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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 twooksrin the two different panels are not
really two different people — they are not peoplealy but two different drawings. Comic
books are by no means made of heroes, or villanshiat matter, but of ink and paper, of
words and pictures. As clichéd as it may sound,othlg superheroes we are ever likely to
encounter are, in fact, between our ears. Stillaiv&now just as well who Batman is, do we
not? Welcome to the strange, extremely overlookeddwof comic book character theory.
Since, strangely, no previous research has conunitigelf to unraveling the structure and
meaning of the mysterious entities inhabiting oami books, this thesis aims to do so,
mostly with the help of the cognitive characteraityeof Baruch Hochman and comic book
theory of Scott McCloud.

After all, comics is an ever-growing medium in Hoteadership and
appreciation. As a union of words and images, ceran 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: comics narratives are concisd arpressive enough to reach enormous
audiences, yet their inherent artistry and frageweméss make them better laboratories for
digital image editing technologies and hypertextaaperimentations than, for example,
audiovisual art could ever be. On the other hamd world where images seem the readiest
answer to the growing need for quicker, more irdBamal communication, comics may well
become an important herald to print media. Stillyane planning research on comics should
be prepared to hear an occasional comment on hawinmigghts 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 thodmghincreasing popularity of comics is
slowly melting the paradigm, the term "comic bodkaacter" has accumulated a good
number of unflattering connotations: the two-dimenal, unrealistic, gaudily dressed bad
role models are still the dominant stereotype. Wéahore, the very term "comics" implies



that all the stories and characters they involhee iavariably comical — which why comics
professionals have made more or less futile efftotscoin alternative terms, such as
sequential art, iconotext or graphic novel.

Truth of the matter is that both comics and characare — and have for the
longest time been — very central to Western cult@emic book scholars have traced the
tradition of sequential picture narratives all thay to Egyptian and Mayan murals, some of
which were created over a thousand years BCE. &tambmics in their modern form, as
combinations of text and more or less stylized yves, 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 hdeely formed during the past century, it is
no exaggeration to regard comics as an art formighatill taking shape. As for fictional
characters, they have always been permanent fssteken nuclei, in 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 itifficult 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 d@évorite 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 heegarded as the most insightful and
influential theories in the field. More surprisigglthough, the most prominent character
theories are almost as recent. Although the conafegitaracter 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 bbaofifstructuralists — 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 acadessearch. 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 onlyislenapproach 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 tmexfhe ontology and the 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 is the character constructed in
a medium with such diverse pictorial content andhstragmentary structure 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 divizetween the interiority and the exteriority
of character.

This exploration will not be restricted to any gi@aslar kind of character since
successful classification of such fluid entitiesgigte tricky, if not impossible. Rather, this
thesis aims to underline that fluidity, the enormaliversity of comic book characters. So, it
seems reasonable to focus on particular type ofiaprthe Anglo-American graphic novel,
instead. Graphic novel is not really a genre ingbese that it would include some specific
kinds of themes, worlds or characters. Rathers @ ipublication form that emerged in the
Western market in the 1980s. That was when thesthmest widely canonized landmark
comics — Frank Miller'8atman: The Dark Knight Returrf$985-86), Alan Moore and Dave
Gibbons'Watchmer(1986—87) and Art Spiegelmatviaus(1980-91) — saw the daylight, and
once the audiences and the publishers realized edmaics are capable of, works of similar
weight and extent have followed as a steady flow.aOnore general level, graphic novel can
be defined as a relatively long, "multi-issue" waevkth a continuous story arc. Most of them
are originally published as separate issues aneotedl in the alboum form later. (Versaci
2007, 30.) The term is also associated with dagkpsgs, often fantastical aesthetic, although
such implications are necessarily quite subjectivis.safe to say, though, that graphic novels
are generally aimed at adult audiences and thgtareemore artistically ambitious than, say,

Donald Duckor newspaper strips. In addition, only originalris are usually qualified as



graphic novels; they are not adaptations of anyipuosly 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 fbevs. Although these features may not
guarantee especially complex or life-like charagtat least the characterization techniques
employed should be more easily distinguishablegerdified 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 yours truly is the most familiar. Thus, thisesis should be proportioned to the
framework of Western graphic novels published betw¢he 1980s and year 2012. The
observations are, however, counterpointed by osnakexamples from newspaper strips and
Japanese manga, simply because their publicatiosalties and vocabularies are so
substantially different.

As Uri Margolin notes, characters are hardly "peledently existing entities”
but "theory-dependent conceptual constructs” (1990)at 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 ddesed in greater detail in chapter 2, but
simply put, the two points of view most extensivapplied in this thesis are a cognitive and a
semiotic one. The choices derive from another pMatrgolin makes: that the theory on
character should be congruous with "the generarétieal paradigm adopted” (1990). Since
the main context here is comics, semiotics seenery wbvious choice. The different
abstraction levels of comic book imagery have ofteen read through Charles S. Peirce's
theory of different sign classes, and Scott McCleuwbmic book theory, the most central
comics-specific source of this thesis, has mucbommon with it. These are complimented
by Aleid Fokkema's semiotic character theory. Odirse, the different signs also imply a
necessity of the reader that interprets those sighsis, cognitive psychology becomes
necessary: characters may be built of differenti&iof signs, but the act of building is in the
reader's cognitive processes. Baruch Hochman'scieartheory bases on such ideology and
is, consequently, utilized here. In addition, Fersind Harvey's character theories as well as

comics research articles on narrower, charactataeltopics are included for wider, more



profound perspective. As they do not contradict dugnitive conception of character
presented, they also prove its potential to wighgliaation.

The cognitive character theory operates largelyhenbasic terms of cognitive
psychology, the most important of which is a schemaental 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 conmeptithat 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: raliae 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 2005, 53). In other words, representa@ésrnsuch 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, méms 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 different character research traditadigerary studies. After exploring a handful
of different ontological approaches, character texoies and elements it should be possible
to form a comprehensive, serviceable conceptioshaiacter, through which the world of
comics can then be examined. To be more exact,tah&owill survey the effects the
institution, the image content and the gaps of csmight have on this conception. Although
textual elements are an important part of comicwel§ textual construction of character is
discussed so thoroughly in the previous chapters tonsidered secondary in chapter 3.
Finally, the observations and findings are testad dlustrated by three case studies in

chapter 4.



All three texts under closer inspection are higatglaimed graphic novels by
renowned, contemporary British and American writensl artistsMaus and Watchmerare
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 fahe
exceptional fame and appreciation these comics kayeyed (Grossman & Lacayo 2005).
The third case study subject is no less esteemeil:Gdiman’'s extensive fantasy efibe
Sandmar(1989-1996as accumulated an impressive collection of awandkjding 26 Will
Eisner Awards. Also, being slightly longer and meoeeent than the other two works, it
widens the scope appropriately. Such prominent svare well worth studying due to the
volume of their readerships alone; few comics carcénsidered as mainstream. Moreover,
such fame is mostly a result of the skillful empiwnt of comics' best assets. All three are
ambitious works that, due to their complexity, destoate the medium's potential to
characterization in interesting ways, ways thatli&edy to inspire and influence a number of
graphic novels that are still waiting to be born.

| know they inspired me. In addition to all themwderful comic book writers and
artists who have shaped my worldview and faithemedium over the years, | would like to
thank Prof. Mikko Keskinen and my fellow seminateatiees, whose advice, ideas and
comments have helped to shape this thesis. Alsgjahanks to my fiancé for providing the
necessary technical support, listening to my inoatterambles and balancing out my worst
highs and lows — as usual. This may not have beersimplest task but simple things, like

simple characters, are rarely all that fun.



2. Lessons of Literary Characters

Indeed, the lack of character research is haraégprder among comic book theory as long as
the question of character is still something ofinefield among the more well-established art
forms as well. Actually, character has often besgarded as the least theorized basic element
of narrative fiction (Kakela-Puumala 2003, 245). Remmon-Kenan puts it, it seems
impossible to formulate a systematic characterrthémat would not be extremely reductive
or impressionistic (1983, 40). Reasons for thissexemess are easy enough to conjecture.

First, the character is an extremely complex tiaegastructure — both the
conveyor and the product of plot, themes, focabraias well as several other narrative
devices. Character's ties to the plot have beeecedly tight already from the Antiquity, so
much so that Aristotle and other classic theofistge treated characters as mere agents of
fatalistically causal chains of events (e.g. Hochrh@85, 20). Of course, the relation could as
easily be seen reversely: especially in modern Ispwehere the plot is much more rarely
guided by destiny or other supernatural powers thaBreek drama, plots consists of little
more than the actions of characters. These actiagain, are usually intertwined with
something that readers like to perceive, by humaalogy, as "personalities” of those
characters. We learn about the natures of chasattteyugh their actions but, if we accept the
psychological aspects of the character as mimegcalso believe that characters' actions are
often motivated by their natures — would the stofyaustever occur, if Faust was not the
ambitious character he is? In short, it is veryiclidt to tell where characters end, plots begin
and vice versa. The same applies to thematic stesctit is difficult to convey pervasive
themes only through narrative style, story struetr milieu. Though they usually contribute
to them as well, the messages, the morals of nasathave to be reflected by characters to
become meaningful. Since the character is so raaéited and so central to the narrative, it is
often, understandably, only analyzed as a patiefithole.

Second, the question of character is surroundedébtain mysticism. Since
characters are usually anthropomorphic, they arsawve for the characters in some
experimental postmodern works — created to rellact 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 perceptiohterary characters is much like our
perception of other people, while others emphase#-recognition and identification

(Hochman 1985; Frow 1986). Thus, it can be quitallehging to analyze characters
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objectively, and some might even be intimidatedwhat they might find. Even the most
perfectly fabricated characters — fabricated ay #me — are bound to have imperfections,
inhuman aspects, if nothing else, some degreecohpleteness. Contrarily, some might fear
of finding that literary characters ai@ much like real people and, consequently, of logati
the very same imperfections in themselves. In sfictional characters tend to bear the same
horror as all human-like yet somehow disfiguredatuees, the concurrent familiarity and
otherness of werewolves, harpies, Frankenstein'sstap and the like. The structural
complexity of the character is thus complimentethwis stunning ideological complexity: all
readings and theories on characters are alwayshsnminked to the ideas, conceptions and
values the writer, the reader or the researchescage with real human beings. Even the
structuralist tendency to deny the mimesis of tharacter is a product of a certain worldview
or, to be more precise, of the fragmented and stamtial 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. Espky if the character is viewed to be akin
to the real human beings, it engages, in one wanother, with all the arts and sciences that
are dedicated to exploring the sphere of human HEeceedingly psychological views of
character are a distinct symptom of this: espacigbychoanalytically oriented literary
theorists tend to impose on characters such imngriemms of depth psychology that are hardly
unproblematic even when applied on real people. é&@mple, Dorrit Cohn's theory of
narrative voices (1978) and — to a bit lesser degr8aruch Hochman's theory of character
traits imply that characters' words and actions nsaynetimes be motivated by their
unconscious (Hochman 1985, 63). Granted, the toérfichgmented literary characters seems
to call for some way of explaining the incoherescd their behavior, and such surprising
streaks in real people may well be explained byonacious forces. However, even the basic
make-up of characters is still so sketchily thesdizhat literary critics would do better
considering the more textual constituents of chtaragcrather than speculating on areas and
terms on which they have no expertise. In otherdaothe notion of unconsciousness is a
valid part of the human analogy of character, buy deeper psychological analyses on
characters should probably be left for psycholsgist rather, for multidisciplinary projects.

Besides psychology, there are several other padhtview that character
theories — like many other theories on literaturd Eanguage — might struggle to avoid, such
as anthropology, ethics, aesthetics or other arepBilosophy. Regardless of how humane or

inhumane characters are, they are reflected frorhyoreal people in one way or another.
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Thus, the question of what characters are like alllays be followed by questions like: what
should characters be like? While these questions cannbevexed 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 placein 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 seenface 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 imponmagans for individual moral development
(Puolimatka 2010, 93-94). Thus, questions concgrtine kind of characters to which we
should and want to relate in order to explore, mepror vent ourselves have connections and
consequences far and wide. Indeed, since any dkaiacany book is a question about and
answer to what it is to be human, they have a largght 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, such as John Frow hawgested that the character is so
under-theorized simply because it is such an olsveubject (Kékeld-Puumala 2003, 245).
Since a character is an analogue of human createa fuman, we, as humans, seem to
observe and read it quite naturally, accordinghe \tery schemata we use to read ourselves
and other people around us (Hochman 1985, 42). Aeyan explain what a character is.
Textually created human entities and consciousseappear in all texts from newspaper
articles to diaries. Especially if one has nevégmpted to create one, there does not seem to
be much to it. The fuzziness of their borders dbfcome clear when one scratches the
surface, for example, when trying to write or azalya piece of fiction. What is a character,
after all? How or why do | perceive it as human?Hwman does it have to be? Is this story
about him or why is he in the story in the firshgg? Once the questions are found, they are
surprisingly difficult to answer — and might remaimanswered forever and after. The
characters are creatures of art, not science, alfter

Despite everything, there are, however, a handfultheories on literary
characters, which can quite easily be divided ithicee schools: mimetic theories, anti-
mimetic theories and those that wish to make ah&gi$ of the two. In other words, the field
is quite divided and no theory has won particulatharity over it nor been spared from
controversy. It is thus necessary to paraphrase sirthose theories in this chapter and distil

a view of character that is clear and unified etoiag the purposes of this particular study.
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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 termsdeeimply that characters are somehow
modeled after real people. However, as ironic awnight 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 fictioraladers, 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 Finngmthenkildhahmseems 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 charactéigur,
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 only for humans butsthit animals or even places may be or
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 offestént 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
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henkildohahmas 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 fdrattieess 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, the structuralistic theory has stinmng 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@étBction and character is no exception. He
was somewhat interested in the personalities ab 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 sayeythhave 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 eally about the characters but different chains
of happenings to which they must "contributé¢Forster 1962, 91-93.)

As mentioned above, this view is surprisingly wiellline with many of the
character theories produced around the 1960s. Timeseies were part of the far vaster
structuralist movement especially prominent in Emmwhere it was closely interlaced with
the narrative innovations efoveau romanThis theoretical paradigm has always been well-
known for its disregard for a cohesive subjectgh&ned 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 traditieas reluctant of giving the character any
priority over other narrative constituents.

Some of the structuralist theorists, such as &r@imas, shared Aristotle's view
that characters can only be used to act out the Phas is well illustrated by the terminology
he uses: Greimas preferred to call individual ctigra actors and considered them little more
than interchangeable particles of different funwdioparadigms called actants. All in all, he

describes six different kinds of actants: the sentihee object, the receiver, the helper, the

! 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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subject (or hero) and the opponent (or villain)g(&akela-Puumala 2003, 255-6.) Russian
folklorist Vladimir Propp proposed a similar categation known as the seven spheres of
action. These spheres are called the aggressomaher, the auxiliary, the princess, the

father, the committer, the hero and the bogus herg. Rimmon-Kenan 1983, 46-7.) It is

rather irrelevant here that the number and cormtestich categories could endlessly be called
into question. It is more important to note thakemupting to place every character ever
created into one or several of these roles leattesoom for their personalities, inner lives

or uniqueness. What is more, these functions cagaasy be fulfilled by human beings as

animals, objects or even abstractions. In factjr@e was happy to give these functions to
anything that could be used as a grammatical suff&keld-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 thaintmmes 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 subjesttipns, grammatical voices that are
inherent in language but have no substance beyotrdexperimental works, such as several
specimen ohoveau romansubjects are not required to have any anthropphmoiqualities
or even coherence. For example, some of Robbee@ilvorks (e.g. "The Secret Room") are
narrated in such minute and impersonal way thaimasnthe reader of a camera movement
rather than a recounting person. The human figdeseribed this way are also so static,
opaque and one-dimensional that they can hardyabbed characters 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 bevaerteihave, because their names or any
other signs referring to them always recur in nearying contexts. (Rimmon-Kenan 1983,
44.) In other words, a hame mentioned in one papdgrcannot possibly have the same
meaning as the same name in the next paragraphkifa of view renders the very existence
of a coherent, unique character impossible, whiohturn, 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 thes nothing special about the

character. It is merely a word among words or #sabest — an openly artificial structure that
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has a specific task to perform in the syntax oftéx that hosts it. For a structuralist, there is
no depth, no magic, no humanity behind the namdslan pronouns we see in the works of
fiction. They are just interchangeable parts anecgs of which some postmodern writers
would certainly dispose if only the use of langudgknot 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 andréeder, to provide the human point of view
that makes any given narrative relatable and ttsprehensible, 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 mtrealitional views of character have
endured the pressures of structuralism as well@pdstmodern notions about the fractures in
real-life identities.

The so-called traditional character theories ased on the individualist view of
man that dominated Western cultures for the ldt&df of the past millennium. Born as the
product ofcogito ergo sumit was further reinforced by the 18th centuryhuention 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 aedlaracter or, as Hochman phrases it,
betweerHomo SapienandHomo FictusHochman 1985).

Even if Aristotle viewed characters as constitaenit a larger structure, there
was a seed of traditionalism in his theory as wedlattributed different traits and feelings to
them (Hochman1985, 29). This human-like mentalvagtis the very core oHomo Fictus
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 complintesl by "credible” external frames, such as
descriptions of the character's physique, gesttaes)y and home. All this the traditionalists

like to speculate in the same psychological andasderms that are used to speculate real
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people, and all this is what makes the characteeraon in its own right, distinct from the
writer and the narrator (Kékela-Puumala 2003, 2&Mce a single character can convey
different views than the entirety of the novelcén be viewed as possessing a personality,
even a whole life that is in some way separate fitmemovel and its creator.

As with the structuralist school, there are ddfer degrees and versions of
traditionalist character theories. One feature thast theories have in common, though, is
that the texts in which the characters appear eaerrfully exhaust them. In other words, the
texts never capture the entirety of their charactbut merely depict them or refer to them
(Hochman 1985, 32; Margolin 2005, 53). On whicmplghe "actual”, entire character exists,
is a different matter altogether. Some theoristghinsee them as inhabitants of different
possible worlds, while others consider them cogeitonstructions suspended between the
triangle of the author, the text and the readerr@din 2005, 53-55). If a character is based
on a real, historical figure, the point of referens an issue of even further argument: can a
work of fiction — or even language, for that matteever refer to something real? These
controversial ontological issues are one of thenmaaknesses of the traditionalist theories,
because they are difficult to resolve either loljycar empirically. Yet, leaving them
unsolved leaves the basis of the theories rathéblycand unscientific: while humans are
certainly capable of creating cognitions, to whetieat 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 weghtell as more substantial values in the
character than structuralists do. This is onlydagithe 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 independanaditionalists attribute to the 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 impore of the character depends, of course, on
the genre, subject and structure of each narraswsell as the features of the character itself.
Thus, one important difference betwddomo SapienandHomo 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).
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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 restriction$s 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 th&ratures have always changed and will
always change, the very possibility of creating dasting and universal character theory
seems rather doubtful. In this light, the dividesmef 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 gtdreht 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 themhave features that are logically undeniable
but which the opposing theory nevertheless seeksleimy. There is no escaping the
structuralist notion that characters are, indeeseparable parts of their host texts and thus
much less independent than the traditionalists likethink. At the same time, the
strucutralistic 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 these synthetic theories is tha traditionalist and
structuralist theories are not mutually exclusiué doncentrate on two different aspects of the
same issue. That is to say, the character haastti#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 tide siaditionalists depict. Different theorists
have built bridges between these sides by diffetfegretic tools: Hochman's own approach
is clearly cognitive, whereas Aleid Fokkema triesdescribe the relation in semiotic terms.
James Phelan has even added a third, intermedatxtain the play — in his view, the
character consists of three "components”, a mimatithematic and a synthetic component.
The first includes everything that makes the charata person”, the second considers
character as an idea — a part of the narrativelmakic fabric — while the third is the purely

textual, artificial side of the package (Margolid0B, 57).
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Different character theories could, of course, dsegorized in a dozen
alternative ways. Instead of talking about the dtmalist, 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 tleerikes that seek to describe
the traits of individual characters and the theoudiose 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 tatetructuralist 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 moshimporary sources on literary characters.
The decisive watershed seems to be the questionirogsis, 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 sooneasvable level — either as a cognition,
an agent or an inhabitant of a possible world, &mer of some non-actual state of affairs”
(Margolin 2005, 53-56). Conversely, non-mimetic adiies emphasize the artificiality of
characters, that they are intentional constructimasle by real people. What is more, they
have been constructed from and in language, wimdtseélf can be considered arbitrary and
insubstantial.

This tension between mimesis and artificiality dr@es especially interesting
when one examines the multifold semantic systema cbmic book. As Maria E. Reicher
points out, we are accustomed to talking abouiofietl characters as if they existed — many
languages have no system for distinguishing reanfirreal (2010, 111). Language is
designed to create fictional worlds as effortlesa$y possible — it is already required by
conditional and negative clauses — whereas repiegethe world through hand-drawn
pictures is clearly something that requires workl alesign. Especially cartoony drawing

styles favored by several comic book artists ardlfzanatural; there is necessarily something
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very "made" and non-mimetic about such picturega€ly, this is why no comic researcher
can afford to commit to fundamentally mimetic clchea theories.

Furthermore, the non-mimetic quality of comic batharacters automatically
renders the mimesis of their forefathers, literangracters, more doubtful. As discussed later
in this thesis, a comic book character is a muchennmonic 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 maxperimental works have proved, names
are mutable, even disposable, even for real peaiere 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 haveumber of mimetic flaws, the very
existence of that elaborated visuality gives masthic book characters a greater claim to
human-like coherence and independence — they mmhliook 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 intuitielassification systems seem to be the most
popular and persistent ones, simply because eyerelaare able to apply them to almost any
given instances. The theoretical field of fictiomdlaracters, too, is haunted by some crude
dichotomies that are as widely used as they angctise.

Almost as often as characters are divided intodgerand villains, they are
divided into protagonists and minor characters. s€hdivisions are often the only ones
presented in encyclopedias, even literary encydige 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
for, these analyses. The line between protagordsté minor characters is even more

controversial and restrictive: if there is no giegte lost between them, how do we tell them
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apart and does it matter if we do? Should minoradtars be considered unimportant vessels
that are only used to convey the story of the eeeimportant main character? Or does the
difference between main and minor characters ligmarmrative viewpoints, so that minor
characters are the objects and main charactesutijects 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 possibleawe several of them, and if so, how many?
Who is the protagonist in Aleksis KiviSeven Brotherg¢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'srily reinforcing them — effectively so, since
his metaphors of flatness and roundness are quotedimost any imaginable account on
literary characters. It is fair to note, howevéiatthis essayistic classiispects of the Novel
was first published in 1927, long before structigtal or any other kind of theorists had
showed any real interest in the subfeliaving little tradition to depend on, Forster Hitte
choice but to state his own intuitions, and thegeitions have clearly resonated with several
theorists and laymen throughout the past centutigei@ise, his short-spoken description of
flat and round characters would now be long foeyutt

The aptness of the metaphor has probably beerieFer&ey to success. It is
easy to guess what he means by flatness: one-donahs$ypes or caricatures built around a
single "idea or quality", trait or obsession. Tkisd of simplicity often results into comical
effects or unchanging stereotypes that are eassedognize. 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 thellesbut distinct quality forever and after,
which makes them instant atmosphere creators aed atftidote to our "yearn for
permanence". Tragic flat characters, however, Epid¢ems rather dull. (Forster 1962, 75—
80.)

Even though Forster does not disregard humorous)-mechanical flat
characters either, he clearly states the greatport@nce and finesse of round characters.

Thus, it is strange for him to describe them mudtenvaguely. It is often considered one of

? Had the structuralist school already existed, bald/surely have hesitated to title his charachempters
"People".
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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 thedpth and development. (Forster 1962, 84-85.)

Clearly, Forster's categories correspond to manth@ commonest character
dichotomies. Flat characters are minor and comitewloundness 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 Rob&ven Morpheus and Delirium Brief
Lives— are obvious realizations of these correlatiofsoufh 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 structuralistraloter 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 sdhmeg 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 distaniperficially described evil. To illustrate,
one can consider such classic pairs as Sherloakhéthand Moriarty or Frodo and Sauron in
The Lord of the Ringd 954-55). Even though both Moriarty and Sauronpasationed 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 dbtarsi — 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 mixtofecharacters” 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 @,9%7). Luckily for comic book characters,
though, Forster does not combine his conceptsatidss and roundness with inner and outer
focalization or description of the characters. Ratthe considers them a different device
altogether.

As | shall later argue, comic book charactersrapgesented through 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
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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 comiesthus 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 GaimanThe 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 foomamic books can be claimed to include
characters that cannot decidedly be deemed ndititeor 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 is®alof 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 comgides reveal a very mimetic view of
character, some of Forster's expressions deschidaacer as an artificial construct. 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 @rénciples of biographic literary research that
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still had some authority in the beginning of thetli?@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 inharmonitowgrds it; if they are given complete
freedom they kick the book to pieces — " (For&@62, 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 euder 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 oppositecexts 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 Heniified as the most
complex, most mutable and, thus, most engaging reewibthe character cast. Because, in
Harvey's view, protagonist is the very thing thay a&tory 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 for the Altiue protagonist does not work for the
plot but is above it, the deeper meaning and hurel@wance behind it.

The role of background characters is, of course,dpposite. They might be
used as pure "mechanisms of the plot", but thdegelnce could be as much to the
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
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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 calls ficelles are actually quite $amto background characters in
that they are equally functional and as clearlyosdimate to the protagonist. The difference
between these two categories, however, seemstttabécelles do transcend mere typicality.
This is due to their tasks as mirrors and touclestofhey serve as foils, contrasts, analogues
or alternatives to heroes by, for example, beindeveal-down versions of them or by
clarifying the problems and morals of the storyottgh their insights. They provide the
unchanging point of reference and certain normalitgt help the reader to grasp and
appreciate the changes and anomalies in the pratigas ficelles usually stand between the
background characters and the protagonists ondhlessof complexity and ideology, they
are, indeed, intermediate characters in every safnge word. Harvey adds that a ficelle can
also function as a relief, a buttress or a symbmi even serve the plot or represent the society
in the same way background characters do. (Har96$,162—68.)

The most interesting aspect about the ficelld& Harvey considers them the
readerly agents in the stories. After all, the mosimmoner 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.

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 or Neil Gaiman'sThe Sandmanin addition to superhuman protagonists,

such (auto)biographical central characters as Marf Persepolis(2000), Vladek ofMaus
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(1980-1991)r Alison of The Fun Homg2006) are too particular to function as avatar-like
agents of the reader. Hergé's Tintin is one of rdme blank protagonists inhabiting the
sequential art universe and, as such, is quiterlglea"victim" of intricate, action-packed
plots. Because comics are often serialized, itftsnoimpossible to hold the readers' interest
just by starting, stretching and ending a story after another. Instead, years and years of
publication are stapled together with catchy, pogpprotagonists. As a result, a vast
proportion of comics are character- rather thart-piented. This is also reflected in the
tithing traditions: most comics, from the classilise Spirit to the pulpier kinds ofThe
Amazing Spider-MaandGarfield, carry the name of their protagonists.

On the other hand, all protagonists, even those ark actually gods (i.&8.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 masediintasy of surpassing all competition
and becoming the best possible version of one$hlt suggests that, under the capes and
masks, superheroes are surprisingly relatable.eshdence the costumes come off, it is not
uncommon for Spider-Man to struggle with his basd girlfriend 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 charscsar-called cards as 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
comic book world, this is often realized as spih®dries and miniseries starring popular
secondary characters (e@eath: The High Cost of LivingL993)or Jack of Fableg2006—
2011)).

In short, cards are the kind of characters wha'anemphantly themselves". A
card enjoys a relatively developed personalityibtditee from the strains of change and moral
that loom over the protagonist. They can realizér thften intense, vivid personalities or even
mutiny against the story for all they like becatisey do not perform such specific functions
that hold back ficelles and background charactgéhere Their inability to learn often results
in somewhat comical effects, but this comical d#trieanot the entirety of a card's character. In
fact, card's freedom and constancy are not entalebplute earmarks either, as they can only

perceived in relation to torn, growing protagonigktarvey 1965, 59—-62.)
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One of the key words in Harvey's theory is, intfaelation. In his view, each
character is used to define other characters arguiitiat is to say, they create a network of
relationships, a "human context" that encompassgesy eharacter of every category as well
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 necessariyelative. (Harvey 1965, 52—-73.) In fact,
Harvey could even have fused this network togethwth the reader's actual social
relationships, because, it would seem, identifjang mimetic qualities is only possible when
the fictional people are compared to the real peo@ know.

There are some noteworthy advantages to thisaesdtip theory. First, 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 another. In pure text, the onlyams$ty available distinguishers are the names
and pronouns — and especially second person rmarregtimore confusing than reassuring —
whereas in visual media, the images of characterstibn as powerful, classic instances of
"the other”, something that could not stare us ftbexmirror. The question has been widely
theorized in film research and in case of comickispthe "otherness" of the characters should
be even more obvious because of their stylizedn embuman appearances. On the other
hand, as will be argued in following structureglisation can also have the opposite effect of
seeming universal. In spite of this minor differend¢darvey's relational claims can quite
effortlessly be applied to any medium with fictibcharacters, which is another of its strong
points. Moreover, unlike Forster's theory, it i normative.

The only thing that does not seem right is thaspde all his rhetoric of
relativity, Harvey has chosen to present his chiarabeory in categories rather than scales or
axes. No matter how flexible these categories theeyery act of categorizing is essentially
reductive. Harvey's tendency to classify characépexcifically in terms of their functions is
also quite peculiar considering that Harvey is H-m®claimed supporter of mimetic art

theory and thus, mimetic view of charactéBvery chance he gets, he notes the analogies

® This, again, is both surprising, considering thiatbook is written in 1960s, and not surprisinglit
considering that he makes realistic novels hidistapoint.
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between characters and human beings and, espeatkgses the inexhaustibility of any
given character. In Harvey's view, a characteleadt a well written one, always overflows its
formal and thematic roles or tasks assigned tand it is exactly that surplus, that "little
extra" that makes a character an individual likeAfter all, we can never know everything
about someone else, and similarly, what characteereences is never exactly the same the
reader experiences. It is as if Harvey could natoske which to stress, the instrumentality or
the inherent value of the characters, which makes dne of the earliest bridge-builders
between traditionalists and structuralists.

Another sign of this is that Harvey's claims ohmasis 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 taat characters are simultaneously
positioned as subjects and objects a virtue ratiemn an issue: their complicated position
creates a "double vision" which allows us to sesratters simultaneously as individuals and
as parts of an organic whole. They are, at the same moral agents building their identities
through choices and tied to the fates chosen fanthy the author. From this follows that the
character poses certain individuality as a constiud is not altogether real. Rather, it is the
very real mental processes of the authors andetders that borrow it reality and relevance.
This view is clearly congruent with Baruch Hochnsasognitive character theory, which shall

be introduced next.

2.2.3 Hochman and Fokkema: Traits and Codes

Many modern theorists have tried to avoid bothrddctiveness and the prescriptiveness of
categories by describing characters through difteages and scales that can be used to chart
either the formal make-up or human-like attribubésany given character. While character
categories can mainly be used to determine therdifces between separate characters, trait-
based theories give better insight into individwdlaracters — although this type of
understanding is a good starting point for the canspn of different characters as well. Here,

| have chosen to include Baruch Hochman's and Afekkema's suggestions, because they
both are relatively new and extensive. Also, desthieir many differences, they are based on
almost identical, cognitive view of character aminpliment each other well. Another well-

known trait theory is that of Joseph Ewen's. Thedhaxes of his theory — complexity,

28



development and the richness of the character'srimorld — are, however, more than
sufficiently included in Hochman's theory (Rimmoeiéan 1983, 55).

All in all, Hochman lists eight pairs of opposit&hese 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 howlavit fare in other media, such as comic
books? Considering that the scales do not deal aitguage itself but rather the effects it
creates, they might, in fact, prove surprisinglgatdble.

The first of Hochman's scales actually touchesoor of the key areas of
sequential art, stylization vs. naturalism. Thesents 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 exaggerdteéhact, all art forms operate on choices
of inclusion and exclusion, and whenever sometigrexcluded, 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 whichlldba discussed in more detail later
(McCloud 1994, 36-49).

Since Forster's normative conceptions of flatnasd 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. It should be noted, however, that
the textual elements as well as the more abstexelid of narration are free to operate on
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 Delug2009), 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 diridiecorative. Obviously, these effects will
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not make the stories behind the works less reathayt do give a personal, openly subjective
edge to them, rendering them more touching anddetfsoritative.

The second scale is suspended between cohereddecamerence. Hochman
rightly notifies that the coherence effect is baseddifferent things in different characters.
Extremely mimetic characters are supposed cohéenirtue of their "humanness™: if real
people possess indivisible identities, so shodtdlike characters. The plausibility of inner
unity has, however, been questioned ever sincedFr@oud with even growing urgency in
postmodern literature. On the other hand, allegbrgatirical or otherwise extremely stylized
characters, which are based on a single themeaibrdre bound together by that very theme
or trait: the Miser is deniably himself as long les behaves miserly. For some "masking"
characters or picaresque heroes — such OdyssearsGiet or, in comics, Tintin — that trait
is, paradoxically, their elusiveness and extremiétylbo adapt. Still some other characters
might seem coherent on the surface but have a@piihared personalities on a deeper level.
Hochman gives Catherine and HeathcliffWiithering Heightas an example of this type:
even though they are quite stable personalitiéamselves they refuse to feel whole without
each other. (Hochman 1985, 97-102.) What Hochmaas dmt mention is how different
levels of coherence or incoherence are perceivhis question will be pondered in a later
chapter.

Closely related to coherence is the scale of wiede vs. fragmentariness. In the
same way a character's coherence is indebted toldhea character's wholeness is indebted
to the thematic structure. In other words, thematintent and convention is able to charge
any behavioral patterns of even the simplest clersman such a way that they seem to mean
something, thus adding attributes to the characte&aking 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 characsesm to lack it. The way Hochman means
it, wholeness could also be equated with (relatimexhaustiveness. (Hochman 1985, 103—
116.) In case of comic books, the issue of wholermdso 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 figuressagms
that point towards even more human-like beings?

The scale of literalness is also meshed with tieenftic nature of any literary

work. Because a story can always be conceivedsystam of symbols — artificial signs that
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refer to a whole field of meanings and entitieg ts impossible for any literary character —
even for Harvey's cards — to be "purely him- orsb#t. From this follows that no story, not
even an autobiography, can contain historical cltara as such. At best, characters like
Napoleon inWar and Peacé1869) or Shakespeare Tihe Sandmagan be said to be based
on historical figures, but after the many filtefshaman perception, conception and language,
their ontological standing is ultimately the samsetzat of the completely fictional characters.
There is, however, clear variance in when a characan be considered primarily self-
referential or primarily as a representative of strng larger, such an idea or type. On the
other hand, characters that are clearly charastettseir own right can give birth to entirely
new types — Hochman mentions Hamlet and Don Quiastexamples. Thus, literalness can
be viewed as a more abstract, less normative hggerdo individuality. (Hochman 1985,
116-122.) Interestingly, while literary charactars rarely aware of their symbolic value, the
symbolic importance of the masked avengers is antmmtheme in superhero comics. This
aspect is clearly spelled out in their use of emisl@and relations to the media. Spider-Man is
a perfect example of a hero struggling with hisluimage, whereas Batman, who aims to
evoke fear in his adversaries, has chosen a batsymbol of his own darkest fears and
memories, as his herald.

Next scale, the ever-popular complexity — closan d& Forster's rotundity —
intersects the scales of stylization, coherence wahnoleness. Hochman aptly remarks that
complexity does not simply mean an overwhelming bernof traits and personal details but
can also, and even more effectively, be conjurethfby contradictions and developments.
(Hochman 1985, 124-125.) These inner conflictauatally brought to daylight by the means
of Hochman's sixth variable, transparency, while rsulting developments are realizations
of the seventh variable, the degree of the charaagnamism.

Hochman considers the most important derivativerafsparency to be the
access to the character's motives. To me, the ssem@s to be much larger: | would include
any mental activity that is shown to the readed #re means by which they are shown, on
the transparency scale. Hochman does, however, mak@od point noting that complete
transparency is not a simple short-cut to a compéegaging character: certain degree of
ambiguity usually engages the reader's imaginatiach more effectively. (Hochman 1985,
125-131.) This might be one of the secrets thatwattomic book characters to engage the
readers so effectively: while there are textuaimeets — such as thought bubbles — that can
offer similar direct access to the characters' f@mdmany literary devices do, they are almost

invariably pictured from third person perspectives — even in autolaiplgical works. That is,
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the pictorial devices very rarely position the relamhside the characters' skin, allowing them
to retain at least a part of that sense of myst=ay opaque people always pose to us.

As for dynamism scale, its length and stretchinesges greatly from genre to
genre. While realistic novelgildungsromanand tragedies often concentrate on the inner
development of the characters, romances, farceytdi@s and commedia dell'arte require
rather stable, unchanging characters. (Hochman,1B85-133.) 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 thapublished by a single artist in a single
volume. Usually, the characters that have to fmctas 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 as&t story to story (e.gk-Men, Spider-Mah
while the characters of more finite series are Isubesigned to change in certain way to
push through a certain message (€lge Sandmanr Watchmeh Alternately, characters with
very long publicational life-spans can also be dgwed in the way that resonates with the
changing audiences and Zeitgeist (see ch. 3.1).

Hochman also ponders how the change in charatderbe measured: since the
changes usually occur at the end of the work, wamatitake 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 largreicires of the work. (Hochman 1985,
135.) Interestingly, inThe SandmagnMorpheus' development is marked quite explicily
ritual, nominal and visual discontinuity: thereaiguneral, even though an anthropomorphized
abstraction of Dream cannot possibly die, and,diditeon, the new and improved version of
Dream is marked by a new name as well as a neuf setors and emblems (see ch. 4.1).

The final scale depicts closure as opposed tormsmn Basically, this means the
degree to which the characters' conflicts are vesblwhich in its turn, influences the degree
to which we gain clear understanding of their fundatal nature and motives. While
epilogues and happy, romantic endings provideticawil closure, modern authors favor open
endings. In comic book world, the serialized pudtilen form and the way characters are
recycled from author to author tend to create aceptonal demand for open endings.
Hochman implies that the more the characters #&revighout closure, the more it is possible
to imagine further adventures for them. That iss&y, unresolved characters continue to

"haunt" the world beyond the text. (Hochman 19838-1140.) Ironically enough, he
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completely ignores the possibility of charactersatth, which Forster, in contrast, has
considered one alternative for a perfect closutee-other being a marriage (1962, 60-62).

Hochman himself readily admits that many of hialss correlate with each
other, so much so that it is doubtful whether &lthese factors are completely independent
and necessary. As with all trait theories in amydfiof research, it can always be argued that
there should be less or more variables. While striike stylization and wholeness or
wholeness and closure could quite easily be condbioee could suggest adding factors like
activeness vs. passiveness, dependence vs. inadgmend- in relation to plot or other
characters —and so on, it is always dubious tenctaat any theory is completely universal or
exhaustive. Something is always lost between aideitdifferent scales. Also, while this sort
of theories do allow very systematic approach towadifferent characters, it is always
healthy, especially in the field of art, to stegside all the guidelines. Moreover, schematic
analyses of this manner have not been practicechmushould also be noted that theories
like this form interesting parallels to trait thexs used in psychology. Whether it is a good or
a bad thing probably depends on the stand eaclereadresearcher has in the mimesis
question.

Aleid Fokkema's character theory could also batéa 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's §dsuon postmodern literature. Secondly,
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-dimensiomdésbdut examined in terms of different
modes and aspects of their fictional existencesdmiotic or classic structuralist terms, we
connect the signifiers — language telling us albloaitcharacter — to the signified — in this case,
the ideas of a character's features — in multipleventionalized ways. These conventional
patterns are what Eco calls codes. (Fokkema 1980}, 4

Fokkema separates denotative codes from connetaties. 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 codes. (Fokkema 1991, 74.)
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The most basic of these codes Fokkema calls tiedlocode. 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 once. The 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 paramdis so on. At least as common and
important is the psychological code. It can be &spiavith 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 cetehna.fdéurth code is a social 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 is the code of metaphor and metgn¥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 alsamthat stories are usually built in such away
that we can use almost anything mentioned in tley sto 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 discguvdvecause if most characters of any literary
genre abide to these codes, as Fokkema beliewbe 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
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'sHmethman's theories are based
on nearly identical cognitive views of the charactdochman theorizes that we "read"
fictional characters through the same mental sctema& use to understand real people
around us. Because the characters are understdmghveen analogues, the schemata are, by

analogy, transferred from human-human situationsutman—character situations — from a
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social encounter to reading a book. In additiortht® context, there are, of course, other
differences: the raw data we receive about a hyecharacter is purely textual, not sensory,

and we cannot interact with the characters. Of smwisual media, such as graphic novels,
do add more sensory, life-like data to the mix aed technologies do enable some basic-
level interaction as seen in, for example, hypéstex so-called visual novels, but this does
not belie the fact that there are clear differen¢tschman adds that the amount of data on
any fictional character is essentially limited wées the data produced by real entities is
infinite. One could easily disprove this by saythgt the lives and, consequently, information

on real humans are always limited by their liferspavhile it is always possible to produce

new data about any character. It should, howewemdied that real human data is chaotic
while data on characters is highly organized. (Hoah 1985, 31-33, 59-70.)

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 chflal causesand Fokkemanterpretants(Hochman
1985, 32; Fokkema 1991, 54-55). These mental reptasons include both the explicit and
implicit information given in the text, but alsoepity of the reader's world knowledge and
personal experience. From this follows that no enatbw real or unreal they might be, we
can never know a person or a character "as sudhtyeaknow are our colored, limited
interpretations of them. The character is thus snded between the raw data of the text and
the unique mental images it evokes in each redllaile this might make characters seem
hopelessly elusive, this dual nature can also leeved as a virtue: it helps to reconcile
mimetic and structuralist notions on characters exjlains why both views can, in fact, be
defended. In short, structuralists concentrate I taw data and traditionalists on the
interpretants, but both fail to see the processemecting them. Cognitive character theory
stresses those processes and thus, allows us tthaeecters as both "utterly embedded” in
texts and "radically detachable" from them. (Hochr@85, 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 readerstions but also seems sufficient enough
for academic purposes. Due to its dual natures, #so able to capture something from both
mimetic and anti-mimetic character theories. Wardspaper — let's face it — are indeed just
that, words on paper, no matter how carefully theight be chosen or arranged. Thus,
structuralists are right to demystify them. Yet,shmodern theorists agree it is completely

counterintuitive to claim that we do not respond literary characters as if there was
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something life-like about them. Similarly, it woulet sadly restrictive to state wwhouldnot

do so. All the while it has to be remembered, thpubat fictional characters, by definition,
cannot physically "exist", save on the same legebther "abstract objects”, such as the very
idea of humanness (Reicher 2010). From this folleamething that was already formulated
in Harvey's theory: that the humanity of the authond the reader are reflected, bestowed or
lent to characters through complex cognitive preessBecause the examples of Hochman
and Fokkema have already proved that this apprizaapplicable on realist and postmodern
characters alike, applying the same principlesanic book characters seems plausible. The
qguality of the cognitive processes themselves, ewes bound to change when moving

from medium to medium.

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 bdisoussed why equating characters with
‘persons' is problematic to say the least. Thiptrain its turn, will dissect the other claim
Hosiaisluoma makes, that is, what constitutes aacher — any character regardless of their
role or rotundity. Hochman's and Fokkema's theaslesady hint to this direction, but here
we will take a slightly different, perhaps more rdane point of view to the "inward" and
"outward" aspects that constitute a character.

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 degreaigleness, for instance. (Margolin 2005,
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53.) In fact, it is no exaggeration to claim — aklkema does — that lack of any human-like

gualities is extremely unusual. The conventionssaigh that we assume all characters to be
capable actors in physical, social as well as nheptzeres, 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, charasstare such that they seem to make choices.
This implies some degree of mental activity, whNilama's other minimal condition for a
character, movement in time and space, usuallyiregjgome 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).

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 (1983, 78—79). Even in cambooks, where all external features might
seem to be right under our noses, the images astybped, that is, so inaccurate that we
might have to measure, for example, a charactdractveness or personal charisma by the
way he compares to or is regarded by other chasao@ 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 awlgls visual information, not hearing,
touch, taste or smell. These features will stilkdéo be articulated in language or implied by
pictorial means so that the reader can evoke thetween the frames (McCloud 1993, 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 sik@ly as parts of the character's internal or

external presence. Rather, they encompass and fesul both. They are also beyond the
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modes of direct and indirect description, largedtual phenomena that require more effort
from the reader's part. Because it is the reathkslsto piece the character together, there is
much he or she contributes, from implied qualitesvider connections, all depending on
different reader—character relationships. Thussahextra-elements deserve a subchapter of

their own.

2.3.1 Facades: Appearances and Names

Even though characters have not been a populas flocuiterary 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 moderrtéffeBterature, in theory nor in practice.
In realistic novel tradition, the idealizing of md, psychological characters has rendered
external features of characters instrumental: tlescdptions of a characters' physical
appearance, for example, exist less to providehagstpleasure to the mind's eye than to
serve as indexes of the characters' inner worldsh Bhodern 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 ctmsmafieshly bodies.

Of course, as Italo CalvinoGloven Viscoun{1952) or Nikolai Gogol'sNose
(1836) demonstrate, stretching the physical aspe@tso a very plausible tool for exploring
the limits of the character. The former is a fatgtaccount of an Italian viscount, who returns
from war against the Turkish, concretely, in twdviea. The charm of the book is that it
challenges the reader to imagine halves of chamaee independent actors: one half, of
course, turns out to be a wicked and the other @tlegeone, which underlines the
ridiculousness of such clichéd dichotomies — if Barbeings really have bad and good sides,
should that division not extend to our physicalieedas well? Still, part of the appeal is in the
physical disfiguring itself, the tragicomic mentalage of a cloak-clad figure jumping around
on one legNosetakes such mental images even further: is it nbglaul to imagine a nose
that is treated a high-ranking civil servant? Gogtdo bestows a great deal of agential
capacity and personality on a physical feature ihadrely even mentioned in literary works,
as if to point out how several aspects of the attara— especially physical ones — are

underused and underappreciated.
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Literary traditions and critical preferences asidenventions like Fokkema's
biological code suggest that characters are, neesleds, 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 agiigisical 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.

Even so, in visual media such as film or comic Kyahe tables are turned.
While it is entirely possible to write a book withitoany mention of the appearances, ages or
genders of the characters, the same trick is mepossible in visual media. There could
comprehensibly be extremely metaphorical, stylibedotherwise 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 ohjettsierarchies 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. Comparextmimple, 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 ‘plinstead, 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 creatobt Black Butle(2006—)series, take extreme care to
make everything from the clothing to the mealshef tharacter as pretty and decorative as

“ Not to disregard the fact that the appearanceshafacters inBlacksadoften do serve as metaphorical
indicators of the characters' roles and persoeal{gee ch. 3.3.2).
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possible, others, like several underground comiistanr Charles Burns, best known for his
graphic noveBlack Hole(2005), seem to revel in the ugly, strongly reaisletails. Strong
visual aesthetics are, all in all, especially appann manga, where it is not unusual to
superimpose full-body images of characters betwienframes, devote entire pages to
wordless close-ups or, such as in Hiroaki Samukide 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 character.

According to Scott McCloud, visual media's playshreer physicality of things
can be further compounded by realistic styles aolkbrs. 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 celebrateadsthetics or particularities of objects.
Realistic styles, on the other hand, invite us wthe objects as such, to perceive their
"weight, texture and physical complexity". Colomcalay 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 mamre af the picture plane, often at the
expense of the content it is trying to convey. dotmention that shapes and colors can trigger
physiological reactions in the reader as well. (Mc@ 1993, 44, 132, 189.) To sum, the
most simplistic of iconic pictures are necessarpre 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, the/gibal aspect of character can
also be approached through its subcategories, bmdioh is, simply, physical appearance.
This can, furthermore, be subcategorized in sewsesls. Non-verbal communication and
other temporary features, such as postures, gestackefacial 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 areesynetic: for instance, roughness or
smoothness are primarily sensations of touch hbigndfiave 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
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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 are causacofhmunicative) and metonymical
(=stereotypical) relations between the outward armdithvard features (1983, 85). In this
sense, reading characters is much like readingoezgile.

A character's immediate surroundings can oftendbescribed in a similar
manner as appearance. Some things about theiroeanwnt the character can change and
some things he or she cannot. Thus, part of thewadings can be read communicatively — a
character who keeps his desk meticulously tidy esggs something about himself that a
character with a messy office does not and vicearerwhile another part of the surroundings
carries stereotypes — a character who lives innghpese in Midtown Manhattan evokes an
entirely different set of expectations than a cti@awho lives under a bridge in Mongolia
(Rimmon-Kenan 1983, 86). As with appearance, thkesers 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 wéeldconsidered incidental in real life.
From this follows that anything surrounding the relagéer — friends, family, house, hometown,
objects, even landscape or weather — can potgntialeal something about him or her by
analogy, contrast or metapitoin short, outward signs of character extend &yolnd his or
her person and into the entire storyworld.

As with real people, facades of characters alsenekbeyond concrete, physical
things, into ideas and emotions they express, eedp or otherwise. At its one end, this
aspect is close to nonverbal communication that oragpmay not be counted as part of the
appearance category, and at the other end, it mevigle the internal world of the character.
This is not to say that all characters' gestureatmrances are or should be true and clear
expressions of their mental activity. On the camnytras all expressions function as parts of the
public facade, they usually carry an additionatllodsocial roles and expectations that do not
exist or are at least more watered down insidecttagacters' heads. As Rimmon-Kenan puts

it, the content of utterances is more often userew@al characters' thoughts while the style

® This is what allows Harvey to assign ficelles @isfor mirroring characters.
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often refers to their place of origin or residensegial class or profession (1983, 83). Thus,
expressions like all the other outward aspects tendonvey 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 asgrazable types. This is, of course, largely
due to the stereotypical meanings loaded on thach Buman and character can be regarded
different and unique on the inside, and this unmgs$s can also come through in the
communicative, changeable aspects of their fadadejltimately, outward features are liable
to comparison and prone to remind us of somethilsg, evhether we like it or not.
Changeable features can either reflect or contratie unchangeable ones to create the
overall effect, but the effects of the outward teas are always linked to social categories
and stereotypes. What is more, we tend to baseassumptions of the inward features on
them. This an especially important notion in cakée visual media, because most of their
visual elements are dedicated to revealing the auatweatures of the characters. The
immediacy of these images easily force us into drgwour own conclusions about the
characters depicted long before we have a chanoeatbor listen to the textual content that
plumbs their mental processes more directly. Are§giman'sMausemploys this effect very
cleverly and links it to real-life discriminatiome can tell the Jews from the non-Jews at one
glance but it takes pages after pages spanning fremeration to generation to appreciate
their individual personalities. Given the stereatgfity of outward features and the
reflections they cast on the inward features ad, wels rather surprising that classifying
character theories have not commented on the agopess of characters. Of course, some
genres, like commedia dell'arte and, to some exiedtistrially produced manga, are openly
based on a selection of stock characters whoseosdé&atures often span from internal to
external. For example, manga girls with eye-glagdap. A 7 = - 2, meganekko) tend to
be smarter, more bookish and more rule-abiding them non-spectacled colleagues.

Guiding these typifying processes are our schemf@faototypes. As Eleanor
Rosch claims, these prototypes flesh the charaotgirso the extent that they might appear
human-like and comprehensible even though we wedenothing about their inner worlds.
This is only natural since in real life we nevevéan access to another person’'s mind, but the
power of the prototypes is even greater: evergfahly thing we know about a character is its
name, we are able to build quite complete anthrawphic interpretants on them. This is
because we are familiar enough with the commonagyns and paradigms of human-like

body structure, facial features and clothing to en&klucated guesses on the character's
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appearance — the violations against these framke mkrge part of the humor and impact of
characters like the viscount and the nose introdlat®ve. The initial prototypes vary greatly
from reader to reader and culture to culture batdata given by the text aims to bring them
closer to each other in a continuous, self-comegcprocess. In other words, each confirmed
detail evokes more accurate prototypes. Since tkaakvays something that is left unsaid or
out-of-stage, the human analogy and sense of coemgles that comes with it is only

plausible through this sort of inference. (Jaaskeld 1999, 158-162.) It is worth noting that
if such framework exists for inward features, itmach more fleeting and unorganized.

It would not be fair to claim, though, that alltaard 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 thee the staples holding characters
together, anchors to which other features are tied.literary character keeps changing or
losing its name without any explicit notificatioih,ceases to exist as a singular element or at
least becomes imperceptible to the reader as sughieh, when operating with cognitive
conception of character, are essentially the samey.t As Uri Margolin formulates it,
“[nJaming practices are meant to ensure the ideatibn — — and the continuity of reference
to a given entity throughout the narration." Themdtion as "rigid designators”, constant
crystallizations that cover in every instance etlang the bearer of the name is, has been or
will become. (Margolin 2005b, 337.) Quite frightegly, though, these all-important labels
are frequently replaced by personal pronouns, efsittor other definite descriptions
throughout most narratives. Moreover, many (postjeno novelists have proven that names
can be truncated, distorted, blurred or even left-oFranz Kafka'§he Castlg(1926), Italo
Calvino's Cosmocomicg1965), Thomas Pynchoné (1963) and Ralph Ellisontvisible
Man (1952) serve as fairly thematic examples of eade.c®bviously, all of these practices
go against the mimesis of the character and pasatthto its coherence, continuity and
uniqueness, which is exactly why many anti-mimdigcariented writers and theorists have
attacked this weak point.

Due to their visual "bodies"”, so to speak, comiok characters have much
wider basis for their individuality and coheren@éey are usually coded into (at least) two
semiotic layers, symbolic and iconic. In other wsgra@ven if their behavior and lines of
thought are not coherent or recognizable enoudtetmentified per se, they have both their
name and their iconic appearance on which to r€lgincidentally, many comic book

protagonists do have a plethora of different nantes:title character ofhe Sandmanfor
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example, can also be called Dream, Morpheus, Myrployd 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 tleeystorld while the reader should be able to
perceive the continuity between them. Obviouslyeas$ like this call for a complicated
identification system that stretches beyond names.

One widely used device are emblems and signatlggsc It is almost as if
comic book heroes wanted to ensure their continoytylouble-coding their names as well:
the bat symbol is a natural, iconic reinterpretataf the language-specific name Batman
while the Rorschach-test-like mask, which Rorsch&oim Watchmerwears, doubles and
underlines his superhero alias by cultural refezettThe Sandmarthe appearances of the
god-like Endless are even more mutable than théssugerheroes, but they, too, can be
identified by their emblem-like "sigils" or by othanchanging physical traits such as eye or
hair color.

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

There is certain materiality or sensority to naniesmselves. 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, aearnth 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 eshibe body shape of Asterix's companion.

As for onomatopoetic association, it could alsacakled acoustic association as it is based on
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hearing: when pronounced, a name can resemblegxXample, laughing, whispering or
growling, which sets a certain tone for the beafethe name. For example, due to its many
hard consonants Rorschach's name sounds strarmalyatible with the ragged outlines of
his speech bubbles, not to mention his less thasodmdemeanor. Articulatory associations
are evoked by the feel of the pronunciation its@Rimmon-Kenan 1983, 88.) Long and
complicated names, for instance, give a first irapi@n of overall complexity and depth — if
the name is not lengthy and unpronounceable t@dhg@cal extent, in which case the reader
might find it difficult to take the character sargy. Tintin's archenemy, Roberto
Rastapopoulos could be an example of such borderhse — agintin is an adventure comic
for all ages, its villains are not supposed to ey scary.

The fourth association field, morphological cortiets, moves away from the
senses and to the realm of semantics. By this, Hameans the morphological units of
names. All names have etymologies and meanings,oacasionally, some of them might
prove revealing. Names can be symbolic, ironicppatic or otherwise meaningful in several
ways, overtly or less so, and according to Margahany writers have clear personal naming
preferences (2005b, 337). There are some specsaglsc®d expand on, however, such as
allegorical characters, whose names parallel ttlearacteristics very explicitly (Rimmon-
Kenan 1983, 88). The Endless Tiie Sandmamre a great example: Death is, indeed, the
grim reaper, Despair the embodiment of despairsamdn. Another semantic name game to
consider is common in superhero comics: theretenadome tension between the two names,
one that the character has been given as a chdldhanother he or she has chosen for him- or
herself. Essentially, given and chosen names aothan example of communicative and
stereotypical outward features.

Names are often considered very symbolic and ladigh meaning simply
because they are symbolic — arbitrary, linguisigms that happen to point to entire persons.
Because they are so manifest, small and clearticey, often offer themselves to in-depth
analyses. It should not be forgotten, however, thatwork of art is considered a unified,
meaningful whole, all the outward features of tharacter can be connected to their inner

worlds and to the symbolic constructs of the waidt gs justifiably as names.
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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
cultures so ardently adore, are located in the milldbe exact, the post-Kantian view of
human worth dictates that the thoughts and emotiérmeeople 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 perceredd 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 nmidgc 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 throughmiad or few: first, schemata prescribe what
we can perceive and second, they interpret thatepéon in more or less biased manner
(Mustonen 2000 26-30). This principle holds trueeal 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 hmwh trouble the author takes to conceal it.
Consequently, it is never possible to describe edcgive the outer aspects of any fictional
characters "as such". Thus, descriptions do ngt @veal 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 findgsirthiesis 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 taevel their eyes and state that pictures do not
lie. This is, of course, an illusion. In actualipycture does not even have to be manipulated to

be biased. If anything, questions of perspectiwe @wint of view are even more concrete for
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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 Ishde developed much further. In
literature, it is very common for character focatiz to use attitudinal words and give biased
testimonials about other characters or anythingllat as an example, one can check how
differently each character sees Heathcliff or WrittgeHeights in Bronté's classic. In comics,
The Sandmans one of the rare examples where the appearaotesharacters and
environments are constantly altered as the foaalizeange. Hippolyta Hall's delirious vision
of her surroundings after the kidnapping of her somhe Kindly Oness an especially
extreme example (Image 2). On the other hand,\Bdtterson'sCalvin and Hobbe$1985—
1995) proves that there is nothing so scholarlgamfusing about this effect that it could not
play a central role in a simple newspaper stripval (Image 3). Usually, however, comic
book artists prefer to keep the style the same frame to frame to convey a camera-eye-like
sense of realism. Considering the gaping differeretween comics and film, the dominance
of this and many other movie methods is actuallyegaverwhelming. So much so that it is
easy to agree with Alan Moore's view that the esgikeness and self-assertion of sequential
art could be taken much further if it ventured algsthe conventions of other visual media
(Moore 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 sometipsychologists call the theory of mind,
the assumption that other people have mental ctivat is somewhat — but not entirely —
similar to that of ourselves. Conversely, the wagracter functions 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 mskalized 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).
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First person narration was originally introducgedfically by autobiographies.
Thus, first person narrators, no matter how rediotional they might be, are often perceived
as if they were disguising themselves as the tmitens 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
and points of view. If the minimal condition foratacter is agential capacity, the narrator, a
narrative agent, is clearly a potential charactesdy the least. Considering the mutually
revealing natures of perceiving and being perceivets also obvious that narrators of all
kinds offer data, on which the reader is able tgelen interpretant. Thus, narrators, especially
first-person narrators commenting on their lifepuphts and feelings, can certainly be
considered characters here. An even clearer casaraeliable narrators, because their
unreliability can usually only be understood throubeir character-like, that is, human-like
gualities.

Omniscient third person narration can offer almast direct access to the
characters' thoughts as first person narration whepotes 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 focalizateonalso be as expansive as diminishing the
omniscient narrator altogether. Thus, the relahgn®etween the third person narrator and
the character focalizer can be as varied as thke 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#s#silfor the representation of
the subconscious. Despite E.M. Forster's complaithitat 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 wayicogombine words and images is eerily
reminiscent of the way some psychoanalysts, suchDigger Anzieu, have proposed
unconscious cognitions to be constructed (MikkoB@@5, 300). It is no wonder, then, that
one of the earliest strip comidsitle Nemo in Slumberlan(l905-1927), and one of the most

acclaimed graphic novelglhe Sandmgnbase much of their contents and characters on
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dreams. That said, they can hardly be read as mémyetic 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 sibjetter for comics. Dreams are, after all,
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 theoryhto letter, the construction we call "the
character" is actually the final cause, the merpiesentation the reader has formed in his or
her head. In this sense, every aspect of the dearscmore or less reader-made and it is
impossible to itemize what part of the final constion is based on some specific parts of the
text and what is the reader's addition. Becausg/eantence has to be interpreted in one way
or another, not even an explicitly mentioned atiigbexists as such: every reader has a
different schema of stubbornness or paleness x@ample. Thus, something @waysadded
and all the external and internal aspects descrlbede can only be called aspects insofar as
a reading mind perceives them as such.

On the other hand, the text that provides "the maaterials" for the character
does exist in spite of the reader. So, even thaighext and the reader merge inseparably in
the construction called character, they do prededs independent entities. Thus, | would
consider it reasonable to discuss the clearly &eldrn" elements of the character, that is to
say, elements that require especially active catiper from the behalf of the reader. Also,
many of these features are so abstract in natatattis difficult to associate them exclusively
with either the internal or the external domainisibetter to consider them here as separate,
underlying factors of the puzzle.

First, all indirect characterization methods regqusome deduction. Be it a
feature suspended between the internality and readtgr 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 hasctovely interpret them in order to make

them harmonious, contributive parts of the charastbemata. One clear-cut example is the

49



interpretation of facial expressions. In literafutes impossible to exhaustively describe even
one, frozen facial expression. In comic bookss gxactly the frozenness of the image and the
stylization of it that makes the task more diffictilan reading real people's faces. In case of
literature, we are usually offered only partialamhation, certain subcodes such as the
position of the eyebrows, shape of the eyes oresiofghe mouth (Jaaskeldinen 1999, 25).
With the help of these subcodes, we can form a rooneplete conception of the expression
and deduce what thoughts or emotions hide behin@atversely, the emotion might be
mentioned and illustrating it with an appropriaéeial expression is left to the reader. The
image content of comic books can, of course, omhpley the former alternative, for
example, through the use of extreme close-ups.d&pein manga, it is hot uncommon to
only show a close-up of characters' eyes — theyarealistically large and expressive for a
reason — or to hide the upper half of their facekidd hair or gutters whenever they are
overcome by an emotion (Image 4). As all the otkiads of implicative, gapped image
content in comics, this seems to strengthen tha@er&aidentification with the character (see
ch. 3.3.1). In order to grasp the feeling from bcade like this, the reader has to search his
own emotional reserve, that is, feel some part egrele of the emotion the character is
feeling. This also applies to superheroes, whondfi@ve their faces at least partially covered
by masks.

Much in this manner, based on his or her knowleofghe world and literary
conventions — or Fokkema's semiotic codes — theéereaust fill any small or large
information gaps he or she finds disturbing. Thagvaty is necessary for understanding the
narrative on its most basic level, but the parétgm and personal views of the reader are
even more significant on the higher abstractiorllewf which the characters themselves are
(usually) unaware. For example, satiric, allegariotherwise symbolic interpretations might
be suggested or at least implied by an omnisciamator, but they always depend greatly on
the reader's views. This causes them to vary fresder to reader and makes literature worth
discussing. Intertextual or historical allusiorieivise 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 — kmogv more than any single character
knows — and acknowledging the conventions to whlaeh characters are submitted. This
allows, for example, mapping the character relatiips more objectively and predicting the
actions of the characters based on their convealtimtes — for example, the hero never dies

in the end, unless the story is a tragedy, in wicE$e he or she probably does die. This also
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enables the indirect characterization device thiatnkRon-Kenan calls characterization by
analogy. She considers this a secondary methoddufect characterization because it can
only be based on earlier, more direct data on faeacter. Analogues can be based either on
similarity or disparity and they can either be segjgd in the text or left entirely for the reader
to discover. Merely to illustrate the field, Rimm#&enan expands on three types of
potentially analogous elements: names, environmamtisother characters. For example, in
Watchmerihe substory oThe Black Frighteand its protagonist, the sea captain, are in many
way analogous to the characters of the main ss@g €h. 4.2). Analogies can also be ironic,
in which case, the reader also has to detect th&ameersies to grasp whatever humor or
tragedy lies in them. (Rimmon-Kenan 1983, 87-91) kstance, Viktor Frankenstein's
paranoid and guilty anxieties are often contrasigdvery serene, open and beautiful Alp
sceneries in ShellyBrankenstein1818). Viktor's name, meaning "winner", can digoread
ironically, seeing that his own creation ultimatgbts the best of him.

This network of relations between characters, ltbman context, as Harvey
would call it, means that even simpler, one-dimemai characters can prove interesting as
long as they contrast and mirror each other dynaligi¢2006, 69). In other words, even
though some characters might seem uninterestitigeimselves, their interaction may prove
to be bigger than the sum of its parts — some cherasimply "activate" the most interesting
sides of each other or, simply, their disagreemientsy the underlying issues to daylight. Not
even a crocodile is very interesting, if it simgiys on a rock, but try poking it with a stick.
McCloud uses Walt Kelly's newspaper cormflogo (1948-1975) as an example, but most
strip comics fromPeanuts(1950-2000) toMutts (1994-) illustrate the phenomenon well
enough. In comics where the character conceptdased on opposing elements, such as
Fantastic Four this kind of contrasts and complements are almdstmatic (McCloud 2006,
72).

Another, even more important aspect requiringdbeperation of the reader is
coherence. As already explained, the coherence litérary character is largely based on
names and reading conventions. Fokkema's logicde amuld be seen as a kind of a
prerequisite for coherence, which in itself is ayvsimilar phenomenon to the codes.
However, no amount of logic or identifying signiBewill be able to build a unified sense of a
character in the mind of a reader who has consgioasented towards spotting the
inconsistencies and seeing the character decotexdruoto a series of subject positions.
Especially if one considers the ideal of round abters that are expected to grow and

develop during the course of the story, it seentesegary for the reader to play along and
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accept possible disruptions and credibility issaessudden quirks, surfacing unconscious
ticks or suchlike. While some disruptions in colmee may be caused by the clumsiness of
the author, they can also be considered "realisticman minds are usually complicated

enough to be unpredictable and many novels do dedihemselves to describing mental

conflicts or other extreme conditions. Thus, esgfcin postmodern culture where the sense
of self is often fractured, some sense of inconexa@ould 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 severtiéréint artists — as in the case Die
Sandmanfor instance — the problem is clearly magnifi€d.course, it does not necessarily
have to be viewed as a problem: most readers goeegn appreciate the different styles of
different authors and consider them to highligttedent sides of the character, making it
perhaps less unified but more complex and intergsturthermore, more abstract, simplified
drawing styles can be perceived to "include" theembetailed and realistic styles: the fact
that Marc Hempel's Delirium iithe Kindly Onesloes not have the same dark circles around
her eyes as Michael Zulli's Delirium the Wakeloes not necessarily mean that they are not
there. Perhaps they simply are not depicted.

The matter complicates, if the character is ndy ainawn but also written by
several artists. Is it possible for two differemtople to produce one, unified character? This
depends on the point of view one has on the onyobdghe character. It is not uncommon for
readers to view the versions of different writessnewhat separate and different: it is often
useful to specify, whether one is talking aboutnkraMiller's Batman or Alan Moore's
Batman, Don Rosa's Donald Duck or Carl Barks' Dabriaick. If one follows Hochman's
cognitive theory, however, it is ultimately the deds choice, whether he or she can
assimilate the data provided by different comickoi@ators into one schema or whether they
require separate mental representations. The ‘aadatachability” Hochman talks about is
exactly what enables one to take a specific schefre specific character and use it as a
starting point for new stories. The people whoskes@ta of the same character are
substantially different may, however, dismiss thesri'non-canon” or be unable to recognize
the character at all. In any case, different veisiof the character are always linked
intertextually — they usually have the same nanog, dxample. The name cannot be
considered a decisive criterion here, however, Umxaeal people also have namesakes.

Another useful, but not entirely decisive indicaterthe endorsement of the creator or the
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"owner" of the character (Richardson 2010). Whauldbe included or excluded in the
character's biography in encyclopedic books, fangxe, might give an entirely different
view of the character than what a die-hard fandexsded to include or exclude in his or her
personal schemata.

In case of some popular franchise charactersg ther even intermedial issues to
consider: if a comic book is made into a live-actay animated movie, the character is linked
to real-life people, actors or voice-actors, wheassarily add more semantic and semiotic
layers to it. How characters fare between mediumdasvehat is their relationship to their real-
life impersonators are questions that have beesgstigated very little and are too large to be
tackled in this thesis, but as the other cohergmoblems, they ultimately depend on the
ontological status one gives to the character hadliffering interpretations different people
produce in and for different contexts. The comiolbmdustry itself seems to be aware of the
iIssue, since it is discussed by fictional mean®like Carey and Peter Gross' new, inventive
series, The Unwritten(2009-): the main storyline examines the relatgmsetween the
protagonist of a very popular book series remimisoéHarry Potterand the author's son, on
whom the character is claimed to be based.

This rather frustrating, reoccurring deduction ttlaa character has slightly
different, separate existences in the minds of eaatler, 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
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differently. In this sense, the text is to the cleéer 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 veryagical a tool outside philosophical
speculations. Accordingly, all character researsbuld acknowledge that the "character”
they are talking about is, indeed, a mental con8tm — or several different mental
constructions — rather than the independently iexjgiiece of text that produces them.

Finally, not only is each reader's interpretaffiedent, but different readers also
respond to different characters in different wageme despise Raskolnikov while some
sympathize with him; some are disturbed by thefdezhed and ethically dubious methods of
Batman while others would trade lives with him witih batting an eyelid. These differences
are partly due to the differences of the interpretaand 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 ctimrarequires even more mind games,
stepping beyond this level ale dictq into the level ofde re Essentially, this means
accepting that the character does, indeed, exsbnme possible world, a man-made, illusory
environment, which the character perceives as ¢ladity. This makes all the names and
attributions of character referential, althoughyom 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"ofsidering 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@gpghes the phenomenon on a higher

abstraction level.
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Thede relevel of engagement serves as a stepping stotieetmost concrete
and personal levetle se This refers to any kind of impact the charactauld have on the
reader's real life. The said antipathies and syhi@st- and any other emotions or attitudes a
character might evoke — are part of this domainaiNk more, one can discover parallels
between the character's and one's own personadisy,or current situation. This, in turn, may
result in re-evaluation of one's experiences one&leeration of memories, as they mix with
the character's experiences. Of coud,sealso contains the entire, complicated field of
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 othearll, the reader might find parallels
between a fictional character and some real-lifesge other than him- or herself, in which
case the identification with the character migHptike 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 comhiczughout the past decades may not
seem entirely misplaced, especially if one believestt 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 given namathedium can 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
art form, it is important to acknowledge the reasit 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 makalstantial part of their profits by
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 nesynmercial 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 2010).
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, many Western artists have startedoft anany of the storytelling techniques
developed in Japan (McCloud 1994).

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, the lettering,ingland editing 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.

Second, having a master of images and a mastgorfs collaborate does not
necessarily equal dazzling results — an importaingtto note now that popular prose authors
like Stephen King have started to try their handahic book scripting.As Scott McCloud
remarks, images and words can only merge in theeersamind if their interplay is carefully
balanced: if both the artist and the writer comimitaking their contributions to the esteemed,
"high art" extremes of their respective art forntlse results are at risk of becoming
semiotically incompatible. This is because highlgstaact 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 pictwieser together, by simplifying pictures
into indicative, symbol-like signs and words intoncrete, immediately fathomable speech
acts. (McCloud 1993, 48-49.)

While McCloud's argumentation is valid, this igdig 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, of
course, be one-eyed to argue that the outer clearactolely presented by images and the
inner character solely by words, the possibility diécerning such divisions proves that
characters — or the stories they inhabit — areandicannotbe completely unified and one-
dimensional. Thus, rather than stubbornly stickiogthe ideals of flow and unity of the
character, one can also welcome the jarring elesressomething that creates scale, conflict
and interest. Granted, if the texts and picturés tdio far apart, their relationship is in danger
of becoming so straightforward the finished prodentiht seem more closely related to an

illustrated book than a graphic novel.

® King is a co-author in DC Comics' new monthly pediion, American Vampirg2010-).
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The possibility of mismatching the words, the imsgand, moreover, the
characters they create can also be viewed as ahe abmics' strong points. It is a great tool
for deconstructing different stereotypes linked different types of characters, narrative
genres, drawing styles and the medium itself. Sectircan be used to create a number of
tones and effects, from comic to macabre, on estoees or distinct characters. Third, it
might help the artist to cheat his or her way i@ hands of new audiences. Art Spiegelman's
Mausis a prime example of such mismatch: the deceiyirsjinple drawing style masks
gravely serious, historical and exceptionally nethaial story content, a combination that
might encourage more sensitive readers to acqtlentselves with 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'$lasterpiece
Comics (2009), which reconstructs literary classics sashFranz Kafka'sVletamorphosis
(1915) or Bertolt Brecht'$Vaiting 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 Illustrated
(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 présénHumor 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 andctblBsion of their styles is not as
fatal to the characters as it is to the artistedaves. As the original artistic vision is lostioin
countless communicational gaps and compromisesrdhantic 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 cyaléative process with assembly lines where
everyone has a specific task and is kept in checkight deadlines. This phenomenon is

undoubtedly one reason for the perpetual disdaincémnics, and it has undoubtedly had
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effects on the contents of popular comic booksjuging characters. Different target
audiences are offered different kinds of characfersexample: protagonists efvjo comics
tend to be young girls, just like their target aumtie and so on. The bright, primary signature
colors of early superheroes are no coincidencerritiolors were added as soon as the "four
color" technology was developed, because they weoel for the "branding” of superheroes
and because colored comics sold more on the whdeCloud 1993, 187-188). In
consequence, Dave Gibbons favored broken and sagoaodlors (e.g. Nite Owl's brown suit
or Ozymandias' purple suit) Watchmento signify the work'’s ideological departure frome
naivety of traditional superhero 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 conesgth are often published as weekly or
monthly issues that are only later collected intoatbum form. Some series, however, have
no predetermined end points but are published bdates as long as they sell. Different story
arcs that begin, end and intertwine within thererpublishing run can, of course, be collected
into albums and treated much like finite graphiwels. In Japan, the serialization form is
different still: there, the industry favors thicgeriodically published anthologies, such as
Shonen Jumpor Ciao, that include issues of several series by sewkffarent artists. These
stories, too, are later separated and collecteal tim¢ir own volumes, or a series of them,
known agankoubonThompson 2007, 501).

While serialization might make the stories seemttsced, it also has some
noteworthy advantages. Most obviously, serializedlipation offers a very large and flexible
space for narratives both spatially and temporakilgre concretely, the extension of spatial
space means publishing a large, even infinite nurobéssues or albums, which means the
artists have more pages to fill with more frameféiltavith more words and images. This, in
its turn, can be used to stretch the temporal dsoes of the narratives: not only can single
story arcs, suspended over several issues or aJlmawer months, years or even decades of
in-story time, but the same characters and storgware often carried on from arc to arc.
Rocco Versaci states that comics is "the ideal oradn which to examine characters over a
long period of time": when periodical publicatioasts for years, it usually has to burn up

years of narrative time as well in order to remiteresting. As a result, the readers can
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follow "almost in real-time" as the characters gromrroring the readers' own aging process.
Versaci mentions the Hernandez brotheos/e and Rocketseries (1982—-1996) as one of the
rare comics where the characters mature in termboti their physical appearance and
worldview. (Versaci 2007, 21-23.) As another exampghe 75 issues ofhe Sandman,
published over more than eight years, show a véww $ut significant change in its
protagonist through several small story arcs tkatar around different characters and issues,
but connect and relate to each other like brusikes to paint the bigger picture of Morpheus'
development (see chapter 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 gengiainly likeable fellow, Hergé invites
the reader to identify with Tintin and experienbe fadventures 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 énmiore vividly and minutely depicted
storyworld around him (McCloud 1994, 36). Tintipsychological depth and credibility is
thus sacrificed for the sake of plot and readeragegent — where there is little or no
personality, it is impossible for changes of peadibym 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 culiuies 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 charactee 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-hail@@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 theratters were more mutable, the resonance

of the gags would become diminished and muddle@. dlarity of the ideas they convey is
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based on the fact that their personalities aretaoh@nd otherwise simplified. Because of
their permanent dreams, vices and expressions,dheye to represent certain things, types
and emotions in the readers' heads — in the samenivaetic sweat drops are conceptualized
into conventional signs of comic book language, ¢haracters themselves can be constant
and simple enough to function like symbols. Theaple#e comes from mixing these constants
with each other in different contexts: because @h&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"eli(2007, 21). But are they?
Certainly, the most popular superhero titles haae long enough publication runs to prove
that their protagonists do not mature "in real tirike the heroines oLove and Rocketsn
case of some superheroes, this can be accountethdar supernatural or genetically
exceptional physiques. Second, they might remaghamged for many of the same reasons
as Tintin. Considering that American superhero osnis probably the most commercialized
comics genre there is, there are probably marketimgvpoints to consider as well:
superheroes are icons. In order for them to begrézable and stand for the ideals they claim
to stand for, they have to be unchanged and unaomping — a point parodied Watchmen
through the unyielding demeanor of Rorschach. Pemnipunishes the criminals for his
personal losses, Spiderman tries to live up togifeat responsibility imposed by his great
power and Batman, who has become Batman due tead jauma, tries to transfer his fears
and sufferings to his enemies. Were they to abamcalter these ideas, their actions and
very identities as superheroes would become mel@smgr at least much more puzzling. On
the same notes, however, there are pressuresdertaroes to develop as well: Would it not
be good for marketing to make the heroes more ma#sr their readership matures? If
superheroes stand for certain ideals, should tio¢ycimange as the ideals of the surrounding
culture change?

Some superheroes have, in fact, undergone drarmiadicges over the years.
Here, the most obvious example might be Batmaresgmtations 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$\Vatchmenor Dark Knight Returns

have set new standards for the genre. Of coursehinge is obscured to some degree by the
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fact that the same heroes are depicted differdntlglifferent artists: as evidenced by their
entire portfolios, Frank Miller's tastes are mudrkér than the character's original creator
Bob Kane's

The fact that several superheroes possess dodédities also opens some
interesting venues for change: on the surfacejdbals 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 — hitxeceickname, "The Man who Cannot Die".
Another interesting example is Marvel Comics' Spien, 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@A11 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 thange reflects the changing Zeitgeist: in
modern world, heroes should be able to represenbnities, not just white, heterosexual,
Christian men. That is, Marvel now publishes twoafial Spider-Man story continuums, one
where the traditional Peter Parker version livesapparently 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 arathating 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 migle characters deeper and
longer, the extra space can also be used to wlteeritire 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

" 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 characters is raflystematic and well-founded in
The Sandmaas well: often referred to as a story about stotiee patchwork-like structure of
The Sandmamequires a nearly endless flow of new, diverserattars to share their life
stories and perspectives. This is made especialgrtan The Worlds' Endwhere very
different characters from very different worlds gdgtanded in an inn and recount their
experiences to pass time, largely to the tradibtbecameroneor Canterbury TalesAs a
result, the character gallery ®he 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—-) or Mike Carey'§he Unwritten(2009-) boast a number of
intertextual characters, which links their characists to those of the alluded texts as fell.
Even if Mina Harker ofThe Leaguenever mentions her sister or husband, all the Bram
Stoker's characters are still somewhere in thecatsege background.

When paired with commercial interests, this twhtfexpansion of time and
space can even result into vast fictional constrtlee fandom have aptly titled "universes":
for instance, all the superheroes of the Americamic book company DC Comics are
perceived to exist within the same storyworld, whadlows the characters, originally created
by different artists, to encounter each other ircalted crossover series like tlestice
League of AmericaMarvel, too, has created its own "Marvel univénséh similar crossover
franchises likeThe AvengerswWhile the concept of such universes is mostlgged by comic
book companies for commercial reasons — to juslifigrent crossovers and spin-offs — it is
important to acknowledge the other factors as wadler all, the phenomenon is largely
enabled by certain structural elements, one of themg the flexibility of issue-by-issue
publication, the other being the strong genre cohwas that make different superhero titles
similar enough for compatibility. Such universesr aso be seen as the result of and a
resource for the collaboration of several artidierent styles and points of view do not have

to collide in such a large fictional space, butythecome juxtaposed enough to interact.

 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@mistmonster as one of its major characters.
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The sense of vastness and long-windedness iefugittended by the prolonged
nature of the actual reading process: the sheebeuaf pages can make some graphic novels
quite long reads, but even more significant areetmpty "idling" periods real-time readers
are forced to spend between the publication ddtesrsecutive issues. Naturally, this alters
reader engagement. Harvey notes that while sepam@todes of TV series often seem
insignificant or even boring to an incidental viewmllowing a series faithfully can result
into effects that single, self-sufficient works awaable to create. First, repeated, almost
habitual encounters with familiar characters anacg@$ tends to be hooking. Gradually, it
starts to "work like a drug”, a daily or weekly egfion of escapism. Second, because the
series becomes part of the viewer's routine, mexaaf fiction are likely to mingle with the
parallel memories of reality, so much so that stwnet about the real people might "leak”
into the characters and vice versa. At least maaglers of Victorian serialized novels have
reported that the prolonged, repetitive readingthads made the characters of those novels
seem more real and intimately relatable than tlodseon-serialized novels. (Harvey 1965,
110-111))

Obviously, if the secret is in the serializati@mollecting and reading separate
comic book issues is likely to produce the samect$f— 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, hookingrader also requires skill from the artists'
part and has lead to many clichéd cliff-hanger idas that might, at worst, make the
characters' behavior contrived: can they reallatode brink of a romance or a disaster every
single day?

All in all, comics as a medium is a peculiar mpguof continuity and
fragmentation. On one hand, the characters artesedtaround different artists and issues but
on the other, they seem to be able to make the gumgst 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 extendgdjrdesd spaces and creational processes that
are often blamed for the one-dimensionality of acobwok characters also direct them to the
opposite direction: how could a character not aadate more and more content around its

bones as it fares across such vast and variabéens?
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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 into creating comidsfines comics 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 wordalb¢Hornby 2005, 300) Basically, all this
derives from the fact that we are liable to cal@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 as well. Letters were born from pictures amitten languages of some cultures (most
famously Chinese and Japanese) still bear someedseto their referents (McCloud 1994,
142). For example, from the Japanese kanji fordyamna (), one can still quite easily
distinguish the mane, the tail and four legs. Anbire subtle example is the kanji for human,
hito (A\), which clearly shows the two legs keeping ushe tipright 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 modern languages are less ideogmtic, they too stem
from such representational signs that have graglb&lén abstracted to representing sounds
instead of things. Also, no matter how arbitraryd asbscured their connection to their
referents might be, each letter is still a litheaige — extremely conventionalized, perhaps, but
still a visual tool of communication, just like eything else on a page of a comic book.

Because of this, written word and other pictorighs are able to combine in multiple ways

° Also note the overt pejorativity of the definition
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and merge into one, almost seamless whole we calirac. This will be the topic 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®gpinformation value of which is based on
visual likeness. There are, however, other thilmgsansider as well: metonymical sings or
indexes, the whole dimension of design that is niahiein 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 sdneday, to make the 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 unrealistic. While
this is an effect some artists and stories migiestor, it would contradict with the goals of
most.

Having said that, it would be a mistake to assuhe words are any less
subjective than their more iconic cousins. Bothpies and words are read subjectively, but
in different ways. While a picture might cement teader's perception of the appearances of
the things it portrays, it leaves everything ets¢he reader's knowledge or imagination. There
iS no time aspect in a still picture, which is wénerything preceding and following it is left
open as are the names and other specifics of pgoates or, for example, facial expressions.
Words, however, do not cement anything, really. l/Riapilio machaonor Paris do refer
quite unambiguously to quite specific things, thegan little or nothing to a person who does
not have sufficient information on the referents. dther words,Papilio machaoncould
translate as any kind of "an exotic creature” foe erson, some sort of "a butterfly" for
another person and "the Old World Swallowtail thi#ed though 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 differémformation, experiences and opinions on
people and places call@&aris. It is only through longer sequences of words esrventions
of coding and decoding that the meanings becomadughy more specific. Thus, comics —
which boast sequences of both pictures and word&imy different types of subjective
interpretations, while also anchoring each oth@esnings respectively — have considerable
potential for rich and accurate communication.

Words and images have differences — and simaar#i in terms of perception
psychology as well. Images are usually regardedaasubject to so called top-down
processing, where large sensory chunks are graspeeddiately and then interpreted little by
little. Language works conversely: each word ig likpiece of a puzzle the reader has to piece

together in order to conceive of meaningful wholéis is referred to as bottom-up
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processing. (Mustonen 2000, 25-27.) To put it synpictures have to be broken down while
words have to be compounded before the narrativeyg ¢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 consdéyobiase our understanding of images on
single shapes or lines, analyzing them would notdsg helpful to or even representative of a
natural image-reading process.

Of course, this is not to say that images couleXtigausted at just one glance.
The eye has to move across the image just likeast th move across a line of text. The
direction of the movement may not be as linear,itist nevertheless, somewhat predictable.
For example, our gaze is instinctively drawn togbticolors that might signal danger, to
human faces, where we expect to find valuable bagiarmation, and to the direction of
movement, because we want to find out the targedsresults of actions. Such evolutionary
habits hold true in comics as well, but the eya a@bmic book reader is probably lead much
more compellingly by the conventional reading ord#&estern comics are read from left to
right and up to down. This rule guides the readamnfframe to frame and, by analogy, within
each frame as well, helping the reader to decideotber of speech bubbles and other things
that would 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 sajde for a reader to perceive everything at
once.

Gestalt psychology has also proven that percemifamages employs certain
bottom-up processes. These are called gestalttgffaatomatic 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. (Musto2@D0, 21—-24.) Basically, this is what has
enabled printing comic books — and other picturdxsy +astering. While such cognitions are
rather unconscious, they can be consciously rezednas bottom-up processes: connecting
small, insignificant pieces of data to construghsthing meaningful.

In short, images are perceived and interpretetd Wieé help of both kinds of
processing. Similarly, habituated readers treatiwoeven sentences as wholes and would not
necessarily notice if one letter or word had gongsing. It is, however reasonable to claim
that top-down processing is dominant in perceptbpictures as bottom-up is dominant in

the reading of texts. So, what of the combinatiminsords and images?
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It was stated above that comics resort to sinttarventional reading orders as
texts. The need for such ordering suggests, thaelpacan be broken down to several
temporal units (see McCloud 1994, 96). This, irtut®, indicates that comic book frames are
grasped through a peculiar mix of top-down anddmotup processing: a reader usually
glances at the frame as a whole first (top-dowinpniy so that he or she can establish in
which order different elements from speech bubhblesd sound effects to facial expressions
and actions are meant to be read (bottom-up).

Moreover, it is the nature of comics to juxtaposages in an intentional order,
much in the same way it is the nature of literattrguxtapose words. This subjects the
images of comics to another layer of bottom-up esstg. During the course of a comic,
readers get to see recurring pictorial figureshsag characters, from several different angles
and distances, in several different positions,tilghconditions and so on. This allows them
to update their mental picture of such figuredittly little, which is exactly what happens in
the reading of a literary character, for examplewNdata accumulates into a gradually
deepening and sharpening schema of a person aca pl a prime example of bottom-up
processing and a fitting pair to Rosch's prototypeory (see ch. 2.3.1). Even entire comic
strips can be seen as fragments that the readertchdsollect” in order to form a
comprehensive idea of the world, characters andegabf the series (Herkman 1998, 89). At
the other end, much of comic book writing tendsdm¥g simpler fonts and more easily —
immediately — understandable language, bringiraipier to the intuitively perceptible plane
of images, in other words, allowing them to be &dvasped in a more top-down manner
(McCloud 1994, 49). From all this, one can concltig& switching and mixing bottom-up
and top-down processing is characteristic of readiomics, so much so that it is ingrained
much deeper than in the superficial alternatiomvbeh speech bubbles and pictures.

These similarities and interminglings between waadd images are significant,
because they allow the two elements to merge edongess, 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 enotghbe compatible but also different
enough to be complementary: pictures can alwayssadaething to words and words can
always add something to images. They are neveltlgxhe same. What is more, they can be
juxtaposed in countless ways, put in very diffematétions with each other, and there are few
issues that have fascinated comic book theoristawah as these relations (Herkman 1998,

54-55). Comic theorist R.C. Harvey goes even sa$ato claim them the most definitive
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feature of comics (McCloud 2006, 128). There hdge heen many attempts to classify these
relationships.

The first thing to notice, naturally, is that whet the split into words and
images can be made at all. Sometimes the two ateosoughly integrated they form a single
visual body. A good example of this are sound ¢$fecnomatopoetic words whose extra-
textual qualities are further illustrated by thsires, shapes, colors or textures (Herkman
1998, 50). A little less integrated type of a conaltion is what Scott McCloud call montages,
words "treated as integral parts of the pictureéd9@, 154). Of course, this definition would
allow one to treat most comic panels as montagesause text boxes, speech bubbles or
sound effects are important parts of panel comiposit it is never irrelevant where they are
placed and what they look like. Thus, McCloud iskably, 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 sequencekhef Sandmanwhere 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 effqatture 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 of word specific combinations,
where the pictures are merely used to illustragetéixtually presented narrative — typical of
comic book adaptations of classic novels, for edampand, accordingly, of picture specific
combinations, where pictures do most of the stdnyteand sparse textual additions function
mostly as a "soundtrack”. As for overlapping, tlmge goes from fully overlapping —
McCloud's duo-specific combinations — to no oveplag at all — McCloud's parallel
combinations. (McCloud 1994, 153-154). The formertypical of the over-redundant
storytelling technique of children’'s comics, wh#re pictures and words are used to convey
approximately the same message. The most commanpéxaf the latter are scenes where
text boxes are imposed on images that are oftemcaitly or metaphorically — but not exactly
— related to them. This is often used for transgjovhere the pictures are already establishing
the next scene in a new setting while the dialagfudae former scene is left to "echo” in the
text boxes. Moore and Gibbons employ this effe@bondance iWatchmenwhen weaving

the analogous sub-story ®he Black Freightemto the main storyline.
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The vast majority of comic panels, however, inhabe middle ground of the
said domination and overlapping scales. In McClotelms, these balanced, interdependent
word—image relationships can be classified to addind interdependent combinations. As
the name suggests, additive relationship is thalaiforation or amplification: the words or
the pictures could manage alone, but are able noegowider or deeper meaning together.
Interdependent combinations, on the other handjinedpoth to make sense. In such cases,
something crucial is told and something equallyc@aiis shown. (McCloud 1994, 154-155.)
As Juha Herkman remarks, though, the line betwkenwo categories is somewhat blurred
(1998, 58). Then again, other theorists have ofiedimilar divisions. According to Roland
Barthes, words can "anchor" the meanings of pistareform the message in collaboration
with them (Herkman 1998, 53). This anchoring relaship is very similar to McCloud's
additive combination — albeit "anchoring” seemsitanrmore dominant and definitive an act
than "elaborating” — while the Barthes' collabamtirelationships and McCloud's
interdependent combinations are essentially theesamg.

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

word—image dynamics in his "comic-strip novete Haven(2001):

Are comics a valid form of expression? The juryl$ sut, I'm afraid. There exists for
some an uncomfortable impurity in the combinatiéitwe forms of picture-writing (i.e.
pictographic cartoon symbols vs. the letter shdpatform 'words') while to others it's
not that big a deal. Alleged awkwardness asidehggesr 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, pehamomics', in its embrace of both the
interiority of written word and the physicality ohage, more closely replicates the true
nature of human consciousness and the struggleebatwrivate self-definition and
corporeal 'reality'(Clowes 2001, 4.)

To put it in simpler terms, Clowes implies that ¢osnreserve its pictorial resources to the
description of characters' outward, physical fezguwhile 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 medidarbugh generations, art has depicted the outer
beauty of the world while literature has definitébgused on such invisible, cognition-based
things as thoughts, morals, emotions and identi@essidering how meshed text and images

are in comics, though, it is doubtful they constridiemselves to such clear-cut roles.
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Also, as discussed in chapter 2.3, while outward smward features of the
character are, indeed, somewhat separate systerhsirbgn 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 pptm: 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 abletct and indirect characterization. It
seems Clowes is mostly taking into account the &rmpictures are, indeed, perfect for giving
explicit information on a character's appearancagendirect information on personality traits
can only be conveyed in words. Of course, someaalfagipressions 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 charagikysical state in words, but this is often,
reasonably so, regarded redundant in comics. 8xtdiescription of outward features can be
attributed mostly to pictures, while inwardness iddee impossible to depict very elaborately
without words. Indirect characterization, howevean — and often does — go against this
pattern. In addition, some devices of indirect elsterization, such as analogies, may well be
based on both textual and pictorial data.

Thus, the differences of characterization techesqbetween literature and
comics are mostly semiotic, not semantic. Litemtbas to convey both outwardness and
inwardness of character in just one sign systenguage, while comics have two, pictures
and language. Thus, comic artists do have the mptialistribute the work, for example, in
the way Clowes suggests — or some other way. Tttaaleand pictorial content of a comic
can, for example, go to entirely different direasostylistically and still produce a coherent
character. Indeed, as mentioned above, the inciipgruthe two systems is a viable way of
producing depth, irony and humor in characters mire narratives. Of course, text and
picture content could as well be kept congruousrgmte 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 haveadyr noted that montage-like
combinations are good for mimicking complex cogms, such as dreams, but what of other
combinations? Clearly, duo-specific combinationsehauite little to offer in terms of
complex characterization. Rather, they work wheme@oint about a character really has to
be emphasized. Word-specific and picture-speciimlainations, on the other hand, tend to
keep in line with Clowes' supposition. Picture sfieacombinations can be used to give

plenty of information on the appearances, surrauggland even actions of characters, while
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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 necagsBig 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 MoorEBi®m Hell (1991-1996)s an example of this:

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

Needless to say, the less room there is for ortbeoother of the comics' sign
systems, the fewer are the possibilities for calttang them. On the other hand, letting one
of the systems handle the storytelling, leavesther free for experimenting (McCloud 1994
157-159). Clear picture-telling can allow, for exae; wilder, 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 rhueasier. Both techniques could well
enhance the reader's identification with the charac

Parallel combinations, of course, create some liconbetween words and
images by definition. They are great for relatinffedent 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-herorag Black Freighte(see ch. 4.2). Similarly, in the
third chapter oWatchmenwhere two scenes — one with Dr. Manhattan giangnterview
on TV and the other with Nite Owl and Silk Spectighting thugs on an alley — overlap
regularly with the aid of text boxes (Image 6).tRies of one scene are complimented with
text boxes "echoing” the dialogue of the otheragpaling scene. These echoes, of course, can
seem fitting to the scene to which they do not hglas well, almost like parodies of the lines
that the characters in that scecmuld utter, but do not. In short, the text boxes imitig
disnarrated area of the characters. (Moore & GiBld®86—87, chapter IIl, 10-14.)

As for the balanced combinations, both additive sxterdependent assortments
allow, first and foremost, very mimetic depictiofi louman communication. In real life,
people do not explicate everything in words, bunpat things, include gestures and such
extratextual signals as use of space. Like filnmics can capture the entirety of a character's
verbal and non-verbal communication, whereas liteeshas to pick what to include and what
to exclude. Comicsando the same, by framing something out, but it dogshave to. Also,

while it cannot replicate continuous movement oeesp the same way film can, it can
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enhance the non-verbal signals by picking and depicthe key postures and facial
expressions — no meaningless intermediary movenmentgmter the message down (Eisner
1985, 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 humoorlying in interesting ways. Thought
bubbles are especially useful here, because thealréo us the characters' real thoughts,
whatever their outward reactions, depicted by irsagged speech bubbles, might be. McCloud
presents great, simple examples of such caseémderstanding Comic§l994, 155). Such
combinations can also be used — even quite suddetolyeveal 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 answersdadrtkblot 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 faulgler 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 numddesffects, some of which, one should
think, are still undiscovered. The textual varies already been widely researched in literary
studies and briefly discussed in the second chayftéris thesis. Thus, what still requires a

closer look is the pictorial side 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 sometbthgr than comics altogether: illustrated
texts or maybearmina figurata poems that are shaped to look like picturesisth anakes
sense to claim that comics are read from frameaimé, and frames, in their turn, are read as
pictures that include texts, rather than vice vewhat is more, in comics, everything from
voice to time is incorporated onto the picture plaiiat is, everything and anything a comic

book artist wants to express, he or she must comsyally, through two-dimensional,
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limited spaces — regardless of how those thingddvioa perceived and conceived in real life.
Characterization illustrates the problem perfectigw does one render the entire sphere of
human experience on paper? Comics have most jiteraans 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 ueitp it. Indeed, different kinds of more or
less conventionalized pictorial modes and effeammose 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 samdaistiae characters see, and distinguishing
the "real”, "physical” pictorial content from thésdract or purely artistic effects is what is
often referred to as the "grammar of comics" (Heahml998, 67—-68). This grammar is
usually learned spontaneously, through readingiféérdnt kinds of comics, but there are
several theories that might help one to approaehstfue a bit more analytically.

Many of these theories are, understandably, aldatesemioticians, and one of
the simplest and, thus, most applicable ones tsah@harles S. Peirce's. His theory is based
on the notion that signs — any meaningful unitsuse for communication — are perceived to
have different types of relationships with theiferents. Iconic relationships are based on
visual resemblance, indexical relationships on iooity and symbolic relationships on
convention. In other words, there are three kinfisiogs. Icons, such as photographs or
"realistic" paintings, aim to represent the appeeea of their referents "directly”, so that the
onlookers could recognize them immediately, top-aoy relying on their senses rather than
their knowledge or deduction. Symbols, on the otteard, are what Peirce calls traditional,
Saussurean signs, signs whose referential relaijpshsre based on arbitrary conventions.
Obviously, pictorial content of comics is mostlymc while 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 dewyd centuries of their steady existence,
comics have created an entire arsenal of simpleeegjwe and emotive imagery that balances
between iconic and symbolic: a saw as a signalleépsng, little birds, stars or bells
representing unconsciousness, daggers and skpliscireg curse words and so on. Lines
picturing movement are also more of a conventicantisomething true to actual visual
perception. As already mentioned above, many kafdsmple, visually distinct features or

even entire characters can come to symbolize sangethat is not immediately linked to
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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 synonymotistiwe kind of roles or personalities
they manifest. Thus, as Peirce suggested, symbelsoféeen born of icons and indexes
(Mikkonen 2005, 31).

Speaking of indexes, they rely on automatic assiotis based on everyday
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 comicsrian 1998, 64—65.) After all, the entire
medium is based on the human tendency to perc&ualjuxtaposition as a sign of causal or
temporal continuity. In other words, each comiclbframe is interpreted as an indexical sign
of the preceding frame or frames (Herkman 1998, BEBny of comics' special effects are
also based on continuity: floating hearts aboveicdiok characters' heads point towards the
amorous feelings they are experiencing, sound tsffeesult from whatever action caused
them and even speech bubbles can be read as indegpsech (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 etionally 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 gatmany image used to represent a person,
place, thing or idea", thus including the alphab®d other Saussurean sign systems in the mix
(1994, 27). Still, underneath the lacking termirgylohe expands on some of the Peirce's core
ideas: as McCloud puts it, some signs are undaistiostantaneously”, even without formal
education, while other signs require decoding. Tthasislates into an opposition between
received and perceived information — or, in Pesrdetrms, between iconic and symbolic
images. However, while Peirce sees iconic and slimlas mutually exclusive categories,
McCloud considers them as variables, extremedehse plenty of much used middle ground
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
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boundaries cannot possibly be very clear-cut. Ryrenough, the relationship between the
two theories are analogous to the differences déicecharacter theories described in chapter
2, and here, too, the flexibility of scales seenmsaradvantageous than heuristic categorizing.

In short, Scott McCloud makes the gesture of lgqyont all the unquantifiable
degrees of abstraction, everything between "réaktyd pure "language"”, and asks comic
book artists and other sign-makers to explore. Besdnot stop there, however. With his
masterful sense of spatiality, which working wittndcs has undoubtedly developed, he adds
a third variable into the mix, stretching the twimadnsional 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 questiondesfign and artificiality inherent in all works
of art. In other words, this third corner of thmmgle stands for another type of abstraction,
gradual dissociation from representation and retekty, "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 dimension "the picturkame"”, which is a less than
excellent choice considering that this third dimenought 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 facuse in his chart of examples, McCloud
places texts with increasing level of design andsseof "physical" substance, such as
synaesthetically rendered sound effects, closéndicture plane end of the triangle (1994,
53). He does not actually explain this side ofthengle, 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 untertheir own materiality, might come
closer to the mark as they "want" to be viewedlgsats, not ideas.

Alternately, the link between language and thetup&c plane could be
understood through design and artistry. McCloudshtowards 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 represetineathat is there just because it looks good or
compelling — can be read as a departure towardgith&e plane, could there not be words or
even whole speech acts that are not really "neggskat just included for an artistic flavor
(McCloud 1994, 51)? Thus, McCloud's term "the pietplane” would probably be more
serviceable if it was renamed "design", "aesthedrcSuchlike. This would bring the attention
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towards the personal and situational choices thst anakes during the creative process and
put less stress on the notion McCloud makes of athebject”. Perceiving an artwork or a
single feature of artwork quite necessarily invelwaoting its materiality. If "the picture
plane" stands for such materiality and if McCloudyatreats "language" as concrete, written
texts, then the language side of corner wouldaat, fnever leave the picture plane at all.

One could quibble over the naming of the other temers as well. As we have
already discovered, it is a bit unclear what Mc@laneans by "language”. As for "reality”,
McCloud is right to frame it with quotation markdhe said corner is, after all, more closely
associated with the conventions or realism rati@n aactual reality itself.

Because of his generous inclusion of examplesyghpit 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) peliogpbf reality. The latter two correspond,
indeed, quite neatly to Peirce's symbols and icehdle 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 refeedrall.

While Peirce's semiotic theory is more closelyagned with communication,
on what our encoding and decoding of different sypesigns 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 iiny or how to represent and speak to
real human beings through such medium. Consequentgstions 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 alwaysessary — 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 perceptionemvha 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 mord¢ualsle than photorealism. This is
because simplified pictures leave more room fodeesi own imagination: they can add their
own details according to their own world-views,ttlsa make the comics realistic tioem In
fact, the more simplified a picture is, the moreesembles a prototype, not a specific entity
but a concept that can encompass a wide rangeffefehit instances. In short, cartoonish,
unrealisticallydrawn comics have the potential to perceivedas realistic by more people

than their more minutely rendered relatives.
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McCloud's theory on identification draws on thensaidea. When the face of a
comic book character is left so blank it could lglkady, 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 m@almaking 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 divisibrarget audiences: the protagonists of
shonen comics, aimed at young boys, tend to be young bdyte the protagonists aftvjo
comics, aimed at young girls, tend to be youngsg@irid so on. Obviously, it is easier for little
girls to identify with other little girls than graw robust men.

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 have been successiutlyested by many modern and postmodern
writers, though. One of such character-blurringhtégues is second-person narration,
employed by writers like Jay Mclnerney or Chuckdpaluk, and another is plain anonymity,
which seems to be especially common for first-perearrator-protagonists, as in Marcel
Proust'sin Search of Lost Tim¢l931-1927) or in many of Haruki Murakami's novels
Logically speaking, narrative techniques like thekeuld have 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 alf,John Fiske has pointed out, realism is as
much dependent on the content as it is on the {blenkman 1998, 37).

This duality of form and content is something teabuld not be forgotten in
regard of comics either: simple art does not, bymeans, warrant a simple story. In fact,
considering the flexibility and immersion providég simple drawing styles, they can be
powerful allies to complex, high-class and evenutioentary stories. Art SpiegelmaiVigus
Marjane Satrapi'®ersepolis(2000), Joann SfarBhe Rabbi's Caf2002—-) and Guy Delisle's
travel memoirs would be apt examples here. Ondhgesnote, cartoonish characters, such as

those in aforementioned examples, are not nechséati Even such over-simplified strip
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comic protagonists as Lise Myhre's Nemi tend toehswch particular personalities that they
can be called, if not necessarily round and evglvat least something close to Harvey's
cards. While this may not hinder the initial magkeffect it will at least dilute the experience

of identification over the reading process. In otherds, it is not possible to have everything,
at least not in the same package: one can eithbraee flat comic book characters for the
avatar-like functions they serve or one can ackedgé and appreciate the comics' ability to
produce characters with plenty of content and ‘ditperience”. No matter how simple a mask
the complex character carries, it will eventuadlyeal its identity, when the kind of "vacuum”

McCloud talks about will disappear — at least tmecextent.

Maybe the true richness of comics ultimately liegs superb ability to produce
both kinds of characters. Because it has always lbepart of pop culture and because its
drawing styles have flirted with cartoon and carca alike, it is no wonder that comics have
often been considered a simplifying as much asxaggerating art form (Herkman 1998, 35).
As it has never been restrained by the tastesrandg of more prestigious arts, it has been
able to strive towards different kinds of extremas,in the underground comix movement of
1970s. Also, as the entire medium has long beeorgynous with humorous newspaper
strips, there has been an enormous demand foragenglcomical effects for comics. One of
the most common devices has proven to be exaggerainth on the level of drawing — as in
caricatures of famous people — and on the levekriting — as in current, political satire
comics or inDonald Ducktype of humor and characterization. One can tHimkexample, of
Uncle Scrooge's enormous Money Bin or Gladstone dé&as ridiculously good luck.
Exaggeration is definitely not uncommon in supesheomics either, considering the
superhuman abilities of the heroes and the undseatme derangements of the villains. On
the other hand, comics' status as children's @ikuor even folk culture — has directed it
towards minimalism and efficiency in both art andtwg. Look at the clean, sleek looks of
almost any superhero, Disney character or stripic@motagonist or consider the repetitive,
schematic storylines of these genres: the hero saust a friend or a love interest from a
villain, but must make some kind of a sacrificeamcomplish the task; the hero breaks a
valuable object or relationship and has to enduwleais to fix it; a new character appears and
changes the dynamics of the previous characteacasso on.

Comics have also been a strongly commercializediume throughout the past
century and what sells has often been a decidictgrféan what kind of comics have got made.
Exaggerations are as eye-catching as simple staithssimple characters and approachable

art are identifiable to vast majorities, that & thaximal number of potential buyers. What is
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more, bestseller ideas, such as comics with supm¥be anthropomorphic animals or
globetrotting adventurers, have shamelessly begnedoand multiplied into full-blown
genres.

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

Some archetypes have formed through the medimtesnal developments. For
example, Alan Moore'$Vatchmenwas created as an ironic commentary on the bladk-an
white morals and unrealistically stable identitadstraditional 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 unnayustaibng sense of justice, the god-complexes
superior abilities might produce, the fetishist egpof the costumes and the feelings of
alienation truly superhuman beings would probaliyegience. Together with Frank Miller's
The Dark Knight Return§1985-86) and Moore'¥ for Vendetta(1982—89) which also
complicate the morals of masked hero&gtchmenaunched 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®rand the even the term 'mentor’
originated form Homer'®©dyssey

Due to its differing cultural heritage, manga h@sown, vast stock character
reserve. For example, the protagonistsiwihencomics 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
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entire genre named after it — much like the supedsehave done in the United Staftkike
superhero comics, magical girl comics are alsodasethe notion of double identity. Many
other manga archetypes are also common enoughvto dsdablished names. For example,
yanderemeans an initially gentle character who turns afeug/hile tsunderegprove to have
softer sides despite the harsh first impressiorfees& are not exactly cases of double
identities, but also imply a character that is atst two-dimensional, despite the
stereotypicality. More commonly used tertvishbnenandbishpjo are less interesting in that
they only refer to appearances of a charadiestvnen simply means an attractive, often
androgynous young man, ahi$hvjo 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 pdrthe medium from the very beginning.
Rodolphe Topffer, who has often been regarded ttbef of early Western comics
subscribed, at least in some degree, to phrendidgZloud 2006, 124). In other words, he
believed that people's appearances — the shapeiofhieads — correlated directly with their
personalities. Many comics still seem to displayneofidelity towards some pseudo-
phrenological tradition, although caricaturistit laas probably had more weight in the matter
than Rodolphe Topffer: it is still quite easy td taendly cartoon characters from unfriendly
ones simply by observing the shapes and positibtieeo eyes and eyebrows. Evil characters
tend to manifest their evilness in several phystcaits from dark clothing to sly-looking,
elongated faces, noses, chins or fingers. Many Batwilains, such as Penguin or The Joker
are great examples and Disney comics would offememore exaggerated examples. In
Japan, Osamu Tezuka, arguably the most influemtaiga artist who ever lived, also used
very similar character types from story to storgspite his open-minded exploration of
different genres. McCloud notes it is "as if [threleetypes he used] were actors in a repertory
company taking on different roles". Peculiarly eglouTezuka was especially set on certain
types of protagonists, while his minor characteagehmore variation. (McCloud 2006, 123.)
As theorists like Harvey would testify, it is mocemmon 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

1% popular titles ofmahs shjo includeSailor Moon(1991-1997) o€ardcaptor Sakurg1996—2000).
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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 concapik, as animals, elements or such
everyday stereotypes as "nerdy" or "brutish" (Mm@ 2006, 73). Since it is impossible to
avoid the evocation of stereotypes in any visuatflimesome 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 wipersonality 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 dredlype itself (2006, 73).

In short, stereotypical looks — as well as perboesi— are used as part of the
medium'’s unique language, as one more meaningfett & its art and communication. After
all, stereotypical characters have iconic, inddxasavell as symbolic aspects. Like icons they
stand for themselves, as individual characters kbak certain way. Even if we are not
familiar with the stereotype they represent, angeemlly so, we recognize and read their
physique, clothes and the entire facade like we @@y other character. On the indexical
note, they have their said pseudo-phrenologicdufes, details that we read as indicators or
results of something else: if they have narrow gtlesy might be crafty or cruel and if they
have strong but proportional chins they are propdbtermined, even heroic, and so on. Like
symbols, they also stand for the entire, conveatinad stereotype they personify. So to
speak, they carry their entire brotherhoods inrtbacks: we can relate them to the other
instances of the stereotype and predict their meviesn We recognize that they symbolize
certain values and narrative functions and, assaltteare able to give deeper meanings to
their actions. This way, the semiotic complexitycomics, the diversity of different symbols
and icons they incorporate, seems to enable, ienoburage, the use stereotypes — they "fit
iIn" as just another kind of signs.

Of course, it should be obvious by now that nbtcamic book characters are
stereotypical at all, but there are plenty of rquadique protagonists around as well. For
example, Morpheus dfhe Sandmaand several characters of Hernandez Brothers and
Rockets(1982—-1996) match the entire checklist from psimtical depth and motivation to
notable personal development. Also, the still thegdvave of autobiographical work has
introduced some extremely real and honest chagételuding Marjane Satrapi's and Alison

Bechdel's "comic book selves".
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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 abhdor 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 degrPeawing and reading "realistic" facial
expressions requires basic knowledge on facial lesisand non-verbal communication
because they function as iconic signs: we undeaiséanomic book character to be scared,
because he or she resembles a scared human bémnigisvor her widened eyes and tense jaw
muscles. Exaggerated expressions require lessséiné®cause they use the same signs as
realistic expression, albeit in an amplified forAs no eyes of a real individual noticeably
bulge out, regardless of how scared they are, exatgyg facial expressions are, however, less
iconic. They require recognizing not only the exgsien but the convention of exaggeration
through which the expression is filtered. Thus,ytlgide towards symbolic. Symbolic
expressions, on the other hand, are not meantstorgle real human emotion in an iconic
way at all, but as the name suggests, in a symbaic (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 becotelligible through the understanding of
convention and the metaphor behind it. Such effsttitshave 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 tbphace. They allow even faceless stick
figures to express emotion.

At the other extreme, even the most realisticafigdered characters tend to
reserve to such indexical effects, if nothing elag,least speech and thought bubbles,
"desperation devices" that, regardless of theiroainequal status in all manner of comics,
have nothing to do with realism. On the contragyeexh bubbles are so obtrusively, so
overtly indexical that superimposing one on anytpfmph is enough to change that photo's
level of abstraction, to push it over the edgellaory "reality” and into the world of more
universal signs or meanings. This insertion of taimension and symbolic language into a
still, spatially and iconically organized picturés@ invites the onlooker to perceive the
picture's happenings and implications more closghat has happened, what will happen and

why?
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A speech bubble's ability to transform or reinveidtures 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 ehalements. Popular pages like Comixed,
Rage Comics or Dinosaur Comics are cases in puihile Internet-based, now printed
Garfield Minus Garfield(2008) by Dan Walsh works contrarily. By digitalhlgmoving
Garfield from Jim Davis' original strips, most tietdialogue 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 tramsftre characters. For example, Jim Davis
seems to have intended Jon Arbuckle as a goofy,jcebrfigure but, strangely, without
Garfield he seems anything but. Conversely, thaujaopy of screen caption based sites like
Comixed seems to be based on the way they par@dghthracters and situations in serious
films or news images. All in all, it is fair to sdlyat what such internet comics lack in quality
they make up in popularity — even though internetimas are crude one-frame installations as
often as they are sequential or witty, they invagishabituate vast audiences into reading
interdependent combinations of words and imades.

Ironically, even though speech — usually a natunaiimetic 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 woesten 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 eChud uses it himself. An endless
number of more exotic lettering effects are, of reeuavailable as well and are often
complimented by the shape and color of the speabtlbhle. The Sandmais a true treasure
chest of examples here: when a character is irdted; the font tends to fluctuate between
small and capital letters, personification of ordpeaks in equal-sized, cubical letters, ravens

in extremely gruff, unpolished letters, Egyptiandgoin angular letters that resemble

" 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, for example the face that has beaome
symbol of extreme frustration in internet languadgrjve from manga, while others, for example the o
expressing reluctant but sincere respect and rétmgrhave been digitally abstracted from photpiia To be
more exact, the former, "Y U No" guy is taken frétinoya Oku'sGantz(2000-) while the latter, "Not bad" face
was edited from a photograph of Barack Obama.
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cuneiform and so on. Enki Bilal takes a step furtinehis Nikopol trilogy (1980-1992) by
making his Egyptian gods think in hieroglyphs.

Conversely, pictures, which usually function icmally, can acquire unexpected
symbolic qualities in comics. That symbolic express and other effects are just the tip of
the iceberg becomes obvious when someone accustionWestern comics attempts to read
Japanese manga or vice versa. There is an entigéejof effects that, due to their visuality,
appear concrete but are really symbolic, indexacahetaphorical expressions for something
else entirely — usually, characters' emotionss lhat uncommon for the entire backgrounds
change according to the characters' emotions @sa@angry characters might seem to be
emitting flames or lightning while dreamy or flitius ones are surrounded by flowers and
sparkle. McCloud calls these "expressionistic bemkgds”, adding that some of them —
really aggressive, smooth or dizzying lines or gsap not only give the reader insight to 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 soidfl of transformations that,
if understood iconically, might seem fantasticalt bare, in fact, meant to be read
symbolically, as visual expressions of the charattboughts, feelings and relations to one
another. Especially in comical manga, characteightminexpectedly appear to be wearing
different clothes or transform into anthropomorpbigects or animals. Takashi Hashiguchi's
Yakitate!! Japan(2002—-2007) plays with such effects especially abntly: when the
characters eat something delicious they "illustréteir taste sensations through craziest of
actions and transformations. Intensely melon fladdiread makes the taster to bend into the
shape of a melon, lraniwashaped bread makes the taster turn iftarawaand so on. This
is not because the breads would have some magiailitigs — their ingredients and
preparation processes are actually quite realistiexplained. Thus, the reactions are not
"real" in every sense of the word and the seriasoisregarded as fantasy, even though the
other characters do perceive the transformationlspaomptly comment on them. They are
merely a very cartoony way of communication and-eepression, realized through a mix of
iconic and symbolic layers of meaning. To compbctite matter further, some reactions in
the series are based on quite elaborate puns, wdikels the spontaneity out of the equation
and turns those transformations into intentionahc@ntary of the expressive device itself. In
one volume of the series, one of the main chamadrestructs a newly appeared minor
character on how to understand the reactions psopeing "the true nature of things" is

only possible if one uses the mind's eye ("shingan"other words, interprets the "actual”
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gestures in a metaphoric way (vol. 18, ch. 155 Tdaders are, of course, only shown the
metaphoric "end product".

Even more common is the momentary assumptionefticallecchibi form.
Chibis are basically tiny, super-deformed versiohghe 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 ottieracters.

Of course, the vocabulary of symbolic facial exgiens and other "comic book
effects” is different in manga as well. Sudden &sawmight cause manga characters to grow
spikes while embarrassment or puzzlement may ceriguth the aforementionexhogehair.
Anger is often expressed by sharp teeth, mykonitke steam clouds and so forth. Many of
the effects can also be added to the speech bubbtegdless of the fact that speech bubbles
have no veins which would be able to throb. Th®/ps 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 vocalylariginated in manga. Unlike, for
example, realistic (iconic) renderings of expressjowhich are interpreted instinctively
worldwide, signs like these are based on conventaond learning the conventions is a
precondition for understanding the minds of mangaracters. The gap between Western and
Japanese "comic book grammar"” is, however expeitedose in near future. Many of
manga's expressive effects are being adopted bg amatr more Western artists as comic book
culture — along with everything else in the 21sttuaey — becomes more and more global
(McCloud 2006, 222). Hopefully, this will allow thé/estern and Asian stereotypes and
characterization techniques to merge into somethiegter than their sum.

The way these effects from speech bubbles to sgme backgrounds make
invisible visible — that is, refer to abstract idghrough the concreteness of visuality — make
it quite impossible to distinguish between therinéd and external traits of characters. 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 nmiiadly seem that comic book characters
should be somewhat more Cartesian by nature, sdbatgthey are constructed by both
language and images, whereas the entirety of Hitecharacters is constructed by verbal

means alone. Comics and, consequently, comic bbakacters are, however, much more
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complex than that. It seems to be the nature ofiec®io blur different semiotic classes into
one another: language and other symbolic signstheasame visuality as iconic signs while
many of the images that seem iconic are actuallyeqgabstract or at least extremely
conventionalized in meaning. Both Peirce and Mc@laiso agree, that there is something
beyond the iconic—symbolic opposition. Peirce hlaseoved that some signs point "next to"
themselves, so that they are interpreted througheskind of metonymy, continuity or
causality. On the contrary, McCloud talks aboutghbstance signs have in themselves — they
are there for our visual pleasure, regardless vendtiey represent or refer to something or
not. All these signs and mixtures of signs inters@complex comic book characters in one
way or another while more stereotypical ones canallys be understood as signs in

themselves.

3.3 Beyond Pictures: Meaningful Absences

So far, we have considered how comics show andbieileven with these two-fold narrative
tactics, plenty is lost between the cracks; plefttgs not get to be shown or told at all — often
purposefully. While one part of comics theorists¢cls as R. C. Harvey, regard the word—
image dynamics, which were discussed in the prevatapter, as the single most significant
aspect of the medium, others, most notably ScotCleled, consider comics, first and
foremost, an art of absence. McCloud's affectiod attention to the invisible aspects of
comics is so strong he actually named his first amost famous theory book after it:
Understanding Comics: The Invisible Ai994). Mostly, this refers to what he himselflgal
closure. Whenever we only "observe the parts” hilt"perceive a whole", whenever we
have to complete the picture by relying on our magterience and deductive skills, closure
takes place — and this is more often than one witidlly imagine, in real life as well as in
comics. As far as our senses are as "incomplet#fiegsare, "we depend on closure for our
very survival". (McCloud 1994, 63.)

Comics are special in that they present the in&bion 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,
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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,retlee 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 reacersise 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 a more concrete lewsl, tharacters are represented through
fragmentary and stylized image content, and insé@nd subchapter it seems justifiable to
talk about implicit characterization techniques general, that is, how characters are
constructed through metaphor, metonymy and interédixy. There the opposition of texts

and images is not important, because both of thembe used figuratively and allusively.

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 betdepn 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
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characters different from real people. They aresome way more and in some way less
complete, designed. These choices of inclusionematlision underlie both the content and
the narrative technique of each and every artwamki, 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 ever be avoided. From thikvies that there are gaps on almost any
imaginable level of comics and that these gapspatentially charged with meaning. If the
vastness of the phenomenon is not enough to makartbh considering, one can also note the
important role all kinds of informational gaps play the actual reading process. Since
included strokes are already set by the artismatch 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 othergs 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@ifcant 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 @bperative meaning-making or interaction
with the text produces exceptionally enjoyable mneg@xperiences (Spolsky 2005, 193).

Generally, gaps in speech and verbal narratioatimm quite similarly in comics
as in literature. The most significant differenppears to be that in comics the amount of text
is often limited by the sizes and shapes of theliexes and speech bubbles. This means that
comic book characters and narrators must eitheeritadir 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 alternatolaaracters of action driven comics, such as
Corto Malteseor Tintin, do not waste much space for poetic expressioms. foxes in such
comics also tend to stick to bare facts like pla@ames and dates. This results in the minimum
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 spatrats, because quick, short, imperfect chats
are usually truer to life than lengthy speechesaWV more, writers like Joann Sfar or Tove
Jansson have created very expressive, even philiesbpcharacters and discussions with

relatively sparse text. All this considered, it iisdeed, quite rare to find long, meandering
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monologues in comics. Although, given enough frgrtiesy are entirely plausible as well, as
evidenced by Will Eisner's graphic adaptation ofrii's "To be or Not to be" soliloquy or,
for example, Rorschach @¥atchmer{Eisner 1985, 112-121). The same examples alse@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 thdws reinforced the tradition for other
reasons entirely: as mentioned earlier, he corsigienple, immediately graspable language
an ideal pair to the simplified, almost concepmiature 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 inquete, 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 strategactivating 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 dependemt words. An almost mute character could,
however, amplify the identification effect. It imsy to identify with a character who never
says anything the reader would not say or agree Witfact, mute characters were extremely
common in comics' forefathers such as Lynd Ward frachs Masereel's woodcut works or
Max Ernst'sA Week of Kindnes@vicCloud 1994, 18-19). There have also been same i
popular strip comics: although WoodstockTine Peanuter Odie inGarfield are not exactly
mute, the reader is not able to comprehend thararices. In graphic novels, however, they
might be able to reach new dimensions still.

Of course, many inclusions and exclusions that @@ized textually in
literature occur on the pictorial level in comicdis. As a writer must choose objects or parts
of objects to depict, so must a comic book artestide on framing. Setting the frame equals
setting the focus. Thus, it is worth noting herattthe most commonly used framing terms,
which comics shares almost one-to-one with film, their names and definitions from the
characters: full shot includes an entire charactedium shot cuts him or her from the waist
and so on. Needless to say that full and mediuntsssloow the characters' postures and

gestures well while close-ups and extreme close-angs often concerned with facial
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expressions. Panorama shot is the only commonly dissening type not focusing on
characters, but it is still defined through themlike the other shots, it is not focusing on
characters. So, it is not very surprising thateesly in Western comics, it is extremely rare
to see a comic book frame that does not depiceaat lone character — devoting entire frames
to non-human details is much more typical in mafeCloud 2006, 216).

This, of course, suggests that characters aradegdextremely important in
comics: they are not only placed in almost any &abut usually to the central and front-most
part of it. When this is paired with the differimyawing styles applied to characters and
backgrounds — characters usually being more cayteogestalt psychology leaves us little
choice but to concentrate on characters. They atealiowed 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 competi are quite unconscious and
insignificant, but in case we have not been shomyiheng else of the character before, the
artist engages the reader in "visual dialogue"WaK Eisner calls it. Drawing from our
everyday experiences, we can assume that a chaveithea "fat head" has a "fat body".
(Eisner 1985, 43.) Similarly, beautiful body im@ia@ beautiful head, an old-fashioned hat
suggests that the rest of the characters' clotleesl@fashioned as well and on. Of course, the
artist is always free to use these clues to miségmbsurprise the reader.

Such gags cannot be dragged on for entire graqavels, though, and framings,
very focused on the character as they are, tenkkawee little characterizational gaps. If
anything, they might concentrate on the characterthe extent of neglecting their
surroundings. From this follows that what is notesttensively shown — the storyworld — is
easily interpreted through what is shown — the attar. In consequence, characters might
become instrumental in setting the atmosphere eaticry a sense of the storyworld. As a
matter of fact, many comic book characters do mitie worlds they inhabit: Mike Mignola's
Hellboy, a mythical beast summoned by Nazi ocasliikiring the Second World War never
visits a scene that is without myth, occult or drigtand the residents of Frank Millesn
City are just as scarred, gloomy and immoral as tlyeactund 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 low arnglels to appear mighty or
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intimidating and, conversely, when someone is shivarm a high angle, they seem pitiful or
insignificant. In other words, non-eye-level anglegate 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 $ems that angle as well. Thus, when
the angles are altered according to the directioihe hero's gaze, that is, when the reader's
and the hero's viewing angles coincide, identifccatvith the hero is fortified as something
the hero experiences is simulated to the readempuldt more briefly, framing can let the
reader inside the characters' minds, at least deheir shoulders, by showing what they see.
On the other hand, as McCloud notes, purposeful aiskigh angles can also have an
objectifying effect — the reader is reduced intgaally 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 frames, it becomeglev that comic book
creators have to make a lot of choices that filnkens.do not have to make, such as choice of
moment. While film is able to show continuous moeei a comic book artist has to choose
the key positions, postures, gestures and faciptessions to get the message through, to
distil whole actions into frozen moments. Needlassay, the choice is especially crucial
when the textual content is absent or lacking —gesamust patch the gaps left by words.
Eisner finds that the "final stage" of a movementsually the most significant one (1985,
104). Of course, as McCloud instructs, it is ehipossible to show any number of "empty"
moments leading to the significant moments thapgirthe plot forward (2006, 12). After all,
filmstrips are just like extremely slow comics, exies of still pictures — anything that can be
shown in film can be shown in comics. The onlyelignce is the illusion of movement: films'
transitions from frame to frame are subliminal whitomics' transitions are slow and
conscious (McCloud 1994, 65). Thus, comic book torsaare often advised to cut the
intermittent frames — a rule that clearly favoretpbver characters. From the plot's point of
view, it is usually inconsequential whether chagextbriefly grimace, smirk or close their
eyes during a single sword swing or dance move,tbwbuld always, necessarily, be raw
data for the reader's interpretation of the charact

Because current conventions in Western mainstreamics are such that no
frames are "wasted", readers are accustomed tantpaudenty of meaning in each frame.

Thus, it would be extremely effective to include @etasional frame showing intermittent
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stages of movement: following the convention, readeuld try to decide the significance of
such frame and — failing to see their contributiorplot — would probably find them crucial
for characterization. On the other hand, readexotien capable of filling these gaps as they
themselves see fitting for the character — whettieicharacter blinks or pulls a face is already
dependent on the reader's interpretant, not viceavén other words, the reader is able to
"control" the movements and expressions that faliwken the frames. This creates an
especially intimate bond between the reader andhbeacter.

Choosing the right moments to freeze is espedadtity in that it does not only
test the comic book artist's instincts but alsdi.sWrhile 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 \tlith different levels of semiotic abstraction
discussed in the previous chapter. Cartoonishizetyimages ask for the reader's contribution
to become understandable and life-like — providhmag 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 cslwmape 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 isahwtiys the case, especially not in the two
extremes of visual abstraction depicted above.i&eahppearances challenge reader to fill
them with matching interiorities. This is what we @vith 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 complimented by more datan
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

2t is interesting to note here, though, that MihZulli's beautiful, detailed artwork is most prioently
featured in thdast album ofThe Sandmartarlier albums feature more stylized art, whiakams that the reader
has to become acquainted with the characters "badsi the readers are already familiar with tharabters'
personalities when they are shown such accurateeregngs of their appearances.
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and social codes of the character. By giving tlaelee more to work with, realistic exteriority
actually creates gaps to the interiority, the psyatical code. For example, if a character has
an interesting-looking scar or tattoo, the readerleft to ponder about the story and
significance behind it.

In the other extreme, in case of stick figures, tbader is either left to mold the
character to his or her liking or, perhaps moremfied to ignore characterization altogether.
Cyanide and Happinedsarely has characters: apart from the shirts dewehiht color, the
figures look very similar. Also, they do not seemrhiave 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 atsually 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 waktremely dark humor, but he has also
published one album that tells a continuous storh Wis usual stick figure style. The
characters of the story, call&hrdarsholmi(2010), are very distinguishable, even interesting,
despite their modest appearances. However, thespah® across as stereotypes of a corrupt
politician, a typical modern teenager and so ort. tBan, it is only appropriate, considering
that many of the characters, such as Thor or Lake 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 recognizedhasnselves but cartoonish enough to be
recognized as ourselves. For example, anyone carediately recognize Tintin by his iconic
tuft of hair, but his facial features are repreatwne of pretty much any human being. In other
words, comics can capture visually what literatoften does verbally: what makes fictional
characters so intriguing in the first place is tthety are simultaneously us but not us, similar
enough and different enough for comparison. Theceffs only enabled by their certain
"incompleteness”. The gaps, any kinds of gaps,eleamom for ourselves and stop the
characters from becoming entirely complete andséficient, entirely themselves, entirely
"someone else". In comics, one way to create thiinpleteness" is by moving away from
"the reality” on 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
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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 — but the visual and the verbal canncongruous in any number of ways. For
example, one could be serious while the other ismidrous, one could be juvenile and
innocent while the other is downright explicit betrelation could be entirely parallel, so that
the two do not seem to have any logical connectnmt, style- or even content-wise. For
instance, Chris Ware's peculiar childhood memio®uess(1999) follows the conventional
style of a memoir only in its textual bits: textdes, speech bubbles and sound effects all flow
into each other to form minute, realistic depictiai his memories. The extremely cartoonish
picture content, on the other hand, depicts a atyoeal superhero fighting a stereotypical
mad scientist. (Versaci 2007, 74-75.) As an exangfldess extreme mismatch, Mike
Mignola'sHellboy pairs quite humorous dialogue with dark and edgyais.

Even more important than the endless options @brgruity, however, is the
impossibility of complete congruity. Not even dsglecific combinations, not even with the
sincerest of efforts by the greatest of artistsoake a picture and a piece of writing entirely
synonymous. It is impossible enough to translate 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 wodl 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 thiafjogether 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, comics
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
and form a unified interpretant in the space betw#em. Comic artists often make the
process as easy as possible — once again, evenMBxoioud recommends to keep drawing
and writing quite close together on the abstracsicade — but what if it was not made as easy?
Again, we stumble on a direction that is still sevhat unexplored, in theory and in practice.

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
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also experimented with framing and, as a resudiated gutters of several shapes and sizes. In
her Moomin comics, Jansson occasionally disguises her gu#terall sorts or elongated
objects that echo the themes and environmentseo&diacent 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 rieksurrounding 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 easily 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, most of the timéterguare 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 oy bnfusing 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
characters rarely tamper with them — on the visiblgnbolic level, that is, because, in the
end, characters do inhabit the gutters as welly Ta@ blink, kill or even grow several years
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 aymill catch him or her again on the other side
(1994, 90). Where does this leave the charactegrcalty, they would have to ride on the
readers' backs across the gutters and even therlomgume-to-volume transitions — which
sounds so hard a task, the artist would do wedite the reader as much support as possible.
Rigid, concise personalities that are realizedughoemblems, mottos and suchlike as well as
brief flashbacks in the beginning of each issuefion as such support systems.

To approach the issue through another metaphoglp&unction 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
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be materialized again in the next panel. Thus,lHukcomic book artist should aim to bring
the feel of the characters anywhere and everywleryeve shall witness, in chapter 4.2, Alan
Moore has devised some extremely clever tactiachieve this inWatchmenOn the other
hand, sometimes it is the comics' overall vibe,citsnmon themes or particular brand of
humor that seems to borrow some personality toctiaacters, rather than vice versa. For
example,Cyanide and Happinesgjready discussed above, functions like this: eemaavho

are familiar with the comic and its humor can exppdrky, absurd, unpredictable behavior
from all its characters. Distinguishing them fromeaanother is not necessary, as they seem to
share one, diffuse "personality” — that of the aoitgelf. In such comics, the character can be
claimed to be "omnipresent” because, in a wayottg real character is the comic itself.

As a rule, however, it is extremely difficult tahaeve effects like these, to
export the presence of character outside the framtesut the reader's voluntary help. While
the gutters might look uniform, they read incredibiexibly and thus, easily slip out of the
artists' control. This is well illustrated by thact 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 wdiltws it to situate between any manner of
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, alternative reading directions. After dtiet'content” of the gutter is only determined by
two things: the surrounding panels and the imaginaif the reader, is it not?

What of characters? How do they relate to altéreaktading paths? Would the
character be the same or remain the same in alvthgable courses of events? If we extend
the human analogy to concern this question as W, answer is no; if we expect the
characters to act and react like human beingsexiperiences they undergo will inevitably
change them. In other words, the character staliirsg in the very gutter where alternate
directions are offered. This simple answer wouldecall the cases where the change of the
direction is caused by something the character atanontrol — chance meetings, natural
catastrophes, accidents et cetera. Here, the readply acts as the hand of fate and directs
the character to the direction he or she prefefsigirhappens to pick at random, much like

when playing a video game. The question of chardmteomes more complicated if the
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crossroads are caused by a choice — especiallpnportant one — that the character has to
make consciously. Most likely, both alternativeswuat be equally true to the character's
personality, but the reader is not the characteusTit is impossible for the reader to know
exactly how the character would choose and whyois#g, even if he or she did know, the
reader ultimately has the actual power to decidiehvpanel to read next — a character cannot
possibly make such a choice for the reader, sadhder will end up making the in-story
choice that would actually belong to the character.

This blurs the boundaries of the reader and theracier the same way that
playable characters in video games do — can cleasaltke this be fictional entities in their
own right or are they merely pawns of the readereggination? This also raises the question
whether a character, too, has some determining poves the gutters: even though the reader
has some relative freedom in gutters and all theragaps alike, he or she is likely to interpret
such gaps in a way that is congruent with the pregant he or she has assembled from the
preceding data. It is unlikely to assume that al¢ronerciless character would stop to feed
homeless kittens during his or her way home, ekérat journey is not depicted. In short, for
character, as for real human beings, the stablis pértheir identities function much like
destiny. Each character is a certain way and thgtissmuch more determined and linear than
the blankness of gutters. Thus, it is the charadteat are perhaps most likely to cause trouble
in the development of hypertextual or otherwisekéor comics stories in the future: it is
difficult to develop very round, complex and crddipersonalities 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 "amplificatiorrahgh 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 choopekahem up and mould them to their

liking if they so wish. It is no wonder, then, thedmics have long been known as the
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kingdom of superhumans and psychopaths — the sttjppoley nature of comics has the

potential and the tendency to bring out the best thie worst of their characters and, by

analogy, of humans in general. Some theorists leae@ suggested that comics are able to
show visually and concretely how humaattually view other humans: our schemas of each
other are never so realistic and accurate as o tltered by piles of heuristics and littered
by dozens of stereotypes. In short, comics and tiaracters are simplified and amplified in

their entirety. (Herkman 1998, 127.)

Hence, as the paramount features are depictechéyartist, only secondary
issues are left in the gaps, the area where thderaales. 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” characters are, the more they are yikelpossess traits the reader does not possess.
The fact that they have some familiar qualities eren more preferably, gaps which the
reader can fill with something familiar, enabledeatst some degree of identification with the
character. In these undetermined, gray areas ofchiaeacter, the reader is prompted to
participate in the creation of the character, totiad 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 Veirsao, 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 dadserpand on why he believes this to be so
(2007, 14). The statement is so matter-of-fact fawelling 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 pergpaby 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, itidtdde 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 wanterto a whole, coherent idea of the story — or
of a gappy narrative element, such as a characker er she has to put in some cognitive

effort. Ironically enough, fragmentary novels tinadke the reader work for the story — often
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referred to as "open" or "writerly" texts — haveebequite highly esteemed by many a
postmodern literary theorist, such as Roland Bartivhile the big audiences tend to dismiss
such works as too cumbersome and scholarly. If svdike Laurence Sterne'dristram
Shandy(1759-1767) or Virginia Woolf'§o The Lighthous¢l1927) are considered complex
examples of high art by virtue of their famous gapgp, why should comics, with their close-
knit relationship to missing information of all kis, be considered the lowest of the low? Of
course, in literature the gaps tend to be deepireistory while many of comics' gappings are

considerably close to the surface and, hence,readid.

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. Iregteof completely passing over something,
the artist has the option of hinting towards itpeessing it in a veiled, indirect manner, for
example, through a metaphor. Essentially, metapaorbe defined as replacing a sign or an
expression with another sign or expression thabtscommonly used in the context. Where
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, unotiomal meaning. Metonymy, too,
requires for the reader to read "through" the dmthat meaning of the sign and find the
“"true”, intended meaning from somewhere else, fs@mns that have some semantic common
ground with the sign used. Where metaphor is basddeer association, metonymy is based
on logical semantic connections, such as contindityshort, metaphors are close akin to
Peirce's symbols and metonymies even closer akiteice's indexes, only metaphoric links
are not necessarily conventionalized like symbREther, metaphors are more easily detected
when they are poetic, that is, unexpected and wesdional.

A third kind of sign that requires the readerdoMl for the meaning from farther
away is allusion. While metaphoric and metonymiat$ican usually be decoded by
convention, synaesthesia or association, interaéxeferences require specific knowledge.
Even though more denotative in that sense, théyefier to meanings that are also "outside"
the text. Without the texts to which they refetusions are "empty" signs; they create holes
in the fabric of the text in which they figure. I§tmetaphors, metonymies and allusions give

the reader much less freedom of interpretation, tfrtarexample, gutters as their meanings are
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to be found rather than invented. The boundarigba@f meaning are not only limited by the
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, sirtol&eirce's sign classes introduced in chapter
3.2.2. Hence, it should be obvious that they cagur& on all semiotic levels of comics:
images of different abstraction levels can be ntedap or intertextual just as well as texts.
As for metonymy, much of the sign language of camg 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 13B-87.) One sweat drop can also be
considered a visual synecdoche of the sweat cayémmcharacter's skin and so on.

As for character theories, they have consisteigthpred metaphor, metonymy
and intertextuality as plausible ingredients of releterization. Even though Fokkema
employs terms like denotative and connotative cddey do not have much to do with
figurative language. Rimmon-Kenan, too, borderssthigiect in her discussion of analogy as a
characterization device (1983, 87). Metaphor, mgton and allusion might also fit her
category of indirect characterization techniquas, these subjects, save for simple, causal,
metonymic signs, are not covered in any detailsTdould partly be caused by the rather
abstract points of view most character theoriesleynghey answer the questions of what
characters are or how they function rather thangto the specifics of their building blocks.
Partly, this lack of research is probably causedhgylack of need for such research. All
literary metaphors and allusions function very #nty and evoke quite similar research
questions regardless of which element of the stbey 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 about figurative deritextual 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 miattas quite simple, even tempting, to apply
some sort of a metaphor directly to their appeasnitt is an excellent way of making 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 artisinfr doing so. Unlike film, comics do not have
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to settle for showing ordinary, human-looking husaninstead, it can make its characters
visually and semantically interesting by drawingacters in some figurative form.
Combined with the desire to still make humanelysigant stories with relatable characters,
this urge to explore different visual worlds hassuleed into a kaleidoscope of
anthropomorphism in 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 childeomics and humorous newspaper strips
(Herkman 1998, 33). In today's comics field, howgaathropomorphism comes in all shapes
and sizes. In David PeterseNMsuse Guard2006-), for example, the mice protagonists look
very much like real wood mice, they are the sarme and live in an environment wood mice
actually live in, but rather than mice, they ad&elihuman beings: they talk, wear simple
clothing, build towns and castles et cetera. Th@use-form does not seem to carry any type
of metaphoric messages either. It simply looks aldler and allows Petersen to introduce
dark, Lord of the Ringgype of themes in a way that is more appealingrd suitable for
children. ThusMouse Guardroughly fits the stereotype of children's comicghwialking
animals, but it does use anthropomorphic figuréferintly than, for instance, Disney comics
that usually concentrate on the humanness of shafacters so much they hardly make use
of their "animal-side". Alsollouse Guards not humoristic.

In contrast, adults’ comics likdaus or Blacksad(2000-), make full use of the
"human-side" by leaving the characters' animalisfpgpearances in a metaphoric role. In
Maus the metaphor of Nazi-cats chasing Jew-mice iplag1 as is gets, and the strict
symbolism of the anthropomorphism is further unded by including photographs of the
protagonist' real-life, very human counterparts doyd occasionally showing the animal
features the way they really are — as maBlkacksads case is slightly more complicated. The
comic features an entire range of different antbroprphic animals. For a large part, this is
just for the sake of spectacular visuality, but different breeds and species also signify the
roles and dominant personality traits of the charac The bad guys tend to be sly and
slippery creatures, such as a lizard or a weadelew fat, greasy bartender is portrayed as a
pig and a police inspector as a German shepherdck&d himself — a stubbornly
independent, flippant, classic private eye types-naturally a black cat. While this might
appear a simple visual gimmick at first, the secalim calledArctic Nation(2003) poses
racist themes that make the reader question theenaf the series' anthropomorphic aspect

altogether: in the world oBlacksad too, racism is based on color, not species, wbith
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could imagine to be more important a factor in sndentity. Perhaps the characters of
Blacksad despite their very diverse and minutely rendearoinal-like looks, are not to be
read as animals at all — as opposed to, for exathplenice ofMouse Guardvho really are,
on some level, mice — but simply as humans in désgu

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'Animal Farm
(1945) is, of course, allegorical, but it does matke much use of the cultural connotations or
symbolic values linked to different animals nor slaé 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 manifeshasomics 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, this device worksadorm of cultural criticism. Another at
least as popular reason for anthropomorphism tsaskaen mentioned already: it makes the
picture content fantastical enough to make censortiemes such as violence seem less
explicit. Characters that look like animals are st relatable and real to the reader as
characters that look like humans. Thus, when aptmwrphic characters blow each other up
with dynamite or chop each other into pieces, tn@dn viewer feels distanced enough as not
to flinch from such acts of violence — a fact thets been discovered long ago by the
cartoonists of Warner Bros and Hanna-Barbera, pedotly ltchy and Scratchy ifhe
Simpsonsand utilized inMauslikewise. What is more, an anthropomorphic feaitgelf can
be used as a metaphor for a taboo subgtatksacds way of discussing racism could be seen
as an instance of this, but even more appositexam@e is Yun Kga's manga series
Loveless(2002—) where a very slight form of anthropomorphigat ears and tails, signify
virginity. They are not, however, a mere symbal iewed as very real physical features
within the storyworld — those who possess themnateyet considered adults. Overall, cat
ears (Japji B, nekomimi) are a fairly common a character de$égrure in manga, but they
are more often used for their visual rather thaxirtstymbolic impact.

Suzanne Keen has also argued that anthropomormisisrevoke what she calls
ambassadorial strategic empathy. By depicting ¢ragents from the point of view of human-

like animals, she believes, it is possible to "heaeaders outside the boundaries of the
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depicted social world in an effort to change andregolicit assistance in the real world"
(Keen 2011, 136). That is, the reader might fingasier to identify with an animal that
possesses some universally humane qualities, l&®gulage or recognizable facial
expressions, than with human characters of diffee&émicity. This does make sense, as few
people have hostile feelings or prejudices towaodtranimal species, while, say, Westerners
may automatically presume they have nothing in commwith Africans. Thus, depicting a
Rwandan child soldier as transforming into a dakge IJ.P. Stassen does in his comic
Deogratias: A Tale of Rwand@000) might make him more sympathetic to Europaac
American readers. Even if one, for some reasors doepity child soldiers, one might pity a
starving dog. (Keen 2011.)

Another important thing to note is that anthropopimism is by no means
limited to animals. For examplélhe Sandmarpushes the limits of personification by
granting human-like consciousness to a ciyerlds' Endincludes a tale of a dreaming city —
and even a sentence: "Chantal is having a reldtipnsith a sentence. Just one of those
things, a chance meeting that grew into somethimgortant for both of them. — — The
sentence spent most of last year in Czechoslovd&rapolitical reasons. But it was recently
translated back into English.” (Gaiman et al. 1998.) Furthermore, one of the most central
figures of The Doll's Houses, in the end, revealed to be Fiddler's Greesailrs' paradise,
("not a who" but) "where" has taken a form of asper Less extreme examples would
include the Kite-Eating Tree iReanutsor Hobbes inCalvin and Hobbesln comparison to
metaphoric anthropomorphism usedMiaus,anthropomorphism of this kind often functions
a bit backwards: the animated objects do not nacgskave any metaphoric value that could
be recognized in context of the surrounding nareadir culture, but they turn into new, poetic
metaphors in certain characters' minds. That &r tirdinary meanings are substituted by the
new, enriched meanings given to them by CharlieMBrand Calvin. Any of these oddities
could also be used to prove McCloud's theory df titia simplifying visual devices of comics
have the tendency to transform dead objects intoesiung else. The reductiveness of
cartoony drawing styles, McCloud believes, allovgstol see the ideas, the concepts that lie
beyond the physicality of ordinary objects. Thiskesthem to seem as if they had their own
"separate identities”, as if they "pulse[d] witleti (McCloud 1994, 41.) This could be
another reason why anthropomorphism is so popaleomics.

Another very common, very visual characterizatidevice that flirts with
metaphor and especially metonymyp@intersor indicators (Ger. Anzeicheh The term has

been coined by a German comic book researcherhiJirafft, and while it is not the most
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useful tool, due to its hazy definition, there acecompetitive alternatives either. Krafft uses
pointer as a common name for any clothes, propsodmer outward signs by which comic
book characters are recognized and distinguished &ach other — in a manner of speaking,
their visual "trademarks". (Herkman 1998, 126.) &exe the characters are recognized by
these features, they easily become charged witimrnings the characters themselves bear
and create in the context of the story, that isythecome synecdoches. This is especially true
for the emblems of superheroes, which doubtlessiyesa commercial purpose — they are as
convenient a tool for marketing as any company $ogbut also several narrative purposes.

Like all pointers, emblems create coherence, parlkeaen more effectively than
names, because they are more indivisible and uniyiinide names are composed of several
signs — letters or sounds — and are often shareskwgral people, perhaps even within the
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 trademarks $$r@ig, it is often utilized to knit wider
semiotic webs: the allies of the hero may assummasi emblems and costumes, as is the
case with Batgirl or Nightwing, while the villairege often coded as visual opposites of the
heroes. For example, The Joker's colorful presenaa antonym to Batman's all-black attire.
In Spider-Man and Venom's case, the relation islairbut reversed.

Of course, in addition to these metonymic funesiomany 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
is not only by virtue of these sings being partsaofiarrative whole, where any sings are
potentially designed to point to meaningful direns. 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 publishemommercial 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 abbreviationaafman with superhuman powers'. Most of
his followers, however, have been invested moreginaion. The likes of Batman or
Catwoman tap into the same culturally determinethotations anthropomorphization does.

Spider-Man can be considered as a subversive fiseich symbology since spiders are often
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considered crafty and evil. Then again, fightinglsprejudices 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 is used as an encouraging mascot for U.S. trédpbe same time, however, his look is
heavy with very culture-specific metaphoric measings stars-and-stripes theme was chosen
precisely because it stands for American peoplevahges. Moreover, this extreme patriotism
has now come to remind modern day readers of Codal 8id the certain Zeitgeist that
seemed to have a need for such a character.

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 isvately recognized as to be synonymous
with Donald himself. It makes him unmistakably diént from the other ducks who, without
their pointers, would appear quite identical (Heakni998, 126-127). It also signifies a kind
of rootlessness and love for adventure — the fragang, infinite form in which Donald Duck
stories are published requires a character wheady and able to assume different tasks and
professions in different settings. As for litera&uit can create similar metonymical pointers
by purely textual means, by careful repetition oirks, phrases or details that seem to sum
something about the very core of the charactergaO¥/alzel has named such features
decorative motifsdue to their repetitiveness. Homeric epithet®mkensian catch phrases
are especially verbal examples, but one could thisdk of such external pointers as Sherlock
Holmes' hat and pipe or Captain Ahab's Lichtenbignge scar. (Holsti 1970, 182-183.) Of
course, the effectiveness and memorability of swettually constructed external pointers
depend more on the reader's ability to visualizenthin comics, they are more immediate.

Sometimes pointers can even "leak” into the realdy where they usually take
slightly different meanings. Mickey Mouse's rouratshave basically become more closely
associated with Disney companies than their offibgos. Even more interesting is the
stylized Guy Fawkes mask David Lloyd drew for thietagonist of Alan Moore's dystopian
graphic noveV for Vendettg1982—-1989). The pale, mustached mask takes sanmanings
in the graphic novel alone: first and foremostsiain important pointer of V, the protagonist,
whose real face is never shown, but it also referthe historical figure and life of Guy
Fawkes who attempted a terrorist attack againstEtglish government of his time. V, of
course, attempts the same thing. Finally, in tmalfiscenes of the graphic novel, where
masses of ordinary citizens begin to carry the samsk in order to show and give their

support to V's "gunpowder plot", the mask takesee meaning of peaceful revolution, of
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people overthrowing their government. This last meg 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 free, loosely legislated Internet polaryd data sharing.

As for intertextual characters, they seem to haeen used very overtly and
frequently in graphic novels of past decades. Theeeseveral possible reasons for this. First,
this particular comic book genre — serious, "highgl' stories for more 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
characters from different comics under one titl€ &d Marvel had their superhero universes
where the fragmentary, cooperative publishing etood centralized copyrights allowed any
number and manner of connections between thegréift franchises, or — in the readers' eyes
— different characters. Thereby, it is only natutfst 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 othée rest of the DC universe just as often
as classic literary worlds. For instanCEhe Sandmarshares some characters with other
popular Vertigo titles,Books of Magicand Hellblazer, and features several of DC's old
superheroes, including Fury (who uses her real nafippolyta Hall) and Element Girl (who
Is the tragic protagonist ddream Countris final short story, "Facade"). Even Batman and
Martian Manhunter visit Morpheus' funeralTime Wake- along with, for example, Cain and
Abel, Egyptian goddess Bast and nymph Callioperdlhihis 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 quabfihigh 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 most often the flattechatypal characters comic artists
prefer to borrow. This is not at all surprising,nsmering how well the simplifying and
amplifying tendencies of the medium communicatehwand through types. In fact, the
typifying tradition of comics is so strong, theyutt be called modern day mythologies;
superhero pantheons could be said to have reptheeancient divine family trees. After all,
both myths and comics operate on the most fundahesies and problems of human beings
and both are meant to entertain as well as to ptiseal dilemmas to the masses. Stories of

origin and the end of the world, struggles betwgend and bad and superhuman beings
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intermingling with ordinary people are the basieneénts of superhero comics as much as
they are of older heroic tales. Borrowing from saatlose genre seems a very natural thing to
do, and one of the strategies graphic novelistse hased, when venturing outside the
superhero paradigm, seems to be the widening ofmytdological basis from which they
borrow. That is, other archetypes have appearatyside the Herculean hero figures. Adult
comics fromFables The SandmaandNikopoltrilogy to Hellboy, HellblazerandLucifer are
filled with angels, demons, witches, monsters aodssgwith familiar names and background
stories. Of course, the exciting visual opport@sitsuch creatures offer have probably played
some part in this development as well.

Second and perhaps more important reason for dlerihg of archetypal
intertextual characters is that they, with thew fextremely 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 charab#s traits and the less they change, the
easier they are to pinpoint and replicate (Rich@md2010, 529). Also, these characters
provide the borrowing artist with much more creatiteedom. 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 archetypith new traits and twists. This is the
main concept behind, for example, Bill WillingharFables(2002-): Willingham can utilize
the long and well-known traditions of such storypkaharacters 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 comitfatelike all archetypes: since people are
generally very familiar with the original "versioof the character any unexpected cracks and
twists are easily recognized and perceived as @nfior example, Kate Beaton's multiply
awarded, now published web comiitark! A Vagrant (2011) utilizes a wide range of
historical figures and fictional characters from émgan presidents to Shakespearean heroes
in a brilliantly parodic way.

Of course, this begs the question whether thedestalreotypical characters —
after layers of modernizing and individualizing e ahe same characters at all. In his
discussion of transtextual characters, Brian Raté@am claims that although characters can be
continuous from story to story just as well as framapter to chapter, no author can reproduce
another author's character unless they are giveratithorization to do so. From cognitive
point of view this thesis takes on character, gngposition seems somewhat impractical and

more closely based on copyright issues than liecaticism. Peculiarly enough, Richardson

110



does acknowledge the same dual nature of charastBaruch Hochman — that the character
has both a "mimetic" and "semiotic" aspect, tharahbters are both "human-like figures" and
"verbal artifacts that satisfy specific functionghin a narrative economy”. Yet, he does not
base his claims of transtextuality on this viewicfRrdson 2010.) As we have thoroughly
discussed, Hochman's view of character dictates et we perceive as character is
ultimately a mental construction — something thetrot really be owned. This renders the
author's authorization quite irrelevant. It is migitely the reader's decision whether he or she
is to use the information about a character givea new story to accommodate the existing
schema or whether to create a new schema altogedlneh cognitive processes are not
subject to copyright legislation.

To complicate the matter further, many of the rigbetual 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 tbatnot provide information about the
original”, but which can only be understood corsegtith some knowledge of the original
figure (2010, 539). This does fit the claim maddiein this chapter, that allusions appear as
gaps if the reader is not familiar with the alludegt. Other than that, the proposition seems
odd. First, if there are no existing originals afeatain mythical character but all instances of
it are variants, as Richardson explicitly suggestes that render them 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 differeetsions of one character in originals and
variants. At the very least, they would have tdgweariants' variants.

Richardson does acknowledge that some forms dingrare so cooperative as
to make the origins of characters ambiguous. Mpeeifically he talks about television series
and "cartoons", but since he uses Superman as adnexample | suspect he actually means
comics. In Richardson's opinion, continuity of der can be achieved in such instances due
to their "weaker mimetic pretention”, that is, besa the characters are simple enough.
(Richardson 2010, 535.) It is hardly necessary dpeat here that not all comic book

characters, not even those with several creatersglbthat simple.
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These issues could be overcome by the realizatioat intertextual
characterization is not about two-dimensional saserand difference. Indeed, it is entirely
possible for a character to have elements fromhanatharacter in another story without
pretending to be that alluded character. Tommy dragf The Unwrittenis not Harry Potter
even though the similarities are many and explidowever, Harry Potter does affect our
understanding of Tommy Taylor — and vice versa.il@nhy, Death ofThe Sandmars Neil
Gaiman's creation and very different from the tiadal grim reapers, but she is
automatically compared to them. Allusions and bemngs of all manner and extent draw
parallels between different characters. Like metagh characterization, intertextual
characterization is based on comparison, a cognfirecess with several possible outcomes.
While the way Lucifer is depicted in an array ofrifgo comics does not make the Bible a
different book, it can — unlike Richardson believeaffect the reader's understanding of the
character by virtue of comparison: if something thaplies to one does or does not apply to
the other, the reader might come to different aasions about the two characters and their
degreeof sameness. The relations vary from what the eneawlay interpret as complete
sameness to parody, shared names or analogidkofds.

Furthermore, it has to be remembered that chasacgemiotic and mental
constructions as they are, do not exist in lingae tor any specific space. This allows them to
be "divided" at will. If | read a web-comic whergay, Hellboydies a painful and hilarious
death, | do not expect him to be dead in the hietiboyissue Dark Horse Comics publishes.
Still, on some level, the character who dies indbmic has to be the same character for the
joke to work. This is also what enables Marvel tblsh two Spider-Man series, one in
which Peter Parker is dead and one in which hets®f course, as discussed in the previous
chapter in regard to alternative storylines, tharabters in different stories are never exactly
the same, but there is a strashegreeof sameness. It could, for example, be possibferio
temporary schemas for different storylines andigess which, however, feed to the same,
more permanent and original schema of the chara@ércourse, proving that such
mechanism exists would require multidisciplinargaarch.

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 esr impossible to distinguish one type from
the other. It seems safer to simply talk of an fimite number of features, variation of which

occur transtextually as well. Different semiotidiBes with their specific sets of features can
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then be compared to understand, among other thimgjs,sameness. After all, if one sticks to
the cognitive view of character, it is ultimatelyetreader, who decides where the blurry
boundaries of a character should be drawn. What &irfeatures factor in such decisions is a
subject to further research and speculation, bsgeims safe enough to claim that characters,
once they have reached an audience, become toealalto be controlled by their author
anymore.
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4. Case Studies

What is left to do now is to examine how charactgesactually 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 weird\aael gallery of characters. Since the tale is
set in a layered, unrestrained fantasy universewttiter, 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 a#l 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 expds 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 near impossible to find in any other works m@fpdpic 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 unt@agdroduce a very unique account of the
Holocaust and the effects it has had on the sursigad their offspring. The autobiographical
aspect also blurs the lines between the real wihiernarrator and the character, rendering the

entire comic exceptionally self-conscious.

4.1 The Sandman: Odds and Ends

The background story of howhe Sandmamade its way into a monthly title — and a popular
one at that — is a great example of how commesamind publishing bureaucracy can play a
factor in the creation of characters. From the sgpgoint of view, the wayhe Sandmads

creators wanted to do things differently exposedesdeep-grained comic book conventions,

following of which turned out to be less than nezey.
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First, Gaiman's Sandman is and is not based oold@er character of DC
comics: the order was for a new character with ghme 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 withoosing a name for a literary character,
for example. However, this being the only constréi@ed Gaiman from "the baggage of DC
continuity”, allowing him to break the superheragmigm the previous versions of Sandman
had followed and go for a more literal, mythicakirpretation of the name (Bender 1999, 24.)
Also, he was able to create an original characteose entire lifespan was, as far as the
publishers allowed, in his own hands. This is iarlstcontrast to the long-published
superheroes who are "handed down" from writer tdewiand thus, for practical reasons,
denied any clear, linear development. Gaiman tdik ¢hance to create the kind of round
character that had long been applauded in litechagsics likeThe Sorrows of Young
Werther Anna KareninaMadame Bovarypr Hamletbut was still quite unheard of in comics,
a character whose personal, inner development tedus (or her) inevitable deatf.

Second, Gaiman and his cover artist Dave McKeath thaargue with the
publishers about omitting Morpheus, the protagorsim issue covers. This only goes to
show, how important a role the protagonist hashim visual coherence and marketing of
comics of all kind — even outside the superheraee®f course, McKean's haunting, half-
abstract collage covers are quite a unique sigtienfield, not only content-wise, but also

technique-wise. Gaiman himself explains:

DC kept asking, 'But how will readers know that & Sandman comic if he's not on the
cover?' And we kept answering, 'Because it will $8gndman" in big letters at the top.'
We finally won that battle and it was an extremahportant victory. — — Because it
meant we were operating outside the paradigm oficom — Hero-less covers had been
done for miniseries such as Alan Moore and Daveb@ik'Watchmerbut never for a
monthly book. Bender 1999, 24.)

This was a reasonable reformation, considering tatpheus is, by no means, the
protagonist of every issue. For examplée Doll's Housas solidly centered around Rose
Walker andA Game of Yoaround BarbieWorlds' Endeven includes issues where the title
character does not appear at all. However, thiemeaizing of Morpheus does not render

him any less significant. On the contrary, sincash&ways referenced to — if not by anything

3 This kind of avoidance of parallel stories seembé loosening nowadays, considering that Marvehice
has decided to publish two different Spider-Mamsudianeously (Bates 2011).
14 peter Straub, too, calls Morpheus "Hamlet-likehis afterword tdBrief Lives
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else, the big title on the cover — and since mimstes concern his dream realm in one way or
another, all issues relate to Morpheus' charact@éti@gedy in several paralleling, contrasting
and causative ways, giving the reader almost kaseiopic, half direct, half indirect vision of
him. Even inWorlds' Endwhere Morpheus appears very little, the fact thatlot 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 noticesTime Kindly One¢Gaiman et al. 1996, ch. 13, 5). He,
too, is killed by his younger self, in the sensat the develops so far above that original form
he cannot be allowed to be himself, a personificatif dream any longer (see below).

Thus, real-world realties definitely influencedettway The Sandmarnwas
created, but the comic had its impact on the realdvas well — another poifithe Sandman
has in common withThe Sorrows of Young WertheNamely, the black-and-white
appearances of Morpheus and Death have been muuheddand copied in the global Goth
community. For example, the fact that Death usesamkh as her sigil — or emblem —
increased its popularity in Gothic iconography "exentially”. 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 LivingBender 1999, 11.) Suae selevel of reader
involvement is not enjoyed by all comic book ch#ges, certainly not in such extent. The oft-
cited fact thatThe Sandmars one of the rare mainstream comics to accumwlbteit as
many female as male readers also implies that tisesemething abouthe Sandmarthat
makes readers engage with its characters in aptaeocal way (Versaci 2007, 32).

One reason might be that there is certainly somgthor someone, for
everybody in the colorful thousand pages that makdhe saga. In addition, many of the
characters are quite unconvention@he Sandmarstretches the human analogy of its
characters in various ways: there are plenty ofhrapobmorphic peculiarities, several
violations of Fokkema's biological code, cyclicelilspans, blurred boundaries between
different identities and fictionalized portrayalshistorical figures.

Even the most central characters of the comic,fdngly of the Endless are
ontological oddities. In addition to Morpheus, wisca personification of dream, the family

includes, from the eldest to youngest, Destiny, tDe®estruction, Desire, Despair and
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Delirium, who was formerly Delight. As Gaiman expkit, they are not really deities, but
"functions”; Dream is not a god of dreams but rathe idea of dreaming, compressed in an
anthropomorphic form (Bender 1999, e.g. 97). Ondhdace, they might seem like prime
examples of allegoric characters, the kinds oftffpes that are basically summarized and laid
bare by their very names (Rimmon-Kenan 1983, 88)eéd, everything about the Endless —
their personalities, their actions, their realmbeit emblems and, as McCloud also
acknowledges, their appearances — are built arthugid functions, and those functions also
function as their names (McCloud 2006, 72). Fomepla, Dream is closely associated with
night, inwardness and oddities. He himself is er&ly introverted, taciturn and something of
a romantic, his black robe, black straight-out-etthair, star-like eyes all connote night time,
his eclectic realm is filled with strange, fantaaticreatures — dreams and nightmares — and
his sigil is a helmet made of a skull and a backhdhe residence of the neural system, that
IS, consciousness. Even his speech bubbles arle &dagight and squiggly as a dream image.
To give another example, Desire is somewhat exdtssically beautiful being whose gender
is left completely ambiguous, so that it would ldedo embody anybody's ideal partner. It is
also very capricious and stubborn at the same sm@eone who likes to cause confusion in
other peoples' — and even in Dream's — lives, [s&cthat is the way desires can perceived to
work. Its sigil is, of course, a sparkly hearttatks in an especially rounded, voluptuous art
noveau style font and its realm is, of coursepits body, because it is everything anybody
could ever want — Desire itself resides in the hebthe body castle, naturally.

The Endless are also very tied to their functidahat is, their will is somewhat
limited: Death does not decide who to take to ttheeioside — seeing as she ultimately has to
take her own brother — nor does Destiny affectsébguences of events. He merely sees over
them. This is well illustrated right in the firdbsy arc,Preludes and Nocturngwhere Dream
is trapped in a glass cage by a group of occultistse of his family comes to his aid,
because "they aren't a superteam; rushing to tbeueeisn't what they are about". "As
personifications of things, they are not causatileey're barely reactive", Gaiman adds.
(Bender 1999, 33.) Another apt illustration of thay the Endless can and cannot violate their
functions is Destruction: he abandons his realmrafigses to act out his function. Instead, he
walks the human world and dedicates his life teesgvart forms, from painting and poetry to
cooking. This might seem like he is able to defy Wlery core of his presence, but the truth of
the matter is, he is horrible at any art he tri@ghle destruction of old might be necessary for

the creation of new, Destruction cannot createsge(seeBrief Liveg. This relative lack of
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free will goes against the way we understand hulikancreatures to function. In Fokkema's
terms, normal psychological code does not apptiiéan completely.

On the other hand, the Endless are not allegoaicall. Within the storyworld
they really, actually embody and control those atpef 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 fact,me® like Death's ankh sigil, are doubly
indirect. The reader has to be able to recogniké as an Egyptian symbol of life and then,
decode the irony and the cultural reference ingkestet, that is, how Death is actually the
antonym of life and how Egyptian culture was vesgytigular on the mythology and rituals
associated with death.

Also, even though each of the Endless is builuadoa single idea, which
Forster gives as the very definition of flathedgyt 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 l@mre 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 "Afzad" 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
iconotextual poetry. The number of details alonensge 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 massva n inveterate liar — — Her
shadow's shape and outline has no relationshipabdf 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).
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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 an selfish, petéetic 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 Hell sinipiydeclining his proposal in
The Doll's Housewho gets scolded by his sister Death for beimg $tupidest, most self-
centered, appallingest excuse for an anthropomorjplersonification — — an infantile,
adolescent, pathetic specimen” (Gaiman et al. 19219). The change starts to show in the
fourth album,Season of Mistsvhere he decides to free Nada from Hell, bechesesalizes
he "may have acted hastily" (Gaiman et al. 1992, 48 the eighth albumBrief Lives
Morpheus is once again abandoned by a woman, Tigehsawitch, but takes no revenge on
her. Instead, his servants and family members eeatedly surprised by the kindness and
respect peeking through his regal moodiness. Indatethe end of the said album, Dream
knowingly seals his fate by granting his son's Kinge wish — kills him. This spilling of
family blood allows the Furies of the Greek mythgpldo take revenge on him, to kill him in
his turn inThe Kindly Oneslt is strongly implied in the final two albumsathMorpheus
deemed such fate necessary for himself, for hechadged too much to continue as the same
being. In that sense, the Endless are, indeggosedo be flat, allegorical characters: they
should not change. Thus, it is the real triumph of Monpdiecharacterization that he does
anyway. He does what Destruction fails to do, ttandgs his function to become a truly
rounded protagonist, an individual in his own right

Of course, a personification cannot be entirelitetated. It is only the aspect
of Morpheus that has to leave the stage for Daaiekw aspect of Dream to begin his reign.
This is, indeed, puzzling from the point of view @ifaracter coherence: in what sense are
Morpheus and Daniel the same character and in sdrege are they different? Names do not
help the reader here as both aspects have tharatemames, yet both can be referred to as
Dream. The visual rendering is likewise ambiguote two Dreams share several key
pointers: tall, skinny build as well as similar hand facial features, for example. Yet, there
are alterations: where Morpheus uses rubies asobls and is predominantly dressed in
black, Daniel has emeralds and white robes, ass{ibolize the softening and lightening of
nature that brought upon the change. Since theeBsdire not human, the question cannot be
solved by human analogy either and, perhaps, isneaint to be solved at all. On a further
note, The Doll's Houséntroduces DC's previous Sandman, superhero Hefathrwhom just

happens to be Daniel's father. As Morpheus' "prestmr” is his successor's father, he is
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effectively cut off the DC continuity from both emdavhile seeming to possess some sort of
circular continuity of his own.

Cyclic and pluralistic characters figure elsewharethe series as well. For
example, Abel is repeatedly killed by his brotheirCand always comes back to life again.
Also, Dream's former girlfriend Nada is given th®ion to be born again as human baby after
she is freed from Hell (Gaiman et al. 1992, 210322k for characters that seem to be
simultaneously one and many, the furies, who fighreughout the series as three witches of
three different ages, are probably the most extreranple. Not only are the three always
together and confuse amongst themselves the mangshhy which they are called, but their
unity is made explicit by occasional visual trickr example, when they first appear in
Preludes and Nocturnethey are shown lined up next to each other in @ession of three
near-identical panels. In each panel, they havaegddhplaces, yet it is always the one on the
left that seems to be devouring some sort of atwreain the first panel, the crone holds the
creature in her hand, in the second, the mothes pun her mouth and in the third, the
maiden seems to be chewing on it (Image 10). Tdfixourse, violates Fokkema's logical
code in the same way many postmodern novels —ean\&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 meessily grasped as one, single character that
simply has three simultaneous visual forms. Intergly, their plurality and mutability is
enhanced by the multitude of roles they have thmougthe story: when they first appear in
Preludes and Nocturneshey help Morpheus by giving him information, ,yet The Kindly
Onesthey become his executors.

There are multiple other instances where the bauesl between characters are
more or less blurred to the point where it is difft to tell if they should be treated as one or
two characters, as in Barbie and Cuckoo's caseionewdt earlier. Also, Rose Walker and her
grandmother Unity — who probably is not accidegtalamed so either — turn out to be
interchangeable at the endTdie Doll's HouseAs they are both equally capable of filling the
function of a dream vortex, a special kind of dreamho — again, not coincidentally — is able
to traverse and break the boundaries between thdsnof different dreamers, Morpheus
agrees to kill the grandmother instead of the gilanghter.

In addition, the Endless themselves defy coheremite their ever-changing
appearances, that is, if one compares them t@x@ample, superheroes, who always sport the
same signature costumes. In practice, howeverg taeg enough pointers by which the

Endless family are quite readily identified, thegnhstable of them being their individualized
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speech bubbles. Even Delirium, the most fluid membkethe family can instantly be
recognized by her multi-colored, chaotically lettdr speech bubbles (Image 1). The
significance or such coherence devices can harelp\Jerstated considering that Brief
Livesalone Delirium has at least six different lookswven though all visual focalizations of
her are uniform in the said album. Another featinat all of the Endless retain in most of
their different forms are their eyes: Death hasdyar of Horus make-up, Delirium's eyes are
always mismatched and so on. This clever use aitg@ can be said to turn the visual
inconsistency of the characters into an assetfiéss the clash between the differing drawing
styles of the dozens of artists who workedTbe Sandmaduring its seven years of monthly
publication. As long as the readers are accustameedeing the characters look different from
issue to issue, it does not matter whether themdiffces are caused by the different artist or,
perchance, a different visual focalizer.

Moving on, logical code and coherence are nototiig fundamentals that the
characters offhe Sandmamshake a bit. Biological code is also stretched fby,example,
Morpheus' son Orpheus, who spends the most ohHisine time as a severed head. He is
not referred to as "Orpheus’ head" either, justh®us or "Lord". Thus, it is the reader's task
to accommodate the normal schema of human-likeackens to include such a character who
does not follow the paradigm of having two legsy tavms 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 figuneslighter extent in such minor characters
as Hal Carter the drag quedrhé Doll's Housg Wanda the transvestitd Game of Yguand
the cross-dressing sailor "JimWWerlds' End. "Jim", the narrator and protagonist of a short
story "Hob's Leviathan", only reveals at the enchef story that her real name is Margaret.
Until then, she has to hide his gender from theeesaas much as from the other characters —
Michael Zulli's drawings are just stylized enoughptay the trick convincingly. In addition,
the cyclical life spans mentioned above are nottmupatible 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 successfuilly 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 sufuliman things as sentences or cities

either. The dreaming city is not the only instamdeere concepts of character and place are

121



mixed, however. Desire's fortress, the Threshohlttsally its own body and one of the most
central characters iffthe Doll's HousgGilbert is revealed to be, not only a dream, &ut
dream of a place, sailors' fabled paradise, Fid@reen. Similarly, Azazel the demon is
basically drawn as rough-edged hole to empty, gronlarkness — Dream actually fetches
Nada from inside Azazel iBeason of MistsSuch actions and the visual renderings make the
strange spatiality of such characters very tangitblat is, it cannot be treated as figurative
characterization. Azazel or Gilbert are no meekapledrs for that every one of us carries
worlds within ourselves. Instead, such charactex®to be seen as instances of such extreme
anthropomorphism they break a good number of Fokkenodes: places do not have bodies,
parents, social statuses, for example. Again, tieidSs themselves, embodiments of abstract
ideas as they are, are a very good and extremepdaianthropomorphism as well.

At the other extreme there is "A Dream of a Thowds&ats", a short story
featured inDream Country.This story aims to portray cats as unanthropomogilyi as
possible while still conveying the thoughts of teds accurately to human readers. This is

achieved by the use of unconventional speech bsbbétterer Todd Klein explains:

If I'd used word balloons, they would have looki&e supernatural talking cats; and if I'd

used thought balloons, they would have looked dilken telepathic cats. | decided a good
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 conventtonseate cats that are characters without
being human. Indeed, considering that the veryndafn of character is based on human
analogy, "A Dream of a Thousand Cats" is trulyted farthest limits of what the reader is
ready to consider a character.

Intertextuality, too, is a major characterizatidevice in The Sandmanin
addition to the authorized borrowings of the DCreloters, of which even Brian Richardson
would probably approvélhe Sandmanses a host of mythological figures. EspeciSiason
of Mistsis basically a gathering of deities and magicahtnees of different cultures, some of

which Gaiman created and some of which he borrowéeé. borrowed ones include Odin,
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Thor and Loki from the Scandinavian circle of goAsubis, Bast and Bes from Egyptian
mythology, Susanoo-no-Mikoto from Japanese shiales as well as Judo-Christian angels
and demons, such as Azazel and Remiel (Gaiman #8992, 112-113). Fallen angel Lucifer,
who also plays a central role in the said album mafact, been so popular with the fans that
he has been a star of his own spin-off seliasifer (2000—2006) published by Vertigo.
Another very prominent intertextual character isrpleeus’ son Orpheus, who is, indeed,
posed as the very same Orpheus figuring in Greethatggy. Fables and Reflectionsven
features an issue-long retelling of Orpheus angdice's story, with the simple addition that
Morpheus is Orpheus' father and all the other Esdlas aunts and uncles. Not only are
Orpheus' feelings and motivations reflected moegpbein his discussions with Dream, Death
and Destruction than in the myth itself, but histinoogical background also parallels
Morpheus with Apollo, who is named as the fathesame versions of the original Greek
story. It seems appropriate enough to compare peéicstion of dream to the god of poetry
and prophesy, although Apollo's role as the sunadeal makes the relation slightly ironic.

Besides comic book and mythological charactersettege some historical
figures inThe Sandmaas well. Roman emperor Augustus and Marco Poldatie devoted
their own short stories iRables and Reflectiondor instancg"August” and "Soft places").
The most prominent historical character is, howgVeilliam Shakespeare, who appears in
two hallmark issues: "A Midsummer Night's Dreantige tonly comic book that has ever
received World Fantasy Award (so far), and "The pest", the final issue of the series. The
reason Shakespeare has such an important role setles is that Dream orders the two plays
— A Midsummer Night's DreaandThe 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 hisabrigures 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, specnland 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 characdul-dlooded fictional
entities with particular intertextual features. @aiman or any of his artists hardly new such
ancient figures personally, the only referents tbay accurately represent in their works are,
in fact, characters of historical texts. What tietdrical texts refer to, is another field of study

altogether, so it seems reasonable to bundle luatdigures with intertextual characters here.
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In other words, when we recognize that the presidepearing in short story "The Golden
Boy" bears great visual resemblance to Richard Nix@e can, by virtue of the historical
reference, assume what kind of a personality aritigad standing he might have — despite
the fact that the character is never explicitly edrand can hardly be considered a completely
and utterly true depiction of Nixon and his actions

It would be wrong to assume, however, thaé Sandmamerely plays with the
concept of character to produce a host of non-méanegthuman, postmodern characters the
readers struggle to wrap their head around. Thehmdggical complexity of Morpheus'
character has already been discussed, but thes sgisplays solid, medium-appropriate
characterization across the board. It is not arrstaement to say that almost everything
within the frames can, and often are, used to ¢etlee characters' personality and point of
view. Indeed, the frames themselves are often asaslell. For example, iA Game of Yqu
there is a scene where Wanda opposes Thessalg@rigubver the strange crisis they and
their neighbors have wound up in. As the argumehhinates, the frames around Thessaly
are omitted; her black background flows seamlesslthe black gutters of the page. This
depicts almost subliminally her otherworldlinessl @ontrol of the situation as opposed to the
narrow, restricting frames within which Wanda spped. (Gaiman et al. 1993, 7Breludes
and Nocturnesffers a simpler example: in the sequence wherephtars is trapped within a
spherical class cage by an occultist group, manthefframes are circular. Occasionally,
these circle-frames are also tinted blue and dedoslightly as to mimic the way Morpheus
sees the situation from inside the glass (e.g. @aiet al. 1991a, 24). Speech bubbles and
fonts are also utilized to a great extent: the nthem thirty styles letterer Todd Klein uses
across the series are great coherence-buildingctearpointers as well as interesting vessels
for figurative characterization and synaesthesien(i®r 1999, 245). Also, the distinct realms
of each Endless give exciting possibilities forreaéerizing the master of each realm through
the milieu. The way Despair is always surroundedhsy gray fogs of her domain and the
colorful shapelessness of Delirium's realm almastdr as parodies of the expressive
backgrounds used in manga. Indeed, when it raitkenDreaming, it does not have to be
understood as an analogy of Morpheus' bad moodjthst in fact, a direct result of his
current state of angst (Gaiman et al. 1994b, ch. 2)

All'in all, The Sandmars an example of inventive and versatile charazation
— which resonates excellently with the series’ alVestress on the questions of identity and
self. Morpheus — as well as Lucifer, Rose Walkegnda and Destruction, to name a few

others — wrestle with the two character issues dnatpossibly the most fundamental of all,
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continuity and individuality. The Endless are caifig characters in many ways: stable
beings built around single concepts on one handeatrémely complex, fluid and human on
the other hand. Similarly, Lucifer beganasangel, ended up dlse devil and finally aspires

to bean anonymous pianist and night club owner in Los AegieRose, as a dream vortex,
stands for diffusion of different identities whighe is trying to find her own place in the
world, in spite and with the help of her mother gmandmother, the manifestations of genetic
continuity. Wanda is caught between two genderstridetion between his function and the
antithesis of that function, creation — the lisegoon. The pinnacle of these problems is,
however, Morpheus himself, whose complex and gladhamanizing personality overtakes
his stable, duty-bound nature as a personificatbbndream, disjointing his immortal
existence. Of course, viewed side by side with roth@nstream comics, a medium and genre
that has mostly resisted character development o wonder that Morpheus' personal
growth is destined to end badf/Still, in The Sandmartpo, it is the recurring characters that
bring the fragmentary structure of the series togret even though the protagonist does not
appear on every cover or even in every issue.thasharacters that make and tell the dozens

of stories of whichThe Sandmanonsists.

4.2 Watchmen: Heroes We Deserve

If there is only one thing one knows about Alan Moand Dave Gibbon's highly acclaimed
masterpiece calletiVatchmen chances are that one thing is the blood-staimeiteg-face,

which is not only a weighty motif within the workub has, indeed, become a widely
recognized metonymy for it. No doubt this has paoigen caused by the simple fact that the
symbol fills the first of the twelve issue covemsne of which depict any of the protagonists
or, to beat the omissioihe Sandmanovers make by a notch, any parts of any charaaters
all.'® Regardless, many of them have a peculiar amouhtimianness invested in them. The
smiley face itself Moore and Gibbons found apprateridue to the universal significance

behavioral psychologist found in it:

!> Mike Mignola'sHellboyoffers an interesting counterpoint for this. Isa&d that were Hellboy's horns ever to
grow out, the world would 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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They tried to find the simplest abstraction thauigdomake 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 eyegdwits meaning.Hho & Csawza
1988.)

In simpler terms, the grimy smile points towards af 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 differencetsveen the laws of the society and one's
personal moral codes are made explicit: which teeods should follow and how far is it
possible to go in the name of greater good? THerdiit answers different characters give to
these questions make the blood on their handsaaslyplisible as it is on the face of the
smiley pin. In other words, despite being inhumtdns famous cover motif is a visual
metaphor for the reinventive perspectivatchmerapplies to the hero, the corner stone of all
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 smilay even more universal
meaning: for him, two dots and a line do not ompresent innocence or any other human
aspect of the kind, but the humanity itself. Hesuseas 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 ekieryt (McCloud 1994 30-33.) In this
light, it is peculiar that Scott McCloud should ¢édtlsymmetry, another dVatchmels most
persistent motifs, as unmistakably human featurevad. To be more exact, McCloud
identifies bilateral symmetry "where left and rigivte mirror images" as "life's calling card".
(McCloud 2006, 59-60.) OmVatchmencovers, 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, obviousiymetrical as well. It is doubtful whether the
very presence of symmetry is able to bring some dnmass to these covers, however.
Instead, Chapter II's cover is clearly a visuakpeaffication: 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, while smiley button pin is The Comedian's
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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 &sditional 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 of thie ga@als ofWatchmenis to twist the
superhero genre conventions to a new directions itmportant that to have another,
anonymous inkblot in Rorschach's place — like i ¢ase ofThe Sandmarthese 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
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 the one thedsame image, The Comedian is
positioned as the poster boy of this corruption. e surface he is the culmination of
superhero as we know it: he is extremely strongsevaracking and masculine, solves
everything by violence and is more confident witk Wwomanizing than any other "hero" we
see inWatchmen,and since he is patriotic — parts of his costurotuadly bear great
resemblance to Captain America's stars and strpdss actions are sanctified by the
government even after Keene Act that outlawed othgrerheroes. However, the reader
quickly discovers how he misuses this power, attergma rape, killing a Vietnhamese woman
who is pregnant with his baby and so on. Ironicaily also becomes a victim of the similar
corruption in Ozymandias: it is revealed in the ¢hat The Comedian is murdered by his
fellow costumed hero.

Similarly, Rorschach, whose emblem and life-plofusy are based on
symmetry — "there is good and there is evil, antiraust be punished", preferably eye for an
eye — becomes the victim of the asymmetrical waykiof the story (ch. I, 24). This
disruption of symmetry is already manifest in thegerfection 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 thegpdis symmetrical mask is removed and
he is imprisoned with a bruise on his left cheeldband a cut on the right side of his forehead

— notably, both injuries are relatively close t® lelyes, reminiscent of the way the blood
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splatter cuts across the smiley's eye. On a mareemual level, of course, the entire graphic
novel is set in the age of asymmetry, that of Céldr. 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 accomplishedop-sided ethics: Ozymandias single-
handedly sacrifices millions for greater good andfess 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 to the saeva 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 ettt 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 Ozynahas' lair (ch. 12, 24) and round yellow
power plugs appearing around New York City (e.g.Idh 18) all remind the reader of the
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-eyesa very frequently and purposefully
repeated image as well: the pirate-themed sub-Jtalgs of the Black Freightdeatures a
figurehead that is "blindfolded by seaweed" (ch, 8), a magazine cover featuring Dr.
Manhattan happens to have a string wrapped ardwrdthe same exact level where his eyes
are (ch. lll, 18) and when he pours a glass of mfatethe younger Silk Spectre on Mars, it is
depicted so that the stream of water covers hét age (ch. 1X, 10). Different characters also
tend to have a strand of hair crossing their regjfg on moments of terror or rage: the older
Nite Owl on his dying moment (ch. VIII, 28), thewwger Silk Spectre when he snaps at his
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 natuhat 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 lok asaa pun on the same motif: a clock
counts down the minutes to when ftce is, likewise, stained by blood. Of course, for
Rorschach, the other motif, symmetrical inkblotisoamean, first and foremost, face. The

symmetry and absolute dichotomy between black ahideywright or wrong that Rorschach
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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 amdaabred while every other panel is tinged
with the warm reds and yellows of the lit-up siga wvery Rorschachian division to black and
white, light and dark, "not mixing, no gray" (chl,\0). In fact, like Rorschach, the entire
fifth chapter could be claimed to be built arouhd symmetry theme. Not only is the chapter
named after William Blake's poem "Tyger" — "Fear8ymmetry" — and ends in a mention
about karma, about how "everything evens out eyt but the frame layouts of the entire
chapter follow bilateral symmetry: there could beniaror in the middle of the middle spread
and the frames would still be sized and situatedlaily on both sides (Whitson 2007). This
brings something about Rorschach, in fact, his natedining characteristic, even in the
gutters, which, ironically, are the gray areashatweens that Rorschach's philosophy refuses
to recognize. Then again, his famous comment otergubn the opening page of the entire
story makes this unusual devise strangely apprapridhe streets are extended gutters and
the gutters are full of blood and when the drainally scab over, all the vermin will drown
(ch. 1, 1)."

It could be concluded that the recurring smilegeahelp to carry the shadow of
The Comedian and his death throughout the entinatige. As the hero himself is absent —
or more so, dead — such subliminal visual cuesqmethe reader from forgetting him and his
influence on the events — his death is, aftervalat drives Rorschach to take action, to
activate his retired friends and, finally, to relvbee entire plot that led to the murder in the
first place. The symmetry motif is slightly morestigcted, as it is mostly focused on the two
chapters — V and VI — that reveal Rorschach's gmagtdeology. On the other hand, those two
chapters are positively saturated with what hesfingost important and beautiful of all,
symmetry. Hardly any device is left unused themmnposition, coloring (due to the blinking
light) and imagery (abundant Rorschach blots amseclips straight from the front) all
scream symmetry. Even the epigraphs, Blake's "Tyaged the Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche
guote at the end of chapter IV aptly reflect Roestts past and present: "Battle not with
monsters, lest ye become a monster and if you ig@adhe abyss, the abyss gazes also into
you." Not only does this intertextual link cast Ranrach as Nietzsche's fellow nihilist but it

poetically recounts his tragic development. He leiinisas become cruel because he has been
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a victim and witness to so much cruelty — againggample of symmetry come to flesh. In
this sense, Rorschach comes close to allegori@ahcters or even such personifications of
abstract concepts as the Endles$itd Sandman

Of course, the other characters are also figwetiand intertextually defined by
their emblems and names. However, they are notllgqu@aminent 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 aesult 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 $fegllow and black clothes echo the
color-scheme of Comedian's smiley emblem, whichmse® 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 oltiegs, goddess of law and justice, it is
an appropriate totem animal for a superhero. Thelneven includes an ornithological essay
by Nite Owl himself, titled "Blood from the Shouldef Pallas". In comparison, Dr.
Manhattan's name and logo — a diagrammatic reptasgamn of a hydrogen atom — are a much
more overt reference to the infamous Manhattaneptpjwith which the United States
tampered during the Cold War. Watchmeruniverse, Dr. Manhattan replaces the atom bomb
as America's ultimate weapon. Like a nuclear boh#js able to disintegrate matter into
atoms. Indeed, he is even called an "H-bomb" by'misther-in-law", the older Silk Spectre
(ch. II, 8). This gives him an exceptionally omisoaura, which is only diluted when the
reader learns more about the person he used tdldme,Osterman. It is, however, an
unresolved dilemma, whether Dr. Manhattan and Jster@an should be treated as one and
the same character. Dr. Manhattan himself does@em to think so, since he refers to his
former self with a name rather than first-persoanpun — that is, he separates the two by
surprising use of Fokkema's denotative code: "Re&tring myself after the subtraction of
my intrinsic field was the first trick | learned.didn't kill Osterman... Did you think it would
kill me?" (ch. XII, 18.) Alternately, his hydrogdago could be read ironically. Having only
one electron, hydrogen is extremely reactive, wlar®r. Manhattan is the most passive of
all theWatchmerheroes: in his reluctance to resolve anythingegheds 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. XlI, 10-11). This blatantly explaims toyal gold and purple in his clothing as
well as his superhero name, Ozymandias, whicheésafreek alias of Ramesses II. He wants
to be associated with the greatest leaders that Bwed. Since they were royalty,
Ozymandias, too, has to wear royal symbols. THisie@osed analogy also gives him the
psychological motivation for his megalomaniac plditt he not think of himself as at least an
equal to the greatest kings and conquerors ofnadl,the would never have the confidence or
arrogance to scare the world to peace all on his. dadeed, Percy Shelley's poem that is
placed as an epigraph to the end of chapter Xlrevzymandias explains and executes his
alien invasion scam, loses its original irony ie tontext and becomes a literal description of
its namesake's bravado: "My name is Ozymandiag &inkings: Look on 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 directlglbeit 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 toSlagy.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 identitij@ffather and breaks up with Dr. Manhattan.
For her,Watchmens about personal growth, where as others — edpefaymandias and
Rorschach — keep clinging to their respectivelyee beliefs as tightly as ever.

All in all, there are plenty of contrastive andksybetween the characters. Van
Ness argues with length, that Rorschach and Ozymasiwraie each other's "polar opposites”
and has, indeed, much to back her claim. Ozymanslias the very top of the society, rich,
famous, well-liked and well-groomed whereas Rorsbhéhas a background as an
institutionalized son of a prostitute, is utterlgnmiless, infamous and thus forced to live in
unsanitary conditions as a wanted man. Ozymansgidabbed as the only overtly "left-wing"

superhero where as Rorschach ridicules "communigtg! "liberals" in his very first
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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 differastwvell: 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, retributidm the end, the reader is asked to side with
either one: whether to stay quiet about Ozymandiaeak and hope for peace or to tell the
world the truth and punish the mass-murder?

The Comedian, too, could be seen as Ozymandidishesmis: as his name
suggests, everything, including the world and hiimss a joke to him — as opposed to
Ozymandias, who takes himself and world serioustyugh to perfect them, regardless of the
cost. Ozymandias' initial, idealistic plans for Wepeace evoke only cynical amusement in
Comedian, who firmly believes in the imminence otlear 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 thisayngepirate comic issue by issue by a
newsstand as the main storyline, unbeknownst tq binfolds 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@hteedthe 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 1998l)1Several parallels can also be drawn to
individual characters: like the protagonistidfe Black FreighterOzymandias and Rorschach
are prepared to Kill in order to attain greaterdgobhe man even builds a raft of the bodies of
his former ship crew in his desperate attempt aghehis village in time — an apt metaphor for

Ozymandias' course of action, a "utopia” foundechoman bodies, as Rorschach phrases it
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(ch. XIlI, 24). Then again, the savage ways of trewaoned captain do not seem entirely
incongruous with Rorschach and Comedian's ruthésssaither.

More parallels can be found in the other textswtoch Watchmenalludes.
Some of the chapter-closing epigraphs — Blake'géry Shelley's "Ozymandias” and the
Nietzsche quote — have already been mentioned.t@hidf)y which tells Dr. Manhattan's — or,
rather, Jon Osterman's — life-story also has arasting epigraph by Albert Einstein: "The
release of atom power has changed everything execepivay of thinking... The solution to
this problem lies in the heart of mankind. If oljhad known, | should have become a
watchmaker."” This parallels Dr. Manhattan — thekimgl atom bomb whose father actually
was a watchmaker — with Einstein, the unfortunateemtor of the atom bomb. A further
parallel is drawn to god. The biblical epigraphheg end of chapter Ill, placed directly under a
large picture of pensive Dr. Manhattan, asks: "Smatl the Judge of all the earth do righf?"
Moreover, Manhattan is regularly called "god" b thther characters, even though he does
not think there is a god, that the world is a "&l@athout a craftsman" (ch. IV, 11; ch. IV,
28). Through these parallels, the reader can se&IBmhattan's real tragedy, which, due to
his enormous power, also becomes a tragedy foenltiee world: there is no craftsman to
make the clock, but there are plenty of beingstglef atom bombs that are able to destroy
it. Although, in the end of the comic, Dr. Manhattaspires to find a simpler galaxy and
create life, he is only viewed as a destructive @otiroughout the story. Like Destruction in
The Sandmarhe decides to leave rather than to fulfill hisdtion.

The most important intertext foatchmenis, however, the entire genre of
superhero comics. Like The Sandmakatchmenheroes 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 duger selection of Charlton Comics, a
publication house that went out of business ardhedimeWatchmerwas written. Although
Moore was insistent of depicting the superhero evdrbm an entirely new, "grimmer,
perhaps more realistic" perspective, he wantedéocharacters with whom the readers would
already have some sort of a relationship. He Felt tvould have brought deeper "emotional
resonance" to the work. However, the planned stegylvas rough and dramatic enough to
have too long-lasting effects on the characterd,tha publisher refused to hand them over to

Moore. Again, like in the case dthe Sandmanwhat resulted were original characters that,

7 This also raises the question about who "the Jofigé the earth” is — who watches the watchmanhé end,
it is Ozymandias, not Dr. Manhattan, who appoiitsself the judge.
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unstrained by continuity issues, were able to resmh 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 connections and parallels to supbrBeroes that did not inspire Moore as
directly. For example, Nite Owl could be read gsasody of Batman or Ironman, the rich,
gadget-loving hero type that could well live a dedde without masks, were he not so bored.
Rorschach represents the other extreme: he is poerer that Spider-Man and even more
"compelled”, even more emotionally driven and, gags even more questionable in his
methods than The Punisher. The Comedian is a pathero, a national symbol in the same
sense as Captain America, and Dr. Manhattan is expircitly compared to Superman. Even
though he is not an alien, like Superman, he dggeilato one: feeling alienated from people,
he escapes further and further into space. Hese edsily paralleled to any other hero who
accidentally receives a supernatural ability thakes his life frustratingly complicated, such
as the Incredible Hulk. In shoiyatchmencomments on the multitude of motivations that
lead to masked adventuring and vigilantism as a®lteflects on the various ways the public
might respond to such figures. It takes a wholayaaf familiar genre elements and, indeed,
sheds "grimmer, perhaps more realistic" light anti{Cooke 2000).

Even without the intertextual links, howeveWyatchmenis amazingly
polyphonic, in a way that is perhaps more ofteneeigd from high-end literature, rather than
lowly comic books. In discussing the differencesie®an Ozymandias and Rorschach, it was
already exemplified how distinct discourses indiiaticharacters can produce. One could also
compare Dr. Manhattan's exact, matter-of-fact dpesmwstly devoid of emotive words and
exclamation marks, ("Believe me, | fully understdhd seriousness of our circumstances, the
gravity of the situation.” (ch. IX, 9)) to The Codian's slangy, colorful, overtly informal
expressions ("It don't mattesquat Here — — lemme show ya why it don't matter...it don't
matter squat because insitherty yearsthe nukesare gonna be flyin' likenaybugs." (ch. I,
11)). These idiolects are strong enough as to immcas verbally constructed character
pointers.

This textual multitude is further complimented the use of different visual
points of view. Most of the timé&latchmermretains the eye-level third-person perspective that
iIs the genre norm. However, occasional shifts tst-person view do occur for different
reasons. Before Rorschach's civilian identity \eeeded upon his arrest at the end of chapter
V, his off-mask scenes are pictured in first-pergbrough his own eyes, as to keep the secret

from the reader a bit longer while still offering mtimate peek to his normal, day-to-day life
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(ch. Vv, 11, 18). The same effect is employed in fire chapter, in the panels where The
Comedian is killed: showing these recurring paffras first-person perspective conceals the
identity of the killer perfectly, but the all-impant murder can still be shown to the readers
(ch. I, 2—-4). These panels also utilize anothewalisrick whose main purpose is to convey the
mental state of both the viewed and the viewer:uthealistically red coloring of the panels

could reflect either the rage of the focalizingaekier or the pain of the focalized victim.

In chapter IX, on the other hand, the frames dooafly assume Silk Spectre's
first-person perspective when she is having a Hfask, as if the only way to retrieve
information from past times was through her heduder&, 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 simultaneously, his perspective, through
which the chapter is told, allows the reader, todbe present” in long-gone events.

Different character-centered focalizations asilajchmens able to complicate
the spectrum of its characterization by employiegesal genresThe Sandmamises similar
effect: its world and characters are viewed throtlgh lenses of pulp horroP(eludes and
Nocturne$, myth ("Orpheus" irFables and Reflectiohsalternative 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 felpo@ explicit breaks between the
genres. This, of course, refers to the expositoayenmals 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. VIl & IX), a personal letter (ch. I& X) and an interview (ch. IX & XI). In some
cases, these documents offer the reader anothsggyguéive to the very same issues and events
shown and told in the surrounding panels. In chrapfe Dr. Manhattan tells what his
transformation into a superhuman being meant to personally, with an emphasis on
relationships and specific events, while the eXpogiarticle at the end of the chapter gives
the reader the larger, less personal picture ofstmee thing. Similarly, young Rorschach's
disturbed drawing and essay at the end of chapitexdd emotional stakes to the traumatic

memories told in the same chapter. It is also @#ttng to compare the polished, personable
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image Ozymandias puts forward in the interview @th@t the end of chapter Xl to the
revelations he makes in the panels just precedingar instance, he has just confessed
murdering The Comedian first-hand, while in theemtew he wishes his fellow crime
fighters, especially The Comedian, "nothing bukliurcthe years that lie ahead” (24-26, 32).

Simply put, the degree of sympathy the readeikisy to feel towards any
character is a matter of perspective, much depératemnhe way the character is portrayed.
Thus, it is a great merit foMatchmerto show its characters from such multitude of asigle
This also adds t&Watchmels overall thematic structure: it reads like oneRurschach'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&ectioice, to impose his or her own moral
pattern on the unsolvable, to stop the perspective shifting back and forth like
Rorschach's bizarre mask.

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: many of the characters play very specties in the narrative. Ozymandias, being
the mastermind behind many of the story's evestthe beginning and end of it all. He
pushes The Comedian — the motif — out of the windehich motivates Rorschach's — the
tragic antihero's — entire storyline. He, in hisnfupushes the other heroes in motion —
especially Silk Spectre, the coming-of-age heroit® proceeds to drive her contrastive love
interests Nite Owl and Dr. Manhattan — until he agrback to his polar opposite who is, of
course, his antagonist as well. Van Ness has almwaged to map the moral codes of the
characters in a way that proves their schematistcastiveness (Van Ness 2010, 106).

Yet, it seems unreasonable to call any of the nchiaracters inWatchmen
ficelles or even flat. They all have psychologicabtivations and inner conflicts — Silk
Spectre is torn between her mother's and her oweatations, 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 fibacks. For instance, Rorschach could be

claimed to be built around one concept alone, symmyndut as the flashbacks of his
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childhood are shown, it becomes clear to the redd#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, thatnairthting plot does not necessarily run on
function-like characters. Why could the puppets het carefully crafted? That is, even
complex characters can be used as gears, if oalgngthanism itself is complex enough — or
supported by a solid set of other functional eletsiegsuch as motifs.

4.3 Maus: Of Mice and Men

There are two substantial points that Btdus apart from the other two graphic novels
discussed here. Firstly, it is the only one planaed executed by one, single artist — the work
iIs not divided between the writer and the illusiratnor is there a superhero continuum
directing the creation of the characters. In fdloe characters in Spiegelman's story have
partly "created themselves”, because, secondlywbi& is autobiographical. Although this
combination is a powerful one in terms of self-egsion and, consequently, deep-resounding
characterization, it is a phenomenon of independathier than mainstream comics. It is an
ever-growing genre, nevertheless, and several awcks have broken into the spotlight of
late, Maus being the pioneer and probably the starting shaheftrend. At least Marjane
Satrapi'sPersepolig2000), Craig ThompsonBlankets(2003) and Alison BechdelBhe Fun
Home (2006) and Guy Delisle's travel diaries follow suitregard to extremely simplified,
black-and-white style of drawing and brutally hanstyle of writing. The popularity of this
genre alone makes its character dynamics wortlyistgd

From the perspective of characterization, the moestral issue of these stories
is the fusing of the real-life artist, the moreless personalized narrative voice and the actual
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 irreleyaonsidering that the reader rarely knows
the artist very personally, if at all. Also, theegtion is almost impossible to answer,
considering that no one can perceive the artiftenexact same way he or she perceives him-
or herself. Thus, whether a work is to be considlenatobiographical or not, is a matter of

institutional norm, an implicit contract betweenretlartist and the readership, and it is
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sufficient to note here thd#laus claims autobiographical quality both in its markgtiand
within the narrative itself. Art Spiegelman the dwer is constantly striving for “fair”
portrayal of his father and his work is in variauscasions validated by the other characters
(e.g. I, 104, 133). What is more, it is a histdrifzect that the Art Spiegelman who drew the
comic is a son of two Auschwitz survivors.

In contrast, the distance between the narratort@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 1948ngtaihave experienced, these depictions
are ultimately focalized and rendered by him. Theg his reconstruction of his father's story.
The father, Vladek, acts as the protagonist andlifer only within Art's focalization. Similar
constructive action allows the real-life Art to dra- 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 showihird person”, not through the eyes of any
specific character. In textual terms, the narratreece 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: "Sumuaeation. Francoise and | were staying
with friends in Vermont..." (I, 11). This suggestst the verbal narrator is, in fact, a character
narrator, which brings the three Arts even closgether.

If the relationship between the artist and theratar is analogous to the
relationship between the narrator and the charactifrat 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 aboulausreflects, in one way
or another, its protagonist. An independently poadl autobiographical comic is a very
extreme form of self-expression: not just everyavor every scene, but every single line is
created by the author's hand (Versaci 2007, 44)midtter 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, stgmliand 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 Spiegelmtis likely that the character would

make the very same artistic choices that are ajresalized around him.
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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. We
know that even the character Art is metlly a mouse, since the animalistic features are
occasionally depicted as masks. Furthermore, mifs Francoise — real-life Spiegelman is
married to a fellow artist, Francoise Mouly — iea\given a chance to debate which animal
she would like to be (ll, 11). In this sense, tbedlization of the comic is very subjective, but
seeing as the narrator is almost identical withpghaagonist, the mouse metaphor might as
well be imposed by the former. That is, it is netcessarily a sign of character-centered
focalization — in fact, it seems unlikely consiagrihow consistently the visual point of view
differs from that of any character in purely spaiams.

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 as bisegpression. This is, of course,
Prisoner on the Hell Planet: A Case Histdfty 100-103). This earlier Holocaust and family
themed comic by Art Spiegelman is includedMausin its entirety because the characters
browse and discuss it. It is, of course, an impdrgubtext for the story, but also a very
expressive, confessional and — according to theacker Art's stepmother Mala — very
accurate account of Art's mother's recent suicittk lrow Art experienced it. If the animal
metaphor and the claustrophobically small panelghef main story can be considered
expressive of the characters' — or more specijicéiit's — feelings,Prisoner on the Hell
Planettakes the expressionism to another level: in itstndoamatic panels — when the body
is found, when Art hears about the suicide or essape funeral — the perspectives and
human figures are twisted to the point of horrifyjirven nauseating. Beneath these effects,
however, the sub-comic shows human, more detaiggbhzations of the main characters,
Art and his parents. Like the handful of real plgpaphs superimposed on the pages, this
underlines the fact they are real, unique indivisluaot just generic members of the Jewish
mouse community.

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 makeshthee 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 humans at all, but reereodiments of ideas.
Originally, Spiegelman had planned a much more ildetastyle with more expressive,

human-like facial features. After a three-pagetdiediwn in this style, however, he decided to
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change for a far simpler style that effectivelyfifalall the claims McCloud has made of
deliberately cartoonish characters. Since the saitylof the characters' appearances is
underlined by the more detailed, shaded and realstckgrounds — 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 overwhelmbgdthe artwork, such as specific
renderings of their facial expressions, he or shrereally concentrate on the story content and
read the characters' ambiguous faces in the waydels appropriate to the scene. Moreover,
as McCloud notes, the more detailed the drawinig stiye more objectifying it is: drawing in
every whisker of Vladek Spiegelman's trembling sneould only make him appear a static
aesthetic artifact — which he, by all means, is (dérsaci 2007, 102.) Instead, it is easy to
imagine that behind the simple, relatively blankskyahere is a real, relatable human being.
To wrap all these effects in one sentence, the Igietp visuals ensure that nothing else
outshines the characters. It is what truly malesisa story of personal history, not another
hair-raising horror story about World War II.

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 fhensubject 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 — by images tall somewhere in between the two —
helps a great deal, when the reader is trying ttetgtand and relate to a character with such
experiences. The other major themeMaus Art's relationship to his parents, also seems a
loaded subject for him. Cartooning his family anh$elf probably helps him to step outside
the most personal area of the topic — in termssfal vocalization, very concretely so — and
examine them in a more objective, universal manner.

Many Holocaust survivors who have written abouwdirttexperiences say that
words, even metaphors fail them (Versaci 2007, B¥&n so, figurative expressions, such as
the animal figures Spiegelman uses, add to thimgtment and abstraction process. In
addition, they make the depicted issues appeanawalight, waking up the readers who have
already been numbed by the previous Holocaustestdhney have been told. Sure, they have
heard a Holocaust story, but they have not hear#iotbocaust story told by mice.
Paradoxically, though, the deep-lying allegoricufigs of a cat and a mouse give the
characters a universal quality that stretches betyohand Vladek Spiegelman, beyond Jews

and Nazis, even beyond war and genocide. A blacéefanouse hiding from a pack of blood-
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thirsty cats is an archetypal image of a victimaoly kind of crime or persecution. Thus,
Maus despite being so very personal, has a level wheldees not matter, whether there
really was a man like Vladek, who he was or whatdlteto survive. The core is that he
survived extreme, underserved persecution; the eyagainst all odds, escaped the cat. The
anthropomorphism is so archetypal it bypassedallflaws 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 thelow victims of war. Alternately,
Spiegelman might have wanted to underline that rRedes were ordinary, simple country
folk.

Art and Vladek also talk about caricatures andestiypes 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 &év" (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 pepmching tips. Whether Vladek really is
fairly portrayed inMaus or not, these metatextual ponderings prove thaéstgpes are not
necessarily as unrealistic as one might think. &gy are they based on a common, although
generalizing perception of real life, but due teitlgeneral nature, they necessarily apply to a
number of people, just like the simplistic visuafdMausand many others comics do. To put
it in Forster's terms, it is not only the flat cheters that have potential to rotundity, but most
round characters include, or at least have poleotigeveral flat ones as well. Thus, the two
are not as mutually exclusive as one might think kather, two alternative ways of reading
or depicting one and the same character.

What makes the scene even more intriguing, thoisgthat Vladek, who only
enters the room after the caricature comment ablowe,his son with another stereotype:

Vladek, whose knowledge of comic book industrylesady quite scarce, notes that Art might
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become famous like Walt Disney (I, 133). Disneyakgcourse, a stereotype of a cartoonist,
someone who produces happy, schematic and comiierdianimal tales for children. This
implicitly points out the vast differences betwesrth stereotypical view of comics alus
itself, sketching out the wide outlines of the memdis potential. Also, Vladek unwittingly
draws an ironic parallel between Walt Disney's neoabaracters and himself. Although
Mickey is also a mouse, he is no victim but a harpjcaresque hero who stumbles from one
adventure to another without a scratch.

This immediately begs the question: is Vladek aoheMost readers would
probably answer yes, but his "adventure" has clel@ft him severely scarred. Art even
discusses the topic with his therapist, who cldinag "everylittle boy when he's little, looks
up to his father". This suggests that Vladek shdxddsiewed as a superior figure, a kind of
hero, simply by comparison to Art, who is even degd as a small, child-sized figure as this
discussion takes place — an effective figuratiwualization of his feelings of inferiority and
helplessness (Image 9). On the other hand, the Hamapist argues that mere survival does
not make anyone a winner, because "- — it wasa'bélstpeople who survived, nor did the
best ones die". The dead never get to tell théastano matter how heroic deeds they might
have accomplished. Thus, they are lopsidedly degi@s victims, losers that could not
overcome the ordeal. Still, one could argue, asdads, that Vladek's success should partly
be attributed to his resourcefulness. (I, 44—4&that not heroic? In the archetypal terms he
is, in any case, a hero, a mouse who outwittedoamcn a stronger predator, that is, escaped
the fate to which he was destined from birth.

From this perspective, the entire animal metaphaght seem fatalistic and
depressing. However, these anthropomorphic roles udtimately revealed to be social
constructions inMaus Of course, in the context of a work of art, treader naturally
recognizes such animal allegory as a sign-gaméewas, in fact, look very similar to regular
Poles, depicting them as mice could be considettéel hore than a convenient gimmick that
facilitates the reading process. That is, if parfea of Jews is a central theme in the novel, it
is reasonable to employ clear signals that revdad v8 one and who is not, especially
considering that the cartoonish drawing style igeqdevoid of other visual cues of the sort.
Simultaneously, however, such clear sign-postirgpmates tragically with the real events:
Germans, too, refused to play a guessing game raiedeal all Jews to identify themselves by
wearing Stars of David. In this sense, Spiegelmasés of animal masks are simply a new
alternative for the star patches, only with diffireonnotations. This means that the sign

games are very real within the narrative world € aithin the real world as well. Sings are
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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 or identity based on dmecobnventionalized signs and discourses.
This idea of identity as an interpersonal constouct- as a product of Harvey's human
context — is cleverly conveyed by Spiegelman’'saismimal masks rather than (diegetically)
"real" anthropomorphism. For example, in book |, se& Vladek attempting a defection to
the German side of Poland (64). He is wearing anagk in these panels, not because he has
disguised himself in any way, but because he sirdpls not reveal his Jewish heritage by
words or visual signs. The Polish conductor seeatwk expects to see, a fellow Pole, and
Vladek's plan is successful. Another great exanmglthe aforementioned discussion about
Francoise's "species". On one hand she shouldfitog dike the other Frenchman appearing
in the comic, but since she has "converted", shasva be drawn as a mouse (I, 11).

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." Aissestike this were apparently perceived to
give the atrocities of the Holocaust some kind ofuatification: 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, impodde for Germans to identify Jews as inferior
prey without identifying themselves as beasts.

Both Watchmerand Mausprove that the appearances of comic book characters
are more than ornate, marketable skins: while #ds ofWatchmenrexpress themselves
through their hero images, the charactersMafus reflect the expectations of the other
characters around them. In short, the images deetabconvey both internal and external
features of characters, of both the perceiver hagerceived. Conversely, the appearances of
different characters are mostly distinguished aatiarated by the textual content. Since all
the mice actually look pretty much the same, wasth repeating verbally that young Vladek
was exceptionally handsome (e. g. I, 12-13; Il 33-8 that his wife Anja was exceptionally
frail (e.qg. 1, 30; II, 53, 56).

While textual elements are hardly restricted ® ititeriority and image content
to the exteriority of the characters, they can daeliedicated to different temporal versions

of the same character instead. During the sequembere the present-day Vladek tells his
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story of survival, he remains strictly within tharrative text boxes. By contrast, everything
outside those boxes — images and speech bubblepiet the younger Vladek's person and
perception. This keeps the two different versiormarseparate and coherent than similarly
time-divided literary figures (Versaci 2007 39-4This possibility to assign different
temporal dimensions to different narrative elemenight well be one reason for the recent
popularity of autobiographical comics.

It is, then, fair to conclude that Spiegelmanhbseao utilize his medium much
closer to its full potential than most of his canfraries. His radical visual choices may still
raise some eyebrows in mainstream contexts, bytsteve his character-driven story content
extremely well. His combination of apparent antlmmrphism, cartoony style and actual
documents — most notably family photographs — amtwmultiple layers of meaning, from
archetypal to extremely personal. Like a good cartshould,Maus "evoke[s] rather than
record[s] the human form" (Dorethy 1996, 74). Rathan imposing something as objective,
accurate information or trying to document someghie or his readers did not witness first-
hand, Spiegelman invites his audience to empatmdedentify, to try on the different masks

and see right through them.
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5. Conclusion

While the preceding ramble might have been widgirepand meandering, one thing can be
deduced from every single chapter: that there ishmia say about the much overlooked topic
of comic book characters. Indeed, there are st \gray areas in both character theory and
comics theory in general. It has also been prohahdven though the four literary character
theories presented here seem surprisingly appéctbcomic book characters, by virtue of
their highly abstract perspectives, the differenibesveen comics' heroes and their literary
forefathers are many.

Obviously, the image content of comics poses soreetable changes. It has
been widely assumed that the visuality of comicsuldiostress the physical aspect of
characters at the expense of deep and credible wmodds. In fact, one of the initial
hypotheses of this thesis was that the image comeunld mostly be reserved for the
depiction of the outward features while the intetyo of characters would mostly be
constructed through the textual elements. It wasjdver, discovered that even in the case of
literary characters, the interiority and the exdgty of the character are in close interaction
with each other. As evidenced by the further cagrsitions of comics' characterization
devices as well as the case studies, the intgriantl exteriority of a comic book character
blend into each other even more thoroughly. Whiie very natural to depict concrete things
visually, through iconic signs, and abstract thingsbally, through symbolic signs, the
differences between the types of signs are anythintgclear-cut in comics. The different
abstraction levels of the images, combined withwioekings of focalization and metaphor
allow comics to show, through complex visual sefmngtsomething that cannot normally be
seen — personality traits or socially constructetes, for example. Despite this close
collaboration between the verbal and the pictotiad, two can also diverge: mismatching the
writing style with the drawing style can producewgoful or, at the very least, surprising
effects that may illuminate characters or entirarahter types in a new way.

These blendings and incongruences are not evatisagpting as one might
think, since the "double-coding” of words and imagan be used to build exceptionally
coherent, stable and unique characters. Since doowk characters are constructed by more
than syntactical subject positions, deconstrucéing denying them would be a difficult task

to even the most enthusiastic postmodernists. Thehbodies form such firm bases for the
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interpretants that many comic book characters seetraverse from creator to creator and
story to story, even from medium to medium, qufterdessly.

A level of coherence that is strong enough to enduweat flexibility is essential
for comic book characters even within a single ayrbecause the narratives themselves are
full of gaps the characters must survive. A conoolb character may not be shattered into
subject positions, but it is readily available omyfragments, separate frames and issues. This
state of dispersion can, however, be overcome wWith aid of readers' cognitions: the
multifold gaps and imperfections comics presenitdcaudience are an invitation to fruitful
interaction. As the panels and gutters alternaeeréader and the comic take turns in creating
one coherent, unique character. This, combined with extended spaces serialized
publication provides and the masking effect introetliby Scott McCloud, equals characters
that engage readers in a more powerful — or at teaapletely different — manner than their
literary counterparts.

In any case, it is certain that comic book chamacto 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 sthéy 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 @smis anybody's game. Since the sign
systems comics have at its disposal are many andlk, it seems a plausible testing arena
for the very essence and limits of what a fictioctaracter — or its closest analogy, a human
being — is. On the other hand, the strong, actelationship comics seem to be able to
establish between the character and the readert hayle surprising practical value: how
could this effect be utilized in education, for eyae? Other specific, unexplored topics that
have only been touched upon in this thesis inclugertextuality, transmediality and
focalization in comics. Of course, since all thedfngs of this thesis have been made from the
point of view of cognitive character theory, evdre tsimple application of a different
conception of character would probably yield ehyidifferent, yet equally intriguing results.
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Appendix: Illustrative illustrations
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/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. 1993, 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.
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(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 linework and laic&ator, 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 and creatures Calvin sees in his hyperadatmagination and what actually transpires
around him. He frequently sees himself as welhascharacters around him in a way that is
both figurative and reflective of his rich inner rigb Calvin's strong visual focalization even
allows the artist, Bill Watterson to experimentiwvastly different drawing styles. All in alll,
few comic book artists have used the techniqudfastiely as him. (Watterson 1995, 151.)

FELT SORRY
FOR HER,
Y'KNOW®?
AND...OUR
PITY KILLED
HER. AL
Image 4:Hiroaki Samura'8lade of the Immorta|1994-) is one of the many manga series
that repeatedly hide parts of their charactergdaehen it would be the most crucial for the
reader to see them in their entirety. This franoenflThe Gatheringstoryline invites the reader
to add the eyes and the emotion they could coriMeg .fragment-like image and the strong
words in the speech bubble merely point towardsiptesdirections. (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 character to cheter. Here, artist Mike Dringenberg has

achieved the dream-like quality through collageai(@n et al. 1990, 182).
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Image 6:This is just one exampl f the sinisterly humorowuesrlappingsVatchmerbursts
with. The emotional states and types of heroideiht characters personify in these two
scenes appear starkly contrastive due to theictstrai closeness. (Moore & Gibbons 1986—

87, ch. 1ll, 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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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).
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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).

156



