DISCOURSE IN MORE'S UTOPIA:

ALIBI/PRETEXT/POSTSCRIPT

BY JOHN FREEMAN

The tendency in recent criticism to make Thomas More's Utopia an "oscillating" text, a work of indeterminant or of "floating" value, creates two problems.1 First, it relegates the island of Utopia to an unlocatable "nowhere" cut off from historical process. However, the manner in which book 2 has been enclosed by book 1 suggests that More's text participates fully in historical processes in what Jean How​ard labels "the political management of reality."2 As I have shown elsewhere, the enclosing of the mythic island portrayed in book 2 by the historical content presented in book 1 allows us to "place" Utopia, to determine its values by a transaction that mediates between the falsely dichotomized domains of myth and history.3 Second, the "os​cillation" theory places books 1 and 2 in opposition when, in fact, the order of the two books' composition suggests a far more complex re​lationship. As a textual enclosure, these two books demonstrate the way in which an actual historical process has shaped and governed a text. More importantly, the evolution of More's text through a three-part process of alibi, pretext and postscript reenacts the transactions and negotiations that the author undergoes at each stage of the text's composition.

Determining Utopia's boundaries through these transactions dem​onstrates just how much More's text mediates competing centers of power. This mediation makes Utopia an ideal case study for the New Historicist enterprise. Jonathan Dollimore identifies three elements of historical and cultural process that will prove useful in articulating three possible readings of Utopia that reenact the text's composition. The first, consolidation, involves the "ideological means whereby a dominant culture seeks to perpetuate itself. "4 The second and third involve a subversion of that order and, finally, a containment "of os​tensibly subversive pressures" (11). Dollimore portrays the dominant ideology as far from monolithic; instead, he views it as "made up of different, often conflicting elements" interactively producing culture through "appropriations" (12). Constituting "a process of making or transforming" (11), these appropriations serve as the dynamic point of transaction between a dominant ideology and subversive or marginal discourses.

As a form of "expropriation" and consolidation, enclosure governs not only the discourse between text and historical contingency but also the discourse between its two books. The dominant, consolidating ideology is most fully represented by the large-scale enclosure scath​ingly castigated in book 1 (as Marx and other social theorists have noted, the large-scale enclosing of More's day foreshadowed the rise of the modern English state, the consolidation of Empire).5 Paradox​ically, the island of Utopia is formed by large-scale enclosure, an appropriation not only of a fictive territory but also of the dominant ideology that book 2 transforms and seeks to subvert. King Utopus evicts one part of the native Abraxians and consolidates the rest with his own Utopians, mimicking the very historical process so hateful to Raphael in book 1. The transforation of the Abraxian peninsula by expro​priation and enclosure is described by Raphael:

As the report goes and as the appearance of the ground shows, the island once was not surrounded by sea. But Utopus, who as con​queror gave the island its name (up to then it had been called Abraxa) and who brought the rude and rustic people to such a perfection of culture and humanity as makes them now superior to almost all mortals, gained a victory at his very first landing. He then ordered the excavation of fifteen miles on the side where the land was connected with the continent and caused the sea to flow around the land. (113)

The myth of Utopia's founding is not at all divorced from the problems of English history. To verify this assertion, we have only to look more closely at the Abraxians, the "rude and rustic" inhabitants of the land who have been so improved (in the above citation). The Latin text brings out the agrarian character of the Abraxians even more fully:

"rudem at que agrestem turbam ad id quo nunc caeteros pro pe mortales antecellit cultus." In the Utopian Annals, the chronicle of 1760 years, these Abraxians turned Utopians have been reclaimed from their mar​ginal existence to be improved: "Here [in the Annals] they find stated that at first the houses were low, mere cabins and huts, haphazardly made with any wood to hand, with mud-plastered walls. They had thatched the steeply sloping roofs with straw" (121). Thinly disguised, these conquered and expelled Abraxians are in reality the expropriated peasantry of More's period. By effectively appropriating large-scale enclosure as the form of the dominant ideology, Utopus empowers himself to re-make and transform historical England under the auspices of a "new" dominant ideology.  The actual order of Utopia's composition follows Dollimore's three-part program of consolidation, subversion, and containment. First, as an alibi, singular and noncontingent to historical circumstances, book 2 expropriates English history, reinvesting it with its own mythic content while disguising King Utopus's act of subversion. Here the text represents the truest "no place," for it represents More, the ambassador to the Netherlands, indulging his own private fantasies of an ideal state unrestricted by any practical political considerations. Secondly, as a pretext to book 2, actually added later, the first book of Utopia lends a sense of historical contingency to the book that follows it. We are introduced to the problems of contemporary England and invited to view the Utopia of book 2 as offering a point-by-point negation of those problems as well as providing the necessary social correctives. Exposed as a pretext, book 1 points toward the text's duplicity in presenting history and myth as separate domains. Finally, as a post​script to book 2, the partially legible landlink between Utopia and the "mainland" of historical contingency is fully restored. In this reading, the hitherto "floating" values of the mythic domain must undergo a conversion of values forced upon book 2 by the enclosure of one text in another.

I:
BOOK 2 AS ALIBI

The detachment and isolation of Utopia as portrayed in book 2 is rooted in Thomas More's personal situation at the time of its com​position. A product of his idle moments in the Netherlands during long breaks in interminable negotiations, book 2 does not have the sense of urgency and historical contingency evidenced in book 1. We can even conjecture that his initial purpose in writing Utopia was simply to present a pleasant fantasy, a "nowhere" that had few clear connec​tions to the England of his day. Reading book 2 alone, as some of the continental audience did in its early, translated editions, we are en​couraged to view the island of Utopia as a pure fabulation, quite removed from the problems of the contemporary England later por​trayed in book 1.

The reader approaching book 2 as a detached element can reenact the text and experience it as it was first received and as it was first conceived by More himself. Removed from the historical and bio​graphical content of book 1, book 2 comes as close as a text can come to signifying the purely mythic. In this form Utopia represents what Roland Barthes labels "an empty signifier" in his account of the possible readings of myth. Excluded from historical referents, book 2 allows the concept of improvement to 'fill the form of the myth without ambiguity. "6 The text becomes language-oriented, self-referential in its self-canceling significations of place-names (for example, the capital

i These place-names are further uprooted as coinages minted from the dead language of Greece. The most unambiguous of all texts in its isolation, book 2 exists as a detached, floating signifier through whose transparency the concept of improvement can shine, unalloyed by the historical values of enclosure that would call its very foundation into question'. The referential restraints that the historical, biographical content of book 1 will impose upon the entire text do not appear. Like the journalist Barthes mentions, the narrator is free to start with a concept and to find a form for it.

Book 2 surreptitiously encloses and expropriates history by ab​stracting historical identities and situations. By a process of expropri​ation and "depopulation," book 2 creates the improved place of myth, what Harry Berger, Jr. calls Eutopia, "a garden of illusory, empty pleasures, pleasures gained without struggle or sacrifice."7 Having cut themselves off from all historical contingency, book 2 and the island it represents create an ideal society by a process of negation and exclusion encoded in place-names. In removing enclosure from its historical moorings, book 2 avoids having to pay any of the transaction costs entailed in enclosing land, costs directly related to "the improve​ment of the field." Instead, the myth contained in book 2 "purifies" the concept of enclosure by disguising its negative historical values. As Barthes would assert, myth operates as "depoliticized speech":

One must naturally understand political in its deeper meaning, as describing the whole of human relations in their real, social struc​ture, in their power of making the world; one must above all give an active value to the prefix de-; here it represents an operational movement, it permanently embodies a defaulting. (143; emphasis in original)

In its own way, the term "utopia" also "permanently embodies a defaulting" in its depoliticizing of the historical meaning of enclosure. Enclosure's expropriation and eviction become "operational move​ments" of a text that transforms England into a mythic land, a literary property. In this alienation of history, in Barthes's words, "all soiling trace of origin or choice has been removed" (151). The myth attempts to convince its readers that Utopia has cut itself off from historical process; any links at all it might have with history are only expressed as vague intimations of some possible connection between Utopia and Greece of the Golden Age. In its most extreme isolation as myth, the island of Utopia as enclosed in book 2 exists as a mythic Folkland, a Blessed Isle in which all social relations arise from the natural order of things. It is a place where More's most private fantasy of kingship can be played out in full, with none of the dangers such an insurrec​tionist vision could bring down upon an overreacher.8 An escapist fiction, book 2 allows the negotiator of wool contracts an alibi for being "elsewhere just as it affords England the luxury of being purified as myth. As Richard Marius points out in his biography of More, there was a distinct need for the writer of Utopia to have available just such an alibi, so much are the circumstances of Utopia's composition at odds with its idealistic pretensions:

It has usually gone unnoticed that More's embassy on which he began writing Utopia was intended to increase commerce, especially in wool, and that while he penned these immortal lines, he was working hard to add to the wealth of those classes in English society whom Raphael castigates for their heartless greed.9
     At this stage in the composition of Utopia, the hedging off of the island from historical contingencies reflects More's own personal sit​uation. For perhaps the last time in his life, More entertains the possibility of a completely private, entirely depoliticized mode of ex​istence. This he does even at the risk of absurdity, the absurdity so aptly encoded in the name of Raphael "Nonsenso." As More's alienated alter ego, Raphael is given free play in book 2 to create the image of the most perfect commonwealth. Morus, the invention of book 1, has not yet appeared, and More freely exercises his imagination in taking a holiday from court. Offered as an alibi, free from "all soiling trace of origin or choice," the Utopia of book 2 represents both a large-scale enclosure in Utopus's creation of the island and a small-scale enclosure in Raphael's vision of a privatized existence.'0 As symbols of a personal mythology, they point towards a desire for kingship over oneself, ab​solute and uncompromising. In his act of large-scale enclosure, King Utopus seems to delegitimize the very power that More the ambassador represents. The dominant ideology is thus disguised and transformed (deferred until the creation of book 1 where it will become reinstan​tiated in the form of Morus, the courtly apologist). To arrive at this kingship over himself; however, More must reclaim what has become increasingly alienated and marginalized in his own existence.

The fictional Hythloday instantiates for More what Hexter describes as a private crisis," the increasing alienation from himself which be​came more evident with the pressure to enter Henry's court.  Reviewing the work of Hexter and G. R. Elton, John M. Perlette notes that "the language of these writers [in describing the More of this period] coalesces around a sense of disturbance: 'dilemma,' 'paradox,' 'crisis,' 'ambiguity,' 'crise de conscience,' 'apprehension.' "11 In the face of such a personal crisis, the withdrawal into the privative, intensely individual vision of Hythloday is understandable. The system of language, once the carrier and validater of historical meanings and biographical unity, is "invaded" and enclosed, the expropriative form of the dominant ideology itself appropriated. It is prepared to receive something else, something far different.

"Through the concept," Barthes avers, "it is a whole new history which is implanted in the myth" (119). Closely corresponding to a "function," the concept of improvement distorts meaning while per​forming its reconstitutions of causes and effects, motives and intentions. This reconstituted chain can occur because a partial erasure and sup​pression of history has taken place in King Utopus's expropriation of enclosure for his own purposes. History is turned inside out, converted into its other. For the theft of commons, Utopia offers a restoration of the commons and communal ownership; for the depopulation of en​closures, it offers repopulation and prosperity; for the selfishness of enclosers, it restores communality; for a situation in which sheep are in wolves' clothing, overrunning the land, Utopia offers a transfor​mation in which these "wolves" become gentle sheep once more. In terms of More's own personal crisis, book 2 implants a whole new biography in the mythic figure of Raphael, holding forth the tantalizing prospect of a depoliticized space in which the hard choices facing More could be defaulted upon or at least deferred. He slips the bonds of his own ambassadorship, as indicated in his dream about being crowned king of Utopia, freed from the "hateful chains of gold." These are the same chains of the foreign ambassadors ("legati") who meet with the laughter of the Utopian children, amazed that anyone other than slaves would be so outfitted. In his note, "Ambassadors in Chains: A Pun in Utopia?" Charles Clay Doyle argues that "the Utopians assume that the purpose of the chains is bondage, that the legati are ligati (they are absurd in either    role)."12
We can choose at this stage to accept book 2 "innocently" as an alibi for enclosure, what Barthes labels a full signifier. As an alibi for history, book 2 hides itself in myth, choosing myth over history. It is possible to read it with no reference to history, thus allowing myth the luxury of converting the materials of history cost-free. However, in supplying book 1 to Utopia, More allowed the text to engage the reader in a far more dynamic reading of Utopia in which Utopus's initial enclosing of the land retains its historical contingency while at the same time sub​suming the ambiguous values of enclosure within the enlarged context of these two books.

II:
BOOK 1 AS A PRETEXT

If book 2 were all we had of Utopia, it might well be argued that the essential character of this text is mythic. While the obvious parallels between Utopia and England could still be drawn, book 2's account of the mythic island would remain detached from any immediate his​torical contingency. Its people and institutions would possess, as Barthes calls it, the "vitrified" look of myth (125).

As a pretext to book 2, this first book still portrays myth and history as two separate domains, hiding the extent to which Utopian myth is merely the reenactment of English history. A certain duplicity can be seen in the double text's polarization of the two domains. History serves here as a negative example for myth. As a pretext for myth put forward to conceal a true purpose or object, book 1 furthers the pur​poses of myth. It allows the myth of book 2 both to hide itself from history and yet remain contingent to it. Thus, although the meaning of the first-order system has been emptied out ("history evaporates"), Barthes notes that meaning will still exist for form like an "instantaneous reserve of history" (118). Elusive and sustaining, the meaning of en​closure is "impoverished" at the very moment that the form of enclo​sure is employed in creating the island of Utopia. Barthes's conclusions about form and meaning in myth are equally applicable here:

But the essential point in all this is that the form does not suppress the meaning, it only impoverishes it, it puts it at a distance, it holds it at one's disposal. One believes that the meaning is going to die, but it is a death with reprieve; the meaning loses its value, but keeps its life, from which the form of the myth will draw its nour​ishment . . the form must constantly be able to be rooted again in the meaning and to get there what nature it needs for its nu​triment; above all, it must be able to hide there. (118)

The "instantaneous reserve of history" in More's text is, in some respects, very thinly disguised: Utopia is a transparent overlay on the England of More's day. Utopia's fifty four city-states reflect the fifty-three counties of England in More's day and the City of London.13 This textual embedding of historical England allows book 2 to draw its nutriment from history while hiding its means for doing so.  In Utopia, the abstract form of enclosure removes history's "content" in presenting us with an identity-less people, revalued and improved in this relocation to a fictive territory. In this respect, the abstract same​ness of the Utopian cities and the abstract identity accorded to those inhabiting them lend a sense of "depopulation" to those cities de​scribed in book 2. Enclosed and plundered of their content, these denaturalized cities represent in themselves all the "deserted villages" of the English countryside. Arising from the evictions and expropri​ations of enclosure, Utopia seeks to restore what one agrarian critic calls "the world we have lost." In enclosure maps of such locales as Craycombe Closes and Upper Ditchford, Christopher Dyer notes that the "ghost" of the deserted village is discernible in the still legible signature of earthworks and property boundaries ~ Amaurotum, the "shadowy" or "ghost" city, is unworldly not in the sense that it is detached from and floats beyond the real, historical English landscape; rather, its "ghostliness" arises precisely from its dual identity as mythic and historical.

The historical significations of enclosure as expropriation and nascent imperialism also dwell just beneath the mythic superstructure of book 2. While, in Barthes's terminology, the meaning of enclosure has been "half-amputated" and "deprived of memory" by the deformation of the concept of expropriation and imperialism, the partially visible land link described in book 2 is a subtle sign of the contingency still operating between myth and history; this land link insures that the mythic form is still able "to be rooted again in the meaning" of history and to draw its nourishment from history. England itself must be marginalized in order for book 2 to enclose upon an essentially idealized territory. "Para-situs" in Perlette's concept of the marginal, the island portrayed in book 2 exists to one side of history.'5 Isolated in book 2, it engages in a parasitical relationship to historical England; through the partially visible landlink, it has "attached" itself to England under the guise of breaking off from it. Furthermore, in its large-scale enclosing of the peninsula, book 2 has marginalized England by the very principle that comprises the terms of difference between the two books.

For Barthes, myth constitutes a "double system" in which the al​ternation of such differing concepts of enclosure represents a duplicity (hence, the double text of books 1 and 2). With some hesitation, Barthes evaluates myth as possessing a "false nature" in its duplicitous sub​stitution of itself for history. The function of myth is to hide this duplicity by making history and myth seem marginal to one another. In order to achieve this, however, myth always runs the risk of having its signifier read as either empty (example) or full (alibi). In either kind of reading, the myth is devalued or overturned. The only way in which myth can assure that this duplicity will remain hidden is to naturalize the relationship between the two and thus avoid having the reader face the dilemma of choosing one or the other:

Threatened with disappearance if it [myth] yields to either of the first two types of focusing, it gets out of this tight spot thanks to a compromise-it is this compromise. Entrusted with 'glossing over' an intentional concept, myth encounters nothing but betrayal in language, for language can only obliterate the concept if it hides it, or unmask it if it formulates it. The elaboration of a second-order semiological system will enable myth to escape this dilemma: driven to having either to unveil or to liquidate the concept, it will nat​uralize it. (129)

In Barthes's estimation, there is an "unhealthiness" in this wilfull and duplicitous mixing of history and myth, for the arbitrary nature of the sign (as set out in the Saussurean linguistic model) underlies all communication systems. In abrogating and alienating the sign from its historical ground, myth motivates the sign; myth gives it an "intention" which constitutes for Barthes a "false nature." Barthes questions this duplicity that invests the concept with a compelling and naturalized appearance while constantly hiding its means for doing so. "Ethically," Barthes asserts, "there is a kind of baseness in hedging one's bets" (126). At this point in Utopia's composition, More has quite literally "hedged his bets" by placing the text between two quite differing significations for enclosure as impoverishment and improvement. The fact that he mythologizes the historically contingent signification of enclosure as improvement is a further indication of how the text exists at the ideological site of contestation.

This transformation of historical England into Utopia (as either an alibi or a pretext) disguises the convertibility of values between the two domains at the very moment it seeks to subvert the dominant ideology by converting that ideology's terms into its own. Transforming "history into nature" (129), naturalizing the concept, myth "is not read as a motive, but as a reason (129). In myth's duplicitous operations, the reader is constantly encouraged to accept this reason in place of a motive; in this natural--but naive--reading of book 2 as a pretext, the reader is similarly encouraged to overlook the almost invisible structure of enclosure, with all its historical significations, and to accept the enclosing of Utopia as the naturalized, "innocent" form and function by which the purified sign of improvement will escape all taint of history, all grounding in history.  

   By acknowledging book 2 as a pretext to book 1, we can begin to apprehend moments in which myth disguises and encloses upon history and, where this is not possible, finds definition at the margins of history. To forestall its own devaluation in the face of history and to facilitate its own encroachments upon history, the myth of Utopia must seem to be other than history (the Eutopia of book 2, an alibi) or a negation of history (the counter-England of book 1, a pretext). As long as the text convinces its readers that myth and history are two separate do​mains, the large-scale enclosure of Utopia does not have to undergo a convertibility of values for its surreptitious enclosing upon the his​torical domain. However, once we identify the contingency between history and myth signified in the partially visible land link and the duplicitous employment of enclosure, this convertibility of values so injurious to the purposes of myth is set into play. Myth can no longer hide in history, drawing its nourishment from it. The danger for the marginal, subversive discourse is that its quasi-legible link to the dom​inant ideology poses a threat of unmasking the myth of Utopia by revealing its historical foundation. The dominant ideology, once re​vealed, begins to reassert its subverted, dormant force. This in turn leads to a third possible reading of Utopia.

III:
BOOK 1 AS A POSTSCRIPT TO BOOK 2

If we read these two books not in their presented order but in the order in which they were composed, enclosure becomes an even more intentional concept in the text's operations. This third reading involves interpreting book 1 as a postscript to book 2. In this respect, Utopus's enclosure of Utopia in book 2 is countered by another enclosure in book 1. This enclosure assures that the elements of book 2 will be more fully oriented to history, more contingent to history, than a casual comparison of the thematic contents of the two books would imply. King Utopus's enclosure of the land is privative and alienative; it abstracts the real people of history from history in mythologizing them; finally, it externalizes history in reducing it to a negative value. In the enclosure of book 2 in book 1, however, the purely semiologic function of myth is transformed into an ideological function, for history is made contingent and inclusive; it is internalized in the text.

In examining book 1 as a postscript, I wish to mark the ways in which Utopia operates not to depoliticize or default upon history in a movement towards myth; rather, I wish to demonstrate how the en​closed structure of the text, considered in the order of its composition, works in a contrary fashion to reorient the mythic island to historical contingencies. This form of enclosing is integrally related to the struc​ture of the text itself. In arriving at an understanding of it, we need to reframe the text in the initial order of its composition. In More's "Utopia," J. H. Hexter has identified certain inconsistencies in the relationship between the two books, claiming that a simple placement of book 2 before book 1 does not entirely reflect their original order of composition. He does not view each book as an integral whole but speculates that the prefatory material of book 1 was composed in the Netherlands along with all but the concluding pages of book 2. In support of this view, he notes that book 2 begins without any prefatory remark, even though we soon find out that it is not an impersonal account of Utopia but "a traveler's tale, a personal narration by a narrator with strong opinions, an 'I' who pops up occasionally in the account. '16 This narrator has been to Utopia and corresponds in several details to biographical information that Raphael had presented about himself in book 1. Moreover, as Hexter notes, this narrator speaks to an audience that has not been to Utopia. Hexter concludes that some part of book 1 must have been written while More was still in the Netherlands.

Hexter seeks to indicate the seam separating the prefatory material that initially served to introduce book 2 from the rest of book 1 (which he agrees was written upon More's return to England). He finds this seam only three or four pages into book 1, where he identifies a "curious paragraph" in which the narrator of book 1 tells the reader, "What he [Hythloday] told us that he saw in every country where he came, it were very long to declare - nor is that the design of this work" (18-19; emphasis in original). Promising to relate at another time Hyth​loday's account of other lands, their "decrees and ordinances," and the profit to be derived from such models, the narrator nevertheless does not delay this account. As Hexter notes, "what we are told will follow does not immediately follow, and what we are told will not follow does immediately follow" (20; emphasis in original).

Hexter conjectures that at this curious paragraph More inserted a new section containing material he had written on his return to En​gland. This later section runs from the breakpoint to the end of book 1, where the text also marks another ending breakpoint in Hythloday's shift from "The Dialogue of Counsel" to the question of private prop​erty. From this "sudden sentence" to the end of book 1 (comprising only about three pages of this book), Hexter marks a transitional section in which the readers are turned away from the dialogue and turned back to "the edge of Utopia, from which we had drifted off at the end of the curious paragraph" (25). The concluding section of book 2, commencing with Raphael's attack on private property, reconnects us to the earlier dialogue of book 1 and was probably written in England.

The notion that Utopia in its two books is a framed tale is by now a commonplace of the critical literature, and Hexter notes "Hyth​lodaeus' report of his experiences, actual and hypothetical, constitutes a frame within the frame of More's account (TM, cxxvi). In "More's Utopia as Paradigm," H. Schulte Herbruggen speaks of the frame of book 1 as serving "to create a distinct political and social atmosphere which then controls the form of the inner utopian story as told in Book II."" In considering books 1 and 2 within a complex transaction of enclosure, I seek to go beyond the frame metaphor to a form that roots the text in historical process. In this respect, the boundaries between book 1 and book 2, between the text and history, have been demarcated along property lines in that Utopia constitutes a site of ideological and institutional contestation.

In surveying these two books, I wish to mark these break-points or property lines as rhetorical divisions; thus, at the end of both book 1 and book 2, near the semic divisions of the text, More utters two different defenses of private property in response to Raphael's bitter attacks against it and his championing of communality. In More's "Uto​pia" Hexter makes two important points about these topographical divisions in the text. First, he notes that in the Utopia of More's first intention there was no defense of private property. Secondly, he notes that, unlike other thematic correlations found between the first and additional versions of Utopia, the reference to private property is "clearly contrived," reinforcing a view expressed in the original version written in the Netherlands (43). Hexter considers this addition to be perhaps a reflection of "a sober second thought" that More might have had about communal ownership in returning to England from the Netherlands. Hexter argues in More's defense that in introducing these two relatively weak defenses of private property More made the ar​gument anachronistically; that is, as a preface to Hythloday's already written "Discourse on Utopia," these defenses had already been un​dermined. They constitute for Hexter "straw men" that had been knocked down even before they had been set up. From the perspec​tives of Marius and Guy, this insertion of defenses of private property can be explained by political expediency, for a Thomas More aspiring to royal service might have felt the need to temper Hythloday's radical assaults against private property, to contain them.15 At the very least, More frames book 2 of Utopia very diplomatically, insuring that the "misreading" of his views about private property and his reservations about communal ownership would more likely be committed by a reader unversed in Hexter's subtleties. Whether or not we accept Hexter's defense of More and his position about private property, Hexter's divisions of the text suggest that the question of private prop​erty marks the boundaries of these two books.

What begins the readers' orientations to the island, shaping them to historical contingencies, are the marginalia supplied by Erasmus. The importance of Erasmus's marginal commentary is something too quickly passed over in More criticism. In Utopia's first inception as book 2 alone, they served to keep the text open to historical contin​gencies, as many of these comments involve comparisons between Utopian customs and institutions and those of England. At the margins of the text, these comments stake out the island's boundary in their initial, limited transactions between an enclosed myth and an excluded history. They constitute landmarks that keep the readers oriented to history even as those readers enter further into Utopia. It may well be that Erasmus's marginalia suggested to More the possibility of a second book, orienting Utopia and Raphael more fully to England and his own personal situation as historical referents.

     In her article, "At the Margin of Discourse: Footnotes and the Fictional Text," Shari Benstock notes that such marginal notations serve "to adjust the limits of the textual universe in which they par​ticipate." As "narrative boundaries," they allow the author "to hedge whatever bets the critical discourse may have made," thus enabling the author "to step outside the critical discourse" and to speak in a different voice.19 The critical discourse for book 2 of Utopia is the isolative, transformative discourse of the alibi, which situates the island elsewhere, beyond historical contingencies. As Erasmus informs us in his marginal reference, the "entry" to Utopia for both friend and foe alike is treacherous, defended by "A Stratagem Based on the Shifting of Landmarks" (TM, 11). "In fact," as the narrator informs us, "the entrance is hardly safe even for themselves, unless they guide them​selves by landmarks on the shore. If these were removed to other positions, they could easily lure an enemy's fleet, however numerous, to destruction" (TM, 11). The ability of the Utopians to shift landmarks has historical territorial overtones, for this shifting of boundary markers was a popular way for one landholder to expand his land at the expense of his neighbors. For the textual discourse, the ability to shift these markers represents a reinforcement of the isolation begun by Utopus in severing the landlink between Utopia and the mainland.  Semiologically, the readers as textual navigators find that the only "approach" to Utopia is a blind one in which the familiar historical markers do not exist for the detached island as it is represented in book 2 alone.

With the addition of book 1 as a postscript to book 2, the ground is laid for More to "hedge" Raphael's bets, to step outside of what Perlette labels Hythloday's "monological univocity," the prevailing fantasy of absolute individuality and detachment that Raphael holds forth for More. Benstock's language reveals a distinctly topographical orientation as she speaks of marginalia's ability "to draw attention to the shifting line of critical discourse, a line that sometimes acknowl​edges and admits readers within its circumference but sometimes excludes them, fences them off from the closed space of the scholarly activity."20 Utopia's strategy of masking historical place-names and references in Greek terminology and distancing the readers from his​tory is answered here by a "shifting" of the line of critical discourse as the terms of difference between history and myth, book 1 and book 2, enter into a transaction made possible through the textual enclosure. Erasmus's own marginalia serve a similar function, particularly by continually surveying the Utopian landscape according to the historical measure of England. By inviting comparisons to England, the mar​ginalia begin the initial process of submitting the island to an historical measure that will be more fully accomplished with the addition of book 1. As a postscript to book 2, the first book of Utopia encloses the mythic terrain, reclaiming its marginal value and insuring that a text that seems to straddle history and myth, lying along the fault line between the two, is in actuality a cohesive, integrated entity.

In a motion contrary to the shifting landmarks that guard Utopia's mythic identity from historical contingency, the enclosure that occurs in book 1 tends to restore those historical landmarks, to link Utopia to the history it seems to have eluded. The abstract quality of Utopia, made more abstract when book 2 externalizes that historical contin​gency, is now bound by concrete historical realities (for instance, the issues of enclosure, private property, mercenaries, wool prices, court service, etc.). Enclosed by and made contingent to these concrete realities, Utopia as portrayed in book 2 loses some of its exclusive, isolative elements. What was once external to Utopia is now inter​nalized in the text's enclosure of one book within another.

As readers, we have been prepared for this enclosure in Raphael's "orientations" as we approach the island by way of his narrative. We are thus introduced to three different, 'semi-perfect" lands that have managed-each in its own modest way-to solve one major defect of English social or economic life. The mention of these lands calls to mind Hexter's comment that Utopia is "hedged around with" a system of sanctions to prevent the various ills of historical England from in​truding upon it. The "hedging" or enclosure that occurs in book 2 is a perfect illustration of how the process of enclosure is "gotten hold of" and put to a different use in the text's creation of the mythic island. The larger enclosure that occurs in book 1 demonstrates how flexible enclosure is as a medium of exchange in reconnecting history to myth. Indeed, as an "idea-in-form," enclosure allows More not only to enclose book 2 within the historically contingent book 1, but also to enact the necessary convertibility formula for a transaction between historical and "mythic" values. Indeed, these semi-perfect lands constitute that formula.

As the island of Utopia is hedged about by these lands, each rep​resenting the attainment of a specific economic or political ideal, the text employs enclosure in such a way that Utopia becomes, in Alistair Fox's words, "an instrument of analysis rather than a definitive state​ment." A complex set of transactions occurs between history and myth, for the double operation of enclosure here allows the land of myth and the land of history to be encompassed by what Fox labels the "Morean synthesis. "21 Fox, however, suggests that what is achieved here is not a genuine synthesis of the type More would have preferred, which is found in the interaction between the two books. This interaction creates a "dramatic ambiguity" (51); for Fox, "the more the two countries appear to be opposed, the more they turn out to be similar-the obvious differences paradoxically serve to underline the more signif​icant parallels" (56). In Fox's estimation, Utopia and England share "a shadowy identity" (56) in which the "seamy underside of Utopian ideality" constantly points toward "the ineradicable sinfulness of human nature (57). What keeps this identity operating for the readers is the enclosing of book 2 in book 1, the circumstantial historical contingency of the latter in a constant transaction with the mythic content of the former. Utopia's hedging by these fictional lands causes this transaction to reflect a convertibility of values between history and myth.

The nature of this transaction is revealed in the descriptions of these fictive lands and their correlation to issues brought up in book 1. The first of these peoples mentioned is the Polylerites, the People of Much Nonsense. Semi-autonomous, they are offered by Raphael as an ex​ample of a country "completely free from militarism" (TM, 75) and evidencing an enlightened attitude towards punishing thieves. In the larger textual strategy by which the island of Utopia will be enclosed geographically and thematically, the mention of this land begins a process of enclosure in which the readers seem to be voyaging outward from historical England and ever closer to the mythic Utopia. Fore​shadowing Utopia's isolation, the land of the Polylerites is "far from the sea, almost ringed round by mountains" (TM, 75). Arising from the 'nonsense" of history as a natural outgrowth of Raphael's critique of the English penal system, the Polylerites represent a large-scale, litotic division from that history, their ironic identity derived from that history and its contradiction of good sense. The reverse image of that history, they and the land they represent constitute an initial enclosing, exclusion and improvement upon it. Far from cutting off and isolating the island of Utopia, however, this and the other lands that surround Utopia circumscribe the island with historical referents that point towards the nature of book 1 as a postscript to book 2. Each land, encoding an element of negative reference, displays a double character in seeming to distance Utopia from historical reference at the same moment that it effects a rapprochement. Recognizing that book 1 is itself a postscript to an already written book, we become aware of our movement towards Utopia as only apparent motion.

This three-part process of enclosure is further advanced in the next reference to a fabled people as we advance closer and closer to Utopia and (seemingly) farther and farther from England. This is found in Raphael's reference to the Achorians "who live on the mainland to the south-southeast of Utopia" (TM, 89). Constituting another "hedge" in the enclosing of Utopia, its name signifying The Countryless People, this country is notable for having forced its king to give up his costly and inefficient rule of two realms (they tired of being ruled by "half a king"). The king relinquished the rule of the land to one of his friends, who was soon driven out by the people. As we move toward Utopia and away from historical England, we find the lands increasingly free from royal absolutism. These Achorians have enacted mythically what Raphael claimed earlier could never come to pass -that his advice to the French king against maintaining the burdensome rule of a con​quered territory would never be adopted. In pointing us once again towards the island of Utopia, the example of the Achorians suggests a convertibility between elements of history and myth. Book 1 appears more and more to be a postscript to book 2, supplying the historical referents that circumscribe the island.

A third side to this enclosure of Utopia occurs in the reference to the Macarians, the People of the Blessed Land whose king has realized the corrupting influence of accumulated wealth, swearing "by an oath at solemn sacrifices that he will never have at one time in his coffer more than a thousand pounds of gold or its equivalent in silver" (TM, 97). While this action stops short of the Utopians' total devaluation of gold, their total "impoverishing" of the state, the erection of the Ma​carian land as the third hedge enclosing Utopia completes the enclosing process. The capitalist accumulation and greed so scathingly attacked earlier by Raphael are here converted into far different values. Again, though, the island of Utopia is circumscribed by a process of enclosure that defines it by the negative historical referents that it had seemed so peremptorily and finally to have cut itself off from in book 2 alone. Considered as a postscript to book 2, this first book now represents an ex post facto attempt not to introduce the mythic account but to shape it according to the dictates of its own historically contingent contents.

In respect to this hedging of the island of Utopia, book 1 effectively encloses book 2 by thematically and geographically shaping the readers' orientations to the island. We are encouraged to see this island in a natural relation to history, its very shaping and enclosing as a response to elements of that history. Historical inconsistencies and injustices become the very margins of the island's boundary, along which a constant exchange and conversion of values occur. The subversion of the dominant ideology and the large-scale enclosure of its consolidating process become more visible in this reading of Utopia. Reading book 2 through the pretext of book 1, we can link Utopus's seizure of the land of Abraxa from the Abraxians to its historical antecedent, the expropriation of the peasantry through enclosure. Now, the conversion of history into myth can only be accomplished by forcing upon book 2 the necessary transaction costs of its enclosing of the Abraxian penin​sula. The free-floating value of the topos encoded in the truncated form of "U-topia" is reclaimed from its mythic and marginal value as a literary commonplace (topos). Its alibi--its sense of being else​where--exposed, Utopia now must mediate between the negative historical values of enclosure as expropriation (a value expressed by Ou-topia) and the positive historical value of enclosure as improvement (a value expressed by Eu-topia and, until now, masquerading as a mythic rather than historical value).

     Considering these two books as a textual enclosure can help us to reconcile the unresolved terms of difference that many critics claim separate them. In his The Meaning of More's "Utopia," George M. Logan argues that Hexter's groundbreaking work on Utopia established the text as a "literary patchwork" by indicating the seam that More opened by inserting one book in another. Perlette notes that Hexter's critique identifies Utopia as "a scandal insofar as it accuses a Western classic of disunity." Logan likewise asserts that "Hexter offers a thor​oughly disintegrative reading-one that has been widely accepted" (15). For Perlette, the text manifests "the intellectual crisis of the Renaissance," a rhetorical crisis in which the "epistemological prob​lem" is "the need for a fundamental absolute."22 In this schema, More argues the position of philosophia civilior, the relativist position towards truth and moral absolutes. It is a philosophy "more practical for statesmen, which knows its stage, adapts itself to the play at hand, and performs its role neatly and appropriately" (TM, 99). As More instructs Raphael, "Whatever play is being performed, perform it as best you can, and do not upset it all simply because you think of another which has more interest" (TM, 99). More's philosophia civilior undercuts the entire discourse of book 2 and its Island of Improvement. The product of Raphael's absolutist vision (derived from the absolutism of the philosophia scholastica), book 2 is condemned by association as inappropriate," making "a hodgepodge of comedy and tragedy" (TM, 99).

In Perlette's analysis, an "involuted" text--"rolled inward at the margin or edges"-- Utopia does not resolve the fundamental debate between these two rhetorical positions; rather, "it becomes a discourse of [its own] method" by allowing itself to be caught up in the "vertig-inous regress" of that debate in which "rhetoric subsumes the division between rhetoric and philosophy, between 'More' and Hythloday." In Perlette's convoluted reasoning, the text arrives at a "decision by default. The absence of decision at the level of content becomes a decision at the level of form - a decision that decision (at least in the purely logical or rational sense) is impossible. "23 The text oscillates between the rhetorical terms of difference it has generated. Like its very name, Utopia means everything and nothing. More is the man for all rhetorical seasons.

       I wish to differ with such "disintegrative" and "oscillating" critiques of Utopia. In my estimation, Hexter actually lays the groundwork for integrating these two books inasmuch as each constitutes one half of the enclosure formula, the transaction involved in establishing a his​torically contingent boundary for the text. Viewing book 1 as a post​script to book 2 not only points toward an integration of these two books but also marks More's Utopia as a text that runs counter to the tradition of literary utopias. This tradition is described by Richard Helgerson in his essay "Inventing Noplace, or the Power of Negative Thinking." Helgerson argues that the creation of a "second world" derives from "a negative response to the first world of our ordinary experience."24 He finds the response to that negative first world "typ​ically enclosed, qualified, and conventionalized. Driven by no radically unsettling reforming zeal, it survives in the valley of its saying where it makes nothing happen" (104). Summing up the universality of this isolative "countermovement, Helgerson notes finally that "keeping Utopia outside the bounds of the known world has been a major political enterprise for the last four and a half centuries" (109).

This isolation of Utopia describes our first and second reading of these books as an alibi or pretext. However, Helgerson further claims that "More nowhere explicitly identifies the act of negation by which Utopia was created . . . the negative thought that enabled his accom​plishment is left to be guessed from his name" (109). The "negative thought" that has led to the creation of this Island of Improvement is the form of large-scale enclosure itself. As a textual enclosure, a post​script, book 1 reconnects book 2 to what was all along a historical "mainland." Helgerson characterizes this "second-first book" as rep​resenting a renewal of contact with the world from which the author had been projected in the initial excitement of his negative thought" (115). For Helgerson, the importance of this reversal has been to allow More, like his counterpart Rabelais, to "come back from the new world that their negative reversal of the old has created to see that new world with new eyes" (115). This reversal of order results in an "oscillation between the positive and negative term," an oscillation that "enforce[s] the rhetorical power of each" (115) as it continually plays between each book of Utopia.

Helgerson's interpretation of Utopia is preferable to Perlette's be​cause it reconnects the text to that "old world" it seemed to have negated. Nevertheless, both interpretations still leave the readers os​cillating" between these two books. The historical topicality of book 1 and the mythicized topos or literary property of book 2 remain polarized. The concept of Utopia as a game whose sole object is the wild, clicking movement of meaning between complexly arrayed rhe​torical bumpers is a trivialization of the text more in line with modern day than Renaissance modes of experience. Certainly the parerga com​plement the Utopia of More's first intention in distancing and alienating the text from historical reference; however, the arrow of intentionality which can be traced through these three readings of Utopia moves along a path whose direction is only initially the privatizing, excluding impulse of book 2. In reading book 2 as a pretext, for example, we find the arrow redirected toward the dominant ideology whose op​eration of large-scale enclosure was subverted in order to form Utopia. The risk of the marginal, subversive discourse becoming so subsumed was always posed in the island's quasi-legible link to the dominant ideology; its former existence as a peninsula, glossed over in the text, points toward the dependence of the island (and the discourse that formed it) upon that dominant ideology.

This second reading of Utopia can remain subversive as long as the delicate compromise it strikes is not overturned, exposing the island's historical foundation and causing that dominant ideology to reassert its subverted, dormant force. In this reading, Raphael operates as Frank Lentricchia's "oppositional critic" in rereading that dominant ideology "so as to amplify and strategically position the marginalized voices of the ruled, exploited, oppressed and excluded." Providing a historically determined contingency for Utopia, this boundary sets up the field for what Peter Ruppert describes as 'utopia's peaceful and harmonious landscape" to become a place for "ideological contention and dispute."~ Nonetheless, a closer examination of Raphael's situation in the textual discourse reveals that his greatest act of subversion--Utopus's creation of this Island of Improvement--has already been prepared for and contained in the larger text. In this larger text, the one who would subvert the dominant order is himself subverted, enclosed in the larger discourse.

At this point, Dollimore's cautions about the complexities of the relationship between the dominant ideology and the subversive, mar​ginal discourse are worth remembering. Not only is that dominant ideology capable of containing and controlling this subversive dis​course, but this latter discourse may be "apparent only, the dominant order, . . . paradoxical as it may seem, actually producing it for its own ends" (11). The inclusive enclosure of both the island and book 2 in the larger text, once acknowledged, sets a boundary to myth and to the subversive discourse that fashioned that myth.

The arrow of intentionality that I have traced thus far points beyond the irresolute balancing of these two books to which Helgerson and Perlette ascribe. Their readings preserve the text as a literary property distanced and alienated from history by the isolative, private fantasy that created book 2 and by the parerga. This arrow, however, points toward the final reading of book 1 as a postscript to book 2. Its move​ment, contrary to the apparent movement of these books, is not toward Utopia; rather, the order of composition suggests a movement away from Utopia, outward, back to historical England and a commitment on More's part to royal service. What starts out as a private fantasy, a refashioning of both the self and the island of England according to the most idealistic dictates, ends up being circumscribed by the dom​inant ideology it seemingly subverted.

The consternation several critics have felt at More's entering courtly service so soon after the appearance of Utopia is misplaced, for the text has prepared for this very entry. As a matter of fact, More's disparaging remarks about Utopia in later years may be interpreted as reflecting not so much the Chancellor of England's discontent with having produced in his youth a subversive text but perhaps his un​easiness with having produced a subverted one. Stephen Greenblatt suggests as much when he reveals how his own original intent of exploring "the role of human autonomy in the construction of identity" in Utopia and other Renaissance texts had to be altered as his inves​tigations led him to a realization of how "the human subject itself began to seem remarkably unfree, the ideological product of relations of power in a particular society."26 Formed through a process of textual enclo​sure, Utopia is itself such an ideological product, fully reflecting those relations of power. Ultimately, the conversion of myth into history, Utopia to England, through the process of textual enclosure suggests the power of that dominant ideology to contain and transform even the most subversive forces arrayed against it.
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Commission of 1517--Attempt to "recover memory" of past agrarian conditions/ghosts/vacant farms

Representation of English state in Utopia paired with representation of Utopia--Represents the State's attempt to recover/restore its memory of itself and its prior condition.  "Et dicunt quod"--Nostalgia of statutes and proclamations.  Anti-evolutionary drift of Utopia.

Utopia--looks forward to the formation of the early modern state/role of writing/inventorying

Uniformity of Utopia--attempt to reestablish/re-codify past.  Like uniformity of presentments.  Re-surveying.  Ideal surveying and allotments of resources/land.

Crisis in Utopia--crisis of enactment--statutes/proclamations

"Time out of mind of man"--Utopia as a State of (Un)Consciousness

Utopians--characterless/zombies  Cut-off narrative of Book 2.
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