to whteeritire character cast. Not all characters
tend to be the same from story arc to story arcti@ncontrary, new stories more often than
not require introducing new characters. This phegraon is especially schematic in superhero
comics, where new plots tend to rise from the shigiams of new super villains or the
appearances of new allies or love-interests. Whitle t this pattern results in rather expansive

character galleries — how many Batman villains yam name? or how many X-Men mutants

8 Frank Miller is very well known for his disturbihygviolent neo-noir serieSin City(1991-2000) while Bob
Kane's career included developing several childreartoons.
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are there and what are their special abilities?ldvonake excellent party games in a comic
book convention. Frequent introduction of new chemes is rather systematic and well-
founded inThe Sandmaas well: often referred to as a story about s$otiee patchwork-like
structure ofThe Sandmarequires a nearly endless flow of new, diverseattars who could
share their life stories and perspectives. Thim&le especially overt ifhe Worlds' End
where very different characters from very differamrlds get stranded in an inn and recount
their experiences to pass time, largely in theitiaadof Decameroner Canterbury TalesAs

a result, the character gallery e Sandmaeasily amounts to dozens or even to a hundred,
even if one only counts characters with proper rearhike The Sandmarmany other fantasy
series, such as Alan MooreBhe League of Extraordinary Gentlemdh999-), Bill
Willingham's Fables(2002—-) and Mike CareyBhe Unwritten also boast a good number of
interfigural characters, which links their charaatasts to those of the alluded tek&ven if
Mina Harker of The Leaguenever mentions her sister or husband, all the B&ioker's
characters are still somewhere in the associafekdround.

When paired with commercial interests, this twhtfexpansion of time and
space can even result into vast fictional consértice fans have aptly titleghiverses For
instance, all the superheroes of DC Comics arergbyeerceived to exist within the same
storyworld, which allows the characters, originatheated by different artists, to encounter
each other in so-called crossover series likeltistice League of AmericMarvel, too, has
created its own "Marvel universe" with similar csoser franchises lik€he AvengersWhile
the comic book companies probably endorse suchetseg for commercial reasons — to
justify different crossovers and spin-offs — thare certainly other, more artistic factors in
play as well. After all, the phenomenon is largehabled by certain structural elements, one
of them being the flexibility of issue-by-issue fiagltion, the other being the strong genre
conventions that make different superhero titlemilar enough for compatibility. Such
universes can also be seen as the result of aedoarce for the collaboration of several
artists: different styles and points of view do matve to collide in such a large fictional
space, but they become juxtaposed enough to imterac

The sense of vastness and long-windedness isefumtagnified by the

prolonged nature of the actual reading process.sheer number of pages can make some

°® The members of the League of Extraordinary Geretemre all picked from famous Victorian novels: &lin
Harker from Bram StokerBracula (1897), Captain Nemo from Jules Verne's adventiamrges, Dr. Jekyll from
R.L. Stevenson's horror classic and so on. Agdie, grotagonists oFables are modernizations of familiar
fairytale characters like Snow White or Big Bad Walhile the protagonist ofhe Unwrittenis an overt parody
of Harry Potter. The series also features Frank@mstmonster as one of its major characters (3e4.4).
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graphic novels quite long reads — the origiBahdmarseries amounts to roughly 2000 pages
— but even more significant are the empty "idlinggriods real-time readers are forced to
spend between the publication dates of consecusisees. Naturally, this alters reader
engagement. Harvey notes that while separate eggsofdTV series often seem insignificant
or even boring to an incidental viewer, followingeries faithfully can result into effects that
single, self-sufficient works are unable to cred&best, repeated, almost habitual encounters
with familiar characters and places tends to bekimgo Gradually, it starts to "work like a
drug”, a daily or weekly injection of escapism. @&, because the series becomes part of the
viewer's routine, memories of fiction are likely mingle with the parallel memories of
reality, so much so that something about the reapfe might "leak" into the characters and
vice versa. At least many readers of Victorian adexed novels have reported that the
prolonged, repetitive reading habit has made treracters of those novels seem more real
and intimately relatable than those of non-semainovels. (Harvey 1965, 110-111.)

Obviously, if the secret is in the serializati@mollecting and reading separate
comic book issues is likely to produce the sameatsf— which might be one of the reasons
why issue-by-issue publication has continued t@dyeular, even in the era of self-contained
graphic novels. It simply keeps the readers corbenxck for more indefinitely, while a single
work is done when it is done. Of course, hookirgrgader also requires skill from the artists'
part and has lead to many clichéd cliff-hanger idam that might, at worst, make the
characters' behavior contrived: can they reallnthe brink of a romance or a disaster every
single day?

All in all, comics as a medium is a peculiar miguof continuity and
fragmentation. On one hand, the characters artesedtaround different artists and issues but
on the other hand, they seem to be able to makpitjes most of the time. Obviously, this
requires exceptionally strong, even extreme charadhat can be easily recognized across
different styles and contexts. Unlike it is oftessamed, however, rigidity and extremity alone
cannot help a character to mold into the needsoatis of different stories and artists or
generations of audiences. Indeed, the extendeghirdesd spaces and collective creation
processes that are often blamed for the one-dirmealiy of comic book characters also steer
them to the opposite direction: how could a charabt accumulate more and more content

around its bones as it fares across such vastamable terrains?
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3.2 Picking up the Pictures: Comics' Semiotics

Without images, there are no comics. Although tetikes comics sequential artor even
graphic noveldo not exactly necessitate inclusion of picturesvriten language being
graphically displayed sequences as well — diffedafinitions of comics are fairly unanimous
in that pictures are more important a componeroofics than words. Even Scott McCloud,
with his professional insight about creating comasfines them as "juxtaposed pictorial and
other images in deliberate sequence” (1994, 9).wWdre "pictorial” is consciously used here
to place the words second in hierarchy, in the gacategory of "othermages$. Similarly,
dictionaries tend to define 'comic book' as "a maags especially for children, that tells
stories through pictures” — no mention of wordalbfHornby 2005, 30d§. Basically, all this
derives from the fact that we are liable to calW@dless sequence of pictures "a comic” — in
absence of a better term, perhaps, but still —endekries of plain words have long before been
established as "literature" of some sort.

The flipside of the issue is that pictures and dsohave plenty of common
ground. Letters were born from pictures, and writteords of some languages — most
famously Chinese and Japanese — still bear sorardss to their referents (McCloud 1994,
142). For example, from the Japanese kanji fordyamna (), one can still quite easily
distinguish the mane, the tail and the four legshitAmore subtle example is the kanji for
human hito (\), which clearly shows the two legs keeping ushmupright position and thus
distinguishing us from other mammals. This sigegpecially interesting in that it merges the
two primary meanings of English worcharacter into one, seamless entity: it is both a
conventionalized symbol — the kind of characterduse writing — but it can also be regarded
as an extremely simplistic cartoon representingdmuiform — the kind of character discussed
in this thesis.

Even though most written languages are less id@ogratic today, they too
stem from such representational signs. Only, tiseges have gradually been abstracted into
representing sounds instead of things. Also, notendiow arbitrary and obscured their
connection to their referents might be, each letterstill a little image — extremely
conventionalized, perhaps, but still a visual tobcommunication, just like everything else

on a page of a comic book. Because of this, writterd and other pictorial signs are able to

1% Also note the overt pejorativity of the definition
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combine in multiple ways and merge into one, alnsestmless whole we call a comic — or,
less specifically, an iconotext. This will be tlopic of the first sub-chapter.

In the second sub-chapter, we take a step away Words and venture deeper
into the world of other visual signs. Their contriions to and effects on characters can be
understood through semiotic classifications of siggnd through the conventionalized
vocabulary of the comic book medium itself. As &rall signs fall somewhere on the axis
between "opaque" signs (symbols), whose meaningsbased on (at least seemingly)
arbitrary conventions, and "transparent” signsn®pinformation value of which is based on
visual likeness. There are, however, other thilmgsansider as well: metonymical signs or
indexes, the whole dimension of design that is rahiein any man-made image, and the

typifying effects of simplification and exaggeratio

3.2.1 Show and Tell: Word—-Image Dynamics

The greatest advantage and disadvantage of imagleatithey seem to be produced and read
more intuitively than words. This is because thagkl exact conventions: while texts can
easily be divided into single words or even lettiiet have set, encyclopedic meanings and
are usually read in a set order, pictures haveuch semantic or sequential structurings — or
even minimal units on which to anchor them (Herkm808, 68; Mikkonen 2005, 29). One
could, of course, talk of single lines or shapet, there are no set systems of meaning for
such units. From this results that when drawingdspthe artist does not have much room to
experiment if he or she still wants to keep thaultesecognizable and readable, while the
greater size and complexity of most iconic imagesams that the artist has more choices to
make, that is, more chances to deviate and expréss.is especially true for the images of
people and other human-like beings. We are gerigtisaogrammed to recognize our fellow
creatures, meaning that we search for anthroponwifphtures even in the vaguest, most
inorganic patterns imaginable (McCloud 1994, 33c#&use we are ready to see potential
human-like characters in anything, the artistietttes and possibilities for anyone wanting to
create a comic book character are nearly unfathtanab
However, there are aspects of human life thaupsst fail to express clearly or

at all. This is usually when words emerge to sdwe day, to make comics' expression
complete. Due to its more conventionalized andrabstnature, language is able to reach

beyond visual realm of concrete objects and peteetraich deeper into the worlds of other
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senses and intangible ideas that are central tactesization, such as emotion, identity or
moral. In other words, words provide the kind ofdfic data pictures cannot provide,
including such essentials as names or consciouswgsh, for most people, operates for a
large part on language. Thus, while it is possibleonstruct a comic with pictures alone — as
evidenced by such diverse works as Hedrick Dorgedhartistic graphic novebpace Dog
(1993), Masashi Tanaka's dinosaur ma@m (1992-2002) and pantomimed newspaper
strips likeFerd'nand(1937-) — words are often necessary for "anchoramgl’' specifying their
meaning. Not to mention that language, both spakmh written, is so widely used in our
world that excluding it from a story would seem pdtienating or at least unrealistictwWhile
this is an effect some artists and stories migiestor, it would contradict with the goals of
most.

Even so, it would be a mistake to assume that svard any less subjective than
their more iconic cousins; both pictures and wangsread subjectively, but in different ways.
While a picture might cement the reader's percaptib the appearances of the things it
portrays, it leaves everything else to the readersvledge or imagination. There is no time
aspect in a still picture, which is why everythiprggceding and following it is left open as are
the names and other specifics of people, placefooexample, facial expressions. Words,
however, do not cement anything, really. WhHapilio machaonor Paris do refer quite
unambiguously to quite specific things, they mattelor nothing to a person who does not
have sufficient information on the referents. lhetwordsPapilio machaorcould translate
as any kind of "an exotic creature" for one perssme sort of "a butterfly" for another
person and "the Old World Swallowtail that flitteadough grandma's garden that fine
afternoon in April" for yet another person. Likeetlquantity of information, the quality of
information varies as well: all of us have differ@xperiences and opinions on people and
places calledParis. It is only through longer sequences of words, emaventions of coding
and decoding, that the meanings become gradualtg specific. Thus, comics — which boast
sequences of both pictures and words evoking eéiftetypes of subjective interpretations,
while also anchoring each other's meanings resgdgt- have considerable potential for rich
and accurate communication.

Words and images have differences — and siméarii in terms of perception
psychology as well. Images are usually regardedaasubject to so calledop-down

processingwhere large sensory chunks are grasped immegetel then interpreted little by

! Gonis a wordless comic exactly because it aims torgpthe world and experience of animals, creatthas
lack exact spoken language.
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little. Language works conversely: each word ig likpiece of a puzzle the reader has to piece
together in order to conceive of meaningful whol&is is referred to adottom-up
processing(Mustonen 2000, 25-27.) To put it simply, picgir@ve to be broken down while
words have to be compounded before the narrativeg ¢onvey can be extracted. This is
another reason why distinguishing word-like unifsneeaning from images would be a
somewhat futile effort. Because we do not consd¢yobase our understanding of images on
single shapes or lines, analyzing them would notdrg helpful to or even representative of a
natural image-reading process.

Of course, this is not to say that images couleeXigausted at just one glance.
The eye has to move across the image just likeast to move across a line of text. The
direction of the movement may not be as linear,itoist nevertheless, somewhat predictable.
For example, our gaze is instinctively drawn togbticolors that might signal danger, to
human faces, where we expect to find valuable kaciarmation, and to the direction of
movement, because we want to see the targets amitsref actions. Such evolutionary habits
hold true in comics as well, but the eye of a cobook reader is probably led much more
compellingly by the conventional reading order: Yées comics are read from left to right
and from up to down. This rule guides the readanfframe to frame and, by analogy, within
each frame as well, helping the reader to decideotber of speech bubbles and other things
that might be subject to a certain temporal oréer. example, Don Rosa, one of the most
ambitious artists of Disney comics, likes to draa many details, actions and small
background gags in each panel that it is often sajide to perceive everything at once.

Gestalt psychology has also proven that percemifamages employs certain
bottom-up processes. These are cafledtalt effectsautomatic heuristics that help us to
group visual units into meaningful wholes. In otlesrds, human eye has the tendency to
arrange chaotic visual information into recognieagthapes — such as that of a human body or
face. For example, similar targets or targets #ratclose to each other, either spatially or
temporally, are usually grouped together. (Musto?@D0, 21—-24.) Basically, this is what has
enabled printing comic books and other picturesdsyering. While such cognitions are rather
unconscious, they can be consciously recognizdabtem-up processes: connecting small,
insignificant pieces of data in order to constieminething meaningful.

In short, images are perceived and interpreteautir both kinds of processing.
Similarly, habituated readers treat words, evenesees as wholes and would not necessarily

notice if one letter or word had gone missings/thiowever reasonable to claim that top-down
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processing is dominant in the perception of pidwed bottom-up is dominant in the reading
of texts. So, what of combinations of words andges®

It was stated above that comics resort to sinttarventional reading orders as
texts. The need for such ordering suggests thaéspagd panels can be broken down to
several temporal units (see McCloud 1994, 96). ,Tinists turn, indicates that comic book
frames are grasped through a peculiar mix of toprdand bottom-up processing: a reader
usually glances at the frame as a whole first topn), if only to establish in which order
different elements from speech bubbles and souedtsfto facial expressions and actions are
meant to occur (bottom-up). Moreover, it is theunatof comics to juxtapose images in an
intentional order, much in the same way as it e lature of literature to juxtapose words.
This subjects the images of comics to another layelbottom-up processing. During the
course of a comic, readers get to see recurringmat elements, such as characters, from
several different angles and distances, in sed#fatent positions, lighting conditions and so
on. This allows them to update their mental imagesuch figures little by little, which is
exactly what happens in the reading of a literdrgracter as well, only the semiotic data is
more diverse. New data accumulates into a graddakpening and sharpening schema of a
person or a place — a prime example of bottom-wggssing and a fitting pair to Rosch's
prototype theory (see ch. 2.3.1). Even entire costrips can be seen as fragments that the
reader has to "collect" in order to form a compreiiee idea of the world, characters and
values of the series (Herkman 1998, 89). On therotfand, much of comic book writing
tends towards simple fonts and easily — immediatelynderstandable language. This brings
the words closer to the intuitively perceptibler@aof images, in other words, allows them to
be grasped in a more top-down manner. (McCloud 1994 From all this, one can conclude
that switching between and mixing bottom-up anddopn processing is characteristic of
reading comics, so much so that it is ingrainedaideeper structural level, beyond the
superficial alternation between speech bubblegatdres.

These similarities and interminglings between waadd images are significant,
because they allow the two elements to merge iedontess, meaningful wholes that are the
lifeblood of all comics. What has enabled the exise of comics in the first place is that
these two communicational tools are similar enotgtbe compatible but also different
enough to be complementary: pictures can alwayssadaething to words and words can
always add something to pictures. They are nevactgxthe same. What is more, they can be
juxtaposed in countless ways, put in very diffenatations with each other — and there are

few issues that have fascinated comic book theoastmuch as these relations (Herkman
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1998, 54-55). Comic theorist R.C. Harvey goes esenfar as to claim them the most
definitive feature of comics (McCloud 2006, 128hefe have also been many attempts to
classify these relationships.

The first thing to notice, naturally, is whethéetsplit into words and images
can be made at all. Sometimes the two are so tgbhpintegrated they form a single visual
body. A good example of this are sound effects,nmtopoetic words whose extra-textual
qualities are further illustrated by their sizesapes, colors or textures (Herkman 1998, 50).
A little less integrated type of a combination ikaw Scott McCloud calinontageswords
"treated as integral parts of the picture" (19984)1 Of course, this definition would allow
one to treat most comic panels as montages, betaxtséoxes, speech bubbles or sound
effects are important parts of panel compositianis-never irrelevant where they are placed
and what they look like. Thus, McCloud is probakdyd inaccurately, talking about such
frames where the two are somewhat inseparable avel $imilar visual value, where words
are not just words but assume the same level ofsipality” as pictures. Such effects can be
seen, for example, in the dream sequenceBhef Sandmagnwhere the picture content is so
conceptual and "unreal” it allows the words to tledo the same space (Image 5). All in all,
such combinations can be used as a special efteptcture something that is beyond visual
and language, such as sound or cognition. Aftenaist people tend to think in both pictures
and words at the same time, without ever thinkihgeparating the two.

Should we be willing and able to distinguish bedwethe textual and the
pictorial content, we can analyze their relatiopshi bit further: which one of them is
dominant and to which extent do they overlap? Ma@ltalks ofword specificcombinations,
where the pictures are merely used to illustragetéixtually presented narrative — typical of
comic book adaptations of classic novels, for edampand, accordingly, gicture specific
combinations, where pictures do most of the stdnyteand sparse textual additions function
mostly as a "soundtrack". As for overlapping, tlage goes from fully overlapping —
McCloud's duo-specificcombinations — to not overlapping at all — McClsugdarallel
combinations. (McCloud 1994, 153-154). The formertypical of the over-redundant
storytelling technique of children’'s comics, whére pictures and words are used to convey
approximately the same message. The most commonpéxaf the latter are scenes where
text boxes are imposed on images that are oftemcaitly or metaphorically — but not exactly
— related to them. This is frequently used for sréons, where the pictures are already

establishing the next scene in a new setting whiedialogue of the former scene is left to
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"echo” in the text boxes. Moore and Gibbons emplay effect in abundance MWatchmen
when weaving the analogous sub-storyfbé Black Freightemto the main storyline.

The vast majority of comic panels, however, inhabe middle ground of the
said domination and overlapping scales. In McCluttrms, these well-balanced,
complementary word—image relationships can be ifledsnto additive and interdependent
combinations. As the name suggestslditive relationship is that of elaboration or
amplification: the words or the pictures could ngamalone, but are able to convey wider or
deeper meaning togethdnterdependentombinations, on the other hand, require both to
make sense. In such cases, something crucialdsata something equally crucial is shown.
(McCloud 1994, 154-155.) As Juha Herkman remaitksugh, the line between the two
categories is somewhat blurred (1998, 58). Themagéher theorists have opted for similar
divisions. According to Roland Barthes, words canchor” the meanings of pictures or form
the message in collaboration with them (Herkman81®3). This anchoring relationship is
very similar to McCloud's additive combination —balt "anchoring” seems a bit more
dominant and definitive an act than “elaborating"while the Barthes' collaborative
relationships and McCloud's interdependent comlminatare essentially the same thing.

How does this all relate to characters in comiEshiel Clowes, one of
America's most acclaimed creators of alternativaics, includes the following discussion of

word—image dynamics in his "comic-strip novete Haven(2005):

Are comics a valid form of expression? The juryl eut, I'm afraid. There exists for
some an uncomfortable impurity in the combinatiéitwmn forms of picture-writing (i.e.
pictographic cartoon symbols vs. the letter shapas form ‘words') while to others it's
not that big a deal. Alleged awkwardness asidehgpe in that schism lies the
underpinning of what gives 'comics' its enduranseaavital form: while prose tends
toward pure 'interiority', coming to life in theager's mind, and cinema gravitates toward
the ‘exteriority’ of experiential spectacle, pesh&mmics', in its embrace of both the
interiority of written word and the physicality ahage, more closely replicates the true
nature of human consciousness and the struggleebatwrivate self-definition and
corporeal 'reality'(Clowes 2005, 4.)

To put it in simpler terms, Clowes implies that ¢osnreserve their pictorial resources to the

description of characters' outward, physical fezguwvhile words are the best, most accurate
means of reaching into their inner worlds. The sl seems, indeed, quite reasonable in
light of traditional pictorial and textual medidrbugh generations, art has depicted the outer

beauty of the world while literature has definitébgused on such invisible, cognition-based
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things as thoughts, morals, emotions and identi@essidering how meshed text and images
are in comics, however, it is doubtful they constthemselves to such clear-cut roles.

Also, as discussed in chapter 2.3, while outward smward features of the
character are, indeed, somewhat separate systenmsrbgn analogy, they are, again by
human analogy, closely connected. That is, mamyanak signs function as signals or indexes
of what is happening on the inside, while all pptmn of the outside world is necessarily
filtered through cognitions. One could also comp@iewes' (or, to be more exact, his
character's) claims to Rimmon-Kenan's notions abaetct and indirect characterization. It
seems Clowes is mostly taking into account the &ripictures are, indeed, perfect for giving
explicit information on a character's appearancaendirect information on personality traits
can only be conveyed in words. Of course, somealfaaipressions can covey moods so
clearly it requires minimal amount of deduction thwe reader's part. Correspondingly, it is
always possible to say something about a charagtbysical state in words, but this is often,
reasonably so, regarded redundant in comics. xtdiescription of outward features can be
attributed mostly to pictures, while inwardness igdoe impossible to depict very elaborately
without words. Indirect characterization, howevesin — and often does — go against this
pattern. In addition, some devices of indirect elatgrization, such as analogies, may well be
based on both textual and pictorial data.

Thus, the differences of characterization techesglbetween literature and
comics are mostly semiotic, not semantic. Litemtbas to convey both outwardness and
inwardness of character in just one sign systenguage, while comics has two, pictures and
language. Thus, comic artists do have the optiodisifibuting the work, for example, in the
way Clowes suggests — or in some other way. Theidéand the pictorial content of a comic
can, for example, go to entirely different direasostylistically and still produce a coherent
character. As mentioned above, the incongruity hef two systems is a viable way of
producing depth, irony and humor in characters miire narratives. Of course, text and
picture content could as well be kept congruousrtmate clear, memorable characters for
either realistic or caricaturistic effect.

The multitude of possibilities can easily be ithased through the different word
and image combinations described above. We haveadr noted that montage-like
combinations are good for mimicking complex cogms, such as dreams, but what of other
combinations? Clearly, duo-specific combinationwenhauite little to offer in terms of
complex characterization. Rather, they work whemegoint about a character really has to

be emphasized. Word-specific and picture-specihimiginations, on the other hand, tend to
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keep in line with Clowes' supposition. Picture sf)eaccombinations can be used to give
plenty of information on the appearances, surrauggland even actions of characters, while
necessarily leaving their thoughts quite mysterio@orrespondingly, word specific
combination usually refers to frames with plentynainologue — interior or otherwise — long
dialogues or large blocks of psycho-narration. timeeo words, such combinations can be used
to plumb the minds of characters — but not necegsBig chunks of text might just as well
be dedicated to the extrapolation of atmosphereoatext, especially when the art is very
simplistic or focused on details. Alan MoorEi®m Hell (1991-1996)s an example of this:

it combines sketchy, almost impressionistic lineaaith abundant textual elements, even
footnotes, that are laden with historical and afphesic details.

Naturally, the less room there is for one or ttteepof the comics' sign systems,
the fewer are the possibilities for contradictilmgrn. On the other hand, letting one of the
systems handle the storytelling leaves the otlesr for experimenting (McCloud 1994 157—
159). Clear picture-telling can allow, for examplegilder, stream-of-consciousness-style
interior monologue, while leaving the plot to therds allows much more expressionistic art
and makes following a limited first-person view rhugasier. Each of these techniques could
well enhance the reader's identification with tharacter.

Parallel combinations, of course, create some liconbetween words and
images by definition. They are great for relatirifjedent characters and situations to each
other, in other words, for creating analogies. €hestant, transitional overlappings between
the main and sub-stories Watchmenfor example, invite the reader to compare the main
characters of the story to the anti-herorae Black Freighte(see ch. 4.2). Similarly, in the
third chapter oMWatchmentwo scenes — one with Dr. Manhattan giving aeriview on TV
and the other with Nite Owl and Silk Spectre figigtithugs on an alley — overlap regularly
with the aid of text boxes (Image 6). Pictures né acene are complemented by text boxes
"echoing" the dialogue of the other, parallelingrse. These echoes, of course, can seem
fitting to the scene to which they do not belonghvadl, almost like parodies of the lines that
the characters in that sceweuld utter, but do not. In short, the text boxes imfhe
disnarrated area of the characters. (Moore & Gibld®86—87, chapter Ill, 10-14.)

As for the balanced combinations, both additive emerdependent sorts allow,
first and foremost, very mimetic depiction of humammunication. In real life, people do
not explicate everything in words, but point aintfg, include gestures and such extratextual
signals as use of space. Like film, comics canwepthe entirety of a character's verbal and

non-verbal communication, whereas literature hagittk what to include and what to
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exclude. Comicgan do the same, by framing something out, but it dosshave to. Also,
while it cannot replicate continuous movement oeesp the same way film can, it can
enhance the non-verbal signals by picking and tiegicthe key postures and facial
expressions — no meaningless intermediary movenmenigmter the message down (Eisner
1993, 103-106). At its best, a comic can explaingh like a real person, but without the
constraints of reality, time or space — a pointlwklstrated by Scott McCloud's comics on
comics.

In addition to mimicking reality most effectivelinterdependent combinations
can be used for several artistic effects. By calttang the words with the images, it is
possible to depict, for example, situational humorlying in interesting ways. Thought
bubbles are especially useful here, because thesalréo us the characters' real thoughts,
whatever their outward reactions, depicted by irsaayed speech bubbles, might be. McCloud
presents great, simple examples of such casémderstanding Comic§1994, 155). Such
combinations can also be used — even quite suddetalyeveal an unreliable narrator: words
tell what the narrator wants to tell while pictumeseal the actual truth, or vice versa. This
type of effect is used in, for example, the sixttagter ofWatchmenwhere Rorschach is
interviewed by a therapist: Rorschach answersedartkblot test the way he supposes a sane,
content person would, while the reader is showhreugh full-blown flashbacks — what he
really sees. (Moore & Gibbons 1986-87, ch. VI.) Mo@nd Gibbons could also have
presented the contradictions in single frames faulaler effect (as in Image 7).

Of course, the pictorial and textual styles andteots of each frame, scene or
comic could be varied quite endlessly for any numifecharacterization effects, some of
which, one should think, are still undiscoverede Taxtual variety has already been widely
researched in literary studies and briefly discddeethe second chapter of this thesis. Thus,

what still requires a closer look is the pictosale of the story.

3.2.2 Show and "Show": Abstraction Levels

As we have already found, there can be no comitsowi pictures. Where words take the
upper hand, we are usually talking about sometbihgr than comics altogether: illustrated
texts or maybearmina figurata poems that are shaped to look like picturesisth amakes
sense to claim that comics are read from paneai®lp and panels, in their turn, are read as

pictures that include texts rather than vice veWaat is more, in comics, everything from
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voice to time is incorporated onto the picture platmat is, everything and anything a comic
book artist wants to express, he or she must comsyally, through two-dimensional,
limited spaces — regardless of how those thingddvioa perceived and conceived in real life.
Characterization illustrates the problem perfecligw does one render the entire sphere of
human experience on paper? Comics have most literaans at its disposal, of course, and it
can go beyond those, by the way of several pidtdeaices, some of which it shares with
other visual arts but some of which are quite uaituit. Indeed, different kinds of more or
less conventionalized pictorial modes and effedsmose an important part of comics'
expressive potential. Even though everything isvegad through the same technology —
mute, unmoving images — not everything on a commkipage is meant to be understood as
literally, as subjectively or as happening in omel he same moment or degree of reality.
What the reader sees is never exactly the samdnaistiae characters see, and distinguishing
the "real", "physical" pictorial content from théstract or purely artistic effects is what is
often referred to as the "grammar of comics" (Heakhml998, 67—68). This grammar is
usually learned spontaneously, through readingiféérdnt kinds of comics, but there are
several theories that might help one approachstheeia bit more analytically.

Many of these theories are, understandably, aldatesemioticians, and one of
the most straightforward and, thus, most applicales is that of Charles S. Peirce's. His
theory is based on the notion that signs — any mghan units we use for communication —
are perceived to have different types of relatigmshvith their referents oobjects Iconic
relationships are based on visual resemblance xicalerelationships on continuity and
symbolic relationships on convention. In other verthere are three kinds of sighsons
such as photographs or "realistic" paintings, aomrepresent the appearances of their
referents "directly”, so that the onlookers coudagnize them immediately, top-down, by
relying on their senses rather than their knowlesilggeductionSymbolson the other hand,
are traditional Saussurean signs, whose referentlationships are based on arbitrary
conventions. Obviously, pictorial content of comigsnostly iconic while the textual content
is bound to be symbolic. (Herkman 1998, 64-65.)

In addition, the repetitive nature of comics' @kgontent has the tendency to
abstract iconic signs into symbols. During the deugf centuries of their steady existence,
comics have created an entire arsenal of simpleesgfwve and emotive imagery that balances
between iconic and symbolic: a saw as a signalleépeng, little birds, stars or bells
representing unconsciousness, daggers and skpliscieg curse words and so on. Lines

picturing movement are also more of a conventi@ntiomething true to the actual visual
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perception. As already mentioned above, many kafdsmple, visually distinct features or
even entire characters can come to symbolize sangethat is not immediately linked to
them outside the world of a specific comic or canit general. For examplahogeor "idiot
hair", which refers to a single strand of hair lgtig out of a manga character's head either
perpetually or momentarily, is used as a visuah $i§the character's frivolous nature and,
possibly, low level of intelligence. On the otheank, characters like Moominmamma,
Superman or Charlie Brown have become synonymoub wie kind of roles and
personalities they manifest. Thus, as Peirce stiggiesymbols are often born of icons and
indexes (Mikkonen 2005, 31).

Speaking ofindexes they rely on automatic associations based onydagr
experiences: they stand for the reasons or causfesyhich they are the results or
consequences. The most clichéd example is smotke asdexical sign of fire, but there is no
shortage of more interesting examples in comicserikian 1998, 64—65.) After all, the entire
medium is based on the human tendency to perceualjuxtaposition as a sign of causal or
temporal continuity. In other words, each comiclpanel is interpreted as an indexical sign
of the preceding panel or panels (Herkman 1998,M8hy of comics' special effects are also
based on continuity: floating hearts above comiokboharacters' heads point towards the
amorous feelings they are experiencing, sound tsffeesult from whatever action caused
them and even speech bubbles can be read as indkespsech (Herkman 1998, 66). The
little tails attached to each bubble are, in fagplicit visual signs of their continuous nature,
that is, of their bonds to the speaking charact#rin all, indexes seem to be closely related
to gestalt psychology.

Scott McCloud also talks about mimetically and wamtionally read signs,
although he conceives them a bit more flexibly,tlas two ends of one long scale of
abstraction. Also, he is not exactly a semiotidiam a comic book artist, drawing his theory
directly from and applying it solely to comics. 8adVicCloud's use of the term "icon" is
much more confusing than Peirce's: he uses it gatnany image used to represent a person,
place, thing or idea", thus including the alphad®d other Saussurean sign systems in the mix
(1994, 27). Still, underneath the lacking termimgylohe expands on some of Peirce's core
ideas: as McCloud puts it, some signs are undaistiogtantaneously”, even without formal
education, while other signs require decoding. Thasslates into an opposition between
received and perceived information — or, in Pesrderms, between iconic and symbolic
images. However, while Peirce sees iconic and syimbs mutually exclusive categories,

McCloud considers them as variables, extremedehse plenty of much used middle ground
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between them. (McCloud 1994, 49). As the exampliestiating Peirce's theory above prove,
he is smart to do so: if icons and indexes haveathibty to evolve into symbols, their
boundaries cannot possibly be very clear-cut. Hyremough, the relationship between the
two theories are analogous to the differences dairecharacter theories described in chapter
2, and here, too, the flexibility of scales seenmsaradvantageous than heuristic categorizing.

In short, Scott McCloud makes the gesture of lgyat all the unquantifiable
degrees of abstraction, everything between "réalityd pure "language”, and asks comic
book artists and other sign-makers to explore. Hesdnot stop there, however. With his
masterful sense of spatiality, which working witthucs has undoubtedly developed, he adds
a third variable into the mix, stretching the twioadnsional scale into a triangle. This third
variable is not related to Peirce's indexes — Ma@ldoes not cover the topic of indexical or
metonymical signs at all — but to the questiondasign and artificiality inherent in all works
of art. In other words, this third corner of theamgle stands for another type of abstraction,
gradual dissociation from representation and reteakty, "the realm of the art object, the
picture plane, where shapes, lines and colors eathémselves and not pretend otherwise"
(McCloud 1994, 51).

McCloud calls this third dimensiothe picture plangwhich is a less than
excellent choice considering that this third dimensught to be congruous with language as
well in order for the entire theory to make sendeless, of course, "language” is understood
as material pieces of writing here, rather thanaasabstract system of relations and
differences. This seems to be the case, in factuse in his chart of examples, McCloud
places texts with increasing level of design andsseof "physical" substance, such as
synaesthetically rendered sound effects, closénd@icture plane end of the triangle (1994,
53). He does not actually explain this side ofthisngle, though. Naturally, language has a
number of ties to pictoriality as well, from ekphisato all sorts of figurative expressions, but
this is not exactly what McCloud means with "thetpie plane". Some avant-garde branches
of concrete or metatextual poetry, texts that undertheir own materiality, might come
closer to the mark as they "want" to be viewedlgsats, not ideas.

Alternatively, the link between language and thietyoe plane could be
understood as one of design and artistry. McClaunts howards this direction, but does not
unravel the question completely: if every "meanssgl' line — that is, a line that has no
equivalent in the referent it aims to represetinathat is there just because it looks good or
compelling — can be read as departure towardsithere plane, could there not be words or

even whole speech acts that are not really "neggéslsat just included for an artistic flavor
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(McCloud 1994, 51)? Thus, McCloud's term "the pietplane™ would probably be more
serviceable if it was renamed "design", "aesthadicSuchlike. This would draw the attention
towards the personal and situational choices ttist anakes during the creative process and
put less stress on the notion McCloud makes of atthebject”. Perceiving an artwork or a
single feature of artwork quite necessarily invelvaoting its materiality. If "the picture
plane" stands for such materiality and if McCloudyatreats "language" as concrete, written
texts, then the language side of the triangle waalfact, never leave the picture plane at all.

One could quibble over the naming of the other t@mers as well. As we have

already discovered, it is a bit unclear what Mc@leoneans by "language". As for "reality™,
McCloud is right to frame it with quotation markghe said corner is, after all, more closely
associated with the conventions or realism ratien the actual reality itself.

Because of his generous inclusion of examplesghpit is easy enough to
understand what McCloud means by each of his scateas an artifact, art as references to
ideas and art as simulation of our (visual) perogpbf reality. The latter two correspond,
indeed, quite neatly to Peirce's symbols and icohsle the first has the potential of
explaining the little "artistic extra" that has mepresentational, mimetic value and thus,
cannot be judged by its relationship to its refesdrall.

While Peirce's semiotic theory is more closelyagned with communication,
on what our encoding and decoding of different $ypgesigns is based, McCloud's viewpoint
is perhaps a more artistic one. His main conceemseto be how comics could be used to
express something meaningful about the world we iy or how to represent and speak to
real human beings through such medium. Consequenigstions of mimesis become central
to his theory and, as he seems to acknowledge,csoaan, in fact, connect to reality on
several levels of abstraction. It is not alwayseassary — or even wise — to go the "reality" tip
of McCloud's triagram, because "realism" is not pgjuestion of near-photographic picture
content. Rather, it is a question of perceptionemvh comic's representation of the world is
close to what the reader believes the world toitbis, considered realistic (Herkman 1998,
32). While some extremely picture-oriented readaight, indeed, dismiss comics whose
artwork does not follow all the rules of perspeetior anatomy expertly, for others, the
simplifications comic art makes have proven mor¢ualsle than photorealism. This is
because simplified pictures leave more room forrdaslers' own imagination: they can add
their own details according to their own world-vewihat is, make the comics realistic to
them In fact, the more simplified a picture is, thenmnd resembles a prototype, not a specific

entity but a concept that can encompass a wideerafgdifferent instances. In short,
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cartoonish, unrealistically drawn comics have tl¢eptial to beperceivedas realistic by
more people than their more minutely rendered ivedat

McCloud's theory on identification draws upon saene idea. When the face of
a comic book character is left so blank it couldangbody, it just might become a vessel to
anybody who reads the comic. It becomes an "embpégfi"sthat is ready to assume the
reader's identity and allow "travel in another méalmaking the entire experience of reading a
comic book extremely immersive and "realistic". @oud 1994, 36.) According to
McCloud, thismasking effechas been used especially skillfully and extengiwelJapanese
manga, where the iconic, simple looks of the characare often reinforced by detailed,
realistic background art (1994, 43-44). What hesdogt mention, is that the identification
process is further reasserted by the clear divisibtarget audiences: the protagonists of
shhnen comics, aimed at young boys, tend to be young bdyke the protagonists aftvjo
comics, aimed at young girls, tend to be younggirid so on. Obviously, it is easier for little
girls to identify with other little girls than witlgrown, robust men. Many Western artists —
such as Hergé, Jeff Smith or Art Spiegelman — eynpte same visual effect, but lack the
advantage of a specific target audience.

The value of McCloud's identification theory liga the fact that this
phenomenon is fairly unique to comics. A cartooaralter has universality that characters in
most other media can never achieve. In films, tharacters keep reminding us about the
actors who personate them; they stand for "thergtheot for ourselves. Similarly, in
literature, the names of characters — being impottals for character coherence — often get
in the way and remind us of the "otherness" of th@racters. This, like many other
characterization practices, has been successiuliyested by many modern and postmodern
writers, though. One such character-blurring teghaiis second-person narration, employed
by writers like Jay Mclnerney or Chuck Palahniukdanother is plain anonymity, which
seems to be especially common for first-personat@mprotagonists — Marcel Prousks
Search of Lost Timgl931-1927) and many of Haruki Murakami's noveésgood examples.
Logically speaking, narrative techniques like thekeuld have a similar immersive effect as
cartoonish comic book characters, especially if*ffoai” or "I" is not too elaborately defined
or identified by any other means either. After al§,John Fiske has pointed out, realism is as
much dependent on the content as it is on the {plenkman 1998, 37).

This duality of form and content is something teabuld not be forgotten in
regard to comics either: simple art does not, by means, warrant a simple story. In fact,

considering the flexibility and immersion providég simple drawing styles, they can be
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powerful allies to serious, complex and even docuarg stories. Art Spiegelmandaus
Marjane Satrapi'®ersepolis(2000), Joann SfarBhe Rabbi's Caf2002—) and Guy Delisle's
travel memoirs would be apt, highly commended exampere. On the same note, cartoonish
characters, such as those in aforementioned examate not necessarily flat. Even such
over-simplified strip comic protagonists as Lise lvig's Nemi tend to have such particular
personalities that they can be called, if not neaely round and evolving, at least something
close to Harvey's cards. While this may not hinither initial masking effect it will at least
dilute the experience of identification over thadmg process. In other words, it is not
possible to have everything, at least not in theespackage: one can either embrace flat
comic book characters for the avatar-like functitmsy serve or one can acknowledge and
appreciate the comics' ability to produce charackath plenty of content and individuality.
No matter how simple a mask a complex or extrenaeactter carries, it will eventually reveal
its singular personality and the kind of "vacuumt®loud talks about will disappear — at
least to some extent.

Maybe the true richness of comics ultimately lre#ts superb ability to produce
both kinds of characters, generic and highly — awenealistically — individual. Because it has
always been a part of pop culture and becauseatsgig styles have flirted with cartoon and
caricature alike, it is no wonder that comics haften been considered a simplifying as much
as an exaggerating art form (Herkman 1998, 35)it Aas never been restrained by the tastes
and trends of more prestigious arts, it has beda tbstrive towards different kinds of
extremes, as in the underground comix movemenhefl®70s. Also, as the entire medium
has for long been synonymous with humorous newspstpps, there has been an enormous
demand for developing comical effects for comiceie@f the most common devices has
proven to be exaggeration, both on the level olvidrg — as in caricatures of famous people —
and on the level of writing — as in political saticomics or inDonald Ducktype of humor
and characterization. One can think, for examgié&Jrecle Scrooge's enormous Money Bin or
Gladstone Gander's ridiculously good luck. Exaggmmais definitely not uncommon in
superhero comics either, considering the superhuitaifities of the heroes and the
undiagnoseable derangements of the villains. Orother hand, comics' status as children's
culture — or even folk culture — has directed waods minimalism and efficiency in both art
and writing. Look at the clean, sleek looks of adtnany superhero, Disney character or strip
comic protagonist or consider the repetitive, scnstorylines of these genres: the hero
must save a friend or a love interest from a vill&iut must make some kind of a sacrifice to

accomplish the task; the hero breaks a valuablecolgr relationship and has to endure
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ordeals to fix it; a new character appears and ggmthe dynamics of the previous character
cast and so on.

Comics have also been a strongly commercializediume throughout the past
century and what sells has often been a decidictgrfén what kind of comics have got made.
Exaggerations are eye-catching, while simple stasigh simple characters and approachable
art are identifiable to vast majorities, that & thaximal number of potential buyers. What is
more, bestseller ideas, such as comics with supmbe anthropomorphic animals or
globetrotting adventurers, have shamelessly bepredand multiplied into fully developed
genres.

As a result of such simplifying and intensifyingnamics, the current comic
book world is inhabited by a wide range of typdsrentypes or so-callestock characters
some of which are steady enough to be considerasgrabolic, conventional parts of comic
book vocabulary as speech bubbles. From tragicesefBatman, Punisher, Daredevil) and
trusty, comical sidekicks (Robin, Captain Haddo®kelix) to wise, old mentors (Professor
Xavier, Master Splinter, Jolly Jumper), contrastamehenemies (Sabertooth, Venom, The
Joker) and characters who constantly flicker betwé&gend and foe (Catwoman, Otto
Octavius, Rayek in Wendy PiniBIfQuesj most comic book characters have plenty of
kindred spirits inside the medium or elsewhereap pulture.

Some archetypes have formed through the medimesal developments. For
example, Alan Moore'$Vatchmenwas created as an ironic commentary on the bladk-an
white morals and unrealistically stable identitedstraditional superheroes. It explores in a
more psychological and pessimistic manner why someoould really want to take up
masked crusading and what would result fromVifatchmentouches on, for example,
traumatic life experiences as a cause of unnayusaibng sense of justice, the god-complexes
superior abilities might produce, the fetishistgpaal of the costumes and the feelings of
alienation truly superhuman beings would probabiyegience. Together with Frank Miller's
The Dark Knight Return§1985-86) and Moore'¥ for Vendetta(1982—89) which also
complicate the morals of masked herdégtchmenaunched an entire wave of antiheroes,
and darker, more serious re-evaluations of suchactexrs as Batman live on today in both
print and film. On the other hand, many of thessthatypes have their roots in the very dawn
of Western culture: Greek drama fostered tragicoé®r Hercules is an important
hypercharacter for all superheroes and the evenetine "mentor” originated form Homer's

Odyssey
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Due to its differing cultural heritage, manga h@sown, vast stock character
reserve. For example, the protagonistsieihencomics tend to be kind-hearted young boys
with some special abilityDetective Conan(1994—) has prodigal deductive skills, Edward
Elric of Fullmetal Alchemist(2001-2010) has an ability to transmute matter Amdma
Kazuma ofYakitate!! Japan(2002—2007) just happens to have warmer-than-rionayads,
which make him an excellent baker. The stereotyjpmanical girl ormaty shpjo, a young,
cute girl with an ability to transform into a supeman being, have even given birth to an
entire genre named after it — much like the supedsehave done in the United Staltekike
superhero comics, magical girl comics are alsodasethe notion of double identity. While
few manga archetypes have been as popular, marmgoammon enough to have established
names: for examplegjanderemeans an initially gentle character who turns afeusvhile
tsunderegrove to have softer sides despite the harshifimgtessions. These are not exactly
cases of double identities, but also imply a charabat is at least two-dimensional, despite
the stereotypicality. More commonly used teronstvnen andbishojo are less interesting in
that they only refer to the appearances of a cherasshonen simply means an attractive,
often androgynous young man, dndhojo is the corresponding term for female characters.

One reason for the enormous popularity of stepo#y characterization in
comics is probably that typification has been apanant part of the medium from the very
beginning. Rodolphe Topffer, who has often beensidmred the father of early Western
comics, subscribed at least in some degree to plugy (McCloud 2006, 124). In other
words, he believed that people's appearances shdqge of their heads — correlated directly
with their personalities. Many comics still seem display some fidelity towards some
pseudo-phrenological tradition, although caricatigiart has probably had more weight in
the matter than Rodolphe Topffer: it is still quitasy to tell friendly cartoon characters from
the unfriendly ones simply by observing the shagres positions of their eyes and eyebrows.
Evil characters tend to manifest their evilnessameral physical traits from dark clothing to
sly-looking, elongated faces, noses, chins or fiagklany Batman villains, such as Penguin
or The Joker are great examples and Disney commddwoffer even more exaggerated
examples. In Japan, Osamu Tezuka, arguably the mfhséntial manga artist who ever
lived, also used very similar character types fretory to story, despite his open-minded
exploration of different genres. McCloud notesitas if [the archetypes he used] were actors

in a repertory company taking on different roleB&culiarly enough, Tezuka was especially

12 popular titles ofmahs shyjo includeSailor Moon(1991-1997) an@ardcaptor Sakurg1996—2000).
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set on certain types of protagonists, while his anicharacters have more variation.
(McCloud 2006, 123.) As theorists like Harvey woudstify, it is more common for the
protagonist to be round, lifelike and thus, unique.

Another reason for the stereotypes' triumphal @gsion is undoubtedly the
sheer visuality of comics. The image content of iconooks has little choice but to underline
the physical appearance of characters and, as onedtiin chapter 2.3.1, physical features
tend to carry stereotypes. Also, considering thaicaturization is one of comics' most
important traditions and devices, it is very temgtfor the artists to make the looks of their
characters as evocative as possible. McCloud atldBfgner both encourage artists to build
character appearances on easily graspable concapih, as animals, elements or such
everyday stereotypes as "nerdy" or "brutish” (Ma@®006, 73). Since it is impossible to
avoid the evocation of stereotypes in any visuatlimesome artists do not even attempt to
avoid them but utilize them. If readers associageappearances of characters with something
In any case, it is possible to make the pointshok¢ associations overt, in which way the
artist can claim more control over way the readesrprets the characters. As McCloud adds,
this also enables matching a stereotypical look &ipersonality that is not commonly paired
with it, thus shattering the reader's expectatant creating surprise, humor, irony, even self-
conscious commentary on the medium, genre or gredlype itself (2006, 73).

In short, stereotypical looks — as well as stgqg@otl personalities — are used as
a part of the medium's unique language, as anatmesningful layer of its art and
communication. After all, stereotypical charactleave iconic, indexical as well as symbolic
aspects. Like icons they stand for themselvesyiddal characters that look a certain way.
Even if we are not familiar with the stereotypeythepresent, and especially so, we recognize
and read their physique, clothes and the entirediadike we read any other character. On the
indexical note, they have their said pseudo-phigioal features, details that we read as
indicators or results of something else: if theydhaarrow eyes, they might be crafty or cruel
and if they have strong but proportional chins they probably determined, even heroic, and
so on. Like symbols, they also stand for the entomenventionalized stereotype they
personify. So to speak, they carry their entirehthoods in their backs: we can relate them
to the other instances of the stereotype and fdrédtia movements. We recognize that they
symbolize certain values and narrative functiond, aas a result, are able to give deeper
meanings to their actions. This way, the semiotmplexity of comics, the diversity of
different symbols and icons they incorporate, seémngnable, if not encourage, the use

stereotypes — they "fit in" as just another kindighs.
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Of course, it should be obvious by now that nétcamic book characters are
stereotypical, but there are plenty of round, uaigutagonists around as well. For example,
Morpheus ofThe Sandmarand several characters of Hernandez Brotheng and Rockets
(1982-1996) match the entire checklist from psyeiglal depth and motivation to notable
personal development. Also, the still trending wat/@utobiographical works has introduced
some extremely "real" and honest characters, imjudMarjane Satrapi's and Alison
Bechdel's "comic book selves".

It is worth noting, though, that realistic comiodk characters like these can
also intersect different abstraction levels anc siigsses, maybe not as such, but in terms of
their self-expression. No matter how realisticadlycharacter might be depicted in art or
writing in general, their moods and personalitiess @sually shown through different "special
effects” from time to time. Scott McCloud talks abdor example, symbolic and exaggerated
facial expressions as opposed to "realistic oreddjng that most comics artists incorporate
all of them to their work, at least in some degrBeawing and reading "realistic” facial
expressions requires basic knowledge on facial lesisand non-verbal communication
because they function as iconic signs: we undetséanomic book character to be scared,
because he or she resembles a scared human bémnigisvor her widened eyes and tense jaw
muscles.Exaggerated expressiomequire less finesse, because they use the sa@mne 3%
realistic expressions but in an amplified form.r&seyes of a real individual noticeably bulge
out, regardless of how scared they are, exaggefatmdl expressions are, however, less
iconic. They require recognizing not only the exgsien but the convention of exaggeration
through which the expression is filtered. Thus,ytiglide towards symbolicSymbolic
expressionson the other hand, are not meant to resemblehtgabn emotion in an iconic
way at all, but as the name suggests, in a symbalic (McCloud 2006, 95-96.) Expressions
like this — sweat drops, halos, horns, heartssstarbbles, smoke and all the other sorts of
signs floating about characters' heads — only bedotelligible through the understanding of
convention and the metaphor behind it. Such effatiitshave an iconic quality as the readers
still recognize them as halos, hearts and so onthair function has become symbolic. On
the other hand, they can be regarded as indexeause they stand as kind of substitutes or
underscores for the real emotional expressions téphace. They allow even faceless stick
figures to express emotion.

At the other extreme, even the most realisticaflgdered characters tend to
reserve to such indexical effects, if nothing elae,least speech and thought bubbles,

"desperation devices" that, regardless of theitoatnequal status in all kinds of comics, have
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nothing to do with realism. On the contrary, spebabbles are so obtrusively, so overtly
indexical that superimposing one on any photogra@nough to change that photo's level of
abstraction, to push it over the edge of illusalality" and into the world of more universal

signs and meanings. This insertion of time dimemsaad symbolic language into a still,

spatially and iconically organized picture alsoiies the onlooker to perceive the picture's
happenings and implications more closely: whatiasgpened, what will happen and why?

A speech bubble's ability to transform or reinvedtures of all abstraction
levels has been thoroughly explored in severalupgcblogs of the Internet: many memes,
web-comics and other Internet jokes are creatgdXigposing old, familiar photos, drawings
or screen capture images with new, surprising ed@lements. Popular pages like Comixed,
Rage Comics or Dinosaur Comics are cases in puaihile Internet-based, now printed
Garfield Minus Garfield(2008) by Dan Walsh works contrarily. By digitalhemoving
Garfield from Jim Davis' original strips, most dktdialogue is eliminated and Jon Arbuckle
is left to goof and mope meaninglessly and ind&dlgiin empty, timeless frames. Of course,
such transformations of story content also tramsftite characters. Jim Davis seems to have
intended Jon Arbuckle as a goofy, comical figurg Btrangely, without Garfield he seems
anything but. Conversely, the popularity of screaption based sites like Comixed seems to
be based on the way they parody the characterssitunations in serious films or news
images. All in all, it is fair to say that what $umternet comics lack in quality they make up
in popularity — even though Internet memes are erode-frame compositions as often as
they are sequential or witty, they invariably habie vast audiences into reading
interdependent combinations of words and images.

Ironically, even though speech — usually a natumsiimetic part of human
interaction and characterization — is depicted detefy unrealistically — symbolically — in
comic books, the contents of speech bubbles, tlgitsought to be purely symbolic, often
carry some indexical nuances as well. In other woegen though McCloud claims that texts
inhabit the very symbolic end of his abstractioalecmeaning that their meaning is "fixed
regardless of how they're rendered”, comics oftakeruse of different lettering styles and
sizes to add emotion and meaning. Especially keitdring as an index of syntactic stress or

louder voice is widely used from genre to genre eChbud uses it himself. An endless

13 |Interestingly, Rage Comics has also started &béish new, iconic and symbolic facial expressithag lack
from McCloud's table of basic emotions (2006, &)me of these, like the face that has become adywhib
extreme frustration in Internet language, derigarfimanga, while others, for example the one exjprgss
reluctant but sincere respect and recognition, laes digitally abstracted from photographs. Tonbee exact,
the former, "Y U No" guy is taken from Hiroya Ok@&sntz(2000-) while the latter, "Not bad" face was edited
from a photograph of Barack Obama.
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number of more exotic lettering effects are, of reeuavailable as well and are often
complemented by unusual shapes and colors of taechpbubblesThe Sandmais a true
treasure chest of examples here: when a characiatoxicated, the font tends to fluctuate
between small and capital letters, personificatddnorder speaks in equal-sized, cubical
letters, ravens in extremely gruff, unpolisheddett Egyptian gods in angular letters that
resemble cuneiform and so on (see Image 1). Erkl Bikes a step further in hidikopol
trilogy (1980-1992) by making his Egyptian godsikiin hieroglyphs.

Conversely, pictures which usually function icaiig can acquire unexpected
symbolic qualities in comics. That symbolic express are just the tip of the iceberg
becomes obvious when someone accustomed to Wesiamncs attempts to read Japanese
manga or vice versa. There is an entire junglefieicts that, due to their visuality, appear
concrete but are really symbolic, indexical or rpétaical expressions for something else
entirely — usually, characters' emotions. It is notommon for the entire backgrounds to
change according to manga characters' emotionsras:aangry characters might seem to be
emitting flames or lightning while dreamy or flitidus ones are surrounded by flowers and
sparkle. McCloud calls thesxpressionistic backgroundadding that some of them — really
aggressive, smooth or dizzying lines or shapest-onty give the reader insight into the
characters' minds but trigger almost physiologieaponses, thus adding to identification and
involvement with the characters (1994, 132—-133).

Manga characters themselves are also prone soidf of transformations that,
if understood iconically, might seem fantastical &re in fact meant to be read symbolically,
as visual expressions of the characters' thoudhtdings and relations to one another.
Especially in comical manga, characters might ueetguly appear to be wearing different
clothes or transform into anthropomorphic objectardmals. Takashi Hashiguch¥skitate!!
Japan (2002—-2007) plays with such effects especially dlntly: when the characters eat
something delicious they "illustrate" their tasensations through craziest of actions and
transformations. Intensely melon flavored bread esatke taster to bend into the shape of a
melon, ahaniwashaped bread makes the taster turn intwmmiwa and so on. This is not
because the breads would have some magical qaatitideir ingredients and preparation
processes are actually quite realistically explairiéhus, the reactions are not "real" in every
sense of the word and the series is not regardéahéssy, even though the other characters
do perceive the transformations and promptly conmtnoenthem. They are merely a very
cartoony way of communication and self-expressreajized through a mix of iconic and

symbolic layers of meaning. To complicate the nidtigher, some reactions in the series are
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based on quite elaborate puns, which takes the@peity out of the equation and turns those
transformations into intentional commentary onekpressive device itself. In one volume of
the series, one of the main characters instructsvdy appeared minor character on how to
understand the reactions properly: seeing "the miatare of things" is only possible if one

uses the mind's eye ("shingan"), in other wordserprets the "actual® gestures in a
metaphoric way (vol. 18, ch. 155). The readers afesourse, only shown the metaphoric
"end product”.

Even more common is the momentary assumptionefsticallecchibi form.
Chibis are basically tiny, super-deformed versiofighe characters themselves, which, in
addition to adding visual interest and cuteness,usually used for showing the characters'
most extreme emotions (Kjeer 2008, 30). This is bseaexaggerated and symbolic
expressions are usually much more congruous wélextireme visual simplicity of the chibis
than with the idealized, "real" appearances otteracters.

Of course, the vocabulary of symbolic facial esgiens and other "comic book
effects” is different in manga as well. Sudden &bsamight cause manga characters to grow
spikes while embarrassment or puzzlement may ceriguth the aforementioned ahoge hair.
Anger is often expressed by sharp teeth, mykonitke steam clouds and so forth. Many of
the effects can also be added to the speech bubbtesdless of the fact that speech bubbles
have no veins which would be able to throb. Th®vps that such effects function as Peircean
symbols, rather than icons.

Another, perfect proof of this symbolic quality ike difficulty Westerners
might have in interpreting the expressive vocalyutaniginated in manga. Unlike realistic,
iconic renderings of expressions, which are inega instinctively worldwide, signs like
these are based on convention, and learning therentions is a precondition for
understanding the minds of manga characters. Thdegaveen Western and Japanese "comic
book grammar” is, however, expected to close irr fig@re. Many of manga's expressive
effects are being adopted by more and more Weatésts as the comic book culture — along
with everything else in the 21st century — becomese and more global (McCloud 2006,
222). Especially English-language web comics aasl r&cross cultural boundaries, and the
exchange of techniques and ideas between onlirstsait quick and interactive. Hopefully,
this will allow the Western and Asian stereotypaes &haracterization techniques to merge
into something greater than their sum.

The way these effects from speech bubbles to exwe backgrounds make

invisible visible — that is, refer to abstract idghrough the concreteness of visuality — make
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it quite impossible to distinguish between the nné and external character traits. If the
internal and external qualities of literary chaeastare somewhat meshed with each other, as
discovered in chapter 2.3, the same holds truen éwea greater degree, for comic book
characters. As has already been discussed, it nmgiaily seem that comic book characters
are more Cartesian by nature, seeing that thegarstructed of both language and images,
whereas the entirety of a literary character isstacted by verbal means alone. Comics and,
consequently, comic book characters are, howevechrmore complex than that. It seems to
be the nature of comics to blur different semictasses into one another: language and other
symbolic signs bear the same visuality as icorgasi while many of the images that seem
iconic are actually quite abstract or at leastamely conventionalized in meaning. Both
Peirce and McCloud also agree, that there is sontetheyond the iconic—symbolic
opposition. Peirce has observed that some sigmd fieext to" themselves, so that they are
interpreted through some kind of metonymy, contywr causality. On the contrary,
McCloud talks about the substance signs have imskb/es — they are there for our visual
pleasure, regardless whether they represent ar teefeomething or not. All these signs and
mixtures of signs intersect in complex comic boblaracters in one way or another while

more stereotypical characters can usually be utwtss signs in themselves.

3.3 Beyond Pictures: Meaningful Absences

So far, we have considered how comics show andbteleven with these two-fold narrative
tactics, plenty is lost between the cracks; pletfttgs not get to be shown or told at all — often
purposefully. While some comic book theorists, sasiR. C. Harvey, regard the word—image
dynamics discussed in the previous chapter as itigdesmost significant aspect of the
medium, others, most notably Scott McCloud, consatenics, first and foremost, an art of
absence. McCloud's affection for and attentiorhtitvisible aspects of comics is so strong
he actually named his first and most famous théok after it:Understanding Comics: The
Invisible Art(1994). Mostly, this refers to what he himselfisalosure'* Whenever we only

"observe the parts" but still "perceive a wholetyamever we have to complete the picture by

 For most literary scholars, such as Baruch Hochrrlasure means something else entirely (see 2t8)2.
Hochman considers the text or the narrative tcelspansible for closure, for weaving in loose emdisle
McCloud leaves this task to the reader. This makese, because no text is able to provide comgietere —
the reader always has to fill an information gajva.
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relying on our past experience and deductive skilissure takes place — and this is more
often than one would initially imagine, in realdifis well as in comics. As far as our senses
are as "incomplete” as they are, "we depend oruoor our very survival®. (McCloud
1994, 63.)

Comics are special in that they present the in&dion gaps more overtly than
other forms of art and communication: comics arelenaf fragments, panels that are linked
together by nothing more than blank strips of paet the reader's cognitions. Thus, gutters,
as the blank spaces between the frames are oftld,cantail a great deal of mystery,
significance and reader involvement. It is wherestraf comics' movement, time flow and
atmosphere take place, where the narrator is alifansport its audience across any extent of
temporal and spatial distances. While frames #iegifin by the comic book artist, the gutters
are filled in by the reader — and the story iscmnhplete without one or the other. (McCloud
1994, 68-69.)

The frame is often considered comics' basic uaittbe gutter, as its negation
and perpetual partner, so to speak, is no lessrianto The fabric of comic book is, however,
full of all manners of holes, many of them not aanifest as gutters. The simplistic drawing
styles, the framings and perspectives of the in@ygent and the publicational hiatuses all
give room to the reader's imagination. In fact,rettee tension between the words and the
images is based on the fact that they are nevepletety synonymous: there is always,
necessarily, a gap between their meaning and shetactly what makes their coexistence so
dynamic and productive (Mikkonen 2005). Thus, tm®rgies of R.C. Harvey and Scott
McCloud are not that incommensurate.

This chapter's priority is, nevertheless, to imspe peculiar elements that
readers are prompted to add to comics and themactaas during the reading process. In
chapter 2, some of the cognitive strategies reatheraise to flesh out characters were already
considered: Fokkema's codes, Rosch's prototypestned kinds of schemata are all close
akin to McCloud's closure. Since the basis of K&l of deduction is already covered, this
chapter concentrates especially on the visual caescs give for such processes. In the first
subchapter, the focus is on the concrete, fornval Jéow characters are represented through
fragmentary and stylized image content. In the sécubchapter it seems justifiable to talk
about implicit characterization techniques in gahethat is, how characters are constructed
through metaphor, metonymy and intertextuality. réhae opposition of texts and images is

not important, because both of them can be useddtigely and allusively.
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3.3.1 Hole in the Heart: Gutters and Other Gaps

Just like works of any other art form, each comsi@iresult of an overwhelming number of
inclusions and exclusions: what is important enotaghe depicted or mentioned and what is
not? Perhaps, there is something that cannot betdépn this medium, in the given space or
by the specific artist at all? It is never possitdeinclude everything, and even if it was,
making artistic choices is an important part of whaakes art different from life — and
characters different from real people. They aresame way more and in some way less
complete, designed. These choices of inclusionemutlsion underlie both the content and
the narrative technique of each and every artwanmkl, even though the actual, material work
of art only consists of the area of inclusion, shied some light over its edges, to the area of
exclusion, can hardly be avoided. From this follothat there are gaps on almost any
imaginable level of comics as well and that thespsgare potentially charged with meaning.
If the vastness of the phenomenon is not enoughake it worth considering, one can also
note the important role all kinds of informationpggplay in the actual reading process. Since
included strokes are already set by the artistatch his or her vision, there is no room for
the reader in them, only between them. Thus, iinighe area of exclusion where the
interpretants, the reader's ideas of each charaaterto reside.

In literary theory, gaps have received a decerdguarhof scholarly attention. It
is well known to all avid readers that texts canused to guide the mind's eye to certain
things, for example by repetition, whereas othergé are omitted for one reason or another.
Some of these excluded aspects are simply uncraatedportant or uninteresting, but some
are either so persistently avoided or play suclg@aifecant role in the whole of the narrative
that the reader is secretly urged to find them flmetween the lines. Several researches of
several disciplines have proved that this kind @dperative meaning-making or interaction
with the text produces exceptionally enjoyable neg@xperiences (Spolsky 2005, 193).

Generally, gaps in speech and verbal narratioatimm quite similarly in comics
as in literature. The most significant differenpgears to be that in comics the amount of text
is often limited by the shapes and sizes of theliexes and speech bubbles. This means that
comic book characters and narrators must eitheerttadir case in a more clear and concise
manner than their literary counterparts or risk ¢tagity of their message. Generally, comic
book creators have opted for the first alternatolearacters of action-driven comics, such as
Corto Maltese or Tintin, do not waste much spadé poetic expressions. Text boxes in such

comics also tend to stick to bare facts like plaames and dates. This results in the minimum
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of gaps with minimal textual content. As graphicels have started to mature and strive for
more mature audiences, writing has, however, deeeldowards livelier dialogue, complete
with irony and implicit expressions. Actually, a& fas dialogue is concerned, many comic
book writers do not seem restricted by the sphtrats, because quick, short, imperfect chats
are usually truer to life than lengthy speechesai¥h more, writers like Joann Sfar or Tove
Jansson have created very expressive, even philesbpcharacters and discussions with
relatively sparse text. All this considered, it ilsgdeed, quite rare to find long, meandering
monologues in comics. Although, given enough frarnttesy are entirely plausible as well, as
evidenced by Will Eisner's graphic adaptation ofrikd’'s "To be or not to be" soliloquy or,
for example, Rorschach @¥atchmer(Eisner 1993, 112-121). The same examples als@prov
that a greater of amount of text does not necdgsasult into fewer information gaps:
Tintin's communication is certainly clearer thaattbf Hamlet's.

Thus, it could be concluded that the number ofsgamot as much dependent
on the given space as it is on the style of writiDgspite the restrictions of space — or, more
likely, because of them — comics have tended tosvaety clear and unambiguous verbal
narration. On the other hand, Scott McCloud's théws reinforced the tradition for other
reasons entirely: as mentioned earlier, he corsigienple, immediately graspable language
an ideal pair to the simplified, almost conceptpiature content, since these modes are closer
together on the scale from perceived to receivéanmation (1994, 49). Indeed, the simple
writing has probably partly resulted from the inqete, often very stylized nature of the
picture content, seeing as words can be used agtdpkes that keep the semiotic car crashes
so characteristic of comics understandable. Coresgty, stripping the textual content of a
comic to its bare minimum would be a great strateg\activating the potential ambiguity of
comics' picture content. For characterization, thauld probably be harmful as a whole,
since — as long as the reserve of iconographicesspre effects is still lacking — the depiction
of characters' interiority is still very dependem words. An almost mute character could,
however, amplify the identification effect. It issy to identify with a character who never
says anything the reader would not say or agree Witfact, mute characters were extremely
common in modern comics' forefathers such as LyratdAand Frans Masereel's woodcut
works or Max Ernst'sA Week of Kindnes@McCloud 1994, 18-19). There have also been
some in popular strip comics: although Woodstockhe Peanutsr Odie inGarfield are not
exactly mute, the reader is not able to comprehttiedt utterances. In graphic novels,

however, mute characters might still be able tache®w dimensions.
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Of course, many inclusions and exclusions that @@ized textually in
literature occur on the pictorial level in comicds. As a writer must choose the objects or
parts of objects to depict, so must a comic bodistadecide on framing. Setting the frame
equals setting the focus. Thus, it is worth notiege that the most commonly used framing
terms, which comics share almost one-to-one with, fget their names and definitions from
the characters: full shot includes an entire cltaraecnedium shot cuts him or her from the
waist and so on. Obviously, full and medium shboisvwsthe characters' postures and gestures
well while close-ups and extreme close-ups arenoftencerned with facial expressions.
Panorama shot or establishing shot is the only contynused framing type not focused on
characters, but it is still defined through themlike the other shots, it is not focused on
characters. So, it is not very surprising thateesly in Western comics, it is extremely rare
to see a comic book panel that does not includieaat one character — devoting entire frames
to non-human details is much more typical in mafeCloud 2006, 216).

This, of course, suggests that characters aradedextremely important in
comics: they are not only placed in almost eveaynie, but usually to the central and front-
most parts of them. When this is paired with tiféeedng drawing styles applied to characters
and backgrounds — characters usually being moteaar — gestalt psychology leaves us
little choice but to concentrate on characters.yTére not allowed to fall outside the panels,
because they are what the stories are all abouto@&e, close-ups and medium shots force
the reader to resort to such basic closure stegeap Fokkema's codes or Rosch's prototypes
— even if we do not see a character's legs in @md, we still assume them to be attached to
their upper bodies as normal. Usually, such congrst are quite unconscious and
insignificant, but in case nothing else is showntled character yet, the artist engages the
reader in "visual dialogue”, as Will Eisner callsDrawing from our everyday experiences,
we can assume that a character with a "fat head"ahdfat body". (Eisner 1993, 43.)
Similarly, a beautiful body implies a beautiful khean old-fashioned hat suggests that the rest
of the characters' clothes are old-fashioned akamel on. Of course, the artist is always free
to use these clues to mislead and surprise theread

Such gags cannot be dragged on for entire graquvels, though, and framings,
very focused on the character as they are, tenkkawee little characterizational gaps. If
anything, the panels might concentrate on the chensso closely that the depiction of their
surroundings is neglected. From this follows thdiatvis not so extensively shown — the
storyworld — is easily interpreted through whatsisown — the character. In consequence,

characters might become instrumental in settingatneosphere or creating a sense of the
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storyworld. As a matter of fact, many comic boolamgdtters do mirror the worlds they
inhabit: Mike Mignola's Hellboy, a mythical beasinsmoned by Nazi occultists during the
Second World War never visits a scene that is withmyth, occult or history and the
residents of Frank Miller'Sin Cityare just as scarred, gloomy and immoral as tlyeacdund
them.

Besides focus and distance, framing is also edteby angle — effects like bird's
or worm's eye view. Besides showing us new, perkapsficant sides and details about the
characters, these effects also play a role in cheniaation and identification as such. It is
common knowledge that someone shown from a loweanghds to appear mighty or
intimidating and, conversely, when someone is shivarm a high angle, they seem pitiful or
insignificant. In other words, non-eye-level anglagte the reader to assume certain attitudes
towards certain characters. To look at the issom fanother point of view, however, angles,
especially when exceptional, imply someone who $e®s that angle as well. Thus, when
the angles are altered according to the directioine hero's gaze, that is, when the reader's
and the hero's viewing angles coincide, identifoatvith the hero is fortified as something
the hero experiences is simulated to the readempulat more briefly, framing can let the
reader inside the characters' minds, or at leaghtdheir shoulders, by showing what they
see. On the other hand, as McCloud notes, purposséuof high angles can also have an
objectifying effect — the reader is positioned agoaly observer, who views the characters
from above, instead of peeking over their shoulderseeting them at eye-level (2006, 21).
In sum, framing is about simulation. Different distes and angles position the reader in a
very real way: within frames, we can only view thearacters from where the images happen
to show them.

Moving on to the contents of the frames, it beceraeident that comic book
creators have to make a lot of choices that filnkens do not have to make, such as choices
of moment. While film is able to show continuous wvement, comic book artists have to
choose the key positions, postures, gestures anal &pressions to get the message through,
to distil whole actions into frozen moments. Of k@) the choice is especially crucial when
the textual content is absent or lacking, thatwken images must patch the gaps left by
words. Eisner finds that the "final stage" of a miment is usually the most significant one
(1993, 104). However, as McCloud instructs, it msirely possible to show any number of
"empty” moments leading to those significant moredhiat propel the plot forward (2006,
12). After all, filmstrips are just like extremeblow comics, a series of still pictures —

anything that can be shown in film can be showeomics. The only difference is the illusion
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of movement: films' transitions from frame to fraraee subliminally fast while comics'
transitions are slow and conscious (McCloud 19%), Bhus, comic book creators are often
advised to cut the intermittent frames — a ruld thearly favors plot over characters. From
the plot's point of view, it is usually inconseqtiahwhether the characters briefly grimace,
smirk or close their eyes during a single swordngwor dance move, but it would always,
necessarily, be raw data for the reader's inteapogt of the character.

Because current conventions in Western mainstreamics are such that no
frames are "wasted", readers are accustomed tontpgudenty of meaning to each frame.
Thus, it would be extremely effective to include @etasional frame showing intermittent
stages of movement: following the convention, resdeuld try to decide the significance of
such frames and — failing to see their contributiorthe plot — would probably find them
crucial for characterization. On the other handdess are often perfectly capable of filling
these gaps as they see fitting for the charactenether the character blinks or pulls a face is
already dependent on the reader's interpretantyinetversa. In other words, the reader is
able to "control" the movements and expressionisfiiadbetween the frames. This creates an
especially intimate bond between the reader andhbeacter.

Choosing the right moments to freeze is espedatiity in that it does not only
test the comic book artist's instincts but alstéiskWhile the artist might know exactly which
facial expression he or she is looking for, thill ltaves the matter of executing, bringing it
on paper. In short, the drawing styles also teni@dwe plenty of information gaps inside the
frames — an issue that is closely intertwined it different levels of semiotic abstraction
discussed in the previous chapter. Cartoonishizetylimages need the reader's contribution
to become understandable and life-like — providhmg the reader wants to read the comic as
a mimetic representation of the world, not as exdit depiction of a two-dimensional world
inhabited by stick figures or wide-eyed, noselessiga-aliens, for instance. To put it simply,
when the reader wants to read a stick figure —thkese in the popular web conftyanide
and Happiness- as if they were human beings, the reader ha%rovide" them with
everything from age and gender to nationality, @lodiass and shape of the nose — unless the
characters refer to such things in dialogue. Intresh, the realistic art oThe Sandman
illustrator Michael Zulli, for example, reads muldke photographs of real people: the reader
can perceive details like the characters' eye cslwpe of chin or the fabric of their clothes
quite effortlessly.

The straightforward conclusion here would be thatmore stylized the art, the

more gaps it leaves for the reader, but this isahotiys the case, especially not in the two
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extremes of visual abstraction depicted above.i®&abppearances challenge the reader to
fill them with matching interiorities. This is whate do with real people as well: the first
impressions and assumptions — the prototypes -dl@as¢he abundant, predominantly visual
raw data may later, gradually, be corrected, \edifand complemented by more d&tin
other words, while realistically drawn characteegra to leave less gaps than simplistically
drawn ones, this only concerns the outward featwesn Fokkema's terms, the biological
and social codes of the character. By giving thadee more to work with, a realistic
exteriority actually creates gaps to the intenjgrthe psychological code. For example, if a
character has an interesting-looking scar or tatfo® reader is left to ponder about the story
and significance behind it.

In the other extreme, in case of stick figures, ribader is either left to mold the
character to his or her liking or, perhaps morermfted to ignore characterization altogether.
Cyanide and Happinedsarely has characters: apart from the shirts dewiht colors, the
figures look very similar. Also, they do not seemrhave names or distinct personalities. It is
even difficult to tell if the green-shirted figune this strip is the same character as the green-
shirted figure in the next strip. In fact, it barehatters because the characters are only used to
play out the joke. All in all, stick figures areusly only seen in gag-based comic strips
where characterization is very secondary — undadstaly, asking the reader to identify with
a stick figure on any deeper level than "a fellawman-like creature” is a tall order. However,
there are some exceptions to the rule: Icelandmicartist, Hugleikur Dagsson is mostly
known for his one-frame stick figure cartoons watktremely dark and inappropriate humor,
but he has also published one album that tellsnimmmus story with his usual stick figure
style. The characters of the story, caligardarsholmi(2010), are very distinguishable, even
interesting, despite their modest appearances. wawthey do come across as stereotypes of
a corrupt politician, a typical modern teenager andon. But then, it is only appropriate,
considering that many of the characters, such as ®hLoki, are also mythical figures and
thus, archetypes almost by definition.

Of course, most comic book characters land betweese two extremes. That
is, they look realistic enough to be recognizedhesnselves but cartoonish enough to be
recognized as ourselves. For example, anyone canediately recognize Tintin by his iconic
tuft of hair, but his facial features are reprea@wé of pretty much any human being, or at

31t is interesting to note here, however, that MiehZulli's beautiful, detailed artwork is most priaently
featured in thdast album of The SandmanEarlier albums feature more stylized art, whickams that the
readers have to become acquainted with the chasattiackwards": the readers are already familigh vile
characters' personalities when they are shown acclrate renderings of their appearances.
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least any healthy Caucasian. In other words, cosaoscapture visually what literature often
does verbally: what makes fictional charactersréoguing in the first place is that they are
simultaneously us but not us, similar enough afférgint enough for comparison. The effect
is only enabled by their certain "incompletene3s$ie gaps, any kinds of gaps, leave room for
ourselves and stop the characters from becomingebntcomplete and self-sufficient,
entirely themselves, entirely "someone else". Inmics, one way to create this
"incompleteness” is by moving away from "the rgdldn Scott McCloud's abstraction scale.

Of course, as already stressed for a number @stimothing forces the textual
content to move the scales along with the imagdectnWe have already observed how
different the writing and the art of a comic canilbvéerms of realism — a true story told with
journalistic accuracy can well be paired with extedy cartoony or maybe a surrealistic
drawing style, as in David B.Bpileptic (1996—2003) — but the visual and the verbal can be
incongruous in any number of ways. For example, andd be serious while the other is
humorous, one could be juvenile and innocent wtiike other is downright explicit or the
relation could be entirely parallel, so that the o not seem to have any logical connection,
not style- or even content-wise. For instance, £Ndare's peculiar childhood memair,
Guess(1999) follows the conventional style of a memantyoin its textual bits: text boxes,
speech bubbles and sound effects all flow into edlslr to form minute, realistic depictions
of his memories. The extremely cartoonish pictuoatent, on the other hand, depicts a
stereotypical superhero fighting a stereotypicatireeientist. (Versaci 2007, 74-75.) As an
example of less extreme mismatch, Mike Mignold&dlboy pairs quite humorous dialogue
with dark and edgy visuals.

Even more important than the endless options @brigruity, however, is the
impossibility of complete congruity. Not even dsglecific combinations, not even with the
sincerest of efforts by the greatest of artistsroake a picture and a piece of writing entirely
synonymous. It is impossible enough to translat sentence from one language into another
without even the slightest alteration of meaning] atersemiotic translations, as Mikkonen
calls them, are even more demanding. As each wodd emch picture are equivocal in
themselves, it is impossible to make a meaningwaf such units semantically identical.
(Mikkonen, 2005, e.g. 326.) It is a different thialogether to draw an ugly character and
state that this character is ugly — they are dfferkinds of ugly. One of them probably
contributes to the reader's perception of uglimesee forcefully than the other. Thus, a comic
always gives the reader two sides, even two vessibhe character, the verbally constructed

one and the visually constructed one. It is thele€a job to continuously reconcile these two
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and form a unified interpretant in the space betw#em. Comic artists often make the
process as easy as possible — once again, evenMBrotioud recommends keeping drawing
and writing quite close together on the abstracticade — but what if it was not made so easy?
Again, we stumble on a direction that is still sevhat unexplored, in theory and in practice,
save for some glances at unreliable narration.rAsxample, Mervi Miettinen has considered
the unreliability of Rorschach's accounts in herisMds thesigraming a Fearful Symmetry:
Narratological Aspects in Alan Moorégatchmen (2006).

Yet, the biggest, most radical and manifest gapdedt outside the frames — or
rather, theyare the outside of the frames. As unappreciative asay seem, these little spaces
between panels have been nargattersby the English-speaking comics industry. The most
traditional form of the gutter is blank, black ohie bar, but several other forms are possible
as well. Especially in manga, it is rather commoruse simple black lines or occasionally
omit visible frames altogether. In the West, astilske Will Eisner and Tove Jansson have
also experimented with framing and, as a resudiated gutters of several shapes and sizes. In
her Moomin comics, Jansson occasionally disguises her guéterall sorts or elongated
objects that echo the themes and environmentseo&dacent panels: a marine scene might
have a fishing rod or a row of seashells as theitegs and so on. This raises a question
whether the visual shape of the gutter could be tsenake the gaps between the panels "less
void", so that they would reflect the charactersbons, thoughts or intentions and,
consequently, direct the reader's thoughts as (imetige 8). As a simple example, McCloud
suggests that wider or borderless gutters can riekeurrounding panels seem slower, more
tranquil or even timeless (1994, 103). While thesras a logical conclusion, such effects are
not a part of comics' conventional vocabulary yet aasily go unnoticed. Not even colors of
the gutters seem to affect their "content” thahisigantly. Sudden changes of gutter color
can, of course, be used to signal significant charig time, space or overall mood, but in
most commercial comics, the sole reason for theegablors and changes in them is visual
interest.

This is reasonable enough as, for the most parterg are meant to be
unnoticeable, and the best way to make them so lkeép them as blank and uniform as
possible. Loading more meaning to them would olybnfusing and steal attention from the
panels. What is more, gutters, indeed, stand fps gia the narrative. They are meant to be
void of information. They are meant as the reagmtsonal space, which is why the artist or
the characters rarely tamper with them — on thibleissemiotic level, that is, because, in the

end, characters do inhabit the gutters as welly Ta@ blink, kill or even grow several years
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older between two panels, in a quarter of an inchaper — changes that might be planned
and insinuated by the artist, but which the readeust discover and "execute" themselves.
McCloud compares a comic book reader to a trapezs awho has to leap from panel to
panel trusting that the artist, or rather the comidl catch him or her again on the other side
(1994, 90). Where does this leave the characteogitélly, they would have to ride on the
readers' backs across the gutters and even therlomgume-to-volume transitions — which
sounds so hard a task that the artist would do teellive the reader as much support as
possible. Rigid, memorable personalities that dustrated through emblems, mottos and
suchlike as well as brief flashbacks in the begigmf each issue function as such support
systems.

To approach the issue through another metaphoglpéunction like windows,
through which we can view the characters. Howewecge they have passed the window and
go out of the view, it would contradict our way fading the character — for example,
Fokkema's logical code — to suppose that the unslearacters simply cease to exist, just to
be materialized again in the next panel. Thus,ldulcomic book artist should aim to bring
the feel of the characters anywhere and everywhereve shall witness in chapter 4.2, Alan
Moore has devised some extremely clever tactiactoeve this inWatchmenOn the other
hand, sometimes it is the comic's overall vibe,ctsnmon themes or particular brand of
humor that seems to borrow some personality toctiaacters, rather than vice versa. For
example Cyanide and Happinesdready discussed above functions like this: resadéo are
familiar with the comic and its humor can expedrky absurd, unpredictable behavior from
all its characters. Distinguishing them from onethaer is not necessary as they seem to share
one, diffuse "personality" — that of the comic litsén such comics, the character can be
claimed to be "omnipresent" because, in a wayotig real character is the comic itself.

As a rule, however, it is extremely difficult tahaeve effects like these, to
export the presence of the characters outsidertimes without the reader's voluntary help.
While the gutters might look uniform, they readrextibly flexibly and, thus, easily slip out
of the artists' control. This is well illustrateg the fact that one gutter can just as well make a
difference of one fraction of a second as it miggypparate ages and universes — McCloud lists
six types of panel-to-panel transitions, startirapf moment to moment and ending with non-
sequitur (1994, 70-72). More importantly, howewergutter in itself has no direction, no
allegiance and no particular meaning — unless igii®en some particular shape. In its
traditional form, a gutter is almost a blank sigiich stands for nothing else than 'a gap in a

comic book narrative'. This utter blankness is wdilws it to situate between any manner of
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panels. Should one wish to change either of thelpan something completely different, the

gutter is no hindrance but an enabler. This hakedhoughts of comics with alternative

plots and alternative reading paths. After all, 'tb@ntent” of the gutter is only determined by

two things: the surrounding panels and the imaginaif the reader. This is, at least, the most
iImmediate conclusion.

There are, however, the characters' fates ancmaises to consider as well.
How do they relate to alternative reading pathsuM/the character be the same or remain
the same in all the available courses of eventseliextend the human analogy to concern
this question as well, the answer is no; if we explee characters to act and react like human
beings, the experiences they undergo will inewtatthange them. In other words, the
character starts splitting in the very gutter whalernative directions are offered. This
simple answer would cover all the cases where thking of the paths is caused by
something the character cannot control — chancdimgse natural catastrophes, accidents et
cetera. Here, the reader simply acts as the hanfdtefand directs the character to the
direction he or she prefers or just happens to aigiandom, much like when playing a video
game. The question of character becomes more coegdi if the crossroads are caused by a
choice — especially an important one — that theradtar has to make consciously. Most
likely, both alternatives cannot be equally trughte character's personality, but the reader is
not the character. Thus, it is impossible for teader to know exactly how the character
would choose and why. Secondly, even if he or stiekdow, the reader ultimately has the
actual power to decide which panel to read nextchaacter cannot possibly make such a
choice for the reader, so the reader will end uginggthe in-story choice that would actually
belong to the character.

This blurs the boundaries between the reader lamctharacter the same way
that playable characters in video games do — camacters like this be fictional entities in
their own right or are they merely pawns of thede¥s whim and imagination? This also
raises the question whether the characters, toe, $@me determining power over the gutters:
even though the reader has some relative freedanutiars, and in all the other gaps alike, he
or she is likely to interpret such gaps in a wagt iB congruent with the interpretant he or she
has assembled from the preceding data. The readersinlikely to assume that a cruel,
merciless character would stop to feed homelessnisiton his or her way home, even if that
journey is not depicted. In short, for charactasfor real human beings, the stable parts of
their identities function much like destiny. Eadmacacter is a certain way and that way is

much more determined and linear than the blankokgstters. Thus, it is the characters that
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are perhaps the most likely to hinder the developgnoé hypertextual or otherwise forked
comics stories in the future: it is difficult to \ddop very round, complex or credible
personalities in such formats.

Finally, we can conclude that while gaps of afids are, perhaps, something of
a practical necessity in comics, they also invawe very notable benefits: focus and reader
involvement. Comics are all about "amplificatiorraiagh simplification”: this means, as
McCloud explains, that "by stripping down an imdgets essential ‘meaning’, an artist can
amplify that meaning in a way that realistic anmh’€a(1994, 30). In fact, this concerns much
more than the drawing style. Comics are essentiatglogues of units that are stripped — or
focused — to their core meanings. By leaving intgemt movements, boring moments,
insignificant details, objects and parts of objenitside the panels, comics force their readers
to focus on the key points, the most important sdeach work wants to convey. As we have
discovered, often the visual focus is on characteus comics can portray the characters
themselves in a similar, amplified manner: theiy keatures, most expressive gestures and
faces, most definitive moments are showcased wWdg significant, less interesting details
are faded in the gaps, where readers can chogsektthem up and mold them to their liking
if they so wish. It is no wonder, then, that comace known as the kingdom of superhumans
and psychopaths. The stripped, holey structur@wiics has the potential and the tendency of
bringing out the best and the worst in their chi@macand, by analogy, in humans in general.
Some theorists have even suggested that comicsldeeto show visually how humans
actually view other humans: our schemata of each othenerer so realistic and accurate as
not to be altered by piles of heuristics and ldgteby dozens of stereotypes. In short, comics
and their characters are simplified and amplifrethieir entirety. (Herkman 1998, 127.)

Hence, as the paramount features are depictechéartist, only secondary
issues are left in the gaps, the area where tlderaales. However, this is arguably all the
freedom and breathing space the reader needsneitloes not want to explore the ideas of
others, one should simply just daydream or contatapivithout reading anything at all. Still,
it is important to mix these new ideas with gapat tthe reader can fill with familiar ideas.
This, and only this, allows the reader to relatéh® story and, as a result, interact with it in a
pleasurable, productive manner. This applies tactiaacters as well. The rounder, the more
"realistic” the characters are, the more likelyytlage to possess traits the reader does not
possess. If the character has at least some famuilities or, even more preferably, gaps
that the reader can fill with something familiat, laast some degree of identification is

enabled. In these undetermined, gray areas of tia@acter, the reader is prompted to
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participate in the creation of the character, tot it and, consequently, in a way become it
— shape it into his or her own image. The readec®ime attached to the characters because
they feel partly responsible for them. Rocco Verrsao, concludes that readers being able to
"sympathize and empathize with comic book charadtemunique ways" is one of the most
significant outcomes of closure, although he dagserpand on why he believes this to be so
(2007, 14). The statement is so matter-of-factrabpbly wells from intuition, an intuition
millions of comic book fans, who are willing to kolv their favorite heroes through years and
years of repetitive plot patterns, undoubtedly shdir closure in comics truly "fosters an
intimacy — — between creator and audience" as MoChelieves, it is hardly possible without
the help of characters, because the human pergpeby convey is the only link, the only
common nominator the two parties — the artist &iedréader — necessarily share (1994, 69).
Whatever their mysterious effects might be, itidtddoe undisputed that comics
are always full of holes, some of which are in plaight. Also, these gaps — of all kinds —
have one undisputed effect: if the reader wanfenm a coherent idea of the story — or of a
gappy narrative element, such as a character + Bheohas to put in some cognitive effort.
Ironically enough, fragmentary novels that makertreaer work for the story — often referred
to as "open" or "writerly" texts — have been quhighly esteemed by many a postmodern
literary theorist, such as Roland Barthes, whike big audiences tend to dismiss such works
as too cumbersome and scholarly. If works like eage Sterne$ristram Shandy(1759—
1767) or Virginia Woolf'sTo The Lighthous€1927) are considered complex examples of
high art by virtue of their famous gappings, whyowld comics, with their close-knit
relationship to missing information of all kindse lzonsidered the lowest of the low? Of
course, in literature the gaps tend to be deepieistory while many of the comics' gappings

are considerably closer to the surface and, hexasger to fill.

3.3.2 The Great Masquerade: Figurative and Intertextual
Tricks

The previous chapter was a discussion of gappirggraging, but there are countless of other
ways to withhold information from the reader. Irsgteof completely ignoring something, the
artist has the option of hinting towards it or eeq®ing it in a veiled, indirect manner, for
example, through a metaphor. Essentiattgtaphorcan be defined as replacing a sign or an

expression with another sign or expression thabtscommonly used in the context. Where
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the original sign is taken away, an information gapreated and the reader is left with both
the task and the freedom to decode the new, unoatiomal meaning.Metonymy too,
requires of the reader that he or she reads "thfotige denotative meaning of the sign and
finds the "true", intended meaning from somewhése,drom signs that have some semantic
common ground with the sign used. Where metaphibased on freer association, metonymy
is based on logical semantic connections, sucloasneiity. In other words, metaphors are
close akin to Peirce's symbols and metonymies el@ser akin to Peirce's indexes, only
metaphoric links are not necessarily as convenlimethas symbolic links. Rather, metaphors
are more easily detected when they are poeticjgshahexpected and unconventional.

A third kind of sign that asks the reader to |dok the meaning from farther
away is allusion While metaphoric and metonymic hints can usudlly decoded by
convention, synaesthesia or association, interaéxeferences require specific knowledge.
Even though more denotative in that sense, théyefier to meanings that are "outside" the
text. Without the texts to which they refer, alluss are "empty" signs; they create holes in
the fabric of the text in which they figure. Stithetaphors, metonymies and allusions give the
reader much less freedom of interpretation thanexample, gutters as their meanings are to
be found rather than invented. The boundaries @if theaning are not only limited by their
context, but also by the signs themselves.

As these definitions of metaphor, metonymy andsatin should prove, they
can, indeed, be treated as kinds of signs, as bomgesimilar to Peirce's sign classes
introduced in chapter 3.2.2. Hence, it should beals that they can figure on all semiotic
levels of comics: images of different abstractiewels can be metaphoric or intertextual just
as well as texts. Much of the sign language of csni$ actually based on metonymical
relations: indexical signs like sound effects, dweoteffects and speech bubbles become
understandable as they are related to their squstgss that have a logical, causal link to
them. All in all, comics' tendency to simplify aathplify, to pick key features to stand for the
entire idea, is a metonymic practice. (Herkman 19#8-87.) One symbolic sweat drop can
also be considered a visual synecdoche of the ssoeating the character's skin and so on.

As for literary character theories, they have cirstly ignored metaphor,
metonymy and intertextuality as plausible charaza¢ion techniques. Even though Fokkema
employs terms like denotative and connotative cdldey do not have much to do with
figurative language. Rimmon-Kenan, too, borderssthigiect in her discussion of analogy as a
characterization device (1991, 87). Metaphor, mgton and allusion might also fit her

category of indirect characterization techniquas, these subjects, save for simple, causal
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metonymic signs, are not covered in any detailsTdauld partly have been caused by the
rather abstract points of view most character ieeoemploy: they answer the questions of
what characters are or how they function rathen haing to the specifics of their building
blocks. Partly, this lack of research has probdidgn caused by the lack of need for such
research. All literary metaphors and allusions fiamcvery similarly and evoke quite similar
research questions regardless of which narrateraenht they are aiming to describe, be it the
milieu, an action or a character. In other wortisye is very little to say about the area that is
left between general notions of figurative or itdé®tual language and case studies on
metaphoric or intertextual characterization.

In comics, however, this area appears somewhaerwiflince comic book
characters have such constant visual forms thatsarelearly distinguishable from the
backgrounds and all the other pictorial story nrattas quite simple, even tempting, to apply
some sort of a metaphor directly to their appeasantt is an excellent way of turning an
aspect that some might regard as one of comicatagieshortcomings into an asset: while
necessity of at least some degree of stylizatiagilye@liminates aspirations of rendering
humans "realistically", it also frees the artisinr doing so. Unlike film, comics do not have
to settle for showing ordinary, human-like humanmstead, comic book artists can make
their characters visually and semantically intengsby drawing them in some figurative
form. Combined with the desire to still make humwgrggnificant stories with relatable
characters, this urge to explore different visuaklds has resulted into a kaleidoscope of
anthropomorphisnin comics of all genres.

For decades, the general opinion seems to have theg "serious” adults'
comics should present "serious”, "realistic” hurfike-characters, where as anthropomorphic
figures, "talking animals” only appear in childeromics and humorous newspaper strips
(Herkman 1998, 33). In today's comics field, howewanthropomorphism comes in all
manners, shapes and sizes. In David Peterstnise Guard2006-), for example, the mice
protagonists look very much like real wood micegythare the same size and live in an
environment wood mice actually live in, but ratllean mice, they act like human beings:
they talk, wear simple clothing, build towns andttes et cetera. Their mouse-form does not
seem to carry any type of metaphoric messagesrelth&mply looks adorable and allows
Petersen to introduce daidkord of the Ringsype of themes in a way that is more appealing
to and suitable for children. ThubJouse Guardroughly fits the stereotype of children's

comics with talking animals, but it does use antbroorphic figures differently than, for
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instance, Disney comics that usually concentratehenhumanness of such characters so
much they hardly make any use of their "animal-5iééso, Mouse Guards not humoristic.

In contrast, adults’ comics likdaus or Blacksad(2000-), make full use of the
"human-side" by leaving the characters' animalisjipearances in a metaphoric role. In
Maus the metaphor of Nazi-cats chasing Jew-mice [@as as is gets. The strict symbolism
of the anthropomorphism is further underlined bgluding photographs of the protagonist'
real-life, very human counterparts and by occasiprslaowing the animal features the way
they really are — as maskBlacksads case is slightly more complicated. The comiduiess
an entire range of different anthropomorphic angnibr a large part, this is just for the sake
of spectacular visuality, but the different breesisd species also signify the roles and
dominant personality traits of the characters. Dlagl guys tend to be sly and slippery
creatures, such as a lizard or a weasel, whilé¢, g@feasy bartender is portrayed as a pig and a
police inspector as a German shepherd. Blacksaddtim- a stubbornly independent,
flippant, classic private eye type — is naturallplack cat. While this might appear a simple
visual gimmick at first, the second album calkedtic Nation(2003) poses racist themes that
make the reader question the nature of the semgstopomorphic aspect altogether: in the
world of Blacksad too, racism is based on color, not species, whr@hwould imagine to be
more important a factor in one's identity. Perhtyes characters dBlacksad despite their
very diverse and minutely rendered animal-like Byakre not to be read as animals at all — as
opposed to, for example, the miceNdbuse Guardvho really are, on some level, mice — but
simply as humans in disguise.

Of courseMouse Guarts brand of anthropomorphism has not been uncommon
in children's literature either — one can think fafy example, Richard Adam$Vatership
Down (1972) or E.B. White'Charlotte's Web(1952). Aside from old fables, however,
metaphoric anthropomorphism is much rarer in lite® George Orwell'dAnimal Farm
(1945) is, of course, allegorical but it does naikenmuch use of the cultural connotations or
symbolic values linked to different animals, noredoit portray half-human, half-animal
hybrids like Blacksadand Maus do. Also, in literature the dissonance between ahlike
looks and human-like behavior is not as manifeshasmics, where the contradiction is in
plain sight from panel to panel and poses dreanvikeal oddness.

As Mausand Blacksadillustrate, metaphoric anthropomorphism is an dgogl
way of making all kinds of stereotypes plainly his. In other words, in addition to
contributing to each character by showing the gsoapd types to which they belong, this
device works as a form of cultural criticism. Anethat least as popular reason for
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anthropomorphism has also been mentioned alretdsnders the picture content fantastical
enough to make censorable themes, especially weleseem less explicit. Characters that
look like animals are not as relatable and reath® reader as characters that look like
humans. Thus, when anthropomorphic characters bhwi other up with dynamite or chop
each other into pieces, the human viewer feelsuistd enough as not to flinch from such
acts of violence — a fact that has been discovienagl ago by the cartoonists of Warner Bros
and Hanna-Barbera, parodied by Itchy and Scratohyhe Simpsonand utilized inMaus
likewise. What is more, an anthropomorphic featitself can be used as a metaphor for a
taboo subjectBlacksads way of discussing racism could be seen as danos of this, but
even more apposite an example is Yusg&s manga seridovelesg2002-) where a very
slight form of anthropomorphism, cat ears and taiignify virginity. They are not, however,
a mere symbol but viewed as very real physicalufesat within the storyworld — those who
possess them are not yet considered adults. Oveadllears (Jagifi E, nekomimi) are a
fairly common character design feature in mangéatloey are more often used for their visual
than their symbolic impact — they are very exprassind convey the moods of the characters
well.

Suzanne Keen has argued that anthropomorphisralsarevoke what she calls
ambassadorial strategic empathBy depicting tragic events from the point of viest
human-like animals, she believes, it is possibl&each readers outside the boundaries of the
depicted social world in an effort to change atk#si and even solicit assistance in the real
world" (Keen 2011, 136). That is, the reader mifynd it easier to identify with an animal
that possesses some universally humane qualiiies, ldanguage or recognizable facial
expressions, than with a human character of diftesghnicity. Few people have hostile
feelings or prejudices toward most animal specibBewsay, Westerners may automatically
presume they have nothing in common with AfricaifbBus, depicting a Rwandan child
soldier as transforming into a dog, like J.P. Stasdoes in his comiDeogratias: A Tale of
Rwanda(2000), might make him more sympathetic for Europaad American readers. Even
if one, for some reason, does not pity child sokji@ne might pity a starving dog. (Keen
2011.)

Another important thing to note is that anthropophmism is by no means
limited to animalsProsopopoeiawhich means personification of objects and absideas,
is an interesting and surprisingly widely used sategory (Mikkonen 2005, 240). For
example, The Sandmanpushes the limits of personification by grantingmaun-like

consciousness to a city Worlds' Endincludes a tale of a dreaming city — and even to a
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sentence: "Chantal is having a relationship witdeatence. Just one of those things, a chance
meeting that grew into something important for botbhhem. — — The sentence spent most of
last year in Czechoslovakian for political reasoBst it was recently translated back into
English.” (Gaiman et al. 1990, 184.) Furthermonee @f the most central figures dhe
Doll's Houseis, in the end, revealed to be Fiddler's Greesgikors' paradise, ("not a who"
but) "where" has taken a form of a person. Lessemé@ examples would include the Kite-
Eating Tree inPeanutsor Hobbes inCalvin and HobbesIn comparison to the metaphoric
anthropomorphism used iMaus, anthropomorphism of this kind often functions a bit
backwards: the animated objects do not necesgailg any metaphoric value that could be
recognized in the context of the surrounding nasaor culture, but they turn into new,
poetic metaphors in certain characters' — and ¢laelers’' — minds. That is, their ordinary
meanings are substituted by the new, enriched mgsugjiven to them by Charlie Brown and
Calvin. Any of these oddities could also be usedptove McCloud's theory that the
simplifying visual devices of comics have the temze to transform dead objects into
something else. The reductiveness of cartoony aigsiyles, McCloud believes, allows us to
see the ideas, the concepts that lie beyond thsigatyy of ordinary objects. This makes
them seem as if they had their own "separate idesiti as if they "pulse[d] with life".
(McCloud 1994, 41.) This could be another reason atithropomorphism is so popular in
comics.

Another very common, very visual characterizatidevice that flirts with
metaphor and especially metonymypsintersor indicators (Ger. Anzeicheh The term has
been coined by German comic book researcher UKigift, and while it is not the most
useful tool, due to its hazy definition, there acecompetitive alternatives either. Krafft uses
pointer as a common name for any clothes, propso#imel outward signs by which comic
book characters are recognized and distinguished &ach other — in a manner of speaking,
their visual "trademarks". (Herkman 1998, 126.) &8ese the characters are recognized by
these features, they easily become charged witimrenings the characters themselves bear
and create in the context of the story, that ig plwinters become synecdoches. This is
especially true for the emblems of superheroeschvidoubtlessly serve a commercial
purpose — they are as convenient a tool for margets any company logos — but also several
narrative purposes.

Like all pointers, emblems create coherence, parleaen more effectively than
names, because they are more indivisible and unifinide names are composed of several

signs — letters or sounds — and are often shareskwgral people, perhaps even within the
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same narrative, the physical form of an emblemei$-contained and, usually, designed
specifically for that character alone. Bruce or Wayre both quite common names but the
Bat-signal and the alias linked to it can stand mar other than the certain orphaned
millionaire who hides behind a bat costume in otdefight crime. Since the metonymic link
between the superheroes and their trademarkssg@a, it is often a starting point for wider
semiotic webs as well: the allies of the hero msguane similar emblems and costumes, as is
the case with Batgirl and Nightwing, whereas tH&awis are often coded as visual opposites
of the heroes. For example, The Joker's colorfes@nce is an antonym to Batman's all-black
attire. In Spider-Man and Venom's case, the ralasimilar but reversed.

Of course, in addition to these metonymic funeiiomany emblems — or other
pointers — are metaphoric as well. Even if the eeadbes not know anything about the
character behind the emblem, he or she can uswalty some symbolic meaning into it. This
iIs not only by virtue of these signs being partsaoharrative whole where any signs are
potentially designed to point to meaningful direas. In fact, their symbolic load is two-fold:
both the author outside the story and the charagtéin the story can be assumed to have
chosen the symbols, colors or aliases they haveechwith certain connotations in mind.
Granted, not all emblems and costumes are veryestiag in this sense. Superman’s bold
primary colors are mainly a result of the publishesommercial interest and the limited
printing technology of the time. Similarly, his &gb is merely an abbreviation of his
nickname, which, in its turn, is an abbreviatior'@fman with superhuman powers". Most of
his colleagues, however, have been invested moagimation. The likes of Batman or
Catwoman tap into the same culturally determinethotations anthropomorphization does.
Spider-Man can be considered a subversive usenabf symbology since spiders are often
considered crafty and evil. Then again, fightingrsprejudices suits Peter Parker's underdog
profile quite well. Another interesting case is @ap America, whose all-American image
was designed to serve utilitarian, patriotic pugsoboth outside and inside the storyworld —
he was used as an encouraging mascot for U.S strddphe same time, however, his look is
heavy with very culture-specific metaphoric measings stars-and-stripes theme was chosen
precisely because he wants to stand for Americaplpeand values. Moreover, this extreme
patriotism now reminds modern day readers of Wa@vlar Il and its aftermath, of the certain
Zeitgeist that seemed to have a need for suchractea

Naturally, other kinds of comic book characterand literary characters — have
other kinds of pointers, which often have similandtions as superheroes' emblems. To give

a simple example, Donald Duck's sailor's hat isvitely recognized it is synonymous with
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Donald himself. It makes him unmistakably differémam the other ducks who, without their
pointers, would actually appear quite identical rithean 1998, 126—127). It also signifies a
kind of rootlessness and love for adventure — tagmentary, infinite form in whicBonald
Duck stories are published requires a protagonist wheady and able to assume different
tasks and professions in different settings. Aditerature, it can create similar metonymical
pointers by purely textual means, by careful rejpetiof quirks, phrases or details that seem
to sum something about the very core of the charsctOskar Walzel has named such
featuresdecorative motifsdue to their repetitiveness. Homeric epithets Rintkensian catch
phrases are especially verbal examples, but onlel o think of such external pointers as
Hercule Poirot's mustache or Captain Ahab's Lidbeeg figure scar. (Holsti 1970, 182-183.)
Of course, the effectiveness and memorability @hsiextually constructed external pointers
depend more on the reader's ability to visualizenthin comics, they are more immediate.

Sometimes character pointers can even "leak" imoreal world, where they
usually take slightly different meanings. Mickey Me's round ears have basically become
more closely associated with Disney companies thair official logos. Even more
interesting an example is the stylized Guy Fawkaskiavid Lloyd drew for the protagonist
of Alan Moore's dystopian graphic nowélfor Vendetta1982-1989). The pale, mustached
mask takes various meanings in the graphic nowelealFirst and foremost, it is an important
pointer of V, the protagonist, whose real faceasar shown. It also refers to the historical
figure and life of Guy Fawkes who attempted a t@éstoattack against the English
government of his time. V, of course, attemptsdame thing. Finally, in the closing scenes
of the graphic novel, where masses of ordinargeits begin to carry the same mask in order
to show their support to V's "gunpowder plot"akés a new meaning of peaceful revolution,
of people overthrowing their government. This lastaning has recently been picked up and
expanded by a real-life hacker group called Anonyspavho often wear the mask in their
protests. Slowly but surely, a character pointemfra 1980s graphic novel is becoming a
symbol of loosely legislated Internet and free ddaaring.

As for intertextual characterization, it is quggnonymous with interfigurality
and was thus covered in some detail in chapted 2@centrating on W. G. Muller's theory.
It has to be underlined, however, thi@nstextual characterbave had a very central role in
the graphic novels of the past few decades. Theraeaveral possible reasons for this. First,
this particular comic book phenomenon — seriouggh'fart" stories for mature readers —
emerged in the late 20th century when intertextaplcs were quite prominent in cultural

studies. Second, superhero comics had, by thesadirestablished the practice of bringing
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characters from different comics under one titl€ &d Marvel had their superhero universes
where the fragmentary, cooperative publishing etnas centralized copyrights allowed any
number and manner of connections between the eifftdranchises, or — in the readers' eyes
— different characters. Thereby, it is only natutfat graphic novels with high artistic
ambitions borrow characters from myths, folktalesl @anonized literature. Such sources
represent a fictional "universe" to which these msnwould like to belong. On the other
hand, graphic novels published by Vertigo — DC Gmnimprint of "graphic novels for
mature readers” — can, and do, intersect each atitethe rest of the DC universe just as
often as they intersect classic literary worldsr kwstance,The Sandmarshares some
characters with other popular Vertigo titldspoks of Magicand Hellblazer, and features
several of DC's old superheroes, including Furydwkes her real name, Hippolyta Hall) and
Element Girl (who is the tragic protagonist@feam Countris final short story, "Facade").
Even Batman and Martian Manhunter visit Morpheusefal inThe Wake- along with, for
example, Cain and Abel, Egyptian goddess Bast amaph Calliope. Third, comics is a
pastiche-like medium, whose stories consist ofrfragts from different sign systems, pieces
made by different artists, bits executed in différstyles and so on. Since comics are patch-
work structures, which already borrow storytellbleghniques and other ideas from older arts,
it is only natural to borrow their characters adlwiéourth, this might be a self-conscious
reaction to two all too common prejudices towardsic books: that comic book characters
are necessarily flat and that comics cannot quabfhigh art". Using and recasting esteemed
characters from canonized art is a way to seeklatdin and lure more cultured audiences.
On the other hand, it is usually the flat, arcpbatycharacters comic artists prefer
to borrow. This is not at all surprising, considgrihow well the simplifying and amplifying
tendencies of the medium communicate with and tiindypes. In fact, the typifying tradition
of comics is so strong, they could be called modtay mythologies; superhero pantheons
could be said to have replaced the ancient divamily trees. After all, both myths and
comics operate on the most fundamental roles aallgms of human beings and both are
meant to entertain as well as to pose ethical agilasto the masses. Stories of origin and the
end of the world, struggles between good and bddsaperhuman beings intermingling with
ordinary people are the basic elements of supert@mucs and the older heroic tales alike.
Borrowing from such a close genre seems a veryalating to do, and one of the strategies
graphic novelists have used when venturing outdidesuperhero paradigm seems to be the
widening of the mythological basis from which thegrrow. That is, other archetypes have

appeared alongside the Herculean hero figures.tAdabics fromFables The Sandmaand

123



Nikopol trilogy to Hellboy, Hellblazer and Lucifer are filled with angels, demons, witches,
monsters and gods with familiar names and backgistories. Of course, the exciting visual
opportunities such creatures offer have probabhygd some part in this development as
well.

Second and perhaps more important reason for dlerihg of archetypal
transtextual characters is that they, with theiv &tremely recognizable traits, are so much
easier to transport from medium to medium and storgtory than an Emma Bovary or a
Raskolnikov. As logic dictates, the less a charabses traits and the less they change, the
easier they are to pinpoint and replicate (Rich@amd2010, 529). Also, these characters
provide the borrowing artist with much more creativeedom. Like a reader, who is allowed
to fill the blanks of a character with his or hewrovision, an artist, too can make the
characters rounder by equipping half-empty archestypith new traits and twists. This is the
main concept behind, for example, Bill Willingharables(2002-): Willingham can utilize
the long and well-known traditions of such storykaharacters as Big Bad Wolf or Prince
Charming while also taking the credit of makingrntheounder, more individual characters
than they ever were in the original stories. On dkiger hand, fictional characters of long
history and high prestige can be used for comiffatelike any other archetype: since people
are generally very familiar with the original hyplkaracter, any unexpected cracks and twists
in the hypocharacters are easily recognized andeped as comical. For example, Kate
Beaton's multiply awarded, now published web coRack! A Vagrant(2011) recasts a wide
range of historical figures and fictional charasterfrom American presidents to
Shakespearean heroes, in a brilliantly parodic way.

Of course, this raises the question whether th&kstereotypical characters can
really remain the same through layers of moderimnaand visualization. As already
discussed in chapter 2.2.4, some theorists, likenBiRichardson, strictly dismiss all
unauthorized allographic versions, no matter hothfil or reinventive they are. Peculiarly
enough, Richardson does acknowledge the same dtuakrof character as Baruch Hochman
— that the character has both a "mimetic" and aitstc" aspect, that characters are both
"human-like figures" and "verbal artifacts thatisigt specific functions within a narrative
economy". Yet, he does not base his claims abanstextuality on this view. (Richardson
2010.) As this thesis has thoroughly discussed,hhh@mn's view of character dictates that
what we perceive as character is ultimately a nhergastruction — something that cannot
really be owned. This renders the author's authtom quite irrelevant. It is ultimately the

reader's decision whether he or she is to use rifegmation about a hypocharacter to
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accommodate the existing schema the hypercharacterthether to create a new schema
altogether. Such cognitive processes are not sulg@opyright legislation. (See ch. 2.2.4.)

To complicate the matter further, many of the ifingeral characters in comics
are either mythical or so widely known and so wydeted as symbols or cultural icons — for
example, Frankenstein ifhe Unwrittenor Jekyll and Hyde iThe League of Extraordinary
Gentlemen- that they can be considered "common culturapgny”. Richardson suggests
that recreations of such archetypal charactersireeqo authorization and can be considered
each other's alternative variants, characters tbahtnot provide information about the
original” but can only be understood correctly wiime knowledge of the original figure
(2010, 539). This does fit the claim made earhethis chapter that allusions appear as gaps if
the reader is not familiar with the alluded texth€ than that, the proposition seems odd.
First, if there are no existing originals of a eertmythical character but all instances of it are
variants, as Richardson explicitly suggests, dded tender it impossible to be "fully
comprehended"? Second, Richardson's thinking isafiieo rigid and categorical to answer
questions raised by such flexible medium with sddfuse authorial practices as comics.
There are not only originals and variants to comsiout also different artists and writers,
different series and media as well as a multitudéwo-created material. It is doubtful that
readers would really classify all these differertsions of one character into originals and
variants. At the very least, they would have td@weariants' variants. Hence, flexible, relative
terms like hypo- and hypercharacter are much mseéulihere.

Richardson does acknowledge that some forms dingriare so cooperative
they make the origins of characters ambiguous. Mgpexifically, he talks about television
series and "cartoons”, but since he uses Supersmamamed example | suspect he actually
means comics. In Richardson's opinion, continuitycloaracter can be achieved in such
instances due to their "weaker mimetic pretentidindt is, because the characters are simple
enough. (Richardson 2010, 535.) It is hardly neargst® repeat here that not all comic book
characters, not even those with several creatersglbthat simple.

These issues could all be overcome by the remlizathat intertextual
characterization is not about two-dimensional sassrand difference. Indeed, it is entirely
possible for a character to have elements fromhanatharacter without pretending to be that
alluded character. Tommy Taylor dhe Unwrittenis not Harry Potter even though the
similarities are many and explicit. However, HaRgtter does affect our understanding of
Tommy Taylor — and vice versa. Similarly, DeathTble Sandmais Neil Gaiman's creation

and very different from the traditional grim reapebut she is automatically compared to
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them. Allusions and borrowings of all manner andeek draw parallels between different
characters. Like figurative characterization, itgetual characterization is based on
comparison, a cognitive process with several ptssbtcomes. While the way Lucifer is
depicted in an array of Vertigo comics does not endie Bible a different book, it can —
unlike Richardson believes — affect the readertdetstanding of the character by virtue of
comparison: if something that applies to one daedoes not apply to the other, the reader
might come to different conclusions about the twaracters and thedegreeof sameness.
The relations vary from what the reader may intfras complete sameness to parody, shared
names or analogies of all kinds. This is essegtialiat W.G. Muller aims to say through his
diverse categories of interfigural phenomena: tet¢ual characterization is not only about
fully transtextual or "re-used" characters but dkadlisorts of allusions and relations, maybe
even intratextual ones.

Furthermore, it has to be remembered that chasacgemiotic and mental
constructions as they are, do not exist in lingae tor in any specific space. This allows them
to be "divided" at will. If | read a fan-made consttip where, say, Hellbogies a painful and
hilarious death, | do not expect him to be deathennextHellboyissue Dark Horse Comics
publishes. Still, on some level, the character wles in the comic strip has to be the same,
familiar character for the joke to work. This iss@lwhat enables Marvel to publish two
Spider-Manseries, one in which Peter Parker is dead andnowaich he is not. Of course, as
discussed in the previous chapter in regard torgtsre storylines, the characters in different
stories are never exactly the same, but there sscagdegreeof sameness. It could, for
example, be possible to form temporary schematdiftarent storylines and versions which,
however, feed to the same, more permanent anchaligchema of the character. Of course,
proving that such mechanism exists would requiréidisciplinary research.

Many theorists have suggested that there areyalwartain core features
(Krafft's Zeichen,Reicher'sessential propertigsand an indefinite number of other, "optional
features" (Krafft'sAnzeichenReicher'sinessential propertigsto characters. The perpetual
problem with such theories, however, is that ihéarly impossible to distinguish one type
from the other. It seems safer to simply talk ofirratefinite number of features, variation of
which occur transtextually as well. Different setidoentities with their specific sets of
features can then be compared to understand, aotbagthings, their sameness. After all, if
one sticks to the cognitive view of charactersititimately the reader who decides where the
blurry boundaries of a character should be drawmatkind of features factor in such

decisions is a subject to further research andugan, but it seems safe enough to claim
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that characters, once they have reached an audisao@me too malleable to be controlled by

their authors anymore.
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4. Case Studies

What is left to do now is to examine how characteesactually treated and created in some
of the most skillful and acclaimed graphic novefstlte past few decade$he Sandman
(1989-1991)a 75-issue-long tapestry of horror and modern g&ant@as chosen for closer
inspection here because it boasts a very weirdaghel gallery of characters. Since the tale is
set in a layered, unrestrained fantasy universe wthter Neil Gaiman is able to bend and
break many of the rules and conventions describesde What is more, questions of self and
identity are central to many minor story arcs all a®to the main one tying the patchy saga
together: Morpheus' long, slow and fatal developmemguably compares to any
Bildungsroman

Watchmen(1986-1987), an antithesis of a regular superhtny,swritten by
Alan Moore and illustrated by Dave Gibbons, alsetshes the standards of characterization
but in a slightly different way. While Gaiman expe the ontological boundaries of the
character, Moore is mostly concerned with reinventhe character conventions of a specific
genre, superhero comics. In addition, he employsesexciting comics-specific effects that
are practically impossible to find in any other w®pof graphic fiction.

Art Spiegelman'$laus(1980-1991), on the other hand, is probably thé, loes
at least most renowned, autobiographical work i field of comic books. It mixes the
concepts of private and universal, real and uniteaian and inhuman to produce a very
unique account of the Holocaust and the impactag had on the survivors and their
offspring. The autobiographical aspect also blheslines between the real writer, the narrator
and the character, rendering the entire comic dxuegly self-conscious.

Mike Carey and Peter Gross' unusual fantasy s€hedJnwritten(2009-) also
looks exciting through the scope of literary chéeatheories since its entire concept is very
much based on intertextuality — and like so marheothings in fiction, these intertextual
games often manifest in characters. In other wardsrfigurality plays a significant role in
the ambivalent relationship the series builds betwdction and reality. Not even the
characters themselves seem to know who they aremmhich plane of reality they exist.
Most likely, the only reason why literary schol&is/e not attempted to solve this mystery yet

is thatThe Unwrittenis still very new and ongoing.
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4.1 The Sandman: Odds and Ends

The background story of howhe Sandmamame to be a monthly Vertigo title — and a
popular one at that — is a great example of howngernialism and publishing bureaucracy
can be a factor in the creation of comic book cttara. From the opposite point of view, the
way The Sandmads creators wanted to do things differently exposmte deep-seated comic
book conventions, dutiful following of which turnedit to be less than necessary.

First, Gaiman's Sandman is and is not based oolder character of DC
Comics: the order was for a new character with game name, as the older version of
Sandman was already appearing in another titleghmiiblished at the tim@.This is probably
because the name was considered an important nmaykmiint, something that fans would
already be familiar with — a rare consideration wihoosing a name for a literary character,
for example. However, this being the only constréieed Gaiman from "the baggage of DC
continuity”, allowing him to break the superheraogmhgm the previous versions of Sandman
had followed and produce a more literal, mythicaerpretation of the name (Bender 1999,
24.) Also, he was able to create an original chliaraghose entire lifespan was, as far as the
publishers allowed, in his own hands. This is iarlstcontrast to the long-published
superheroes that are "handed down" from writer tiewand thus, for practical reasons,
denied any clear, linear development. Gaiman tbak ¢thance to create the kind of a round
character that had long been embraced in litedassics likeThe Sorrows of Young Werther
Anna Karenina Madame Bovaryor Hamlet but was still quite unheard of in comics — a
character whose personal inner development leakiis {@r her) inevitable deatf.

Second, Gaiman and his cover artist Dave McKeath thaargue with the
publishers about omitting Morpheus, the protagonisom the issue covers. This
demonstrates perfectly how important a role thégganist has in the visual coherence and
marketing of comics of all kinds — even outside superhero genre. Of course, McKean's
haunting, half-abstract collage covers are quitsigue sight in the field, not only content-

wise, but also technique-wise. Gaiman himself erpla

DC kept asking, 'But how will readers know tha & Sandman comic if he's not on the
cover?' And we kept answering, 'Because it will Sagndman" in big letters at the top.'
We finally won that battle and it was an extremehportant victory. — — Because it

meant we were operating outside the paradigm oficom — Hero-less covers had been

'® This kind of avoidance of parallel stories seembé loosening nowadays, considering that Marvehice
has decided to publish two different Spider-Mamsudianeously (Bates 2011).
7 peter Straub, too, calls Morpheus "Hamlet-likehis afterword tdBrief Lives
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done for miniseries such as Alan Moore and Daveb@ib'Watchmerbut never for a
monthly book. Bender 1999, 24.)

This was a reasonable reformation consideringNt@pheus is, by no means, the protagonist
of every issue. For exampl€he Doll's Houses solidly centered around Rose Walker @nd
Game of Yowround BarbieWorlds' Endeven includes issues where the title character does
not appear at all. However, this decentralizingMafrpheus does not render him any less
significant. On the contrary, since he is alwaysnenced to — if not by anything else, the big
title on the cover — and since most stories conbemream realm in one way or another, all
issues relate to Morpheus' character and tragedgewueral paralleling, contrasting and
causative ways. This gives the reader an almostdadcopic, half direct, half indirect vision
of him. Even inWorlds' Endwhere Morpheus appears very little, the fact thatglot is built
around communal storytelling, in the style @écameroneworks as a link — it is, after all,
impossible to tell a story without any connectienMorpheus, often dubbed the Prince of
Stories. Barbie's story iA Game of Yous also somewhat analogous to his, considering tha
Barbie, in a manner of speaking, is both the pitéy and the antagonist of the story — the
mysterious Cuckoo she rises against is revealedeta younger dream image of herself.
Morpheus, too, is his own worst enemy, considetitag he brings his fate upon himself very
knowingly, as his sister Death noticesTine Kindly One¢Gaiman et al. 1996, ch. 13, 5). He,
too, is killed by his younger self in the sensd tidevelops so far above that original form
he cannot be allowed to be himself, a personificetif dream any longer (see below).

Thus, the real-world realties definitely influedcthe wayThe Sandmanvas
created, but the comic has had impact on the reddvas well — another poifithe Sandman
has in common withThe Sorrows of Young WertheNamely, the black-and-white
appearances of Morpheus and Death have been muadheddand copied in the global Goth
community. For example, the fact that Death usesamrkh as her sigil — or emblem —
increased its popularity in Gothic iconography "ementially". Wearing a top hat is claimed
to be another trend Death introduced to Gothst ssan iconic part of her look in her own
spin-off storyDeath: The High Cost of LivingL993) (Bender 1999, 11.) Suale sdevel of
reader involvement is not enjoyed by all comic bebkracters, certainly not to such extent.
The oft-cited fact thafhe Sandmars one of the rare mainstream comics to accumulate
approximately as many female as male readers alpbess that something about the series

makes its readers engage with its characters @xeeptional way (Versaci 2007, 32).
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One reason might be that there is certainly somgtlor someone, for everyone
in the colorful two thousand pages that make upstga. In addition, many of the characters
are quite unconventionallhe Sandmarstretches the human analogy of its characters in
various ways: there are plenty of anthropomorphecutiarities, several violations of
Fokkema's biological code, cyclic life spans, drboundaries between different identities
and fictionalized portrayals of historical figures.

Even the most central characters of the comic,fdingly of the Endless are
ontological oddities — allegoric, yet somehow veound instances of prosopopoeia. In
addition to Morpheus, who is a personification océain, the family includes, from the eldest
to the youngest: Destiny, Death, Destruction, @egsbespair and Delirium, who was
formerly Delight. As Gaiman explains it, they am@ really deities, but "functions”; Dream is
not a god of dreams but rather the idea of dreanuimgppressed in an anthropomorphic form
(Bender 1999, e.g. 97). On the surface, they msgietm like prime examples of allegoric
characters, the kinds of flat types that are bigisammarized and laid bare by their very
names (Rimmon-Kenan 1991, 88). Indeed, everythmgiathe Endless — their personalities,
their actions, their realms, their emblems and, Mc&Cloud also acknowledges, their
appearances — are built around their functions, thode functions also function as their
names (McCloud 2006, 72). For example, Dream isatyoassociated with night, inwardness
and oddities. He himself is extremely introvertetiturn and something of a romantic; his
black robe, black, straight-out-of-bed hair andr-Bk@ eyes all connote night time; his
eclectic realm is filled with strange, fantasticatatures — dreams and nightmares — and his
sigil is a helmet made of a skull and a backbohne,residence of the neural system, that is,
consciousness. Even his speech bubbles are blatgtasand squiggly as a dream image. To
give another example, Desire is somewhat exotagsatally beautiful being whose gender is
left completely ambiguous, so that it would be ablembody anybody's ideal partner. It is
also very capricious and stubborn at the same s@m®eone who likes to cause confusion in
other peoples' — and even in Dream's — lives, [secthat is the way desires can be perceived
to work. Its sigil is, of course, a sparkly hedrtalks in an especially rounded, voluptuous art
nouveau style font and its realm is, of coursepw® body, because it is everything anybody
could ever want. Naturally, Desire itself resideshe heart of this body castle.

The actions and motivations of the Endless are @3y much dependent on
their functions, that is, their will is somewhamlied. Death does not decide who to take to
the other side — seeing as she ultimately haskhar own brother. Nor does Destiny affect

the sequences of events but merely sees over fhiesiis well illustrated right in the first
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story arc,Preludes and Nocturnesvhere Dream is trapped in a glass cage by a gobup
occultists. None of his family comes to his aidcdigse "they aren't a superteam; rushing to
the rescue isn't what they are about". "As pergmtibns of things, they are not causative.
They're barely reactive”, Gaiman adds. (Bender 1999 Another apt illustration of the way
the Endless can and cannot violate their functisri3estruction: he has once abandoned his
realm and refused to act out his function. Inst&adywalks the human world and dedicates his
life to several art forms, from painting and podtrycooking. This might seem like he is able
to defy the very core of his presence, but théhtaitthe matter is, he is horrible at any art he
tries — while destruction of old might be necesdarythe creation of new, Destruction cannot
create per se (seBrief Liveg. This relative lack of free will goes against thay we
understand human-like creatures to function. Inkiéoka's terms, normal psychological code
— or social code — does not apply to them completel

On the other hand, the Endless are not allegoaicall. Within the storyworld
they really, actually embody and control those atspef human life they represent. Because
The Sandmais a work of fantasy, the Endless can be considéezdl rather than figurative
characters, which is not to say that there wouldb®oplenty of metaphors and metonymies
used in their portrayal. As the depiction of Dreand Desire above should illustrate, there are
plenty of indirect signs at work there. In factims® like Death's ankh sigil, are doubly
indirect. The reader has to first be able to recankh as an Egyptian symbol of life and
then decode the irony and the cultural refereneested in it — that is, how Death is actually
the antonym of life and how Egyptian culture wasyvearticular about the mythology and
rituals associated with death and afterlife.

Also, even though each of the Endless is builuadoa single idea, which
Forster gives as the very definition of flathesgyt can hardly be considered flat. On the
contrary, they are surprisingly multifaceted: eweny sees them slightly differently. This is
not just an interesting indicator of visual focalibn but also provides visual surprise. The
most basic variation is that the Endless modifyrtbi®thing and hairstyles according to the
culture and era they visit, but their metamorphoses/ sometimes go beyond that: for
example, when visiting cat goddess BastBimef Lives Morpheus' face assumes cat-like
features where as his African lover Nada sees fsmree of her own tribe, someone with
African features and dark skin. EvenSeason of Misfsvhere Morpheus fetches her from the
depths of Azazel, his hair and features are "Afizad" for the single frame he is seen
through Nada's eyes (Gaiman et al. 1992, 187)dthitian, the specific, not-so-predictable

images and details Gaiman has picked to make ebstraat idea into flesh approach
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iconotextual poetry. The number of details alonense enough to prevent typicality and
superficiality. For example, Delirium is describetlowingly in the first chapter oSeason of
Mists

She smells of sweat, sour wines, late nights addledther. — — The poet Coleridge
claimed to have known her intimately, but the maasvan inveterate liar — — Her
shadow's shape and outline has no relationshipabaf any body she wears and it is
tangible, like old velvet. — — Delirium was onceliDbt. And although that was long ago
now, even today her eyes are badly matched: onéseyeivid emerald green spattered
with silver flecks that move; her other eye is vieine.

(Gaiman et al. 1992, 22).

These should cover two of the criteria Forstes $et round characters, depth
and ability to surprise. The third, ultimate pre®the notable change Morpheus undergoes as
the story progresses. He begins as a selfish, wbetc and moody character who takes
swift revenge on sorcerer Burgess for imprisonimg in a glass sphere iRreludes and
Nocturnes who condemns her human lover Nada to an etemmityell simply for declining
his proposal inThe Doll's Houseand who gets scolded by his sister Death for béing
stupidest, most self-centered, appallingest extusan anthropomorphic personification — —
an infantile, adolescent, pathetic specimen” (Gaimtaal. 1990, 219). The change starts to
show in the fourth albuneason of Misfavhere he decides to free Nada from Hell, because
he realizes he "may have acted hastily" (Gaimaal.€1992, 43). In the eighth albufrief
Lives Morpheus is once again abandoned by a woman,sd@lyethe witch, but takes no
revenge on her. Instead, his servants and familynimees are repeatedly surprised by the
kindness and respect peeking through his regal messl Indeed, at the end of the said
album, Dream knowingly seals his fate by grantirgdon's long-time wish — by killing him.
This spilling of family blood allows the Furies Greek mythology to take revenge on him, to
kill him in his turn inThe Kindly Onesilt is strongly implied in the final two albumsath
Morpheus deemed such fate necessary for himselfigdad changed too much to continue
as the same being. In that sense, the Endlessndeedsupposedio be flat, allegorical
characters: theghouldnot change. Thus, it is the real triumph of Monpsieeharacterization
that he does so anyway. He does what Destructids tfa do, transcends his function to
become a truly rounded protagonist, an individodlis own right.

Of course, a personification of an abstract idea prosopopoeia — cannot be
entirely obliterated. It is only the "aspect" of Ndbeus that has to leave the stage for Daniel,

a new aspect of Dream to begin his reign. Thigndeed, puzzling from the point of view of
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character coherence: in what sense are Morpheu®aniel the same character and in what
sense are they different? Names do not help tlieerdeere as both aspects have their separate
names, yet both can be referred to as Dream. BuaMmendering is likewise ambiguous: the
two Dreams share several key pointers: tall, skinnjd as well as similar hair and facial
features, for example. Yet, there are alteratiovisere Morpheus uses rubies as his "tools"
and is predominantly dressed in black, Daniel esasralds and white robes, as if to mark the
softening and lightening of nature that broughtrupioe change. Since the Endless are not
human, the question cannot be solved by human gyaither and, perhaps, is not meant to
be solved at all. On a further noféhe Doll's Housantroduces DC's previous Sandman,
superhero Hector Hall, whom just happens to be &arfather. As Morpheus' "predecessor"
is his successor's father, he is effectively ctitlod DC continuity from both ends while still
seeming to possess some sort of circular contirmditys own.

Cyclic and pluralistic characters figure elsewherethe series as well. For
example, dream figure Abel is repeatedly killedhiosbrother Cain and always comes back to
life again. Also, Dream's former girlfriend Nadagsen the option to be born again as a
human baby after she is freed from Hell (Gaimaal.€1992, 210-211). As for characters that
seem to be simultaneously one and many, the Fuvles figure throughout the series as three
witches of three different ages, are probably tlostrextreme example. Not only are the three
always together and confuse amongst themselvemémy names by which they are called
but their unity is made explicit by occasional dburicks. For example, when they first
appear irPreludes and Nocturnethey are shown lined up next to each other in aesgion
of three near-identical panels. In each panel, b changed places, yet it is always the one
on the left that seems to be devouring some soa ofeature: in the first panel, the crone
holds the creature in her hand, in the secondpmibtder puts it in her mouth and in the third,
the maiden seems to be chewing on it (Image 10%, ©if course, violates Fokkema's logical
code in the same way many postmodern novels —eamr\&uthering Heights -do: it should
not be possible for a character to also be somer atharacter. Since this logical crack is
mostly presented visually, though, the trio is memsily grasped as one, single character that
simply has three simultaneous visual forms. Aftérte Endless also have multiple visual
forms — they are just kept in separate panelsrdstimgly, the plurality and mutability of the
Furies is enhanced by the multitude of roles thayehthroughout the story: When they first
appear inPreludes and Nocturneshey help Morpheus by giving him information. Yet

The Kindly Oneghey become his executors.
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There are also several other instance3he Sandmanvhere the boundaries
between the characters are blurred to the pointevités difficult to tell whether they should
be treated as one or two characters. Barbie andddlsccase mentioned earlier is one of
them. Also, Rose Walker and her grandmother Unitwhese name is probably far from
incidental — turn out to be interchangeable atehé of The Doll's HouseAs they are both
equally capable of filling the function of a drearortex, a special kind of dreamer who —
again, not coincidentally — is able to traverse brebk the boundaries between the minds of
different dreamers, Morpheus agrees to kill thendnaother instead of the granddaughter,
who was his initial target.

In addition, the Endless themselves defy coheremitie their ever-changing
appearances, that is, if one compares them tex@mple, superheroes who always sport the
same signature costumes. In practice, however tmer pointers by which the Endless family
are quite readily identified, the most stable @mthbeing their individualized speech bubbles.
Even Delirium, the most fluid member of the fanin be instantly recognized by her multi-
colored, chaotically lettered speech bubbles (ImBRgeThe significance or such coherence
devices can hardly be overstated considering thatief Livesalone Delirium has at least six
different looks — even though all visual focalipas of her are uniform in the said album.
Another feature that all of the Endless retain iostrof their different forms are their eyes:
Death has her eye of Horus make-up, Delirium's ayesalways mismatched and so on. This
clever use of pointers can be said to turn thealigwconsistency of the characters into an
asset: it softens the clash between the differirayvohg styles of the dozens of artists who
worked onThe Sandmaduring its seven years of monthly publication. Asd as the readers
are accustomed to seeing the characters lookirgretiit from issue to issue, it does not
matter whether the differences are caused by difteartists or, perchance, different visual
focalizers.

Moving on, logical code and coherence are notatfig fundamentals that the
characters offhe Sandmamshake a bit. Biological code is also stretched fby,example,
Morpheus' son Orpheus, who spends most of hisamdrtime as a severed head. He is not
referred to as "Orpheus' head" either, just Orptweud.ord”. Thus, it is the reader's task to
accommodate the normal schema of human-like creastd include such a character who
does not follow the paradigm of having two legsy avms or and a torso attached to the head.
Gender, too, is an ambiguous biological featurenfiany of the characters ithe Sandman
most manifestly Desire, who is of both and neitbex — a notion that does not go well with

the logical code either. The same ambiguity figutesa slighter extent in such minor
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characters as Hal Carter the drag quddre (Doll's Housg Wanda the transvestit& (Game

of Yoy and the cross-dressing sailor "JiriVdrids' End. "Jim", the narrator and protagonist
of a short story called "Hob's Leviathan", only eals at the end of her story that her real
name is Margaret. Until then, she has to hide kadgr from the readers as much as from the
other characters — Michael Zulli's drawings aret jag/lized enough to play the trick
convincingly. In addition, the cyclical life spangentioned above are not too compatible with
biological code either.

Another biologically dubious character effect tisapushed close to its limits in
The Sandmans anthropomorphism. In the dream world, everythiagpotentially alive,
especially if the one who acts or focalizes is tégpaf any degree of magic. For instance, in
A Game of YouThessaly the witch communicates quite successuitly the moon and a
puddle of blood alike (Gaiman et al. 1993, 87, 138 already mentioned in the previous
chapter, Gaiman does not hesitate to personify suwliman things as sentences or cities
either. The dreaming city is not the only instamdeere concepts of character and place are
mixed, however. Desire's fortress, the Threshadatually Desire's own body, and one of
the most central charactersTihe Doll's HousgGilbert is ultimately revealed to be, not only
a dream, but a dream of a place — sailors' fabéeddise, Fiddler's Green. Similarly, Azazel
the demon is basically drawn as a rough-edged tookmpty, grinning darkness — Dream
actually fetches Nada from inside AzazelSeason of MistsSuch actions and the visual
renderings make the strange spatiality of theseackers very tangible, that is, it cannot be
treated as figurative characterization. Azazel do&st are no meek metaphors for that every
one of us carries worlds within ourselves. Instetgse characters have to be seen as
instances of such extreme anthropomorphism that liheak a good number of Fokkema's
codes: places do not have bodies, parents or ssiataises, for example. Again, the Endless
themselves, embodiments of abstract ideas as teeynake very good and extreme examples
of anthropomorphism as well.

In the other extreme, there is "A Dream of a Tlamas Cats", a short story
featured inDream Country.This story aims to portray cats as unanthropomogilyi as
possible while still conveying the thoughts of tas accurately — that is, verbally — to human
readers. This is achieved by the use of unconveatispeech bubbles. Letterer Todd Klein

explains:

If I'd used word balloons, they would have lookié supernatural talking cats; and if I'd
used thought balloons, they would have looked dilken telepathic cats. | decided a good
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compromise was to combine the two. So | used thefta word balloon at the beginning
and end, but I put thought balloon bubbles in betwihe tails(Bender 1999, 74.)

This idea of taking the tale beyond human sens#sliis further reinforced by the
perspective, which is the cats' own: they are showthe panels from their own, not from
humans', eyelevel. The illustrator Colleen Dorasoatells she aimed to draw the cats as
realistically as possible while still giving evecat an individual look and body language
(Bender 1999, 73). In other words, she had to laldetween mimesis — the way cats really
are — and the anthropocentric character conventmeseate cats that are characters without
being human. Indeed, considering that the verynde&fn of character is based on human
analogy, "A Dream of a Thousand Cats" is trulyled farthest limits of what the reader is
ready to consider a character.

Interfigurality, too, is a major characterizatiatevice in The Sandmanin
addition to the authorized borrowings of several [BRaracters, of which even Brian
Richardson would probably approve (see ch. 3.312¢, Sandmanses a host of mythological
figures. Especiallyseason of Mistis basically a gathering of deities and magicaatrees of
different cultures, some of which Gaiman has cekated some of which he has borrowed —
or, in Mdlller's terms, re-used. The re-used onetude Odin, Thor and Loki from the
Scandinavian circle of gods, Anubis, Bast and BemfEgyptian mythology, Susanoo-no-
Mikoto from Japanese shintales as well as Judo-Christian angels and densudd) as
Azazel and Remiel (Gaiman et al. 1992, 112-113¢ félen angel Lucifer, who also plays a
central role in the said album, has actually beepapular with the fans that he became the
star of his own spin-off serieucifer (2000-2006) published by Vertigo. Another very
prominent transtextual character is Morpheus' sgph@us, who is, indeed, posed as the very
same Orpheus figuring in Greek mythologiables and Reflectionsven features an issue-
long retelling of Orpheus and Eurydice's story,hwilhe simple addition that Morpheus is
Orpheus' father and all the other Endless his aamdsuncles. Not only are Orpheus' feelings
and motivations reflected more deeply in his dismuss with Dream, Death and Destruction
than in the myth itself, but his mythological baakgnd also parallels Morpheus with Apollo,
whom is named as the father in some versions ofadtgnal Greek story. It seems
appropriate enough to compare the personificatibrdream to the god of poetry and
prophesy, although Apollo's role as the sun god rdakes the relation slightly ironic.

Besides comic book and mythological charactersrethare some historical

figures inThe Sandmaas well. Roman emperor Augustus and Marco Poldatie devoted
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their own short stories iRables and Reflectiondor instancg"August” and "Soft places").
The most prominent historical character is, howgVeilliam Shakespeare, who appears in
two landmark issues: "A Midsummer Night's Dreantie tonly comic book that has ever
received World Fantasy Award, and "The Tempesg,fihal issue of the series. The reason
why Shakespeare has such an important role inetiesss that Dream orders the two plays —
A Midsummer Night's DreaamdThe Tempest from him.

Characters like these are, of course, ontologicploblematical, especially
considering that Gaiman has depicted Shakespdareity and career with considerable
historical accuracy. On the other hand, the hisabtigures barely stick out in the company
of all the other code-breaking oddities. What isrendheir real "historical" selves have
already been hazed by decades of oblivion, spéanlahd admiration. This is especially true
for Shakespeare, who is barely less fictional stdry writing than he is iThe Sandmar
historians are not even sure what he looked likednle also considers how fantastical a
contextThe Sandmars, it seems reasonable to treat these charactdul-dlooded fictional
entities with particular intertextual features. @aiman or any of the artists can hardly have
known such ancient figures personally, the onlenerfits they can accurately represent in
their works are, in fact, characters of historitatts. What the historical texts refer to is
another field of study altogether, so it seemsaealle to bundle historical figures with
interfigural characters here. In other words, tisdhnical references function much like the
interfigural refenrences: complete transtextual eya@ss might be impossible, but the
comparison is informative nevertheless. Thus, whiemecognize that the president appearing
in the short story "The Golden Boy" bears greati@isesemblance to Richard Nixon, we can,
by virtue of the historical reference, assume wWiradl of a personality and political standing
he might have — despite the fact that the charasteever explicitly named and can hardly be
considered a completely and utterly true depictibNixon and his actions.

Despite all these interesting specimen, it woudwsong to assume thdhe
Sandmanmerely plays with the concept of character in orttemproduce a host of non-
mimetic, inhuman, postmodern almost-characters that readers struggle fathom. The
surprisingly human psychological complexity of Mbegus' character has already been
discussed, but the series displays solid, mediupnegpiate characterization across the board.
It is not an overstatement to say that almost ekarg within the frames can be, and often is,
used to reflect the characters' personality andtpdiview. Indeed, the frames themselves are
often used as well. The sceneAnGame of Yauwvhere Wanda opposes Thessaly's authority

over the strange crisis they and their neighbove leamcountered, acts as a great example. As
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the argument culminates, the frames around Thessayomitted; her black background
flows seamlessly into the black gutters of the paljas depicts almost subliminally her
otherworldliness and control of the situation, @pased to the narrow, restricting frames
within which Wanda is trapped. (Gaiman et al. 1988, Preludes and Nocturnesffers a
simpler example: in the sequence where Morphetrapped within a spherical class cage by
an occultist group, many of the frames are circulacasionally, these circle-frames are also
tinted blue and distorted slightly as if to mimleetway Morpheus sees the situation from
inside the glass (e.g. Gaiman et al. 1991a, 24e&8pbubbles and fonts are also utilized to a
great extent: the more than thirty styles lettdredd Klein uses across the series are great
coherence-building character pointers as well ateresting vessels for figurative
characterization and synaesthesia (Bender 1999). 2450, the distinct realms of each
Endless open exciting possibilities for reflectihg masters of the realms through effects of
milieu. The way Despair is always surrounded bygtas fogs of her domain and the colorful
shapelessness of Delirium's realm almost read rasliga of the expressive backgrounds used
in manga. Indeed, when it rains in the Dreamingjaés not have to be understood as an
analogy of Morpheus' bad mood, but it is, in factirect result of his current state of angst
(Gaiman et al. 1994b, ch. 2).

All in all, The Sandmanis an example of inventive and versatile
characterization, which resonates excellently \thth series' overall stress on the questions of
identity and self. Morpheus — as well as LucifeasB Walker, Wanda and Destruction, to
name a few others — wrestle with the two charaidsues that are possibly the most
fundamental of all, continuity and individuality.h@ Endless are confusing characters in
many ways: stable beings built around single cotscep one hand and extremely complex,
fluid and human on the other hand. Similarly, Lacibegan aan angel, ended up dse devil
and finally aspires to ban anonymous pianist and night club owner in Los AegieRose, as
a dream vortex, stands for diffusion of differesentities while she is trying to find her own
place in the world, in spite and with the help ofr mother and grandmother, the
manifestations of genetic continuity. Wanda is ¢dugetween two genders, Destruction
between his function and the antithesis of thaftction, creation — the list goes on. The
pinnacle of these problems is, however, Morpheunssaif, whose complex and gradually
humanizing personality overtakes his stable, datyAd nature as a personification of dream,
disjointing his immortal existence. Of course, vegvside by side with other mainstream

comics — a medium and genre that has mostly resiistear character development — it is no
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wonder that Morpheus' personal growth is destineshtd badly? Still, in The Sandmaripo,
it is the recurring characters that bring the fragtary structure of the series together. Even
though the protagonist does not appear on evergrcov even in every issue, it is the

characters that make and tell the dozens of stofiedich The Sandmanonsists.

4.2 Watchmen: Heroes We Deserve

If a person only knows one thing about Alan Moonel ave Gibbon's highly acclaimed
masterpiecaVatchmen chances are it is the blood-stained smiley-fdd¢es is no wonder,
since the smiley is not only a weighty motif withthee work but has, indeed, become a widely
recognized, synecdocheic synonym for it. No doblst has partly been caused by the simple
fact that the smiley pin fills the first of the tlve issue covers, none of which depict any of
the protagonists or, to beat the omissibhe Sandmanovers make by a notch, any parts of
any characters at dif. Regardless, many of them have a peculiar amourtuaianness
invested in them. The smiley-face itself Moore dgitbbons found appropriate due to the

universal significance behavioral psychologist fdumit:

They tried to find the simplest abstraction thatuldamake a baby smile. Eventually they
got it down to a circle, two dots and a little drcsome ways that's a symbol of complete
innocence. Putting a blood splash over the eyegdwaits meaning.Hho & Csawza
1988.)

In simpler terms, the grimy smile points towards @f the main themes of the work, the
deromanticization of superheroes.Watchmels world, superhumans and vigilantes are no
longer the innocent archetype they appear in tiperbero comics of the previous decades.
Instead, the sometimes irreconcilable differenaetsvben the laws of the society and one's
personal moral codes are made explicit. Which th®ds should follow and how far is it
possible to go in the name of the greater good?different answers different characters give
to these questions make the blood on their hangdaady visible as it is on the face of the
smiley pin. In other words, despite being inhumtns famous cover motif is a visual
metaphor for the reinventive perspectivatchmerapplies to the hero, the corner stone of all

'8 Mike Mignola'sHellboyoffers an interesting counterpoint to this: itasdsthat if Hellboy's horns ever grow
out, the world will end.

¥ That is, if one does not count the photograptoafQsterman and Janie Slater on the cover of chijite
Paired with the footsteps in the sand, howeverptieo seems to signify absence of character st ésamuch
as it does presence of character. After all, tieer® Jon Osterman anymore, just Dr. Manhattan.
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ages-old character archetypes. Thus, in a roundabay, it represents all of the main
characters — which is only appropriate, seeing\ttaichmerhas no clear protagonist.

In fact, Scott McCloud is ready to give the smil@y even more universal
meaning: for him, two dots and a line do not orpresent innocence or any other human
aspect of the kind, but the humanity itself. Hesugeas an example of the ultimate cartoon,
the simplest, most universal and, hence, the mosegdul visual representation of a human
being we cannot help but see in anything and ehieryt (McCloud 1994, 30-33.) In this
light, it is peculiar that Scott McCloud should ¢éhtlsymmetry, another dVatchmels most
persistent motifs, as unmistakably human featurevae. To be more exact, McCloud
identifies bilateral symmetry "where left and rigivte mirror images" as "life's calling card".
(McCloud 2006, 59-60.) ONvatchmencovers, however, symmetry is mostly applied to
lifeless things: the cover of chapter VII depicteefiection of a neon sign including a stylized
skull and crossbones and chapter VIII depicts as€&wch test card, for example. Excluding
the blood spatter, the smiley face is, obviousiymmetrical as well. It is doubtful whether the
very presence of symmetry is able to bring some dmmass to these covers, however.
Instead, Chapter II's cover is clearly a visuakpeaiffication: it features a face of a graveyard
statue that, due to the rain drops falling onppears to be crying.

On the other hand, notions of humanity in genaralhardly necessary here, as
both symmetry and the smiley face also functiothas"calling cards" of specific characters
in WatchmenSymmetry, of course, refers to Rorschach, who waargver-changing but
ever-symmetrical inkblot mask over his face, wiile smiley button pin is The Comedian's
emblem: he wears it on his lapel till his dying merth— hence the blood drop. Thus, even
thoughWatchmendoes not feature its protagonists on its covera a&mditional superhero
comic "should”, it does feature the next best thmgtonymical signs that are synonymous
with the characters. Especially the Rorschachdast on the cover of chapter VIII might as
well be Rorschach's "face". However, as one ofntiaén goals olWatchmeris to twist the
superhero genre conventions to a new directions itmportant that to have another,
anonymous inkblot in Rorschach's place — as incs® ofThe Sandmanthese omissions
signal that Moore and Gibbons make their own hemm#side the existing "comic book
paradigm”. Still, the covers are able to refer be ttharacters through their emblems,
confirming their central role in the story.

Since some of the character emblems are used dafs mihey and, by
association, the characters to which they refecumclate an overwhelming number of

layers. The coherence of the characters mixes thghcoherence of the narrative and the
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characterization mixes with the overall themeshefwork. The smiley face is simultaneously
symbolic of all the corrupted superherd@atchmerportrays and an index of The Comedian's
death. As these two meanings collide in a singlagey The Comedian is positioned as the
poster boy of this corruption. On the surface, hehe culmination of superhero as we know
it: he is extremely strong, wise-cracking and méseysolves everything by violence and is
more confident of his womanizing than any otherhave see inWatchmenAlso, since he

is patriotic — parts of his costume actually be@ag resemblance to Captain America’'s stars
and stripes — his actions are sanctified by theegowent even after the Keene Act that
outlawed the other superheroes. However, the reqaekly discovers how he misuses this
power, attempting a rape, killing a Viethamese woma&o is pregnant with his baby and so
on. lIronically, he also becomes a victim of the iEmcorruption in Ozymandias: it is
revealed in the end that The Comedian was murdgréiis fellow costumed hero.

Similarly, Rorschach, whose emblem and life-plofusy are based on
symmetry — "there is good and there is evil, antdraust be punished", preferably eye for an
eye — becomes the victim of the asymmetrical waykirof the story (ch. I, 24). This
disruption of symmetry is already manifest in thgerfection the blood spatter brings to the
symmetrical smiley face on the first cover and asedl mirrored in the asymmetry of
Rorschach's own face after he is captured by theepdnis symmetrical mask is removed and
he is imprisoned with a bruise on his left cheekb@md a cut on the right side of his
forehead. Notably, both injuries are relativelysdao his eyes, reminiscent of the way the
blood splatter cuts across the smiley's eye. Oroie roonceptual level, of course, the entire
graphic novel is set in the age of asymmetry, &iaold War. The war is finally "won" by
Ozymandias, who fabricates an "alien invasion'rieheo to unite the Earth against a common
threat. Sadly, this feat can only be accomplishedolp-sided ethics: Ozymandias single-
handedly sacrifices millions for "the greater goaudlid suffers no punishment for it. Since
Rorschach cannot possibly adapt to a "new worldlt ba such moral, he has to die in the
end — leaving a symmetrical blood stain on the s@agwa testament of lost, symmetrical
values he championed to the very end.

Both the smiley and the symmetry motif surface aesurface in countless
visual variations throughout the story as well. Moly does the smiley pin recur in dozens of
panels in itself but its shapes and colors are et a handful of other background objects:
a rock formation on the surface of Mars (ch. 1X),2%e cloud-covered moon in Nite Owl's
window (ch. VIII, 18), the lit-up entrance to Ozynthas' lair (ch. 12, 24) and round, yellow
power plugs appearing around New York City (e.g.Idh 18) all remind the reader of the
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same motif and the meanings it carries. Lines angsthe eyes of the actual characters — in
the same way the blood stain crosses the pin's-eyes very frequently and purposefully
repeated image as well: the pirate-themed sub-Jtalys of the Black Freightdeatures a
figurehead that is "blindfolded by seaweed" (ch, #), a magazine cover featuring Dr.
Manhattan happens to have a string wrapped arduma the same exact level his eyes are
(ch. 11l; 18) and when he pours a glass of watertlie younger Silk Spectre on Mars, it is
depicted so that the stream of water covers hét gge (ch. 1X, 10). Different characters also
tend to have a strand of hair crossing their rgjfg on moments of terror or rage: the older
Nite Owl on his dying moment (ch. VIII, 28), thewager Silk Spectre when she snaps at her
father (ch. IX, 21) or the nameless protagonistloé¢ Black Freightewhen he realizes he is
losing his mind (ch. V, 12) and commits each mur@ér. X, 12; ch. XI, 6) are all great
examples. Coincidentallyihe Sandmaalso plays with the eye motif — or to be more exact
eye injury motif — quite a lot. Gaiman explainsaentrality by declaring that since "comics is
an entirely visual medium — — it's perfectly natdhat an 'injury to eye' theme would develop
in horror comics" (Bender 1999, 255).

The images of the forward-running clock and theaging puddle of blood that
precede the cover of each chapter could also ltkaga pun on the same motif: the clock
counts down the minutes to when ftce is, likewise, stained by blood. Of course, for
Rorschach, the other motif — symmetrical inkblotalso mean, first and foremost, face. The
symmetry and absolute dichotomy between black ahidewright or wrong that Rorschach
and his mask represent also figure in the comi@nmous ways. The most common variant is,
perhaps, reflections: covers of the fifth and tlewemth chapter both depict reflections,
although the latter, a reflection of Nite Owl's shipp Archie is also a play on the smiley
motif. The former, the reflection of the flashingam-sign with a symmetrical skull and
crossbones logo is further underlined by the cotpof the following panels: the flashing of
the sign causes every other panel to be dim ambdaabred while every other panel is tinged
with the warm reds and yellows of the lit-up sigra-very Rorschachian division between
black and white, light and dark, "not mixing, nagt (ch. VI, 10). In fact, like Rorschach, the
entire fifth chapter could be claimed to be buitbund the symmetry theme. Not only is the
chapter named after William Blake's poem "Tygerd ands in a mention about karma, about
how "everything evens out eventually”, but the fealayouts of the entire chapter follow
bilateral symmetry: there could be a mirror in thigldle of the middle spread and the frames
would still be sized and situated similarly on bdtides (Whitson 2007). This brings

something about Rorschach, in fact, his most degintharacteristic, even in the gutters,
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which, ironically, are the gray areas, the in-betmgethat Rorschach's philosophy refuses to
recognize. Then again, his famous comment on guttethe opening page of the entire story
makes this unusual devise strangely appropriatbe "Jtreets are extended gutters and the
gutters are full of blood and when the drains finatab over, all the vermin will drown" (ch.

1, 1).

Another surprisingly appropriate wording can benfd in the chapter's title,
"Fearful Symmetry". Peculiarly, the word "fearfis; in a way, the antonym of itself. Since it
can mean either "frightening” or "frightened", fiicludes both darkness and light, just like
Rorschach's mask (Hornby 2005, 561). On the othedhit is ambiguous. The context of
Blake's poem does not help with deciding the meagaither, since the text describes the tiger
as something mighty, mysterious and "burning”, whihe illustration shows a rather
unimpressive, kitten-like tiger. In other wordseté is a huge, productive gap between the
text and the image content. Rorschach's philosophgssentially flawed because he only
believes in polar opposites, yet polar oppositeplynirreconcilable gaps that lie between
them. As discussed in this thesis, gaps, areasnbigaity, are vital for comics — but they
seem to be horrid for Rorschach, one of the madaeaed and carefully crafted comic book
characters of all time.

It could be concluded, then, that the recurringleymfaces help to carry the
shadow of The Comedian and his death throughoutrttiee narrative. As the hero himself is
absent — or more so, dead — such subliminal visue$ prevent the reader from forgetting
him and his influence on the events. His deathafi®r all, what drives Rorschach to take
action, to activate his retired friends and, fipallo reveal the entire plot that led to the
murder in the first place. The symmetry motif igylstly more restricted as it is mostly
focused on the two chapters — V and VI — that reResischach's past and ideology. On the
other hand, those two chapters are positively adrwith what he finds most important and
beautiful of all, symmetry. Hardly any device it lenused there: composition, coloring (due
to the blinking light) and imagery (abundant Roesth blots and close-ups straight from the
front) all scream symmetry. Even the epigraphsk&&"Tyger" and the Friedrich Wilhelm
Nietzsche quote at the end of chapter VI apthertfRorschach's past and present: "Battle not
with monsters, lest ye become a monster and ifgame into the abyss, the abyss gazes also
into you." Not only does this intertextual link t&orschach as Nietzsche's fellow nihilist but
it poetically recounts his tragic development. Headelf has become cruel because he has
been a victim and witness to so much cruelty —rggai example of symmetry come to flesh.

He reflects the grim world around him just like fheddle of water reflects the ominous cross
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bone sign on the cover of chapter V. In this sef&®schach comes close to allegorical
characters or even such personifications of aldstatepts as the Endlessidfe Sandman

Of course, the other characters are also figwetiand intertextually defined by
their emblems and names. However, they are notllgquaminent for a good reason: the
younger Nite Owl and Silk Spectre have simply iiteer the semiotic sets of their
predecessors, while Dr. Manhattan's superpowera agsult of a scientific accident and his
image is largely shaped by the government. ThudikeirRorschach, Comedian and
Ozymandias, their superhero identities can hardlydad as a form of self-expression. Still,
some indirect messages can be detected: Silk $fsegllow and black clothes echo the
color-scheme of Comedian's smiley emblem, whicimse® foreshadow the revelation that
she is, in fact, his daughter. Nite Owl's browntlilog, on the other hand, corresponds well
with his down-to-earth demeanor and mundane civilife. Also, as the owl is easily
associated with Pallas Athene, who was, among oltlegs, goddess of law and justice, it is
an appropriate totem animal for a superhero. Theslneven includes an ornithological essay
by Nite Owl himself, titled "Blood from the Shouldef Pallas” (at the end of ch. VII).

In comparison, Dr. Manhattan's name and logo fagrdmmatic representation
of a hydrogen atom — are a much more overt referémdhe infamous Manhattan project,
with which the United States tampered during thédG&/ar. In Watchmenuniverse, Dr.
Manhattan replaces the atom bomb as America's atitinveapon. Like a nuclear bomb, he is
able to disintegrate matter into atoms. Indeedsteven called an "H-bomb" by his "mother-
in-law", the older Silk Spectre (ch. II, 8). Thisvgs him an exceptionally ominous aura,
which is only diluted when the reader learns madoeud the person he used to be, Jon
Osterman. It is, however, an unresolved dilemmatkéreDr. Manhattan and Jon Osterman
should be treated as a single character. Dr. Méarh&imself does not seem to think so since
he refers to his former self with a name rathenthafirst-person pronoun — that is, he
separates the two by surprising use of Fokkemastdgve code: "Restructuring myself after
the subtraction of my intrinsic field was the fitatk | learned. It didn't kill Osterman... Did
you think it would kill me?" (ch. XIl, 18.) Alterrievely, his hydrogen logo could be read
ironically. Having only one electron, hydrogen idremely reactive, where as Dr. Manhattan
is the most passive of all th&atchmenheroes: in his reluctance to resolve anything, he
leaves the Earth.

As for Ozymandias, he makes the source of hisreepe name and signature
colors perfectly clear by giving an entire speebtlow his attempt to follow in his idol's,

Alexander the Great's footprints — a pilgrimaget thiiimately led him to admire ancient
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pharaohs (ch. XI, 10-11). As discussed in chap@#2this fanatic identification blatantly
explains many of Ozymandias' features. He wantset@associated with the greatest leaders
that ever lived. Since they were royalty, Ozymasgdiao, has to wear royal symbols, such as
laurel leaves and gold and purple clothing. Hiseshpro name Ozymandias is, of course, the
Greek alias of Ramesses Il. This self-imposed @yakiso gives him the psychological
motivation for his megalomaniac plan: did he nankhof himself as at least an equal to the
greatest kings and conquerors of all time, he woeler have the confidence or arrogance to
scare the world into peace all on his own. Indésatcy Shelley's poem that is placed as an
epigraph to the end of chapter Xl, where Ozymaneligiains and executes his alien invasion
scam, loses its original irony in the context aeddimes a literal description of its namesake's
bravado: "My name is Ozymandias, king of kings: koan my works, ye mighty and
despair!”

In short, Ozymandias is an epitome of the selfenlaglo. He gave his heritage
money to charity when he was seventeen and, gidrom nothing, built his physical, mental
and financial capabilities to their maximum potehtiln addition, like Rorschach and
Comedian, he dresses, acts and names himself aggda what he aspires to be, thus,
effectively lowering the walls between his inwarddaoutward features. Their superhero
identities are self-crafted facades that clearlglbeit figuratively — reflect their ideal self-
images. To some extent, this is also true for tbanger Nite Owl, who admired his
predecessor greatly enough to assume his supedtiaso (ch. VII, 8). The younger Silk
Spectre, however, remains slightly more mysteriausperhaps slightly empty, behind the
image she involuntarily inherited from her mothehn.(1, 25). Her outward appearance does
not reflect her inwardness except for the fact st allows others to define her: it wells less
from her ego and more from her superego, so toSlag.has always played out the roles of a
daughter and a girlfriend, until, during the coun$¢he story, both of these statuses are pulled
from under her feet: she discovers the identitheffather and breaks up with Dr. Manhattan.
For her,Watchmens about personal growth, whereas others — espe€alymandias and
Rorschach — keep clinging to their respectivelyexe beliefs as tightly as ever.

All in all, there are plenty of contrastive andksybetween the characters. Van
Ness argues with length that Rorschach and Ozyraarate each other's "polar opposites"
and has, indeed, much to back her claim. Ozymansliasthe very top of the society, rich,
famous, well-liked and well-groomed whereas Rorsbhhédhas a background as an
institutionalized son of a prostitute, is utterlgnmiless, infamous and thus forced to live in

unsanitary conditions as a wanted man. Ozymansidabbed as the only overtly "left-wing"
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superhero where as Rorschach ridicules "communigtg! "liberals" in his very first
monologue (ch. 11, 32; ch. 1, 1). As Van Ness apltiserves, even their speech patterns are
completely dissimilar: Ozymandias talks in lenggntences with plenty of long and formal
words while Rorschach talks little and in incomelsentences, omitting pronouns and other
function words. (Van Ness 2010, 121-127.) Even ghoboth do act outside the law,
believing that ends justify the means — be it w8 of people or a couple of fingers that need
to be sacrificed — their morals are quite differ@atwvell. Ozymandias believes he is above the
bigger picture, able to solve the world's problesnshis own, whereas Rorschach acts out a
principle that is greater than himself, retributiém the end, the reader is asked to side with
either one: whether to stay quiet about Ozymandiaakx and hope for peace or to tell the
world the truth and punish the mass-murderer?

The Comedian, too, could be seen as Ozymandisishesis. As his name
suggests, everything, including the world and hifngs a joke to him — as opposed to
Ozymandias, who takes himself and the world selyoaisough to perfect them, regardless of
the cost. Ozymandias' initial, idealistic plans Waorld-peace evoke only cynical amusement
in Comedian, who firmly believes in the imminendenaclear holocaust but "does not care"
(ch. I, 11; ch. IV, 19). He simply jokes about h&zymandias, often referred to as "the
world's smartest man", will end up as "the smarntest on the cinder” (ch. II, 11).

Another notable analogy, although a parallel nathan contrasting one, can be
found in the sub-story, the comic within a comigles of the Black FreighteA minor
character, a teenager named Bernard reads thisagngepirate comic issue by issue by a
newsstand, as the main storyline, unbeknownstrtg tinfolds elsewhere in New York. The
comic tells the story of an unnamed sea captain iwinoarooned as a result of a fateful battle
with a feared, apparently supernatural pirate shljed the Black Freighter. Terrified of what
the pirates might do to his family and townspeoplee man slips into madness in his
desperate attempt to get home and warn his pe@heedthe ship arrives. By the time he
reaches his destination, the man is so distraugihtparanoid he mistakes his family for the
hated pirates and slaughters them himself. They dtas generally been regarded as an
allegory forwatchmels bleak world-view or the kind of people that sext in such a world,
the kind of man the heroes admire (Soikkeli 1933l)1Several intrafigural parallels can also
be drawn to individual characters: like the protagbof The Black FreighterOzymandias
and Rorschach are prepared to kill for the gregterd. The man even builds a raft of the
bodies of his former ship crew in his desperatenaptt to reach his village in time — an apt

metaphor for Ozymandias' course of action, a "atbgounded on human bodies, as
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Rorschach phrases it (ch. Xll, 24). Then again,sédnage ways of the marooned captain do
not seem entirely incongruous with Rorschach anelGbmedian's ruthlessness either.

More interfigural parallels can be found in théeattexts to whichkWatchmen
alludes. Some of the chapter-closing epigraphs akd3 "Tyger”, Shelley's "Ozymandias”
and the Nietzsche quote — have already been mextioGhapter IV, which tells Dr.
Manhattan's — or, rather, Jon Osterman's — lifgsstalso has an interesting epigraph by
Albert Einstein: "The release of atom power hasnged everything except our way of
thinking... The solution to this problem lies iretheart of mankind. If only | had known, |
should have become a watchmaker." This paralleldManhattan — the walking atom bomb
whose father actually was a watchmaker — with Einsthe real, unfortunate inventor of the
atom bomb. A further parallel is drawn to god. Hhidical epigraph at the end of chapter lll,
placed directly under a large picture of a penfiveManhattan, asks: "Shall not the Judge of
all the earth do right?® Moreover, Manhattan is regularly called "god" Hye tother
characters, even though he does not think theaegisd, that the world is a "clock without a
craftsman" (ch. IV, 11; ch. IV, 28). Through theparallels, the reader can see Dr.
Manhattan's real tragedy, which, due to his enosypmwer, also becomes a tragedy for the
entire world: there is no craftsman to make thelclout there are plenty of beings, plenty of
atom bombs that are able to destroy it. Althoughthie end of the comic, Dr. Manhattan
aspires to find a simpler galaxy and create life,ionly viewed as a destructive power
throughout the story. Like Destruction The Sandmanhe decides to leave rather than to
fulfill his function.

The most important intertext fovatchmenis, however, the entire genre of
superhero comics. Like The SandmaMatchmenheroes were originally designed to be
revamps of existing, albeit forgotten, comic bookrdes. Especially Dr. Manhattan,
Rorschach and The Comedian's progenitors — Captaim, The Question and Peacemaker —
are still quite easy to detect from among the swgrer selection of Charlton Comics, a
publication house that went out of business ardhedimeWatchmerwas written. Although
Moore was insistent on depicting the superhero dvémbm an entirely new, "grimmer,
perhaps more realistic" perspective, he wantedéocharacters with whom the readers would
already have some sort of a relationship. He Fe# would have brought deeper "emotional
resonance” to the work. However, the planned steylvas rough and dramatic enough to

have too long-lasting effects on the characterd,tha publisher refused to hand them over to

%0 This also raises the question about who "the Joflgé the earth” is — who watches the watchmarihe end,
it is Ozymandias, not Dr. Manhattan, who appoiitsself the judge.
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Moore. Again, as in the case dhe Sandmanwhat resulted were original characters that,
unstrained by continuity issues, were able to ressh extremes, such as political ones, far
outside the comic book standards. (Cooke 2000.)

As uniform and convention-ridden as the entireesipro genre is, it is equally
possible to see interfigural links to superherdes tlid not inspire Moore as directly. For
example, Nite Owl could be read as a parody of Batwr Ironman, the rich, gadget-loving
hero type that could well live a decent life withanasks were he not so bored. Rorschach
represents the other extreme: he is even poorerSpaler-Man and even more "compelled”,
even more emotionally driven and, possibly, evementuestionable in his methods than The
Punisher. The Comedian is a patriotic hero, a natisymbol in the same sense as Captain
America, and Dr. Manhattan is even explicitly comgaato Superman. Even though he is not
an alien like Superman, he develops into one: rigetilienated from people, he escapes
further and further into space. He is also easdisafeled to any other hero who accidentally
receives a supernatural ability that makes his flitestratingly complicated, such as the
Incredible Hulk. In shortywatchmercomments on the multitude of motivations that léad
masked adventuring and vigilantism as well as c&flen the various ways the public might
respond to such figures. It takes a whole arrafawfiliar genre elements and, indeed, sheds
"grimmer, perhaps more realistic” light on them ¢k 2000).

Even without the intertextual links, howeveWyatchmenis amazingly
polyphonic, in a way that is perhaps more ofteneeigd from high-end literature rather than
from lowly comic books. In discussing the differeadetween Ozymandias and Rorschach, it
was already exemplified how distinct discoursesviddal characters can produce. One could
also compare Dr. Manhattan's exact, matter-of$aetech, mostly devoid of emotive words
and exclamation marks ("Believe me, | fully undanst the seriousness of our circumstances,
the gravity of the situation.” (ch. 1X, 9)) to Ti@median's slangy, colorful, overtly informal
expressions ("It don't mattequat Here — — lemme show ya why it don't matter...it don't
matter squat because insithérty yearsthenukesare gonna be flyin' likenaybugs.." (ch.

II, 11)). These idiolects are strong enough asuttction as verbally constructed character
pointers.

This textual multitude is further complemented thg use of different visual
points of view. Most of the timé&latchmermretains the eye-level third-person perspective that
is the genre norm. However, occasional shifts tst-fperson view do occur for different
reasons. Before Rorschach's civilian identity ieeeded upon his arrest at the end of chapter

V, his off-mask scenes are pictured in first-pergbrough his own eyes, in orders to keep the
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secret from the reader a bit longer while stilleoiiig an intimate peek to his normal, day-to-
day life (ch. V, 11, 18). The same effect is emplbyn the first chapter, in the panels where
The Comedian is killed: showing these recurring gimnfrom first-person perspective
conceals the identity of the killer perfectly, lé all-important murder can still be shown to
the readers (ch. |, 2-4). These panels also eitdlimther visual trick whose main purpose is
to convey the mental state of both the viewed &edviewer: the unrealistically red coloring
of the panels could reflect either the rage offtmalizing attacker or the pain of the focalized
victim.

In chapter IX, on the other hand, the frames dooca#ly assume Silk Spectre's
first-person perspective when she is having a Hask, as if the only way to retrieve
information from past times was through her heduere, first-person view is not used to
conceal anything but to underline the fact thatith@ges shown are formed in the head of the
focalizing character — they do not belong to thespnt of the narrative, except as mental
images, memories. In contrast, Dr. Manhattan's pasthapter IV is recounted through
regular third-person view. Because he perceives siimultaneously, his perspective, through
which the chapter is told, allows the reader, todbe present” in long-gone events.

Different character-centered focalizations asWlatchmens able to complicate
the spectrum of its characterization by employiegesal genresThe Sandmamises similar
effect: its world and characters are viewed throtlgh lenses of pulp horroPfeludes and
Nocturne$, myth ("Orpheus" iFables and Reflectiopsalternative history (several stories of
Fables and Reflectiopssailor story ("Hob's Leviathan" Worlds' End and so onWatchmen
manages the same in much less space with the healp@ explicit breaks between the
genres. This, of course, refers to the expositaayenals attached to the end of each chapter,
excluding the very last one. While they are a alevay of proving how the visual, material
aspect is inherent and important in all types atstenot just comics, they also force the
reader to step outside the conventions of the sepergenre and perceive the heroes through
the generic conventions of these other text typestemoir (ch. I, Il &, Ill), a professional
essay or article (ch. IV, V & VII), criminal and miieal documents (ch. V), a newspaper
article (ch. VIII & IX), a personal letter (ch. I& X) and an interview (ch. IX & XI). In some
cases, these documents offer the reader anothsgrgotive to the very same issues and events
shown and told in the surrounding panels. In chapte Dr. Manhattan recounts through
images and textbox monologue what his transformaitibo a superhuman being meant to
him personally, with an emphasis on relationshipg specific events. The expository article

at the end of the chapter gives the reader theelatgss personal view of the same thing.
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Similarly, young Rorschach's disturbed drawing &sday at the end of chapter VI add
emotional stakes to the traumatic memories showihdrsame chapter. It is also interesting to
compare the polished, personable image Ozymandiasfgrward in the interview placed at
the end of chapter Xl to the revelations he makdbe panels just preceding it. For instance,
he has just confessed murdering The Comedianhastt, while in the interview he wishes
his fellow crime fighters, especially The Comediangthing but luck in the years that lie
ahead" (24-26, 32).

Simply put, the degree of sympathy the readeikislyl to feel towards any
character is a matter of perspective, much depératethe way the character is portrayed.
Thus, it is a great merit foWatchmerto show its characters from such multitude of asgle
This also adds t&Watchmels overall thematic structure: it reads like oneRarschach's
inkblots. Both Rorschach and Ozymandias are pattag both negative and positive light
and both can justify their clashing views effeclyvenough. It is impossible to decide which
one is right — unless the reader is able to ma&echioice, to impose his or her own moral
pattern on the unsolvable, to stop the perspectives shifting back and forth like
Rorschach's bizarre mask. Again, the ambiguousbgapeen two extremes becomes the key
Issue.

Yet, despite all these inventive techniguggatchmens hardly known for its
round, believable characters. NWatchmens, first and foremost, seen as a story of patferns
of causes and effects, a structure where everyikingnnected to everything. Moore himself
calls it "a lovely Swiss watch piece, a mechanig@3oke 2000). Where does this leave the
characters? If the story does not exist to telualioe characters, do the characters not exist to
serve the story? Dr. Manhattan says it himself: T&/all puppets, Laurie. I'm just a puppet
who can see the strings” (ch. 1X, 5). After reading novel, the reader, too, is able to see the
strings: most characters play very specific rolesthe narrative. Ozymandias, being the
mastermind behind many of the story's events, asbeginning and end of it all. He pushes
The Comedian — the motif — out of the window, whidbtivates Rorschach's — the tragic
antihero's — entire storyline. He, in his turn, lpesthe other heroes in motion, especially Silk
Spectre, the coming-of-age heroine, who proceedsive her contrastive love interests, Nite
Owl and Dr. Manhattan, to completely opposite digets. Finally, in accordance to the
book's clock-like, cyclic structure, Rorschach warmhck to his polar opposite, Ozymandias,
who is, of course, his antagonist as well. Van Nessalso managed to map the moral codes

of the characters in a way that proves their schiernanstrastiveness (Van Ness 2010, 106).

151



Yet, it seems unreasonable to call any of the nthiaracters inWatchmen
ficelles or even flat. They all have psychologicabtivations and inner conflicts — Silk
Spectre is torn between her own and her mothepgsatations, Dr. Manhattan between his
human and superhuman side, for example — or shome stegree of development, if not
during the main storyline, at least within the flbacks. For instance, Rorschach could be
claimed to be built around one concept alone, sytrynelowever, as the flashbacks of his
childhood are shown, it becomes clear to the retdd#rthis principle is self-imposed — not
just a transparent part of the story's surfaced-thare is, thus, something beyond it. Then,
the only possible conclusion seems to be that airdding plot does not necessarily run on
function-like characters. Why should the puppets$ Io® carefully crafted? That is, even
complex characters can be used as gears if onlyjngohanism itself is complex enough — or

supported by a solid set of other functional eletsiesuch as motifs.

4.3 Maus: Of Mice and Men

There are two substantial points that B&us apart from the other three graphic novels
discussed in this thesis. Firstly, it is the onhe@lanned and executed by a single artist — the
work is not divided between the writer and thesttator, nor are there superhero continuums
or other interfigural links that would direct theeation of the characters. In fact, the
characters in Spiegelman's story have partly "ecetitemselves” because, secondly, his work
is autobiographical. Although this combination ip@verful one in terms of self-expression
and, consequently, deep-resounding characterizatiols a phenomenon of independent
rather than mainstream comics. Autobiographical icemis an ever-growing genre,
nevertheless, and several such works have brokerthe spotlight of latelMiaus being the
pioneer and probably the starting shot of the trémal example, David B.Bpileptic (1996—
2003), Marjane Satrapi'®ersepolis (2000), Craig Thompson'8lankets (2003), Alison
Bechdel'sThe Fun Homg2006) and Guy Delisle's travel diaries follow suntregard to
simplified, black-and-white style of drawing andt (east seemingly) honest, even
confessional style of writing. The popularity ofslgenre alone makes its character dynamics
worth studying.

From the perspective of characterization, the rmoestral issue of these stories

is the fusing of the real-life artist, the moreless personalized narrative voice and the actual
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protagonist. Naturally, the latter two are ontotadly different from the first one: they are
constructed things, "abstract objects", one or lebtithich must share some qualities with the
real artist in order for the work to be autobiodrniapl (Reicher 2010). Which qualities and to
what extent are true to life is somewhat irrelevanisidering that the reader rarely knows the
artist very personally, if at all. Also, the questiis almost impossible to answer since no one
can perceive the artist in the exact same way hsher perceives him- or herself. Thus,
whether a work is to be considered autobiograplocalot is a matter of institutional norm,
an implicit contract between the artist and theleeship, and it is sufficient to note here that
Mausclaims autobiographical quality both in its markgtand within the narrative itself. Art
Spiegelman the character is constantly striving'fair" portrayal of his father and his work
is in various occasions validated by the otheratiars (e.g. |, 104, 133). What is more, it is a
historical fact that the Art Spiegelman who dreve ttomic is a son of two Auschwitz
survivors.

In contrast, the distance between the narratortl@grotagonist is something
any avid reader can decipher from the textMBus the distance is minimal: everything that
is narrated is either heard, seen, experiencechagined by Art the protagonist. Indeed, even
though most of the narrative depicts the horrorshef Second World War, something that
none of the three Art Spiegelmans born in 1948 chhave experienced, these depictions are
ultimately focalized and rendered by him. They hi® reconstruction of his father's story.
The father Vladek, acts as the protagonist andfdbalizer only within Art's focalization.
Similar constructive action allows the real-lifetAo draw — and the narrator Art to view — the
character Art from outside, despite the fact tletrtust have experienced the situations from
inside his body. In other words, the only obvioap @petween the character and the narrator is
a visual one: all characters are constantly showtie third person, not through the eyes of
any specific character. In textual terms, the risgavoice is rather taciturn: it mostly sets the
scene by announcing the time and the place. A eoaplthese brief scene-openings are,
however, long enough to include first person: "Swenmacation. Francoise and | were
staying with friends in Vermont..." (I, 11). Thisggests that the verbal narrator is, in fact, a
character narrator, which brings the three Artnesteser together.

If the relationship between the artist and theratar is analogous to the
relationship between the narrator and the charactidrat is, Spiegelman simply views his
narrator-self from outside the narrative, knowingrgthing it knows and thinking everything
it thinks — then the three are so close to eacératerything aboutlausreflects, in one way

or another, its protagonist. An independently poadl autobiographical comic is a very
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extreme form of self-expression: not just every dvor every scene but every single line is
created by the author's hand (Versaci 2007, 44)midtier how closely the story follows real-
life events, Spiegelman reveals his understandirigese events by choosing what to include
or exclude, deciding on the framings, angles, stgsdiand letterings or, of course, by
depicting everything in such a simplified and atlegal mode. If we assume the character
Spiegelman to be very similar to the real Spiegalmtis likely that the character would
make the very same artistic choices that are ajresalized around him.

This gives the reader an enormous amount of irdtion about the character's
inner world — in one way or another he views hirhasla cartoony mouse, for instance. Of
course, we know that even the character Art isreatly a mouse, since the animalistic
features are occasionally depicted as masks. Faortre, Art's wife Francoise — real-life
Spiegelman is married to a fellow artist, Francdvmuly — is even given a chance to debate
which animal she would like to be (I, 11). In tlsisnse, the focalization of the comic is very
subjective, but seeing as the narrator is almosmtidal with the protagonist, the mouse
metaphor might as well be imposed by the formemtTih, it is not necessarily a sign of
character-centered focalization — in fact, it seemiékely considering how consistently the
visual point of view differs from that of any chater in purely spatial terms.

Even if one should have doubts about the unitthefartist and the protagonist,
there are four pages in the comic that are expiaittributed to the character Art, that can
undisputedly and comprehensively be viewed asdlissgpression. These four pages consist,
of course, othe short comic-within-a-comi®risoner on the Hell Planet: A Case Histdty
100-103). This earlier Holocaust and family themaitk by Art Spiegelman is included in
Mausin its entirety because the characters browse modigk it. Obviously, it is an important
subtext for the story due to its subject matter dab a very expressive, confessional and —
according to the character Art's stepmother Malgery accurate account of Art's mother's
recent suicide and how Art experienced it. If thevaal metaphor and the claustrophobically
small panels of the main story can be considergaessive of the characters’ — or more
specifically, Art's — feelingsPrisoner on the Hell Plandbkes the expressionism to a whole
new level: in its most dramatic panels — when thdybis found, when Art hears about the
suicide or escapes the funeral — the perspectiveframan figures are twisted to the point of
being horrifying, even nauseating. Beneath thes$ectsf however, the sub-comic shows
human, more detailed visualizations of the mainrattars, Art and his parents. Like the
handful of real photographs superimposed on thegabis underlines the fact they are real,

unique individuals, not just generic members oflawish mouse community.

154



Spiegelman's choice to draw his characters ih sucartoony style has, indeed,
drawn plenty of attention from the scholars andulegreaders alike. Considering that the
characters are based on real human beings makeshtiee even more peculiar: if one
compares the artwork dflausto that ofThe Sandmarfor example, it is hard to believe that
it is the latter whose protagonists are not humeatnall, but mere embodiments of ideas.
Originally, Spiegelman had planned on employing @acimmore detailed style with more
expressive, human-like facial features. After a@éhpage draft drawn in this style, however,
he decided to change for a far simpler style tffatgvely fulfils all the claims McCloud has
made of deliberately cartoonish characters. Siheesimplicity of the characters' appearances
is underlined by the more detailed, shaded andsti&abackgrounds — as well as the vastly
different style ofPrisoner on the Hell Planet the characters seem to stand out and claim the
foreground. Also, as the reader is not overwhelnbgdthe artwork, such as specific
renderings of the characters' facial expressioayrishe can really concentrate on the story
content and read the characters' ambiguous facélseinway that feels appropriate to the
scene. Moreover, as McCloud notes, the more ddtdilee drawing style, the more
objectifying it is: drawing in every whisker of \dak Spiegelman's trembling snout would
only make him appear a static aesthetic artifaethich he, by all means, is not. (Versaci
2007, 102.) Instead, it is easy to imagine thairzkthe simple, relatively blank mask, there
is a real, relatable human being. To wrap all theffects in one sentence, the simplified
visuals ensure that nothing else outshines theactes. It is what truly makeédausa story
of personal history, not another hair-raising hostory about World War 1.

On the other hand, the simple style, combined whth fantastical quality of
anthropomorphism, has an estranging effect. Strdaytvard depiction of such atrocities as
the Holocaust requires some aesthetic distance thersubject matter (Herkman 1998, 36;
Versaci 2007, 98). That is, surviving Auschwita@nething so extreme that anyone who has
not personally experienced it cannot begin to ustded it. Thus, bringing the concrete reality
closer to the level of abstract ideas — through uke of images that fall somewhere in
between the two — helps a great deal when the raadeying to fathom and relate to a
character with such experiences. The other ma@mérofMaus Art's relationship to his
parents, also seems a loaded subject for him. @artg his family and himself probably
helps him to step outside the most personal aréaedfopic — in terms of visual vocalization,
very concretely so — and examine them in a moreabie, universal manner.

Many Holocaust survivors who have written abowgirtlexperiences say that

words, even metaphors fail them (Versaci 2007, B¥gn so, figurative expressions, such as
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the animal figures Spiegelman uses, add to thisflleéstrangement and abstraction process
that the "outsiders" seem to require. In additibvey make the depicted issues appear in a
new light, waking up the readers who have alreaaBntnumbed by the previous Holocaust

stories they have been told. Sure, they have healolocaust story, but they have not heard a
Holocaust story told by mice.

Paradoxically, though, the deep-lying allegorgufies of a cat and a mouse give
the characters a universal quality that stretcleg®id Art and Vladek Spiegelman, beyond
Jews and Nazis, even beyond war and genocide. ik4iéeed mouse hiding from a pack of
blood-thirsty cats is an archetypal image of aiwmicof any kind of crime or persecution.
Thus, Maus despite being so very personal, has a level whetees not matter, whether
there really was a man like Vladek, who he was lbatwe did to survive. The core is that he
survived extreme, underserved persecution; the eyagainst all odds, escaped the cat. The
anthropomorphism is so archetypal it bypassesallflaws Vladek might have — greed and
parsimony — and makes him relatable to almost amy®hus,Maus could be considered a
prime example of Keen's ambassadorial strategicadmp the anthropomorphic device
clearly expands the potentially empathetic audi¢iesn 2011).

There are plenty of other fable-like animal figuia Maus as well. Some are
quite straight-forward, even humorous nationalesigipes: a French prisoner is portrayed as
a frog and Swedes as reindeer (Il, 93-94, 124-1RB)ericans are dogs, which is an
extension of the central cat and mouse dichotohg/ntice are killed by the cats, but the cats
are, eventually, killed by the dogs. The Polish depicted as pigs, which is slightly more
mysterious. Perhaps Spiegelman simply wanted amadrthat could not be mixed in the
mouse—cat—dog paradigm and did not evoke too pesitbnnotations. After all, many Poles
were very hostile towards Jews, despite being tfediow victims of war. Alternatively,
Spiegelman may have wanted to underline that moktsPwere ordinary, simple country
folk.

Art and Vladek also talk about caricatures andestypes at one point of the
story. Art worries that even though he strivesépidt his father as accurately as possible, he
seems like a "racist caricature of the miserly &éaiv" (I, 131). Vladek's new wife simply
replies that it is the truth, that he really is alking stereotype and, sure enough, the most
prominent topic outside Vladek's memoir is his pepimching tips. Whether Vladek really is
fairly portrayed inMaus or not, these metatextual ponderings prove thaéstgpes are not
necessarily as unrealistic as one might think. didy are they based on common, although

generalizing perceptions of real life but, duehteitt general nature, they necessarily apply to
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a large number of people, just like the simplistguals ofMausand many others comics do.
To put it in Forster's terms, it is not only thatfcharacters that have potential for rotundity,
but most round characters include, or at least lpmtential for, several flat ones as well.
Thus, the two are not as mutually exclusive as might think but, rather, two alternative
ways of reading or depicting a single characteteAdll, according to the cognitive character
concept, a character cannot be entirely exhaustedtbxt — there will always be some gaps
that the reader fills, something that is "beyortt® taw semiotic data, no matter how detailed
or vague it is.

What makes the scene even more intriguing, thoisgthat Vladek, who only
enters the room after the aforementioned caricator@ment, hits his son with another
stereotype: Vladek, whose knowledge of the comaklbindustry is clearly quite scarce, notes
that Art might become famous like Walt Disney (33). Disney is, of course, a stereotype of
a cartoonist, someone who produces happy, scherradicommercialized animal tales for
children. This implicitly underlines the vast difémces between such stereotypical view of
comics andMaus itself, sketching out the wide outlines of the nuedis potential. Also,
Vladek unwittingly draws an ironic parallel betwegvalt Disney's mouse characters and
himself. Although Mickey is also a mouse, he isvicdim but a hero, a picaresque hero who
stumbles from one adventure to another withoutatsic.

This immediately raises the question: is Vladekeao? Most readers would
probably answer affirmatively, but his "adventulels clearly left him severely scarred. Art
even discusses the topic with his therapist, whord that éverylittle boy when he's little,
looks up to his father". This suggests that Vlade&uld be viewed as a superior character, a
kind of a hero, simply by comparison to Art, whoeigen depicted as a small, child-sized
figure as this discussion takes place — an effediiyurative visualization of his feelings of
inferiority and helplessness (Image 9). On the moltlaad, the same therapist argues that mere
survival does not make anyone a winner, becauseit'wasn't thébestpeople who survived,
nor did the best ones die". The dead never getltohieir tales, no matter how heroic deeds
they might have accomplished. Thus, they are I@uiyddepicted as victims, losers that could
not overcome the ordeal. Still, one could argueAdsdoes, that Vladek's success should
partly be attributed to his resourcefulness. (1-45.) Is that not heroic? In the archetypal
terms he is, in any case, a hero, a mouse who tethand outran a stronger predator, that is,
escaped the fate to which he was destined frorh.birt

From this perspective, the entire animal metaphaght seem fatalistic and

depressing. However, these anthropomorphic roles utimately revealed to be social
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constructions inMaus Of course, in the context of a work of art, treader naturally
recognizes such animal allegory as a sign gaméews, in fact, look very similar to regular
Poles, depicting them as mice could be considéttbal hore than a convenient gimmick that
facilitates the reading process. That is, if parsea of Jews is a central theme in the novel, it
is reasonable to employ clear signals that revdad v one and who is not, especially
considering that the cartoonish drawing style igegdevoid of other visual cues of the sort.
Simultaneously, however, such clear sign-postirspmates tragically with the real events:
Germans, too, refused to play a guessing game raledeal all Jews to identify themselves by
wearing Stars of David. In this sense, Spiegelmasesof the animal masks is simply a new
alternative for the star patches, only with diffare€onnotations. This means that the sign
games are very real within the narrative world € aithin the real world as well. Signs are
not always just amusing narrative devices thawily meanings, but they can also have real-
life consequences. One of them is the way theylbdéntity.

The protagonists oMaus are not inherently and irrevocably mice. Just like
being a Jew is not necessarily a matter of genesrdther, a matter of tradition or choice —
just another social role and identity based onifipemnventionalized signs and discourses —
the animal roles iMausare assumed and perceived, not absolute. Thisoidiel@ntity as an
interpersonal construction — as a product of Hasveyman context — is cleverly conveyed by
Spiegelman’s use of animal masks as opposed tgefdially) "real” anthropomorphism. For
example, in book I, we see Vladek attempting adife to the German side of Poland (64).
He is wearing a pig mask in these panels, not tseche has disguised himself in any way,
but because he simply does not reveal his Jewisktape by words or visual signs. The
Polish conductor sees what he expects to seeloavfBlole, and Vladek's plan is successful.
Another great example is the aforementioned disocasabout Francoise's "species”. On one
hand she should be a frog like the other Frenchapg@earing in the comic, but since she has
"converted”, she wants to be drawn as a mousaX]|,

The power of these typifying constructions is utided perhaps most
forcefully by the epigraph of the novel, which ig@otation from Adolf Hitler: "The Jews are
undoubtedly a race, but they are not human." Aissertike this were apparently perceived to
give the atrocities of the Holocaust some kind ofjuatification: once the Jews are
symbolically excluded from humankind, they are pered to lose their claim to all human
rights. Spiegelman strikes back by depicting nohé&e characters as entirely human, thus
nullifying Hitler's words. It is, after all, impo#de for Germans to identify Jews as inferior

prey without identifying themselves as beasts.
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Both Watchmerand Mausprove that the appearances of comic book characters
are more than ornate, marketable skins: while #@ds ofWatchmerexpress themselves
through their self-made superhero images, the cteasaofMausreflect the expectations of
the other characters around them. In short, thgé@sare able to convey both internal and
external features of the characters, of both thhegpeer and the perceived. Since the images
are thus rendered anything but mimetic, accurgpéctiens of the characters' physicality, the
appearances of thdaus characters are mostly distinguished and elaborayethe textual
content. Since all the mice actually look prettyamuhe same, it is worth repeating verbally
that young Vladek was exceptionally handsome (d, $§2—13; Il 33-34) and that his wife
Anja was exceptionally frail (e.g. I, 30; Il, 5%)%6

So, since the verbal elements are hardly restritcbethe interiority and the
image content to the exteriority of the charactdrs, two systems can each be dedicated to
different temporal versions of the same charactstead. During the sequences where the
present-day Vladek tells his story of survival, feenains strictly within the narrative text
boxes. Hence, everything outside those boxes —amand speech bubbles — are free to
depict the younger Vladek's person and percepfitis keeps the two different versions
more separate and coherent than the similarly divieled literary figures have managed to
be (Versaci 2007, 39-41). One would definitely g¢le to decide which Vladek is the
"primary" one whereas, in contrasite older, "invisible" narrator Pip is clearly oskadowed
by his younger, more active self in Dicke@seat Expectation§1860—61). This possibility to
assign different temporal dimensions to differesmtrative elements might well be one reason
for the recent popularity of autobiographical cosnic

All in all, it is fair to conclude that Spiegelmas able to utilize his medium
much closer to its full potential than most of hntemporaries. His radical visual choices
may still raise some eyebrows in the mainstreantests but they serve his character-driven
story content extremely well. His combination opapent anthropomorphism, cartoony style
and actual documents — most notably family phofogga— amount to multiple layers of
meaning, from archetypal to extremely personalelakgood cartoon shoullaus"evoke([s]
rather than record[s] the human form" (Doherty 1,985. Rather than imposing something as
objective, accurate information or trying to docurneomething he or his readers did not
witness first-hand, Spiegelman invites his audietacempathize and identify, to try on the

different masks and see right through them.
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4.4 The Unwritten: Bogus Identities

Realizing that Mike Carey and Peter Gross' vergmeand very contemporary fantasy epic
feeds on famous Western literature hardly requitesary education or devoted following of
the seriesThe Unwritten— which currently consists of seven collectedieds — is literally
littered with allusions of every weight and mannevert, covert, verbal and visu@IWhile
there is no space or reason to present a complatgadion of them here, it is impossible to
analyze the characters of the series without aduhg@she series’ vast intertextual dimension.
In fact, the characterization ifhe Unwrittenderives most of its depth from interfigural
relations — there are multiple examples and vaiatiof all interfigural phenomena W.G.
Miller describes. One could even claim that th&eseries is essentially a game of obscured
identities. Much like the ill-fated protagonist.etleader, too, is forced to follow a trail of
mysterious literary landmarks before they realizgovis who, where each character comes
from and where they aim to go. In this chapters¢hmterfigural clues are analyzed first in
regard to the protagonist, then in regard to themmajor characters.

The plot of the series is set in motion when trenntharacter, Tom Taylor,
starts to suspect that he might be a fictional attar. For the flesh-and-blood readers, of
course, this is no mystery on the most basic lefgbresentation: generally, figures in a
fantasy comic are easy to classify as fictional stactions. What makes the matter
complicated, however, is that Tom's crisis is bymeans induced by the actual fact that he is
a protagonist of a graphic novel series; that hghinin fact, be a comic book character never
even crosses his mind. Instead, he fears he maghaley be the hero of a children's fantasy
series penned by his father, Wilson Taylor. Itdswaned that the hero of this fictional fantasy
series, an exceptional boy wizard called Tommy diays modeled — up to his name — on the
author's son, Tom. However, as some documentsdiegarom's early life and identity are
claimed forged, the entire storyworld and readideadhre suddenly left to wonder if Tommy
the wizard is really a fictional version of Tom ibrTom is, in fact, a fleshly incarnation of
Tommy (#1, [9-10]). In short, the core dilemmarbie Unwrittenis whether its protagonist is
a regular fictional character, a representationadfiuman being — or a doubly fictional

character, a representation of a representatiarhoinan being.

%L For a work that really enjoys alluding to otherriu&g The Unwritteritself seems exceptionally avoidant of
precise reference: it lacks page numbers. To eredalet reference in the context of this dissentatibe pages
have been counted "manually”, issue by issue. dhatalways starts from the page following the éssaver
(pages with cover sketches excluded). It seemserl¢éaidentify issues by their running numberseas of
chapter numbers, because some albums featureibgthias issue titles and numbered chapters ofargel
story arcs.
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Taking into account the interfigural nature of Tragn Taylor only makes the
problem more confusing. Namelyommy Tayloooks are by no means inspired by Tom
alone but also by J.K. Rowlingidarry Potter universe. The Potter phenomenon does not
seem to exist within the world of the comic bookiee If it did, Wilson Taylor would
probably have been charged with plagiarism, for dimeilarities between Rowling's famed
series andrhe Unwritters fragmentary sub-story are as obvious as theyamgerous: both
star a teen-age wizard with round classes and Wlackwho — with the help of a close male
friend and an equally close female friend — fighgade, unequivocally evil man with a noble
title. Tommy Taylor even has a compass tattoo ¢hagely corresponds to Harry's lightning-
shaped scar — they both itch or burn when theirases are near (#1, [11]). Furthermore, they
both survive fatal attacks by their nemeses and @&sult, become messianic figures within
their storyworlds. Harry is known as "the boy wined" because Lord Voldemort's death
curse could not harm hinThe Unwritten for its part,starts with the death scene of Tommy
Taylor (#1, [1-3]). In the third album, however, [8dn Taylor publishes a finalommy
Taylor novel, where the eponymous character returns fiendead (#18, [2]). Of course,
Tommy Taylor's features are gradually attributedhiosupposed model, Tom as well. He is
suddenly captured by a stalker who believes heomary's archenemy, Count Ambrosio. As
Tom survives the attack, the most fanatic fanshefllommy Taylomovels start celebrating
him as the Messiah or Tommy's reincarnation, "tbedwnade flesh" (#1, [19, 31]). Later, the
compass tattoo, the real nemesis and the companithescolleagues of Ron and Hermione —
appear as well. This, of course, means that theeesub-story is coming to "flesh” or rather,
leaking into the primary storyworld, as if one dogcally dubious being could crash the
boundaries of different reality planes altogethHerother words, characters are given great
importance and power in the context ®he Unwritten despite the fact that they are
constructed of unoriginal elements and their fizélity is constantly recognized. The rather
postmodern and metafictional approach does notnismithe role of the characters at all but,
rather, makes the reader all the more aware af tbksi and construction.

Harry Potter is not the only character Tom palsllbowever. As the series
progresses, he is suggested to be closely analdgddkristopher Robin and Frankenstein's
monster as well. The recurring A.A. Milne analogydastablished on the very first pages,
when Tom is signing books in a fan convention dedfantasy writers in the same table taunt
him: "Hey, Tom, this signing is for writers. Thougfou were more of a...fictional character.
Like Christopher Robin" (#1, [5]). Like Wilson Tayl, A.A. Milne also used his son as an
inspiration when he wrote his children's fantadggaChristopher Robin is not only the sole
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human character iVinnie-the-Pooh(1926) but also a namesake of Milne's real sowhPo
bear and the animal figures in the book were matlefethe boy's stuffed animafsAgain,
the Frankensteinanalogy derives partly from the fact that both M&tyelley's masterpiece
and Wilson Taylor's series were written in Villaddati, a mansion near Lake Geneva,
Switzerland. The same house happens to have lahgedMilton as well, which makes Tom
to note that "Lucifer and Frankenstein are Tommyldigs creepy uncles” (#3, [13]). More
importantly, though, Frankenstein's monster stioiiswing and mentoring Tommy in the
second album because their roles are largely sinfitsth are intentionally crafted and then
abandoned by their "fathers". Frankenstein's moristenulates it more compellingly: "We
have that in common. We are creatures, made thixgsthose who made us do not love us"
(#7, [2]). This "made" nature of Tom could eithefer to Tom actually being fictional
character come to flesh or, a bit less shockintgythe brainwashing techniques Wilson
Taylor used on him as a child, in order to arm hkigainst a strange cabal that controls the
world through stories (sene Unwritten 4: Leviathgn

While both of these analogies are very overt dedrcthey only make Tom's
ontological stance seem even more complicated. iBhizecause Tom and all his parallels
relate to the dynamics between fiction and realyy differently. Christopher Robin is a
fictional boy, created by and based on real peoplegre as Victor Frankenstein was a
fictional creator of a fictional monster. Withinglstoryworld ofFrankenstein however, the
monster is a very real, tangible being consistihpary parts of dead people and animals.
Tommy Taylor is nothing so straightforward. He ® supposed to be real even within the
world of The Unwritten However, he is created by a fictional man and efextion a fictional
boy who seem to be real within the storyworld. Bome fanatic readers in the worldTdie
Unwritten, however, model Tom and character Tommy are thneeghing: people in hospitals
pester Tom for healing spells, for instance (#3). [l some sense, it does not even matter
whether this sameness is real within the story eexdnbr not, because once a fictional
character is hailed as a messiah by real peomechhracter — no matter how fictional they
might actually be — seem to gain a handle to thétyeof storyworld as well; they affect the
storyworld by affecting the readers who sympathiziéh them. This is evident in the
intermittent collage pages that depict news agi@daed online discussions about Tom and

2 The original toys are now on display at the cleitds section of the New York Public Library. Tontudly
visits the library in the fifth albun®n to Genesjsbut the Milne analogy goes unmentioned in thaedn(#27,
[2-8]). This suggests that Tom is not as awarakimship with Christopher Robin as he is of himikarities
with Tommy Taylor and Frankenstein's monster. gt also be noted that talking animal figures have
especially thrived in comics and children's literat So, the connection between the two charaptengs to a
connection between two entire genres.
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Tommy Taylor. The duo does not only connect to otd&ts but also inspire new texts that
seep to the readers' everyday reality through medig #2, [5]).

This is, of course, reminiscent of the way thédital phenomenon called Harry
Potter has impacted our real world. The series daased extensive media exposure and
inspired an active fan culture. It is still possiib spot Harry Potter fans by the "house
scarves" they wear, for example — an apt instatogeoselevel of identification (see ch.
2.3.3). Even though no real-life model for Rowlgglizard has been identifiedarry Potter
series has been adapted into a film series. Thifidation of the flesh-and-blood actor — in
this case, Daniel Radcliffe — with the charactegimiblur the boundaries of reality for some
readers, because the actor can be considered aokifteshly incarnation of the fictional
being. This is certainly what the film industry wduike the audience to think. In the world
of The Unwritten it seems thaTommy Taylonovels have also been adapted into films and
the real Tom had even auditioned for the leadirg. idis manager says he "auditioned to
play [him]self and didn't get the part". Tom refithe comment by noting: "I auditioned for
Tommy Taylor. The loveable boy wizard with the flyingtcém Tom Taylor. The guy who
gives you ten percent of everything he eaN®. the same thing."” (#1, [5].) This is, of course,
just before his origins and legal identity as d msson are contested — by a girl who also
carries a name of a fictional character, Lizzie #faxHad Tom been able to get the part, the
reality dynamics would have been even more jumbtedwould have represented a character
that was originally created to represent himself.

Tommy statues and other fan products — shown &gdlyein aloum three — play
on the similar representational inversion: they ameant to represent, in a physical
manufactured form, the mental representations drersata that the books' verbal
representations have build in the readers' mindat iB, fantasies that were originally created
by mimicking the reality are suddenly mimicked I treality. Mike Carey and Peter Gross
also employ other small effects that invite thederato ponder Tom's ontology. Some
flashbacks of his youth are shown, as if to entueaeader he really has a personal history in
the "real” world. Yet, in these flashbacks, heftemwearing pajamas decorated with jumbled
letter print — as if he was really made of wordbeathan flesh. (e.g. #2, [20-21].)

To sum, the reader must constantly view Tom, tla¢gagonist ofThe Unwritten,
against three sets of intertextual contexts. Fiwgthin The Unwritten there is Tom's
intratextual, fictional namesake, Tommy Taylor. Hegies has yet to provide any conclusive
information on whether Tommy the wizard is realgsbd on real-life Tom or vice versa —

that is, whether Tom is the fleshly incarnatiorthed fictional character with whom he, in any
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case, shares the name and the father. Second, Tdrayhyr the wizard is clearly modeled

on, not only Tom, but also on Harry Potter, anothetfonal boy we have encountered in
another text and — by virtue of the fan culture amaie productions — in our plane of reality
as well. Third, Tom is a contamination consistifigseveral ontologically strange characters.
He is suggested to parallel — not only Tommy Tawgod his slightly realer ancestor, Harry
Potter — but also Christopher Robin and Frankemsteionster.

From there, the map of interfigural relations goe$y farther and wider. As it
happens, Frankenstein's monster and Harry Pottell-known, even iconic characters of the
modern time — compare to far older and more argathhypercharacterd-rankensteits
often omitted subtitle i¥he Modern Prometheu$his parallels Victor Frankenstein with the
hero of the Greek myth, who fashioned the first aomout of clay. The Messianic position
of Harry Potter and Tommy Taylor, of course, egsdteem with an even greater mythical
benefactor of the mankind — Jesus. Both of thesesral, "original" hypercharacters are
alluded to now again in the series, albeit moreedby than the intermittent, younger
hypercharacters. Wilson Taylor and his housekeelaém to work for dummy corporations
that are both called Prometheus — Prometheus Rudgisnd Prometheus Event Management
(#27, [19]; #3, [8]). Expectedly, Prometheus — dmahce, Victor Frankenstein — are more
closely connected to Tom's father than Tom himdedf.is the creator, the god of his own
fictional world and, perhaps, the progenitor ofeavnintertextually created race of characters.
This would make Tom his Adam or Messiah. The vesg af the word "Messialsteers the
readers' minds towards Judo-Christian scripturettmre are other referencesTioe Bibleas
well. A fan on the Internet even compares Jesashiags to Tommy Taylor's lines, sentence
by sentence (#27, [1]).

In his study on Bakhtin's dialogism, Michael Hdkjuhas also noted the
intertextual layers Frankenstein's monster — dreraErankensteirthe novel — entails. Basing
on the protean themes of metamorphoses and reyailist one's parents, Holquist compares
the monster to the explicitly paralleled myths abiRetheus and Adam, but also to the
metamorphosing, rebellious characters of Arachrik Jolhn Milton's Satan. He even draws
intratextual parallels between the monster andréstor: both love nature, speak eloquently,
claim false uniqueness and could be consideretepmnymous heroes" of the book. Holquist
justifies the final remark with the fact that themster could be considered an "emblem" of
the book — the way the monster is made of dismeadbleody parts and gains its "education”
from the mismatch of text fragments is as a pefsation of the surrounding novel's vast

intertextuality. Like The Unwritten, Mary Shelley's classic alludes to several tangled
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hyperertexts and -characters and consists of davamative layers: different characters share
their life stories, numerous books are read andedarseveral archetypes evoked. (Holquist
1990, 90-102).

Indeed, as an earlier embodiment of intertextyaftankenstein's monster is an
apt parallel to Tom Taylor and a suitable mascofTtee Unwrittenas well, considering that
the series is at least as much and as conscioaskdbon intertextuality as Shelley's novel.
What is more, the monster's strange interchanggahiith its master is very similar to the
tension existing between Tom and Tommy. Frankemsigid its creation are constantly
fighting over superiority and the right to live:dfkenstein is playing god when he creates the
monster but he makes the classic mistake of makiagcreation superior to himself. The
monster himself states that even though Victohé "treator”, the monster is ultimately his
"master” and, in the end, the creation indeed\mglthe creator. Also, both Frankenstein and
his monster claim originality and loneliness: Vickrankenstein "alone" knows the secret of
life and the monster "alone" is the product of thidile the sad reality is that both are
preceded by several myths and hypercharacters ichv@helley herself alludes. (Holquist
1990, 91-94.) Tom and Tommy repeat the same thireg:question of originality, or who
precedes whom, resurfaces in the series time agdiile the sad reality is that both are
preceded byrankensteinHarry Potterand many others.

The power-struggles and interchangeabilities apeated symbolically on the
level of names. Frankenstein's monster is ofteriakesly called "Frankenstein” in popular
culture, and Tom Taylor just so happens to makesémee mistake in the fourth albumTdie
Unwritten He accidentally dubs the creature "Frankenstam' immediately scolds himself:
"Frankenstein. The Monster. What kind of aridiot am 123 (#22 [1].) His dismay clearly
reflects the way he hates to be called Tommy istéd om, as if he was afraid of losing his
identity to his supposedly "less real”, "less aradi doppelganger, his hypocharacter. This is
exactly what Frankenstein's monster has done tonhaster, however: stolen his name and
taken the prominent place in the modern mytholdgy tvould probably more rightfully have
belonged to the great scientist who did the waather than to the work itself. Still, as already
noted, these arguments over originality are matke foy the intertextual themes manifested
in both works and protagonists. In fact, both paifSrankenstein and Frankenstein's monster

as well as Tom and Tommy — could probably fit Ptegehematic spheres of hero and bogus

% Incidentally — or probably not so incidentally raRkenstein also calls his creation an “idiot". dost
considers this address meaningful since the Graathdiotesrefers to "a private person, one cut off from
affiliation" (1990, 93). Of course, in the interdical sense, the characterd@énkensteirandThe Unwritterare
anything but.
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hero (see ch. 2.1). After all, "bogus identitiesg already mentioned in the title of the first
The Unwrittenaloum. One would only have to decide which halthe pair goes to which
category — although, as already implied, it propabhkes no difference.

All in all, the exceptional number and depth offTe interfigural components
affects the way he reads as a character. The aealage bound to put him in several pairs of
very, very large boots. For his father, he is bathristopher Robin and a Frankenstein's
monster: a son and an instrument in the strangetéxtual war that constitutes one of the
series' main plots. For the reading audience3ha Unwritters storyworld, he is first a
wizardly Christopher Robin, then a Frankensteinmster, then a Messiah: once the former
crowd-puller of fan conventions is suspected otidraand serial murder, he becomes an
abomination, a horrible travesty of a fictional lidaut his apparent ability to repeatedly return
from the grave ultimately makes him more special popular than ever. For himself, Tom is
mostly a Frankenstein's monster: an abandoned,ghy@ersecuted individual who sets on a
quest to map the intertextual world and identitysmvoluntarily trapped in.

Having all these tasks to fulfill actually leavé#tle room for any other
personality traits. On the surface, Tom appearsry wnremarkable person. Unlike the
spectacled Tommy Taylor or the hideous Frankeristemonster, he has no unmistakable
character pointers; he is just an average heigetage weight, dark-haired young man with
no visual trademarks of any kind. The first issuereemphasizes that he has inherited none
of his fathers riches or talents (#1, [6—7]). Peadiby-wise, his first instinct to deal with
trouble is to "lie low" and hope "it will blow over#1, [13]). He even calls himself "Tom
Average" (#3, [10]). In this sense, he really hasdentity — as his companion-to-be, Lizzie
Hexam, claims at the fan convention (#1, [9-10]JpyQater, when he takes interest in his
origins and starts playing the intertextual rolesntioned above, he gains more courage, takes
initiative and is able to form relationships witther characters.

This brief introduction to Tom's ontological stgkgs should make it evident
that intertextuality is not just the nuts and bafsThe Unwrittenand its characters; it is in
their very hearts. The protagonist alone intersettst of the categories Miller defines for
interfigurality: internymic elements, re-used figar combinations, reading protagonists and
intrafigural relations. As already explained, Tomylor is, first and foremost, a combination
— or what Mdller calls a contamination — an amalgainthree well-known hypercharacters.
However, two of these hypercharacters — Harry Botenmy Taylor and Frankenstein's
monster — could also be defined as re-used figheesause they both appear in the series

themselves. Of these two, Tommy Taylor mostly app@a a sub-story, that is, in Wilson
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Taylor's Tommy Taylorseries, the content of which is never revealedhtoreader in its
entirety. Parts of it are, however, "adapted” i@ domic book form and scattered around the
series to counterpoint the events of the main glbts means that Tom's relationship to his
namesake Tommy is largely intratextual. On the oki@and, Tom seems to know his father's
books well enough to attend fan meetings surrogndirPresumably, he has read the series,
which also makes him a reading protagonist.

It is important to note, though, that his idewrtifion with Tommy Taylor cannot
be evaluated in usual terms. One could say thatetder—character relationship is backwards
in this case, as the reader does not imitate theacter, but the character has originally been
made by imitating this specific reader. Therefateseems appropriate that Tom begins to
manifest his namesake's character traits, even Vilgedoes not want to: as Tom starts
tracking down his roots, Tommy's compass tattoceappon the back of his hand in spite of
his disinclination. Later, Tommy's winged cat Mignstarts following him and he seems to
become able to use magic. When the sameness @sllteere, willing identification is not
needed but the reader starts emulating the cha@atyeay. In short, Tom mixes and reverses
Miller's categories by being the imitator and timéated at the same time — and by being an
intratextual and intertextual figure at the sameeti

It is also important to note that the differingmmes do not rule out the
interpretation that Tommy Taylor is simply a reaagtof Harry Potter. As Miller explains,
with length, internymic transformations may, andeofdo, coincide with the re-usage of
earlier characters. The name Tommy Taylor is gétly similar to Harry Potterhythmically
and phonetically: the number of phonemes is theesdnoth surnames end in amnd both
first names consist of a consonant, a vowel, a gatmiand a. Miller would probably
classify this type of internymic transformation @& substitution of several phonemes or
consider the names "related through the identifythe sounds (1991, 105-106). One could
even speculate on an inversive internymic relabhgnsince the name Tom is by no means
associated with Harry Potter but with his nemdsigiarry Potter and the Camber of Secrets
Lord Voldemort is revealed to be an alias, thatrs,anagram of the dark lord's real name,
Tom Marvolo Riddle. Of course, Tom is such a commame that this connection might be a
mere coincidence as wéfl.

Then again, names are extremely revealing littiegls inThe Unwritten At a

first glance, it might seem trivial that Harry Ratind Tommy Taylor's surnames refer to old

%4 The title of the firsThe Unwrittenaloum, Tommy Taylor and the Bogus Identijso parodies the titling
pattern of theHarry Potternovels.
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handicraft professions. In the face of ontologigahderings, however, it is significant that
both of these names have to do withkingthings — a potter makes things out of clay and a
tailor makes things out of fabric. Although thesenio one iHarry Potterwho makes people
out of clay, Wilson Taylor is the kind of "modernrofetheus” whose lover, Sue
Morganstern, just might — she is shown to do cetanior living. As for Wilson Taylor
himself, he does not work with fabric, but as at&rhefabricatesthings; his yarns are of a
metaphoric kind. Insofar as clay is the mythicatteraof man and yarn a figurative synonym
for plot, it makes sense that these two would nsakéild — Tom Taylor — out of myths and
stories.

In the fifth album, this artisan scheme is commated with Tinker — a comic
book superhero created by Wilson Taylor's firsettave, Miriam Walzer. Waltzing is, of
course, a technique for molding metal. Such a nemesry appropriate for someone who
does not only create characters but superheroes"ioamen”, so to speak. On the other
hand, Tinker is not exactly an awe-inspiring supeshalias since — in addition to mending
pots —tinkering can also signify unimportant, even harmful fiddliffdornby 2005, 1610).
Indeed, Tinker is presented as Wilson's test @ageoof with which he experimented before
making Tom: Wilson eventually has a son with MiridWalzer and, strangely, this son —
Tom's older half-brother — starts manifesting thats and powers of Walzer's character
Tinker, just like Tom comes to manifest the traitel powers of Wilson's character, Tommy
Taylor.

Obviously, this two-part sequence also refers ricAaglo-American fortune-
telling rhyme: "Tinker, tailor, soldier, sailorch man, poor man, beggar man, thief." These
fortune-telling games are playful ways to determimeforecast future professions or future
identities, and the entire plot dhe Unwrittenis actually just that, a long, weird quest for
identity. Considering that Wilson tries to groonthbdinker and Tom for fighting against the
secret cabal, the third word of the poem cannotigaoticed either. If the intertextual story
war at the core of the series really needs soldaes Taylors just purposeless test drives as
well? Is Tom really a bogus hero and the real loéhie story still waiting to be created? On
the other handTommyis also an old-fashioned word for a British soldi{elornby 2005,
1616).

The first names of Wilson's lovers provide intdresclues about Tom's origins
as well. The first lover, Tinker mother, carrie®iblical name, Miriam. As in the Bible, in
The UnwrittenMiriam is also a prophetic figure. She is theiatdr of the whole superhero

genre, since her Tinker is dubbed as a "proto-sigpet (#27, [10]). In the context of a comic
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book, the launching of the biggest comic book ga&wer is, of course, a colossal feat. Miriam
is also the catalyst of the biblical myth of Mosglse is the sister who hides the newborn baby
in a small boat to save his life (Exodus 2:1-1@yaReling Tinker with Moses is well in line
with Tom's messianic tones because Moses couldserded as the protagonist of the Old
Testament where Jesus is the protagonist of the dfew Similarly, Tinker is the nucleus of
Wilson's first family and attack against the cabdilile Tom is the nucleus of the second
attempts.

The case of Tom's mother is more complicatedhénlieginning of the series,
Tom believes her mother, a woman called Calliopelijen, died when he was four years old
(#2, [12]). In Greek mythology, Calliope is the raus epic, narrative poetry, which makes it
an apt name for the wife of a world-famous auti#obit too apt, in fact, since it turns out
later in the series that such a woman never exist€dlliope was merely Wilson Taylor's pet
name for Tom's real mother, the aforementionedneistaSue Morganstern, whom Tom had
previously regarded as his father's mistress, dther woman" (#16, [5]). Here, the unusual,
unrealistically fitting name acts as a clue tofttaricated nature of the figure. For the readers,
this track is partly clouded by the fact that, foem, everything abouthe Unwrittenis
necessarily fabricated by author Mike Carey amdsttveral artists drawing the series. Since
the work is full of other obvious internymic poimgeof this kind, it is not necessary for the
readers to assume that Calliope Madigan couldaat, foe doubly fabricated, a lie of a
fictional author. Tom, however, could be able token#éhe connection if only he was not so
disturbed by the idea of anything about his world anemories being fictional. After all, he
underlines that all he has of his mother is thea&2, [12]).

It is also worth noting that Calliope Madigan @t pictured — made from fiction
into flesh — at any point, not even in the varidlashbacks of Tom's childhood. This is a
small testament to our tendency to consider petiephings, things that we can see, more
real than things that are only talked about. Tissial threshold is definitely one of the most
appealing features of intertextually rich comic koseries like The Unwrittenor The
Sandman the hypercharacters and other alluded elememsnat just obscure, "foreign
words" dropped in the midst of the narration olajae, but the re-used figures actually walk
the same visual world, visit the same plane ofiyeak the main characters. They gain weight
and substance, complementing ondloé Unwritters most central themes: stories, especially
the most iconic and popular ones, matter and hapadt on the world, "stories are the only
thing worth dying for" (#1, [26]).
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Naturally, Tom's real mother, Susan "Sue" Morgamstloes not lack literary
namesakes either. Her name is not very far fromfidtenal "original author" of William
Goldman'sPrincess Bridg(1973), S. Morgenstern. As shared names are ofgicators of
more substantial interfigural parallels, it mighg¢listurn out that Sue Morganstern has nothing
to do with Tom's origins either — she could be gusoauthor just like her hypercharacter, a
narrative device whose sole purpose is to creatitiawdlal fictional layers to obscure the
actual story within. Secondly, the name Morgenstaald be traced back to Shakespeare's
Hamlet whose protagonist also disdains his mother forgnemiscuity — not knowing the
real state of affairs, Tom has previously callece Svorganstern a "whore" (#2, [11]).
Another, rather exciting point of reference is lfaciMorningstar: considering that John
Milton's Satan is mentioned time and again due t$o aforementioned connections to
Frankensteinand Villa Diotati, it is not very far-fetched tsssume that Morganstern is
actually a translated name. In this case, the Nigstar and the modern Prometheus would
not only be "Tommy Taylor's creepy uncles” but alsam Taylor's parents. This would
complete the theme of rebellion that Holquist hiatsn relation to all these characters: like
Satan, Frankenstein and his monster who all reQainat their "fathers”, Tom and Sue
Morganstern both rebel against Wilson Taylor, idiadn to which the whole family raises in
some degree against the shady cabal.

Moreover, Sue has an intratextual namesake as Wwell wizard Tommy
Taylor's female companion, Sue Sparrow. One cossdrae that Wilson Taylor has used his
lover's name — and perhaps other features — assairation for his character. At least both
Sues are fairly intelligent and fiercely protectoeTom. In this case, Tom's later romantic
involvement with Sue Sparrow's fleshly incarnati@tizabeth Hexam, could be read as an
Oedipal effect of some kind.

In any case, Tom's confusion about his motheestity is closely connected to
his confusion about his origin. A natural birth uegs a mother — any other manner of
conception is unnatural and, thus, unsettling.rétabhes the human analogy we impose on
characters. In other words, motherless charactetate Fokkema's biological code. As it
happens, Tom himself is anxious to know whetheliG@ — a mere name — really was his
mother "from a biological point of view" (#2, [12])Sadly for him, many of his
hypercharacters are, in fact, born unnaturally.nkeastein's monster has no biological
parents — and lacks a mother in any sense of thd.v@milarly, Jesus' conception is an
unnatural affair. He might have a mother and aefathut they are depicted to exist on

different planes of reality altogether. Satan, l&ethe other biblical angels, was likewise
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motherless. On the other hand, fictional charaatarsbe — and often are — conceived single-
handedly. Rather surprisingly, this substantiatedénce between Homo Sapiens and Homo
Fictus is not discussed even by Baruch Hochman.cbnelusion should, however, be very

clear: persons are born of two people while characire created by any number of people.
Tom cannot know which he is until he has chartedfamily tree. As demonstrated, names
make an invaluable map for this quest.

On the other hand, important as they are, nansgs@ay a part in the mixing
and obscuring of identities, which is a substaritiaine and plot-point in the series. As if the
names Tom Taylor and Tommy Taylor were not confylgisimilar enough, other characters
constantly refer to Tom as Tommy. For Tom, the tetter difference is not a trivial one
because he is usually quick to correct the misngrterg. #1, [15]; #3, [10]). However, Tom
does not appear to be his "real", official naméegitsince some of his older acquaintances,
such as his father's housekeeper, call him Thomas #4, [4-5]). Many minor characters
also hide behind pseudonyms or nicknames or simptithold their real names. The
housekeeper, Mathilda Venner, refuses to idengfgélf to Tom at first and claims to be the
manager of Prometheus Event Management instead[§})3,Some of the writers in her
workshop write under pseudonyms — as does Sameetdlis, or Mark Twain, who appears
in the fifth issue (#3, [3], #5, [1]). The fangednhtic claiming to be Count Ambrosio is
"positively identified" as drifter Arnold Mott aftehis death, which might also make him an
extreme case of Miller's reading figures, a ficiooharacter who identifies with another
fictional character (#2, [5]). Most importantly, aiigh, Lizzie Hexam's name is initially
suspected to be an alias: "Lizzie Hexam is theagatist of Dickens'®ur Mutual Friend If
someone gave you that name, it was probably a psgad' (#2, [7]).

Of course, the reader knows better than the usityeclerk making this claim.

In a comic book series where Frankenstein's morastdr many other familiar characters
appear as Miiller's re-used figures, it is reas@n#blsuspect that Elizabeth HexamTdfe
Unwrittenis actually the Elizabeth Hexam of Dickens' noVghetherThe Unwritters Lizzie
is a re-used figure or a new figure hiding behing\eealing pseudonym is, however, not an
easy problem to solve. The similarities between éviikarey's Lizzie and Charles Dickens'
Lizzie are less than overwhelming: considering tGatey's Lizzie is an expert on stories
while Dickens' Lizzie could not even read, the amtion seems almost ironic. One could
claim that the Lizzie imhe Unwrittenis more aware of the different reality planes thawst
other characters, much in the same way as thed.inDur Mutual Friendis aware of social

class hierarchies, but no reader would ever drash $ar-fetched parallels did the characters
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not share the exactly same name. On the other hanthe Dead Man's KnogkCarey's
Lizzie suddenly seems to be followed by a mysteridane Waxman and decides to go back
"home" (#14, [21]). That "home" turns out to beleallr, poor part of 19th century London, in
other words, a very Dickensian world. However, dbes not seem to know her way around
that world but has to ask for directions sevenmales to get to her "father's house" (#15, [4],
[9]). Moreover, once she gets there, she meetshanadizzie Hexam, one who looks more
Dickensian with her old clothes and pale complexidaturally, these Hexams assume that
Lizzie, who comes from another reality with flawedemory and modern clothes, is a
"madwoman”. There, too, the name seems to be albitant. Instead of accusing the
hypercharacter of stealing her house and familye 'fteal-world" Lizzie is only trying to
claim back her name: "It's some kindrofgic. Shestole my name!" (#16 [9-10].) All this
would suggest that Lizzie is not a re-used figiytet, her sincere belief in that she hails from
the Dickensian London seems to suggest that sllbcbelieves to be the original Lizzie
Hexam — much in the same way that drifter ArnoldttMeelieves to be Count Ambrosio in
the first album. That is, she could be a delusidredding protagonist” as well.

Unfortunately, the reader's hope of learning lazitrue origin is effectively
obliterated in issue #17. This issue is dedicabedzzie's life story, but it just happens to be
in the unusual "Pick-a-Story®" format. In other @sy the reader has to choose his or her
reading paths throughout the chapter. The pagesi@reead in a numerical order but the
reader can sometimes choose which actions theatkesare to take. Different choices lead
to different pages and story lines. Most pathsmdtely converge back to the events the
reader already knows: Lizzie was raised by Wilsayldr and knew Tom as a child.
However, there are some pages that rule each otheFor example, the off-set of the story
requires that Lizzie has suffered severe emotittaaimas, but the exact nature of the traumas
vary with the reader's choices. What is more, tlaeeetwo endings. Most choices lead to the
fan convention where the series starts as Lizziestijpns Tom's identity. It is, however,
possible to come to an ending where Lizzie sita mental hospital in deep stupor, drugged
"up to the eyeballs" (#17, 36). Naturally, thisioptis less congruous with the rest of the
book and asks the reader to fill much larger gdfdszzie is, in fact, a completely incapable
mental patient, how to explain the events of thererseries? Lizzie is, after all, the very
catalyst of all the action. Lik&atchmenis a chain reaction caused by The Comedian's
murder, The Unwrittenis a chain reaction caused by Lizzie's profoundstioes in the
Tommy Taylor fan convention. One could invent asiaf her getting better and leaving the

asylum. Wilson Taylor could have wanted a mentatigtable soldier for his intertextual war
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and taken her with him, despite of her state. Adévely, since Lizzie is the activator of the
plot and the heroine of the story, one could asstiraevhole ofThe Unwrittenis her drug-
induced fantasy, imaginings of a little girl whddid to read before going insaffdn this
sense, this peculiar chapter does not only obstheeidentities of certain characters but
makes the ontology and "truthfulness" of the ensieeies rather questionable. On the other
hand, the complete title of the chapter is "The Mamves of Lizzie Hexam by Lizzie
Hexam" (#17, [2]). This could mean that the ensieetion with all its alternative plots are
credited to a fictional sub-author — like S. Morgimn inPrincess Brideln this case, the
credibility of all the possible plotlines would d= on the credibility of the authoring
character. The problem is that Lizzie's credibilgydifficult to determine insofar as there is
no "certain” information about her past and motivdbe most crucial information about her
is hidden in this precise chapter.

All this goes very well with the overall themestbk series: as the characters
travel from storyworld to storyworld with a magicaéborknob featured in the subtexts, the
Tommy Taylonovels, the reality and fictionality of things lo@we a central question. On the
other hand, the series is fiction to a real-lifader in any case, which is why the ambiguity
and fluidity of the character histories might app@aore unsettling an effect than the
breaching of reality borders. The central confb€tThe Unwrittenis, of course, Tom's real
identity, so it is very characteristic of such esrio provide a life story for a character without
really confirming anything about it. Indeed, thestmctions in the beginning of issue #17
state: "Lizzie Hexam is a girl with a strange dagt- and it's up tgou to choose it!" (#17,
[2]). As far as destiny is usually considered amaihing predetermined and definite, the
entire concept is a contradiction of terms. Theepatso reads that "if you don't like the
ending, you can just begin again at page 1" (#2]j, [This would, of course, lead to one
reader learning several alternative versions ofstbey, which would make it rather difficult
to assimilate everything in a coherent charactées@. In other words, Lizzie's personal
history necessarily remains somewhat obscure.

In addition, the reading choices affect the readeiew of Wilson Taylor as
well. One of the crossroads is formulated as faflotWWhat does Wilson have in mind? A
phantasmagorical excursion into a world where magjiceal? Or the sleazy and ruthless
brainwashing of a vulnerable child?" (#17, 7). ©tise, Wilson cannot be benevolent and

ruthless at the same time, so it is the readespgoresibility to decide about something as

% Little Lizzie is shown to read a copy Afice in Wonderlandn one fork of the story (#17, 17).
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essential as the character's moral fiber! Prob#igyreader's previous responses to Wilson's
character will affect the choice here and make éitter a villain or a hero for that particular
reader.

All'in all, the only thing that is necessarily ¢rfor all the story paths is the first
page, which identifies Lizzie as an orphan namet J&axman. She has suddenly stopped
being herself — "Jane is gone" — and has assunechdme, identity and mannerisms of
someone called Lizzie Hexam (#17, 1) So, sinceikigfexam is not her original name, it is,
in fact, a pseudonym of some kind.

Nevertheless, as long as Lizzie believes sheakddss' Lizzie Hexam, she could
be considered a contamination as well. She alsahastrafigural parallel in Sue Sparrow,
boy wizard Tommy Taylor's clever female friend. Whghe saves Tom from the Count
Ambrosio wannabe, she is wearing very similar @eths Sue Sparrow does in the first sub-
story excerpt. Also, the fake Count Ambrosio adskeesher as Sue Sparrow. (#1, [1-3], [27].)
All this would make her a mixture of a new, ratisdscure character called Jane Waxman,
Dickensian Lizzie Hexam, Sue Sparrow and Sue Swpardypercharacter, Hermione
Granger — like Hermione, she is clearly the bookigie. Of course, it should be taken into
account that parts of this contamination are aréifiy created by Wilson Taylor, Dr.
Frankenstein of the story: he makes young, uncoaosciLizzie to listen to "[tlhe
unexpurgated text of Dicken®ur Mutual Friend "[ilnterspersed with [his] ownTommy
Taylor novels" (#17, 26). Lizzie even fits the Biblicdlegory carried in the undercurrents of
the series. Wilson tells her directly: "And it caro pass in those days that Jesus came from
Nazareth and wasaptized by John in JordanTommy needs a baptism, Lizzie, someone to
give him his reahame — —." (#17, 40.) This, of course, winds back te tmportant, guiding
and confusing role of names.

Tom's other helper, Richard Savoy, is a similartaminated construction. As
Tom's male companion, he parallels Tommy Taylorenfl Peter Price and his
hypercharacter, Harry Potter's friend Ron Weadlie Ron, Savoy also has ginger h&ir.
After getting bitten by Count Ambrosio, he also m®es a vampire, which links him to the
plethora of different vampire figures in literatuaed other fiction. As a result, his past life as
a human is hardly discussed and his motives reoraifear. When he first meets Tommy in a
French prison, he pretends to be a fellow conbct, he is later revealed to be a blog

% Incidentally, Savoy also looks a great deal likar@linavian deity Loki looks ifihe SandmarConsidering
that Gaiman's prose portrayal of the deity, inntheel American God$2001), also meets the protagonist of the
book due to being his cellmate, Mike Carey mighli we paying homage to Gaiman's Loki here.
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journalist looking for a scoop of a lifetime. Latill, he is revealed to be working for Tom's
mother, Sue Morganstern. (#2.) In short, he wealseffacades from the very beginning,
which makes it very difficult to determine when kige colors are showing. Interestingly, he
does not resemble any specific well-known vampitieee, but his pale skin, bloodlust and
other vampiric qualities still subject him to cemtacharacter conventions. That is, Savoy
manifests a very unspecific and genre-based igtediity that Miller does not take into

account. There is no specific hypercharacter toeyamet the effect is very similar: the reader
makes assumptions about Savoy based on everything $he knows about any vampires in
any works of fiction. Lizzie manages to narrow te&erence-base down, however: "Mostly, |
just wanted to make sure you were a Wilson Taylampire, rather than, say, Stoker,
Matheson or King" (#21, [3]).

What makes this generic form of interfiguralitypesially interesting is that it
has similar effects as the Pick-a-Story format trwatstructs (and deconstructs) Lizzie's past.
There is similar uncertainty and ambiguity abouthe reader does n&howwhich choices
and page numbers to follow or believe and, sineeths no possibility for the real-life
readers to read Wilson Taylor's books, the readms chotknow which vampire genre
conventions to apply either. Some things — likezlés original name and Savoy's need for
blood — become apparent as the story progressesiditt remains under the surface, in an
undecided chaos. This gives the reader great freeoapply his or her knowledge and
imagination but reinforces the sense that the ciersofThe Unwrittenare not in control or
even fully aware of their own identities. Indeele treaders and the genre conventions
together seem to rob the characters of their fidethie reader picks the background story for
Lizzie and the genre conventions start, very cdetyeto rule Savoy's everyday life. On the
other hand, the genre conventions are also guitliegreader, forming the paradigm from
which he or she can or is likely to choose. Thermailain even cracks a joke about this
when invading Villa Diodati at the end of the fiebum: "You know what's really guiding
you? Controlling you? Pushing you on? Genre conerst' (#4, [8-9].)

In the world ofThe Unwritten texts and stories always hold the highest pyiorit
Like in Frankensteinthe characters are constructed of them and guglddem. Thus, it is
only appropriate that their meanings and identitessl to shift with the readers — just like
meanings of texts are only actualized in the mioildthe readers. That is, if one applies the
cognitive point of view. We know that Wilson Tayldpbes, since he actually formulates a
popularized, poetic version of cognitive characincept: "Far as | can see, we mostly exist

as ideas in each other's heads. The way you se€éhmavay my boss sees me. The way the
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waitress at Lindy's sees me. Skins on an oniomt?igxcept that's all there is to us. The
skins." (#28, [12].) Like everything else the Unwritten these "skins" can, of course, be
understood in different ways: the visual skins ba page, the skins and roles of different
hypercharacters, the skins of readers' ideas.heratords, the series itself invites a mode of
interpretation where the reader maps different ipdsgges without settling for any of them.
This does not raise high hopes for Tom's questfmtity ever coming to any conclusion.

All in all, most characters ofThe Unwrittenhave no idea who they are.
Everything about Tom — his name, his mother, hi®logical status — is uncertain. Lizzie
Hexam loses the literary origins she thought sk hdile Richard Savoy stumbles upon a
new life of uncertain genre conventions. It is ofteft for the reader to follow the clues and
settle the dilemmas the text refuses to settle.mbm cause of and the main solution to this
confusion are the many and complicated interfigprednomena. The great number of re-used
figures — such as Frankenstein and Harry Pottes bound to produce new, interfigural
character configurations while the extensive useswf-stories produces rich intrafigural
relations and different variations of reader figuréinally, all the main characters are
contaminations of several hypercharacters, and Miaey seems to share Miller's
fascination with internymic tricks and transfornoais. All these intertextual layers render the
characters quite fluid and indefinite. So, whilee Unwrittenmight not use the visual and
structural attributes of comics as inventively &w, example,Watchmen the extent and
diversity of its intertextual characterization tagues is certainly unparalleled in comics.
While many Vertigo comics frontablesto The Sandmarase on interfigural character
configurations, none of them demonstrates all yipes of Muller's interfigurality nearly as
well as Mike Carey and Peter Gross' new seriegvéin calls into doubt whether such
complex levels of interfigurality could be achieviachon-visual media.

At least The Unwrittenclarifies and reinforces its many allusions through
several pictorial means. Some allusive elementparely pictorial: for instance, the writers'
workshop in Villa Diodati is viewing a slide tha¢picts Theodor von Holst's engraved, rather
famous cover design for Mary Shelleifeankenstein#3, [6—7]). Naturally, there are plenty
of different allusions toFrankenstein throughout the series, including direct verbal
speculation on the book and its characters. 8tiB, picture and some other pictorial elements
of the sort are not mentioned or labeled textudllyey are simply there for the reader to
notice and recognize.

Another visual gimmick that is quite prominenttle first aloum is that the font

in the characters' speech bubbles changes intaaitabic and refined one whenever they are
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guoting from a book or taking a role of anotherrelager. This is makes, for example, the
encounter between Lizzie Hexam and Tom's kidnapmee understandable. Lizzie suddenly
delivers a line that is far more poetic and aptiaritan the regular dialogue: "'For all your
strength and cunning, Count, you're a coward atth&ad to a coward, a hero is a riddle past
solving.™ The kidnapper or "the Count", respongisalddressing Lizzie as Sue Sparrow. (#1,
[27].) The fact that both deliver the lines witreteame font that the reader might recognize
from theTommy Taylonovel excerpts, however, provides an explanatiohis unexpected
change of mode. The characters' appearances dchange to reflect their current roles or
points of view like inThe Sandmanhut such changes are signified by more subtleemor
comics-specific means — through speech bubbleshadrt, the change of the font signifies that
the characters allow their hypercharacters to sgeakigh them.

On the other hand, as discussed above, the mueafity of The Unwrittendoes,
by no means, reside on the level of quotationseal&or example, the re-used figure of the
Frankenstein's monster is drawn in the similaresgd the other main characters of the series
and, thus, given the kind of immediately perceptifibrm that Shelley never gave to her
creation — which might be why Theodor von Holsempted it. Since the monster — and
many other re-used characters — are depicted isaime semiotic form as Tom and the other
main characters, they have the same weight as thbey are not just references to some
literary parallels "out there", but they are readlyd truly re-used and re-invented. This is
because the many semiotic layers of comics — thrdsvand the images — are not only limited
to normal characterization. Interfigurality and etHforms of intertextuality also have the
option of occurring in one, several or all signteyss.

This, in turn, might make it easier to draw liredween actual re-used figures
and alluded, more obscure parallels. Generally kspgacharacters cannot really exist in
comics without a pictorial body. Thus, the recogbie, almost iconic figures of
Frankenstein's monster and Harry Potter are easypéb as re-used figures The Unwritten
where as Christopher Robin or even his toys arem&wwn. Nor is Prometheus or Jesus. As
a result, the different hypercharacters automadyidave different levels of substance and
work in different ways — some more actively andeoshmore subliminally. In literature, such
hierarchy might be much more difficult to discemce everything has to be delivered in text;
the thresholds between different reality levelsentvbe explained directly, metaphorically or
through shifts in points of view. Being a mixed mugd, comics is also better equipped for
absorbing elements and influences from all sortsotbfer media — visual, textual and

cinematic.
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In any event,The Unwrittenmakes a compelling case for comics' capacity of
discussing intertextuality, literature and fictidhis a story about stories and an intertextual
piece about intertextuality. Even more interesyngfl features characters who are trying to

decipher their ontology and what it means to bieteohal character.
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5. Conclusion

While the preceding ramble might have been widejiram and meandering, one thing can
clearly be deduced from every single chapter: thate is much to say about comic book
characters. This is probably partly due to the féett both characters and comics are
enormous, protean phenomena and partly due tessoe ithat both are sadly undertheorized,
no matter which discipline one calls for help. #shalso been proven that even though the
several literary character theories presented $eeen surprisingly applicable to comic book
characters, by virtue of their highly abstract perdives, the differences between comics'
heroes and their literary forefathers are many.

Obviously, the image content of comics causes sioentable changes in the
perception of the characters. It has been widedyiragd that the visuality of comics would
stress the physical aspect of characters at thensepof deep and credible inner worlds. In
fact, one of the initial hypotheses of this thesas that the image content would mostly be
reserved for the depiction of the outward featumbsdle the interiority of characters would
mostly be constructed with the textual elementsids, however, discovered that even in the
case of literary characters, the interiority and #xteriority of the character are in close
interaction with each other. As evidenced by thethir considerations of comics'
characterization devices as well as the case stuthie interiority and exteriority of comic
book characters actually seem to blend into eabbragven more thoroughly than those of
literary characters. While it is very natural topa# concrete things visually, through iconic
signs, and abstract things verbally, through syml®igns, the differences between the types
of signs are anything but clear-cut in comics. @iféerent abstraction levels of the images,
combined with the workings of focalization and npétar allow comics to show, through
complex visual semiotics, something that cannotmadly be seen — personality traits or
socially constructed roles, for example. Despite tose collaboration between the verbal
and the pictorial, the two can also diverge: misiniay the writing style with the drawing
style can produce powerful or, at the very leastpising effects that may illuminate
characters or entire character types in a new way.

Being constructed of semiotically, stylisticallgcaauthorially diverse elements,
comics also seem to be an inviting meeting placérémstextual, even transmedial characters.
Especially the American graphic novel has alreadit la strong tradition of interfigural

characterization that — if the newly published egfiihe Unwrittencan be considered any
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indication — did not peak withihe Sandmarbut is only getting stronger. This is no wonder a
the multifold semiotic systems also provide newsgaéties for allusion: different verbal and
visual links can construct different layers of mégtuality, some of which can seem more
substantial in the context of the narrative thdrecs.

Thankfully, all these blendings, incongruences dmirowings are not as
disrupting as one might initially think, since ttaouble-coding" of words and images can be
used to build exceptionally coherent, stable andjuen characters. Since comic book
characters are constructed by more than syntaddigdject positions, deconstructing and
denying them would be a difficult task to even thest enthusiastic postmodernists. The
visual bodies form such firm bases for the inteigres that many comic book characters
seem to traverse from creator to creator and stwistory, even from medium to medium,
quite effortlessly.

A level of coherence that is strong enough to emduweat flexibility is essential
for comic book characters even within a single agrbecause the narratives themselves are
full of gaps that the characters must survive. Aniobook character may not be shattered
into subject positions, but it is readily availaldely in fragments, in separate panels and
iIssues. This state of dispersion can, however llydo@ overcome with the aid of the readers’
cognitions: the multifold gaps and imperfectionanams present to its audience are an
invitation to fruitful interaction. As the paneladgutters alternate, the reader and the comic
take turns in creating one coherent, unique charadthis, combined with the extended
spaces serialized publication provides and the mgsffect introduced by Scott McCloud,
equals characters that engage readers in a morerfpbw or at least in a completely different
— manner than their literary counterparts.

In any case, it is certain that comic book chanmactio not stand for "the other"
to the same extent characters in film do, nor laeg testricted to the textual devices that have
built so many magnificent literary personalitieshey are a tribe of their own, albeit an
indefinitely mysterious one. What is for sure iattkhey will remain that way unless no one
ventures deeper into the semiotic jungles to sthdyr ways. Obviously, the discoveries of
comic book scholars are very much dependent omtievations made by comic book artists,
but the relationship could, and should, work botiysv In a world where communication,
especially communication through pictures, is baognmore and more vital, the exploration
and reinvention of the expressive potential of @ss anybody's game. Since the expressive
devices comics have at its disposal are alreadyraad flexible, it seems a plausible testing

arena for the very essence and limits of what @ohal character — or its closest analogy, a
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human being — is or could be. On the other harelstiong, active relationship comics seem
to be able to establish between the character lamdetader might have surprising practical
value: how could this effect be utilized in eduoatifor example? Other specific, unexplored
topics that have only been touched upon in thisishieclude transmediality and focalization
In comics.

Of course, since all the findings of this thesasdnbeen made from the point of
view of cognitive character theory, even the simgbplication of a different conception of
character would probably yield entirely differentet equally intriguing results. Most
conceptions of character, however, have strongtteand implications for philosophical,
psychological, sociological and even neurologidammena, which is why interdisciplinary
character research seems a necessity rather {ass#bility. At the very least, it is important
to note that the character is nothing but a tramsmheconcept. No matter how hard the
postmodern age tries to get rid of them, semidyicanstructed subjects, minds and creatures
are everywhere: in books, in pictures, in gamedijnms, in the Internet — and in the medium
that gladly interacts with them all, comics. Whitese different media are bound to provide
different kinds of semiotic data on which the diffiet characters are based, it is clear that all
these fictional people also share some less sulmstamperceptible secret, which somehow
defines them as an abstract group of entities ahidhwto me at least, seems well worth

discovering.
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Appendix: Illustrative illustrations

AND SHE spD SHE
T WAS PRETTY, gre

I MET 11 LITTLE @/RLT
)

WE NEVER ARGUED LIKE THIS WHEN HE
WAS HERE. HE WOUILD HAVE MADE A
2 JOKE OR SOMETHING.

WAS SO NICE.

/S WE ARENT ARGUING. WHO'S
A, FRGUINGZ TV NUT ARGUING.

WE'RE HAVING A PERFECTLY
CIVILIZED CONVERSRTION.
WERE JUS'T TALKING.

Image 1 Signature speech bubbles of Delirium, Despair@esire as pictured ihe Season
of Mistsby artist Mike Dringenberg, letterer Todd Kleindarolorist Steve Oliff (Gaiman et
al. 1992, 29).

WorD 10 THE WL 7/ LADIEG WHO SENT YOI
Wig DOWN HERE -- EURYALE --
2 STHENO--STILL MIGS THEIR
SISTER, IF YOU GET My
DRIFT.

SLEEPIN
THEIR HOUSE --

EAT THIS
(1 < FOOD...

= Yhgf

WELL--
WOULDN'T

RECOMMEND [T,
THATS ALL,

y NOT 5
RECOMMENDED--THERE.

Image 2 Hippolyta Hall's slide to insanity ihhe Kindly Oness well illustrated through her
wildly distortive focalization of her surroundingsttist Marc Hempel starts indicating the
change more subtly, with uneven line work and laic&olor, but Lyta's visions finally
develop into a full-blown parallel fantasy worlé&diman et al. 1996, ch. 4, 19.)
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Image 3: Many Calvin and Hobbestrips are based on the mismatch between the teatias
worlds Calvin sees in his hyperactive imaginatiod @hat actually transpires around him.
He frequently sees himself as well as the otheradters in a way that is both figurative and
reflective of his rich inner world. Calvin's stromgual focalization even allows the artist, Bill
Watterson to experiment with vastly different dragvstyles. All in all, few comic book

artists have used the technique as effectivelyaanfdequently as him. (Watterson 1995, 151.)

FELT SORRY
FOR HER,
Y'KNOW?
AND...OUR
PITY KILLED

HER.

Image 4:Hiroaki Samura'8lade of the Im
that repeatedly hide parts of their characterg&dachen it would be the most crucial to see
them in their entirety. This frame frothe Gatheringstoryline invites the reader to add the

eyes and the emotion they could convey. The fragitilenimage and the strong words in the
speech bubble merely point towards possible doesti(Samura 2000, 18.)
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Image 5: The Doll's Housdeatures a good number of dreams, the contentsianal styles
of which vary significantly from dreamer to dreamidere, artist Mike Dringenberg has

achieved the dream-like quality by using a collegnique. (Gaiman et al. 1990, 182).
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EXCLUDE You
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AGENDA.

You TONIGH

Image 6:This is just one exampl f the sinisterly humorouesrlappingsVatchmerbursts
with. The emotional states and the types of hemiifsrent characters personify in these two
scenes appear starkly contrastive due to theiriphlysoseness. (Moore & Gibbons 1986-87,

ch. 11, 12.)

Image 7:Just one gutter is enough to shift the point ofwiem the subjective vision of
Rorschach to the objective perception of Dr. Maltdlong who interviews him. Few
techniques in any medium could give the reademasadiate understanding of a dishonest
character. (Moore & Gibbons 1986-87 ch. VI, 1.)
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G IN THE RIVER|_“fh .
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Image 8 Moominpappa's fear of being captured as Welhasnther characters' intention to
capture him are well visualized by the chain-shagpéters (Jansson 2006, 73).

$0,ow Y Completely messed vp- | mean,
3¥€ 4o |, Hhings covlin't bo gping belfer |
'Fe.e\ins. with my “eareer,” or & home,,

bvt mostly | feel l\Ke crYing.

Image 9:Art Spiegelman’ s mouse- self shrinks into a chlida‘diew pages. This underlines
his role as a son but also visualizes the feelriggwerlessness and inadequacy he describes
to his therapist in the scene. (Spiegelman 199430
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Image 10:The three W|tches portrayed by Sam Kieth, charlgees — or faces - Preludes
and NocturnegGaiman et al. 1991a, 74).
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