Brpary HamioHaJIbsHOTO KOJIOPUTY CIIOCTEPIraeMo 1 Ha MPUKIA/I NepeKyany IesIKuX po3-
MOBHHX CKCIPECHBHO 3a0apBiicHUX (pa3. Tak, Gppasa “Tu qypHHI, aK KPYTHUILCA™ TEpeKIaa-

eTbes K “a big fool” (Benmukuid AypeHs); “HarmymMIHCh caMoroHspu” — “boozers” (HMHSKN);
“ockoMy 3keHy” — “I’m itching” (MeHi He TepHHUTHCS MOCh 3pOOUTH); “BiJ] TOJIOLY X B 0Yax
ps6ie” — “I’m famished” (s 3MopeHUii T0O0J0M); ,,BHIIEHb.., IK OosoTa” — ,,lots of cherries”

(6araro BumieHs). BuHM mepexiiagada TyT HeMae. Y CydacHOMY IIepPEeKIIao3HABCTBI icHye Oa-
raTo pi3HUX IyMOK 3 MPHBOAY MEpeKiIany TakuxX (pas, MpUCIHTiB’iB, MPHKA30K, iAi0M TOIIO.
OpmHak OUTBIIICTH i3 HAX 3BOMSATHCS A0 TOTO, IO ,,Tpeda MepeKiIagaTy ix BiIIOBITHIMH BHpPa-
3aMH CBO€1 MOBH, SIKIIIO BOHM HE MAIOTh CIIEIM(PIYHOTO HAI[IOHAIBHOTO YU ICTOPUYHOTO Xapa-
krepy” [5, 282].

EniminyBaHHS JaKyH BinOyBaeThCs 1 pHU Mepekyali Ha3B POCIHH: “CHHI COKUPKH~ OyIH
nepexnazeHi sik “the blue poplars” (cuHi Tomoii, CHHI OCOKOpH); “meTpiB Oarir” — “vines”
(BuHOTrpajHi J03M); “poxka cobaua” — “wild roses” (muki TposHan); ‘“MOTyTHIH OyIsIK” —
“mighty thistle” (MoryTHiii Yopromnoiox); “rpuBactuii mup” — “dogwood with a long mane”
(Ku3WI 3 IOBTOIO TPHUBOMO); “pscka” — “meadow grass” (M’smimk myroBuil). HaponHi Ha3Bu
POCIINH 3 YKPATHCHKOTO TEKCTY 3aMIHEHO B aHTJIIHChKOMY Ha HayKOBi TepMiHM abo Ha 3HaioMmi
PELHMITIEHTY pealtii, a caMe Ti Ha3BH POCIIHH, IO € eJIeMEHTAMH PiTHOI ISl HbOTO KYJIBTYpH.

OTxe, mepexIIaj] CIPHHHATOTO TIepeKiIaladeM OpUTiHATY € HeBIAIUTPHAM Bifl HOTO 1HIH-
BiyaJ bHOTO PO3YMIHHSA, CY0’ €KTHBHO-OI[IHOYHOI iIHTEPIPETAIlii, [0 BUSBISIETHCS Y PO3KPHUT-
Ti, TIOSICHEHH], TOOTO eKCIUTIKaIlii TeKCTy, a TaKOX HEBIINIIBPHUM BiJ HapaTHBHOI CTpaTerii
MCHMEHHUKA.
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Marin POSTU (Chisinau, Moldova)
THE DICHOTOMY «JE-NOUS» IN PROUST’S NARRATIVE DISCOURSE

One of the purposes of Proust narrative discourse is to offer to his reader a way/moyen to read
himself, as it is mentioned in the last part of A la recherche du temps perdu, Temps retrouve:
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«Car ils ne seraient pas, selon moi, mes lecteurs, mais les propres lecteurs d’eux méme [...]
mon livre grace auquel je leur fournirais le moyen de lire en eux méme» 1, p.2390]. In the
same context Paul de Man observed that: »For the reader, this narration should symmetrically
reflect them each other like in the mirror where they could be able to change their places
without any alterationy» [2, 85].

So it is necessary for critics to analyze this moyen, in order to see how it works, or
worked, in touching with contemporary reader, in the communicative relation: Emitter-
Receiver. Narrowing our question, we have the old problem of identification the instance
named «JE»: hero, narrator, implied author, autobiographical author, signer or any body else.
A nowadays reader (as me) knows that the instance which is presenting itself as «JE» is mere a
novel character, a fiction, encoding a message. Even Proust himself said: «The character that
says «I» am not I, it is an other, a character» [3]. The difficulty comes out when we find/read
in the same phrase or sentence two telling instances: JE and NOUS. Then I, as a reader, am in
right to ask myself a formalist question: who is telling? What reason for?

Let analyze one of much sentences of this kind. The method is suggested by Valeri Tiupa
and consists of segmenting text in discursive events, according to reader’s point of view [4,
p.24-25]. An event is something that happened but could have happened in another way (Paul
Ricoer). The sentence is from La Prisonniere and is in French, the original language it was
written.

[1] Je (1) me déshabillais, je (1) me couchais

[2] et Albertine assie sur un coin du lit, nous (1) reprenion notre partie ou notre
conversation interrompue de baisers;

[3] et dans le désir qui seul nous (2) fait trouver de I’intéret dans 1’existance et le
caractere d’une personne, nous (2) restons si fideles a notre nature, si en revanche nous (2)
abandonnons successivement les differents etres aimés tour a tour par nous (2),

[4] qu’un fois, (2je)m’apercevant dans la glace au moment ou (3)j’embrassais Albertine
en I’appelant «ma petite fille», I’expression triste et passionnée de mon propre visage, {pareil
a ce qu’il eut été autrefois aupres Gilberte dont le (2je)ne me souvenais plus, a ce qu’il serait
peut-&tre un jour auprés d’une autre si jamais je(4) devais oublier Albertine}*,; (2je) me fit
penser qu’au-dessus des considération de personne

[5] (’instinct voulant que nous(2) considerions I’actuelle comme seule véritable)

[6] je(5) remplissais les devoirs d’une dévotion ardente et douloureuse dédiée comme
une offrande a la jeunesse et a la beauté de la femme. [1, La prisoniere, p.1659)

[1], [2]-imparfait, [3]-present, [4]-passive voice in past (reflecting in the mirror), [5]-
subjonctif present, [6]-imparfait.

We have 5 kinds of different «je» and 2 different «nous», both as narrators. Let
summarize them:

Narrator-JE: (1)- a hero-in-act, (2)- a passive form of je, (3)-a hero image reflected by
the mirror, (4) a future mask of the hero, (5)- a symbolic-masculine hero;

Narrator-NOUS: (1) — je +Albertine, (2)=7??

Let’s guess who is this «Nous» and what is his function in the text. «Nous» tells his
experience only in present tense, so in a posterior time of happened related events by «je».
That’s make us consider «Nous» more authentically, a truth teller, like the ancient tragedy
chorus (e.g. see the tragedy of Sofocle). According to Wayne C. Booth «in tragedy there is
usually a chorus, a friend or even a forthright villain to speak the truth in contrast (n.n.-PM) to
the tragic mistake of the heroy» [5, p.277].

We have as a first kind of functions, according to Booth a contrast between je-nous, or
an antithesis in which «je » is always ready to failure, «nous» never fails. So it was necessary
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to introduce «nous» to hold the balance between the distant-lost «je» and present-recovered
«nousy.

Another relation may be: «je» is a part of «nous» in contiguity rapport. There is a
metonnimy, but one in two faces.

Oswald Ducrot observed: «the form usually called as plural 1st person pronoun we, does
not denote the teller +any body else, but constitute a group from which the teller says he is a
part of» [6, 471].

G.Genette has described the metonymy as a method of Proust’s writing. In the article
Metonymy of Proust [7, 303] Genette argued that the affective memory is a working
metonymy. Or, «je» is telling his story never forgetting about he is a part of «nous». On
reverse, «nous» as an instance knows about his relatives composed from a lot of «je».

We can treat «nous» equal to «je», or the same «je». So we have a metaphor: nous is je.
It a little difficult to say which «je», but sure he is close to the implied author. On the other
hand je=nous might be interpreted as «nous is a false mask/voice of je».

Taking all these in consideration, I think that there is a word game, built in a persuasive
purpose in order to make confusion for the reader. It is a game as a confusion close to truth.
Even the narrator is confused, lost in a searching process of his identity. A form of such game
is the chiasmus. We have two items to appreciate «je» and «nous»:

1. according to teller experience: je is empirical, sure of his experience — nous tells in
abstract way, is nor sure;

2. according to the credibility of discourse: je is searching himself in past — nous is
telling in present, more credible.

je is empirical, sure of his experience X nous tells in abstract way, is nor sure

je is searching himself in past nous is telling in present, more credible.

As a conclusion. A reader of Proust’s narrative discourse knows that every kind of «je»
is a fiction, is a character, but he is unable to say is he or not a part of «nousy». For this reason
he has to read this book as he is looking in a mirror, just asking himself: who of this «je»-s am
I? Let see once again the range of pronouns from the phrase above: je(1)-nous(1)-nous(2)-
je(2)/ je(3)- je(4)- je(5). It seems that «nous» is in the middle of a circle made up from
different kinds of fictional «je» and he is guiding the reader’s point of view to a real «je» for
identification. That is Proust’s idea.
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