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By Fritz Breithaupt
ABSTRACT
[bookmark: _GoBack]The paper considers two fundamentally different strategies of empathy. The first model assumes that similarity, be it a given similarity (Lessing) or a spontaneous commonality (Goethe, Iphigenia in Tauris), serves as a medium between people. The second model of realism views empathy as an invocation of the reader as a witness of a narrative scene without relying on identification with a character (Fontane, Effi Briest). The paper ends with a speculation about human empathy in general.
Zwei grundsatzliche Modelle von Empathie werden zur Diskussion gestellt: Zum einen ein Modell, welches Ahnlichkeit zwischen Menschen voraussetzt (Lessing) oder konstruiert (Goethe, Iphigenie auf Tauris), zum anderen ein Modell, welches den Leser als Zeugen einer narrativen Szene ohne Identifikation mit einem Charakter auf den Plan ruft (Fontane, Effi Briest). Am Ende wird kurz liber die menschliche Fahig- keit der Empathie spekuliert.
How is empathy possible?
Cognitive scientists have built a powerful case that a pre-reflexive, prerational, natural similarity is at the core of empathy and intersubjective communication. We understand or experience the feelings of someone we observe, this logic goes, because we are, deep down, the same. The key scene of the empathy model as proposed by these cognitive scientists is a model of two beings that can match each others’ sensations because they both share a body. Embodied cognition allows for the »body« as a medium between us.[footnoteRef:2] Indeed, the newly discovered mirror-neurons seem to allow for such transmission of embodied cognition from one to the other. When one moves, the observing other displays similar brain patterns as if he or she was the one moving. Some scientists speculate that the mirror-neurons may also allow for empathy, meaning emotional understanding. One line of argument goes that when one makes a gesture, the other intuitively understands the emotional implication of the gesture via an imitative brain reaction.[footnoteRef:3] [2: 	This was already argued by Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Primacy of Perception, Evanston 1964, 169-174.]  [3: 	Vittorio Gallese describes this process as follows: »>Understanding< is achieved by modeling a behavior as an action with the help of a motor equivalence between what the others do and what the observer does«; Vittorio Gallese, »The Shared Manifold Hypothesis: From Mirror Neurons to Empathy«, Journal of Consciousness Studies 8/5-7 (2001), 33-50, here 39.] 

Despite its appeal, however, the theory of similarity as the condition of possibility of empathy has a weakness. By postulating a deep similarity of mental sensations, a similarity that itself cannot be directly experienced, the theory needs to slip into the register of the imaginary or projection. Some cognitive researchers readily accept and employ the register of simulation. As Vittorio Gallese, one of the co-discoverers of the mirror-neurons, puts it: »Embodied simulation enables the constitution of a shared and common background of implicit certitudes about ourselves and, simultaneously, about others.«[footnoteRef:4] Still, imagined similarity is a double-edged sword. It is very close to mere projection, in which a being assumes that all others are simply like- minded even when they are not. Instead of laying bare a level of similarity, projection erases the difference of the other. Even the apparent pain of a monkey may not really be »pain« since each being has a different history of pain and experiences pain differently. [4: 	Vittorio Gallese, »The Manifold Nature of Interpersonal Relations: The Quest for a Common Mechanism«, Phil. Trans. R. Soc. London 358 (2003), 517-528, here 521.] 

If we replace the word »similarity« by »projection«, this amounts to more than a war of words. It changes what empathy is. If empathy is a matter of projection instead of similarity then its key resource is some form of personal experience and hence memory (since we derive knowledge from our own experiences). And this would lead us ultimately to understand that empathy is not truly empathy, meaning a form of human understanding, but a narrative construct that involves factors beyond similarity: We would need to construct a past experience of the other to allow for a similarity of emotional reaction now that allows for our emotional understanding. In short, we would need to narrate the other.
What this paper explores is how narratives may hold the key to negotiate such a construction of similarity and thus to human empathy. Indeed, there are narratives that largely bypass similarity as will be shown. Human empathy, this paper hypothesizes, may be more complex than the binary model of empathy suggests. (To be sure, there may be more than one kind of empathy, some basic empathy involving two people that follows from the mirror-neurons as well as more complex forms[footnoteRef:5]). If we are at least willing to consider that empathy may be a complex and culturally coded form of behavior, it is at least possible to speculate that highly developed forms of narrative fiction may be decisive to human empathy. [5: 	For an overview of different accounts of empathy see Evan Thompson, »Empathy and Consciousness«, Journal of Consciousness Studies 8/5-7 (2001), 1-32.] 

The hypothesis underlying this paper is that human empathy is not simply caused by some apparatus of perception and by mirror-neurons alone. Rather, we live in a world with a lot of empathetic noise and a lot of firing of mirror-neurons. Hence, it may be the limiting of the sympathetic brain reactions that allows for full empathy. This is where culture (and narratives) come in. Cultures role, I suggest, may be to make sense of the reactions of the mirror-neurons, to filter the constant impact by other people, that is to channel and focus empathetic energy onto the relevant cases and that means in one word: to block empathy and only allow it under special circumstances. To be sure, culture may not be able to block the reactions of the mirror-neurons (though this remains an open question), however, culture, I suggest, intervenes to hinder the process by which the automatic and non-conscious mirror-neuron reaction triggers conscious thought and compassionate action. It is culture that limits the cases in which the activity by the mirror- neurons leads to true compassion and empathy.
It seems safe to assume that there would be no narrative fiction without empathy which is a clipping into the shoes< of the characters of the narration or more generally, one’s ability (or projected ability) to recognize, perceive, or experience the emotions of another. Even if we do not shed tears for them, we do experience the ups and downs of the story with them. Fiction exists by inviting, channeling, controlling, and managing empathy. If this is true, it cannot be a surprise that works of fiction themselves imply, and in fact embody, a precise knowledge of empathy and its cousins such as compassion or Mitleid. That is, works of fiction do not only provide access to fictitious situations, but also themselves provide models of how empathy can be caused and channeled.
If there is no narrative fiction without empathy, one might, though this is more controversial, consider whether the reverse is also true. Perhaps there would be no empathy without narrative. If it is narrative that establishes whatever is needed for empathy - this could be similarity, as many cognitive scientists have it, as well as other media, constructions or constellations - we may ask what the primal scene or the primal scenes of empathy are.
The thesis this paper is working toward - though it will not fully reach it or only reach it in the form of a speculative hypothesis at the end - is that human empathy requires a triangular scene of three involved agents. Human empathy, this paper proposes, needs to be understood in its full complexity, of which the mirror-neurons are most likely a part, but merely a part in such a way that human empathy cannot be reduced to a mere binary setting with two people.
This paper will consider three literary and aesthetic constellations. Beginning with a reading of Lessing’s famous revision of Aristotle’s Poetics, the paper will consider to which degree similarity is posited as a given condition or as a constructed goal of Mitleid. These findings will be supported by Goethe’s Iphigenie aufTauris in which the construction of similarity stands at the core of anagnorisis (Wiedererkennung). Our final reading of Fontane’s Effi Briest changes the scene of empathy radically by erasing the need for similarity and by involving the reader as a third faculty in the narrative scene of empathy.
There is probably no German-writing author who has put as much hope in empathy or Mitleid as the ribbon of society as has Gotthold Ephraim Lessing.[footnoteRef:6] Let me begin by revisiting Lessing’s famous reevaluation of Aristotle’s poetics in the Hamburgische Dramaturgie: [6: 	In this I basically agree with Hans-Jiirgen Sellings’ reconstruction of the lines of argumentation between Mendelssohn, Nicolai and Lessing and their recourse to Rousseau. Schings characterizes Mitleid in Lessing’s writings as »ein moralisches und anthropologisches Ursprungsphanomen«, see Hans-Jiirgen Schings, Der mitleidigste Mensch ist der beste Mensch. Poetik des Mitleids von Lessing bis Buchner, Munich 1980,43.] 

[Aristoteles] spricht von Mitleid und Furcht [...] es ist die Furcht, welche aus unse- rer Ahnlichkeit mit der leidenden Person fur uns selbst entspringt; es ist die Furcht, dafi die Ungliicksfalle, die wir iiber diese verhangt sehen, uns selbst treffen konnen; es ist die Furcht, dafi wir der bemitleidete Gegenstand selbst werden konnen. Mit ei- nem Worte: diese Furcht ist das auf uns selbst bezogene Mitleid.[footnoteRef:7] [7: 	Gotthold Ephraim Lessing, Werke und Briefe in zwolf B 'dnden (DKV), Klaus Bohnen et al. (eds.), Frankfurt a.M. 1985, VI, 556-557 (Hamburgische Dramaturgie, 75. Stuck).] 

He [Aristotle] speaks of pity and fear [...]. It is the fear which arises for ourselves from the similarity of our position with that of the sufferer; it is the fear that the calamities impending over the sufferers might also befall ourselves; it is the fear that we ourselves might thus become objects of pity. In a word this fear is compassion referred back to ourselves.[footnoteRef:8] [8: 	Gotthold Ephraim Lessing, Hamburg Dramaturgy, with an introduction by Victor Lange, transl. by Helen Zimmern, New York 1962, 179.] 

The condition of the Furcht- und Mitleid-Komplex is that there needs to be enough similarity between me and the other, so that it is possible for me to put myself in the position of the other.[footnoteRef:9] Similarity, Ahnlichkeit is the condition of possibility for Mitleid. But how does this work? [9: 	According to Martinec, Lessing is the first thinker who actually sees the necessity to articulate the conditions of possibility for Mitleid. All thinkers before Lessing such as Leibniz, Wolff and Baumgarten, thus Martinec, simply assumed that all passions are transferable; Thomas Martinec, »The boundaries of Mitleidsdramaturgie: Some Clarifications Concerning Lessing’s Concept of >Mitleid<«, The Modern Language Review 101 (2006), 743-760.] 

Lessing distinguishes carefully between what he calls »Philanthropie«, a basic form of empathy that consists in a direct reaction to a sense stimulus, and true »Mitleid« which adds an interplay of sameness and difference between observer and observed, self and other. In philanthropy, a biological condition, we all react the same, regardless who is in danger, simply because we recognize the danger. Philanthropy accomplishes the re-familiarisation of people despite all differences.[footnoteRef:10] [footnoteRef:11] In Mitleid, I fear for the other and, suddenly, see myself in the other (»Furcht fiir uns selbst«).n The resulting Mitleid for ourselves (»das auf uns selbst bezogene Mitleid«) adds a second-order observation to philanthropy. I observe the other in danger. Thereby I do not necessarily observe the observations of the other (he or she may not see the danger[footnoteRef:12]), but instead project my observation onto the other. Hence, I add my superior knowledge as an observer to the observed other. And here comes the magic moment: I react as if l was in the danger of the other, having (immediate) fear for myself, and simultaneously I continue to act as the observer of the other, who is now myself, thereby having (mediated) Mitleid with myself. Fear, since it seems to be an anthropological shared emotion, offers a platform of similarity that extends to the individual self which is able to see himself/herself in the other due to the assumption of shared fear. [10: 	Jurgen Fohrmann describes this program of a re-familiarization of the unfamiliar as the core of Lessing’s philanthropy and Miss Sara Sampson, Jurgen Fohrmann, »Die Tragodie der Empfindsamkeit und die Rettung der Souveranitat (am Beispiel von Lessings >Emilia Galotti<)«, in: Klaus Garber, Ute Szell (eds.), Das Projekt der Empfindsamkeit und der Ursprung der Moderne. Richard Alewyns Sentimenta- lismusforschungen und ihr epochaler Kontext, Munich 2005, 115-128. Fohrmann argues that Emilia Galotti, however, shows the failure of this program since human (here: Emilia’s) affectability leads to a complete loss of self and, thus, to a return of tragedy from within the Trauerspiel.]  [11: 	»Mitleidige Regungen, ohne Furcht fiir uns selbst, nennt er [Aristoteles, F. B.] Philanthropic: und nur den starkern Regungen dieser Art, welche mit Furcht fur uns selbst verkniipft sind, giebt er den Namen des Mitleids«, Lessing (note 7), VI, 563 (76. Stuck). Lessing here also employs the images of spark (philantropy) and fire (true Mitleid) for this difference.]  [12: 	»Denn Mitleid und Furcht sind die Leidenschaften, die in der Tragodie wir, nicht aber die handelnden Personen empfinden [...]«; Lessing (note 7), VI, 572 (78. Stuck).] 

Hence, Mitleid requires an element of identification, an aesthetic illusion that lets the spectator forget, partly, that he or she is a different being from the one observed so that he/she becomes the »bemitleidete Gegenstand selbst«, but this also requires an awareness of difference.[footnoteRef:13] Hence, as Karl-Heinz Maurer has argued, Mitleid involves the »Selbstreflexion« (176) and »Selbst- beobachtung des Zuschauers im Medium der Empathie« (177).[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	»Der tragische Dichter sollte alles vermeiden, was die Zuschauer an ihre Illusion erinnern kann; denn sobald sie daran erinnert sind, so ist sie weg«, Lessing (note 7), VI, 392 (42. Stuck).]  [14: 	Maurer shows how Lessing attempts to maneuver Mitleid between two dangers. On the one hand, Mitleid with someone else can lead to an affection for the objects of the other’s desire. The spectator’s second-order observation breaks down and regresses to a first-order observation. Hence, Maurer argues Lessing favors ugly feelings since the temptation for the objects is minimal. On the other hand, Mitleid breaks down when it becomes the object of reflection. Precisely because Mitleid requires an identification, an aesthetic illusion of identity, any thematization of this identification makes it disappear. However, as Maurer goes on to show, such a reflection or thematization is by necessity build into Mitleid (since it is a form of »Selbst- beobachtung«). Hence, the very basis of tragedy is doomed to failure, as Maurer shows in a reading of Lessing’s last tragedy; see Karl-Heinz Maurer, »Verfiihrung durch Mitleid: G.E. Lessings Emilia Galotti als Selbstaufhebung der Tragodie«, German Quarterly 78 (2005), 172-191. For the differentiation of empathy and pity, see also Martinec, »Lessing comes up with two different answers: pity solves the problem of tragedy’s moral impact, and empathy answers the question of tragic pleasure«, Martinec (note 9), 750.] 

Similarity, then, exists on two levels of the Mitleid process. On the one hand, it is the basic condition that must be there for the process of pity (and philanthropy) to begin. One being must be, somehow, similar to the other in order to relate to him or her (both need to react in a similar way to certain stimuli). On the other hand, the similarity of the magic moment, the aesthetic fusion of me and other, has to be developed, increased, and purified to identification (as in fully developed a Mitleid). This second form of similarity (identification) serves as a goal and, thus, condition of possibility of Mitleid. It follows that similarity has to be both a given natural base of mankind and the result of complex aesthetic illusions.
From this perspective, it becomes clear what features as both the danger and condition of possibility of (the second form of) similarity and, thus, Mitleid. It is selfhood, a concept that figures prominently in Lessing’s writings and may indeed be the underlying matrix of many texts even though it rarely shows itself directly. The negative aspect of selfhood is fairly prominent and appears on stage in figures such as prince Gonzaga.[footnoteRef:15] In the form of selfishness, its presence registers in many texts by Lessing as the threat on the horizon, the evil, or at least dangerous, sun that all conceptual plants need to react to. This negative self also appears in the Mitleid-debate. For example, one needs to consider the impact of the self to understand Lessing’s favoring of pain and tragedy and the exclusion of positive feelings: In the age of the self, Mitleid can function as a ribbon of community, while Mitfreude, shared joy, cannot since when one gains, only the jealousy of others will be aroused. The motto of selfishness comes from Marinelli: »Wozu dieser traurige Seiten- blick? Vorwarts! denkt der Sieger: es falle neben ihm Feind oder Freund«.[footnoteRef:16] Schadenfreude would be another of these disturbances.[footnoteRef:17] In fact, one needs to understand how, for Lessing, Mitleid exists to rectify a society driven by selves. The self and selfishness let us forget our basic (given) similarity.[footnoteRef:18] Hence, seeing similarity has to be a goal, something that is the exception. [15: 	Even Saladin, certainly the least selfish character in Lessing’s late works, reflects: »Leider bin/ Auch ich ein Ding von vielen Seiten, die / Oft nicht so recht zu passen scheinen mogen«, Lessing (note 7), IX, 584 (Nathan der Weise, IV.4).]  [16: 	Lessing (note 7), VII, 359 (Emilia Galotti, V.l).]  [17: 	Schadenfreude was a common affect in the older Verlachkomodie, such as Der Witzling (1745) by Luise Adelgunde Victorie Gottsched.]  [18: 	A similarity that nevertheless is at the base of the program of § 4 of the Erzie- hung des Menschengeschlechts.] 

It appears that there can be no unity of seifs for Lessing. Once everyone believes in himself or herself only, in their individual claim to truth as in the Ringparabel, no community is possible.[footnoteRef:19] Lessing seems to borrow his fury against selfhood from Rousseau, who, in the Discours sur Vorigine et les fondemens de Vinegalite parmi les hommes pits a primal pity against the amour-propre which he views as the root evil of civilisation and society.[footnoteRef:20] [19: 	In Nathan der Weise and elsewhere, Lessing will react to this threat of selfhood by giving it an index to the future as something that yet needs to prove itself. Thereby, community can still be the matrix of individuality, see Helmut J. Schneider, »Nathan der Weise«, in: Hans Pornbacher (ed.), Dramen vom Barock bis zur Aufklarung, Stuttgart 2000, 295-331.]  [20: 	For Lessing’s intense study of Rousseau, see Schings (note 6), 22-33.] 

Obviously, human similarity is mostly blocked and inaccessible.[footnoteRef:21] Indeed, Lessing presents what seems to be a disastrous insight - the insight that similarity between people is not simply available and that there may be no social bonds, and without them no literature - together with an implied solution. One could say that Lessing only admits this dilemma of selfishness of human nature in the form of a solution. This solution, as we have heard, is the Mitleid that is possible in fiction. In the powerful machinery of emotions, namely: fiction, is it possible to experience the magic fusion of oneness and thereby feel the deep similarity of one mankind. Another solution is offered by rituals.[footnoteRef:22] [21: 	This is the situation of Nathan der Weise and the assumption against which the freemasons react in Ernst und Falck. See also Helmut J. Schneider’s article in this volume, »Humanity’s Imaginary Body. Concepts of Empathy and Sympathy and the New Theater Experience in the 18th Century«.]  [22: 	See Fritz Breithaupt, »Wie ist Gesellschaft moglich? Geld und Medien bei Lessing und Simmel«, in: Wolfgang Albrecht, Richard Schade (eds.), Mit Lessing zur
Moderne. Soziokulturelle Wirkungen des Aufklarers um 1900 (Schriftenreihe des Lessing Museums Kamenz), Kamenz 2004, 67-80.] 

Lessing’s writings on drama further specify that this similarity to be gained or regained is one of the extreme. We are all the same and feel similarly, if we are put under a lot of stress and if we can fear for the other/ for ourselves. Love can be another of these extreme situations.[footnoteRef:23] In other words, we are one humankind only under the condition of very strong currents. Only once the individual selves are bypassed, short-circuited, are we the same. Identification, empathy, Mitleid are possible only in a complicated apparatus, such as fiction, an apparatus that operates like a nutcracker to crack open the hard shell of selfhood in order to reveal the soft flesh that all beings share. Lessing’s fiction exists both to affirm the condition of selfhood and to momentarily break it down to reveal the similarity of mankind or at least a similarity of the person on stage and the spectators. Hence, even if Lessing views similarity as a given underpinning of man, the perception of this similarity is an effect of fiction. That is, within perception there is no real shared ground, but rather a simulated similarity. [23: 	In regard to love, Lessing quotes Mendelssohn: »Denn, da jede Liebe mit der Bereitwilligkeit verbunden ist, uns an die Stelle des Geliebten zu setzen: so miissen wir alle Arten von Leiden mit der geliebten Person teilen, welches man sehr nach- driicklich Mitleiden nennet. Warum sollten also nicht auch Furcht, Schrecken, Zorn, Eifersucht, Rachbegier, und iiberhaupt alle Arten von unangenehmen Empfindungen, sogar den Neid nicht ausgenommen, aus Mitleiden entstehen konnen?« Lessing (note 7), VI, 555 (74. Stuck).] 

Nevertheless, as indicated, there is also an aspect of the self that serves as the medium to gain or regain similarity.[footnoteRef:24] Lessing’s understanding of Mitleid pins selfishness against a primal self-interest or urge of self-preservation: everyone reacts to dangerous situations the same way, namely by having fear for the other and oneself. And on the basis of this shared reaction to fear, the self has the ability to reflect itself in the medium of the other. Thus, it is the self that tricks itself into going beyond the self by having fear for oneself even if it is the other who is in danger and should fear. [24: 	Gerhard Sauder remarks that the »Dialektik von Selbst- und Mitgefiihl« is one of the key issues of the 18th-century debates concerning Mitleid and is, to date, not fully understood; Gerhard Sauder, Empfindsamkeit, Stuttgart 1974,1, 186.] 

This remarkable constellation of self-preservation and Mitleid is stressed by Tellheim:
Aber sie [die Liebe] sendet ihre Tochter, das Mitleid, die, mit dem finstern Schmerze vertrauter, die Nebel zerstreuet und alle Zugange meiner Seele den Eindriicken der Zartlichkeit wiederum offnet. Der Trieb der Selbsterhaltung erwacht, da ich etwas Kostbarers zu erhalten habe, als mich, und es durch mich zu erhalten habe. Lassen Sie mich, mein Fraulein, das Wort Mitleid nicht beleidigen.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Lessing (note 7), VI, 95 (5.5).] 

Tellheim can engage in self-preservation only because he fears for someone else (Minna). He obviously does not allow himself selfishness and needs a vehicle (Mitleid) to engage in actions of self-preservation. Hence, Minna has to present herself as weak to allow him to see himself in her fate and then to act in her self-interest (which, it turns out, is also his). Dangerous and horrific situations, as found in tragedies - and even in a comedy - bring out that quality in us that makes us fuse with someone else and, thus, simulates similarity.
If this line of reasoning is correct, the later Lessing is not that far from Rousseau’s cynical Lettre du Spectacle which limits all positive empathy to the stage. The task fiction faces, then, is to focus on the equalizing forces of the extreme, as Schiller and other playwrights will do. Since similarity is the condition of Mitleid and similarity is not simply available in the age of selfhood, fiction itself has to bring about the similarity-effect. Tragedy, it appears in Lessing’s reading of Aristotle, is a place of simulating similarity, that is the perception of similarity, between man by stripping man of that which holds man apart, namely selfhood, and simultaneously to extend one’s selfhood to others. And this stripping off of selfhood can even be an element of the act of the self, of self-preservation as Tellheim indicates.[footnoteRef:26] Similarity requires the distance of observation of self and other. [26: 	This is also the implication of Maurer (note 14).] 

As we have seen, notions of »similarity« are all but simple. As was just noted in the elaborations on Lessing, similarity begins to serve as a goal as much as a given basis for human empathy. It is this accomplished similarity or simulated similarity that will explain the riddle of Goethe’s obsession with anagnorisis (recognition, Wiedererkennung) in Iphigenie auf Tauris. Anagnorisis, as we will see in the following, at least the anagnorisis employed in Goethe’s play, is a specific device to channel empathy.
Goethe’s »Schauspiel« (1786) easily offers the most complex scene of recognition in German drama, just as the Iphegenia of Euripides offers the most complex anagnorisis that we know in Greek drama (which Goethe’s Wie- dererkennung significantly complicates). The first three acts of Goethe’s »Schauspiel« can be read as basically presenting the complications of anagnorisis. Instead of having one recognition, there are three. First, Iphigenie reveals her identity to Thoas. Then Orest lifts the veil of secrecy around his name to Iphigenie. Then, two scenes later, Iphigenie will finally return the favour. Iphigenie and Orest are both masked by false identities and are not willing to give away their identity. Both face serious identity problems, one being haunted by the shadow Erinnys, the other »Gleich einem Schatten um sein eigen Grab«[footnoteRef:27] de-rooted and far from her homeland. Their identities are clouded less because they keep it a secret but rather because they can only take themselves for shadows and lack an identity in the first place. Hence, anagnorisis serves to both reveal their identities to others, and to equip them with an identity in the first place. It appears that they cannot be recognized - as in anagnorisis - because they do not recognize themselves. Hence, to understand anagnorisis (and, as we will see, empathy) one needs to comprehend the structure of self-recognition. [27: 	Johann Wolfgang Goethe, Iphigenie aufTauris, in: Samtliche Werke (Deutscher Klassiker Verlag), Frankfurt a.M. 1993,1.V, vers.108.] 

Self-recognition in this play is not a solitary act. Orest utters the words Ich bin when he faces Iphigenie (who he takes to be a Greek priestess, while she sees in him a Greek prisoner who can tell her about her lost family).

IPHIGENIE. [...] Sprich mir von Orest!
OREST. O konnte man von seinem Tode sprechen.
M
Den Fliichtigen verfolgt ihr [Erinnys’] schneller Fuft;
Sie geben nur um neu zu schrecken Rast.
IPHIGENIE. Unseliger du bist im gleichen Fall
Und fiihlst was er der arme Fluchtling leidet. (1050-1072)
IPHIGENIE. [...] Oh tell me of the unfortunate Orestes!
OREST. If only I could tell you he is dead!
[bookmark: bookmark3][...]
Their quarry flees, they follow tirelessly,
Each pause portends an onset of new terror.
IPHIGENIE. Alas, poor fugitive! the same pursuit Afflicts you, and you feel what he must suffer.[footnoteRef:28] [28: 	Iphigenia in Tauris, in: Goethe, Verse, Plays and Epic, transl. by Michael Hamburger, ed. Hunter Hannum and David Luke, New York 1987, VIII.] 

Iphigenie suspects that the man in front of her is able to overcome his own self and misery (he is supposedly also haunted by the Erinnys) to reach out to another human being who is her brother Orest. In short, Iphigenie thinks that the person in front of her engages in Lessing’s Mitleid with someone whom he only knows by name, and she praises him. It is this misrecognition that Orest dismisses.

OREST. Was sagst Du mir? Was wahnst Du gleichen Fall?
IPHIGENIE. Dich driickt ein Brudermord wie jenen, mir Vertraute dies dein jungster Bruder schon.
[A reference to Orest’s sly friend Pylades who presented himself as Orest’s brother, F.B.]
OREST. Ich kann nicht leiden daft du grofte Seele Mit einem falschen Wort betrogen werdest.
[...] zwischen uns Sei Wahrheit!
Ich bin Orest! Und dieses schuldge Haupt
Senkt nach der Grube sich und sucht den Tod [...] (1073-1083)
OREST. What do you mean by that? What same pursuit?
IPHIGENIE. You are like him, haunted by fratricide; Your younger brother has already told me.
OREST. I cannot bear that you who are so noble And great of heart, should be deceived by falsehood.
[...] between us Let there be truth!
I am Orestes, and my guilty head
Bows itself to the grave and longs for death [...]
Because Iphigenie praises Orest for his ability to reach out to someone else, Orest feels the need to clarify that there is no Mitleid involved since he is simply the miserable person he talks about. Orest cannot overcome his self (and his past) by empathizing with another. Instead, he experiences the suffering first hand, i.e., as a self. He cannot even pretend to have pity with the person he talks about (»Orest«).[footnoteRef:29] His self-recognition comes to him not via empathy, but rather when he is forced to see himself from the outside, wrongly presented.[footnoteRef:30] Orest perceives how he is perceived, which leads him to reveal his identity. [29: 	According to Lessing, one has Mitleid with a similar other person. By means of this empathy/identification, one sees oneself in the situation of the other. However, this form of Mitleid would end in the moment that one truly is in the situation of the other. This is what happens when Orest tells the story of »Orest«.]  [30: 	The parallel design of how Iphigenie and Orest reveal their names should be noted. Both tell their life story to the other in the third person. At the end of their report, they both reveal their true identity, thus exchanging the third person er or sie for the first person, exclaiming their name, proclaiming an Ich bin. Both are thereby healed from the shadows. For our purposes it is central to point out that the »Ich bin ...« is made possible only because there is another human being who listens and observes. These outside observers are first left in the dark about the true identity of the ones they observe since Orest carries a false name and Iphigenie never states hers. The gaze upon themselves from the outside becomes the vehicle for Orest and Iphigenie to gaze at themselves. What happens then is that Iphigenie and Orest take the position of the outside viewer in order to view themselves in the third person and thus to follow their misrecognition to turn it into recognition. Both execute the act of self-recognition (Ich bin ...) by means of looking at themselves from the outside, that is by identifying with their observer. They can become who they are, by being their observer, their reader, their »identifier«.] 

Obviously, this is the moment of highest affect for Iphigenie who finds her long-lost brother. The »Ich bin ...« and the narration of his life story do not only give a sense of identity to the protagonists but also literally heal them from the shadows,[footnoteRef:31] just as Iphigenie ceased to be a shadow after she retells her sacrifice and utters the words »Ich bin ...«. Iphigenie is so moved by Orest’s speech that she has to turn to the side and cannot face Orest. [31: 	As Cyrus Hamlin puts it, »the coming to himself« of Orest »is his cure«, Cyrus Hamlin, »Myth and psychology: the curing of Orest in Iphigenie aufTauris«, Goethe Yearbook 12 (2004), 59-80, here 79.] 

I believe that this scene, along with the following scene of anagnorisis, is also meant to be the moment of highest affect of the play for the audience. I do not think this is the case simply because the spectators relate to (or emphasize with) Iphigenie. Rather, I suspect that this scene of >self-recognition with spectator also serves as an allegory for empathetic spectatorship.[footnoteRef:32] The gaze of the character upon himself, his external vision of his (or her) own misery or joy performs the very act that the spectator-reader must perform: to view the character from the outside. Thus, the character erects the bridge to the spectator by doing precisely that which the latter must also do to em- phatize: observe him from the outside. Both are, in this act and during this act, doing the same thing and are thus participating in the same gaze. This participation, this spontaneous commonality removes the obstacles of mis- recognition, of third-personality, thus turning the he or she into an Ich. One could thus correctly say that the character identifies with the spectator, becomes one with the spectator by means of the gaze and thereby allows the spectator to be with him. [32: 	Already the first scene of self-reflection shows this proximity of self-reflection and Wiedererkennung. Iphigenie retells her sacrifice, thereby revealing her identity to Thoas: »Sie [Diana] wollte nicht mein Blut und hiillte rettend / In eine Wolke mich, in diesem Tempel / Erkannt ich mich zuerst vom Tode wieder. / Ich bin es selbst, bin Iphigenie« (427-430). Iphigenie examines herself like an other being that she thinks to be dead and suddenly recognizes to be alife. She thus becomes her own spectator.] 

In this act by the character, Orest also become similar to the spectator in yet a second way. The spectator (and reader) of the play already knows his identity. Hence by his revealing his identity to Iphigenie, she finally knows what the (external) spectator already knows. Hence, the difference between the internal spectator (Iphigenie) and the external spectator (in the theater) shrinks.
Empathy is possible because of the act of self-recognition/ self-reflection by the character. The very act by which the character looks upon himself or herself opens the character for other beings, since the gaze on himself operates as a spontaneous medium between spectator and character.[footnoteRef:33] That is, in this act of looking at oneself from the outside, the difference between observer and observed vanishes and identification has taken place in both directions. Lessing’s aesthetic illusion - »Selbstreflexion im Medium der Empathies as Maurer has it[footnoteRef:34] - is brought to its logical conclusion by opening a two-person communication. [33: 	There are many similar scenes of self-reflection in the medium of the other in Goethe’s works of this time period. Goethe writes about the actor and friend Merck in his diary (13.7.79): »Durch Erinnerung des Vergangnen und seine Vorstellungs Art, mir meine Handlungen in einem wunderbaaren Spiegel gezeigt. Da er der einzige Mensch ist der ganz erkennt was ich thu und wie ich’s thu, und es doch wieder anders sieht wie ich, von anderm Standort, so giebt das schone Gewissheit« (WA III.l, 8788). In Egmont, Egmont says to Ferdinand: »War dir mein Leben ein Spiegel, in welchem du dich gerne betrachtetest, so sei es auch mein Tod« (HA IV, 450). Iphigenie emphasizes: »In ihnen seh ich mich« (v. 1845) in regard to Orest and Pylades.]  [34: 	See Maurer (note 14).] 

Goethe replaces Lessing’s Mitleid by a specular scene.[footnoteRef:35] Whereas Lessing aims to find true similarity between people, beyond selfishness, Goethe’s goal is to bring about a spontaneous commonality between people that are understood to be different. While Lessing and Goethe both seek some commonality or similarity as the bridge between characters and people, they differ in how selfhood figures in this project. For Lessing, the self has to be overcome, neutralized, tricked, since it stands in between people. Goethe finds a way to utilize the self for the process of commonality. For Goethe, it is the performative dimension of the act of selfhood (namely self-reflection, looking at oneself, the specular scene) that makes us accessible and even, for an Augenblick, the same. We can relate to others only if they engage in selfhood. While we may not be truly similar, we can share the performance of selfhood.[footnoteRef:36] [35: 	See David E. Wellbery, The Specular Moment: Goethe’s Early Lyric and the Beginning of Romanticism, Stanford 1996.]  [36: 	Hence, Goethe’s play is situated in the context of intercultural communication between the civilized Greeks and the barbarians with their gruesome rituals. Iphige- nie and Orest have to reflect on their history, their exclusive uniqueness, to make one spontaneous, shared humanity possible. For the larger context of Goethian imaginations of intercultural communications, esp. in the later works, see Andrea Polaschegg, Der andere Orientalismus. Regeln deutsch-morgenlandischer Imagination im 19. Jahrhundert, Berlin, New York 2005.] 

In Goethe’s play, empathy becomes a two-way communication, not just a one-sided slipping into the skin of the other. Perhaps as if he were anticipating Brecht’s sharp assessment that Einfiihlung or identification is a form of rape, but more likely as a result of his own critical reassessment of selfhood, Goethe makes identification depend on self-identification. It now also appears that Orest’s rejection of pity, Mitleid, in the recognition scene is emblematic of the new poetics of Weimar Classicism as a whole. The selfhood Goethe envisions here, however, is not one of exclusion, not an institution of self-sameness. Rather it consists in an essential openness to the outside. Whereas selfhood was the obstacle Lessing’s Mitleid aimed to overcome, in Goethe it is the very act that makes beings transparent to each other.
To describe the difference between Lessing’s and Goethe’s approaches, we could also have taken our starting point from Aristotle’s Poetics. Aristotle describes two plot arrangements that are most suited for drama, namely peripeteia and anagnorisis. Whereas Lessing focuses on the sudden fall of the hero, the classical case of peripeteia, Goethe favors anagnorisis, that is the sudden recognition between the characters (which usually implies a peripeteia). As Aristotle points out, both of these plot arrangements have in common that what the characters logically expect of the future and what is actually happening, diverge (Poetics, book 9). In his reading of what one could call Aristotle’s fork, namely the gap between expectations and actual events in a concrete moment, Lessing focuses on the equalizing quality of peripeteia, the fall into misery. Once our expectations fail, we are all undefined beings and lose our quality of being a specific character.[footnoteRef:37] Contrariliy, Goethe, as we have seen, emphasizes the cognitive dimensions of anagnorisis. In his Hamburgische Dramaturgies Lessing posits that we cannot or should not be able to have Mitleid with a monstrous character like Richard III.[footnoteRef:38] For Goethe, these arguments would not hold any longer. Following Goethe’s specular scene, we have to conclude that everyone could empathize with a monster as long as this monster does have the ability to reflect on itself. Perhaps it is no surprise then that Goethe does not employ monsters in his plays. [37: 	Thus, when Lessing demands that the tragic hero not be a monster or villain, and more like the spectator, he advocates a lack of specific character rather than a presence of positive character traits. Only the hero not defined by an excess of immorality or morality (!) can present the spectator with a void capable of transcending self-interest.]  [38: 	See Lessing (note 7), VI, 575-580 (79. Stuck).] 

Despite these differences, one should emphasize that both Lessing and Goethe still operate under the assumption that the point of entry into a different being is linked to some notion of mediality, commonality or similarity, however defined. In general, the time period creates a potent mixture of selfhood, similarity, and fiction. The more eighteenth-century thinkers like Goethe, Herder, Lenz, Lessing, Moritz, LaRoche, Schiller, and Wieland bet on the self as an autonomous and singular being, the more difficult and complex notions of similarity and commonality become. The self comes in between people. There are two ways of reading this emergence of the self regarding the thinking of community/participation/empathy around 1770.
The first reading would, as many authors of the Storm and Stress do, lament the self as a fundamental threat for fiction. If fiction relies on empathy, and empathy or pity, as the thinkers of the 18th century realize, relies on similarity, then selfhood implies or actually is the death of fiction. The age which we often connect with the heyday of German literature, or, to borrow from Heinz Schlaffer’s Die kurze Geschichte der deutschen Literature the only years worth mentioning in terms of German literature, thus would be struggling with the impossibility of literature, since literature can only exist on the basis of empathy. Empathy, however, requires a similarity that cannot be trusted any longer.
However, there is a second way of reading the emergence of the self. The self may come quite handy as a device to channel or block empathy where needed. The self of others and of oneself allows people not to have empathy, not to succumb to the compassion compulsion,[footnoteRef:39] and thus to escape from the noise of empathy. Drama, theater or more general: narrative fiction, in this sense, have or provide the opportunity to mostly block empathy and, thus, heighten it for those special cases in which the common humanity would spark. In a narrative sense, selfhood operates as the regulatory device which limits the excess of Mitleid. [39: 	See Lee Edelman, »Compassion Compulsion,« in: Lauren Berlant (ed.), Compassion: The Culture and Politics of an Emotion, New York, London 2004, 159— 186.] 

Hence, by denying self-reflection, self-identification, the subject performs an act of blocking, a blocking of the empathy of others. And at least in Goethe’s play, this denial is something active since both Iphigenie and Orest actively run away from their identities and cover them up for others and themselves. The blocking of empathy becomes a standard by which people protect themselves. Goethe’s »Schauspiel« of empathy makes the blocking of empathy a semi-active process. One can only have full empathy with Iphigenie or Orest in the moment they let one in by reaching out to their spectator.
In the following, I want to present a pointedly different form of empathy which I see at work in the prose of realism. In this prose, identification does not happen with a character - or when it happens it is marked as violation, suppression, or rape. Instead, empathy occurs in the form of witnessing the acts that rob someone of his or her space of being. I will limit myself to one text, Effi Briest by Fontane.
What is perhaps most remarkable about Effi Briest is that we learn a lot about her but little from her. In fact, the other characters of the novel frequently engage in speculation about Effi’s true nature and her identity. When Effi’s mother, cousin, husband, or her maybe-lover Crampas speculate about her, this does not amount to innocent surmise, but rather to subtle, or not so subtle, dictations of how she should be behaving. Paradigmatic for these subtle dictations is her mother’s speech in the beginning of the novel, following Instetten’s proposal to Effi. Effi seeks the advice of her mother who does not hesitate to give it. She answers, scoldingly:
Es ist keine Sache, um einen Scherz daraus zu machen. Du hast ihn vorgestern gesehen, und ich glaube, er hat dir auch gut gefallen. Er ist freilich alter als du, was alles in allem ein Gluck ist, dazu ein Mann von Charakter, von Stellung und guten Sitten, und wenn du nicht >nein< sagst, was ich mir von meiner klugen Effi kaum denken kann, so stehst du mit zwanzig Jahren da, wo andere mit vierzig stehen. Du wirst deine Mama weit iiberholen.[footnoteRef:40] [40: 	Theodor Fontane, Samtliche Werke, ed. Edgar Gross, Munich 1959, VII, 180.] 

It is not a matter of a joke. You have seen him the day before yesterday, and, I believe, you liked him, too. Of course, he is older than you are, which is a good thing, all things considered. He is a man of character, of position and good manners. If you do not say >no<, which I cannot imagine my smart Effi will do, you with your twenty years will be where others stand with forty. You will far surpass your mother. [footnoteRef:41] [41: 	The translation is my own; for an English edition see Theodor Fontane, Effi Briest, London 1995.] 

The mother’s speech begins by asserting the free will of her daughter. However, she immediately claims to have a clear belief, the glaube ich, to understand her daughter from within. The mother continues to translate this belief into a warning: »was ich mir von meiner klugen Effi kaum denken kann« [which I cannot imagine my smart Effi will do], which more than indicates how Effi should decide. Effi’s free will, thus, appears as a mere phantom in a speech that robs her of the freedom to decide her fate. We do not actually learn what Effi thinks and feels. Instead, we learn how her mother appropriates the authority over her decisions. The mother identifies with her daughter to such a degree that she can only see Effi’s life as a sequel to her own. »Du wirst deine Mama weit iiberholen« [you will far surpass your mother]. Whatever Effi may be or think or feel is simply erased. After her mother’s speech, Effi follows in her mother’s footsteps and marries her mother’s lover. By identifying with her daughter, the mother assimilates the daughter to herself. This little scene of identification is typical for the novel in which identification figures only as an act of violent stripping off of one’s freedom.
Michel Foucault would have called these identificatory speculations about Effi »discourses« since they dominate and control their object, Effi, by means of linguistic codifications to such a degree that »Effi« can be described as the product of these speculations. Effi thus seems to exist only as a discursively controlled being.
Indeed, the novel leaves in the dark who or what Effi is beyond these attempts of controlling her by means of identification. Instead, it marks those moments in which Effi is subsumed under the assumptions of others. And there are plenty of occasions in which Effi is manipulated and domesticated. Some of these manipulations are elaborate schemes, such as the figure of the ghostly Chinese whom Instetten employs, as Crampas suggests, to frighten Effi. Others are more subtle moments of misrepresentation, when, for example, Effi is addressed as a »junges Lammchen weif? wie Schnee« [a young lamb as white as snow] at a time when the clues about her adulterous affair are abundant.
Certainly, for Effi’s family members the question of Effi’s identity seems settled. Still, the novel keeps pointing to the possible misunderstandings of Effi, without however, giving her a clear counter identity. The fact that the novel operates in this mode of suspicion and discrepancy is, of course, underlined by the fact, that the affair is not told in sequence, but is only revealed after the fact once the love letters - that are all but clear-cut - surface.
The clues about her secret affair do not call for a detective-reader since they are far too obvious. Rather, these clues present an Effi Briest who is robbed of her chance to present herself. To be sure, nowhere does the novel directly admit the violence of Effi’s suppression or oppression. The characters responsible for the oppression show no sign of an awareness of their actions at the time of their doing them. Even when Effi’s parents go so far to acknowledge in their conversations behind closed doors that they might have made a mistake by suggesting a certain life to her, we do not learn who they imagine the >unimposed< Effi would have been. Either they feel so certain that they know her and hence represent her accurately or they are fully aware of their molding of Effi according to their needs and desires and do not want to admit it. What remains without direct representation, then, is Effi’s pain - her pain to be fixated as someone she is not. Nevertheless, even though the novel does not show this pain directly, it continues to point to the possibility that she may be different from all of her representations.
Effi shares this foreignness with the Chinese voyager, who has a mysterious non-presence throughout the novel. We know little about this stranger from the far East except that he had an unhappy love affair in Kessin and died alone. What he was and wanted could not surface. Instead, we see the ways in which different people account for him, and utilize him for their purposes as a fearsome or exotic figure.[footnoteRef:42] The only space allotted to him himself in the novel seems to be the tiny graveyard in the middle of nowhere.[footnoteRef:43] As Russell Berman has argued, the solitary Chinese serves as a token of a suppressed romantic past which nevertheless has a mysterious presence in the novel. It is Instetten in particular, Berman shows, who is drawn to the ghost because of their similarity. Instetten’s past love for the mother of Effi came to an end, just as the love of the Chinese man’s did, when his lover married someone else. As the ghost and Instetten’s inability to put the ghost aside indicate, it is Instetten’s failure to deal with his own past that comes in between his marriage with Effi.[footnoteRef:44] The ghost thus becomes an index for the unlived life and the invisible identity of both Instetten and Effi, though in different ways for each. [42: 	In this sense Silke Arnold-de-Simine argues that the Chinese is not only employed by Instetten to frighten and thus to domesticate Effi but also by Crampas as a devise to distance her from Instetten; Silke Arnold-de-Simine, »>Denn das Haus, was wir bewohnen, [...] ist ein Spukhaus<: Fontanes Effi Briest und Fassbinders Verfil- mung in der Tradition des Female Gothic«, Germanic Review 79/2 (2004), 83-113.
Frances Subiotto adds another perspective on this figure by suggesting that the Chinese man who died of an unfullfilled love serves as a guard for Effi to not leave her husband. Because of the Chinese, nothing really happens. Frances Subiotto, »The Ghost in Effi Briest«, Forum for Modern Language Studies 21 (1985), 137-150.]  [43: 	On space and displacement in Fontane, see the forthcoming book by John B. Lyon, The Place of Realism.]  [44: 	Russell A. Berman, »Effi Briest and the End of Realism«, in: Todd Kontje (ed.), A Companion to German Realism, Rochester 2002, 339-363.] 

To be sure, we do not learn what Effi’s otherness could be and whether she is a figure of otherness at all. Her affair, if it is one, is a cliche at best. (Even the hints about what seems to be her true nature in the very beginning, namely her wildness or childishness are already framed by the external perspective of her parents.) In summary, Effi is, perhaps, different. But what she is or might be is omitted, suppressed. Statt eines Erkennens von ihr gibt es immer wieder nur ein gewaltsames Verkennen.
Now we have to ask ourselves what we can derive from this observation or, more precisely, non-observation. There are a few alternatives. One could attempt to uncover the real Effi by reading the indirect signs, by following the discipline of some hermeneutics of suspicion, and thus focus on the letters, focus on her childlike being,[footnoteRef:45] her femininity or the like. One could also celebrate her principal otherness and claim that she subverts the master discourse of the Prussian honor codex by committing adultery out of boredom or dissatisfaction like Madame Bovary (this position is taken by Fassbinder’s version of Effi Briest). Both of these have been argued, not without reason. Newer approaches have stressed that she functions as an empty marker, a Leerstelle in the sense of Wolfgang Iser, as the text is full of loose ends and untold stories.[footnoteRef:46] Recently, Brian Tucker has suggested reading the un-event- fulness of the novel as a deliberate play of boredom.[footnoteRef:47] [45: 	See Edith H. Krause, »Eclectic Affinities: Fontane’s Effi and Freud’s Dora«, Womens Studies: An Interdisciplinary Journal 32/4 (2003), 431-454, here 441.]  [46: 	On the Leerstellen and ambiguous moments of the novel, see Sofia Kallstrom, »Das Eigentliche bleibt doch zuriick.« Zum Problem der semantischen Unbestimmt- heit am Beispiel von Theodor Fontanes >Effi Briest<, Uppsala 2002.]  [47: 	Brian Tucker, »Performing Boredom in Effi Briest: On the Effects of Narrative Speed«, The German Quarterly (2007), 185-200.] 

However, without rejecting these possibilities, I would like to address the question of her being and her identity from a different angle. Instead of finding her identity in psychological or political categories, it seems most fit for me to describe her identity in narrative terms by means of the scene of her suppression/oppression. This scene of her oppression and suppression operates within the text as her identity. She is herself by being hindered to be herself. She takes place by being suppressed, violated. In this sense, the novel duplicates her misrecognition as her identity.
The discrepancy between what Effi might be and the identity others impose upon her only appears from a third position of observation. No one, not even she herself, corrects the misrecognitions. The ones who misrepresent her give no signs of their wrongdoing. However, precisely the lack of any recognition of her oppression calls for someone to attest to the discrepancy and the oppression. Precisely because others, the mother or Crampas for example, wrongly and violently foist an identity upon her, or in other words identify with her in the sense of replacing her identity with their own desires, there is an open space in the novel, a space for her potentially being different, an open space that someone or something could fill. The emptiness of this space and the absence of anyone pointing to the oppression have the effect that someone who is not there, but should be there, jumps in. We could call this someone, following a convention that pretends to be neutral, the reader. The reader intervenes. This is a reader who was not there before. But now he or she is called upon, and exists only in response to this call. The reader is created where he or she is necessary, where he or she has a function, the function to witness. Since no one else seems to register the scene of misrepresentation, the reader marks the injustice done to Effi. Once could say that realist prose develops empathy for the process of identification violence. The reader is the archivist of the discrepancy.
This evocation of the reader has two simultaneous effects: On the one hand, the reader takes the side of the oppressed, is witness to the suffering of Effi, even if her misery is not known or felt by herself. In this sense, the reader feels the compassion of a witness. The reader setzt sich ein fur Effi, in the double sense of providing moral support and putting himself/herself into her shoes. On the other hand, the reader can, structurally, only affirm the misrecognition and the violence of oppression because he or she, the reader, only exists because of the scene of misrecognition. Without the scene that fails to do justice to Effi, the scene of cruel oppression or subtle suppression, there could be no empathetic reader who jumps into the story as the witness. Without the scene of suppression, there is no function for the reader. Thus, the reader structurally has to affirm the misrecognition because his/her involvement hinges on it. And that means, the reader has to affirm or want the abuse of the female protagonist.
This slippage from the testimony of the witness to the perversion of the witness, the sadistic, perhaps masochistic violence, I believe, is less a psychological effect of the reader’s individual desires. Rather, it is a slippage that comes about structurally by means of the reader’s involvement.[footnoteRef:48] That which allows the reader to access a work of fiction, is that which he will want to propagate. The primal scene of empathy lives on. [48: 	See also Laura Hinton, The Perverse Gaze of Sympathy: Sadomasochistic Sentiments from Clarissa to 9/11, Albany 1999.] 

The realist scene of empathy has three elements: 1) the suspicion that there is some discrepancy between the figura a character is allowed to make and some unknown other identity; 2) the wish to help the suppressed; 3) the desire for the scene of oppression to last and to be duplicated since it is the scene in which the reader takes place.
Hence, the realist model of witnessing does not require the sort of bridge or medium between character and reader that Classic drama cherished. Typically, one finds a female protagonist, such as Madame Bovary or Effi Briest, who appears to be hindered from becoming who she aspires to be because other beings, her internalized societal expectations or her own limitations oppress her. In effect, realist prose does not offer an identity for these female protagonists. Instead, the crystallized scene of oppression operates within the text as their identity: She is herself by being prevented from being herself. Thus, it could be said that realism as a whole is the strategy of empathy that holds on to the violence of oppression by both lamenting and affirming it. There is no shared identity or selfhood between reader and character. Still, this form of empathy is possible only because an identity (the identity of oppression) is violently assigned to the (female) protagonist. Hence, identity is that which needs to be questioned or undone for the reader to >jump in<, and it is that which needs to be reduplicated by that reader.
Where for Lessing selfhood hinders empathy, Goethe posits that a transsubjective selfhood needs to be constructed as a bridge of empathy. In Effi Briest, however, this very construction blocks empathy. In regard to the interplay of blocking and enabling empathy, Fontane’s text and the prose of realism go a significant step further than any forms of narrative before: the blocking of empathy turns out to be the new platform of empathy. Precisely by blocking empathy, identification, and in fact any understanding, Effi Briest becomes the object of a (perverse, or at least indiscrete, voyeuristic) empathy of witnessing. The logic behind this intertwining of blocking and allowing empathy is not some form of a dialectic of empathy< but much more of an evocation where there is a radical absence. Because no one sticks up for Effi - the true Effi whom we do not know - the reader comes about as a deeply split entity.[footnoteRef:49] The reader’s interest is thus neither simply psychological nor hermeneutic, but rather something one could attempt to characterize as both forensic and voyeuristic. [49: 	This splitting of the character also complicates Wolfgang Iser’s concept of the Leerstelle. Whereas Effi’s identity can certainly be described by means of Iser’s concept, her identity does not simply get >filled< with a meaning, but rather initiates the described process that splits the reader. See Wolfgang Iser, Der Akt des Lesens. Theorie asthetischer Wirkung, Munich 1976.] 

It is this multiplicity of noticing, lamenting and desiring the mistreatment that marks not only Fontane’s most canonical work - required reading for the German Abitur - but also other works of realism. It would be tempting to consider the history of nineteenth-century representations of gender in this context. Effi Briest finds an interesting middle ground between the extreme objectification of Sade’s prose and the enthronization of female agency in Sacher-Masoch’s works.[footnoteRef:50] In the mode of being suppressed, it is recognized that Effi should be a subject, but only the fact that she cannot be one evokes the compassion of the reader. [50: 	See Albrecht Koschorke, Leopold von Sacher-Masoch. Die Inszenierung einer Perversion, Munich 1988, 119-131.] 

The mentioned study by Russell Berman also situates Effi Briest in the context of realism. If we follow Berman’s suggestion, realism as a whole is marked by its repression of the romantic past« that nevertheless (or is it rather: thereby?) will resurface in the forms of ghosts and trauma.[footnoteRef:51] These ghosts and shadow existences give a mandate to the reader. The task of the reader and the possibility of the reader rest on the re-materialization of the romantic, the deep emotions, das zu weite Feld, and the rich identities. But it is here that my reading posits a different emphasis than Berman’s. Berman describes the act of exhuming the past as the task of the characters (Instetten is accused of failing to deal with his past) and apparently of the critic. In contrast, I suggest that realist prose shows that repression itself is the business of the reader. In this sense, Instetten becomes the model of the reader in the novel, even if we know little of his secret pleasures to punish Effi for not being her mother. Instetten is the one who keeps secrets secret and who represses the repressed. When the letters surface - which as noted we do not get to read and thus cannot even treat as full evidence of a consumed affair; [51: 	Berman (note 44), 339.] 

they may after all be little more than a play of entertaining fantasy on Effi’s side - Instetten does what needs to be done if one wants to hold on to the pain of the past and the unknown. Against his best friend’s advice, he opts for the duel in order to confirm that there was something deeply hidden. If he would forgive or ignore, as his friend suggests, he would sign that there was nothing and that the hidden things can permanently remain hidden. Realism needs unrest, repression, suspicion, desire - that is, a reader.
In the context of the question of empathy, it will have to suffice to point out that empathy in Effi Briest operates without similarity or commonality. The success of this work of fiction does not depend any longer on the production of media of commonality between protagonist and reader. Instead, realist prose as in Fontane’s Effi Briest provides a function for the reader without the reader identifying with a character - no one will ever know who or what Effi is.
One might wonder to which degree Effi Briest offers a fair paradigm of something that one could call realism. The motif of the female victim of events places Effi Briest somewhere in between the extremes of the »Meretlein«-narration from Keller’s Der griine Heinrich on the one hand and Thomas Mann’s Die Buddenhrooks on the other. In both of these texts, a (female) protagonist, »Meretlein« and Tony Buddenbrook, suffers from an unhappy course of events, and in each text the reader is activated to observe, and protest against, these events. In the extreme case of the poor Meret, a girl that gets disciplined to death by a Pietist educator, no one seems to register the horror of torture done to »Meretlein«, no one except the reader. On the other end of the spectrum stands Tony Buddenbrook, who seems fully responsible for her false choices of marriage partners, and gets teased by the narrator who refers to her, mockingly, as »die arme Tony«. Still, it is not so much the motif of the abused female and her witnesses that I hope to have stressed. Rather, what marks this realist approach to empathy is the invocation of a witness or reader who gets entangled in impossible choices, such as the decision between ending Effi’s misery and thriving while it lasts.
Let me end this paper with what can only be called a rather speculative suggestion that I cannot fully develop in this limited space. Building on the realist model of fiction but also on the reading of Goethe, one could consider the complex mechanism required for empathy to emerge. This speculation will leave the historical mode of the previous investigation behind (though it is of high interest to ask how modes of empathy change over time). Most cognitive scientists today favour simple models that can be used in >bottom- up< approaches to articulate more complex situations. However, I would like to suggest considering that human empathy resists such simplification. If we trust our model of the realist text, empathy would not simply involve two but three positions.[footnoteRef:52] Empathy may not just require an observer (empathizer) and an observed person (empathizee). Instead, it may take an entire theatrical scene that binds an observer (empathizer) to an action executed by a character B (such as the mother of Effi, Instetten, etc.) and received by character A (such as Effi Briest). [52: 	For a preference of a triangular over a twofold model of empathy/advocacy, see Rudiger Campe, »An Outline for a Critical History of Fiirsprache: Synegoria and Advocacy«, in this volume.] 

The empathizer observes this scene with two characters and their opposite tendencies (the one acting on the other). That is, already in its starting point, it is a social moment. The observer can relate to character/person A because A is in a specific setting (dominated by B) that is known to the observer. The bond between the observer and A is not necessarily based on some bodily or psychic similarity. Rather, there is, to use the term employed in the reading of Goethe, a spontaneous commonality between the act of observing A and the suffering inflicted on A. The empathizer observes how A observes what B is doing with her (him). This spontaneous commonality becomes more obvious when we look at what we mean when we say that we »observe« something. Observation is only partially an active process. In fact, it is possible only because of controlled inaction. We need to be quiet to observe, we do not usually intervene, and are waiting for the actions of others. Hence it would be more precise to say: »I am (passively) impressed by my (active) observations«. That is, the observer shares, in a crude way, the setting with A: Both are at the receiving end of the effects of actions initiated by B. From this it follows that we do not simply have empathy with A. It is more precise to say that we empathize with the effect of B’s action on A to the degree that it corresponds to our position of observation. Empathy is possible when the observer registers what the other can see, feel, observe; the empathizer understands that the other is also an observer. In other words, the (external) observer stops being a neutral bystander, but is drawn into or finds himself/ herself involved in what he/she observes.
The question remains how this crude similarity or analogy between A’s observation and the empathizer’s observation of an observation triggers an emotional reaction by the empathizer. What allows the mere analogy of two observations to >skip< between people? Again, I can only offer a hypothesis. We have to assume that the observation of an analogy by the empathizer (which could be called a third-order observation since it compares A’s first- order observation of B to his second-order observation of A) creates the impression of identity. The observer projects identity of emotional reaction based on observed similar situations of passivity/victimization. Projection, in this sense, becomes a vehicle of cognition. If we follow this logic to its end, empathetic emotion would, thus, turn out to be the effect of affect or payback for our self-inflicted passivity of observation. Since we force ourselves to be quiet and observe, we experience the reward for our silence in the form of shared affections between our passivity and the observed objects (that we see as similar to us).
So far, I have suggested that the passive agent is the more likely recipient of empathy by an observer due to a basic passivity in observation. Our inability as observers to intervene, which is especially pronounced in media settings, may thus directly fuel our capacity to empathize. Perhaps this helps to explain why empathy favors victims and is not far from compassion or pity.[footnoteRef:53] Nevertheless, this structure also allows for empathy with agents (B) since, in the first place, (almost) every agent can be constructed as reacting to others’ actions. Even the classical hero reacts to the prior actions of others and thus can be seen as the (passive) recipient of an action. Secondly, there is also an active element involved in the observation of the empathizer, and this active element can be reduplicated in the observed. The act of choosing what to observe is the active moment in my observing that I can experience as corresponding to the activity of B. [53: 	Martha Nussbaum disagrees with this assessment and argues that empathy is rather neutral whereas compassion is an active, ethical process, see Upheavals of Thought. The Intelligence of Emotions, Cambridge, New York 2001, 327-334.] 

This, then, might be the contribution of this volume’s essays for the debates in cognitive science: Whereas most work in cognitive science develops bottom-up models that start with the simplest elements of empathy, it could be argued that human empathy is a complex phenomenon that has to be understood in the totality of this social scene with three positions. Similar to language, which is either there or not there at all, human empathy might have to involve not a simple but a complex narrative. In this sense, the articles of this volume offer elements of a grammar of empathy.



