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[(essay date winter 1996) In the following essay, Beattie discusses the character of madwoman Bertha Mason in Jane Eyre as a lightning-rod for feminist critical commentary on the common practice of equating madness with femininity.]

Leah shook her head, and the conversation was of course dropped. All I had gathered from it amounted to this--that there was a mystery at Thornfield; and that from participation in that mystery I was purposely excluded.(Jane Eyre, [p. 161])1
Whether she is construed as the champion of female rebellion, or as the image of monstrosity that Jane Eyre must reject in the course of her Bildung, Bertha Mason, Charlotte Brontë's paradigmatic madwoman, continues to compel feminist criticism to address the highly problematic yet omnipresent conjunction of madness and femininity. This interaction between feminist literary criticism and the text of madness in Jane Eyre continues to yield uneasy conclusions, and madness remains one of feminism's central contradictions. In "The Madwoman and Her Languages," Nina Baym deplores "the work Brontë has put into defining Bertha out of humanity" (p. 48), and proceeds to take feminist literary theory (ranging from French-affiliated feminisms to deconstruction) to task for its valorization of madness which, for her, "seems a guarantee of continued oppression" (p. 49).2 Hence the conceptual impasse implied in the statement that follows the colon in her title: "Why I Don't Do Feminist Literary Theory." On the opposite side the most obvious approach is Sandra Gilbert and Susan Gubar's influential The Madwoman in the Attic, called after Bertha herself.3 Although providing these critics with an inspiring title, an equally inspirational analysis of Bertha is, however, effectively blocked by their ideological alignment with the views of Rochester and Jane on madness (incidentally, Baym similarly errs in assuming the coincidence of the viewpoints of author and fictional heroine). While in their chapter on female creativity they argue that, "Specifically, a woman writer must examine, assimilate and transcend the extreme images of 'angel' and 'monster' which male authors have generated for her" (p. 17), in the chapter on Jane Eyre they reproduce the same repressive logic by examining Jane and Bertha in these very terms, referring to Jane as a "sane version of Bertha" (p. 366) and viewing "the loathsome Bertha" (p. 369) solely as a negative example from which Jane must be freed. In this, Gilbert and Gubar's analysis is representative of a considerable body of feminist criticism which, setting out to explicate the role of madness in Jane Eyre does little more than replicate ideologically problematic nineteenth-century attitudes to it.4 Above all, what becomes apparent in the divergent positions of Baym (madness blocks feminist interpretation) and Gilbert and Gubar (madness provides feminists with an essential metaphor in a theory of female subversion of patriarchy) is not only that Bertha enacts a split within feminist literary theory regarding interpretations of female madness, but more tellingly, she throws into relief the theoretical and political inconsistencies upon which readings of her are based, betraying materialist/socialist and psychoanalytic feminism's recurring anxiety with the relation of madness to femininity. Feminist literary criticism has yet to come to terms with this madwoman in the attic.

Well over a decade following critiques of Gilbert and Gubar's ideological blindspots (their hermeneutical approach, their concept of patriarchy as all-encompassing, their race and class blindness), the thesis of madness as positive subversion in Jane Eyre continues either to be contradicted by feminist critical approaches, or redeemed only by reading it on a figurative level, hence divorcing it from its realist context.5 As Shoshana Felman has remarked elsewhere, "Madness and women turn out to be the two outcasts of the establishment of readability" (p. 6).6 In feminist interpretations of Jane Eyre this manifests itself as the incompatibility of realist rebellion and gothic revolt, of Jane and Bertha. However, it is my claim that Brontë does not confine Bertha within a Romantic narrative mode. Her role within the realist Bildungsroman is as significant as Jane's: that she overspills its boundaries adds to her importance rather than detracts from it. Eugenia DeLamotte's approach is typical of interpretations that focus on the gothic elements of the novel, posing Bertha as a foil to its realist/materialist feminism.7 This interpretive framework necessitates that she view Bertha as the evil Other (in this case to both Jane and Rochester). Of course there is evidence in the novel to support such a reading, particularly if we as readers allow ourselves to be situated imaginatively in relation to Jane, a positionality actively encouraged by the first-person narration of the text plus, as Penny Boumelha has noted, by the plot of Bildung, romance, fairy-tale, folk-tale, and spiritual autobiography, to mention but a few of the narrative strands that comprise Jane Eyre and which encourage identification with the heroine's viewpoint.8 But, as Boumelha goes on to argue in her analysis of class and race in the novel, feminist criticism "must not, surely, reproduce the silences and occlusions of nineteenth-century English culture in allowing the white, middle-class woman to stand as its own 'paradigmatic woman'" (p. 63).

The frequent reproduction by feminist critics of the problematic ideologies of the nineteenth century with regard to Bertha is the result, in my view, of four interrelated factors: first, of seeing her as the sole representative of madness in the novel, thereby assuming a univocal representation of Victorian insanity; second, of denying her any agency as an active subject within the narrative by interpreting her wholly metaphorically; third, by adopting an uncritical identification with the heroine/narrator, and by extension, with Rochester, given Jane's feeling that she has "something in my brain and heart, in my blood and nerves, that assimilates me mentally to him" (p. 171); and fourth, of collapsing the views of author and heroine. The second reason mentioned above, that is, Bertha's downgrading to metaphor, hinges on concepts of relations of power. It is all too often assumed that Bertha is materially powerless because of her consignment to the attic (and for some, to the always already problematic madness) whereas in fact, she spends more narrative time out of the attic, verbally and physically, than in it. In this, Brontë appears to be exploring a complexity of power relations to which critics, who are constrained by a pre-constructed categorization of madness that does not allow for the development of counter-thought, are blind. In contrast, Michel Foucault has pointed out that relations of power rely upon a certain form of liberty:

One must observe that there cannot be relations of power unless the subjects are free. If one or the other were completely at the disposition of the other and became his thing, an object on which he can exercise an infinite and unlimited violence, there would not be relations of power. In order to exercise relations of power, there must be on both sides at least a certain form of liberty.(p. 12)9
The double downfall (of Rochester and Thornfield) that Bertha single-handedly brings about is inexplicable without an informed concept of agency/power relations. Brontë's overlapping of madness and power indicates a deliberate undermining of the disciplinary force of confinement. On her visits to prisons and insane asylums Brontë clearly obtained more than visions of repression. Indicatively, in her letters she associates the reality of life with repression and oppression: "I selected rather the real than the decorative side of Life--I have been over two prisons ancient and modern--Newgate and Pentonville--also the Bank, the Exchange, the Founding Hospital,--and to-day if all be well--I go ... to see Bethlehem Hospital."10 Furthermore, the parallel between these subjected states and, collectively, Brontë's solitary confinement in the parsonage, her fictional metaphors of release, and her own physical release through enforced self-starvation, are striking. It would appear that madness and confinement generally presented Brontë with a powerful analogy for patriarchy's reception of female rebellion; at once active and passive, dangerous and containable, meaningful and meaningless.

There have been notable exceptions to interpretations that "shut up" Bertha in the "attic" of pathological feminine sexuality. Deborah Kloepfer's analysis, drawing on Julia Kristeva's concept of the semiotic, sees Bertha as an aspect of the repressed maternal force in language, thus extending the discussion to incorporate nineteenth-century women's problematic relationship to language in a way that moves beyond the popular psychoanalytic concept of the dark double.11 This approach also avoids the impasse of madness as monstrosity. But while her analysis does attribute a certain power to Bertha, Kloepfer concentrates on Jane's relation to the maternal, so that Bertha's power in not linked to her madness, and the connection between it and Kristeva's semiotic is never explored, with the result that a comprehensive discussion of madness is omitted. Penny Boumelha's account is remarkable for its sensitivity to Bertha's status in the novel as "the maddening burden of imperialism" whose "'moral madness' serves to exculpate Rochester, and with him the English gentry class, from so much as complicity in her plight" (p. 61).12 For Pauline Nestor, Bertha's madness takes second place to her importance as a sexual force.13 Quoting the passage in chapter 27 where Rochester attempts to excuse his treatment of his mad wife by reference to her "'pigmy intellect'," and "'nature most gross, impure, depraved'" (Jane Eyre, p. 304), Nestor argues that it is Bertha's licentiousness not her madness per se that is cause for revulsion. I do not think it is useful or possible to separate the two: madness, feminine sexuality, and the female body are directly bound up with each other in both nineteenth-century and present day discourses on insanity, so that arguing for their mutual independence ultimately misrepresents both.

What is persistently lacking in interpretations of Jane Eyre is a concentrated focus on the text of madness. In attending to the representations of madness in the novel, my reading, like Kloepfer's, uses Julia Kristeva's theory of the semiotic as it helps to focus the significance of Bertha, designating "the contribution of sexual drives to signification."14 However, as both novel and theory hinge on the coupling of madness and social/linguistic subversion, I will interpret them in relation to each other. That is to say, the semiotic is not viewed solely as a maternal language as in Kloepfer, but as further having an intrinsic relationship to both feminine sexuality and madness, a relationship Brontë exploits to the full. By way of the insights into linguistic and physical rebellion that Kristeva's theory offers, I hope to demonstrate that Brontë's deployment of madness does not entail social paralysis, given that she neither makes female protest unintelligible nor limits it to mental rebellion. Instead, by relating insanity to supposedly "sane" characters like Jane, Rochester and St. John Rivers, Brontë refuses to subjugate it to reason, destablizes the relationship of signifier to signified, highlights the roles that language and the unconscious play in the constitution of subjectivity, and challenges the ideological conjunction of madness/femininity/the female body. In this, Brontë prefigures Michel Foucault's important insights into the constitution of madness in the eighteenth century as a behavioral and linguistic dis-order, a divergence from the values and practices of hegemonic society, that demonstrates how the triumph of sanity is ensured by the social nature of insanity.15 Within the terms of the novel she enacts a "violent hierarchy" (to borrow Derrida's term) between sanity and insanity, realism and gothic revolution, so that each constantly fights for supremacy. Finally, the metaphorical echoes of madness in the last chapters of Jane Eyre register Brontë's refusal to surrender the thematic and linguistic disruptions afforded by her deployment of insanity for a safe, familial enclosure at Ferndean.

Julia Kristeva's theory of the semiotic is essentially non-linguistic. She locates the semiotic in literature/"poetic language" at the level of the "genotext," denoting its relationship to genesis, hence to notions of generation, creation, production, and the maternal body. She calls the expression of symbolic language (Lacan's Name/No-of-the-Father) the "phenotext," a term that has its roots in phenomenology. While all texts are "phenotexts," that is, all texts refer to observable phenomena, they also include within them that which is outside or other to empirical reality. In this way phenotext and genotext are dependent on each other for their existence. The force of the maternal semiotic is such that it is in constant conflict with the symbolic/paternal force: while the symbolic is established by means of the repression of the semiotic, the repression is not complete, allowing the constant re-emergence of the latter into the symbolic. Its articulation in the phenotext is negative, destablizing meaning. As Kristeva argues:

The presence of the genotext within the phenotext is indicated by what I have called a semiotic disposition. In the case, for example, of a signifying practice such as "poetic language," the semiotic disposition will be the various deviations from the grammatical rules of the language: articulatory effects which shift the phonemative system back towards its articulatory, phonetic base and consequently towards the drive-governed basis of sound production; the over-determination of a lexeme by multiples which it doesn't carry in ordinary usage but which accrues to it as a result of its occurrence in other texts; syntactic irregularities such as ellipses, non-recoverable deletions, indefinite embeddings, etc.(p. 28)16
The deployment of madness generally in Jane Eyre can be called semiotic in so far as it enacts an overdetermination of the signifier "madness." As Kloepfer has remarked, "there is an unsettling sense of something working beneath the surface" (emphasis mine; p. 28) in Brontë's novel. However, because of the centrality and power of "mad" behavior in the narrative of Jane Eyre, I interpret this "something" as the disruptive force of madness generally, rather than the threat of incest, or engulfment by the mother. As I have stressed, Bertha is not the sole representative of subversion in the novel. But what makes her pivotal is that her character embodies the fusion of a continuous literal and figurative challenge to social norms, a challenge that other characters enact in a perfunctory way. And because of her figurative ascendancy over other characters, her threatening presence is not expelled from the novel with her immolation.

The ways in which Brontë applies the word "madness" and its cognate terms, "maniac," "lunatic," and "insanity," to several of the characters in Jane Eyre is a rejection of semantic certainty, and could be viewed in Kristeva's terms as an oscillation between semiotic and symbolic. All in all there are approximately forty occurrences of the word itself, or of its related terms. It is used most often to describe Bertha, but occurs also in descending order of frequency in descriptions of Jane, Rochester, Bertha's mother and brother, and St. John Rivers. Its function as a descriptive and prescriptive mode of application varies from character to character and from situation to situation. Genotextually, it is most obvious when Rochester speaks indirectly to Jane of Bertha, and Jane perceives his language as "all darkness to me," "enigmatical" and bewildering (pp. 134-35). A similar effect occurs when he is telling Jane of his first inkling of Bertha's power to destroy:

"kindly conversation could not be sustained between us, because whatever topic I started immediately received from her a turn at once coarse and trite, perverse and imbecile."(Emphasis mine; p. 304)

She overturns Jane's thoughts in a similar and equally potent way. In relation to the novel's structure and its theme of feminist rebellion, I think it is no coincidence that the reader's and Jane's first encounter with Bertha is aural, and that the sound we hear is her laughter, "Jolt[ing]" both reader and Jane out of the symbolic realm.17 While, as Linda Kauffman asserts, "the master has the supreme authority to impose silence on all the women of Thornfield" (p. 170), Bertha is not relegated to silence.18 In effect, she occupies the forbidden place within symbolic language. Additionally, given the general schematic contexts in which her laughter takes place, we, like Jane, are clearly meant to take notice of it. Note also that when it is first presented in the narrative Jane describes it as "distinct, formal, mirthless" (p. 102), not hysterical, or blubbering. And it is surely ironic that Brontë reintroduces Bertha's laugh at the moment in Jane's narrative when she is most overtly political in her aspirations regarding women's status. The juxtaposition of Jane's liberal rhetoric with "the same low, slow ha! ha!," and "eccentric murmurs" (p. 105) would appear to be a subtle prevision to the reader of the ideological prejudices that will accompany Jane's impending transition from penniless orphan and "revolted slave" to family heiress. As such, Bertha's semiotic intrusion into the text becomes an implicit but crucial disparagement on the class and race bias of Jane's imperatives, particularly her passionate admonition that it is "thoughtless to condemn [women], or laugh at them, if they seek to do more or learn more than custom has pronounced necessary for their sex" (p. 105). For as we later discover, Jane's approach to women's liberation is exclusive. She may desire a power of vision surpassing the limits assigned to her gender and class for herself, yet she deems the norm appropriate for Adèle who is forced to forget "her little freaks, and bec[o]me obedient and teachable" (p. 104).

Given Rochester's fury at the verbal perversion Bertha imposes on him, it is clear that it is in the realm of ideas that she is most oppositional. According to Kristeva, the phenotext is a "structure" that "obeys the rules of communication and presupposes a subject of enunciation and an addressee" (Kristeva Reader, p. 122). Although Rochester presents his Rousseauian expectations of women and his language as eminently rational, Bertha undermines them. This is because her voice, which Jane likens to a "mocking demon" (p. 206), does not presuppose a subject of enunciation and an addressee. Rather, it drives through the phenotext articulating the re-emergence of repressed feminine rebellion, thereby "evading the censorship of realism."19 In this way her presence, whether visible or invisible, is repeatedly mobilized by Brontë to undercut Rochester's (and to a lesser degree, Jane's) expectations of femininity. Materially, she contrives to overthrow his corrupt plans by revealing her social presence as his wife, and succeeds, despite Rochester's displacement of her existence onto Jane's "'over-stimulated brain'" (p. 281). It is, after all, primarily around the fact of Bertha's existence that the novel constructs its implicit critique of the problematic conventions of Victorian romantic courtship and the misogynist prison-like conditions of patriarchal marriage. Viewed through a theory that allows feminists to intervene on behalf of the madwoman from a standpoint that grants her validity, the body and mind of Bertha Mason come to provide incontrovertible proof of the veracity of Jane's blithe statement to Rochester that the tales she hears "'generally run on the same theme--courtship; and promise to end in the same catastrophe--marriage'" (p. 194). It is by virtue of her deformation of traditional meanings associated with middle-class femininity ("'I had marked neither modesty nor benevolence, nor candour nor refinement in her mind or manners'"); feminine sexuality (Rochester tells Jane that Bertha is debauched [p. 309]); and marriage (Rochester's inability to lead his wife's thoughts along his lines: "her cast of mind common, low, narrow, and singularly incapable of being led to anything higher" [p. 303]), that the novel unites a concept of linguistic rebellion with a redefinition of femininity. The agency that Brontë bestows on Bertha--her calculated attack on Rochester in his bed; her timely rending of the wedding veil, her laugh--runs counter to interpretations of her offered by Rochester and by critics who collude with his viewpoint as simply mad and beyond reach. In addition, the personal, sexual and social benefits her rebelliousness has for Jane places her in a powerful position in the narrative, one that belies disempowering discussions of her as materially ineffective, or merely Jane's double, or not worthy of examination.

I now want to turn to chapters 25 and 26 of Jane Eyre as it is here that some feminists have found the most objectionable descriptions of Bertha, while at the same time she is at her most powerful physically. It is clear that the two are interconnected, and I would like to explore why.

It has been noted that the Victorian preoccupation with physiognomy and phrenology links natural status and natural character.20 Physically, Bertha is described as "a big woman, in stature almost equalling her husband, and corpulent besides" (p. 391). Such is the unfeminine excess she unleashes that finally, she can no longer be delineated in human terms: "it grovelled, seemingly, on all fours; it snatched and growled like some strange animal" (p. 290). Yet the implication of imbecility this implies is contradicted by Grace Poole's announcement that "'One never knows what she has, sir: she is so cunning: it is not in mortal discretion to fathom her craft'" (p. 291). Sexually, she is "unchaste," "depraved" (p. 304), and the imperialist Rochester views her Creole origins as a reflection of her sexual difference, making her antithetical to Jane's English Protestant purity. Patricia White has noted that in classic horror films a potentially empowering affinity exists between the woman and the monster, enabling the articulation of deviant femininity.21 In Jane Eyre this effectively applies to both Jane and Bertha: Jane becomes like a "mad cat"; Bertha is "like some strange wild animal" who springs at Rochester and "grapple[s] his throat viciously" (p. 291). Through the variable verbal and physical release afforded by madness, both women contest the subjected positions into which they have been forced through the restrictions of gender, class, and race norms. Furthermore, it clearly demonstrates Brontë's refusal, contrary to nineteenth-century masculine philosophical thought, to divorce emotion and reason in her delineation of a revolutionary character. And, it is through the resistance offered by madness that Jane achieves integrity of self. Her narrative makes it manifest that however distastefully her subversion is viewed, it is through "madness" that principal and virtue find a voice:

Speak I must: I had been trodden on severely, and must turn: but how? What strength had I to dart retaliation at my antagonist? I gathered my energies and launched them in this blunt sentence--[...]"Deceit is not my fault!" I cried out in a savage, high voice. [...]I was left there alone--winner of the field. It was the hardest battle I had fought, and the first victory I had gained.(Brontë's emphasis; pp. 30-31)

Although she later regrets the "madness of my conduct" (p. 32), it is a fleeting regret, recognizably bound up in the economic impotence associated with childhood. This is borne out later when the same anarchic force fails to prevent Jane from announcing to Helen how she would treat the loathsome Miss Scatcherd if she struck her with a rod (p. 50), despite the threat of expulsion. And so, while Jane is acutely aware of the implicit and explicit mechanisms of control that the label "madness" activates and justifies, at this stage in the narrative she refuses discipline and submission when they knowingly conflict with what she believes to be right and humanitarian, albeit within the confines of her class and race prejudices. By thus rendering "madness" as a primary motivating force in her heroine, Brontë defies the negative meanings historically associated with it, and bestows on it a power that extends beyond mere disruption, a power that recognizes wrongs and will act to right them. And this power is nowhere more tangible than with the representation of Bertha Mason. With Bertha, Brontë seems to exploit the verbal and physical release afforded by madness to its (logical?) conclusion: her rebellion oversteps "natural" bounds and becomes atavistic. This would seem to be the inevitable result of situating a sexually voracious, independent-minded and wealthy woman within the confines of a white, Protestant, nineteenth-century Bildungsroman. My central point, however, is that examined closely, Bertha frustrates a "normal" or unproblematic reading of Jane-as-heroine and dramatizes the oppression on which her final success is based. In this way the threat she poses is never contained. In line with this, Julia Kristeva has elsewhere characterized the conflict in literature between the semiotic and the symbolic as literature's "speaking schizo" because it enacts conceptual splits or contradictions. Literature causes a "new rationality" to be "unceasingly reconstituted ... in the tension, the battle between the symbolic and the semiotic" (p. 33).22
Linda Kauffman has argued that the similarities in the positions of Jane and Bertha in relation to Rochester signify an empathy between them and that Jane's retrospective narration enacts a vocalization of Bertha's mute suffering, "speak[ing] the silence that is woman" (p. 193). However, this ignores the divergent subject positions that the two have taken up in the course of the narrative. Jane's rebellion against social codes is fleeting and with maturity is repudiated. Thus, she denounces as "madness" the temptation to stay with Rochester, preferring instead to "keep to the law given by God; sanctioned by man" (p. 314). At Moor House she pronounces "household joys" "'The best thing the world has!'" (p. 388). Thereafter, as many critics have noted, Jane providentially inherits the earth.

I noted earlier that Bertha's power extends to the figurative level of Jane Eyre. Her sexuality and "mad" rebellion is linked with fire throughout, and she operates most forcibly at night when others are asleep and conscious control is at its minimum. The fire she sets in Rochester's chamber becomes her voice: the "tongues of flame" (p. 145) announce her presence as much as her laughter. Her figurative position sustains her literal one: her primary symbolic color is black, connoting the unconscious, the unknown, the repressed; and her attacks coincide with the lunar cycles.23 Because of the subversive significance this imagery has throughout the novel, it is noteworthy that its illustrative potential recurs in the final chapters. As such, it operates in a like manner to the metaphorical level of Villette: Rosemary Clark-Beattie comments that the realist narrative in Villette "never achieves the ontological priority over figurative language" (p. 832), so that the ending remains ambiguous.24 The density of images of darkness in the final chapters of Jane Eyre is striking, especially given that the last two see Jane in Ferndean, a place ordinarily conceptualized as the sanctuary of the happy couple. Instead of images of benevolent happiness, however, we find Jane married to a blind Rochester, living in a house that is "buried deep in a wood" which grew "so thick and dark ... about it" that it is invisible even from "a very short distance" (p. 429). The almost overwhelming gloom produced by this claustrophic environment clearly complicates the 'happy ending'. Essentially, it signals the omnipresence of the dark forces that have been at the heart of the narrative, and which will not be banished. Even when Rochester regains his sight signalling a respite from darkness, a son is born whose eyes are "large, brilliant and black" (p. 451). The last words in the novel come from St. John who is saving "dark" souls in "darkest" India: and he is dying. Thus, the imagery of the Ferndean chapters exceeds the novel's closed ending. Dark forces refuse to be expelled despite Bertha's exit, implying that the threat of the semiotic remains after her death. Given this, the homeliness of Ferndean is, finally, as precarious as that of Thornfield.

The displacement of rebellion onto the figurative level of the text is inscribed on and follows Bertha's suicide. The way feminist critics interpret her death depends largely on the way Bertha herself has been construed. Elisabeth Bronfen disallows this transposition of Bertha's usurping power, claiming that "death puts closure on [her] liminality and the disruption [her] presence caused" (p. 222). Given the power allocated to her from the moment she enters the narrative I feel that it is essential to recuperate the symbolism of the last chapters and relate it to Bertha and to her exit from the novel. In effect, her exit is no more spectacular than her presence throughout. Her glorious conflagration relies heavily on myth and signifies her final condemnation of Rochester and her refusal to face life on his terms. Instead she chooses death on her own terms. The description of the actual moment of her death is horrific, emphasizing the way her body overspills its boundaries even at the moment of her exit from the novel: "'Dead! Ay, as dead as the stones on which her brains and blood were scattered'" (p. 427). This is by no means an unproblematic end for Bertha, or for a feminist reading that seeks to incorporate her. But what it does highlight is the irreconcilable dualities of femininity within Victorian culture: to be deviant, whether as Jane or Bertha, is to partake of "insanity" and run the risk of being locked up in the Red Room or in the attic at Thornfield. The heroine's punishment for childish rebellion was confinement in the Red Room for a few hours: Bertha's confinement lasted years, so it is only fitting that her escape should be dramatic and, unlike Jane's, on her own terms. This polarity also enacts a split on the level of narrative mode exemplified in Bertha's oscillating realist and metaphoric roles. The way in which she is allocated a figurative presence in the end signifies Brontë's unwillingness to banish the power she has represented, thus enacting a lasting evasion of the closure and disappointment Gillian Beer sees as endemic to the Bildungsroman (p. 110). As such, the semiotic continues to enact a split, weakening Jane's surface recuperation of socially approved femininity and exceeding a closed ending. Literal madness has been expelled, final freedom attained, and Bertha's power legitimated in its figurative omnipresence. Thus, the novel is open-ended. Rachel Bowlby comments that Jensen's Gradiva positions archaeology as both theme and metaphor in the narrative articulating psychoanalytic methods, scientific and general knowledge, and the status and role of Gradiva, the heroine.25 It has been my argument that Bertha specifically, and madness broadly, operate similarly to vocalize and denounce the philosophy of "suffer and be still" applied to women in the nineteenth century. An acknowledgement of the danger of choosing the path of madness need not and should not foreclose explorations into its specific literary and sociohistorical usage. It is only if we choose to downgrade the role of madness that we blind ourselves to the painful "new rationality" that Brontë has "unceasingly reconstituted ... in the tension, the battle between the symbolic and the semiotic," between "normal" confinement and an always already dangerous female revolution.
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