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Abstract

This dissertation examines the representations of the body in the completed
dramatic works of Heinrich von Kleist (1777-1811). While taking into account the
psychoanalytical and philosophical approaches to Kleist, this project has Heiner Miiller’s
words as its point of departure: that the theater represents the collision of ideas with the
body. The forces of power, gender and authority leave their traces of this collision on
the bodies of his characters, whose metaphorical and literal falls, wounds and recoveries
speak their own gestural language.

This study is organized on the principle of Kleist's use of genre designation, the
approximate chronological order of his plays, and the representation of the body. Chapter
one focuses on Die Familie Schroffenstein, Der zerbrochne Krug, and Amphitryon and
the notion of bodily authenticity and integrity; chapter two, on Die Hermannsschlacht and
Penthesilea, looks at the spectacle of violence and its effect on the body mobilized by
emotional extremity; the third chapter, on Kleist's most celebrated works, Prinz Friedrich
von Homburg and Das Kdthchen von Heilbronn, examines aspects of gender and
vulnerability. The conclusion views his essay "Uber das Marionettentheater” not as a key
to understanding his works, but rather as a culmination of them, and investigates Kleist’s

writing on the wounded body and its connection to grace.



Résumé

Ce travail examine la représentation du corps dans 1’oeuvre dramatique de
Heinrich von Kleist (1777-1811). Tout en tenant compte des approches psychoanalytiques
et philosophiques, ce projet prend, comme point de départ, le mot de Heiner Miiller qui
dit que le théatre représente une collision des idées et du corps. Les forces du pouvoir,
de la sexualité et de I’authorité laissent les traces de leur confrontation dans le corps de
ses personnages, dont les chutes, littérales et métaphoriques, les blessures et les
rétablissements ont leur propre gestualité. ‘

Cette étude s’organise selon le principe de désignation générique de Kleist,
suivant I'ordre chronologique de ses pi¢ces, ainsi que celui de la représentation du corps.
Le premier chapitre entreprend l’analyse de la notion d’authenticité et d’integrité
corporelle dans Die Familie Schroffenstein, Der zerbrochne Krug, et Amphitryon; le
chapitre deux, traitant Die Hermannsschlach: et Penthesilea, examine le spectacle de la
violence et ses effets sur le corps mobilisé par I'emotion extréme; le chapitre trois porte
sur les oeuvres les plus célébres de Kleist, Prinz Friedrich von Homburg et Das Kdthchen
von Heilbronn, et se penche sur les questions du genre et de la vulnérabilité. La
conclusion présente son essai Uber das Marionnettentheater non pas comme la clef qui
permet de comprendre son oeuvre, mais plutét comme la culmination de celle-ci, et
questionne la pensée de Kleist en ce qui concerne le corps blessé et sa liaison avec la

grdce.



Acknowledgements

For his support and perceptive criticism over great expanses of time and distance,
I would like to thank my supervisor Professor Paul Peters. Paul's acutely sensitive
readings of my work helped me understand that the best criticism should embody the fire
which does not consume a great work, but illuminates it. ‘

I would also like to acknowledge the support of the following agencies: the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council (1994-1995) and the Quebec Ministry of
International Cooperation and Cultural Affairs, which funded a 1995 travel grant to
Munich. I wish to thank the Department of Germanic Studies (UVic), whose members
provided me with full access to office support during the final stages of writing. I am
also thankful to Frédérique Arroyas for her elegant translation of the thesis abstract into
French. Finally, I could not have even begun this project without the concrete financial
support as well as guidance and encouragement of the faculty, students and staff of the
McGill Germanic Studies community.

Professor Klaus Kanzog (Ludwig-Maximilian-Universitit, Miinchen) has shown
me great generosity of spirit, by freely giving me his time and advice during and after
my stay in Munich. Professor W.C. Reeve (Queen’s University) introduced me to the
world of Heinrich von Kleist in 1986 and has been a friend and guide to me ever since.
I hope that they see my tribute to their work here in mine.

From my parents, Chris and Sunny Pollard, and my sister Lindsey, I have learned
about teaching and learning. To my family, who gave me many books and believed in
me when [ would simply not stop reading, and helped me in more ways than I can
recount, I offer my heartfelt thanks. My grandfather, Mr. R.G. Trout, and his wife
Francy have financially encouraged my studies with unconditional patience and
enthusiasm.

And now to acknowledge my wife Justine and our children, Jessica and Eric, who
have lived so kindly with my peculiar passions and my more than occasional absences.
I could not have completed this work without their keeping me in balance or without
Justine making numberless sacrifices for my dream of a Ph.D. I dedicate this thesis,
which represents more than anything I have ever written the “Schmutz und Glanz meiner

Seele”, to them with gratitude and love.



A Note on Editions and Abbreviations

Unless otherwise noted, all citations of Kleist plays and their variants are
designated by bracketed verse numbers within the text and are taken from volume I of
the following edition: Kleist, Heinrich von. Sdmtliche Werke und Briefe. Ed. Helmut
Sembdner. 2 vols. Munich: Carl Hanser, 1994. Citations from variants are labelled as
such (Variant) and are cited by page number. Citations of his letters and prose works
are designated by page numbers in parentheses and are taken from volume II of this
edition.

In addition to the standard edition of the text above, I will refer to the
commentary of the following edition: Kleist, Heinrich von. Sdmzliche Werke und Briefe
in vier Bdnden. Ed. llse-Marie Barth, Klaus Miiller-Salget, Stefan Ormanns, Hinrich
Seeba. Frankfurt a.M.: Deutscher Klassiker Verlag, 1987 -. Bracketed references to the
commentaries of the Klassikerausgabe will be designated by the abbreviation K4 and will
be followed by the volume and page number.

Quotations from Helmut Sembdner’s standard reference works on Kleist’s
reception (Heinrich von Kleists Nachruhm. Ed. Helmut Sembdner. Frankfurt a.M.: Insel,
1984) and biography (Heinrich von Kleists Lebensspuren. Ed. Helmut Sembdner.
Frankfurt a.M.: Insel, 1992) are abbreviated respectively as MR and LS, are bracketed

within the text, and are supplemented by the item number.
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Introduction
"Bei Kleist sind die Dinge gro8, nicht die Worte".
Theodor Fontane (200)

As Stephen Vizinczey remarks, Heinrich von Kleist possesses one of the
characteristics of a true genius: he can be deeply and painfully shocked by an idea (160).
In a letter concerning his confrontation with der Kantischen Philosophie, he writes to his
fiancée Wilhelmine von Zenge of his wound in the following words: "Ach, Wilhelmine,
wenn die Spitze dieses Gedanken Dein Herz nicht trifft, so lachle nicht ber einen
anderen, der sich tief in seinem heiligsten Innern davon verwundet fithlt" (634). Kleist’s
body encounters the sharp edge of thought in an explosive moment of recognition.
Although described as a pivotal moment in Kleist's psychological development as a
writer, this Kantkrise is also remarkable for its physical effect, as a bodily reaction to
a constellation of ideas. Yet Kleist was born and remained a child of the Enlightenment.
Ruth Angress’ article on his literary turning away from the Enlightenment notes “...daf
Kleist ... die Ansichten der Aufkliarung sozusagen ausprobierte, vielleicht, um durch
Neuformulierung zu der allmahlichen Verfertigung einer Weltanschauung zu gelangen”
("Kleists Abkehr..." 113). That Kleist quoted and parodied the literature and philosophy
of the Enlightenment is evident. What is also evident is that Kleist’s confrontation with
ideas relocates the apparent division between the mind and the body. Kleist’s career as
a writer was initially grounded on the "Idee der vemiinftigen Durchsetzbarkeit des
Anrechts auf Gliick", as expressed in his 1799 Aufsarz, den sicheren Weg des Gliickes
zu finden. However, there exists a second, but no less crucial grounding model, upon
which the journey to fulfilment loses balance and momentum: "das anthropologische
Modell vom mit einem urspriinglichen Schaden ... behafteten Anfang", which leaves its
trace on the damaged body (Neumann, "Das Stocken der Sprache..." 13). This moral and
intellectual crisis leaves the imprint of a fall or descent. This crisis, writes Hans Mayer,
metaphorically implies "gleichsam ein Straucheln, Niederfallen, just an der Stelle, wo
sich auch ... der Ubergang von der Aufklirung zum Sturm und Drang ... die klassische
Rekonstruktion vollzogen hitten" (17). As an aspect of this oscillation between
Enlightenment and Romanticism, Kleist was a "Grenzgédnger" in the literal and literary
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sense of the word. By moving beyond established categories (of gender!' or morality, for
example) or fixed narratorial positions, Kleist’s works continuously demand that the
reader reassess his or her understanding of existing boundaries. A primary site of such
questioning is the body. The subject’s fall into consciousness, for example, transgresses
and imposes upon corporal integrity, whose violation mirrors the cost of knowledge. One
such boundary of knowledge is the body in Kleist’s dramatic works, whose corporeality
confronts the physicality of language and of other bodies.

The topos of embodiment can already be seen in one exemplary metaphor taken
from his correspondence; this case presents the other’s body as object: "Denn da ich
Dich selbst nicht sehen und beurteilen kann, was bleibt mir {ibrig, als aus Deinen Briefen
auf Dich zu schlieBen? Denn das glaube ich tun zu diirfen, indem ich Deine Worte nicht
bloB fiir Worte, sondern fiir Deinen Schattenrif halte" (609). The contours of the written
only partially replace the substantiality of his correspondent’s absent body. As a writing
subject, Kleist fantasized about tearing his heart out to present it to his reader, or of
writing tears as a gesture of higher, more meaningful fanguage. It is the shadow of the
body, mediated and textualized through the written form of his dramas, whose silhouette
will be traced in this study. This dissertation looks at the imaginary world of his dramas
by analyzing the thematization and contexts of the body. As a significant and necessary
element of all theater -- the physical manifestation of an action through live characters
on stage -- the sensate body throughout literary history has also been seen as a central
component of an aesthetic in its capacity for feeling and judgement. The literary and
aesthetic works of Kleist, in which the body is so central to his literary and philosophical
understanding of the world, constitute a shift in the relationship between the body and
the development of modern subjectivity. As Gerhard Neumann states, "Das Werk Kleists
spielt in der Geschichte des menschlichen Korpers, die seit der Mitte des 18.
Jahrhunderts wesentlich auch zur problematischen Geschichte der Identitit des
neuzeitlichen Subjekts wird, eine zentrale Rolle” (""...Der Mensch..." 274). Neumann
advances Kleist scholarship by linking his depiction of the body, as it sees and is seen,
to the problem of subjectivity and of self-representation. But this subject, as the second

chapter’s discussion of Penthesilea will show, exists in a precarious state of architectural
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suspension, internalized within the body by the metaphor of the arch®. If, as Heiner
Miiller states, the theater is quintessentially about the conflict between ideas and the body
(Miiller qtd. in Teichmann 1), it is time to look closely at the transformed, wounded, and
dematerialized body of Kleist’s dramas.

Because of the specificity of drama, which both visually shows the actualization
of events and bodies and tells of the events or mental states indirectly depicted through
teichoscopia or reports, the present study confines itself to the representation of the body
in his completed dramatic works. Kleist’s questioning of boundaries is seen in his
theatrical and prose writing practice, by which his narrative works and the instances of
narration in his dramas both possess a theatrical quality. However, although additional
and occasional reference is to be made to his letters and short prose essays, a full
treatment of his prose fiction, as a separate genre, belongs in either a longer or a
separate monograph. On the one hand, narrative fiction poses questions of representation
requiring a different set of critical tools, while on the other, considerations of scope
compel me to forego a totalizing examination of all manifestations of the body in Kleist’s
works’.

To examine this aspect of his work is to bring back the body into Kleist research,
which has traditionally appeared as a metaphysical head without a torso, with its
dominant focus on his Kantkrise and his radical epistemological skepticism as modes of
decoding his texts. Many critics, among them John Ellis, have argued convincingly that
Kleist moved beyond this change in his mental landscape, which had chronologically
occurred before his attempts at writing literature. This crisis may be viewed as an
unsuitable point of departure for examining a body of work which demands a
differentiated, refined and constantly shifting concept of interpretation. In addition to the
speculative nature of the philosophical approach -- since Kleist rarely mentioned any
philosopher directly -- the influence of psychological or psychoanalytical approaches has
generally obscured the physical and physiological aspects of Kleist’s bodily landscape.
For example, Ursula Mahlendorf’s article on Penthesilea’s "wounded self" as experienced
through the ritually inflicted "shameful imperfection of her breast" (253) fails to mention

the series of wounds inflicted on her by Achilles during the course of the drama®.
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However, recent approaches to Kleist may invoke a feminist critique of his depiction of
gender, psychoanalytic approaches in terms of Lacanian analysis, and new historicist or
material methodologies, which may on the one hand be a testimony to the richness of
Kleist’s works, but on the other an imposing and extensive body of scholarship for a
writer on Kleist trying to map out new territory’.

In view of the controversies and diverging interpretations surrounding Kleist, it
is not uncommon that twentieth-century Kleist monographs begin with the delineation of
opposing camps. The following offers a brief summary of these positions. Walter Miiller-
Seidel, for example, noted in 1961 that between the world wars the "existentielle
Literaturwissenschaft” and the "vélkisch-politische Richtung” took Kleist as their own
(Versehen und Erkennen 3). Wolf Kittler, almost three decades later, distinguishes
between two traditions in Kleist scholarship: those who find "ihre eigenen politischen,
ja militdrischen Ziele bei Kleist unvermittelt", and whose favoured text is Die
Hermannsschlache, and those who focus on the existential situation of Kleist's works,
who in turn favour Penthesilea (Geburt 13). Hence the political agenda stands in
opposition to the philosophical and aesthetic. Kittler’s distinction between what appears
to be pre-war and post-war Kleist reception does tend to minimize broader divisions in
Kleist criticism, a critical idiom which not only embodies an old quarrel (or collusion)
between art and politics, but also illustrates chronologically how the post-war existential
perception of Kleist now merges and contrasts with more contemporary methods of
approaching his work. Hilda Brown’s monograph on Penthesilea describes a recent
division, for example, as "a complete polarization of methods of approach” between
those who place Kleist in historical context and those who "pursue forms of the
"werkimmanent" approach which often create the disturbing impression that Kleist wrote
his works in a complete vacuum" (11). In other words, the image of Kleist has
progressed from what one may loosely label the existential Kleist to Kittler’s historical
reconstruction of a mobilized and nationalist Kleist.

Regardless of the method or theory through which one chooses to engage Kleist's
works, the body is undeniably present in his texts and is therefore open to definition and

interpretation. Instead of viewing his plays through a fixed prism of an authoritative
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theory, the following chapters will allow the body to reveal itself in its different
manifestations in each of the dramas; such various manifestations in each case may call
forth different critical tools which seem more appropriate than others. Amphitryon’s
vision of self-fragmentation, for example, lends itself more to a Lacanian analysis than
a materialist reading. I do not intend to let the body "speak for itself* by simply
itemizing and paraphrasing its appearance as a visual sign or metaphor, although the
absence of a thorough treatment of Kleist's body imagery may occasionally require me
to do so. Bringing this deployment of the body into focus also implies an engagement
with and a critique of the corpus of literary scholarship. This study will productively and
selectively incorporate scholarship employing a variety of perspectives and methods in
order to see how Kleist’s dramas intersect with questions of power, gender, and
authority. But a grand theory on the body of Kleist will have to remain implicitly
expressed, to be derived by the reader after confronting the many bodies of Kleist in the
following chapters.

While extending the body on the one hand through a series of substitutions (such
as armour in Das Kdthchen von Heilbronn or the diadem in Amphitryon), Kleist also
reintroduces and reemphasizes the presence of the body on the other, through the
infliction of the wound or gestural effects. All of Kleist’s completed dramas (Die Familie
Schroffenstein, Amphitryon, Der zerbrochne Krug, Die Hermannsschlacht, Penthesilea,
Das Kdthchen von Heilbronn and Prinz Friedrich von Homburg) begin with, or have as
their backdrop, an act of bodily crisis. Even the ten scenes of the published fragment
Robert Guiskard, excluded from this study due to its fragmentary nature, have as its
crisis the concealment of the plague affecting the ruler; his weakening political power
reflects the physical degeneration of the sovereign. In Amphitryon, the body doubles of
Amphitryon and Sosias, Jupiter and Merkur, appropriate the name and bodily identities
of their victims and bring into question male "authority”. The Germanic nation of Die
Hermannsschlacht is a body politic invaded by the Romans. The invaders initiate a cycle
of aggression which turns ultimately against them in the private revenge of Thusnelda
and the public liquidation of the Romans and their allies. No Kleist drama avoids

mentioning or depicting war directly or indirectly, in that each play presents it through
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teichoscopia or oral reports (characteristic of Penthesilea), or through representative
individuals engaging in single combat (as seen in Die Hermannsschlacht). In Die Familie
Schroffenstein, his very first published drama, war among two different branches of the
same family tree is provoked by the discovery of a mutilated body.

The parallel amputations of the two fingers from the dead heir in Die Familie
Schroffenstein instigates what Hinrich Seeba labels the "Kriminalfall", which
subsequently promotes the "Siindenfall des Verdachts" in this analytical tragedy. Kleist
reinvokes the theme of bodily injury and superstition in Der zerbrochne Krug, a drama
that similarly employs the analytical method. The actual circumstances surrounding both
the death of the heirs and Adam'’s fall occur temporally before the dramatic action and
are brought to light at each play’s conclusion. Achilles’ and vom Strahl’s initial
encounters with Penthesilea and Kithchen respectively are incorporated into the
expository scenes of narration, in which Achilles’ wounded arm is bound and Theobald
outlines vom Strahl's alleged criminal act of seduction (which caused Kdthchen's leap
from the window) before the opening tribunal scene. In these works mentioned above,
Kleist’s placement of the wound at such a temporal moment presents an interpretative
challenge, since for example, Adam’s highly visible injuries visually dominate the first
scene and motivate the comic irony of situation. That the wounds of Homburg and vom
Strahl, superficially insignificant, represent more than the insistent phrase "Nichts von
Bedeutung!" (379) deployed by Hohenzollern to delimit the wound’s significance, will
eventually become clear.

Although Homburg’s wounding (II/1) takes place at a later point in Prinz
Friedrich von Homburg, all these incidents have in common their banishment to a spatial
dimension beyond the boundaries of the stage. While the figures of Weimar Classicism,
such as Iphigenie, can be seen as bodies representing ideas, Kleist's anti-Iphigenie
Penthesilea is above all a body subject to desire and violence. One could argue, with
respect to Schiller’s Maria Stuart, that extreme physical violence on stage would violate
the dictates of good taste and that Maria’s execution (or the liquidation of Septimus,
Ventidius and Aristan of Die Hermannsschlacht) need not be depicted. In this respect,

Kleist’s dramatic practice of occasionally effacing the body seems in conformity with
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convention. On the other hand, Kleist did allow a number of inappropriate bodies to
grace his plays, ranging from a half-dressed Elector, Kithchen’s near-nakedness under
the elderberry bush, and lastly Ursula, who according to the stage directions of Die
Familie Schroffenstein throws a child’s amputated finger onto the center of the stage.
Michel Chaouli’s outstanding article on Penthesilea argues that this drama challenges the
Kantian aesthetic and enacts an aesthetic of disgust. Penthesilea "calls into question the
very categories of taste” (125) at both the gustatory and the aesthetic level. Kleist’s
selective strategy of bodily representation in these cases is neither inconsistent nor
indiscriminate. His double strategy effaces the body momentarily from the action on the
one hand, while on the other it reinserts the body in his deployment of metaphor and
description. Although in most cases particular incidents of bodily wounding are relegated
to the offstage, Die Hermannsschlacht offers an exception in the public, sacramental
aspect of Hermann's wounding by Fust, while the dismemberment of Hally and
Thusnelda’s displaced destruction of Ventidius’ body occur removed from the spectator’s
gaze.

With these instances of theatrical absence and presence in mind, the following
section offers a brief characterization of the gaps and closures within the literature on the
Kleistian body. Since an introductory general account of Kleist scholarship, in view of
its sheer quantity, would be necessarily superficial and by no means complete, my project
closely reads Kleist's theoretical and dramatic works and incorporates in the discussion
of each play an ongoing review and critique of the relevant secondary literature. For
example, John Ellis, in his groundbreaking study on Prinz Friedrich von Homburg (1970)
noted then two hundred and fifty entries on this drama alone. A continual and massive
growth in Kleist scholarship over the last three decades exemplifies Kleist’s durability
as an object of literary study or performance. In connection to the state of research on
Der zerbrochne Krug up to 1989, Dirk Grathoff could already speak of an almost
insurmeuntable amount of scholarship ("Der Fall des Krugs..." 295).

As Terry Eagleton remarks, the original formulation of the term "aesthetic" brings
about a discourse of the sensual, which includes not just art objects, but also "the whole

region of human perception and sensation” (13). In Kleist’s works there is no act of
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bodily representation more spectacular than the cannibalistic consumption of Achilles by
Penthesilea. Where the process of mental representation and aesthetic distance ends, there
the body begins. The return of the body (Wiederkehr des Korpers, in the words of
Kamper and Wulf) to the discourse of literary criticism reinscribes that which had
already been present in the text, but had nonetheless been effaced by an
"Abstraktionsprozel des Lebens mit seiner Distanzierung, Diziplinierung,
Instrumentalisierung des Korperlichen als Grundlage des historischen Fortschritts”
(Kamper and Wulf, "Die Parabel..." 9). This process of abstraction has also been at
work in the development of a literary criticism which seeks legitimation through a more
scientific discourse.

The older literature on the body® in Kleist’s works has neither completely ignored
nor fully charted his treatment of the body in crisis. Recent isolated discussions on
gender and the body, among them Nutz’s discussion of Penthesilea’s (mis)reading the
senses ("Lektiire der Sinne") and Hermand’s critique of gender-based work on the same
play (1995) have recently appeared. What does generally characterize the return of the
body to Kleist criticism is an increased interest in Penthesilea: aside from the two articles
above, Chaouli’s essay on gustatory and literary taste in the drama (1996) contributes to
the discussion of motifs that are of particular interest to feminists: Penthesilea’s capacity
for desire and destruction, or, in the terms of Maggie Kilgour’s monograph, for
communion and cannibalism. Penthesilea’s role as aggressor can be juxtaposed with
Barbara Kennedy's discussion of woman's body in the Hermannsschlacht, in which it
acts as the real and imagined battleground for two male nation-states. With regard to
other scholarship on Kleist’s use of body motifs, Margaret Davidson’s 1987 article in
Colloquia Germanica does offer a catalogue of occurences of the hand motif in Kleist’s
work, but does not go further than asserting its status as a dramatic portent or as an
indicator of a character’s weakness. William Reeve discusses the specific image of the
neck in Kleist’s writings (""Mit dem Hals..."), but his mapping of this motif across all
of Kleist’s works restricts itself to the symbolic role of one specific part of the body.

Since it touches on a theme running through this study, Gerhard Neumann’s

recent article on "Das Stocken der Sprache und das Straucheln des Korpers" elucidating
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three main features of Kleist’s world (the lightning flash, the faltering speech and the
stumbling body) is particularly useful to this study. Although the dynamic of Kleist’s
works often relies the conflict “...zwischen "Fall"" and "Gesetz"" (Neumann,
"Einleitung..." 9), particularly, for example, in the case of Penthesilea and Amazonian
law, the significance of "Fall" in its literal meaning also forms a driving force in Kleist's
dramatic works: the "Fallgesetz", the law of gravity that brings his dramas to the brink
or to the abyss of catastrophe. "Das Stocken der Sprache und das Straucheln des
Korpers" are symptomatic of the loss the subject’s center of balance and of his or her
existence in a fallen world. This loss of balance occurs in several different ways: the
body is “...durch die Diziplin entstellt, durch den Spiegelblick auf das Selbst aus seinem
Gleichgewicht gebracht, auf der Suche nach dem Paradies der Grazie und der Freiheit"
(Neumann, "Stocken der Sprache..." 25). Despite his specific echoes of Kleist's
marionette essay, Neumann’s understanding of the body includes the significant fall, a
component in nearly all of Kleist’'s dramatic work. Indeed, in Ilse Graham's view,
"[e]verywhere, we have come upon a resounding fall placed at the beginning of the
respective drama or novella" (Word inro Flesh 168). This study reads the sight and siting
of the falling and fallen body in Kleist, rather than interpreting the philosophical or
theological origins of the human fall into consciousness.

Although "[t]here can scarcely be any other writer", as noted by Hilda Brown,
"whose dramatic ventures are more diverse than Kleist's" (13), this study divides Kleist's
completed dramatic works into three configurations. These three chapters are structured
partly according to body themes, partly on the basis of Kleist’s specific deployment of
genre, and finally by their approximate chronology. Kleist, consistently exact and
deliberate in his use of genre terminology, described his comedies as "Lustspiele”, while
defining both Kdrhchen and Homburg, and only these works, as "Schauspiele": Der Prinz
von Homburg has as its subtitle "ein Schauspiel”, while Das Kdthchen von Heilbronn is
"ein groBes historisches Ritterschauspiel”. Although not a complete justification in itself,
Kleist’s own practice of generic signposting seems intent on directing and sometimes
disappointing the audience’s expectations. Additionally, as argued by Klaus Kanzog

("Kommunikative Varianten..."), Kleist was meticulous in his understanding and use of
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terms denoting dramatic genres and would therefore have selected his subtitles with
precision and with a view to literary convention (224).

The body theme of the first chapter presents the spectacle of division. The
structure of Die Familie Schroffenstein concerns the divided body of a family compelled
to share a name, but is at war with itself. His two comedies, Amphitryon and Der
zerbrochne Krug, illustrate respectively the problematic of a divided body and a divided
consciousness (Jupiter and Amphitryon: two consciousnesses sharing one bodily image)
and a divided consciousness in a single body (Adam: both judge and guilty party). The
exercise of power, which manifests itself in the deployment of "Gewalt" against Sosias
and Ruprecht, both required to present their backs to the rod of punishment, locates itself
on the body. Its markings provide the conclusive proof of identity or culpability: Adam’s
wounds betray him, while Amphitryon, in the least physically violent of Kleist’s plays,
metaphorically bends his helmet plume in order to lay claim to his defeated and
appropriated identity. This identity (in its literal meaning of sameness) is exactly what
Adam wishes to deny. When his body is fully reconstructed by the planting of the wig,
he is banished temporarily from the community. Kleist’s Schroffenstein tragedy, for
example, ends with the return of the absent body of evidence: the amputated finger at
center stage puts the puzzle of the broken body back together again.

If we accept with Kittler the notion that Penthesilea embodies total and
cannibalizing love, Die Hermannsschlache, a staged exercise in liberation that could only
take place in the theater of Kleist's mind, represents the minus of total hatred. The
mobilized and militarized body, armoured for a war of gender or of liberation, finds its
site of dissolution or diminishment in the field of battle. Kleist produced his own oft-cited
algebraic formula regarding Penthesilea and Das Kdéthchen von Heilbronn, a lead which
numerous critics have chosen to follow in their own comparative studies, be they on the
aspect of love (Cullen and von Miicke) or an archetypes of femininity (Hubbs). Should
one take Kleist’s own point of view, itself expressed as a private pronouncement (a letter
to Marie von Kleist), as a signposts for a critical, public engagement with the texts? For
example, the extent to which Kathchen's capacity for "Hingebung" and Penthesilea’s

drive to "Handeln" (797) place Penthesilea and Kithchen at opposite poles remains

10



unclear. Even a cursory reading of each play demonstrates that both figures exhibit both
characteristics: "Hingebung" in terms of their obsession with their respective love objects
and their accompanying willingness to subject their bodies to extreme suffering, and
"Handeln" in their shared capacity to follow their instincts and act according to their
desires. Furthermore, the opposition between these two modes is undermined by their
will to accept sacrifice and undergo physical suffering, both of which already contain
within themselves the element of action. Such are the two most apparent similarities
between the two title figures, who are ultimately not as entirely opposed to each other
as Kleist, and the critics after him, would have us believe. This second chapter examines
two dramas with similar themes and grounds its comparison between Die
Hermannsschlacht and Penthesilea on the state of emergency facing Hermann and
Thusnelda and Penthesilea and Achilles, as well as their representations of Thusnelda and
Penthesilea.

Nowhere in Kleist does absolute hatred manifest itself to a greater degree than in
these two dramas, personified by the inscription of such extreme feeling on the
unarmoured male bodies of the beloved Achilles and Ventidius. Aside from textual
similarities that are not apparent between Penthesilea and Kdéthchen, both dramas enact
the collapse of the public into the private. Thusnelda’s revenge, for example, nonetheless
liquidates a Roman by means other than Hermann's execution of Septimus or Fust's
defeat of Varus. Penthesilea is cast out of the Amazon tribe for pursuing Achilles the
individual man and not the gender. While the mutual attraction between Penthesilea and
Achilles is complicated by the broader context of a war, Hermann instrumentalizes
Thusnelda on the home front to aid in the broader conspiracy against the Romans. When
both women come to see themselves as betrayed by their suitors, the revenge wrought
on the bodies of their victims simultaneously fascinates and repels. Their extreme
responses -- the tearing apart of Achilles and Ventidius -- illustrate that the difference
between love and hate is a matter of degree of attraction, rather than between kinds of
attraction. By comparing parallel scenes and images in these dramas, this chapter will
demonstrate that Thusnelda and Penthesilea, rather than Penthesilea and Kithchen, belong

to the same constellation.

11



It would seem at first glance that the third chapter pairing Das Ktithchen von
Heilbronn and Prinz Friedrich von Homburg yokes by violence two heterogeneous
elements together. However, these works -- the former an all but historical
Ritterschauspiel and a comedy with serious aspects, the latter a national drama with
comical elements (cf. Frye)-- have more ingredients in common than have been
investigated by prevailing Kleist scholarship up to this point. These two dramas are
paired in this chapter because they have in common their genre, the characters’
vulnerability, the wound each male character suffers, and the trope of the duplicated and
divided body. The difficulty with this genre classification is that some critics, among
them Martini and Kliiger, see Kdrhchen as Kleist’s third comedy, and for different
reasons. Kliiger, for example, justifies this argument by noting that along with Der
zerbrochne Krug and Amphitryon, this play "behandelt ... die erotischen Wiinsche und
Angste der Minner in ihrem MiBverhiltnis zur Gerechtigkeit" ("Die andere Hindin..."
115). The element of interrogation, as seen in the "Verhorsszene", is common to all
three dramas, the problem being that these scenes are by no means comical. Martini
comments on the "Grundierung” of the play "im Typus des Lustspiels”, as a "zugleich
unterhaltsames, spannendes und hochst sublimes poetisches Spiel” (428). In terms of
form, Kleist did incorporate elements of comedy and tragedy in all his dramatic texts,
with the exception of the consistent tone of Die Familie Schroffenstein and Penthesilea.
This study nonetheless places his works in a framework of his genre designations and
approximate chronology, beginning with the "Trauerspiel" of Die Familie Schroffenstein
and the “Lustspiele" Amphitryon and Der zerbrochne Krug, followed by the "Drama” of
Die Hermannsschlacht and the "Trauerspiel" of Penthesilea, and ending in a final chapter
with his two most complex and differentiated works: the "Schauspiele” of Das Kdthchen
von Heilbronn and Prinz Friedrich von Homburg. After drawing out some theses on the
body in the dramas, the conclusion of this study examines his dialogue "Uber das

Marionettentheater” as a part and product of his dramatic representation of the body.

12



Endnotes
1. Arnd Bohm’s essay on "Die Heilige Cicilie oder die Gewalt der Musik (eine

Legende)" argues, for example, that concepts of androgyny, predicated upon the
existence of fixed categories of "masculine” and "feminine" are effectively disrupted by
a "crisis of gender" (200). This crisis of categories "manifests itself textually as
androgynous realism" (200), the two components of the latter term nonetheless remaining
unfixed and changing. The shifting and ambiguous standpoint of the narrator towards
gender and power in Kleist’s prose works is expressed with particular emphasis in the

dramatic figures of Kithchen and Penthesilea.

2. Cf. the words of Prothoe to Penthesilea: "Sinke nicht, / Und wenn der ganze Orkus
auf dich driickte! / Steh, stehe fest, wie das Gewdlbe steht, / Weil seiner Blocke jeder
stiirzen will!" (1347-1350).

3. John Ellis’s arguments against an all-encompassing approach apply to this study: "it
[is] preferable to give close attention to a moderately small number of important works
rather than to try to cover Kleist’s whole output -- first, because considerations of space
make it impossible to discuss everything if superficiality is to be avoided; and second,
because the quality of a critical discussion soon degenerates once there is a sense that
everything has to be covered. If a critic begins to say things because he feels that he
must say something about everything, rather than because he has something in each case
that he wants to say, he will soon lose a sense of what is important and what is not and
then begin to judge the usefulness of his statements by progressively lower standards”
("The Character..." 143-144).

4. The absence of the amputated breast has also led Ilse Graham, for example, to assume
some deeply embedded flaw in Penthesilea’s psyche (cf. chapter two). Mahlendorf
misreads the scene in which Penthesilea hopes that her victory over Achilles will wash
away "ein[en] Makel mir vom Busen" (1677), that her flawed and wounded sense of self,
metaphorized by her missing breast, will be healed (255). The wounded self, however,
has a simple and concretely location on Penthesilea’s body. After combat with Achilles,

as reported in the eighth scene, Prothoe describes how she fell "von dem Sto8 ... / Der
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ihr die Brust zerriB..." (1478-79) and is wounded literally.

5. Without attempting to propose a complete listing of recent trends, I find the following
scholars recently engaging with Kleist exemplary of their approaches. Feminist
scholarship includes recent work by Julie Prandi, Helene Cixous and Ruth Kliiger; Chris
Cullen and Dorothea von Miicke, Anthony Stephens, Helga Gallas, and Ingrid Stipa have
approached Kleist by way of Lacan; Wolf Kittler, supported by the early work of
Richard Samuel, has placed Kleist in his military-historical context, while W.C. Reeve's
comparative approach has read Kleist's protagonists against the backdrop of
Machiavellian political theory and provided analyses of themes and motifs common to
numerous plays and stories. These works, fully cited in the bibliography, are fundamental

to the specific discussions of the dramas.

6. The three following monographs essentially delineate the body’s response to
psychological states or to utterances. Johannes Bathe’s Die Bewegungen und Haltungen
des menschlichen Korpers in Heinrich von Kleists Erzdhlungen (Tibingen: Laupp, 1917)
statistically catalogues bodily movements without distinguishing among works or
contexts; Ditmar Skrotzki’s Die Gebdrde des Errétens im Werk Heinrich von Kleists
(Marburg: Elwert, 1961) associates the act of blushing with a psychological state, be it
shame or embarassment; Dieter Harlos’ Die Gestaltung psychischer Konflikte einiger
Frauengestalten im Werk Heinrich von Kleists: Alkmene, Die Marquise von O...,
Penthesilea, Kdthchen von Heilbronn. (Frankfurt a.M., Bern, New York, Nancy: Lang,
1984) examines the relationship between fainting and psychological stress. Much of this
kind of scholarship causally links a mental state with a physical effect. A further dualism
in Kleist scholarship manifests itself through distinctly metaphysical as opposed to body-
centered approaches. To cite one example, Hans Heinz Holz's Macht und Ohnmacht der
Sprache. Untersuchungen zum Sprachversténdnis und Stil Heinrich von Kleists (Frankfurt
a.M. and Bonn: Athendum, 1962) argues that in the drama "Was geschieht, geschieht als
Sprache" (37) and that "...die Sprache selbst das dramatische Urmotiv Kleistscher
Dichtung ist" (91). For a thorough refutation of Kleist scholarhip that trades in fixed
external ideas applied to the changing narrative or perceptual conditions depicted in
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. Kleist’s fiction, see John Ellis’ chapter on "The Character of Kleist Criticism" in his
Heinrich von Kleist. Studies in the Character and Meaning of his Writings (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1979).

15



Chapter One
The Fallen and Divided Self:

Die Familie Schroffenstein, Der zerbrochne Krug and Amphitryon
GERICHTSRAT. Auf ebnem Boden straucheln, ist ein Scherz,
Ein Fehltritt stiirzt vom Gipfel dich herab.

(Goethe, Die Natiirliche Tochter (1905-06))

Following his Wiirzburg journey of 1800, Kleist soon undertook the first steps
towards a career as an author, culminating in the composition and destruction of his
dramatic manuscript Robert Guiskard in 1803. What is articulated in the ten-scene
fragment is the crisis within the body politic as it takes place within the crumbling
natural body of the infected patriarch. As Adam fails to conceal his wounds, so too
would Guiskard be ultimately condemned to reveal his lack of physical health and
political authority. In the background of Die Familie Schroffenstein lies a repressed
moment of bodily crisis, the pox, which becomes the infectious illness of mistrust. That
this moment is minutely inscribed as a scar on the missing finger of the dead heir, the
missing piece of the puzzle which arouses suspicion, implicates the families’ fascination
with their clan’s bodily integrity in their project of mutual extermination. The motif of
the falling and fallen body, a visible presence in Robert Guiskard embodied by the
protagonist’s illness, constructs evidence of the "Kriminalfall" in Kleist’s first published
work, in the absent and mutilated body of Peter. Robert Guiskard, in the view of
Gerhard Neumann, shows "...schon in seiner Konzeption den Aufbruch selbst als mit
dem Kollaps infiziert ... Ist doch die 'Infektion’, die ’Infizierung’ als Generalmetapher
Kleists schlechthin zu verstehen: als das Bild jenes Siindenfalls, dessen Erscheinungsbild
die Pest ist, die pandemisch in der Sprache und im Korper wuchert" ("Das Stocken der
Sprache..."” 26). The first instance of doubleness and fragmentation within the family
body is to be seen in "der Stimme Zwietracht" (1668) of Die Familie Schroffenstein,
which orginates in the inheritance contract and is emblematized by the trace of plague
found on the heir’s mutilated body. In this sense, the corruption of the word and the
body herald the downfall of the family body.
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Die Familie Schroffenstein

Although relatively ignored by his contemporaries and its later critics, Die Familie
Schroffenstein is a justifiable point of departure for these studies, for any longer account
of Kleist's dramas should take into account his first works, regardless of the diverging
critical understandings or aesthetic evaluations of them. Nor should one take Kleist’s own
words to the effect that Die Familie Schroffenstein is "eine elende Scharteke" (731) at
face value, although past and present critics have recognized the play’s strengths and
weaknesses (cf. KA I 541 - 565). Along with Der zerbrochne Krug and Das Kdthchen
von Heilbronn, Die Familie Schroffenstein was the only play publicly performed in his
lifetime (Seeba, "Der Siindenfall..." 110). This drama not only chronologically marks
the beginning of Kleist’s public literary activity, but also contains themes and images that
would surface in various forms throughout his later works; therefore "it is an important
document in the study of the author’s development because of the boldness of its
conception and the peculiar Kleistian vigor of its idiom" (Hubbs, "The Concept of
Fate..."” 339). One would have to agree with Giinther Blocker's view, that Die Familie
Schroffenstein  is "...eine Mustersammlung Kleistscher Schliisselmotive und
Lieblingsmetaphern” (qtd. in Harms 25). While some of these motifs (such as mistrust
of the senses) have already been treated by other critics and will be examined in the
following analysis, a second intriguing aspect of this tragedy has been relatively
neglected by previous critics. This aspect, the alternating dominance of senses and
sensuality, is entwined with Kleist’s presentation of bodily experience.

Nowhere in his other dramatic works, with the possible exception of Penthesilea,
does Kleist present a fictional world so engorged with the simultaneous desire for and
revulsion against sensual experience, a desire for sensation at odds with what Walter
Muschg called a terror of the world ("Erschreckung vor der Welt"). Such a double-bind
of opposing impulses is clear from the play’s outset, in which the ritual of communion,
traditionally a sign of togetherness between a Christian God and His family, explodes
outward into a cannibalistic hatred of another family. This instrumentalization of ritual

is expressed by Rupert’s command to his skeptical wife: "Wiirge / Sie [the enemy]
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betend" (39), a contradictory combination of verbal and physical action as simultaneous
and reconcilable acts. "Doch nichts mehr von Natur" (41) are Rupert’s words after the
(per)version of holy Communion, a metaphorical consumption of blood and body which
accompanies the desire to utterly erase and incorporate the enemy: " - Sag ich dirste /
Nach sein und seines Kindes Blute, horst du? / Nach seines Kindes Blute" (93-95). The
thirst for blood, blood itself a sign of familial affiliation, evokes the capacity of one side
to consume the other, to render it identical and maintain its self-identity. The extinction
of the other branch, in the words of Gerhard Gonner, effects the aggressor’s self-
definition: "Einen praktikablen Begriff vom Selbst findet eine solche Vorstellungsweise
nur {iber eine metaphorische Instrumentalisierung der biologischen Familienbande, d.h.
des Blutes" (GOnner 62).

However, such bloodlust is complicated by an opposing aesthetics of disgust: to
drink the blood of an enemy -- even metaphorically -- is to restore one’s sense of bodily
integrity; to consume, touch or smell what in normal circumstances is socially sanctioned
sustenance corrupts the body. A sense of smell pervades the opening scenes, in which
Rupert fantasizes about the "Gestank" of his enemies’ corpses (72), while his messenger
to Sylvester claims that his enemy’s castle stinks of murderers (682). As for gustatory
taste, the Schroffensteiner of Warwand are obsessed with the omnipresence of poison.
Agnes, for example, repeats with conviction the rumour that her brother Philipp had been
poisoned (455), while Gertrude suggests that Sylvester’s vomiting fit had its origin in a
bottle of preserved pineapples, a gift (also in the German sense of the word "Gift")
brought by the Rossitz branch (1151). When it is established that food from his own wife
preceded his illness, Gertrude states: " -- Drehen freilich / Laft alles sich" (1171-1172).
Thus this turning around, this inversion, defines food as bringing not spiritual or physical
nourishment, but death. Drinking, eating, breathing: all these life-sustaining
biomechanical functions are seen to have turned traitor against the body. Ottokar,
according to Gertrude, may proffer like a snake the poisoned apple (1111ff), an image
of fallen Paradise that Hinrich Seeba characterizes as the original sin of suspicion, "der
Siindenfall des Verdachts".

Of particular import in this strategy of inversion is the employment of water to
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achieve differing effects. Water is initially not presented as a positive element: the heir,
whose body precipitated the crisis, drowned in a river, and as part of the symbiosis
between sexuality and injury, the river water into which Johann plunges mingles with his
blood. However; the water at the spring retains its idyllic and idealistic flavour. The
spring at which Ottokar and Agnes meet, a form of Liebesgrotte, had been the site of a
baptism: "Da schdpfte / Ich [Ottokar] eine Hand voll Wasser aus dem Quell, / Benetzte
dir die Stirn, die Brust, und sprach..." (1264-1266). Ottokar’s act of naming does not
prevent Agnes’ eventual enclosure into the ranks of her own family. It has a hermeneutic
impact for her male viewer/reader: her soul, erotically exposed to his gaze, was once
"offen ... wie ein schones Buch" (1270); now she appears before him as a "verschlofner
Brief" (1281). Neumann reads this transformation as a failure to ground a language of
love, which had been falsely seen as an act of "Lektire, ... die sich zugleich als
Riickkehr in die Schrift der Vaterwelt des staatlichen und religiosen Mythos zeigt"
("Hexenkiiche und Abendmahl..." 17). If we carry Neumann’s notion of inscription
further, the metaphorical transition from an open book and sealed letter become
interesting in terms of their function. The eroticization of the reading experience serves
as an analogy of Ottokar’s penetrating male gaze, which is focussed on the publicly
available artefact of the woman/book. The book has the reader as an addressee, whoever
he or she may be. The letter, sealed from without, contains a specific message within
with a specific correspondent in mind. That Kleist textualizes the female body is a
practice of other dramas: Jupiter’s inscription of his initial on the diadem, originally
sealed in a case, or Hermann'’s instrumentalization of Hally’s body as a message to be
"read" are two cases in point, although it is notable that the illiterate Kathchen is
apostrophized as a blooming flower. Unlike Kunigunde’s deliberate manipulation of the
male gaze, these cases of male signifying practice produce messages on or through
women’s bodies created by men for men.

The closing of the book accompanies Agnes’ altered conception of water. The
symbolic exchange of names and words, as well as baptismal water, moves to a material
level of exchange. Brought to her by Ottokar against her nausea, Agnes sees the

proffered water as a potential poison: "Er bringe mir Wasser, bringe / Mir Gift,
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gleichviel, ich trinke es aus, er soll / Das Ungeheuerste an mir vollenden" (1298-1300).
Such perverted transsubstantiation of water into poison, evoked by the wine of the
communion becoming the blood of the child in the opening scene, implies in Neumann’s
view "die Riickverwandlung des natiirlichen Quellwassers in das Gift des Sozialvertrags,
des organischen Lebensprinzips in gesellschaftliche Gewalt" ("Hexenklche und
Abendmahl..." 17). While the water of baptism had once clarified Ottokar’s
understanding of Agnes, such transparency converts into a form of reflective opaqueness
in a parallel scene. Rupert, accompanied by his kinsman Santing, also suffers from a
form of nausea:
SANTING. Fiihlst du nicht wohl dich?
RUPERT. Nein.
Mich diirstet.
SANTING. Komm an diesen Quell.
RUPERT. Loscht er
Den Durst?
SANTING. Das Wasser mindestens ist klar,
DaB du darin spiegeln kénntest. Komm!
RUPERT steht auf, geht zum Quell, neigt sich iiber ihn, und
plotzlich mit der Bewegung des Abscheus wendet er sich.
SANTING. Was fehlt dir?
RUPERT. Eines Teufels Antlitz sah
Mich aus der Quelle an.
SANTING lachend. Es war dein eignes.
RUPERT. Skorpion von einem Menschen.
(2226-2231)
Rupert’s thirst for blood, already expressed on his charge to the messenger Aldébern,
returns with a vengeance. The clarity of the water allows Rupert to see himself in every
sense of the word. This transparent medium reflects Rupert the viewer back onto himself
and denies him sustenance, a sustenance gained only by the murder of Agnes. However,

by killing whom he thought to be Agnes, Rupert actually kills "himself", his own
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biological reflection and extension Ottokar. The animal metaphor of Johann, with the
wisdom of the mad, emphasizes such a juxtaposition: "Ah! Der Skorpion! / ’s ist
Ottokar!" (2649-2650), a label Rupert had already applied to himself; he even cries "Ich
selbst! Ich selbst!" (2678) after the murder. In a dramatic instance typical in its Kleistian
circularity, the motif of thirst enunciated by the wine and host of the Holy Eucharist at
the beginning of the drama surfaces again. Rupert reinvokes the communion scene with
his allusion to "Deines Kindes Blut" (2715) to Sylvester, while Johann’s demands "Bringt
Wein her!" (2717) reestablishes the culinary nature of the plays’ use of ritual in the
"Abendmahl" and "Hexenkiiche"?. As with the miracle of transsubstantiation, water does
indeed turn into wine.

This obsession with the raw materiality of sensation foregrounds another unusual
aspect of Die Familie Schroffenstein. Unlike any other drama of Kleist's, Die Familie
Schroffenstein overwhelmingly emphasizes the primacy of speaking and hearing over the
act of writing and seeing. Penthesilea does not present messengers bearing texts,
although the heralds relay messages; the teichoscopic techniques require a listener and
a speaker who sees. The act of writing, arguably one of the more important symbolic and
plot functions in his dramatic works’, is effectively invisible in this first drama, which
in many ways represents a panorama of the senses. Siegfried Streller locates the original
sin by way of Rousseau in the corruption of nature through formalized social
relationships (“Jean-Jacques Rousseau..." 642-643). In a family constellation corrupted
by the original sin of the (presumably written) inheritance contract, it is not surprising
that neither the Warwand nor the Rossitz families avail themselves of writing. The
mistrust between all the characters that pervades the drama finds its parallel and root in
the generalized distrust of the written word. The messengers and intermediaries, for
example, take and deliver their messages orally, while the confusion on each side is
deepened by the media of rumours and the value attached to inaccurate or incomplete
information. In the double sense of "VerhGren" (analogous to the problem of "Versehen”
in Penthesilea (KauBen-Mandelartz 94), the results of the inquisition are heard, but
misinterpreted: the tortured man from Warwand utters the name Sylvester and, in the

view of the Rossitzer, thereby confesses to the murder of Peter. It is as if this world has
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turned away from the written word and become a post-literate society, unable to read the
signs of a fallen language or a fallen nature; the Schroffensteiner’s failure in
understanding originates in their inability to read properly the evidence of their senses.

Despite - or because of -- the presumably written form of the inheritance
contract, an overcompensating belief in the power of orality underlies the drama. "Das
eine Wort", for example, is noted by the commentator of the Klassikerausgabe as a
recurring formulation: "DaB der Wahrheitserweis nur auf ein einziges, aus seinem
Zusammenhang gerissenes und in vorgegebene Verdachtsstruktur Ubertragenes Wort
gegrindet wird, ist eine immer wiederkehrende Denkfigur, in der Kleist sowohl die
Verbindlichkeit der Sprache als auch die Fehlbarkeit der Sprachdeutung ausdriickt" (KA
I 609-610). The parallel communion and "Hexenkiiche" scenes respectively evoke the
characters’ belief in the healing power of incantation. While the Rossitzer formalize their
desire for revenge by swearing an oath, Barnabe’s recitation of wishes, among other
things, hopes for a remission of her mother’s cancer. This power of spoken language,
in that it brings about a physical response, is articulated in the messenger’s ability to
bring Sylvester down with the strength of his words, a power made manifest in Rupert’s
demand: "...Schweige still, dein Wort / Ist schneidend wie ein Messer" (2707-8). The
heard exerts a powerful effect; what is seen -- or what seems to be seen -- has fatal
consequences.

Rupert and Sylvester’s failure to recognize their own disguised children points
towards a sense of sight debilitated by their psychological blindness. In his well-known
portentious formulation, Sylvester expresses the defect in the organs, which is in fact a
defect in the interpretation of sensory information*: "Das MiBtrauen ist die schwarze
Sucht der Seele, / Und alles, auch das Schuldlos-Reine, zieht / Fiirs kranke Aug die
Tracht der Holle an" (515-517). While other characters are plagued by their misreadings
of the world and the speech around them, two characters in particular not only
demonstrate a developed sense of interpretation but also read and write with the signs of
the body.

Sylvius’ blindness allows him to see. Lacking the "kranke Aug", Sylvius relies
on his sense of touch and hearing to understand the emotional state of his interlocutor:
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"Fiihl mir einmal die Wange an" (392) Agnes asks of him, so that Sylvius may feel her
tears. Following Ottokar’s murder and in the company of Johann, he "betastet die
Leiche" and is the first to recognize that the body before him does not belong to Agnes
(2646-2648). For it is the mad Johann and the blind Sylvius, supposedly marginalized by
their incapacities in this world of the senses, who are the bearers of certain truths. It is
therefore no coincidence that Kleist places them together in V/1: Johann leads Sylvius
"ins Elend" (2626) to the bodies, and Sylvius cries: "Im Wald die Blindheit, und ihr
Hiter / der Wahnsinn!" (2628-2629) These "truths" are recognized materially, and
written on or with the body.

When embodied writing does occur, it becomes present in two forms of bodily
inscription radically opposed in their intent. For example, Johann makes the following
remark regarding his rivalry with Ottokar for the loyalty of Agnes; he literalizes his
wounded sense of trust by threatening to stigmatize himself, thereby etching on his own
body the sign of Ottokar’s alleged act of betrayal:

Denn in die Brust schneid ich mir eine Wunde,

Die reiz ich stets mit Nadeln, halte stets

Sie offen, daB es mir recht sinnlich bleibe.

(812-814)
The wound, which produces and continues to produce pain, demonstrates Johann’s
vulnerability, since it inscribes a memory not by means of a pen, but with the blade of
a knife. But it is a memory to be felt, something "sinnlich" rather than a mental
impression®. In another context, memory becomes embodied for Sylvius through an
imprint, a “Hand-druck":

SYLVIUS. Agnes, wo ist Philipp?

AGNES. Du lieber Gott, ich sags dir alle Tage,

Und schriebs dir auf ein Blatt, wirst du nicht blind.

Komm her, ich schreibs dir in die Hand.

SYLVIUS. Hilft das?
AGNES. Es hilft, glaub mirs.
SYLVIUS. Ach, es hilft nicht.
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AGNES. Ich meine,
Vor dem Vergessen.
SYLVIUS. Ich, vor dem Erinnern.
(385-390)
Sylvius cannot see, but can nonetheless comprehend the immediacy of his other sense
impressions. However, what causes Johann to remember and should cause Sylvius to
remember does not bring the relief intended by Agnes, who assumes that Sylvius desires
memory, when he in fact wants a cure for it. Instead of healing, the inscription of a
memory in both cases wounds each recipient. Such psychological extremity coexists with
the drama’s sheer brutality, which exacts a tremendous cost on the body: Peter’s death
by drowning and the amputation of his fingers, the summary execution of one Warwand
man, the torture of the other, Johann’s fall, the stoning of the Rossitz messenger,
Sylvester’s faint, Johann's wounding, Jeronimus’ lynching, Agnes’ bleeding, Barnabe’s
cooking of human flesh, Johann's madness, and the murder of Agnes and Ottokar. In
contrast to the comparative male freedom to endure and inflict bodily harm, Agnes’
bodily experience is radically controlled, represented by the curtailment of her sense of
touch. After Johann attempts to offer her the dagger with which she is to put him out of
his misery ("Nimm diesen Dolch" (1051)), she collapses "besinnungslos" without being
touched. Jeronimus comes upon the scene and inflicts a wound which renders him
unconscious, literally striking him dumb. Agnes’ sensory and tactile parameters are
limited by her and her mother’s fear of male violence. Her freedom must be
circumscribed: she rejects the dagger offered by Johann, because she is afraid of him,
while her mother forbids her to touch it because she is afraid for her: it may, like the
apple proffered by the snake (1111 ff), be poisonous. Agnes, for example, receives this
admonition from her mother Gertrud:
Du sollst mit deinen Hianden nichts ergreifen,
Nichts fassen, nichts bertihren, das ich nicht
Mit eignen Handen selbst vorher gepriift.
(1238-1240)

Such control of woman’s sensual and spatial parameters does not save Agnes from the
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dagger of her father, nor does it bring her closer to the truth. This demand echoes the
truth-finding forensics of Ruprecht from Der zerbrochne Krug, whose simple tactility also
leaves him in the dark: "Was ich mit Hinden greife, glaub ich gern" (1176). At the
conclusion of a plot, which shares with Amphirryon and Der zerbrochne Krug the link
between truth and violence, it is not surprising that Sylvius the blind seer asks: "Sind wir
denn / In einem Beinhaus?" (2663-2664). The implied answer: the grotesque return of
Peter’s finger, a synecdoche that stands for the murdered Ottokar and Agnes and points
back to the scene of the crime.

Since the missing finger of Peter begins and concludes the drama, this element
that ties the knot and solves the puzzle warrants detailed attention. In Seeba’s account of
the "Sindenfall des Verdachts", he makes the case for a "Kriminalfall": the mysterious
deaths of the two young heirs to the respective family names. When two armed men from
Warwand are found with the body of Peter of Rossitz, one is summarily executed, while
the other is tortured to death in order to punish him for the murder and to extract a
confession (210-217). In Warwand, the rumour has been spread that Philipp, heir and son
of Gertrude, had been poisoned by the enemy of Rossitz (450-456). However, only
Ottokar (legitimate son and heir of Rupert of Rossitz) notices that the body is missing
each of the little fingers, but only after the crisis had already been set in motion:
“...Immer ists / Mir aufgefallen, da} an beiden Hinden / Der Bruderleiche just derselbe
Finger, / Der kleine Finger fehlte” (1479-1483). The "rdtselhafte Faktum" of the child’s
finger "wird ... zum Motiv im wortlichsten Sinn: es setzt in Gang, bewegt, und treibt
voran" (Miiller-Seidel, Versehen und Erkennen 90). This puzzling fact, this missing part
of the body, "ist nur der AnlaB, um einen inneren Vorgang in seiner Ratselhaftigkeit zu
motivieren" (Miiller-Seidel, Versehen und Erkennen 93). However, Ottokar acknowledges
this peculiar fact in the third act, long after the machinery of catastrophe has been set in
motion. Although the "Chor der Midchen" sings of "blutige Hindlein" (19), the
motivating factor is the apparent murder of the heir, not the condition of his body. One
would have to agree with Seeba’s assessment that the drama should not be rejected out
of hand due to a momentary lapse in aesthetic judgement; the amputated fingers suggest

the motif of castration, since the death of the heirs (and the subsequent murders of Agnes

25



and Ottokar) effectively cut off the hope for a legitimate perpetuation of the family line.
The original "Ort / Der Tat" (1485-86) is located not on the river bank, but in the
prehistory of the violent events that are encapsulated in the drama, that is the "Gewalt"
(in the sense of power) of the "Erbvertrag", the original sin: according to the
Kirchenvogt, "der Erbvertrag gehort zur Sache. / Denn das ist just als sagtest du, der
Apfel / gehore nicht zum Siindenfall" (184-186). The Rossitzian fingers point to the
writing instruments that write and sign the original document; they also relate to the
branches of the two family trees that tear each other down ("Die Stimme sind zu nah
gepﬂanzet, sie / Zerschlagen sich die Aste" (1971-1972)). Finally, "Sylvester reicht ihm
[Rupert] mit abgewandtem Gesicht die Hand", a gesture that concludes the deployment
of the dominant hand motif, which links or re-members the drama’s beginning and end.
When Ursula, in an Aristotelean scene of bodily recognition (KA I 627), throws the
child’s finger onto centre stage, she ushers in the return of the repressed family history.

The actual use of the fingers by Ursula and the men of Warwand also exemplifies
Kleist’s ironic reversal of conventional meanings. In view of local suspicions, the
placement of the amputated finger under the threshold of the door provides its user
security against the forces of evil: Ursula states that: "Ich wollte ihn [the finger] unter
meine Schwelle legen, / Er wehrt dem Teufel” (2697-2698). The child’s finger under the
door’s threshold, when coupled with a figure passing over it, implies a transgression,
transition, and the crossing of a line. When Ottokar enters Ursula and Barnabe’s kitchen,
he crosses the threshold into the knowledge that could prevent the tragedy. However, he
is prevented from spreading the truth by the spatial confinement of a cell, on Rupert’s
orders. He crosses the window threshold in order to escape, only to emerge from the
cave's entrance and be murdered by his own father. When asked as to the finger’s
purpose, Barnabe replies that “...der [the finger] tut nach dem Tod mehr Gutes noch, /
Als eines Auferwachsnen ganze Hand / In seinem Leben" (2192-2194). Thus the negation
of finger’s intended purpose brings about not good, but rather evil executed by the
instrumentalized and unknowing "Arm der Rache" (83).

While already a symbolical component of the male-centred events in the drama,

the fingers are significant in the following scene with respect to Agnes:
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AGNES. So setz dich nieder, daB ich sehe,
Wie dir der Kranz steht. Ist er hiibsch?

OTTOKAR. Recht hiibsch.

AGNES. Wahrhaftig? Sieh einmal die Finger an.

OTTOKAR. Sie bluten. -

AGNES. Das bekam ich, als ich aus den Domen

Die Blumen pfliickte.

(714-718)

"Der Kranz", continues Agnes,"ist ein vollendet Weib" (724). Margaret Davidson reads
this occurence, which is also echoed by the fifteenth scene of Penthesilea, in the
following way: "In both Die Familie Schroffenstein and Penthesilea mistrust,
misunderstanding, and false pride lead to tragic deaths foreshadowed by bleeding fingers"
(235). The suggestion that their bleeding fingers should necessarily foreshadow a violent
death relies on an assumed convergence between symbolic cause and dramatic effect.
Such bleeding in young women may on the one hand indicate a displaced physiological
allegorization of the growth into womanhood (particularly in Agne's case, who is fifteen
and seen by her grandfather Sylvius as ready for the altar (419)), or perhaps on the other
a physical sign of sanction for transgressive behaviour, in these two cases the
participation in a symbolic exchange that violates the respective standards of the Amazon
and family communities. That Agnes participates in this exchange by offering the wreath
as a woman, with its sexual connotations, foreshadows the exchange of clothing in the
cave scene.

The clothing exchange in the cave, which may be seen as the mutual performance
of the family identity rendered whole, is an exchange in Jeronimus’ view which could
end the feud by way of a marriage. In its placement of the representatives of each side
of the Schroffenstein family in the same location, it is also the circumstantial root of the
tragic irony, but not of the tragedy. According to Ingeborg Harms’ interpretation: "In
der Héhlenszene, die auch eine Umkleide- und Verwandlungsszene ist, wird die Schuld
der Welt abgestreift mitsamt den Attributen ihrer Eitelkeit. Die Kinder entdecken unter
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den Verkleidungen den paradiesischen Stand. Mit dem Kleidungsumtausch tragen sie
zivilatorische Schichten ab, die dber die Erscheinung eine gesellschaftliche Ansicht
legten" (77). It is interesting to note that in the presence of Rupert’s illegitimate son
Johann, the bathing Agnes dresses, but allows the legitimate heir Ottokar to undress her
(KA I 611). Without overreading the cave scene as an instance of culturally subversive
challenge to gender categories, one should note that their language of love verges on
parody: "this 'idyll’", writes Sean Allan, "is little more than a romantic tableau of their
own making", and their language an "attempt to imitate the rhetoric of adult coquetterie"
(70). The discovery of paradisal innocence is hampered by their exchange, and not by
their removal, of their clothing. They actually do not become completely undressed --
and Kleist deliberately interweaves Ottokar’s speech with his gradual removal and
replacement of Agnes’ clothes -- because they simultaneously reassert and nonetheless
invert their respective gendered social positions. The emancipatory potential of their
exchange of identities is cancelled out by the desire of each father to kill the other's
child. Changing the clothes does not change the identity of the wearers, but rather the
identity of their murderers.

With her understanding of the utopian element in this scene, Harms reminds this
reader of a particularly Kleistian model of attaining Paradise through the back door: the
biographical notes of Wilhelm Schiitz (LS 66) report how Kleist "[fling mit der
Umkleidungs-Scene vom Ende an, dichtet dariiber das Stick". This circularity is
particularly apparent at the drama’s conclusion. The missing finger returns after the
alleged murders (the mutually suspicious deaths of the sons and heirs Peter and Philipp)
are brutally realized in the murders of the children Ottokar and Agnes. The disrupted
wedding ritual of Ottokar and Agnes, a normative heterosexual ritual with the eventual
aim of continuing the family line, is replaced by the bonding of the childless fathers.
Johann, who did not participate in the communion oath, now demands wine. This
concluding tableau asks the audience to imagine a future beyond the boundaries of the
play, in which the heirless family is eventually extinguished. It also asks the audience,
through the presence of the child’s finger, to move backwards to the pre-action past.

This past, a pre-history of this drama, takes place betweer apparent acts against
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nature: the composition of the inheritance contract and the death of the heirs. When
Ursula enters the final scene and “wirft einen Kindesfinger in die Mitte der Biihne und
verschwindet” (2680), it is recognized by Eustache as belonging to Peter because of the
"Blatternarbe, / der einzigen auf seinem ganzen Leib" (2688-89). The detached and
freefloating finger, whose lack of owner points to the chaos of evidence interpretation,
bears traces of an earlier natural trauma: the illness of smallpox. The allusive link
between hatred and infectious dis-ease becomes apparent: "A plague on both your
houses!" curses Mercutio in III/1 of Romeo and Juliet, a play from which Kleist may
have appropriated the theme of love and perhaps the "schwarze Sucht" (515; cf.
"cankered hate" in I/1 of Romeo and Julier) of mistrust between two rival houses.
Gerrekens suggests a further allusion to the pox: the apparent phonetic similarity between
the original title of the drama (Die Familie Ghonorez) and the medical term gonorrhea
(365-366). Although Kleist’s initial intent to relate original sin and sexual license remains
a matter for speculation, perhaps Kleist was also attempting to allude to the corrupting
nature of suspicion. However, such fear of suspicion, which infects the sick eye, is
eventually replaced at the tragic conclusion by a fear of madness as contagion. Rupert
asks that all distance themselves from Johann, a marginalized outsider to his own family
members: "Ist er in Fesseln gleich geschlagen, kann / Er euch den Speichel noch ins
Antlitz spein, / Der seine Pest euch einimpft" (2669-2671). In the selection of his final
title, Kleist decided to shift the emphasis from illness, which remains a theme in the
finished work, to Adam’s "leidigefm] Stein zum AnstoB" (6), which exists both within
and without the characters. Perhaps Sean Allan’s play on names -- an evident poetic
practice of Kleist’s (cf. Reeve, Heritage 107-122) -- could be expanded. In his view,
hunting "encapsulates the Rossitzer’s relationship to the world" (66), and Johann
significantly "loses his seat (’Sitz’) on his horse ("Rof8’)" (66). Secondly, "schroff” not
only means abrupt, but also "steep” and "precipitous”, and "die schroffen Steine" of the
first version of Johann's fall may have brought "die Schroffensteiner” down the slippery
slope to their collective downfall, under the Vor-wand (Warwand) of a murder that never

took place.
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However, there is yet another "Fall"” in the drama which is not a "Kriminalfall”,
. which is narrated by Johann to his half-brother Ottokar. The character Johann, originally

omitted from Kleist’s first scheme of Die Familie Thierrez (Wolff 135), accounts for his
unusual encounter with Agnes in this passage:

Mein Pferd, ...

Von Hémerklang, und Peitschenschall, und Hund -

Geklaff verwildert, eilt ein eilendes

Voriiber nach dem andern, streckt das Haupt

Vor deines Vaters Rofl schon an der Spitze -

Gewiltig driick ich in die Ziigel; doch,

..., eh ich, was ich sehe, wahr
Kann nehmen, stiirz ich, Ro8 und Reiter, schon
Hinab in einen Strom. -

(267-280)

. This passage suggests a "Vor-fall" to what Seeba names the "Siindenfall", since Johann's
accident occurred five weeks before he speaks of it to Ottokar (265) and therefore some
time before the discovery of Peter’s body. The unbridled suspicion of the rival families
toward one another, coupled with their rush to judgment (the impossibility of
"Wahmehmung" expressed above), provides the impetus for the fall of both families.
Johann’s fall during the hunt, caused presumably by his frightened horse, shares a
parallel with Homburg's involuntary dismounting of his horse on the way to battle. While
Homburg’s fall neither has serious physical consequences, nor bears any impact on his
future actions at Fehrbellin, Johann’s fall in the river brings about his first contact with
Agnes and subsequent rivalry with Ottokar. If we agree with Reeve’s interpretation of
the plunging stag diving into the water from Kdthchen and Die Hermannsschlacht as a
sexual symbol (Pursuit of Power 105), with the accompanying assumption that water
represents the female principle, then Johann’s accidental plunge leads one to two main
aspects of sexually charged imagery. In a moment of apotheosis, Agnes, bathing naked

in the river, appears before the half-conscious "Hingesunknen" (298) as a veiled "Engel"
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(295). She flees, dresses, and then returns, after which she removes the veil and quells
“[d]as Blut, das stromende" (300). That he "...riihrte nicht ein Glied, / Wie eine Taub
in Kindeshand" (303-304) emphasizes his passivity or impotence before this sexually
charged vision’. This image also evokes a sense of the sacred, for the veil which she
leaves becomes a fetish. Similar in its function as a physical proof to Natalie's glove in
Prinz Friedrich von Homburg, the veil acts as a token of their encounter and physical
trace of the experience.

The unspecified wound he sustains, which gushes blood, belongs to the
metaphorical constellation of the physiological and psychological act of ejaculation,
expressed by Johann’'s bleeding and loss of consciousness. It remains a matter of
speculation as to why Kleist brought Johann’s fall from his horse into the symbolic
configuration of Homburg’s fall from his horse, rather than leaving his altered account
as it was in his early version, Die Familie Ghonorez, in which Juan/Johann describes his
first encounter with Ignez/Agnes:

Als ich, im Jagdgefolge deines Vaters

Ein Windspiel miBte, und, es suchend, selbst

Mich im Gebirge von dem Trof verlor.

Wie ich, schon hastig, nur dem Jagdhorn folgend,

In grader Linie fort durch Strauch und Moor

Und moosigem Gestein mich winde, gleitet

Mein Fu, mein Haupt zerschldgt sich an dem Felsen --

(Variant, 827)
In Kleist’s first version of this scene, Juan slips and injures his head, while upon
regaining consciousness "ein strahlenreines Wesen", "ein Engel” removes her veil and
quells the flowing blood of his head injury. A religious interpretation of this scene brings
out a parallel with the more obvious baptismal imagery associated with Ottokar and
Agnes; while Ottokar sprinkled water on her forehead and breast, Johann wounds his
head, and following Ottokar’s alleged betrayal, also metaphorizes his wounded feelings
with an imagined self-inflicted wound on his chest. Both Sembdner’s edition and Edel

and Kanzog’s critical edition illustrate clearly the alteration of Juan’s narration of his
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misstep to Rodrigo, by providing the text of the "Im Manuskript gestrichene Vorstufen
der "Familie Ghonorez" (Sembdner 826-832). Kleist chose in this case to insert the
Christian yet erotic imagery of the "Strom" (suggesting baptism, rebirth (Kluge, "der
Wandel..." 58) and cooling of desire) and to work with the concealing/revealing dialectic
of Agnes’ removal of her veil. Gerreken’s assertion, that Kleist rewrote this version of
the fall to incorporate elements of Christian myth, is justified (362). The use of
"Hingefallene", which implies a loss of control and fall into sin, becomes the more
evocative "Hingesunkene", while the blood imagery of the first becomes commingled
with the river water of the final version®. In Kluge’s view, this field of associations also
coheres more effectively with the water and baptismal imagery of the third act ("Der
Wandel..." 58). This earlier passage, stricken from the Schroffenstein drama, evokes in
theme and image the punning opening of Der zerbrochene Krug:

Ja, seht. Zum Straucheln braucht’s doch nichts, als Flifle.

Auf diesem glatten Boden, ist ein Strauch hier?

Gestrauchelt bin ich hier; denn jeder tragt

Den leidigen Stein zum AnstoB in sich selbst.

(3-6)

The two passages have two image clusters in common: the stone and the "Strauch". As
we can see through their juxtaposition, the notion of a misstep is central to Kleist’s
compehension of human fallibility; even the play’s opening line of the chorus in Die
Familie Schroffenstein characterizes the murder of the heir in this way: "Nieder trat ihn
ein frecher FuB" (6). This footfall embodies a truly fateful step (so to speak) in the
progress of the tragedy, while "der Herrgott" yanks Adam’s foot and causes his comic
fall (21). In Prinz Friedrich von Homburg, for example, Kleist carries this notion to
absurd lengths, when he has Natalie describe Homburg as "dieser Fehltritt, blond mit
blauen Augen" (1095). The misstep, coupled with a fall, is also fundamental to the comic
dimensions of Kleist’s work and initiates the events of Der zerbrochne Krug.
Der zerbrochne Krug

Kleist’s first original attempt at comedy shares with Die Familie Schroffenstein
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the existence of a criminal case, a "Kriminalfall", which must be explicated by analytical
method. Indeed, KauBen-Mandelartz points out that unlike Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex,
which according to Kleist's own words has some affiliations with Der zerbrochne Krug,
Die Familie Schroffenstein features a father who unknowingly kills his own son (91).
There is also one further associative link between these dramas. While Johann’s misstep
was rewritten as a fall from an incontrollable horse, Adam’s "fall" from the window is
re-visioned as an entirely innocent, though fabricated, fall from his own bed. Hinrich
Seeba’s argument is therefore strengthened by these associations, in that he sees these
two dramas as having several themes in common: "Tatsichlich bestehen zwischen der
grotesken Komddie vom adamitischen Siindenfall und der grotesken Tragddie vom
"Sindenfall" (186) der Schroffensteiner nicht nur genetische, sondern auch thematische,
die auch auf jene belachte Ur-szene des letzten Akts ein neues Licht werfen...
("Sdndenfall..." 113)°. Der zerbrochne Krug, whose plot is driven forward by a
transgressive meeting and an attempted union between a man and a woman in less-than-
paradisal conditions, begins where Die Familie Schroffenstein ends: the disruption of
social roles, defined by family models or moral proscription, exacts a price.
Additionally, both works share the motif of the Fall, in the form of the inheritance
contract (metaphorized as the apple of original sin) and Adam’s fall. Both the contract
(the word) and the pitcher (the picture) are man-made constructs that are violently broken
(Grathoff, "Der Fall des Kruges..." 294).

Before embarking on an examination of Der zerbrochne Krug, the circumstances
of yet another intertextual fall occurring chronologically between Johann’s and Adam'’s
fall ought to be examined. This "Zwischenfall", which takes place in Goethe’'s Die
Natiirliche Tochter, may shed light on the fallen body of Die Familie Schroffenstein and
Penthesilea by a comparison suggested by the quotation that heads this chapter.

Josef Kunz, commentator and editor of the Hamburger volume containing
Goethe’s political tragedy, had already seen how Goethe brought together political
uncertainty and an individual’s instability in the play’s "Metapher des Sturzes" (488).
Walter Miiller-Seidel points out that the loss of Paradise in Die Natiirliche Tochter is
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related to tragic guilt, by citing Eugenie's line: "Jenes Apfels / Leichtsinnig
augenblicklicher Genuf§ / Hat aller Welt unendlich Weh verschuldet" (9121-1923)
(Versehen und Erkennen 209). Aside from this imagery of original sin, which occurs
textually fifteen lines after the magistrate’s distinction between "Fehitritt" and
"Straucheln", Eugenie had suffered a physical fall. Eugenie’s accident on horseback
implicates the heroine’s downfall with the threatened collapse of an established order of
political legitimacy. In Katharina Mommsen’s view, this drama shares with Penthesilea
a fascination with the motif of collapse. Mommsen takes this common aspect one step
further: "Es gibt in der Penthesilea unmittelbare Anspielungen auf eine Dichtung Goethes

. ndmlich auf das Trauerspiel Die Natirliche Tochter" (45). Among those direct
similarities are Eugenie's and Penthesilea’s skill at riding, their fall from above
("Felsenwinde" in each drama) in pursuit of prey (a stag and Achilles respectively,
whom Penthesilea describes as a "Hirsch" (2645)), the common phrase "Rof und
Reiterin" (45), and the description of each protagonist as a "Centaurin” (46). What is for
Die Natiirliche Tochter a realistic hunting background is for Penthesilea an underlying
metaphoric force. There are some interesting parallels between Die Familie Schroffenstein
and Die Natiirliche Tochrer, in addition to the similarities between the former and
Penthesilea (cf. KauBen-Mandelartz). Although Sean Allan, for example, has already
taken note of the circumstantial similarity between Johann’s and Eugenie’s falls (66), the
following will examine further this textual similarity in greater detail.

When Mommsen compares the descriptive passages concerning Eugenie’s riding
practices before her fall with Kleist's teichoscopic description of Penthesilea’s
superhuman pursuit of Achilles, it becomes clear that Kleist made use of certain passages
as models for descriptive scenes of Penthesilea. However, it is also possible to suggest
that this intertextual dialogue had already begun with the anonymous publication of Die
Familie Schroffenstein in the beginning of 1803, to which Goethe’s drama (composed and
performed in 1803, published as a pocketbook in 1804) may have been a rejoinder. The
first documented contact between Goethe and Kleist came through the efforts of Adam

Miiller in 1807 with his sending of Der zerbrochne Krug to the former; I do not imply
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that Goethe would have been able to attribute Die Familie Schroffenstein to Kleist, for
the play was published anonymously and remains apparently unmentioned by Goethe in
the standard documentary sources'®. Despite this apparent lack of bio-bibliographical
evidence, a textual comparison brings the following results.

Johann, identified in the dramatis personae as "Ruperts natiirlicher Sohn" (my
emphasis) not only participates in a chaotic hunt, but also falls on horseback into a river:
"ehe ich, was ich sehe, wahr / Kann nehmen, stiirz ich, RoB und Reiter, schon / Hinab
in einen Strom" (280-283). Likewise, the Herzog of Goethe’s tragedy reports how “...die
Amazonentochter, / Die in den Fluf dem Hirsch sich zuerst / Auf raschem Pferde
flichtig nachgestiirzt" (127-129). Despite these apparent similarities between Kleist’s first
published drama and Goethe’s Trauerspiel, one could suggest that both authors were
referring to the myth of Tanais, who drowned himself in a river, rather than succumb
to his desire for his mother; Wolf Kittler, for example, outlines the mythical associations
of the plunging stag in such works as Das Kéthchen von Heilbronn and Penthesilea
(Gebure 187-189).

Even if the possibility of Goethe’s borrowing from Die Familie Schroffenstein
must remain a matter of speculation, Mommsen’s research is nonetheless convincing with
regard to Kleist’s engagement with Die Natiirliche Tochter. An as yet unconfirmed
encounter between Kleist’s first work and Goethe’s tragedy is not entirely out of the
question. What is possible is that Kleist’s response to Die Natiirliche Tochter did not
culminate exclusively in specific scenes in Penthesilea, but that Der zerbrochne Krug
answers to a particular challenge laid out in Goethe’s political tragedy. The Goethe
quotation heading this chapter resembles not only a challenge but also a generic
prescription, in that a comical and horizontal stumble on the floor contrasts with a
misstep resulting in a tragical vertical fall. Kleist’s reply to the words of the judge (both
to Goethe as author and to his character the "Gerichtsrat") may be found in judge
Adam’s first words:

Ja, seht. Zum Straucheln brauchts doch nichts, als Fiife.

Auf diesem glatten Boden, ist ein Strauch hier?
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Gestrauchelt bin ich hier ...
(3-5)
The language of the misstep — the "Fehltritt"!! and the verb "Straucheln" -- as well as
the terms "glatten" or "ebne[n] Boden" leads one to suspect that Kleist possibly had the
apparent genre prescriptions of Goethe’s "Gerichtsrat" in mind'?. The magistrate’s
remark bears repeating, in view of its juxtaposition with the words of Adam:
GERICHTSRAT. Auf ebnem Boden straucheln, ist ein Scherz,
Ein Fehltritt stirzt vom Gipfel dich herab.

If the biblical Adam’s fall is of tragically mythic proportions, then judge Adam’s fall,
be it the invented one against the oven (originally ornamented with a sword-bearing
cherub) or his injurious fall from Eve’s window, is the stuff of comedy. Homburg’s
physical fall (although "leichthin zur Seite niedergleitend" (381)) is the "Vor-fall" to his
collapse in the "Todesfurchtszene", while the physical and psychological dimensions of
Penthesilea’s violent and recurring falls culminate in her tragic descent,

This implicit dialogue between Kleist and Goethe, which takes place behind the
scenes of Johann's, Eugenie’s and Adam’s falls, leads to the most spectacular and best
documented literary confrontation between Goethe and Kleist: the failed staging of Der
zerbrochne Krug at the Weimar court theater in 1808. In Kleist’s first comedy, Diethelm
Briiggemann sees more than an intertextual dialogue taking place, but a frontal attack on
Goethe as representative of a particular theory of drama and as a practitioner of a
particular kind of theater. Of interest here is Kleist’s manipulation and disruption of
genre categories, for this play’s theological allusions and manifestations of bodiliness
playfully mingle the mythical with the creaturely, the tragic with the trivial. The external
circumstances surrounding the composition of Der zerbrochne Krug have been thoroughly
documented®, and despite the Le Veau engraving’s initial relevance for the poets’
competition of 1802 between Zschokke and Ludwig Wieland, Kleist worked on the
manuscript up to 1811 and used an array of literary, religious and iconographic
sources’. In the reception of Kleist, however, the dialogue between dramatic
convention and innovation has in turn produced interpretive conventions. Hans Joachim

Schrimpf, in 1964, could speak of this play’s strange neglect (342), and further explains
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that its outsider status in relation to Kleist’s works originates in the critics’ view of him
as a "geborene[r] Tragiker[...]" (Schrimpf 342). Despite Goethe’s recognizing the play’s
“auBerordentliche Verdienste" (LS 185), some critical voices have tended to dismiss
Kleist's only original comedy as a "Werk meisterlicher Mache" or "technisches
Zwangsprodukt” (Gundolf cited in Schneider 166), often simply because something so
circumstantial as a poetic contest, rather than an existential crisis or psychological
compulsion, provided Kleist with the initial impetus to write the play (Schlossbauer 526).
Der zerbrochne Krug has gradually become one of German literature’s most performed
(cf. Reeve, Kleist on Stage 52) and critically examined comedies. By 1981, Dirk
Grathoff could hardly speak of neglect, but rather of "die bereits ans Uniiberschaubare
grenzende Fiille der Literatur" ("Der Fall des Kruges..." 295), a tendency that has
become even more prominent in the last fifteen years.

That Kleist was precise in his practice of labelling his dramas by genre has
already been established (cf. Kanzog, "Kommunikative Varianten..."), for Kleist’s
description of Der zerbrochne Krug and Amphitryon as "Lustspiele” assumes on the one
hand a certain horizon of expectations on the audience’s part and an author’s knowledge
of theatrical tradition and contemporary practice on the other. What cannot be
established, as the ongoing debates demonstrate, is the specific extent to which Kleist
mixed tragic and comic elements in practically all his completed dramas. Despite our
assurance that his plays present us with both comic and tragic elements, there remains
the audience’s discomfort with the thoroughly unamusing moral dilemma faced by Eve
and Alkmene, to name only two oft-cited examples of Kleist’s alleged penchant for
psychological cruelty. Yet his Krug, for example, is playing on both sides of a game
between tragedy and comedy from the very beginning with the audience, as it directs our
gaze from the boot to the buskin, from the tragic to the comic. As with the coffin of Die
Familie Schroffenstein, the play’s opening tableau draws the audience’s attention to the
body of a protagonist, who “sitzt und verbindet sich ein Bein". Adam, because of his
bandaged leg, cannot get his boots on: "Pest! Mein geschundner Fuf8! Ich krieg die
Stiefeln -- " (204). Bootless Adam, reduced to limping through the trial in his socks,

37



cannot play a tragic role even in accordance with dramatic costuming convention.

Licht’s forensic gaze, replicated by the audience, moves from Adam’s leg to his
face. Adam’s first inventive story concerning his facial injuries also alludes on many
levels to the tragic, only to parody this genre. His morning collision with the
"Bocksgesicht" has numerous implications. Firstly, the face of the horned goat with its
extended nose points out Adam’s sexual desire and goatishness, in its satyr-like and
satirical representation of Adam’s hominess and his misshapen foot; secondly, in the
battle of the phallic noses between Ruprecht and Adam, Adam comes up short: "Die
Nas’ hat auch gelitten” (43). Finally, however, the potential etymological roots of the
Greek term tragedy are seen by some reference works as referring to the
"Bocksgesang"'’, the goat-song, an allusion of which Kleist may have been aware when
he transmogrified the omamental cherub armed with a sword (representing Adam being
smitten with an angel’s sword and driven from Paradise) into the burlesque goat with an
extended nose. This banishment from Paradise is translated onto the actions of Ruprecht,
an avenging angel, who flies into Eve's chamber and beats Adam with a door latch
(Harms 149). The homns of the goat are precisely those horns of the cuckold which Adam
attempts to plant on Ruprecht’s head (who in turn wishes to discover if "dir [Ruprecht]
von fern hornartig etwas keimt" (944)). These horns also represent the twin wounds
inflicted on Adam’s head, more or less the homns of the devil or the satyr. Kenneth
Calhoon’s view adds the notion of sacrifice to the tragic symbolism of the goat, when
he suggests that "the role of sacrifice [is] possibly the most important point of tangency
between the biblical and the classical traditions” (231): If Adam and Oedipus are the
pharmakoi, or surrogate victims (231), then the telling term "Siindenbdcke" describes
their function in the German vernacular. At the image of the goat this tangency between
biblical and classical traditions intersects in another way: Adam, horned and hoofed and
leaving a sulfrous odor, is also the devil. Yet this relationship between the tragedy and
the satyr play is complicated by Kleist’s combination of two unlikely sources for comic
material: the Fall of Adam and Eve and the myth of QOedipus.

That Kleist already provides a clue to the understanding of this comedy can be
seen in his unpublished "Vorrede". Here he alludes to the "historische Faktum" of the
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Oedipus legend, which his story superficially approximates in terms of character
attributes, plot structure, and language. In his brief article of 1960 on Kleist's
"Metamorphose” (849) of the Greek tragedy, Wolfgang Schadewalt notes how Adam and
Oedipus are both judges and have deformed feet, and how both are eventually exposed,
as a component of the analytical method of each drama, as the investigator of his own
crime; Kreon, like Licht, becomes his superior’s successor (844); the scars on Oedipus’
feet parallel the role of Adam’s absent wig, which cannot cover his scars (847); Ruprecht
and Oedipus are connected through their blindness (848). Adam’s schizophrenic
"Angsttraum”, for example, is analogous to the function of Teiresias the oracle (Schrimpf
347). Furthermore, as Horisch points out, Oedipus kills Laius, who emerges like Walter
from a "Hohlweg" (176); Ingeborg Harms further points out that Walter’s wagon is "im
Hohlweg umgeworfen", while Oedipus throws Laius fatally from his wagon (159-160).
Both dramas share the "unbewuBte Doppelsinn in der Rede der Hauptfiguren" as a mode
of expressing tragic irony in the one play and a way of promoting comic
(mis)understanding in the other (Zenke 95). However, Frank Schlossbauer argues against
assigning too much weight to such analogical stretches, by which Kleist critics seem to
ennoble the low form of the comedy by placing it in the distinguished company of the
classical tragedy (527). These comparisons, in Schlossbauer’s view, are of limited value
to understanding Kleist’s comedy (527), especially since the play’s scale and scope also
captures the minutiae of everyday life.

This scholarly emphasis resting on Kleist’s " Anreicherung seines Dramas" (Zenke
93) through tragic and mythical themes notes the distinction that Oedipus pays the
ultimate price for finding the truth, while Adam, though socially and physically
stigmatized by his lies, retains some standing in the community. The succession of the
leader in the Sophoclean and biblical myth has a common sexual prohibition: Oedipus
is cursed for his parricide and incest, while Adam is exiled after his eating of the tree
brings his awareness of Eve's nakedness (Milfull 8). These dramas do intersect,
however, in their vivid treatment of bodily deformation and violence. My use of Nutz’s
term "body drama” (in his article on Penthesilea as "Korperdrama") attempts to capture

my belief that no other work of Kleist (with the possible exception of Penthesilea’s
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blood, sweat and tears) focuses to the same degree on the body’s sensation and
gratification, desire and punishment, excretion and consumption. In addition to the shared
elements of plot and character outlined above, Kleist equipped Adam with the significant
"Klumpful}” (26) that links not only the "Schwellfu8" QOedipus to judge Adam, but also
the Christian to the ancient myth, in order to establish an "ironische Ausdehnung des
Assoziationsfeldes" (Zenke 93). The hoof of Satan’s foot, even though invoked with
regard to Adam, acts as a “ganz unmetaphysiches Komddienrequisit" (Zenke 94), as does
Adam'’s sulphorous "Denkmal”. Adam is not the devil, but merely devilish; he is not the
inverted mirror figure of Oedipus, but perhaps, in his sublimated desire to see Walter
dead, he is Oedipal.

In addition to the echoes of the fallen body of Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex, there
exists the Judeo-Christian mythical background to Der zerbrochne Krug: Adam and Eve’s
multiply coded fall from innocence. John Milfull notes that "Kleist’s works abound in
images of the 'Fall’, which are characterized by perplexing moral ambiguity" (10). Judge
Adam’s attempt at a sexual exchange (the first fall being an ascent into carnal knowledge)
is linked explicitly to the second fall, the "fortunate fall" into the use and manipulation
of language, with the object not to enlighten, but to conceal. Adam’s barrier of language,
in place of his wig and in the absence of Eve’s testimony, temporarily conceals the
significant traces of his literal fall. Thus the play’s representation of language, in its oral
and written form, is the site of conflict between different expressive modes:
"Miindlichkeit und Schriftlichkeit der Sprache", in the view of Emst Ribbat, "werden ...
kontrastiert” (145).

Symptomatic of alternating power relations expressed by the uses of different
kinds of linguistic expression, the exchange of bodies is linked with the stature accorded
the written and the spoken. For example, Adam expects Eve's body is to be fraudulently
exchanged for his facility with the written word (the draft notice and the medical
certificate), sealed with his authority. Should Adam obtain access to Eve’'s body, she
would receive in return the false medical certificate, and she shall have Ruprecht’s body,
physically intact and free from the fever and combat depleting the ranks of the colonial
troops. Adam’s capacity to read and write (and thereby render absent the body of
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Ruprecht) gives him power over the illiterate Eve, who must accept the truth value of
Ruprecht’s draft notice and the fake affidavit. However, Kleist reverses the biblical myth
and collapses the roles Adam and Satan together; in biblical tradition, the serpent tempted
Eve to eat from the tree of knowledge, who then in turn tempted Adam.

But it is judge Adam who already possesses the knowledge of language, a facility
not entirely in control of its medium. While on the one hand he draws attention to the
importance of his faked documentation for Eve, he consistently confuses on the other his
creature comforts and accessories with the written artefacts of the law: files are used to
wrap food and his wigs are stored in the bookshelf (Hettche 88-89). Indeed, Adam shows
no interest in any written legal document, and in his discussions with Walter insists on
the primacy of unwritten statutes (Hettche 89). But, as Hettche argues, precisely this
brokenness of Adam’s false language, associated with the "Knackern" of the attestation
in "Fraktur", foreshadows the discovery of Adam’s "Ver-brechen" (95).

Milfull also points out the notion that Adam’s sin -- as a result of a doubling
process confirmed by the presence of the tree of knowledge and the tree of life -- can be
seen as "division", the rending of one into two. Each tree has the same root, but Adam
has chosen to eat only of one (8). Eckehard Catholy notes that the "Aktensto8e" are piled
up like the Tower of Babel, an allusion to "die prinzipielle Sprachverwirrung und
Vielziingigkeit der menschlichen Rede", a result of "menschlicher Siindhaftigkeit, eines
zweiten Adamfalls" (179). Emst Ribbat sees the mixture of discourses leading to
"Babylon in Huisum", most apparent in the confusing exchanges between Adam and his
maidservants, or between Licht, Adam and Walter's servants. When the news of Walter’s
accident is brought to Adam and Licht by Walter’s servant, the following confused
exchange ensues:

LICHT zum Bedienten:

Es ist dem Herrn Gerichtsrat, will ich hoffen,
Nichts Bases auf der Reise zugestofien?

DER BEDIENTE: Je, nun! Wir sind im Hohlweg umgeworfen.

ADAM: Pest! Mein geschundner Fuf! Ich krieg die Stiefeln-

LICHT: Ei, du mein Himmel! Umgeworfen, sagt Thr?
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Doch keinen Schaden weiter -?
DER BEDIENTE: Nichts von Bedeutung.

Der Herr verstauchte sich die Hand ein wenig.

Die Deichsel brach.
ADAM: DaB er den Hals gebrochen!
LICHT:

Die Hand verstaucht? Ei, Herr Gott! Kam der Schmidt
schon?
DER BEDIENTE:

Ja fiir die Deichsel.

LICHT: Was?

ADAM: Ihr meint, der Doktor.
LICHT: Was?

DER BEDIENTE: Fiir die Deichsel?

ADAM: Ach, was! Fir die Hand.

DER BEDIENTE:
Adies, ihr Herren. - Ich glaub, die Kerls sind toll. Ab
(201 - 218)
The confusion springs from two damaged objects -- Walter’s sprained hand and the
broken shaft -- and the method of repairing them; Licht’s remark cited above lacks
parallel structure, in that he inquires about the sprained hand and then the blacksmith,
when in fact he is referring to the repair of the broken part. Adam conflates the broken
shaft with the wish for Walter’s broken neck. Zenke cites this dialogue as demonstrating
an “Interferenz der Reihen" (102), while Martini sees the "hochst komische
Sprachwirkung" in the speed of exchange and effect of confusion ("Bauformen des
Lustspiels..." 417). As a symptom of this chaotic language game in which hand and
shaft, doctor and blacksmith become confused, Schrimpf maintains that the "Menschlich-
Organische[-] und Mechanische[-] wachsen ineinander”, and that "Zufall und Tiicke der
Objekte richten sich gegen ihn [Adam]" (365) - and also against Walter'. Furthermore,
as Ribbat notes, the importance of the play’s play with language lies in its fallen state,

42



in that Huisum begins in many ways to represent the tower of Babel. After his arrival,
Walter locates this doubleness in language in the figure of Adam, admonishing him
twice; in the first instance he is not to use a "zweideutige Sprache" with the complainants
(542), and in the second he is not to instruct the parties through "zweideutge Lehren"
(805).

As a mediator between Adam’s excessive orality, suggested by his attempts to
talk, eat and drink his way out his predicament, and Marthe’s visuality, the "Schreiber"
Licht present us with the most "disembodied" sign system of the written word. Seen by
Eckehard Catholy as "die einzige 'unsympathische’ Figur des Stiicks" (175), Licht in
recent years has been viewed infrequently as an unambiguously positive figure and more
as the ambitious penpusher specializing in “clandestine domination" (Reeve, "Ein
Dunkles Licht..." 63); it is difficult to decide whether or not Adam or Licht is writing
the script for the unfolding events, as the secret-ary "adroitly stag[es] the public exposé”
of Adam (Reeve, "Ein Dunkles Licht..." 62). Hettche goes so far as to describe Licht
as Adam’s “detektive Gegenspieler" (85). While Licht’s protocol provides a written
record of Adam’s conduct during the trial, Licht’s placing the wig on Adam’s head
produces the ultimate body of evidence and represents, coupled with his holding the
mirror before Adam, his only significant non-verbal gesture. As Borchardt points out,
Adam’s confrontation with his own image -- aided by Licht -- occurs at the beginning
and at the end of the comedy: at first to view the evidence of his wounds, and in the end
to view the wig, the final piece of evidence (120-121).

Compared to Licht's process of abstraction through the written word, Marthe’s
literal use of and response to language, while seen by Graham as naively comical,
displays not simply a lack of understanding, but a different modality of understanding.
Marthe’s narrative is to "lend force and apparent meaning to the non-verbal sign"
(Stephens, Plays and Stories 70). The difference between Adam and Marthe lies in their
"polare Verfahrensweisen" (Hoverland, "Adam und Frau Marthe..." 59); Marthe, far
from being a bumpkin, is a worthy "Gegenspielerin" (Hoverland, "Adam und Frau
Marthe..." 63) to Adam. By Roland Reuss’ account, Marthe’s grasp of language is

ironically nominalist in her apparent belief in the Adamite link between a name and a
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thing ("Notizen zur Sprache..." 8-9). When the once intact jug is broken, there are only
fragments of meaning ("Scherben”) and an absence ("das Loch"). Marthe fills the
absence with her tale of the jug’s imagery and its circumstantial history. But the non-
verbal triumphs with the planting of Adam’s wig on his head, when an inorganic
imitation of a bodily sign (the wig which replaces the hair) is coupled with his physically
battered head. This reunion initiates the confirmation of his guilt. The brokenness of the
jug is irreparable, but the piecing together of perpetrator, to compose an image or
profile, remains a possibility. Thus the separation between the word and the object it
represents, the identity/sameness of judge and perpetrator which Adam tried to keep
apart, is no longer tenable. As in Adam’s prophetic dream, he was once split in two, but
is now one: "Drauf wurden wir beide zu eins, und flohen..." (275).

Adam and Eve interact through silence or voice: Adam speaks and writes lies, and
Eve breaks her silence to speak the truth. In Kleist’s re-vision of the myth, it is Adam
the tempter (who comes up from Marthe's garden) and Eve the tempted'’, for she was
apparently willing to participate in the ruse to keep Rupert out of the army, thus
compounding Adam'’s lie (concerning conscription) with another (regarding Ruprecht’s
unfitness for service). While Adam has the ability to read and write the words on the
page, Eve possesses the skill of reading the symbolism of coinage. Before she recognizes
the symbolic worth of money, Eve triumphs through her oral testimony over Adam’s
written and spoken lies: "Eves Mund verwahrt ein 'Geheimnis’, das die Manner begehren
und reden heifit; Eves Mund allein entscheidet Gber die Semantik der Zeichen, die Adams
Leib eingeschrieben sind" (Hoérisch 177). Despite Licht’s apparent complicity in Adam’s
downfall, Eve's breaking her silence, in the same way the "mouth" of the jug speaks of
its shattering, ascribes to his wounds their ultimate meaning and origin.

Compared with Marthe's comical-naive reading of the scene formerly depicted
on the jug, Eve’s understanding of the gold’s representative value displays her not so
innocent grasp of iconography'®. She is declared innocent of any carnal knowledge, but
such declarations have little use in view of her other trial of innocence. As Anthony
Stephens points out, when Eve says in the variant: "Was hilfts, daB ich jetzt mich
schuldios erzihle?" (1946) she is on the one hand reinvoking the possibility of Rupert’s
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conscription; on the other hand, she is also expressing her awareness that she is
"verloren" (1950), and has participated in a ritual exchange of power through narration
(Stephens, "Die berechtigte Frage..." 33). Free of guilt in the shattering of the jug, and
exonerated of sexual misconduct, she is nonetheless complicitous in the economy of the
Schein: the written attestation and the world of seeming, both of which embody the
fictionality of symbolic meaning. The shine of Walter’s money, with its "leuchtend
Antlitz" (Variant, 2374), which both attracts and repulses her, finally brings about her
cooperation'®. Here the moment of awareness is seconded by her use of the specific
term "Erkennen”, in its double sense of recognition and knowledge that resides in the
variant’s treatment of the “antagonism between truth and language" (Stephens, Plays and
Stories 65).

According to Gerhard Neumann, Der zerbrochne Krug realizes dramatically the
doubling of original sin, as it is marked on his stumbling body and by his stuttering
words (qtd. in Hettche 85). The stumbling body falls, not only in a physical sense, but
also in terms of the traces it bears when it collides with the truth: "Kleists Umschrift des
Paradiesesgeschehens 1a8t den Mann den Siindenfall begehen, indem sie die Frau zum
Subjekt/Objekt des Begehrens erklirt, das den mannlichen Leib mit Signifikanten schlagt”
(Horisch 177). This doubling of language and body, in addition to the doubleness of
meaning found in Adam'’s language games, also draws lines of intersection between him
and other characters. The play is dominated by alternating forms of togetherness and
fragmentation. After all, Adam informs Walter: "Ich fiel" (1459), with the revealingly
truthful qualification, "...[d}ie Wahrheit zu sagen, ber mich" (1463). Adam’s disunited
body, in effect, also muitiplies and shadows the bodies of Walter and Ruprecht.

For example, Walter and Adam both suffer parallel accidents and injuries. In the
comic dialogue already cited above, three things are reportedly damaged: Adam’s foot,
which cannot fit into the boot, the carriage shaft, and Walter’s sprained hand. Walter’s
sprained hand, significantly described as "Nichts von Bedeutung", also relativizes critics’
attempts to overestimate the fixity of nomen est omen®. Both are explicitly associated

with the vulnerability of the neck, which represents in Reeve’'s view a persistent
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anatomical symbol for Kleist (““Mit dem Hals..." 23). Another judge in Holla,
suspended by Walter, is found "aufgehangen” (111) and although revived, has lost all
status "als wdr er eine Leiche schon" (117). Walter, unlike Laius, suffers only a sprained
hand, but Adam merely rhetorically wishes for his superior’s injury ("Daf} er den Hals
gebrochen!" (208)); afterwards, however, he recounts to Licht the nature of his
"schizophrenic dream” (Reeve, ""Mit dem Hals..." 241), in which Adam has already
doubled himself and “...judiziert den Hals ins Eisen mir" (273). Having already
attempted to supplant Ruprecht, Adam threatens to throw Ruprecht by the neck in irons
(a projection and displacement of his nightmare scenario (Reeve, ""Mit dem Hals..."
241)) and does give this order using the same words at the end of the proceedings.
Adam’s neck comes to represent everybody’s fleshly vulnerability.

Aside from their physical affiliations, Adam and Ruprecht are competitors, who
duplicate and share the role of Eve’s husband (Allan 82). In addition to this social aspect,
the relationship between the bodies of Adam and Ruprecht is seen in their
interchangeable eyes. What was for the Oedipus myth a self-inflicted punishment of
blinding, became for Adam’s eye a sign of punishment, especially in view of Licht’s
oath: "Ei, hier liegt / Querfeld ein Schlag, blutriinstig, straf mich Gott, / Als hétt ein
Grofiknecht wiitend ihn gefiihrt" (44-46). Despite his insistent denials, Adam’s eye, along
with Ruprecht’s, is injured, as the latter is blinded by the interloper’s throwing of sand
in his eyes (1003-1007, also: “Der Satan warf sie [his eyes] mir voll Sand" (1553)).

Supplementary to their association by way of the neck and the eyes, Marthe’s
hope that Ruprecht's back will receive the punishing blows of the officer’s staff (474-
475) is fulfilled by proxy on Adam’s back, when the judge, reenacting his fall from
Eve’s window, leaps from his judge’s seat and allows the spectators to view from their
window "[wlie die Perticke ihm den Riicken peitscht" (1959). Calhoon finds another
parallel to Adam’s traumatized and misshapen form in Ruprecht’s curse: "Dal} mir der
FuB erlahmte" (2253), a spoken assumption of Adam’s dominant physical characteristic.
Similar to the officer’s staff, which functions symbolically as a sign of authority and
practically as a implement of punishment, Adam’s wig is an emblem of authority which

eventually punishes him for his transgressions, in this case a self-inflicted disciplining of
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the body. Such displacement is also projected onto the judge’s robe, which Ruprecht
beats in the absence of the judge’s body, "in Ermangelung des Buckels" (1904).

With the Edenic and Babylonic falls in mind, it is notable that Adam also refers
to "zwei Fiélle" during the trial, which could include his own literal fall from the
window, and the fall of the "Alte[n] Adam" (605): “...Zwei Falle gibt’s. / Mein Seel,
nicht mehr, und wenn’s nicht, so bricht’s" (554-555), although such punning renders the
fixed meaning and intent of these words unreadable. It is unclear how Adam, as judge
and reader (i.e. interpreter of the evidence) is successful in his attempt to limit the
possibility of the meaning of the fall to two, and only two, possibilities. These "zwei
Fille" may include Adam’s fall (an undeniable fact) and his imagined fall out of bed
(invented), the perpetrator’s fall from Eve’s window (unexplained), Walter’'s wagon
crash, or of course the jug’s final shattering. Any one of these literal falls may be linked
to the "Fall"/case before the judge. Adam, as arch-fabulator, simultaneously widens the
horizons of the event’s meaning while delimiting the possibilities of explanations that
point to his guilt. However, Adam’s sin is more than doubling, for the foregoing has
shown that he unceasingly multiplies the case’s ("der Fall") possibility for meanings and
associations. However, in this process of multiplication and replication, the mirroring
relationship between the pitcher and Adam, both of whom are the central protagonists
of this comedy, has remained relatively unexamined.

Before examining the relationship between the broken jug and the broken judge,
we should examine in some detail Adam'’s postlapsarian physical condition. What are the
nature of Adam’s wounds, as we learn of them in the opening dialogue with Licht? He
suffers from a sprained left foot (21-22) and facial injuries to his cheek (35-37), eye and
nose (44-45). Licht and Adam both describe his face (35) and his foot (204) as
"geschunden”, a term ("flayed") usually denoting an extreme form of punishment.
Adam’s foot binds two strains of mythic culpability together: the biblical, in that the
"Pferdehuf" represents Satan, and the Qedipal, in its misshapen state; the foot, as a
physical deformity, serves as a "ganz unmetaphysiches Komodienrequisit” (Zenke 94).
Even Adam’s curse (or one should say oath) "Um alle Wunden" (521), expresses an

implicit association between his fallen state and the stigmata of Christ. It is clear that
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Adam’s wounds represent a "body of evidence", as part of Kleist’s "erkenntniskritische
Rehabilitierung des Leibes" (Horisch 175). The body becomes a sign and "indiziert
Wahrheit gemdfl dem Gesetz", for "[a]n des Dorfrichters Leib erscheint, was seine Rede
nicht ans Licht und schon gar nicht in Lichts Protokoll kommen lassen méchte: die Male
seines enttiauschten Begehrens" (Hoérisch 175). However, both Adam’s body and the jug
are the only victims of a shattering experience. As Mark Ward sees it, the jug's
destruction represents an escape from domination: "If the pitcher is taken as representing
restriction, imposed authority and indeed a tyrannical power structure, then its breaking
becomes a very positive occurrence, and a concentrated articulation of the comic
"Gestalt" of the work" (64). In the same way, the jug’s shattering portends Adam'’s
eventually broken authority. If "Jedwedes Ubel ist ein Zwilling" (1484), as Adam
remarks when Walter notices his missing wig, then the twinning of judge and jug
warrants more detailed investigation.

Ilse Graham suggests in her groundbreaking article of 1955 that the true
protagonist of Der zerbrochne Krug (as indicated in any case by the title of the play) is
in fact the broken jug itself, whose fall is narrated four times. Here I would like to point
out a parallel between the fate of Adam and the life story of the jug, whose narration
takes up several lines in the seventh scene. Although Graham does argue convincingly
for the reinsertion of the jug as a central symbol of the comedy, I would go one step
further and illustrate how Adam’s fall reproduces the story of the jug’s history. In other
words, there is a fall in addition to Walter's and Adam'’s -- overlooked to a large extent
by most critics -- which precedes Adam’s. In this instance, Marthe describes Zachdus’
throwing the jug from his window in order to save it:

Der [Zachidus] warf, als die Franzosen pliinderten,

Den Krug, samt allem Hausrat, aus dem Fenster,

Sprang selbst, und brach den Hals, der Ungeschickte,

Und dieser irdne Krug, der Krug von Ton,

Aufs Bein kam er zu stehen, und blieb ganz.

(699-704)
While the jug survives with its leg intact, Zachdus ironically breaks his neck, only to
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incongruously live to tell his tale to Marthe’s late husband. In the second instance, the
obvious motivation for the stage trial, Adam survives his fall from the window with face
and leg injuries, but the jug is shattered, perhaps in Marthe’s view as a sign of Eve’s
fractured, irreparable innocence ("Dein guter Name lag in diesem Topfe," (490)). The
trajectory of the jug is explicitly linked to the act of telling and retelling; whoever
possesses the jug, however temporarily, becomes a repositor of the vessel’s history. Thus
Zachdus, even with a broken neck, and Adam, who is trying to save his own neck, are
required to tell the tale of the jug’s adventure, regarding or disregarding the truth. The
hole in the jug brings about Marthe’s quest for the truth and need for an ending to the
jug’s (hi)story.

Adam, though instigator and investigator of the crime, represents as a human
allegory the fall of the jug, only this time he injures his leg, while the jug lands intact
"aufs Bein", until its second shattering fall. Kleist explicitly associates the jug and the
"leg" in a single metaphor complex, in that both Adam and the jug land, so to speak, on
their feet with differing results. Hansgerd Delbriick notes another judge/jug parallel in
the material required: As God created Adam out of sand, so too is the "irdner" pitcher
(Kleists Weg 53). Adam himself makes this connection clear, when he compares his foot
("Klumpffu}* (26)) to a lump: "Ein Fuf§ ist, wie der andere, ein Klumpen" (27).
"Fufklumpen und Kopfklumpen", according to Harms, "“...verweisen auf den Tonteig,
aus dem jener Krug entstanden ist” (211). The foot and leg surfaces again in Ruprecht’s
oath: "Ich aber setze noch den Fuf} darauf" (442), meaning that he will be cursed should
he take Eva as his wife. Finally, the jug, "der kein Bein zum Stehen hat" (429), cannot
be replaced. This metaphor is sustained and extended in a further passage: Frau Marthe
insists that the "Herr Korporal" (469) (literally: the body), "der wiird’ge Holzgebein"
(470), would be a more suitable mate. As a form of compensation within the framework
of a social economy, Marthe desires a one-legged man for her daughter to reassemble
the lost integrity of the now legless jug. In the fallen and shattered world, in which the
"Ausnahmezustand” of conscription portends bodily damage, fragmentation becomes the
norm. The "dignified" amputee uses his sign of rank, "den Stock", to impose his

authority on the conscripts; this same stick, a functionalized and ceremonial phallus, will
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mark its authority in the back of Ruprecht, "...der dem Stock / Jetzt seinen Riicken
bieten wird" (474-75). Thus the prosthesis, applied to the man with one leg, replaces
Eve’s lost honour embodied by the legless pitcher. The corporal, in possession of a
second prosthesis in the form of his staff, will exact Marthe’s revenge on Ruprecht.
Adam is protected from physical sanction, for Walter threatens Ruprecht with
confinement when he beats not the judge himself, but his robes.

Secondly, Adam’s fall against the "Ofenkante" is his own invention, because it
was Ruprecht’s blow with the doorhandle that caused his wound. The latter, as
embodying point of transgression (the door to Eve’s room) is symbolically compatible
with the windowsill (to the window of Eve’s room). The variant scene, in which Eve
explains the circumstances of Adam'’s visit, renders the link between Adam’s head and
the pitcher explicit. Upon entering her room, Adam "...nimmt sich die Periicke férmlich
ab, / Und hangt, [...]/ Sie auf den Krug dort..." (2209-2211). One can accept the erotic
associations between the wig (metonymically Adam, as part of him) and the jug
(synecdochically standing in for Eve and her innocence), if one assumes that the pitcher
solely and allegorically represents Eve. However, Adam and the jug mutually fulfil a
substitute function, in that the one stands in for the other: "Adam removes his wig, ...
establishing a contiguity between himself and the icon of the old order” (Calhoon 246)
by virtue of its placement. Hence the simultaneous fall of Adam, accompanied by the
wig-wearing pitcher.

Numerous critics have noticed the link between Adam and the pitcher, by virtue
of their parallel damage and association with authority. Calhoon, in a political reading,
views the jug as a "symbol of the feudal structure” and a "surrogate for Adam" (231).
The jug, like Adam’s head, is punctured. Hoverland notes that the holes in Adam’s head
and in the body of the pitcher come from the same fall (Prinzip 38) and quotes Adam’s
remark: "Denn auf der Flucht zerschlagen sich die Kriige" (1350), even though there is
only one jug. But the jug, like Adam, has a mouth and a neck, as well as legs; and
according to Grimms Worterbuch, an archaic term for a drinking vessel is a "Kopf"
(11:1768), a congruence which may explain Adam’s sudden mention of not one jug, but

two. Ingeborg Harms notes that the broken jug is indeed the broken judge: "Auch der
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Krug hat, wie Adam, nach seinem Fall zwei Locher, das frische Loch, von dem in
Marthes Zeugenbericht so vehement die Rede ist, und die GuB6ffnung, die der Krug
ohnehin besal. In Adams Fall substituiert die Ofenkante das Gesims. Und Adams
Schédel ibersetzt sich in den Krug" (183); both the jug and Adam have “mouths”, the
latter’s mouth issuing a stream of words, while Marthe speaks through and for the broken
jug.

As with the emptiness of the hole where the scene had been depicted (649),
Adam’s "evil" wound is noticed by Walter as a hole: "Das ist ein béses Loch, fiirwahr,
im Kopf, das!" (1455). The hole in the jug has a hymenic association, which Marthe
defines as Eve’s "Ehre” residing in the jug. Ruprecht locates the source of Marthe’s
anger not in the shattered jug, but in the cancelled wedding between him and Eva: "Die
Hochzeit ist es, die ein Loch bekommen" (440).

However, the real absence or hole in the story is the hole in Adam’s head, that
is the "truth" hidden for over two thousand lines of text. The narrative and interrogative
language of the trial, during which all but Eve give testimony, temporarily suspends the
testimony of Adam’'s body. His fictions also supress the true history of the wig, which
would have covered the wounds Adam’s head, until its fit finally confirms the judge as
the accused. The essential material mediator of the wig conclusively implicates the
battered Adam with the shattered jug.

[ would also like to expand on Graham’s formulations and assert the jug
additionally plays a partially allegorical function in the drama, based in part on a reading
of Frau Marthe's narration of the jug's history. Her story is not simply an absurd
digression which characterizes her naive mode of perception (Graham, "The Broken
Pitcher..." 103), but a deliberate literary mise en abime, by which the reflected images
of external events are inscribed on the nothingness of the hole, or in Frau Marthe's
words, "auf dem Loch, wo jetzto nichts..." (649). What are now shattered fragments
were images, in this case a representation of Kaiser Karl the Fifth, "von dem seht ihr nur
noch die Beine stehen" (653) -- a possible allusion to the "legs” of the jug and of Adam.
As in the incident between Adam, Ruprecht, and Eva, Marthe mentions at the close of

her history a spectator:
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Hier guckt noch ein Neugier’ger aus dem Fenster
Doch was er jetzo sieht, das weil} ich nicht.
(673-674)

A forgotten witness, or the audience?'? Before the destruction of the jug, it would seem
obvious that the curious onlooker was viewing the spectacle outlined by Frau Marthe. He
sees “jetzt" -- through a collapsing of temporal and spatial boundaries on her part, since
the images on the jug were as fixed and as static as those on Keats’s Grecian urn -- and
(re)constructs the mystery of the event. Karl Schneider clarifies Marthe’s narrative style,
which parodies Homer’s description of Achilles’ shield (176), and introduces useful
terms, derived from Lessing, to describe how Marthe effectively intertwines being and
becoming, depicting "das Koexistierende als ein Konsekutives" and translating
“"Beschreibung" into "Handlung" (176). To extend this descriptive modality to apply to
the play itself is to recognize the importance of the "stationdre[...] Prozefform"
mentioned by Goethe (LS 185), by which the narration of the events is not separate from,
but integral to the action. The importance of the pitcher lies also in its representative
value as an art object to the drama as a whole. Where Martini sees in the to-and-fro of
dialogue the effect of simultaneity, I see this illusion embedded in the temporal
framework of the play. While the reconstruction of the pitcher/picture remains an
impossible task, so too is the reconstruction of the events leading up to its destruction
from the "fragments" of Marthe, Eve and Ruprecht’s perspectives a difficult undertaking.
The act of viewing the spectacle, for example, requires the spectator to move backwards
and forwards through time through the narration, while viewing the narration as action.
For example, Adam’s act of dressing and undressing spans the entire sphere of action,
from the removal of his wig at Eve’s, the attempts to put on his vest and boots, to the
conclusive wig replacement and the removal of his robes. Thus Marthe’s apparently naive
misrecognition of time constraints reveals and reflects the elastic function of textual time.

The "Krug" is the Krug in another way. I would argue that the pitcher, once
whole and now shattered, embodies the play’s aesthetic. In Reuss’ opinion, "[d]er Name
Der zerbrochne Krug ... ist auch ein Versuch Kleists, zu benennen, was sein Stiick fir

sich selbst is" ("Notizen zur Sprache..." 4). The intact surface of the jug, presented only
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through Marthe’s narration, illustrates in miniature a historical scene. Mark Ward notes
that while Gessner’s idyll and Zschokke’s narrative explicitly depicted their pitchers
ormamented with scenes of seduction and sexual conquest (60), Kleist chose a historical
moment. The “zerscherbte Paktum" is not only a broken pitcher, but a broken picture;
for surely it is no coincidence that the jug is “durchlochert” precisely on its surface
where the scene had been depicted. Hugo Aust draws out the importance of the Bild: the
play “...verdankt seine Enstehung einem Bilde, bewegt sich konzentrisch um ein Bild
(Krug-Gemadlde), findet in einem Bild (Miinzpriagung) die Losung und erhilt aus dem
Umkreis der bildenden Kunst (Teniers vs. Raphael) die einzige Selbstdeutung seines
Autors" (68). The critic must put together the pieces, to attempt to reassemble the whole
and to do the play/pitcher justice (in Marthe’s words, "Soll hier dem Kruge nicht sein
Recht geschehen?" (1971)). Ernst Ribbat rightly sees the play as "ein schwieriges Stiick”
(137) composed, of course, out of many plays, stories and pieces. The reconstruction of
the pitcher is impossible, but not the reconstruction of the events leading to its final
demise -- or is it? Whether the jug’s status is a dramatic lapse on Kleist’s part or a
deliberate relativization of Marthe’s reliability, the pitcher either has a hole (“Ein
Loch"), or is shattered in many pieces ("In jeder Ecke ein Scherben"), or merely broken
in two ("entzwei geschlagen"), or even be doubled, as Adam refers to the "Kriige"
(1350). Indeed, for Oskar Seidlin, the pitcher may not be broken at all, "but literally
riddled through in the most outlandish way", in what he describes as "an orgy of in-two-
ness" ("For Whom..." 88); the play refers repeatedly to "entzwei", describing Walter’s
wagon (182), the pitcher (647), and finally Eve’s happiness (should Adam destroy the
forged documents) (2229). Likewise the jug (648), Adam’s head (1458) and the wedding
(441) have a "Loch". Ribbat explains that the broken jug is not just the object of the
quarrel, but a poetological moment: “die heroische Tragddie umfassender Geltung hat
keine Basis mehr, das Private, Fragmentarische, Partielle des Lustspiels ist allein
zuriickgeblieben" (137). The play’s surface is part and parcel of the play of surfaces; the
hole in the pitcher is to be filled with an explanatory meaning, the hole to be repaired
by wholeness.

This loss of wholeness is confirmed by the presence of the fallen body and
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extended by a series of associations: Adam’s wound and the shattered jug, Walter’s hand
and the broken axle, the amputee corporal and the potentially flogged Ruprecht, and the
"krummbeinig[e]" Lebrecht (1229). These injured characters populate a world in which
humans not only possess their bodies but are their bodies (Horisch 170). Adam'’s loss of
his wig, the final piece of evidence in the puzzle of his guilt, cannot be seen in this
context as a simplistic plot device. After all, in the Judeo-Christian tradition, the fig leaf
worn by Adam is according to Richard Kearney the "his first cultural artefact" (42) and
the price of shamed knowledge; Oskar Seidlin identifies the wig as a "kiimmerliches
Feigenblatt" (47), a leaf or a sheet of paper (“ein Blatt") behind which Adam can conceal
his exposed body. Adam knows only too well that the return of the wig, as with the
absurd return of Peter’s finger in Die Familie Schroffenstein, will herald the end of the
spectacle. Walter states: "Und grad auch heut / Noch die Periicke seltsam einzubiifien!
/ Die hatt Euch Eure Wunden noch bedeckt" (1456-58). His head wounds, suggestive of
a sexual transgression (the head being a traditional phallic symbol) would have been
sufficiently covered by his missing wig, suggestively impaled in the shrubbery
surrounding Eve’s window.

His departure from his bed and bench "bis in alle Welt" (1725) partially reflects
on the exile of Adam and Eva from Paradise, and instead of the fixed tableau at the
climax of Prinz Friedrich von Homburg or Das Kdthchen von Heilbronn, Adam flees
from an audience within an audience, his coat -- the mantle/"Mantel" (so to speak) of
authority -- metonymically beaten by Ruprecht in its bearer’s absence. What is interesting
in this scene is how Adam’s absent body leaves the stage, but he cannot escape his own
stumbling physicality: "Verflucht mein Unterleib” (1774) is his curse. The body of Adam
can escape, but Adam cannot escape his body. In the end he flees, his own back whipped
in a masochistic manner by his returned wig (1659). Calhoon points out the role of
scapegoating ritual, for Kleist, if one accepts Diethelm Briggemann’s argument, Adam’s
temporary banishment may act out the unseating of the only judge, in the words of Adam
Miiller to Goethe, whose opinion mattered: “"die Billigung des einzigen Richters, den der
abwesende Verfasser im Auge gehabt haben kann" (LS 183).

Der zerbrochne Krug is also about power, not only that of a judge and
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perpetrator, but also that of "author"-ity in the form of the false letter of conscription.
The power to absent the body of the rival, to remove it from its village frame of spatial
reference to the distant theater of war embodies the impact of the verbal on the corporal.
Ruprecht’s body remains an object of the material instruments of power: either his back
should be flogged by military discipline, or his neck clapped in irons by judicial
punishment. The state, by issuing a piece of paper, can send him to the other side of the
world. Wood, paper, iron -- and gold. Ruprecht does get more than he bargained for.
The "Schaupfennig" offered to Eve as a token of their monogamous future is replaced
by the gold of Walter which buys his freedom. Adam’s "gewaltsames Verfahren" (609)
is itself based on unique and unwritten statutes (629-630), while his letter outlining
Ruprecht’s conscription, though false, is accepted as authentic on Adam'’s authority.
Walter even suggests that the necessarily literate member of the court, the scribe Licht,
take over the proceedings. Hence the scriptural - meaning both the written and the
authoritative voice of the Bible -- is temporarily privileged in various ways over the
corporal. Eventually, Adams’s body becomes the body of evidence, a catalogue of
physiognomic and bodily signs of guilt, whose fallen state leaves its imprint in the snow
in the form of his trail of crooked footprints. Thus Adam’s writing practice betrays him:
his clubfoot leaves his imprint in his crooked steps, his wigless head is inscribed with his
fall.
Amphitryon

Kleist’s two comedies Der zerbrochne Krug and Amphitryon are linked by the
notion of the primal scene of alternating doubling and fragmentation, of two-ness together
and broken in-two-ness. These scenes of breaking are played out on the once-united body
of the Schroffenstein family, whose fathers appear as "Halften einer zerbrochenen
Einheit" (Kluge, "Der Wandel..." 65), on the split nature of Adam and the shattered jug,
and on the doubling of Amphitryon and Sosias. The doubling effect of the written word
(as a sign of a referent) in Die Familie Schroffenstein is embodied by the divisive
inheritance contract, while Adam’s faked notice of conscription and false attestation bear
witness to his deception by means of the written word. It is not surprising that Kleist’s

first tragic drama and his comedy Der zerbrochne Krug are driven by the metaphor of
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original sin (KA I 608-609), coupled with a transgressive fall. The fall of Johann’s and
Adam’s body marks these characters with the physical traces of their transgression. In
the first two plays, the body literalizes the characters’ trauma, while the process of
doubling is part of social signification (in the construction of a divided family) or a
dominant trope of Der zerbrochne Krug. Two branches of the same family tree are at
war with each other over feudal rights, representing the one divided into two. Yet the
opposing patriarchs (and their spouses) complement and mirror each other, particularly
in the reciprocity of their aggressive actions. The possibility of a marriage between the
lovers Ottokar and Agnes, who significantly meet at a reflecting pool, could reunite the
family, but they are killed in a mirror fashion by their own fathers, after which the
fathers unite in grief. In Der zerbrochne Krug, for example, Adam doubles and is
doubled by Ruprecht and Walter, while simultaneously playing the role of father and
suitor to Eve. Adam is most notably both judge and jug, the latter’s final shattering
acting as an emblem of its destroyer’s fragmentation.

In Amphitryon, the body doubling is literalized by the appearance of Jupiter and
Merkur in the respective guises of Amphitryon and Sosias. With the exception of Sosias’s
beaten back, instead of the physicality of the body of the Krug and Schroffenstein plays,
characters express their deepest anxieties through fantasies of bodily fragmentation or
exterior signs of embodied transformation, such as the diadem reinscribed with Jupiter’s
initial or Amphitryon’s bent plumage. Amphitryon’s violence is largely psychological (cf.
11/5), is internalized (through imaginary projection), or metaphorized (through language
and visual signs). The woman Alkmene, like the servant Sosias, is forced to bear the
physical traces of her encounter with the god by bearing his son Hercules.

If Der zerbrochne Krug explores the comic dilemma of a divided moral and
corporeal self, as Adam "will von ungespaltenem Leib sein" (1232), avoiding a
horizontal cut of the body between lower and higher senses, Amphitryon radicalizes self-
division to the extent that Mercury and Jupiter respectively literally re-place and re-
produce Sosias and Amphitryon’s selves. Yet while the identity (in both senses of

sameness and naming) of the body and its parts, that is the reconnection of the missing
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finger to Peter and the explicit link between Adam and the wig, reconstructs and re-
members these damaged bodies, Amphitryon’s framework is the out-of-body experience.
The body divided becomes the body double.

Sharing a period of composition with Der zerbrochne Krug, as well as being his
second comedy, Amphitryon nonetheless stands apart from Kleist’s other plays as a
conscious adaptation of its immmediate literary predecessor by Moliere. Kleist makes this
connection clear in the subtitle, Ein Lustspiel nach Moliére ("according to" and
temporally "after" Moliere), while making changes and innovations, most notably the
insertion of Jupiter’s interrogation of Alkmene in the fifth act of the second scene. This
addition “...places religious questions squarely in the play’s central focus, with the
consequent danger that a reading which finds their presentation ultimately incoherent runs
the risk of seeming to condemn the whole play” (Stephens, Plays and Stories 75). It is
not surprising that this original scene, with its theological and religious implications, has
produced the most commentary and debate? among critics who divine or refute
coherence in Jupiter’s "doctrine" or question or accept his total mastery of the situation.
It is also not surprising (and hopefully not disappointing to the reader) that the present
study’s focus on the body will require the following examination to bypass these
interpretive debates and look only at particular moments of bodily or self-representation.

In both dramas, the characters of Sosias and Adam are linked in various ways,
as are those of Ruprecht and Amphitryon. Lilian Hoverland, for example, sees Adam
acting as his own "Spielleiter"®, while Sosias acts as a "Schauspieler" (Prinzip 34). In
addition to their obsession with food and drink or their "Korperlichkeit" (Zeyringer 559),
their common transgression is their capacity (especially in dramas featuring ritualized
forms of interrogation) for telling stories, to (re)present a narrative. Sosias’ solo
theatrical performance at the play’s beginning, in which he plays and rehearses for an
audience of himself, already foreshadows his self-division, as he has already objectified
himself as subject and object of his speech: "Dieser Sosias wird ... zudem eindeutig als
Theaterfigur eingefihrt..." and as "Theaterautor, Regisseur, Inspizient ... und als

Schauspieler im Schauspiel” (Zeyringer 555). As noted above, Adam appears on stage
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not with a performance for his own benefit, but with a series of inventive tales to justify
his fall. These opening scenes emphasize verbal disclosure, exemplified by Adam'’s
prophetic dream and by Sosia’s invented eyewitness account (Stephens, Plays and Stories
79). The relationship between power and discourse is rendered clear. Jupiter and Adam
are allowed to interrogate their female victims; both get away with their accomplished
and attempted crimes (Wittkowski, "Juggling of Authorities..." 69). As for the female
victims, Alkmene’s situation of a "tragedy encapsulated within a comic context"
(Stephens, Plays and Stories 76) mirrors the dilemma of Eve, whose speaking or silence
may cost her Ruprecht. The master-servant relationship between Sosias and Merkur and
Sosias and Amphitryon provides a point of departure for investigating the body, while
Ruprecht and Amphitryon project their loss of bodily integrity through the medium of
their female counterparts.

If Der zerbrochne Krug represents the comic portrayal of the Old Adam at odds
with the New (or "man" as type at odds with himself), Amphitryon, as a near-tragic
comedy, invokes the nightmarish possibility of a divided, yet doubled and more powerful
self. Here the threat of death, as the ultimate out-of-body-experience, is eliminated by
the restoration of the bodies and identities of Amphitryon and Sosias. The comic
resolution effectively undercuts the play’s tragic potential, especially when Sosias
accommodates himself to the new regime. Eventually confronted by a psychological and
physiological copy, Sosias’ pretended practice speech before an imaginary audience (a
"Theaterprobe” in Nélle’s words (168)) -- during which he plays the part of both speaker
and audience -- foreshadows such a division of selfhood. His identity is not "gespielt",
but "verspielt”, in that "eine gottliche Heimsuchung durch das Verhalten des Betroffenen
mitprogrammiert sei" (Nolle 165; cf. Hoérisch 164)). His commentating remark during
his exposition ("Mit dem Hauptkorps ists nicht richtig" (96)) represents "...eine
Formulierung, die als Motto dem ganzen Kleistschen Text vorangestellt werden konnte.
Die Spaltung von Haupt und K&rper duBert sich ... im Verhaltnis dieser beiden Momente

zueinander" (Reuss, ""...daB man’s mit Fingemn..."" 21). After his rehearsal, Sosias
confronts his self, his double Mercury, who argues and then beats his name out of him.

In the aftermath of his encounter with Mercury, he claims:
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...Ich kann mich nicht vernichten,

Verwandeln nicht, aus meiner Haut nicht fahren,

Und meine Haut dir um die Schultern hdngen.

(276-278)

It should be noted that Sosias must give up his name under the threat of physical
violence, under the sign and power of Mercury’s "Stock”, the phallus. Yet he does not
and cannot relinquish his identity, because his body ("meine Haut") is inalienable.
"Merkurs Prigel”, in the words of Hoverland, “die gerade seine verwundbare Seite,
nimlich die kdrperliche, angreifen, bringen ihn schnell zur Aufgabe seines Ich-Seins"
(Prinzip 35). However, the anti-metaphysician Sosias surrenders his name, not his
corporal reality, which does represent his sense of being. As we see in this remark, each
"portion” of identity exists by way of the stomach (Zeyringer 567):

Ich sehe, alter Freund, nunmehr, daf} du

Die ganze Portion Sosias bist.

(368-369).

Mercury appropriates Sosias’ name not only through physical force, but also through "the
most extraordinary argumentation” (Graham, Word into Flesh 81), by which he imparts
to his victim information known only to Sosias himself. Since the body for Sosias is his
most immediate evidence of his selfhood, his exchange with Mercury is conducted in a
materialist tdiom (Jauff 133). In the penultimate scene, he even chooses the "real"
Amphitryon on the basis of who will service his culinary needs: “"So kann, wer nach
Essen verlangt, zur Wahrheit gelangen -- Sosias, der Diener" (Oellers 76). Despite
Sosias’ protestations, Amphitryon refuses to believe his account justifying his failure to
perform his duty. He offers his only bodily proof as to how he was unable to enter his
master’s house: "Wie? Mit einem Stocke, / Von dem mein Riicken noch die Spuren
tragt" (724-725); his "Zeuge, mein glaubwiirdiger, ist der Gefahrte meines MiBgeschicks,
mein Ricken" (733-734) is his bodily witness. Unlike Amphitryon’s bent plumage,
Sosias’ scarred back represents not only his objectified marking as a slave, but also
simultaneously authenticates him as the true Sosias, unless Mercury also assumed the

signs of the beating. Thus what distinguishes Sosias from Mercury is an identifiable
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bodily sign, a "materielles, einziges, weil eben leiblich splrbares Pfand der Wahrheit"
(Zeyringer 566).

Ironically, both Sosias and Amphitryon are “entsosiasiert” and
"entamphitryonisiert" by Mercury and Jupiter respectively, the former taking his food
and role of servant and husband, the latter his wife and social position. While the
comedy may be seen as a satire on certain forms of religious authority (Wittkowski,
"Juggling of Authorities..." 69), it should be noted that Sosias is robbed of his name by
physical force in a direct confrontation; Amphitryon is symbolically robbed by Jupiter’s
taking of his wife (an extension of his bodily integrity) and his identity (his role as
father) by stealth, both of which are intertwined. While Amphitryon defines himself
through his access to Alkmene’s body, so too does Alkmene define herself in relation to
her husband. Amphitryon’s disempowerment is not signified by a beating inscribed on
his back, but by the reinscription of the diadem with Jupiter’s initial and a self-inflicted
metaphorical disfigurement, the bending of his helmet plumage. The association between
the closed case of the diadem and Adam’s writing on virgin paper in Eve’s chamber,
seen by Calhoon as a metaphor for intercourse (245), becomes visible. As Adam'’s robe
is beaten, so too does Amphitryon bend his sign of authority; only as an unknown
interloper is Adam beaten by Ruprecht, while as a judge only Adam’s robes remain to
be assaulted. Thus the depth of satire is somewhat reduced by the apparently status-
appropriate forms of physical stigmatization projected upon Amphitryon and Adam, and
imposed upon Sosias by Mercury and demanded by Marthe for Ruprecht. As Sosias
notes, the possession of power ultimately decides the relative truth of an event. In what
is to our ears an ideological commonplace, Sosias points out that the "truth” of any event
has a fluid relationship to power:

So ists. Weil es aus meinem Munde kommt,

Ists albern Zeug, nicht wert, daB man es hére.

Doch hitte sich ein GroBer selbst zerwalkt,

So wiirde man Mirakel schrein.

(766-769)
It is also within the power of the male figures to extract or conceal the truth, through
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physical or mental force. What is interesting about both dramas is that the apparently
cuckolded Ruprecht and the verifiably cuckolded Amphitryon sustain no physical harm.
as signs of their psychological ordeal, unlike any other main male character in Kleist’s
dramas: Adam, Achilles, Hermann, Homburg and vom Strahl. Additionally, unlike these
listed protagonists suffering bodily harm, they imagine their own bodily self-
fragmentation by way of similar imagery. Their wound is of dispossession, not of bodily
trauma, which is apprehended through the physical senses. Hearing at first the sound of
the garden door on the way to Eve’s, Ruprecht presents the extension of his eyes in the
following extraordinary image:

Sieh da! Da ist die Eve noch! sag ich,

Und schicke freudig Euch, von wo die Ohren

Mir Kundschaft brachten, meine Augen nach --

-- Und schelte sie, da sie mir wiederkommen,

Fiir blind, und schicke auf der Stelle sie

Zum zweitenmal, sich besser umzusehen,

Und schicke sie zum drittenmal, und denke,

Sie werden, weil sie ihre Pflicht getan,

Unwillig los sich aus dem Kopf mir reiflen,

Und sich in einen andern Dienst begeben:

(903-908, 911-914)

In the sequential order of the senses, Ruprecht at first hears the sound of the garden door
and then looks for Eve. Ruprecht submits his eyes, which he projects ahead as
messengers, to self-discipline; he is literally in full possession and control of his
faculties, metaphorically extending his sensual organs at will. Yet, as argued above,
Ruprecht is never fully in possession of his body, for his ownership exists under state
control. On the one hand, the passage above illuminates the physicality of the sensual
experience, but on the other, it enunciates the experience of the body alienated from the
mind and engaged in a dialogue with it. The immediacy of sense experience is lost,

producing the effect of postponement, as the event of perception becomes overshadowed
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by reflection and threefold repetition. This process of alienation, to the extent that one’s
sense organs are inalienable, reaches its most extreme expression in Ruprecht’s belief
that his eyes could tear themselves out against his will and enter the service of another.
Ruprecht’s unstable sovereignty over the constituent parts of his body mirrors ironically
how he may appear to be in control of his own subjectivity, but that he is not in control
of his self and his body as a subject, but is rather an object of power. In opposition to
this partial control, vom Strahl freely brandishes his arm as instrument (Kdthchen: "Hier
ist ein Arm, / Von Kriften strotzend, markig, stahlgeschient, / Geschickt im Kampf dem
Teufel zu begegnen;" 2311-2313)), or Kottwitz of Prinz Friedrich von Homburg claims
to have no concerns about losing his head, since it never belonged to him as a subject
in the first place: “Als mich ein Eid an deine Krone band, / Mit Haut und Haar, nahm
ich den Kopf nicht aus, / Und nichts dir géb ich, was nicht dein gehorte!" (1607-1609)

The arbitrary extension and disassociation of his eyes is replicated when Ruprecht
sees what he does not want to believe. Ruprecht, whose ability to see is limited by the
sand thrown in his eyes by Adam, states: "So sag ich zu mir, blind ist auch nicht {ibel.
/ Ich hitte meine Augen hingegeben, / Knippkiigelchen, wer will, damit zu spielen"
(1031-1033). The wounds of Kleist's male protagonists represent their collisions with the
often malignant physicality of people and things. Ruprecht, in contrast, speaks to himself,
and by making the mental move inwards, he projects his bodily and sensual being
outwards. He alienates his eyes as organs of sense as a result of a physical and mental
trauma, returning to a tactile sense of credulity. In Amphirryon "...wird der eigene Leib
als untrennbare Form des Selbst anders als bisher zum Prifstein der in Frage gestellten
Ichidentitat" (JauB 131). Amphitryon, who along with Ruprecht links his sense of
intactness with his sole possession of his mate’s bodily integrity, extends Ruprecht’s
nightmare vision to a further degree of extremity:

In Zimmem, die vom Kerzenlicht erhellt,

Hat man bis heut mit finf gesunden Sinnen

In seinen Freunden nicht geirret; Augen,

Aus ihren Hohlen auf den Tisch gelegt,

Vom Leib getrennte Glieder, Ohren, Finger,
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Gepackt in Schachteln, hitten hingereicht,

Um einen Gatten zu erkennen. Jetzo wird man

Die Eheminner brennen, Glocken ihnen,

Gleich Himmeln um die Halse hdngen miissen.

(1681-1689)

The above scenario itemizes totalized self-alienation. The "Schachteln" containing the
fragmented body parts refer back to the "Schachtel” containing Alkmene’s diadem. As
with the incident in the Krug, man-made light (represented by Marthe's lamp (1028))
leads not to insight, but to blindness and deception, for the Kaiser and Jupiter seduce and
impregnate Gertrude and Alkmene by fading light. When the person is reduced to a mere
constellation of parts, he or she becomes instrumentalized as a mere vessel (Alkmene,
who will give birth to Hercules) or branded as an animal. Amphitryon is to be physically
marked by media that are traceable through sight (the brand) and sound (the bells),
proprietary modes of identification which reflect Alkmene’s wearing of the inscribed
diadem as a way of naming Amphitryon's and Jupiter’s territorialization of her body.
When such boundaries are disrupted by a foreign body, such a trauma remains in the
realm of the imaginary until Amphitryon, in a decisive moment of sexual humiliation,
bends his helmet plume. In addition to the symbolism of the detached eyes (familiar to
readers of E.T.A. Hoffmann’s Der Sandmann), the bent plumage points more or less
obviously to an act of self-castration, an innovative gesture on Kleist’s part with regard
to his three main sources (Reeve, "Feathers, Sex..." 139). According to David Wills,
who works with Freud and the uncanny, "the idea of the castration complex as prosthesis
complex” (115) lies not only in the loss of one’s eyes, but also in their replacement with
another’s. The horror for Ruprecht and Amphitryon is in their belief that, metaphorically
speaking, Eve and Alkmene were seen (visually appropriated) and thereby carnally
known by another man.

Analogous to Amphitryon’s bent plumage is Ruprecht’s physical gesture, which
enunciates the "Sprachgebidrde" characterizing his physically aggressive mode of
expression (Aust 73). His shock of discovery produces a physical symptom, a "Blutsturz”

(963), whose erotic connotations did not escape Briiggemann's attention, who sees in
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Ruprecht’s metaphorical erection and attack on the locked door an "obszdne Parodierung
des Goetheschen "Faust"" (“Satyrspiel..." 1555). His bursting heart, accompanied by the
popping buttons of his shirt, causes him to pull open his shirt (964-965) and kick in the
door to Eve’s chamber, an interior space analogous to the case holding Alkmene’s
diadem.

In depticting the experience of violence and violation, Kleist distinguishes such
trauma by gender. For example, Ilse Graham (Word into Flesh 84) notes that Alkmene
refers to her bleeding heart ("das Herz sich blutend” (981)), while Amphitryon wishes
to restore his bleeding honour ("meine Ehre blutend" (993)). Amphitryon’s concern with
externalized symbols (the helmet plumage, the diadem) or mental abstractions (his
honour) contrasts with Alkmene’s metaphorical grounding in her heart. Her aesthetic
sense -- that is, her capacity to feel and judge -- situates her between the "lower" orders
of sense (Sosias and his stomach) and the "higher” forms of rationalization (Amphitryon
and his head). While the diadem, inscribed originally with Amphitryon’s first letter, may
represent his labelling his spousal property, the change in initials proclaims otherwise.
That the diadem was in a sealed box and a symbolic extension of Alkmene’s body -- as
was the wig for Adam -- subtly suggests how Jupiter violates her chastity. That the
diadem was formerly the property of Labdakus seems to have been overlooked by the
critics. Merkur notes that "Das Diadem ward ihm [Amphitryon] des Labdakus, / Das
man im Zelt desselben aufgefunden" (330-331), and that Amphitryon had his initials
inscribed on it (333-334); Jupiter’s theft and appropriation merely duplicates
Amphitryon’s acquisition and naming of a free-floating object, a sign awaiting a signifier.
Such symbolic assocaitions imply the status of Alkmene as an object of erotic exchange
between men. The diadem, round in shape and protected in a locked box, is a companion
sexual symbol to Amphitryon’s bent helmet plumage®: their respective accessories are
inscribed with the name of another, or phallically bent out of shape. It is not surprising
that the helmet covers Amphitryon’s head, while the diadem is to be worn over "ihren
Busen" (37), the site of Alkmene’s heart. Although she has not yet received the diadem,
she speaks metaphorically of its changed form: *..als / Du um die Abendddmmerung mir

erschienst, / Trug ich die Schuld, an welche du mich mahnst, / Aus meinem warmen
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Busen reichlich ab" (806-809). Penthesilea and the Amazons, discussed in the next
chapter, claim to retain their feelings despite the absence of their right breast.
Penthesilea’s breast is torn by Achilles; Alkmene is likewise emotionally wounded, and
expresses her sense of injury in a similar way: "Den Riff blof werd ich in der Brust
empfinden” (875). Thus the helmet and the diadem perform similar metonymic functions,
by embodying what was a controversial theme in the nineteenth centuq}: Jupiter’s rape
of Alkmene and cuckolding of Amphitryon, whose self-emasculation (Reeve, "Feathers,
Sex..." 139) is explicitly rendered by his remark: "Ich fiihle mir den Kopf benommen"
(925), a double predicament of lost reason and alienated sexual power. Kleist carries the
ironic commentary of Sosias’ on events further by allowing the servant to parody this
gesture opposite Mercury: Sosias’ disenfranchisement is insistently sexually symbolized
by his offer to eat from the same bowl as his counterpart, but with identifiably different
spoons ("Den ersten nimmst du, und die ungeraden, / Den zweiten Loffel, und die
graden, ich" (2004-2005).

Amphitryon’s  nightmare vision illustrates his particular way of
compartmentalizing and enclosing his and other bodies. Amphitryon’s self-fragmentation,
the boxing of the body, expresses his instrumentalization of the body at the expense of
its total functioning, for a body broken into its constituent parts is dead. While
Amphitryon talks about his body, Kleist offers a parallel opportunity for self-
representation to Alkmene, who addresses her self and her body:

Ist diese Hand mein? Diese Brust hier mein?

Gehort das Bild mir, das der Spiegel strahlt?

Er wire fremder mir, als ich! Nimm mir

Das Aug, so hor ich ihn; das Ohr, ich fiihl ihn;

Mir das Gefiihl hinweg, ich atm’ ihn noch;

Nimm Aug und Ohr, Gefiithl mir und Geruch,

Mir alle Sinn und gdonne mir das Herz:

So 148t du mir die Glocke, die ich brauche,

Aus einer Welt noch find ich ihn heraus.

(1157-1167)
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The denial of the senses as a mode of recognition privileges an "eternally feminine"
capacity for judgement through feeling, a capacity whose moral sense is either
undermined or confirmed by Alkmene’s choice of the "wrong" Amphitryon: the reader’s
estimation of Alkmene’s view of the senses depends on his or her understanding of the
play’s ending as tinged with subversive irony or a sense of tragedy. Alkmene, by
Oellers’ account, "sieht nicht mit den Augen, sondern mit dem Herzen ... die Wahrheit
des Geschehenen wird durch die Reinheit ihres Herzens verbiirgt" (79). Unlike the
"Augenmensch" Amphitryon, she reads the external world in a tactile way; the letter "A"
engraved in the diadem leaves an impression so deep "da mans mit Fingern lase"
(1115). That Jupiter asks "Steigst du nicht in des Herzens Schacht hinab...? (1432)
illustrates the interiority of Alkmene’s belief in the gods (KA I 968), for the idol
("Gotzen" (1433)) is an image locked within her heart where Jupiter eventually
penetrates. The "Schacht” of Alkmene’s heart is not only the casing of the core of her
being, it is also the authentic bodily correlative of Amphitryon’s diadem in a locked case.

This gendered relationship between the helmet and the head, the breast and the
heart is also present in Penthesilea, whose fluctuating image patterns (both Achilles and
Penthesilea are linked to the helmet, head and heart) inhibit any attempt to ascribe
particular roles to any particular gender. Gerhard Neumann, in his discussion concerning
these twin passges, remarks that “[d]iese Experimente Kleists mit Blick und Stimme als
Medien intersubjektiven Erkennens (im Doppelsinn von Wahrnehmung und Sexualitit,
von Wissen und Liebe) machen deutlich, daf seine Texte an einem kritischen Punkt in
der Geschichte des menschlichen K&rpers und des Versuchs, ihm identititsbildende Kraft
abzugewinnen, stehen” (""Der Mensch ohne Hiille..." 273)

These dramas enact the construction and disruption of interpersonal togetherness
and bodily integrity, an apparent unity that is under constant threat. The oneness, or
identity, of the Schroffenstein family comes apart through the document that supposedly
binds them together; Adam, in a spectacle of multiple doubling, is divided as judge and
perpetrator only to be brought together with his wig. Such breakdowns are characterized
not only by their symptoms of bodily injury, but also by the attempted restoration of a
destabilized patriarchal order. Rupert and Sylvester, having erased their offspring and
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standing over the violated bodies of their children, attempt to reconcile with a handclasp.
Walter, who replaces Adam’s paternal authority, exchanges the faked medical certificate
for his money. Unlike the ethically violated Eve, Alkmene’s role as a raped vessel bonds
Amphitryon and Jupiter, potential biological and surrogate fathers. While this chapter has
examined how Die Familie Schroffenstein, Der zerbrochne Krug and Amphitryon
represented the doubling and fragmentation of the familial or individual body, the next
chapter examines Die Hermannsschlacht and Penthesilea and how they portray the

relationship between the mobilized body, the state, and war.
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Endnotes
1. Helmut Sembdner has reprinted four reviews (LS 98a, 98b, 99, 100a) in his

Lebensspuren volume (cf. KA I 541-565 for an account of the play’s reception). As
Hinrich Seeba notes in his influential essay of 1970, the literary reception of Kleist’s first
drama usually follows the pattern: "Der allgemeine Tenor der meisten "Schroffenstein”-
Interpretationen ist ein reserviertes "wenngleich - dennoch” ("Der Siindenfall..." 108).
Walter Muschg juxtaposes Kleist’s genius with his struggle with form and describes the
play as follows: "Die Erstlinge grofler Dramatiker sind meist explosive Entladungen, die
das Genie noch in wiister Unform sichtbar machen. Das Grundthema der Meisterwerke
wird bereits angeschlagen, aber noch grotesk verquickt mit Entlichenem, an Vorbildern
Bewundertem, atemlos berstiirzt und verfinstert durch die Angst des Anfangers vor sich
selbst, vor seiner quilenden Vision, die noch méichtiger ist als sein Kunstverstand" (356).
The play’s reputation seems to be growing. Gerhard Neumann, in a recent assessment,
sees this work as "sein groflartigstes Stiick” because of its "Klarheit der exponierten
Probleme und die Vollstindigkeit ihrer strukturellen Auffacherung” ("Hexenkiche und
Abendmahl..." 15).

2. Gerhard Neumann suggests that the play presents three ways of healing the damage
wrought by the original sin of the inheritance contract: the sacramental oath of revenge,
"aufbewahrt durch die Schrift der Viter" (15) and the "Hexenkiiche" incantation of
Bamnabe in the language of magic connected to the body of the mother. Between these
discourses resides the attempt of Ottokar and Agnes to create their own world through

the creation of a language of love ("Hexenkiiche und Abendmahl..." 16).

3. Other examples of the written bearing a symbolic or plot motivating function in his
subsequent dramas include: Adam’s false affidavit on Rupert’s behalf and the judicial file
inspection which brings Walter to Huisum; the alteration of the letters of the diadem in
Amphitryon from A to J; the role of captured (Die Hermannsschlacht) or misdirected
(Das Kdthchen von Heilbronn) letters; and Homburg's failure to record the dictated

orders, the exchange of letters between him and the Elector, and Natalie's falsification
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of troop deployment orders. For analyses that directly concern themselves with "Schrift",
see Wolf Kittler’s "Militdrisches Kommando und tragisches Geschick. Zur Funktion der
Schrift im Werk des preuflischen Dichters Heinrich von Kleist". Penthesilea, seen by
KauBen-Mandelartz as a "radikalisierte Werkanalogie" (75) to Schroffenstein, goes
beyond the norm of written discourse and presents the spectacle of writing on the body
(cf. Chaouli).

4. In addition to this anarchy of other sense impressions, even the meaning of sounds
comes into question in an episode which is trivial in itself, but significant in its framing
the central act III/2. The servants bring a bell for Rupert, because when he whistles, both
dogs and servants respond to his summons (1520ff), both thinking the call is addressed
to them. Rupert replies twice with " 's ist gut” (1522, 15295), then despite this measure
whistles at the end of the scene, only to ask his appearing servants: "Wo sind die Hunde
wenn / Ich pfeife?" (1823). This collapse of categories, between the human and animal
species, renders servants dogs, and dogs servants. Humans become objectified as
animals, with Agnes seen as a scorpion, or with Kithchen (with her "hindischefn]
Dienstfertigkeit" (1868)) as a dog under vom Strahl’s whip: "Hab ich hier Hunde, die
zu schmeiflen sind?" (1745). This episode of minor confusion mirrors a larger
misapprehension of what is heard. For example, Eustache admits that only Sylvester’s
name extracted under torture was seen by Rupert as a confession. Rupert, though
deceived by Ottokar’s appearance before him in Agnes’ clothing and with "verstellter
Stimme", fails to recognize his own son’s voice. Even when the senses function

adequately in this fallen world, such sense data are radically misinterpreted.

5. I cannot agree with the commentator of the Klassikerausgabe, who glosses these lines
with a comparison to Penthesilea: "Die Metapher des psychologischen Selbstmordes wird
ausgefiihrt in Penthesilea..." (KA 1 622). Johann, unlike Penthesilea, does not summon
up a "vemnichtendes Gefithl", but rather a literal wound of memory which bears little
relation to psychol'ogical suicide. His desire to remember through bodily pain does not
compare with her concluding desire for oblivion and self-annihilation. Penthesilea kills

herself with and through language; Johann’s later attempt at suicide goes beyond his self
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and seeks Agnes as an external agent, to whom he offers a literal dagger.

6. One element of this scene, along with Ottokar’s survival of a fall from fifty feet in
IV/S, is highly improbable. Gerhard Kluge points out that this finger had already been
cooked by Barnabe in IV/4, only to return with a recognizable "Blatternarbe" in V/1
("Der Wandel..." 67). However, Ursula's detailed deséription of the circumstances
surrounding her discovery of the body makes the identification of the finger’s origin

possible.

7. Cf. Penthesilea’s words ori the dead Achilles in the variant: "Du hielst mir wett ich,
als ich dich erstickte / Gleich einer Taube still, kein Glied hast du, / Vor Wollust,
Gberschwenglicher, o Diana! / Keins deiner Gleider mir dabei gerithrt" (Variant, 883).
In their 1969 article on the "Kleist-Aufzeichnungnen von Withelm v. Schiitz", Klaus and
Eva Kanzog demonstrate that Marie von Kleist excised parts of Kleist’s letters to her
which related exclusivel