REeviews

José Manuel Lucia Megfas. Los primeros ilustradores del Quijote. Madrid:
Ollero y Ramos, 2005. 307 pp. ISBN: 84-7895-207-1.

La conmemoracién del cuarto centenario de la publicacién de la primera parte de
“Don Qyijote’ha propiciado la aparicién de un desaforado nimero de estudios de entre
los cuales deben ser destacados ciertos trabajos gracias a los cuales se ha recuperado el
interés por el arte de la ilustracién de libros, un campo de estudio bagtante olvidado
tanto por filélogos como por hitoriadores del arte.

Con la excepcién de obras ya cldsicas como las de Ashbee (An Tconography of
Don Quixote, 1895) y Givanel M4s (Historia grafica de'(ervantes y def Quijote, 1946), la
higtoria de “Don Quijote’como libro ilustrado ha sido una asignatura pendiente. Sin em-
bargo, obras como Tmdgenes defl Quijote: Modelos de’representacion en las ediciones delos
siglos X“OTT a XTX de Patrick Lenaghan (2003) o (ritical Tmages: The’(anonization of
Don Quixote through Tllustrated Editions Eighteenth (entury de Rachel Schmidt (1999)
han venido a cubrir con gran acierto este vacio.

Lucia Megias aborda en esta publicacién el estudio de aquellos primeros y cru-
ciales siete juegos de ilustraciones—los elaborados por Jacob Savery (y ampliado por
Frédéric Bouttats), Diego de Obregén, Jacob Harrewyn, Chatles Antoine Coypel, John
Vanderbank, William Hogarth y Francis Hayman—a través de los cuales la imagen de
los personajes cervantinos quedé conformada en consonancia con el tipo de lectura que
cada sociedad y editor realizé de la novela.

Este recorrido por los primeros ilustradores de “Don Quijote’ comienza con una
reiteracion de la lectura comica y de entretenimiento que las eStampas holandesas de
Savery y Bouttats (Dordrecht, 1657 y Amberes, 1672-73) propiciaron para la novela
cervantina. "Ahora es el momento para los mamporros, los golpes, los combates” (66),
sefiala Lucia al tiempo que se interesa especialmente por la adecuacién de las imigenes
al texto, a la narracién. Para el autor, “una ilustracién no es una mera traduccién en
imagenes de un episodio, sino su lectura” (62); sin embargo, la continua inclusién de
extensas citas del texto cervantino parecen transmitirnos una idea opuesta: que la es-
tampa sélo puede ser analizada segtin su grado de fidelidad al texto. Este planteamiento
se observa a lo largo de todo el estudio y, sin duda alguna, responde a un claro enfoque.
Sefialaba al inicio que el campo de la ilugtracién del libro no habia sido atendido ni
por filélogos ni por historiadores del arte, los dos 4mbitos més directamente vincu-
lados a este tema. El presente estudio se ubica mucho mis cerca de la filologfa que de
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la historia del arte, por lo que en todo momento la estampa se presenta mas como un
acompanante del texto que como una creacién artistica de cierta independencia (de ahi
también ciertas ausencias sobre cuestiones técnicas, grabadores, etc.).

En el capitulo dedicado a Diego de Obregén, cuyas ilustraciones se publicaron
en Madrid en 1674, Lucia trata de redimir al grabador espafiol de la tradicional con-
sideracién que han recibido sus estampas como meras copias del programa de Savery
y Bouttats. Para ello, plantea la novedad que supuso la inclusién de la imagen en la
misma pigina que ocupa el texto (aunque no llega a explicarse el valor adicional de
hacer uso de talla dulce en este proceso y no de entalladura, y que es una novedad
limitada a ediciones de “Don Quijote) y llama nuestra atencién sobre los episodios que
se ilugtraron de forma novedosa. No obstante, la relacién con el programa iconografico
holandés vuelve a estrecharse cuando se sefiala que estos nuevos episodios refuerzan la
lectura cémica y de ocio, del ‘mamporro, la carcajada fcil frente a la irénica sonrisa que
Cervantes nos ofrece” (81 y 89). El sentido de las ilustraciones de Obregén no parece,
por tanto, tan distante del plasmado en las holandesas. El capitulo finaliza con algu-
nas alusiones a posteriores aportaciones espafiolas entre las que destaca la de Madrid:
Ibarra, 1780.

El siguiente ilustrador en ser analizado es Jacob Harrewyn, cuyas estampas apare-
cieron en 1706 para acompafiar la traduccién al francés de Filleau de Saint-Martin.
Lucia presenta a Harrewyn como heredero en Francia de la tradicién representativa
holandesa. Con Harrewyn, la lectura cédmica y de entretenimiento de “Don Quijote’se
acentda ain mds si cabe; “frente a la representacién grabada por Bouttats, en donde
el caballero mantiene una cierta dignidad, ahora Harrewyn parece regodearse en los
aspectos mds cédmicos y grotescos de la escena” (107). Este planteamiento hace incom-
prensible un enjuiciamiento posterior en el que Harrewyn, en una comparacién con el
ilugtrador Smirke (132), es calificado como mero ilustrador y no como intérprete. :No
es acaso efta lectura cémica una forma de interpretar el texto como pueda ser la romén-
tica de Smirke? El capitulo se aprovecha para abordar otras cuestiones como las prim-
eras ilustraciones en Francia de Jérome David o la forma de jerarquizar los episodios
que implica una estampa de escenas miltiples. Cabe sefialarse el error que se produce al
identificarse la ilustracidn 164 (125 y 126) como “Cortejo de la condesa Trifaldi,” cuando
se trata de la“Procesién de Belerma” de Chodowiecki.

Frente al cardcter cémico y grotesco de las estampas de Harrewyn, Charles Antoine
Coypel supuso un profundo cambio estético y una nueva forma de leer la novela de
Cervantes; un cambio estético, cortesano y profundamente afrancesado que no siempre
fue bien visto por anteriores autores. Givanel, por ejemplo, criticé su falta de decoro y
de correcta ambientacién. Lucia, sin embargo, aborda su estudio con gran acierto elu-
diendo prejuicios artisticos como los de Givanel y planteando la enorme trascendencia
de estas imagenes.

Semejante revolucién supusieron las estampas disefiadas por Vanderbank y gra-
badas por Van der Gucht para la edicién patrocinada por Lord Carteret (Londres:
Tonson, 1738). En ete caso, Lucia nos pone de manifiesto la importancia que cobraron
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las eStampas—que dejan de ser un mero adorno editorial “para convertirse en expresion
independiente que mejore la comprensién del texto” (193)—como parte de un nove-
doso producto editorial (libro de lujo para un publico culto) del que serdn herederos
la edicién de Londres, 1755 y la de Madrid, 1780. Las estampas de Vanderbank, adecu-
adamente seleccionadas por John Oldfield segtin una lectura neocldsica, conformaron
un nuevo programa iconogrifico en el que los didlogos y discursos asumieron un pro-
tagonismo fundamental como parte de una nueva forma de leer el “Don Quijote; visto
ahora como una sitira didd¢tica o fabula burlesca.

Tras analizarse la edicién de Lord Carteret, Lucia dedica un capitulo completo al
estudio de aquellas estampas que quedaron fuera de dicha edicién, ilustraciones mds
citadas por el artista al que corresponden, William Hogarth, que por el empleo que de
ellas se hizo en edicién alguna. No nos parece muy adecuada la relacién que se establece
entre las estampas de Hogarth y las teorias de Burke sobre lo bello, pues posiblemente
no hay nada més alejado de la categoria de lo bello descrita por Burke que la estampa
del cura y el barbero disfrazdndose ante la ventera y la deforme Maritornes.

Finalmente, Lucia Megfas pone fin a su estudio con el anlisis de la edicién de
Londres, 1755, donde fueron incluidas las ilutraciones de Francis Hayman. Lucia
destaca a este ilustrador por su capacidad para captar la sitira y comicidad de los pasajes
escritos por Cervantes, situdndose al nivel de la traduccién ofrecida por Smollett, y por
su habilidad para mostrarse original sintetizando al mismo tiempo diversas tradiciones
y le¢turas: la teatral de Coypel, la neoclisica de Vanderbank y de la Royal Academy y la
satirica de Hogarth.

La obra de Lucia Megias es ante todo divulgativa y cuenta como uno de sus prin-
cipales méritos con el amplio repertorio de imdgenes que no sélo aparecen citadas sino
ademds reproducidas, algo que siempre es de agradecer en estudios de este tipo. No
obstante, echamos en falta andlisis mas profundos de dichas ilugtraciones, cuyo estudio
en muchos casos se limita sélo a la descripcién o cita del correspondiente pasaje cer-
vantino. Edperamos que en un futuro nuevas obras nos ofrezcan investigaciones mds
profundas o novedosas, en la linea de Rachel Schmidt, pues el material de estudio,
como si queda de manifiesto en la obra de Lucia, es amplio y atn ofrece numerosas

posibilidades.
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Gran 8ncic[ope’c{ia (ervantina. “Oolumen T: _A buen bocado — Jlu@i(gné’.
Wolimen TT: Auden — (asa de’los celos. Alcald de Henares, Madrid:

Centro de Estudios Cervantinos, Editorial Castalia, 2005, 2006.
XXXV, XXV + 1966 pp.

It is a pleasure to write a review of one of the greatest critical and reference works
in the higtory of Cervantes scholarship. This enormous collaborative work, headed by
Carlos Alvar of the Centro de Estudios Cervantinos, involves the collaboration of over
400 scholars, including some of the most prominent (ervanistas in the world. When
complete, presumably sometime next decade (the publication of one volume a year, of a
presumed ten-volume set, would make it complete in 2014), it will be the’indigpensable
reference work on Cervantes for many decades.

Alvar and his collaborators have aimed to provide a complete guide to all matters
pertaining to Cervantes—from the higtory, culture, and literature of the period to mat-
ters such as film, music, and gastronomy of Cervantes  age and in more modern times.
Of course, there are plot summaries and critical commentary on all of Cervantes' works,
identification of literary characters and historical personages who appear in his works,
information about the historical and cultural context of the age, entries for works of
literature and art influenced by and/or referring to Cervantes, and many matters of
language and style. (In fad, there are so many entries that consist of phrases and vo-
cabulary that the work is as much a dictionary as it is an encyclopedia.) The detailed
descriptive list of the kinds of items covered in the Gran Sncicfope’dia occupies six pages
(I, xxix-xxxiv).

The printing format is cri$p and clear. The large-format pages feature double
50-line columns, each column approximately equal to a page of most books. All one
has to do is open a volume at random and begin reading in order to discover previously
unknown matters or details one had overlooked. I have perused with delight a large
number of entries, but I cannot say that I have sampled much more than a good frac-
tion of what the Gran é‘ncicfope’cfiu has to offer. Each entry may be considered a point
of departure, a basic—if sometimes exhaustive—introduction to the topic, which can
then be pursued at greater length, starting with the bibliography that follows most
entries. Some of these bibliographies are superb, others are merely good. Many of the
entries include pertinent citations from the works of Cervantes and other writers, often
from reference works such as the dictionary of Covarrubias or the [DR_AE. Although
there is, not surprisingly, a bit of excessive rhetorical flourish in some of the entries,
most of them are relatively clearly and concisely written. A list of the longest entries
might prove interesting, as it suggests priorities and relative importance. The following
ligt consists of the 25 longest entries (with the number of columns each one occupies)
in the two volumes:
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Alemin, Mateo 78
Amadis de Gaula (+ cycle) 69
Bowle, John 43
Agtrana Marin, Luis 40
Alemania 35
actor 33
Carlos V 30
bidgrafos 28
arbitrismo 27
armasy letras 27
bibliografia cervantina 25
caballeros andantes 25
amante’ liberal, E[ 21
casa de’los celos, La 21
Andalucia 20
baiios de’ Argel, Los 20
alimentacién 19
amor 19
Astronomia 19
Ariosto, Ludovico 18
Beckett, Samuel 18
Borges, Jorge Luis 18
Bretana, Materia de 18
Arias Montano, Benito 17
Aubigné, Théodore Agrippa de 16
brujeria 16

Some of these entries deserve comment. The entry on Mateo Alemé4n (by Antonio
Rey Hazas) is a virtual monograph on the author, an excellent piece of scholarship.
The entry on Amadis de gau[a includes the entire Amadis cycle, with subsections on
each of the books in the series, a convenient grouping of these disparate romances. The
two long entries on the great Cervantistas Luis Astrana Marin and John Bowle are
particularly appropriate and helpful (other Cervantistas receiving less attention include
José Maria Asensio y Toledo, Marcel Bataillon, and Isidoro Bosarte). The length of
the entry for Alemania (Germany), a nation Cervantes never visited and about which
he knew little, seems somewhat surprising; we will have to wait to see if the entries
for Spain, Italy, and Portugal, the countries Cervantes knew best, are proportionate
to their importance. The entry for acfor is dominated by the 30-column subse@ion
titled actrices y personajes femininos en los escenarios barrocos, a presentation I found
extremely informative, All three of the works by Cervantes that fall into this range of
the alphabet—&[ amante’ liberal, La casa de los cefos, and Los baios de’ Argef—occupy

approximately the same amount of space. The three post-Cervantes writers who re-
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ceive the most attention—Beckett, Borges, and Aubigné—are a bit surprising. Borges
clearly deserves the attention, but Beckett less so and Aubigné much less so. There are
also fair-sized and informative entries for Cathy Acker, Joseph Addison, Miguel Angel
Agturias, Juan Bautista Alberdi, W.H. Auden, Jane Austen, Paul Auster, James Ayres,
Azorin, Honoré de Balzac, Eaton Stannard Barrett, John Barth, Victor-Lévy Beaulieu,
Francis Beaumont, Saul Bellow, Aphra Behn, Charles de Beys, Abbé Lauren Bordelon,
Eugéne Antoine Léopold Frangois Bouly de Lesdaine (I assume this is the name of this
extraordinarily obscure writer; his exact entry is confusing: Bouly de Lesdaine Eugéne,
Antoine, Léopold, Francois), Guyon Guérin de Bouscal, Hugh Henry Brackenridge,
Henry Brooke, Antonio Buero Vallejo, Samuel Butler, James Branch Cabell, José
Cadalso, Roy Campbell, Albert Camus, Jean Pierre Camus, Alejo Carpentier, José
Carrillo, Lewis Carroll, along with some shorter entries for others and several anony-
mous works,

The length of the entry for Arias Montano is somewhat surprising, since there is
no mention of his name in Cervantes’ works nor is there any indication that Cervantes
ever had direct contact with him. Who would necessarily think to go to an encyclope-
dia devoted to Cervantes to find such detailed information on Arias Montano? (Or,
say, on Tullia d’Aragona, an interesting Italian writer not known to have had dire¢t
influence on Cervantes.) But then, who would ever think to go to such an encyclopedia
for information on Aubigné, Beckett, or a host of other writers? It is entirely appro-
priate for the organizer(s) of any such encyclopedia to include these kinds of entries
in order to provide material of interest on any subject to diligent scholars. The only
problem is one of selection and determining when to stop.

Coming in slightly below these longest entries are those for Ariosto, Argel,
Avellaneda, Befianis de’ Grecia, Boccaccio, and Calderdn de la Barca, all of which might
have received more attention than some of the entries listed above. Surprisingly long
entries are devoted to such fascinating subjects as abastecimiento, agricultura, astrologia
justiciaria, bandolerismo, brujeria, burla, and cdrcef. These are, in my opinion, among the
most interesting and informative entries in the Gran Sncic[ope’c{ia.

Among entries that I found missing, two stand out. The first is E[ Abencerraje’y
la hermosa Jarifa (there are entries for Abencerraje and Abindarréez, but none for the
short fiction itself—or, for that matter, for the ballad cycle on the same subject), 2 major
and influential short fiction that Cervantes knew well, and a work that has a fascinat-
ing publication history that should be of interest to readers of the Gran Sncicfope’cfiu.
An unfortunate absence is Mikhail M. Bakhtin, who, though not a Cervantista, made
supremely important contributions to our understanding of Cervantes in his essays
on the history and theory of the novel with his concepts of dialogism, heteroglossia,
polyphony, carnival (he is discussed in the entry on (arnaval), and so forth. Our mod-
ern understanding of Cervantes has been enormously enriched by Bakhtin's writings
and his absence here is a major lacuna. In contragt, Henri Bergson, Jacques Henri
Bernardin de Saint-Pierre, Jean-Richard Bloch, all writers whose contributions to our
understanding of Cervantes come nowhere near that of Bakhtin, are all included.
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There are also minor characters, places, phrases, and/or terms that one might have
expected to find but that are absent (some of them may show up in some form in later
volumes): a lo divino, Abrién, Addn de’los poetas, Afuera, afuera, afuera, agostos, Alba de
Tormes, Al fin, como todo pasa, Alfonso II, Altisidorilla, Amet, amor cortés, aquel abad,
Fray Miguel de Aranda, Luis Arias de Ledn, Aseo, asirios, Asti, atalante; Ay, que’al alto
designio que’se’cria!, birbara ejipcia, Gabriel de Barrionuevo, Gaspar Barth, bovarismo,
and Juan de Burgos. All of these are in the Avalle-Arce and/or Mancing encyclope-
dias cited below. These potential entries illustrate the difficulty of attempting to be
inclusive: how to interpret a phrase or name, what minor matters could be considered
important enough to merit an entry, and so forth. The fact that there are so many such
items in just the first two volumes of the Gran Enciclopedia shows just how difficult it is
to attempt to do it all. It all boils down to concepts of criteria—and, by definition, this
is an arbitrary matter.

There are some minot, unnamed characters not included, but the way one treats
such characters is extremely arbitrary, as often a term (alcalde; arcabucero, caballero, capi-
tdn, etc.) may be a general allusion to a profession or group, a reference to a character
not actually present, or something else. Very many such unnamed characters are men-
tioned in the two volumes, as they are in other such works, not because they are par-
ticularly important but because it the business of encyclopedia-writers to be inclusive,

There is, I must admit, one entry that I simply do not understand: the 12-col-
umn entry dedicated to French singer Jacques Brel. Brel was crucial in bringing Dale
Wasserman’s musical play Man of La Mancha to France and played the role of Don
Quijote in it. Fine; this merits a brief entry at best (will Richard Kiley, who played the
part in the original production, receive similar treatment later? what about others who
sang important roles in the play in English and in some of the other 25+ languages
into which it was translated?). But the inordinately long entry includes information
on the genesis of Wasserman’s play, several quotes from Wasserman (in French!, even
though ample commentary by Wasserman has been published in English, some of it
in (ervantes), a long summary of the play, and even the complete lyrics for the French
version of the song “The Quest” (generally known as “The Impossible Dream”). The
$tory of how Wasserman came to write the play, its performance hitory, and much
more will be presented again (one presumes) in a later volume either under M for the
title of the original play or under W) for the author. No one interested in finding out
information about Man of La Mancha is going to look for it under the name Brel. This
is a case where a lengthy entry by a contributor should have been trimmed drastically
by the editor.

Among the writers and others who are at least as significant in their relationship
to Cervantes as a minor figure like Aubigné (who is accorded no less than 16 columns
of space), and who are completely absent are José Abaurre y Mesa, Rafael Alberti,
George Almar, Eduardo Alonso, Serafin and Joaquin Alvarez Quintero, Enrique
Anderson Imbert, Carlos Ansé, Luis Antdn del Olmet, Fernando Arrabal, Juan José
Arreola, Per Daniel Amadeus Atterbom, René Avilés, Francisco Ayala, Rafael Azcona,
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Eduardo Barriobero y Herrdn, Gustavo Adolfo Bécquer, Juan Francisco Bedregal,
Max Beerbohm, Jacinto Benavente, Esteban Borrero Echeavarria, Mikhail Bulgakov,
Lord Byron, Anthony Burgess, José Camén Aznar, Henri Cain, Jean Camp, José de
Canizares—to name some of the most obvious.

There are occasionally some repetitions and redundancies. For example, the entry
for Abencerraje consists of a citation of the comments on the character from “Don
Qyijote’l, 5. Then, just a page later, under Abindarrdez, the same passage is cited, along
with some others. One would think that a single, comprehensive entry with a simple
cross-reference would have been sufficient. But the Gran Sncic[ope’dia quite consistently
has multiple entries for the same entity. For example: there is an entry for Apolo (of
ancient mythology), followed by two separate entries for Apolo in two of Cervantes’
poems, and a fourth entry for Apolo as a character in the “Uliaje’ def Parnaso. There is
an entry for Arias, Félix, and then, two pages later, one for the same Arias Girén, Félix.
There is an entry for Azpeitia, Sancho de, followed immediately by Azpetia, Sancho
de. The entries are for the same character; the only difference is in the $pelling of the
lagt name, a minor matter that could have been noted briefly in a single entry (and
with a simple cross-reference). The same is the case with Biserta and (four pages later)
Bizerta. It is a little difficult to understand why the phrase “una mujer barbara,” with
reference to Transila from the Persiles, merits an entry (capitalized, as though it were a
proper name) and not simply the cross-reference. The practice seems a little confusing
until one gets used to it.

With all the cross-references required by a work like this, it is also a little frustrat-
ing to find that they are sometimes missing. For example, there is a nice entry for the
composer Salvador Bacarisse Chinoria, but it involves no cross-reference. There are,
however, separate entries for two works of his mentioned (without commentary) in
this entry: _A vos ordes, mon général and (ancion para “ef 12 de’ octubre’ de’ (ervantes”
(neither of which has a cross-reference to the musician). In the entry for Asins Arbé,
Miguel, there is no mention of any relationship to Cervantes, which would make one
wonder why this musician is even included at all. But there is a separate entry for the
(ancionero para Alcald de’ Henares, based on Cervantine texts, and written by Asins
Arbé—but with no cross reference to the composer.

There are some inconsistencies of format. For example, characters are usually ligt-
ed under their last name (Acevedo y de Meneses, Costanza de, from La gituni[[a), but
occasionally under their first name (Ambrosia Agustina and Bernardo Agustin, from
the Persiles). Sometimes (usually for German, but not for English, French, or Italian)
titles in a language other than Spanish are listed in the original with the Spanish equiv-
alent in parentheses or brackets— _Abenteur des “Don Quijote; “Die’ (Aventuras de’ don
Quijote; Las)—but we also find Bodas de’(amacho, Las [(amachos “Brillop]. Phrases of
interest are generally introduced beginning with the firét word, even if a mere preposi-
tion: a buen bocado, buen grito, a petfir de’boca, al buen callar laman Sancho, and so forth.
But this is not always the case; see banda, a la, buenas a buenas, de; carga cerrada, a, and
so forth.
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And there are some errors. The one that stood out most clearly involves the head-
ers at the top of the page. Occasionally one is missing, and on other occasions they are
simply wrong (see pages 126, 147, 181, 356, 402, 496, 625, 650, 667, 789, 794, 809, 813,
887-90,1019, 1082, 1150, 1285, 1475-76). There are at leagt two errors in identifying in the
title of the entry the provenance of a character. Thus, we have Antonio, Don (CC [La
casa de’los celos]), when, as is clear in the entry, the charater is from La Entretenida; and
Calvete (CAE (&l casamiento engaiioso]) when the character is from Las dos donceflas.
Titles are normally entered under the first significant word (Adventures of “Don (oyote;
The), but there is one error: An Adventure’ of don Quixote; listed under An, rather
than Adventure. The entry for Bagate[e: Le;, consists of a quote from “Don Quijote’ 11,
62, and a cross reference to Bagate{u, La. But the entry for rBagate{a, La, consists only
of a description of an eighteenth-century French comedy about Sancho Panza.

It is worth noting that the list of missing or incorrect page headings from the pre-
vious paragraph includes 17 errors from Vol. I, but only six from Vol. II. More interest-
ingly, in Vol. I there are only about two dozen entries for writers, musicians, illustrators,
and so forth. But in Vol. IT there are over five times that many (most notably, there are
only a few illugtrators of “Don Qyijote’included in the first volume, but there are about
40 in the second), implying, perhaps, a modification of the original editorial criteria. It
is also worth noting that Vol. IT is longer by about 120 pages. This is curious, because
if Vol. I had included all of the letter A (rather than end at _Aub), it would have been
only 108 pages longer, which would have made the length of the two volumes almogt
exactly equal. One might wonder if Vol. I was rushed into print in order to appear in
the anniversary year of 2005. Itis to be hoped that criteria and editorial practice do not
continue to evolve as subsequent volumes are produced, as consistency of conception
and execution are standards to be expected from any reference work.

It may have occurred to some readers to wonder how the Gran Encicfope’o{ia dif-
fers from two previously published encyclopedias: Juan Bautigta de Avalle-Arce’s La
enciclopetfia cervantina (Alcala de Henares: Centro de Estudios Cervantinos, 1997) and
my The’ (ervantes Encyclopetfia (2 vols., Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2004). The
answer is simple: it dwarfs (that is, it will when completed) the two previous efforts
and stands alone as the major work of its kind. Yet all three works are unique, and each
has its advantages. Awvalle-Arce’s remains the best on the contributions of previous
Cervantistas and Hispanistas (for example, he ligts Narciso Alonso Cortés, Nicolds
Antonio, A.F.G. Bell, Adolfo Bonilla y San Martin, and Caroline B. Bourland, who all
fall within the purview of the first two volumes of the Gran Sncic[ope’dia but are not in-
cluded). Avalle-Arce includes names of characters and historical personages from the
Buscapié, Avellaneda’s Quijote; various works attributed to Cervantes, the Refacion de’
lo sucedido en la ciudad de’Oalladolid ... (sometimes attributed to Cervantes), and some
of the more notable translators of “Don Quijote’into other languages. Avalle-Arce does
not include bibliographies for individual entries. My Eng/c[ope’dia is the only one writ-
ten in English and therefore accessible to an audience who does not read Spanish. This
also raises complex problems of translation and equivalents and complicates the cross-
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reference system, considerations not relevant to the other two works. My Enc)fc[ope’cfia
includes hundreds of entries for writers influenced by Cervantes, which I believe is
its most original contribution. Similarly, I include entries for a number of theorists/
historians of narrative fiction and their assessment of Cervantes achievement. I cite
far less frequently from Cervantes’ works and other contemporary sources. I group
together all of Cervantes” occasional poems under a series of entries titled Poesias; I
do not include individual entries for poems included within the text of other works, as
do the two other encyclopedias. Neither do I include entries for notable phrases and
foreign (Latin) phrases from Cervantes works. I include more entries for members of
Cervantes family, friends, and associates than the other two works. All three works
handle spelling problems (6/v, i/ Y, ¢,5/z, and so forth) differently.

All three works display a certain critical orientation unique to the authors. Avalle-
Arce, for instance, has entries for such subjects as acto gratuito, alternancia, técnica nar-
rativa de’la, autoconocimiento, and cadena de’ ser, subjects that reflet his own scholarly
interests. I have entries for subjects such as Actor theory, Autobiographical elements in
“Don /Qgtixote’, Black Legend, and Captivity, which either reflet my own critical inter-
ests or are considered useful background for non-specialists and non-Spanish-gpeakers.
The Gran Encicfope’c{ia includes far more such thematic entries, many of them very long
(see the list above that begins with abastecimiento), and generally with a higtorical and/
or cultural orientation. There is less of a coherent, personal viewpoint and tone in the
Gran Encic[ope’c{ia, but that is because of the massive collaborative nature of the effort.

There are certain areas in which any encyclopedic work will fall short. Cervantes
is, arguably, the most influential writer in higtory, as “Don Quijote’is both a prototype
for the novel in general and a model and source of ingpiration for virtually all types of
fictional narratives. Because of this, it is virtually impossible to include an exhaustive
ligt of writers who have some substantial relationship to his work. The publication of
commentary on such writers is an ongoing proje¢t. The same is true of musical works
of all kinds (incidental music, song, ballet, opera, zarzuefs, and so forth), poetry and
theater, works of art and illustrations of the image of Don Quijote (and other charac-
ters and scenes from the novel), film and television, children’s’ versions of “Don Quijote;
and the myriad manifestations of Don Quijote in popular culture. There is much yet
to be done and, I believe, there always will be.

Finally, let me make it clear that all of the commentary above is quibbling and nit-
picking. I repeat what I said at the beginning: this is a great and invaluable resource
for scholars, students, and admirers of the work of Miguel de Cervantes. We should all
be thankful to Carlos Alvar and his collaborators for their superb labor of love.

Howard Mancing

Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures
Purdue University

West Lafayette, IN 47907-2039
mancing@purdue.edu
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(set).

This project is the culmination of a lifetime of research about Cervantes and
musings about his influence. The encyclopedia is intended for all readers—English-
or Spanish-§peaking—of any or all of Cervantes’ works. It uses Spanish names for
Spanish people (Carlos and not Chatles), but typical “English” equivalents for people
from other cultures (Herostratus ingtead of Erdstrato). Everything is cross-referenced
(an asterisk before an item means that it is the cross-reference to look up), and there
is a good Index at the end of Vol. II to resolve lingering problems. The pages are num-
bered consecutively, that is, Vol. I ends with p. 416 and Vol. I, begins with p. 417, thus
eliminating any confusion about which volume a ligting in the Index refers to.

At the outset, I will tell you that the work is immensely useful and really quite
fascinating. You will find lots of things you never knew and even some things you never
suspected.

If you were to make a list of the items the Encyclopedia should have, you would
doubtless include, as Mancing does,

1) Entries for all the characters from all of Cervantes works together with where they
appeat, and maybe something about each one.

2) A brief squib about all of the historical, mythological, biblical, and literary person-
ages mentioned.

3 Information about all authors and works mentioned in Cervantes’ works.

4) Places and important things mentioned in Cervantes’ works.

Isn't this listing ideal and comprehensive? Doesn't it cover all bases? Sure, it
does, you might think. But this one does much more than a §tandard encyclopedia.
For example, regarding the works themselves, aside from a brief commentary on all of
Cervantes works, plot summaries are also given chapter by chapter. If you want general
information about Ocho cometfias. .., for example; you look under O, where you'll find
a general introduction plus a nice bibliography. If you want to look up a specific play,
Pedro de’ Urdemalas, for example, you look under P for the play itself, where you will
find a synopsis a¢t by a¢t and a large bibliography, but also there are two other entries
under that same name, one dealing with the folkloric personage with the same name
and another dealing with a couple of lost plays by other authors bearing that title.
These are some of the things you, or at least I, didn't even suspect.

“Don Quijote’is divided into three entries, one for the ensemble of both parts (with
bibliography), and sections dealing with each part follow as separate entities. There
are synopses for every chapter, occupying 42 pages of text. These detailed synopses are




























































