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Abstract

John Updike (1932 ~ ) is a contemporary American novelist,
poet, essayist and liferary critic. Up to 2007, he has published 22
novels, 15 short story collections, 10 volumes of essays and literary
monographs, 13 anthologies of poems, a drama, and numerous book
reviews, speeches, interviews, etc., for which he has received nearly
all types of major national rewards. His achievement is so great that
he is regarded as one of the best living writers in English in the world,
a great writer who has exceeded any other contemporary American
author, and a man of letters ranking alongside with such masters as
Hawthorne and Nabokov.

In fiction writing, Updike is thought to be on a paf with many
great American writers before him: like Whitman, he sounds the
praises of the human body and its desires; like Hawthorne, he
explores domesticity, heterosexual love and the relationship between
matter and spirit; like Cooper and Dos Passos, he writes about the
Ameérican nation; like Fitzgerald, he strives to capture the voices,
fashions, textufes, and pulse of his time, and is thus well-known as
the leading chronicler of post-war American mores and morals.
Therefore, the study of Updike and his works is not only aesthetically
significant, but also culturally worthwhile. .

This dissertation is a systematic study of the intertextuality of
Updike’s three novels related to Hawthorne’s classic, The Scarlet
Letter(1850), namely, A Month of Sundays (1975), Roger’s Version
(1986)-and S. (1988) the task of which is to find out: (a) facts. ex1st1ng
in the three hypertexts that are intertextually related to the hypotext;
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(b) devices of the Updikian intertextual narration and their features; (c)
Updike’s world-outlook as being‘re‘ﬂecte‘d in his intertextual efforts;
(d) traces of the mainstream American culture, etc.

Under the guidance of the theory of intertextuality put for;ward
by Kristeva and, other post-structural linguists, intertextual facts
between Updike’s three palimpsests and Hawthorne’s classic are
1nvest1gated in three d1rect10ns the imitative, the derivative, and the.
subversive. In the category of imitative intertextuality, we find that
the most prominent feature of Updike’s imitation is his adopt_ion: of '
Hawthorne’s use of archetypal elements in the myth of Eden as.
prototypes for many literary elements in The Scarlet Letter, such as
the star-crossed lovers (Adam for Hawthorne s Dimmesdale and for
Updike’s Marshfield, Dale, and the Arhat; Eve for Hawthornes
Hester and Updike’s Sarah and others; and. Satan for_ Hawthorne s
Chillingworth and Updlke s Roger Lambert and others). We f'md
similarity also in themes such as ongmal sin (sex, adultery), the quest
for redemptlon and symbols such, as tree, river, forest, rose, etc.
Updlke has also taken over from Hawthorne the’ topic of women’ s,
liberation and some other methods of symbohsm In the category of
derivative mtertexuahty, \we find that Updlke has revealed some
detalled scenes or vo1ces that are only covertly expressed in The
Scarlet Letter, such as that of{ sexuahty between ‘the adulterous
partners. Besides, 'he has let Hawthorne s hidden characters out to the
front stage and added prequels or, sequels to some events or scenarios
to supply cause/effect 1nformat10n and strengthen 1ntertextuahty In
the category of subvers1ve mtertextuahty, Updike is seen to have
subverted Hawthorne s understandmgs of adultery, redemptlon and

women s hbera?gn Through his protagomsts Updrke has subverted
VAR UV S L Caal
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Hawthorne’s traditional Christian notions by allowing his sinful
characters to be spiritually resurrected through negating God and the
church, and sanctifying adultery. In his depiction of women’s
liberation, it seems that Updike does:not quite agree with Hawthorne
about his radical plan to free women from the patriarchal domination.

Based on close examination of the found facts of intertextualality,
it is easy to observe that the Updikian intertextual narration features a
mixed attitude of devotion and aggression toward his predecessor,
with the devotion lying in his imitative efforts and the aggression in.
his subversive reinterpretation of the main thematic topics. However,
the uniqueness of the Updikian intertextual devices lies:in the
experimental form of narration that bears the features of
postmodernist parody, such as first-person point-of-view,
self-reflexive narration, disordered narrative sequence, and
multi-layered discourses, and in his adherence to taking ;he traditional,
realistic social problems as thematic topics. In other words, the
features of Updike’s intertextual narration include (a) three
intertextual directions (the imitative, the derivative and the
subversive), (b) experimental form, and (c) realistic themes.

The study has also found that Updike’s subversive efforts have
truthfully reflected his world outlook, such as his tolerant Lutheran
attitude toward human nature and their sins, his resentment toward
organized religion, his assumption that Christianity is giving way to
sex, and his golden-mean standpoint toward social changes. It seems
that Updike does not support the traditional Christian belief of
redemption, nor does he agree with radical feminism.

The dissertation has concluded that through studying Updike’s
intertextual works we can learn not only something about the art of
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his intertextual narration, but also something about the mainstream of
the post-war American culture. We know not only what it was like in
the past and what it is like today, but also what has been inherited and
what has been changed: we know that though Updike’s modern
Hesters, Dimmesdales, and Chillingworths enjoy one of the most
religiously open and’ sexually permissive societies, modern
Americans continue to feel imprisoned, alienated, anxious, and
entangled in the same mid-nineteenth-century conflicts such as
marital tensions, sexual escapades, personal betrayals, professional
disappointments, and spiritual crises, and, patriarchal oppression is
still a problem for the womankind.
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Introduction

John Updike (1932 ~ ) is a contemporary American novelist, poet,
essayist and literary critic. As a novelist, he has up to this -date
published 22 novéls and 15 short story collections and a drama.” As an
essayist and(literary'critic, he has published 10 volumes of essays and
literary monographs.” As a poet, he has published 13 anthologies of
poems.’"Besides, he has' also written or published works in othet
forms, such as travel notes, children p‘lays;4 memoirs',i book reviews,
speeches, interviews, and even audio ‘products of His own voice
reading his own works. As James A. Schiff'putsiit, Updiké’s versatility
could be proved by the fact that “in any given month ofié is likely to
find his essays, poems, and short stories iii the’New Yorker; his art
reviews in the New Republic and the New Yoik Review 'of Books.”®

Updike as a man Of letters is not only famous for great
productivity, but also renowned for the good quality of what he has
written, for he has won nearly every kind of national prizes or-awards
in the United States in the field of letters, inclading a Rosenthal Award
from the National Institute of Arts and Letters (1960, for Thé
Poorhouse Fair), a National Book Award (1963, for The Centaiir), an
American Book Award (1982, for Rabbit Is Rick), 15 O Henry
Awards (for short stories),” 2 Pulitzer Prizes,” and' 3 National Book
Critics: Circle Awards.” Besides, Updike was- elected fo-be a memibet
of the National Institite of Arts and Letters in 1964 and to the
American Academy of Atts and Letters iri 1977 He'was'hidiored with
the Natiorial Medal of the:Arts iri 1989. 1%
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Updike’s literary achievement has long drawn the praise of
writers and critics alike. Among the writers, William H. Pritchard
predicted in 1973 that Ubdike “will eventually be seen as second to
none in our time” ' and in 1996, 23 years later, George Sterner praised
him for haying “established himself in a place beside Hawthorne and
Nabokov.’; 12 Joyce Carol Oates referred to Updike as “a great writer,
a major important writer,” B and novelist Anita Brookner took Updike
as the greatest living novelist :in English for his “easy and lucid
command of the language.”"* According to. Schiff, up to 1998, critics
had written more than 25 books on Updike’s works, the effort of
which exceeded any other contemporary American author. (UR 7)
According to my statistics, up to 2007, this number has increased to
43, among which there are monographs, anthologies, biographies,
compiled conversations, and reference books for, Updike studies.

Thematically, Updike studies can be classified into three
categories, with the first dealing with the author’s life that is based on.
autobiographical works by the writer himself, such as “The Dogwood
Tree: A Boyhood” (1965)"° and Self-Consciousness (1989). Besides,
his long poem “Midpoint”l6 is autobiographical in nature, in which
Updike has recalled his life from childhood through to the year 1968,
when he was 36, .an age he regarded as the midpoint of his life.
Products of such studies include the “John Updike” books by Kenneth
and Alice Hamilton, Robert Detweiler, and Judie Newman.!”

The second category of Updike studies, the mainstream of the
Updike scholarship, is the study on his works. Major scholars include
James A. Schiff, Donald J. Greiner, Harold Bloom, Jack De Bellis and
James Yerkes. As a university professor (from University of
Cincinnati), Schiff dedicates his academic efforts to Updike studies
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and the result is prolific. Major books by him include Updike's
Version : Rewriting The Scarlet Letter (1992), Updike Revisited (1998)
and Updike in Cincinnati; A Literary Performance (2007),18 among.
which the available and the most referential use made by me is
Updike Revisited, in which Schiff has made his expert examination
and comments on Updike’s novels, short stories and literary criticisms
up to that date. In this book, Schiff has classified 15 of Updike’s,
novels (and a drama) in 6 categories19 and made authorial, social and,
historical connections, as well as thematic, prosaic and aesthetic
inspections. He observes that few writers in American letters can
match the extraordinary achievement of John Updike and refers to
him as a major novelist, short-story writer, essayist, critic, writer of
light verse and an elegant stylist whose accomplishment matches
Nabokov, Hemingway, Faulkner, and James. He believes that
technically Updike is like Whitman in his singing for the human body
and human desires, and his celebration for the nation of America; and
like Hawthorne, he ‘“has explored the realm of domiesticity and
heterosexual love, and he has scrutinized the relationship between
matter and' spirit;” and like Cooper and Dos Passos, he has written a
Iot about America; and like Fitzgerald, he “has striven to capture the
voices, fashions, textures, and pulse of his time” (UR: 191). Of this
work, what is especially helpful to my project is the section on
Updike’s three palimpsests: “Hawthorne and The Scarlet Letter” (UR:
85-111), in which he has examined the ,inﬂuential relationship
between Updike and Hawthorne, connections and differences between
their works, and the cultural archetypes of the American culture.
Donald J. Greiner, another Updike expert, also a university
professor, has produced some major volumes on Updike, including
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The ‘Other Jotri Updike: Poems, Short Stories, -Prose, Play;  John
Updike's Novels (1981), Adultery in the American Novel: Updike;
James; and Hawthorne (1985), and a digital text Understanding Johni
Updike’s Fiction (1988).% Among these works, thé -one thatis
available~and referentially used for this project is' John Updike’s
Novels; in which the author-has analyzed in detail A Month of Sundays,
one of the three palimpsests-of The Scarlet Letter, in which he has
caught a sight of “the stately ghost of Nathaniel Hawthorne hovén'n'g
in the background,” * .as a result of examination of the thematic
connections “and -differences' between Updike’s Marshfield and
Hawthome’s-Dimmesdale, and between Updike ‘and Hawthorne, as'
well as- between Dimmesdale 'and Updike in ‘their theological
understandings of adultery, faith-and religion.

Other major Updike ‘experts include Harold Bloom from Yalé
University, Jack De Bellis from Lehigh University, and ‘Stacey Olster
from the Michigan. University. Bloom-is one of the leading critics of
literature in the ‘United-States, whose major works on Updike-include
Modern Critical Views: John Updike and John Updike: Major Short
Story Writer (1987)7% Bellis has compiled two. important -referential!
books and a collection of essays-on Updike;> with -John Updike
Encyclopedia (2000). received by.-Schiff «as -a - “grand opus™ that
*“exhaustively chronicles Updike’s plots,-characteis, influences, ideas;
references and more is. a.valuable tésouice,” and by-Gréiner as. &
“standard source material. for feaders of Updike’s beautifully realized;
wide-ranging canon.”® Stacey Olster has’ compiled the newest
published book .of Updike. studies. up- fo this date, namely, The
Cambridge.-Compariion to John-Updike (2006)>-which. deals- with
Updike’s early. irifluences -and recurrent concerns;- ¢ontroversy- and!



