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Introduction 

“I consider it useless and tedious to represent what exists, because nothing that exists satisfies me. Nature is ugly, and I prefer the monsters of my fancy to what is positively trivial”. Charles Baudelaire.
 

Nobody would have ever dared to think at the times of Baudelaire, that fantasy would become to be considered as a serious literary genre. Only such an eccentric as Baudelaire could openly state his appreciation for something, that ‘ordinary’ literary minds perceived as not real and therefore a totally useless kind of writing. Nowadays the situation looks completely different. Not only has fantasy been accepted as the literary genre, and become considered as equal with other ‘serious’ genres in terms of literary merit, but it has also become one of the most popular and profitable genres, making its way in bookstores as well as in cinemas and computer games. The phenomenon of Harry Potter, undying love for The Lord of the Rings and other works by Tolkien like The Hobbit or The Silmarillion, or C. S. Lewis’s The Chronicles of Narnia: millions of people all over the world have read them and enjoyed them. The importance and role fantasy plays nowadays is immense, and its place in the literary pantheon is now beyond question.  


The two principal works and authors I am going to discuss in this essay, are considered to be the milestones in the literary genre of fantasy fiction, these being the already mentioned The Lord of the Rings by J. R. R. Tolkien, and maybe less known but equally praised and appreciated by critics The Earthsea Series by Ursula K. Le Guin. To answer the question why Ursula Le Guin despite her great inventiveness and originality in fantasy is less popular than Tolkien among the common readers of fantasy would require another research, however literary critics place Le Guin and her Earthsea Stories as one of the chief paradigms of the ‘high fantasy’
 along with the two most important and influential writers: John R. R. Tolkien and Clive S. Lewis.


There is no doubt that Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings is ‘the’ paradigm in literary fantasy creation, and his work inspired many people in all sorts of artistic creation going thorough literature, film, video games, and even music. He was also the chief promoter and advocate of fantasy literature, who managed to convince literary critics that fantasy is not merely a sort of escapism. His famous essay “On Fairy-Stories”
 defends fantasy and reveals the virtues and merits fantasy writing contains, making of it the kind of literature beyond the “for children only” etiquette it used to have. 

The greatness and genius of Tolkien’s literary work and his fervent advocacy of fantasy found him many admirers and followers in the world of literature, among them young Ursula Le Guin. Of course we can’t name the extent to which she was influenced by Tolkien, we can only guess or estimate it by making some allusions or reading the allegories. Besides, Le Guin is a writer much praised by critics, with strong personality and original imagination, making it much harder to detect Tolkien’s influence in her writing, and any sort of plagiarism as some might suppose is totally out question. Indeed, there exist some signs and indications of the possible interrelations between the two books which can make one think of imitation of Tolkien’s masterpiece, and which by the way induced me to write this research, however once having read The Earthsea Series there’s no doubt of Le Guin’s originality. That is why, in order to be able to see these similarities, and appreciate the differences between these two great works of fantasy, we should refer to the theory of intertextuality. The chief concern in my work will be to show that in the light of intertextual literary theory Le Guin draws on and in a way pays tribute to Tolkien, but at the same time she both consciously or subconsciously changes certain aspects of his creation and brings them into light in her own work. It has to be noted that this work is no way an attempt at bringing the two authors into competition on the level of the ingenuity in creating, or the scope of what they have created, for in that matter the heritage of Tolkien’s Middle-Earth seems to have no equal, at least so far. The aim of such comparison is to show that Le Guin being under the influence or/and in awe of Tolkien’s literary creation she created her own so similar, because working on the same principles, and at the same time so different fantasy world. 

In the first part of my work I am going to discuss the notion of intertextuality, its general definition and function. Then, being aware that ‘intertextuality’ was not a coincidental, one-person discovery but a long term work of different components by different people, I am going to present the most important contributors who laid the groundwork for the notion of intertextuality, namely Ferdinand de Saussure and Mikhail Bakhtin. Next, I am going to present a central to the notion figure of Julia Kristeva, who in her studies made an extensive use of the theories of Saussure and Bakhtin and combining them she gave life to the term ‘intertextuality’. At the end of the part one, we are going to see the figures of two literary theorists: Harold Bloom and Gerard Genette, whose definitions and principles of intertextuality as a kind of “anxiety of influence” between the authors are the most suitable to the kind of literary relation we can see with the works of Tolkien and Le Guin.  

As this work is strongly in the frame of fantasy, before I will apply the theories of Bloom and Genette to The Lord of the Rings and The Earthsea Cycle, in my second part I am going to briefly discuss the main sources of intertextual influence in the genre of fantasy, and within this I am going to present J. R. R. Tolkien as a father figure of modern fantasy and the influence of his works on other artists and their creations, Ursula Le Guin in particular. As follows, we will see the most striking similarities between the works of Tolkien and Le Guin, especially as far as their two fantasy worlds, Middle-Earth and Earthsea, are concerned. 

The gist of this work is the artistic response of Ursula Le Guin to the influence of Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings. In this light, in part three I am meaning to present what Harold Bloom has called “the anxiety of influence”, that is all the things and motifs in Le Guin’s world of Earthsea that although show the author’s originality, are nevertheless reminiscent of Tolkien’s masterpiece. The inescapable power of influence and the poetic struggle for originality are particularly conspicuous in the case of The Earthsea and The Lord of the Rings. Le Guin’s fantasy world, characters, creatures, and plots are of course different, we could say that sometimes they are even opposite to those of Tolkien. However a close examination of these two excellent fantasy stories will allow us to perceive how Le Guin in creating her world of Earthsea used the elements of Tolkien’s fantasy, and next departed in her own direction. Thus we get a totally new dimension of a fantasy wizard that was quite revolutionary at the time when the book The Wizard of Earthsea
 appeared, and a surprising, because a totally different from the one imposed by Tolkien and other members of Inkling group, world of fantasy beasts.  

The fourth part in this respect is going to treat the things that are present in The Lord of the Rings, but which Tolkien does not seem to have paid much attention to, and which in turn lie at the core of Le Guin’s work. In this way we arrive firstly, at the feministic aspects of Le Guin’s work in response to Tolkien’s criticised negligence of women characters in his The Lord of the Rings, and secondly, the nature of magic that in Le Guin seems to be of crucial importance, and what is more, the author’s logical explanation to the way this magic works, as opposed to Tolkien’s purely imaginative assumptions about it. 
Part I. Intertextuality – Theory, its Role and its Function.  

1. A General Definition of Intertextuality

The notion of intertextuality is not completely new to the literary theory and since its discovery in the 1960s by Bulgarian theorist Julia Kristeva it has been widely discussed and used as well as misused in the contemporary critical literature. The definition of ‘intertextuality’ is not a simple one, and for this past forty years there have appeared quite a few theorists who interpreted ‘intertextuality’ in their own way developing an impressive panoply of methodologies,  each of which has found its followers as well as critics. 

The most general and simple description of intertextuality would be to say that all literary as well as non-literary texts, are interrelated and interconnected in a manner of influence with the texts that had appeared before. After all, the authors of those texts and literary works (however not only, for this refers to all the ways of artistic creation) must get their ideas from somewhere. Allen Graham in his synthetic work on the notion of intertextuality sees it like that: 

Works of literature, (…), are built from systems, codes and traditions established by previous works of literature. The systems, codes and traditions of other art forms and of culture in general are also crucial to the meaning of a work of literature. Texts, whether they be literary or non-literary, are viewed by modern theorists as lacking in any kind of independent meaning. They are what the theorists call intertextual. The act of reading, (…), plunges us into a network of textual relations. To interpret a text, to discover its meaning, or meanings, is to trace those relations. Reading thus becomes a process of moving between texts. Meaning becomes something which exists between a text and all the other texts to which it refers and relates, moving out from the independent text into a network of textual relations. The text becomes the intertext.


The idea of intertextuality presented by Graham in the introduction to his book seems simple and logical. In the end all writers are first readers, therefore they inevitably are subject to influence. What they write, must have been written before. In regard to that statement, some post-modernist theorists developed an interesting assumption that since all objects of art, a novel, as well as a painting or a film, are put together from bits or pieces of already existent art, we can no longer speak of originality or uniqueness in the objects of artistic creation. Roland Barthes, a French philosopher and literary critic, hailed the Death of the Author - a theory in which the position of the author and his intentions are not the most important in the work s/he produced, for it is the reader and his/her own interpretation of the work that is crucial to the work of art. Besides, according to Barthes the work of art is a blend of quotations, absorption and transformation of other preceding texts.


However, it is a very general presentation of the definition of intertextuality, since there are many factions of this notion which take on the general idea and go in their own directions, favouring or criticising one another.


Since I am going to use these different studies of intertextuality selectively in my discussion of works of J. R. R. Tolkien and Ursula Le Guin, in order to better comprehend the way it works it may be useful to introduce the notion of intertextuality in a somewhat wider manner, starting with its origins. 

2. Linguistics – The Cradle of Intertextuality


The term intertextuality dates from the 1960s and was coined by the already mentioned philosopher and linguist - Julia Kristeva. However, even though she is probably the most associated person with the notion of intertextuality, she did not invent it, but only used the already existent notions and theories and gave life to a new term. In fact in conceptualising the term she herself made an extensive use of intertextuality. 

In reality, at the origin of the concept are the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, and the Russian literary theorist Mikhail M. Bakhtin. Though their theories and understanding are crucial to the notion and lie really at the core of intertextuality, they are in fact fairly far from the literary theory and approach I am going to base myself on, therefore I will treat them here in a somewhat superficial manner. It is so, because in their theories they were concerned rather with the notions of semiotics, the function of language and its role in society, and even if they did give life to the modern literary theory in the 20th century, they are of small concern to the intertextual relation between Tolkien and Le Guin we I am going to treat in this work. However, they remain of crucial importance to the definition of intertextuality, and some of their statements are worth mentioning nonetheless.  

A. Saussure

Saussure is most famous for his study on the ‘sign’ in linguistics, and his study is vital to the creation of intertextuality. His analysis of the distinction between the notions of the ‘signifier’ and the ‘signified‘ presented in a collection of his essays Course in General Linguistics, makes up the basis of the whole idea of intertextuality, which later on incited its use in different approaches, literary criticism among them. 


In his theory Saussure explains that every linguistic ‘sign’, that is any word and its meaning in general, consists of two parts: the signifier, representing a sound or image that is attached to a specific concept, and the signified, the concept we wish to communicate. This structural relationship constitutes a linguistic sign, and a language is made up of these: a combination of signs, the understanding of which conducts us into the vast network of relations, which when combined and put together express ideas. The characteristic of the relation between the signifier and the signified is the absence of a natural correspondence between them. Equally important to note is the fact that the acquisition of the linguistic sign is an unconscious process. In Theories of Literature in the Twentieth Century we read that: “the individual cannot choose the sign himself: it is a matter of a product inherited from preceding generations, and it must be accepted as such.”
 Later on, we will see that it has a specific relation to the notion of intertextuality, as it reveals the subconscious use of different texts in order to form one specific literary text. Again, Allen Graham seems helpful here. He writes that if we consider a language, any language, as a system, or a structure that we speakers fit into, then by the act of writing, the authors of literature double that process, because they work in at least two systems. Evidently they work in the language system in general, but besides they work in the literary system too. Not only do they choose the words, the ‘linguistic signs’ from the language system , but moreover from the literary system they select “plots, generic features, aspects of character, images, ways of narrating, even phrases and sentences from previous literary texts and from the literary tradition.”
 Thus, a literary system is like the Saussurean system of language, in which he stresses the “non-referential nature of signs”
, because the signs used in the creation of any particular text have their reference not to objects in the world but to the literary system out of which the text is produced.

B. Bakhtin.


During his career, Bakhtin was concerned, similarly to Saussure, with language. He too saw language as the most important pattern, however in opposition to Saussure, who saw words, that is the linguistic signs, as a part of an abstract system of language, Bakhtin claimed that it acquired meaning only in concrete social situations. In his theory, all language responds to previous utterances and to pre-existent patterns of meaning and evaluation, but also promotes and seeks to promote further responses. “One cannot understand an utterance or even  a written work as if it were singular in meaning, unconnected to previous and future utterances or works.”
 Bakhtin also coined such important terms like ‘dialogism’ and ‘heteroglossia’. When an utterance is ‘dialogic’, Bakhtin means that its meaning and logic is dependent upon what has previously been said and how they will be received by others. Heteroglossia, from the Greek ‘other-voiced, refers to traces that all utterances share between them. Every utterance incorporates the traces of other utterances, both in the past and it the future.
 In other words, keeping in mind these two Bakhtinian concepts, we can assume that every word, or utterance, does not remain an isolated term, for it undergoes further interpretation. Thus we can say that they are half the author’s and half the reader’s. In fact as Bakhtin claimed: “the semantic structure of an internally persuasive discourse is not finite, it is open, in each of the new contexts that dialogise it, this discourse is able to reveal ever newer ways to mean”
. This statement we can interpret in a way that influence does not always mean similarity. Although it is basically connected with words and sentences structures, in the case of our two fantasy books relation, it would represent Tolkien’s influence on Le Guin, and stimulation of the ideas Le Guin had before having discovered the writings of Tolkien. His art had led Le Guin, as well as many other writers succeeding Tolkien, to a new interpretation and representation of what they have experienced with Tolkien’s works.  Naturally Tolkien is only an example among many others, because it is impossible to limit the influence only to one author or contributor. Everything in our lives influences us and each one of us respond to that influence with his own interpretation.

As we are going to see later, the concepts of these two researchers will be of great influence in forming the theories of Kristeva, or subsequently of Harold Bloom,  whose theory  represents best the intertextual relation we can experience between Tolkien and Le Guin. 

C. Structuralism
With the figures of Bakhtin and Saussure, it seems worth to mention that their studies in language, and especially Saussure’s theory of semiology, led to a development of an important, philosophical movement, namely: structuralism. All the theorists relevant to the notion of intertextuality like for example Roland Barthes, Julia Kristeva or Michel Foucault were under the influence of structuralism, which reigned the 1960s Europe. What may be of our concern in structuralism is the fact that the movement considered all the texts as written according to some kind of pattern, system or structure. Dr. Mary Klages, a university professor, writes that:  

Structuralism argues that any piece of writing, or any signifying system, has no origin, and that authors merely inhabit pre-existing structures (langue) that enable them to make any particular sentence (or story)--any parole. Hence the idea that "language speaks us," rather than that we speak language. We don't originate language; we inhabit a structure that enables us to speak; what we (mis)perceive as our originality is simply our recombination of some of the elements in the pre-existing system. Hence every text, and every sentence we speak or write, is made up of the "already written.
 


Again we can see, that the position of the author is pushed aside, since the text is a function of a system, not of an individual. Moreover, there seems to be no individual interpretation of a text, because meaning doesn’t come from the individuals, that is us readers, but from the structure which produces meaning. Even if I say ‘I’, it doesn’t make me individual, for ‘I’ already belongs to that structure, system of language all of us inhabit. From the point of view of structuralism the interpretation of literature is objective, whereas before it was considered as subjective and impressionistic. Thus the structural critics ignore any specificity of the texts, and treat them in terms of patterns, or as “the result of some impersonal force or power”
, and not as the result of human effort and inspiration. All that an author can do is to choose from the “immense dictionary of language and culture ‘always already written’”, according to Roland Barthes.
 

What is important is that structuralism was largely applied to literature, and more significantly to our works is that the theory of structuralism is strongly conspicuous in the study of fairy tales and fantasy, defining a structure that the texts must more or less fit to. In that light all the fairy tale stories coming one after another are already distinctly intertextual. All of these stories follow the same, quite rigid pattern that was described and noted down by Vladimir Propp - a Russian structuralist. Propp in his study over thousands of fairy tales had come to a conclusion that in all of these tales there is a logical sequence, or construction that he listed in thirty-one points. Every tale does not necessarily contain every single one point of Propp’s sequence, nevertheless the plots follow the pattern he had described.
 In the relation between Tolkien and Le Guin the existing pattern in fantasy and fairy tales makes them almost automatically similar, not only in the plot structure which in very general presentation according to Propp would be: presenting of a hero, the hero is faced with a difficult task, resolution of the task, rewarding of the hero, but in that particular case even the form of the book – here a trilogy. 

It is also noteworthy that in his approach to fairy tales Tolkien proposes a similar structural pattern, although referring rather to the virtue of fantasy by assuming that a good fantasy story should offer three distinct segments: ’escape’, ’recovery’ and ’consolation’.
 This clearly makes of fantasy a much structured writing, a pattern to be followed by the subsequent writers, Ursula Le Guin among them.  

3. Saussure and Bakhtin’s Heritage

A. Julia Kristeva.  

Although in my work I am going to base myself chiefly on the intertextual assumptions of Harold Bloom and Gerard Genette, it seems fairly important to briefly introduce a central figure to the concept of intertextuality - Julia Kristeva, the person who in fact gave birth to the definition of intertextuality. The term she formulated and which she has been accredited for is her outstanding use and interpretation of the two previously mentioned figures, for actually her main concern lies in the fields of semiotics, the general science of signs. What we can see in what she has written is mainly Kristeva’s continuation of the insights of the two mentioned above linguists, even though sometimes she analyses them in a quite unusual and surprising manner. In her works besides assuming the position of a contentious follower, for in fact she rewrites Bakhtin’s work and theories of dialogism and heteroglossia
, she puts Saussure’s notion of the signified into question, and challenges  Aristotle’s definition of ‘logic’.
 Combining these theories thus she arrives at actually reinventing intertextuality, which she still remains most famous for. 


In her texts “The Bounded Text” and “Word, Dialogue, Novel” Kristeva familiarises us with Bakhtin’s notion of dialogism, and accounts for the way in which one text is build up of already existent discourse. In her theory she underlines the fact that the writers’ originality is rather relative, and what their works represent is rather a compilation of pre-existent texts, which makes of any text, to put Kristeva’s words, “a permutation of texts, an intertextuality in the space of a given text” in which “several utterances, taken from other texts, intersect and neutralise one another”.


No text can therefore exist as a ‘hermetic or self-sufficient whole’, because creating a text doesn’t belong to a closed system, and there are two obvious reasons for that: first of all the author of text is a reader of texts before s/he is a writer, so inevitably the work of art is shot through with references, quotations and influences of every kind. She founds her theory on the assumptions of Bakhtin, who was the first in literary theory to claim that all texts are mosaics of quotations, transformation and absorption of other texts. 


The theory of Kristeva treats intertextuality, in literary theory terms, in a rather general manner. In her theory she contemplates the works of literature in rather linguistic and textual processes. Therefore in this study to be more specific in the author-to-author, or work-to-work  relation it is more suitable to turn to the intertextual theory as presented by the American literary theorist and critic – Harold Bloom, and the French philosopher Gerard Genette. 

B. Harold Bloom & Gerard Genette.


The theory of intertextuality became very influential after Kristeva highlighted the theory in the 1960s, and wherever the act of artistic creation was involved, the theory of intertextuality was applied. Literary criticism was probably one of its utmost applications.  To my study of the relation between Le Guin’s ‘Earthsea’ and Tolkien’s ‘Middle-Earth’, the ideology of poetic struggle by Harold Bloom - an American professor and literary critic, seems to be most suitable. 


Bloom’s theory as he presents it in his two seminal works A Map of Misreading and The Anxiety of Influence is based on the ‘author to author’ and ‘text to text’ relationship, and it does not require special linguistic knowledge as in the case of Kristeva’s semiotic maze. The theory’s assumption is founded on the idea of Freud’s Oedipus complex and poetic rivalry, the concept Bloom calls ‘the anxiety of influence’. In his work we read: “Influence is a metaphor, one that implicates a matrix of relationships – imagistic, temporal, spiritual, psychological (…). What matters most is that the anxiety of influence comes out of a complex act of strong misreading, a creative interpretation that I (Bloom) call ‘poetic misprision’.”
 In his view, the inspiration of a new poet comes from his/her admiration of the remarkable writings of the previous poets, their subsequent imitation, and eventually their rivalry. The final stage Bloom calls the ‘Oedipal battle’, and he explains that the poet’s admiration turns into resentment when everything he wishes to say has already been said by the poets s/he idealised/idolised. So to be able to evade this impediment, the new poet must convince him/herself that previous poets have gone wrong somewhere and failed in their vision, thus making it possible for him/her to add something in the tradition after all.
The admiration and ‘love’ for the great ones is transformed into strife, without which however, the individuation is not possible. Bloom’s emphasis on misprision or (mis)interpretation of a great author or epitome of some kind in literature distinguishes him radically from the views of Kristeva, who considered intertextuality as “writing within a discursive space of anonymous networks”
. Bloom in his theory sees all the poets influence each other in a ‘master-disciple’ way. All of the poets take something from the great ones that had created before them. According to Bloom, every country has its inescapable precursor, a ‘strong poet’ as Bloom calls it, like Victor Hugo in France, Walt Whitman to American poetry, or Wordsworth to British poetry. But logically the same may refer to all of the poets that somebody considers as strong and influential as a matter of choice. Thus in A Map of Misreading we read that in this light for example The New Testament “purports to fulfil the Old”, or that William Blake came to “correct” Milton.
 And that in his turn Milton’s Paradise Lost mocks the Greek poet Homer, and is full of the allusions to Shakespeare’s A Midsummer Night’s Dream.
  In this way the ‘new’ poets actually employ the same figures that had already been used by previous poets, and then they “transform redirect, reinterpret those already written figures in new ways and hence generate the illusion that their poetry is not influenced by, (…), the precursor poem”.
According to Bloom there is no way the poet can escape imitation, because all writing is imitation. The poet cannot escape the influence, be it in the form of  a direct imitation or in a desire to break away from the convention in order to be original. For Bloom influence is like a contagious disease: “influence is influenza - an astral disease.”


Likewise we can argue that in this manner the world of Le Guin’s Earthsea, as well as numerous other post – Tolkien fantasies were born, because no doubt in Bloom’s classification we can easily consider Tolkien as a ‘strong poet’, and in the closed field of fantasy probably the strongest.


Significant because similar to Bloom’s and therefore helpful to my study is the theory of the French literary theorist Gerard Genette who proposes the way of artistic creation as the result of a conscious intertextual deviation from the preceding texts. In Introduction à l’architexte Genette presents intertextuality in this way: “L’intertextualité est une relation de coprésence entre deux ou plusiers textes, c’est-à-dire le plus souvent par la présence effective d’un texte dans un autre forme explicite et littérale: la citation. Forme moins explicite: le plagiat. Forme encore moins explicite et moins littérale: l’allusion.”
 Genette bases his theory on Kristeva’s definition of intertextuality, because both theories share the same assumption of the continual permutation of the texts, however in his Introduction à l’architexte he considers the notion of intertextuality as proposed by Kristeva as inadequate because too general, and in its place he proposes five distinct fractions, that is: intertextuality, paratextuality, metatextuality, architextuality, and hypertextuality. Although all of them are perfectly interchangeable, only hypertextuality will be of my chief concern since it explicitly refers to the active transformation or rewriting of one text by another, as with the example of James Joyce’s Ulysses, which is grafted onto Homer’s Odyssey, or as we will see later on The Lord of the Rings and The Earthsea Trilogy. According to Michael Worton and Judith Still, Genette claims that to directly imitate a precursor’s writing is too easy, and in the same way insignificant. All that an artist can do is to imitate indirectly, by repeating the precursor’s idiolect
 in his/her own work, by treating the previous texts as models, in other words as literary genres. That is why the pastiche in literature is only that of the genre, and to imitate a particular literary work, or a particular author, an epoch, writing school, etc. are the operations that are identical in terms of structure. 


Taking into account the approaches of Bloom and Genette we can see that in fact intertextuality refers to the means of artistic creation, in which imitation, or better escaping this imitation, is a driving force and an indication of progress. By the way of reference, and it can be both conscious and unconscious, the literary authors either try to improve the works of their predecessors or simply want to express their admiration for the great writes. Sometimes, as in Bloom’s theory it can be both, and this is when the effect of intertextuality is at best of its possibilities.  

Part II. Applying Theory to the Genre. Where Many Things Meet Each Other. 

1. Intertextuality in Fantasy


Fantasy, like all other genres of literary creation, has also been subjected to the theory of intertextuality. In the scope of creativity in fantasy too we distinguish, to use Bloom’s terms, the ‘strong poets’ who serve as influence, and the ‘weaker ones’ (my term) who undergo this influence. There is no doubt that Tolkien is one of the ‘strong poets’ in fantasy, and that he influenced many, and that certainly he will continue to influence. However, in the light of intertextual influence Tolkien logically must have been influenced by other, preceding authors of fantasy, and naturally by other texts. These would be, as far as authors are concerned, according to Harold Bloom’s classification in his Classic Fantasy Writers: L. Frank Baum and his Wonderful Wizard of Oz, Lord Dunsany’s famous works like A Dreamer’s Tales and A Book of Wonder among others, George MacDonald’s The Princess and the Goblin, and William Morris’s The Well at the World’s End. These authors we can call the founding fathers of the ‘imaginary fantasy’, who served as an influence to later famous fantasy writers like especially J. R. R. Tolkien, but also C. S. Lewis, T. H. White, M. Peake as well as many others, Ursula K. Le Guin included. Obviously we cannot confine the literary influence in fantasy only to its antecedent fantasy authors, neither can we name all the possible references of influence. But as “a perennial literary mode”
 as Rosemary Jackson has named it, fantasy can be traced far back to ancient myths, legends, folklore, and carnival art. However, its immediate roots lie in the literature of unreason and terror which has been designated as ‘Gothic’, because of its mysterious and supernatural abilities.
 Interestingly, according to Colin Manlove, in fantasy probably more than in other writings, apart from obvious references of course like for instance Emily Brontë’s Jane Eyre and Wide Sargasso Sea by Jean Rhys, these influences are indeed rather conspicuous. It has been noted that in fantasy books, writers very often make use of their countries’ mythology, folktales, myths and archetypes in general, only “in a new dress”, as Ursula Le Guin calls it.
 For example English fantasy writers are said to make an extensive use of Arthurian legends and materials, and Tolkien in his writing  is generally known to have drawn deeply from his study of Anglo-Saxon literature and culture, in both his invented languages and epic events. In fact, The Lord of the Rings it is practically an epic, only set in the fantasy world of ‘Middle-Earth’.
 Tolkien is also said to have been influenced by Jacob Grimm “the greatest of all philologist” as he himself had called him.
 Ursula Le Guin, contrary to Tolkien‘s Anglo-Saxon influence, is said to have used in her Earthsea the native American Indian lore and mythology, as well as the anthropological researches her parents, Alfred Louis Kroeber – a famous anthropologist and the university professor, and Theodora Kroeber – a writer on Native Americans, had led in North America. Thus we can state, as Colin Manlove has pointed out, that fantasy might be said to be “particularly expressive of the country in which it grows.”
 Hence also its very strong sense of the particular country’s landscape, as we can notice in a clear cut dichotomy between Le Guin’s and Tolkien’s fantasy panorama. As for written texts, in our fantasy books we should look for, Richard Mathews suggests, the traces of the two famous Greek epics by Homer: The Iliad and The Odyssey; the Roman epic by Virgil: The Aeneid, and the Arabic tales of The Thousand and One Nights, which lie at the core of the influence of Western fantasy literature, and probably the entire literary tradition. 

2. Tolkien as influence


The impact of Tolkien’s writing on fantasy was outstanding and the influence of his creation has left in the fantasy tradition a trace that cannot be erased. Though we may be aware that there were other distinguished writers of fantasy before and after Tolkien, he remains we could say the ‘Shakespeare’ of modern fantasy and one of the most recognised writers to date. Richard Mathews remarked that it is impossible to understate Tolkien’s role in the history of fantasy. Not only did he bestow us with a magnificent piece of writing, but also his work’s popularity led thousands of readers to rediscover the lost tradition of literary fantasy that originated with Morris and MacDonald.
 His The Lord of the Rings with its “consummate literary craftsmanship, and the depth and complexity of its vision”
 breathed new life into fantasy, and radically changed the point of view of critics and the general public, that previously considered fantasy as an infantile kind of writing with no serious content. He honoured fantasy with a kind of academic blessing, and his lectures and critical writings were significant contributions to literary theory about the genre. Apart from his outstanding fantasy epics The Lord of the Rings, The Hobbit and posthumously published The Silmarillion, Tolkien issued a treatise “On Fairy-Stories”, in which he stands in the defence of fantasy as equal to other literary genres in terms of seriousness.  He did not want to dismiss it as ‘merely’ for children, but rather considered it as an older and higher form of imagination, capable of integrating serious moral thoughts. 

In this way some critics have discovered and appreciated in Tolkien’s fantasy a reverence for Christianity.  Again Richard Mathews will do as an example. He writes that contrary to Morris, Tolkien’s predecessor, Tolkien “placed his literary œuvre firmly within a Christian context, (…). He moved beyond allegory and symbolic moral fable to show that fantasy was full capable of treating complex, sophisticated modern Christian issues”.


As a writer of such a grandeur there is no doubt that Tolkien has served as an influence and a point of reference for many other writers. Along with such great authors as Milton, Shakespeare, and Mallory, Tolkien – whose masterpiece The Lord of the Rings has been hailed by many the book of the 20th century
, has inscribed himself in the history of literature.  His role in fantasy is parallel to the one proposed by Bloom in his book The Anxiety of Influence, in which he writes that all the great Romantic poets like Blake, Wordsworth or Shelley were possessed by the figure of Milton, and treated him as personage of poetic authority. As a result, their poetry is filled with explicit, as well as implicit references to Milton. Thus all these poets are, to use Bloom’s term, ‘belated’.
 In fantasy, Tolkien’s figure plays exactly the same role. As already mentioned, the appearance of The Lord of the Rings irreversibly changed the fantasy canon, making all of his successors ‘belated‘, a fact that even Ursula Le Guin has herself  remarked.
 No fantasy work that was written after Tolkien can evade his influence, and they all will be compared to his works, which now have become a point of reference for all fantasy stories. Brian Attebery has stated that “no important work of fantasy written after Tolkien is free of his influence.”
 Attebery goes even so far as to assert that Tolkien in fact changes the whole fantasy canon. He writes that “Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings is a work of such a magnitude that compared to other works of fantasy, it seems to reshape all definitions of fantasy to fit itself”
, and that without Tolkien’s work “it might not seem worthwhile to isolate fantasy as a distinct form”.
 His work was what the critics had been waiting for: the first extensive exploration of the possibilities of modern fantasy. 

At this point it is important to mention the influence Tolkien had on Le Guin, and particularly on the whole development of American fantasy. Before the appearance of Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings in the United States, fantasy was totally disregarded as a literary genre, and as a result there were no real authors of fantasy. In a country with such a strong philosophy of pragmatism there was not much space for this kind of writing at that time. Brian Ateberry noted that while the English wrote fantasy, Americans wrote “Westerns, detective stories, and lurid novels about Hollywood.”
  ‘Normalcy’ was the point of faith in American literature. The publication of Tolkien had changed the situation although not radically, it was accepted with immense popularity. According to Colin Manlove, Tolkien did not only find his admirers in the writing circles or the fantasy enthusiasts. His work was welcome by the young Americans, whose culture at the time of the publication of The Lord of the Rings was directed against conservatism and the old and rigid attitudes, and “a single view of reality” that they tried to transform also through drugs. Against the background of the Vietnam war, fantasy making became an almost political act. The American market was soon filled with imitations of Tolkien’s antique worlds who saw it “less as golden age to be mourned than as utopia to be cultivated.”


Obviously since the first publication of The Lord of the Rings in 1954 there have appeared numerous fantasy stories that have become more or less successful. Among the most notable after-Tolkien writers of fantasy are: Terry Brooks, Piers Anthony, and of course Ursula K. Le Guin. All three of them are said to have placed themselves in Tolkien’s tradition, and to have been strongly influenced by Tolkien’s writing. The question is, what use they made of this influence and how it contributed to their own creations. In the case of Terry Brooks and his The Sword of Shannara, although the book was a real success, it has been accused of plagiarism especially as far as the plots of both stories are concerned, and the book has been labelled as merely an ersatz of Tolkien’s masterpiece. Attebery says of Brooks’ story “To attempt to copy Tolkien is necessarily to misread, to mistake the mechanics of his tale for the substance.”
 Though Brook’s plagiarism is disputable, Henry N. Beard and Douglas C. Kenney of The Harvard Lampoon have consciously plagiarised Tolkien in their Bored of the Rings, the only official, and published parody of The Lord of the Rings.
  


In Attebery’s view there are also writers that are ‘only a little better’ than those who attempt to plagiarise the great writers, and who try to recreate Tolkien by going to his sources. But they fail too, because “without his scholarly understanding of and personal commitment to the English, Celtic and Scandinavian epics, it is impossible to integrate them into a novelistic fantasy. One ends up simply by retelling the exploits of ‘Owain’ or ‘Odin’ without adding to them.”


The work of Anthony Piers, less controversial than Brooks, is characterised by a gentle absorption and acceptance of Tolkien’s repertoire. In his works he combines Tolkien’s “scale and inventiveness and his own style, humour and theme.”


The other two authors are not said to have plagiarised Tolkien, but for a reader of Tolkien whose mind is already ‘grooved’ with ‘the Middle-Earth saga’ this touch of Tolkien’s influence is felt, expressed by the author’s appreciation for the great writer. This is how we come to the study of one of the most recognised author of fantasy after Tolkien - Ursula K. Le Guin. 

3. Ursula K. Le Guin - Coming out into the Light


As the author, first of The Earthsea trilogy and its later sequels, Ursula Le Guin has been acknowledged as one of the most prominent writers in fantasy, and according to Richard Mathews she is “probably the most original and compelling writer in the Tolkien tradition.”
Many other critics have appreciated Le Guin’s works, and very often they compare her to Tolkien. The above quotation by Mathews can arouse our interest and curiosity, for how could she write in Tolkien’s tradition and not to be put on the same level with Brooks and labelled as only the ‘master’s’ imitator? And if we are to place her work in the intertextual light of Harold Bloom’s theory of poetic influence, how should we know she has ever read Tolkien, to be able to draw on him and at the same way criticise him and pay tribute to Tolkien’s work. How did she manage to get inspired by Tolkien and The Lord of the Rings, and stay original, believable and persuasive nonetheless. This work is an exploration of the possible similarities and dissimilarities in the works of the two authors, that show us how to create the great worlds of fantasy fiction. 

If we have a look at Le Guin’s literary career and her writing, we can see that she exactly fits into Bloom’s theory of the anxiety of influence, and Genette’s hypo-text and hyper-text theory to a certain extent. The first and the most important reason would be that Le Guin (1929) is a writer thirty years younger than Tolkien (1892-1973) which places him in a superior position in terms of age, and which would mean that she first read Tolkien and then wrote her own stories. The difference between the publications of The Lord of the Rings in America and the publication of the first book of the Earthsea series - The Wizard of Earthsea, is fifteen years, enough time to absorb Tolkien. Significant also is that Le Guin admits having read Tolkien, and she doesn’t hide her admiration for his work. In her collection of essays The Language of the Night,  Le Guin included “The Staring Eye” - an essay in which she recalls that as a student of twenty five she discovered Tolkien’s masterpiece, and that having read the book “three weeks later I (Le Guin) was still, (…) inhabiting Middle-Earth: walking like the Elves, in dreams waking, seeing both worlds at once, the perishing and the imperishable.”
 Since that moment she declares she has reread Tolkien’s trilogy countless times, either by herself or to her own children. She confesses that the book had been of immense value to her and she praised it a great deal. However, Le Guin also says that she was lucky she had read the book at a relatively ‘old age’, for she had already chosen her path in her writing, though she hadn’t written ‘anything of merit’ by that time as she says, and she wasn’t sure whether she would have had enough courage to carry on with writing, had she read Tolkien at the younger age. Thus, it is true Le Guin can be considered as ‘belated’ in Bloom’s terms, however in her case Tolkien also represents something of a good reference, an indication of what good fantasy is, and what path in writing she should choose. There can be still felt though, this kind of ‘œdipal’ struggle between them, an attempt to escape the convention. 


Interestingly, Le Guin was very well aware of the influences in literature and probably might even have known the concept of intertextuality. In ‘From Elfland to Poughkeepsie’ she presents her personal view on the idea of interpretation and imitation, which seems in accordance with Bloom’s views on intertextuality. For example she draws our attention to Lord Dunsany’s intense use of the King James Bible and (surprisingly) his Irish daily speech, that rendered his stories unprecedented, though inspired by such common sources. In The Language of the Night she writes that reading Earthsea “every Freudian critic would find only ‘Jung’s shadow‘, and an orthodox Marxist would meet only a ‘bourgeois preoccupation with ethics’.”
 In that case any reader, or fervent follower of these two doctrines will find something that seems to him/her strikingly similar, or even manifestly deriving from them. In the same way a reader of Tolkien will find things, themes, or anything of ‘the great author’ that refracts in Le Guin’s Earthsea. But equally notable are also the dissimilarities that hit us with the same force, or harder, that even sometimes take up the forms of contrasts, and remind us of Tolkien. 


According to Le Guin imitation in literature is something natural. She writes that many beginning writers of fantasy imitate the best authors of the genre. For her these would be: J. R. R. Tolkien, E. R. Eddison, K. Morris. She speaks of them as the best authors of fantasy, and who were and are there to draw inspiration from, for in art, as Le Guin puts it “the best is the standard, and good enough is not good enough.”
 However, though Le Guin sees the role of imitation as inevitable, she doesn’t approve of simple ‘ripping off’ from the sources of inspiration. In order to write a good fantasy story, she writes  it is not enough to style it in accordance with the ‘old books’ like Malory’s Morte d’Arthur or other classic writers and books, or simply use several ‘fantasy’ tricks like Old English and the like. To use these ‘influences’ efficiently Le Guin writes “you have got to know how to do before you do it. And you have to do it skilfully and wisely to create your own truthful and believable story. You can’t imitate what somebody does until you’ve learned how they do it.”
 This is what Le Guin does. She uses the sources of inspiration in her own way. She doesn’t imitate, but rather puts the old things into a new light. That is why Brian Attebery praised Ursula Le Guin’s stories as “the most challenging and richest American fantasy to date”, because she “has absorbed Tolkien, comprehended him, and gone on in her own direction. (…) Using some of the techniques of science-fiction world building and others learned from Tolkien, she showed us a few scenes, conjured up a few sensations, that suggested and entire Other World.”

4. Earthsea - The Middle-Earth Re-envisioned 


Apart from her overt admiration of Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings, Le Guin doesn’t explicitly say what she may have borrowed from Tolkien, or what aspects of his work she might possibly or particularly have disapproved of. In such case we can only make some assumptions basing ourselves on what these two particular works of Tolkien and Le Guin may have in common.


At first sight we can find these two books fairly similar considering their form, because they both became famous as trilogies. Although Tolkien did not intend to create a trilogy and in fact he wrote his The Lord of the Rings as one, integral story that was divided into three parts due to its size by his publisher, it sparked in fantasy a queer fashion for trilogies. Now, for Ursula Le Guin it was a turning point in writing all Earthsea trilogy. Besides her personal admiration for and absorption of Tolkien’s writing, Ursula Le Guin was asked by a publisher - Parnassus press, to write a fantasy book for older kids. It was in the 1960s, the time when the book market was in search of an equivalent for Tolkien’s masterpiece that provoked a demand for that kind of fantasy books. Although the task was not an easy one, it represented a great opportunity for Le Guin, then a young and little known science fiction and fantasy writer. As a post-Tolkien writer and admirer of The Lord of the Rings she could either try to make something very similar, and then as some writers were, possibly be suspected of plagiarism, or as a creative writer attempt to create something original, however in accordance with Tolkien’s œuvre. Thus, in the eyes of the critics Ursula Le Guin managed to create a work, which does not represent merely another ersatz of a great masterpiece, but a genuine and convincing fantasy story maintained in Tolkien’s fantasy tradition. 


However, it is not enough to call any fantasy book to be in Tolkien’s fantasy tradition, only because of its form of trilogy. To be included in Tolkien’s so called ‘high fantasy’
 tradition there are some other rules to be obeyed. 


First of all ‘high fantasy’ is characterised by setting up the story in an invented world, or a fantasy one parallel to ours. Tolkien added to fantasy tradition a great craft of secondary world building. No one before him had created a fantasy world that would be equally enthralling and fantastic, but at the same time so original and believable. Tolkien endowed his Middle-Earth with every colour and detail that make its reader believe he/she belongs in the story. He drew complete maps, invented languages and fancy names of places and characters, fantastic figures, simply an unprecedented compilation of things that account for the grandeur of the author. According to Brian Attebery  the sense of fantasy and wonder in Tolkien is so powerful that “one could almost forget that it was only fiction.”
 


Then in ‘high fantasy’ we unchangingly have the theme of struggle between the forces of good and the supernatural evil powers, the theme of a great quest, the coming-of-age Bildungsroman motif. Equally important and significant to this tradition is the presence of magic and sorcery, the ever-present figure of a great wizard or warrior, or such unearthly figures as dwarves, elves or trolls, that by the way came to fruition especially through the works of Tolkien, and the other magnificent bestiary inventor C. S. Lewis.
  


Le Guin we could say follows the path. Richard Mathews underlines that Le Guin “consciously builds on the techniques and characteristics of fantasy Tolkien established”.
 She too places her story in an invented fantasy world, makes up names and languages, maps, personages, she makes the magic work in her story. However Le Guin doesn’t copy from Tolkien, she simply creates Middle-Earth according to herself. 

5. Earthsea - A Tribute to Middle-Earth

It is interesting to note that, apart from the form of the trilogy, which after all is not enough to say that the two books strongly resemble each other, Ursula Le Guin though staying quite original, has nonetheless left some marks that directly refer to Tolkien’s writing. Thus for an attentive reader there are in the Earthsea world some things or traces that we could say have literally been taken from the Middle-Earth, or that at least make us think about Tolkien.  These could be perceived as a tribute to the great writer. 


In the first place, as again Mathews has rightly pointed out, at the core of the two stories there lies a very similar myth of creation of these two fantasy worlds. Not only had Le Guin decided to support her Earthsea world with a myth of creation that clearly mirrors Tolkien’s Middle-Earth mythology described in Silmarillion, but actually she employed practically the same word to describe the very act of creation: Éa, which in Tolkien looks like: Eä. The actual alteration in the two words lies only in the different accents put above the letters ‘E’ and ‘a‘. Evidently, as both of the creation myths are ‘word’ based, the creative gods of the two fantasy worlds make the world happen by the use of Christian God-like incantations that we can find in the Old Testament. Although this creative power of words I am going to describe at length with the use of magic in the chapters that follow, it seems now useful to show how these particular incantations of the world creation look like. However this divine incantation is visible only in Tolkien. In The Silmarillion we read that the ancient god Ilùvatar said “Eä! Let these things be! The World shall be!”
 In Le Guin, although the power of the god’s creative language is very important and conspicuous in the whole trilogy, this particular sentence is not written out. Nevertheless, the myth stays very similar to Tolkien’s. The god Segoy created the world of Earthsea with words, a myth that is described in “The Creation of Ea”, the oldest of the songs.

Interestingly, the similarity in terms of myth and lore creativeness between these two authors does not only come down to the myth of creation . The whole idea of fragmented myths and legends about the heroes and heroines like, to only name a few: ‘The Deed of Ged‘, ‘Matter of the Dragons’ or ‘The Deed of Erreth-Akbe’, all provide Le Guin’s world with “the mysterious depths of Tolkien’s.”
 His The Lord of the Rings being heavily inspired by medieval literature abounds in songs and tales of characters and their deeds. Probably the most noticeable similarity as far as the songs of the two epic tales are concerned, are two distinguishable verse that open each of these two books, and later are central to each story as they return at various moments. Certainly in Tolkien it is the ancient verse describing the destiny of the magic rings that were forged in Middle-Earth, and above all the One Ring whose destruction is the leitmotif of the story: 

Three Rings for the Elven-kings under the sky,

Seven for the Dwarf-lords in their halls of stone,

Nine for Mortal Men doomed to die,

One for the Dark Lord on his dark throne

In the Land of Mordor where the Shadows lie.

One Ring to rule them all, One Ring to find them,

One Ring to bring them all and in the darkness bind them

In the land of Mordor where the Shadows lie.

Le Guin in her turn seems to follow the scheme by starting the story with a similar verse, that gives us a germ of what we are going to experience in the story, that is importance of the omnipotent Equilibrium, the effect of the influence of the Taoist philosophy on the author. The verse goes: 

Only in silence the word 

Only in dark the light,

Only in dying life:

Bright the hawk’s flight 

On the empty sky.

                            The Creation of Éa.
 

Similarly later on possibly in order to catch up with Tolkien’s literary scope, Ursula Le Guin after publishing the whole Earthsea trilogy also adds The Tales from the Earthsea, an ethnographic study of her imaginary world of fantasy, a venture very similar to that of Tolkien’s The Silmarillion, although lesser in scope, however not less interesting. Some critics consider it even better than Tolkien’s because “without his tiresome back-stories and versifying”.
 


In the sphere of language use apart from the already mentioned myth of creation, the Earthsea stories are equally shot through with gnomic sayings that resemble those of Tolkien’s, and also with the use of alliteration that is to be found in the Old English verses, that as we know was one of Tolkien’s fields of study. Thus in both stories we come across the sayings of Gandalf and Ged, the representations of wisdom and knowledge, that sometimes by this unclear way refer to some significant objects or customs. For example in The Two Towers we have Gandalf referring to the magic stone of the palantir: “Tall ships and tall kings, three times three. What brought them from the foundered land, over the flowing sea? Seven stars and seven stones, and one white tree.”
 Of course there are many other such riddles or sayings as in “The Road to Isengard” or in “The Voice of Saruman”
, that Tolkien apparently delighted in inventing. Analogously Le Guin makes an extensive use of those, as for example in The Farthest Shore we read: “ There is no safety. There is no end. The word must be heard in silence. There must be darkness to see the stars. The dance is  always danced above the hollow place, above the terrible abyss.”

If we are to stick to the syntactic similarities in Earthsea and the Middle-Earth, then there also is the word ‘kingsfoil’ - a word describing a kind of healing plant, and according to Brian Attebery an actual tribute to Tolkien.  A recognised critic on fantasy, Rosemary Jackson, sees the rephrasing or repeating the same sentences from previous works of literature as significant. She writes that  “it could be suggested that the movement of fantastic narrative is that of metonymical rather than of metaphorical process.”
 She gives the example of Donne’s famous metaphor “I’m ever dead thing” that is literally realised in Frankenstein by Mary Shelley and George Romero’s film The Night of the Living Dead. 


Then we also have an ambiguous magic word “tolk”, that is repeated several times by one of the heroines in the story - Thenar, and the Master Namer - a wizard knowing all the names of all things in all Earthsea. All we know about the word is that it is one of the words of the Old Speech, the ancient and magic language of Earthsea, that means a pebble, but which also strongly reminds us of the name of somebody we already have heard of.


Le Guin has equally made use of a figure of a powerful wizard and magic language, and there is a quest for a magic ring too, although it does not lie at the heart of the story, and actually it represents only an mystical addition to some major themes in the second part of the trilogy: The Tombs of Atuan. Important here also is the fact that unlike in Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings, the quest in The Tombs is to find and rejoin a broken ring rather than to destroy a whole and dangerous one.
 

Then we have the archetypal motif of coming-of-age and self-development that is felt with some of Tolkien’s personages, and particularly with the character of Frodo, and which is almost overwhelming in all three of Le Guin’s books, each of which has its own hero who in face of adversity experiences in his own way the passage to adulthood. This, as probably in all literary tradition, is best exemplified by the motif of the quest which is so distinct in the books of Tolkien and Le Guin. The motif strongly unites the two stories for its noticeability, but surprisingly this also may prove what makes the difference between these two, for Le Guin, though she willingly reuses Tolkien’s theme of the quest, makes coming-of-age central to each of the stories. Thus she renders her fantasy more pragmatic in a way, as compared to Tolkien’s cherished “escapist” merit of fantasy.
 Each of Le Guin’s characters has a message to convey to a reader, and among the principal ones: the acceptance of the other self, undertaking one’s responsibility, or the complementary union of a man and a woman, all of which are veiled in “the language of the night”, as the author herself designates the metaphorical virtue of fantasy.
 

This however is in fact what takes us to the intertextual relation between these two authors, because the most interesting in Le Guin are not the things that resemble Tolkien and his The Lord of the Rings, but that using these similar aspects she tries to explain and present some themes and things that are different from Tolkien’s, that he for example failed to show, or didn’t want to show, or maybe because for Le Guin there are some more important things to prove. But this is what is so original about Earthsea, that it echoes Middle-Earth, but at the same time reveals to us some different aspects the ‘high fantasy’ genre has to offer.  

Part III.  Earthsea - The Left Hand of Middle-Earth

1. Earthsea and Middle-Earth in Differentiation. 


While exploring the world of Earthsea after the world of Middle-Earth we realise that Le Guin comprehended and absorbed Tolkien, but by judging the similarities and differences between the two stories we see that Le Guin goes even further in her writing. It is true, that with her Earthsea world she enters into the convention of ‘high fantasy’ proposed by Tolkien, or imposed let’s say, and inevitably, as all post-Tolkien fantasies, she gets an air of his fantasy world. But apart from the convention and similarities she borrows from Tolkien, Le Guin in the light of intertextual reading took on and transposed some things and aspects of Tolkien, that seem to emerge in her stories in a sharper focus. Here this relation between the two books is very much like Genette’s hypo - a pre-text, and hyper - the actual text, textual relation.  For Genette, the hyper text “necessarily gains in some way or another from the reader’s awareness of its signifying and determining relationship with its hypotext”, and moreover “hypertextuality has the specific merit of energetically projecting pre-texts into new and different circuits of meaning and meaningfulness.”
 However Le Guin draws on Tolkien’s masterpiece in a very interesting way. Though she bases herself on Tolkien, her relation is not exactly the same as let’s say the one between James Joyce’s Ulysses and Homer’s Odyssey, but in this case it is rather closer to the one of Brontë’s Jane Eyre and Jean Rhys’ Wide Sargasso Sea, where the latter builds on what seemed less important motifs of the first one. Le Guin in her work puts forward and gives a new meaning to the things that were previously presented by Tolkien, but were only the constituent elements of the whole scenery of his fantasy world. In Le Guin we see a weird reflection of Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings. Thus being conscious of intertextual interplay in literature, we arrive at The Earthsea - the Middle-Earth revisited by Le Guin. 

2. Geographical Structure 

It is interesting to see the extraordinary contrast in the topography of the two imaginary worlds we are dealing with here. When we look at these two fantasy worlds we might have at first an impression that we plunge into almost the same kind of fantasy architecture: a medieval scenery, castles and lonely towers,  lots of greenery and forests, valleys and mountains. The inhabitants of this archaic scenery are kings, knights and the folk people. Though the world of Tolkien is indubitably more meticulously described than Le Guin’s, we have the impression that the two are close to each other. Richard Mathews remarked that Le Guin similarly to Tolkien meticulously mapped the books’ topography, and equally made use of Tolkien’s favourite landscape features like mountains, cavern, and sea.
 For in fact, as already mentioned, all the above similarities can be traced back before Le Guin and Tolkien, when fantasy was a result of inspiration from ancient myths, medieval legends, King Arthur stories, the English epic poem Beowulf and the like. Besides both trilogies does not start with a text but with a map of the world we are about to enter. They are quite the same. But when we take a closer look at the world of Earthsea and Middle-Earth, be it on the map or even later in the text itself, we immediately see the difference. Le Guin starts skew mirroring Tolkien’s world from the very beginning, starting with the name of her fantasy world - The Earthsea, a straight opposition of earth and water. Although Tolkien indicates some seas and lakes on his maps to The Lord of the Rings they are probably there only because they are part of the natural landscape. In the text there are only mentioned the Great Sea, and Anduin - The Great River, but in his actual story there is practically no situation or adventure that would take place on the water. There is no importance attached to the water, and water does not play any important part in the story. In Tolkien even the name of the land itself in some way indicates the sense of belonging to the earth, and we have the impression that there is no place for any open water - the Middle-Earth. As if Tolkien wanted to place his story at the heart of the world. Besides, the whole plot of the Lord of the Rings turns around the ultimate destruction of the evil magic ring by putting it almost literally into the heart of the earth - a volcano. Interestingly Tolkien’s ‘preoccupation’ with earth is also strongly seen in his first fantasy novel The Hobbit, which, as again Richard Mathews pointed out, is “characterized by a womblike atmosphere”
, because many of its scenes take place in caves or holes in the earth. 


Contrary to Tolkien, in Le Guin’s world there is far less solid ground. In fact, we have the impression it is the sea that covers the majority of Le Guin’s map to The Wizard of Earthsea - the first book of the trilogy. As opposed to Tolkien’s Middle-earth the world of Earthsea is a complex archipelago - a world of islands, many of which are rather tiny and loosely interconnected, if at all. It is the water that exceeds the land. Even according to Le Guin’s myth of creation of the Earthsea, at the beginning of everything first there was the ocean and only then the mysterious god-Segoy “raised the islands of Earthsea in the beginning of time and made all beings (…)The ocean, is older than the islands; so say the songs.”
 

Here, contrary to Tolkien, many of the important episodes take place on the water, in the boats or rafts. Ged, the chief character and the only one that reappears in all the three parts of the trilogy, is in fact a skilled sailor, like most of the people in the world of Earthsea. In The Wizard of Earthsea and The Farthest Shore the quests to self-discovery, in the first part the one of Ged and in the third of Arren - Ged’s young apprentice, are almost we could say the sailing-quests that go through the immense waters of the archipelago of Earthsea. It seems nothing unusual in the book, where going on a boat is a natural way of travelling. However, there is a striking difference comparing it to the undertaking of the fellowship of the ring from The Lord of the Rings, that consists mainly in walking the earth or riding it by horse. Surprisingly, we see no horses in Earthsea. 

3. Characters - Where many things become one 

First of all, in the two stories there is this conspicuous contrast in the number of personalities that are presented. Tolkien is generally recognised for using a wide variety of characters, but what is more interesting in The Lord of the Rings there is no one specific character that we could say the story is about. There, it is ‘the fellowship of the ring’ that makes up the character body of the whole trilogy, and they all are in the heart of the adventure. Le Guin clearly did not follow that direction, because in her stories, and it applies to many of her books, she concentrates and turns around one specific character. Therefore in Earthsea Trilogy we have one central character – Ged who lies at the core of the whole trilogy, however each part is presented to us by the prism of one particular character: Ged for the whole first part The Wizard of Earthsea, the young priestess Tenar in the second The Tombs of Atuan, and the prince Arren in the third one The Farthest Shore, but it must be noted that the last two figures are not completely distinct and are closely linked with the figure of Ged. 

A. Wizards - Gandalf and Ged Juxtaposed.

When we look at the characters Le Guin presents to us,  and especially the main character - Ged, it is one of the moments when we can fully appreciate her inventiveness and originality. Ged, is a wizard of great power, strong and wise. One could say another incarnation of the archetypal ‘wise old man’, or the copy of the already met Merlin or Gandalf. But this is where Le Guin surprises us most. The presentation and the role Ged plays in the trilogy is quite different from the one Gandalf represents in The Lord of the Rings. First of all, in The Earthsea Trilogy we do not get the already made image of the great wizard as we do in Tolkien, who by the way had actually adopted the archetypal figure. In The Lord of the Rings the Gandalf we meet is like an addition to a greatly developed story. The Earthsea is in a large measure about ‘Gandalf’. A Bildungsroman story of a boy who before he became the most powerful wizard in Earthsea -the Archmage, had come a long, arduous and sometimes painful way - the way to adulthood. Then new and original conception in fantasy, that even though different from the original one employed by Tolkien and other fantasists, was in itself according to Le Guin a direct inspiration coming from the figure of Tolkien’s Gandalf. She confessed that when thinking about what kind of fantasy story she would write, in response to her publisher’s demand, she couldn’t help wondering about wizards. She wrote: “Wizards are usually elderly or ageless Gandalfs, quite rightly and archetypically. But what were they before they had white beards? How did they learn what is obviously an erudite and dangerous art?.”
 In this way Le Guin arrived at the idea of Roke - the school for wizards that young Ged attends, and where he learns all that every good wizard does, that is magic. 

Looking at Tolkien’s Gandalf we perceive essentially an old representation of the ‘merlinian’, mysterious type of sorcerer. Though he was already introduced by Tolkien in The Hobbit, we can equally find his description in The Fellowship of the Ring - the first book of the three.


  An old man (…) wore a tall pointed blue hat, a long grey cloak, and a silver scarf. He had a long white beard and bushy eyebrows that stuck out beyond the brim of his hat. (…) large red G and the elf-rune (here a sign) (…), was Gandalf’s mark, (…), Gandalf the Wizard, whose fame in the Shire was due mainly to his skill with fires, smokes and lights. His real business was far more difficult and dangerous, but the Shire-folk knew nothing about it.

This we could call a typical description of a wizard. To his unidentified old age and ‘long white beard’ we should add his mysterious attitude, for he comes and goes at the most unexpected moments, and his equally mysterious origins and knowledge. Even in his The Silmarillion Tolkien did not give us an exhaustive account of the origins of his wizards in the Middle-Earth. All we get is that there are several of them, the others being Saruman the White for example, and that they came to the Middle-Earth over the Great Sea, and originally they were called ‘Istari’, and only men called them wizards. Surprisingly, they were always old but vigorous, and changed little with the years, aged very slowly, and possessed great powers of mind and hand. It is said that their magical abilities allowed them to converse with beasts and with birds.
 Although this ability is not seen particularly with Gandalf, it found its repercussion with the person of Ged, who as we will see later has this ability thanks to the knowledge of the magic language. 


In the creation of Gandalf according to her, Le Guin has left almost nothing of the appearance of the old wizard, apart maybe from the magician‘s ‘staff‘ - a long wooden stick used in weaving magic. Of course it is impossible to describe Ged only in one phrase, for his appearance changed relatively to his age and experience. However it is significant to indicate how he deviates in his appearance from the archetypal Gandalf. 


First of all,  Le Guin never gives us the image of the old man. This is probably much to covering the span of his life from boyhood to adulthood, but even in the third part The Farthest Shore when we see Ged as an aged and knowledgeable high wizard of Earthsea, he is only described  as “quite old, (…) of fifty or forty”
, and he doesn’t have a beard nor a pointed hat, which are so much the tokens of a ‘proper’ wizard. Le Guin’s description seems to be more sublime: 

The man stopped before him a short, straight, vigorous figure in a hooded cloak of white wool. Above the folds of the laid-down hood his face was reddish-dark, hawk-nosed, seamed on one cheek with old scars. The eyes were bright and fierce. Yet he spoke gently. 

No doubt, the figures of Gandalf and Ged differ in the appearance. Le Guin’s Ged is rather reminiscent of a native American Indian shaman, that contradicts the appearance of a bearded man with a pointed hat, and rather recalls a figure of a hale and hearty, long-haired Indian. The image probably being the result of Le Guin’s father’s anthropologic influence, much as Gandalf’s strong resemblance with Väinämöinen - the wizard from the Finnish mythology The Kalevala, which as we know greatly influenced Tolkien’s writing.


Certainly, both wizards are equipped with much more than average knowledge, first of all of magic and sorcery, and secondly of the world in general. Gandalf is depicted in the role of a scholar of ancient lore and languages. His research is what leads him to understand the powers and dangers of the Ring. His mastery of linguistics enables him to translate the Runes inscribed in the ring. Ged’s knowledge of ancient languages makes him very similar to Gandalf. In fact in Earthsea everything relates to language, one language that is the essence of every single thing. However, there is a great difference between the two as far as the acquisition and the use the magic is concerned. In the case of Gandalf his knowledge, magic, and the decisions he takes are incontestable. Never does he commit a mistake, and he is there to instruct others, and he always is somebody to be reckoned with, be it by a hobbit or a king. This incontestability of Gandalf is probably due to his divine origin, because as we learn from The Silmarillion the famous Istari, (that is Gandalf, Saruman and several others) were the messengers of the gods of ‘the West’.


In contrast to Tolkien’s Gandalf, Ged is of human origin. He had an innate power, but becoming the greatest of the Archmages he owes only to his hard work. With time he too becomes so wise and knowledgeable that the greatest of the wizards come to ask him for advice.  And though unlike Gandalf, Ged is not of divine origin but as the Archmage he plays almost a god’s role: he watches and keeps in order the Equilibrium of the whole world of the Earthsea.  A sort of the ‘American dream’ that Le Guin had woven the ‘American dream’ into the story, where an ordinary boy, a goatherd in fact, becomes the Archmage, “the greatest wizard since Erreth-Akbe.”


But significant is the fact that Ged, though he becomes a great wizard, makes mistakes as every ordinary human being. And these mistakes shape his personality, which greatly differentiates him from Gandalf, who stays enclosed in his archetypal model. 

B. Ged – A Mixture of Characters

If we look at what Ged does throughout the three parts of the trilogy, his adventures, experiences, the things he has to overcome, we realise that Ged’s figure is multi-dimensional, actually a pastiche of all the principal characters from Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings. In creating the character of Ged Le Guin had made the use of what Kristeva calls “transposition”, that is a process of absorption and transformation, in which the features from Tolkien’s characters are displaced and projected on one person. In Tolkien each character stands for or represents different, virtues inherent to that person. Therefore in the persona of Le Guin’s Ged we can find the reflections of Tolkien’s positive characters such as Gandalf, Frodo or Aragorn, as well as the negative ones including Saruman, or Gollum.  


At the core of both stories we have a depart on a perilous quest that unites the person of Ged and Frodo. Although the goals of both quests are not exactly the same, and in the case of Ged there are at least three quests he takes part in, including Ged’s individual quest to self-maturation and understanding that continues throughout his whole life, that is the three parts of the trilogy, plus the fourth one added later on, the basic concept of the journey in both stories stays the same. Both quests involve our two characters’ better understanding of themselves, the world and life. They both illustrate Ged’s and Frodo’s fears before the unknown, before something that initially outgrows their capabilities, their fear of failure, and the moments of doubt in their strength, confronting the dark side of our two heroes’ nature. 


A motif that also strongly unites these two characters is sacrifice for the sake of others. During ‘The Council of Elrond’, in the moment when no one among the great people, elves, and dwarves is willing to take the one Ring to its destruction in Mount Doom, it is Frodo alone who decides to carry the burden. It is not only the question of immense courage, or eternal fame afterwards, but in effect of a sacrifice of one’s life in a task that is “the path of despair” and “of folly.”
 Only miraculously does Frodo survive at the end when Gwaihir with other Great Eagles bear him away. 


In Ged’s example this sacrifice is, we could say, more tangible. The reason for setting off on the quest is to save the world of Earthsea from the control of the insane wizard - Cob, more or less the equivalent of Tolkien’s Sauron. The journey is equally perilous, because it demands entering into ‘The Dry Land’ - the land of the dead, where those who enter never leave.  However, Ged’s sacrifice does not only consist in risking his life in order to save the world. In fact, in an act of enormous effort to mend what had been spoiled by evil Cob, Ged sacrifices the most essential part of himself - all his magical power. He risks his life because normally such an act costs one’s life, as with the other Archmage from Earthsea - Nemmerle, who in order to save Ged’s life spends all his power and shortly afterwards dies. Ged the great Archmage, after this weighty achievement becomes ’only’ an ordinary and exhausted man. 


As far as Ged’s negative characteristics are concerned, though it is far from a Jekyll-and-Hyde relationship, Le Guin makes it clear that we all have a double, good and bad identity. In Le Guin, who is a strong adherent of Taoism, ying-yang philosophy and a follower of Karl Gustav Jung‘s perception of the psyche
, everything has its counterpart, its bright and dark side. Consequently, the world of Earthsea is in the power of the salient ‘Equilibrium’, and The Wizard of Earthsea is full of formulas relating to balance, like “To light a candle is to cast a shadow”
, or “Only in silence word.”
 Accordingly to her philosophy, Le Guin equipped Ged with some defects and quirks. The young wizard is proud and impatient, and desires great magical power. In his acts he resembles Saruman - Gandalf’s conceited equal, one of the Istari, once a great and wise wizard, who in his lust for power succumbs to the temptation of the evil side of power. 


Unlike Saruman, Ged fortunately does not get into the possession of some evil powers, though similarly he can’t resist the temptation of the power of magic offers. As a result of provocation, combined with his excessive pride and hate, and desire to show-off before a young girl, Ged ill-advisedly releases the germ of what will become a hideous shadow - his own shadow:

Then raising his head he saw it was dark in the house. He had been reading without any light, in the darkness. He could not now make out the runes when he looked down at the book. Yet the horror grew in him, seeming to hold him bound in his chair. He was cold. Looking over his shoulder he saw that something was crouching beside the closed door, a shapeless clot of shadow darker than the darkness. It seemed to reach out towards him, and to whisper, and to call to him in a whisper: but he could not understand the words.  (p. 64)


The shadow turns out to be a demoniac creature, a terrible punishment for Ged’s foolish pride and impudence. By chance Ged is saved by Ogion, his teacher and master. Nevertheless Ged seems to be doomed to repent for his acts. While at Roke - the school for wizards, Ged gets into a duel in magic with his schoolmate Jasper, during which Ged is to call the spirit of the dead goddess Elfarran. Then again Ged releases the terrible shadow, but this time there is no one who would be able to prevent the disaster. 


Only for a moment did the spirit glimmer there. Then the sallow oval between Ged's arms grew bright. It widened and spread, a rent in the darkness of the earth and night, a ripping open of the fabric of the world. Through it blazed a terrible brightness. And through that bright misshapen breach clambered something like a clot of black shadow, quick and hideous, and it leaped straight out at Ged's face. (…) The lump of shadow clung to Ged, tearing at his flesh. It was like a black beast, the size of a young child, though it seemed to swell and shrink; and it had no head or face, only the four taloned paws with which it gripped and tore. (p. 64)


The creature scars him profoundly and sends him on a deadly quest across the lonely seas full of peril.  The shadow becomes a hunter and Ged becomes its prey. The monster turns out to be Ged’s own shadow, his darker, evil side. It is, as one of the great wizards from Roke explains to Ged, the shadow of his arrogance and ignorance, the shadow he - Ged casts. They both are connected.
 The story of The Wizard of Earthsea ends in an unusual way, with Ged confronting the shadow and actually absorbing him. Ged and the shadow become one person. 

Aloud and clearly, breaking that old silence, Ged spoke the shadow's name and in the same moment the shadow spoke without lips or tongue, saying the same word: "Ged." And the two voices were one voice. Ged reached out his hands, dropping his staff, and took hold of his shadow, of the black self that reached out to him. Light and darkness met, and joined, and were one.


The acceptance of ‘our’ shadow is now well known in modern psychology thanks to the research of Carl Gustav Jung, in which he describes the ‘shadow’ figure as “an unconscious complex that is defined as the diametrical opposite of the conscious self, the ego”.
 Le Guin although she had not consciously weaved the motif while writing the book simply because she was not familiar with Jung’s theories then, as she asserts in The Language of the Night, years later already knowing the Jung’s teachings she confirmed that Jung’s’ shadow’ and Ged’s ‘shadow’ are the same representation of what she wanted to tell.


This aspect of Ged’s duality reminds us of Tolkien’s Gollum, a pitiful creature, horribly transformed by the evil power of the Ring. In his case though, Gollum does not unleash the shadow. He is the shadow himself. First of all, Gollum is what has become of Sméagol, once an ordinary hobbit, whose bad side under the disastrous influence of the Ring has completely overwhelmed the good side. There is left only the shadow. Gollum is very much Stevenson’s Hyde, that continues to live on his own, in total opposition to his good counterpart. Ged’s shadow, Gollum, Hyde, are all the same person, the other side of our mind, but which only Le Guin’s Ged was strong enough to accept and integrate with it as an essential part of himself. 


The difference in constructing the characters between The Lord of the Rings and The Earthsea Trilogy, is quite conspicuous. In contrast to Tolkien, who in some way preferred a clear-cut distinction between good and evil, Le Guin’s characters are not single-faced figures, but rather fully developed personalities, endowed with virtues, as well as defects. It is true, that in Tolkien the characters are either good or bad, and never both,
 the thing for which some critics have been harsh on Tolkien. On the one side we have the uncorrupted ‘fellowship of the ring’, and on the other we have Sauron, Orcs, and other villains that are altogether wicked and repulsive. But, there is one thing about these good and bad characters of Tolkien that Le Guin accurately pointed out, and that is worth noticing. In The “Child and the Shadow” she writes that Tolkien’s dichotomy between good and evil may seem simplistic in the light of conventional standards of vice and virtue, but if looked at them at a different angle it can get a totally different dimension. In the psychic perception of Jung, we get a picture of bright figures each one with its black shadow. Thus against the Elves we have the Orcs. Against Aragorn, the Black Rider. Against Gandalf, Saruman. And most striking: against Frodo, Gollum. “Against him - and with him”, for they both are the same person, as Le Guin writes,
 with Gollum as the evil, darker side of Frodo. At the end, after all it is Frodo the good who fails by claiming the Ring for himself , and it is Gollum the evil who destroys the Ring and thus the quest is achieved.  In fact the whole land of Middle-Earth is the struggle of the two sides: the bright side of good people and elves, and the dark side of the land of Mordor “where shadows lie.”


Now, if we look at this aspect of duality in Tolkien in the light of intertextuality, we can say that Le Guin was clever enough to discern after all this not so obvious ‘dual’ conception, and in a way of inspiration she put it into extreme, making of it the essence of her The Wizard of Earthsea. The development of the figure of the wizard and placing it at the centre of the story represents the same way of reinterpreting and transposing the already seen motifs. 

3. Bestiary  


Talking animals and unusual creatures that appear in fantasy books are as integral and as inextricably bound to fantasy as the imaginary ‘secondary’ worlds and the presence of magic. After all the fantasy worlds must be inhabited by fantastical creatures.


In the modern fantasy writing it is Tolkien again that provided us with the world that has the largest fantasy population of sundry creatures, and which so far has not found its equal. This is also what makes his Middle-Earth “a world of its own”
. Tolkien described his fantasy characters with exceptional vividness and beauty, and probably is the only one who bestowed them with history and detail that rendered them more believable. He made his creatures live in their ‘real’ world of fantasy. It is phenomenal, that even at the core of his The Lord of the Rings are not humans beings, but the unprecedented and very original Hobbits - the half-men with hairy feet, and actually in Tolkien’s previous book The Hobbit, we don’t see people at all, apart maybe from Gandalf, but as we know from The Silmarillion he is one of the Istari, and has only the form of a human. Indubitably fantasy creatures are Tolkien’s speciality. Apart from the already mentioned Hobbits, Elves and Orcs, Tolkien also gave us dragons, dwarves, trolls, bear-men, and several other mythical species that make his world extraordinary and unique.                  


Now, how do these beast worlds of Tolkien and Le Guin look like in juxtaposition? The most noticeable difference here would be that Le Guin introduces far less fantasy creatures than Tolkien. In fact in Earthsea, as opposed to Tolkien and to most modern ’high fantasy’, there are no fantasy creatures but dragons, and these however are in Le Guin of great importance. Though she once did borrow from Tolkien’s fantasy a ‘troll’ in her previous stories The Word of Unbinding and The Rule of Names, later on she recognised it as a mistake. As she admitted: “The fewer the borrowings, the easier it is to convince the readers that they belong into the story, and besides, there is no sense in competing with Tolkien, that has already given us (…) a fabulous bestiary.”
 And by differentiation “Le Guin’s characters have a unity different from the markedly distinct races found in Tolkien.”


Significant also here is her statement about appropriating what has already been used. It seems that she consciously follows Bloom’s principle of ‘anxiety of influence’. She writes: “Whatever he (Tolkien), or any other fantasist has already used successfully must be entirely re-envisioned. We must learn something new about wizards and dragons”,
 which we do without doubt in Le Guin’s stories. She underwent this poetic struggle and “creative misinterpretation” in order to render her fantasy world original and believable. 

A. Tolkien’s Dragons


In ‘inhabiting’ her world of Earthsea Le Guin clearly opposes the conception of Tolkien who, as already mentioned, was greatly in favour of introducing miscellaneous creatures. In the Earthsea world apart from the different races of people there are only mystical dragons. The dragons make a link between these two fantasists’ worlds, however in what they represent, in their significance and role, there is a huge difference.  


First of all as with the figures of wizards, the difference results to a certain extent from different sources the two authors had been inspired with. In Tolkien it is the very same dragon that we can see in the Old English epic Beowulf, which as we know had been a great source of inspiration for the author. The dragon there is a malevolent creature, the embodiment of “the corrupting effects of materialism and the lust for power”
, always the magic hoarder of gold and jewels, that devours anyone that approaches near his treasure. As in Beowulf, in Tolkien the dragon is a threat to people and it is to be killed. The plot of The Hobbit, the first published work by Tolkien, reminds us even of that of Beowulf, where in both of the stories a group of characters sets off on an adventurous quest that generally speaking has for its goal to kill the evil dragon and take the treasure the beast ferociously guards. We read in The Hobbit: 


Dragons steal gold and jewels, (…), from men and elves and dwarves, wherever they can find them; and they guard their plunder as long as they live (which is practically forever, unless they are killed) and never enjoy a brass ring of it.
 



Unlike in The Hobbit, Tolkien surprisingly did not introduce the dragon creature in The Lord of the Rings. The only time we see the dragons mentioned, is at the beginning of the book, when Gandalf tells Frodo the story of the Ring. Though we don’t see the dragons, it is then when Tolkien accentuates the power, and we could say the role of dragons, for these were the only creatures that had the ability to actually destroy the Rings of Power. As Gandalf explains to Frodo about the difficulty of destroying the One Ring:

 
But there is no smith’s forge in this Shire that could change it at all. Not even the anvils and furnaces of the Dwarves could do that. It has been said that the dragon-fire could melt and consume the Rings of Power, but there is not now any dragon left on earth in which the old fire is hot enough; nor was there any dragon, nor even Ancalagon the Black who could have harmed the One Ring, the Ruling Ring for that was made by Sauron himself.
  


After that statement of Gandalf’s, we will not see or hear of dragons any more in the story. It seems curious though, because in Tolkien the dragons play important part, as for example in the already mentioned The Hobbit, as well as Farmer Giles of Ham, or The Adventures of Tom Bombadil. 

B. Earthsea Dragons


Why Tolkien, despite his liking for dragons, had not included these arcane animals in The Lord of the Rings may be a disputable matter, however in the light of what have been said on Tolkien’s and Le Guin’s anxiety-ridden relation, this may explain the strong presence, and Le Guin’s focus on the dragon creatures, the only fantasy creatures in the Earthsea world. 


Susan Wood, a literary critic on fantasy, once described Le Guin as an artist in three epithets: “a poet, a fantasy writer, and a creator of dragons.”
 She could not be more specific and apt in her remark. In Le Guin’s fantasy dragons have obtained an extraordinary and very unique in modern fantasy work. 


First of all, it is not without importance that Le Guin had different sources of influence and inspiration than Tolkien. Le Guin, a self-proclaimed Taoist, is known to be heavily influenced by this philosophy, which in turn reverberates in her stories. Many critics, like Ann Swifen for example, have noted the prime importance of ’Balance’ or ’Equilibrium’ in Earthsea as a result of this belief in Zen Buddhism and Taoist philosophy.
 This can be true about dragons too, however the creatures seem ambiguous as to their origin, for we cannot say whether it is a straight forward appropriation from one particular culture. Le Guin’s dragon is, we could say, multidimensional, though Elizabeth Cummings sees it rather as “more Oriental than Occidental.”
 In the Oriental, Chinese mythology dragons are the archetypes of the forces of nature which are powerful and wise, the rulers of weather and water, that are benevolent toward human kind. The Occidental dragon is Tolkien’s dragon. Powerful but threatening to humans, a fire-breathing animal that represent evil. 


Le Guin’s dragon is an interesting mixture of both, plus the author’s own additional significance. They are ambiguous because indeed at the start Le Guin’s dragon is not at all different from the medieval one that Tolkien had used. It is malevolent to people, and In The Wizard of Earthsea we can see hungry dragons attacking people and their herds. Similarly to Tolkien, the Earthsea dragons are guarding a hoard of gold. However when Tolkien stops at that label of the dragon as altogether nasty, Le Guin goes further and gives a deeper significance to the role of the dragons in the world of Earthsea. And this is most surprising, because apart from their evil side that we get at the beginning, later on we discover that the dragons are very wise and knowledgeable beasts of great importance. Ged, the principal hero of the trilogy, describes them in this way:  


The dragons! The dragons are avaricious, insatiable, treacherous; without pity, without remorse. But are they evil? Who am I, to judge the acts of dragons?... They are wiser than men are. It is with them as with dreams, Arren. We men dream dreams, we work magic, we do good, we do evil. The dragons do not dream. They are dreams. They do not work magic: it is their substance, their being. They do not do; they are.


This is what is most ambiguous about Le Guin’s dragons. They are unscrupulous and evil, and dangerous for humans, nevertheless they make up the essence of the Earthsea, and get almost a sacred dimension. These are the only creatures in Earthsea that speak The Old Speech -  the language of creation and the language of magic, which is their mother tongue. Ged - the wizard, has been titled ’the Dragonlord’, not because he slays dragons, but because he is able to converse with them. 


The most terrible and astonishing truth about dragons however, is to come in Tehanu, the fourth part added to the trilogy twenty years after its first publication. There we find the actual origin of dragons, and the surprising truth about these creatures and humans:


When Segoy raised the islands of the world from the sea in the beginning of time, the dragons were the first born of the land and the wind blowing over the land. So the Song of the Creation tells. But her song told also that then, in the beginning, dragon and human were all one. They were all one people, one race, winged, and speaking the True Lan​guage. They were beautiful, and strong, and wise, and free.


Although Le Guin stays unclear and rather mysterious about the origin of dragons, the creatures are without doubt highly important to the world of Earthsea. Even if the myth can be perceived as little a far-fetched, it certainly gives a fresh conception of Tolkien’s altogether bad association of the “all-devouring and doom laden”
 dragon that is only there to be killed. In Le Guin people and dragons are one. 


Innovative in Le Guin and opposite to Tolkien’s is the idea that dragons, apart from doing evil, can actually offer some things, and be helpful to people. That is what largely constitutes their ambiguity, a curious combination of malevolence and wisdom. They can serve as oracles, for it seems they know everything. Even at the time when Ged is unable to determine and master the horrible creature that he had released from darkness and which pursues him all over the Archipelago, it is only the Dragon that unexpectedly knows what the creature is and how to master it, by calling it with its ‘true name’ in the Language of the Making - the essence of all the things in Earthsea. However even then the evil nature of dragon comes out, for in fact the dragon is trying to tempt, bribe Ged so he gives up the real purpose of his quest – to persuade the dragons not to trouble people and their animals any more. 


In The Farthest Shore, Le Guin reveals another facet of the relation between these ancient creatures and people, because this time dragons come to Ged - a human, to ask for help, a most unusual and impossible thing for the people in Earthsea, and actually again turning upside down Tolkien’s conception of these animals. Ged together with his young apprentice Arren, and together with dragons and their ancient wisdom, triumph over the corrupting misuse of power and knowledge by the evil wizard Cob.


The dragons in Earthsea constitute a clear contrast to the wide fauna of Tolkien’s Middle-Earth, and are one of the clearest examples of poetic anxiety of influence for that matter. Not only does Le Guin limit her fantasy creatures to one distinguished race of dragons that totally opposes Tolkien’s liking for a wide panoply of fantasy beasts, but also she strongly focuses on a creature that is totally absent in The Lord of the Rings and nevertheless significant in Tolkien’s overall literary creation. As Le Guin herself admitted: “New inventions need to incorporate deeper symbolic meanings to succeed. If they are merely decorative or convenient they confuse possibility with probability and end up as neither.”
 


The examples that we have seen in this part are probably the most conspicuous in The Earthsea Trilogy as far as the ‘anxiety of influence’ is concerned. In this light they clearly represent Le Guin’s use of the fantasy convention established by Tolkien, but at the same time they embody her desire to create something new out of what has already been done. Therefore instead of immense ground of Middle-Earth we have the immense waters of Earthsea, the figure of Gandalf is no longer mysterious and peripheral, but lies at the core of the story. And the dragons being the clearest example of this Le Guin’s departure from Tolkien, because after all we do not see any dragons in The Lord of the Rings, are not any sort of transformation as the preceding two examples. As Ged stated in The Farthest Shore about dragons: “they do not do, they are”.
 
Part IV.  Earthsea Complementing Middle-Earth

1. Women of Earthsea and Middle-Earth 


The dragon creatures, although a strong example, however are not the only representation through which Le Guin wanted to distinguish herself from Tolkien in this poetic struggle of influence. The other striking example would be the presence and representation of women figures in these two worlds of fantasy. The difference maybe less clear-cut than in the case of dragon creatures, however quite controversial and besides interestingly reflecting the anxiety-ridden relation of the two authors. 
 
Women characters in fantasy or even in science-fiction for that matter, have always been an interesting and sometimes even controversial issue and that is because we do not see many of them in this still male-dominated literary genre. And this refers to both the female characters in the books, as well as to female writers. It is true that recently this presence of female writers has diametrically started to change with the appearance of J. K. Rowling and her immensely popular Harry Potter series, although her fantasy books have nothing to do with feminism; however the person who may have originated the movement, that is introduced woman both to fantasy writing and to the literary canon was nobody else but Ursula K. Le Guin. As an overt, open-stated feminist writer in almost all of her books she has seriously treated such subjects as women’s position in society or gender roles, the most popular examples of those being The Left Hand of Darkness
 in science-fiction and The Tombs of Atuan and Tehanu in fantasy. However, contrary to what one may think, her protagonists are not exclusively women, but very often, as in the example of Ged, they are solely men. The situation may seem slightly ambiguous when considering the Earthsea in feminist terms, because indeed he is the principal character to the story, but it gets much clearer when compared to Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings in the light of intertextual struggle. 

Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings has been widely known, as well as criticised for his little attention and negligence of the female characters in his masterpiece, but the opinions are widely divided. For example Brenda Partridge in her famous feminist cry “No Sex Please. We’re Hobbits” sees Tolkien’s work as totally misogynistic in its every aspect. The work is interesting because it presents many aspects of Tolkien’s in a new light, however in her argumentation sometimes we get the impression that she has gone too far, as for example when she makes reference to Freud’s symbolic interpretation and accuses Tolkien of a conscious phallic representation of a sword in The Lord of the Rings
. Indeed, there are many important swords in the trilogy, and every man seems to have one starting with Aragorn’s famous Andúril, “the Sword that was Broken”
 and finishing with the little hobbits and Frodo’s ‘Sting’, which appropriately to his master’s height is in the size of a knife. What otherwise would they fight with in a story with a strong medieval inspiration? But as Sigmund Freud would probably himself respond to Partridge’s argumentation: “Sometimes a cigar is only a cigar.”
 For that matter everyone has his/her own interpretation. 

Nevertheless, the truth is that whichever way we look at the book, indeed in The Lord of the Rings we see very few women in what seems a men-dominated and chivalric brothers in arms adventures story. The only visible women of some importance are: Éowyn – King Théoden’s niece, and the elf-ladies Galadriel, and Arwen. There is also Shelob – a giant spider who, though definitely not a human, character is nonetheless referred to as a ‘she’- character. Not much, taking into account the trilogy’s thousand crowded pages, and it has to be equally noted that these females are only ‘temporary’ characters, not even one being central to the story, because after all the fellowship of the ring is composed only of the male characters. But to say that they play a strictly marginal role, or that they are there only because we cannot deny their existence, would be far from the truth, and Tolkien’s prejudice against women, as Brenda Partridge may claim seems somewhat absurd.
 What we see in The Lord of the Rings is in fact the iconic and medieval-romantic representation of a woman, even if minimalistic as they are. In this way we obtain three icons of female beauty, and each of the three representing some different qualities. Thus we have Arwen – the Evenstar, the embodiment of beauty and female delicacy. “Such loveliness in living thing Frodo had never seen before nor imagined in his mind.”
 Then lady Éowyn, fair and comely but maybe not equally beautiful as Arwen, though a French researcher on Tolkien Nicolas Bonnal describes her  as “un des plus beaux personnages féminins de Tolkien, dont la rareté fait décidément le prix”
, she was the bravest of all, even men. She was the only one of all knights who dared to face the terrible Lord of the Nazgûl, in a defence of  King Théoden. As for lady Galadriel, she is beautiful but grave, young in appearance but wise and experienced, with bright eyes “profound, the wells of deep memory”
. She is the elf queen and the leader of the free peoples of the Middle-Earth. 

As we can see Tolkien attached great qualities to his women characters, even if presenting them as one of the least numerous sorts of character in his story. Nonetheless this huge inequality between male and female figures in The Lord of the Rings makes the feminists’ complaints justified, and Partridge again adds to all this, that even Tolkien’s positive representation for example of lady Galadriel, is in fact deceptive because she is only "an idealised female deity who, though wise and inspirational, is still in many ways remote and passive: still the lady on the pedestal who inspires the knight." Although "she is the source of inspiration, it is the male heroes that play the active role in setting the world to right."
 It is true that the image of a woman Tolkien gives is very like those seen in the medieval legends and mythology, which as we know were of enormous influence for the author. Now what is true about Tolkien’s female representation, whether it is the effect of his misogynistic prejudices or rather faithfulness to the sources of his interpretation is up to readers’ interpretation. The facts are that Tolkien in his work gives fair, but scanty and strongly iconic romantic image of women. 


With relation to Le Guin’s work this representation of female characters, and as we have seen with all major characters, looks quite interesting. We could say that in her choice of the main protagonist(s), for in fact each part has a different central character, the Earthsea trilogy/tetralogy literally reflects the poetic struggle as to what character should the story be about. We know that Ged – our Earthsea wizard, is Le Guin’s principal character as he is the only one that reappears in all parts of the story. The Wizard of Earthsea is all about Ged, his adventures and coming of age. The book itself is very much like Tolkien’s in this respect. We could easily call it “it’s a men’s world” too. There is hardly any woman in the book, and if they appear for a brief moment they are not presented in a favourable light. There are two of them actually. The first one is Ged’s aunt, a village witch that noticed his magical talent and taught him his first magic spells. But the village witches are not highly esteemed. There is a saying on Gont, Ged’s natal island, “Weak as woman's magic, and Wicked as woman's magic.”
 The other woman being a corrupt girl named Serret, who tempts Ged with great power by the touch a magic stone which in reality would lead to Ged’s undoing. Ged resists her and manages to fly away, and the girl is eventually killed. Apart from these two ‘female’ examples, the book is strongly male-dominated. Only men can be wizards, there is no male-female relationship and the wizards seem to be in celibate in a priest like manner. All important characters are men in general. Similarly to Tolkien, Le Guin praises the men’s comradeship which we can see with the example of Ged and Vetch – his friend from the wizard school. A relation that very much resembles the one of Frodo and Sam, as Vetch agrees to go with Ged on a perilous journey in the search for a terrible shadow that haunts Ged. 


Now we see that Le Guin’s first part The Wizard of Earthsea is much under Tolkien’s influence as far as the form is concerned. A male character playing the first role and women in oblivion. Even though we have seen the difference in her character and fantasy world creation, in terms of male domination she seems to have remained much in Tolkien’s structure. She even later on admitted that she indeed in her fantasy rather followed the old path of ‘men’s’ fantasy.
 A strange confession, especially for a proclaimed feminist, who consecrated much of her writing to the matter of women in society. This however proves the presence of the convention in fantasy that Tolkien had imposed. But that is for the first part of the trilogy – The Wizard of Earthsea, which is as a matter of fact the first of Le Guin’s fantasy stories to be published. The things start to change dramatically with coming of the second part of the trilogy – The Tombs of Atuan. Here, in complete opposition to the first book, it is a story of a girl.


Le Guin, as if looking for some counterpart to the previous book, and in the same way to Tolkien’s fantasy tradition, filled the story with female characters. What is more, as Le Guin herself explained later on, the novel through the use of metaphor focuses on sex and the traditional female coming of age.
 An enormous contrast to not only to the first book of the trilogy, but also to The Lord of the Rings, which is regarded in almost ‘puritan’ terms, and Partridge’s title “No sex, We’re Hobbits” seems very accurate here. It is after The Wizard of Earthsea, as Suzanne E. Reid had noticed, that Le Guin developed “a more feminist consciousness”. In its turn The Tombs of Atuan tells the story of a young girl – Tenar, who when still a very young girl, by the way of a cruel selection is chosen to be a new priestess of the Tombs, to serve the nameless gods of darkness and death. In a ritual of nomination she is given a new name – Arha, the ‘eaten one’. The girl grows up in the seclusion of the Tombs, surrounded only by other, much older and stringent priestesses. She is separated from the male world of adventure and sunshine, and is confined to the underground knowledge of “the nameless ones”, and to silence and death. Arha becomes accustomed to the solitude and sterility. She learns how to serve the nameless gods, that with time do not seem to be even real, and to protect a secret treasure that she has never seen and does not even want to. Arha continues her life of a passive follower of the strict rules of the Tombs, until the appearance of Ged, who comes to the Tombs in search for the missing half of the ring of the Erreth-Akbe, that will enable him to restore peace to all of Earthsea. It is Ged, a male that opens her eyes and makes her aware of the emptiness and futility of the life she has been leading as the priestess of the Tombs. The way he behaves in the Tombs, that is he is not avaricious or violent, and the scars on his face, Ged’s tokens of his own experience with darkness, convince her of his wisdom. She realises that darkness and ancient ritual may be powerful and delude people, but humans thrive only in light. And Ged is the way to this light. She trusts him and lets him trust her. Together they run away from the dark Tombs toward the light, a journey neither could make alone.


It is important to note that the story is not a manifestation of some harsh feminism, that was written in order to impose some female dominance in response to Tolkien for example, but rather to show that women can exist too in fantasy, and that they too can be important. Suzanne E. Reid has pertinently described Le Guin’s female characters as she wrote that: “Her ideal women are usually independent and spontaneous, strong enough to question the limitations of the conventional roles in their society, yet sensitive and sympathetic to the feeling of others, including men.”
 And indeed, from the perspective of a woman, The Tombs of Atuan presents that a man and a woman in fact complement each other. Ying and Yang, black and white, the two parts of the broken ring that Ged was searching for. The one needs the other to properly exist.


 Strikingly in the third part of the trilogy – The Farthest Shore, Le Guin seems to have come back to the original, ‘male-oriented’, heroic-deed adventure. The book is again a coming of age story, but this time of a young prince, Arren, in which he is guided by Ged, now the Archmage – the highest-ranking wizard in Earthsea. Again it is a man’s world with no woman character, apart from an episode where both our heroes meet an old witch who went mad because of losing her magical powers. After that we see no women in the book. After all it does not seem so easy to get away from the track a ‘strong’ poet had previously marked out. If we look back at the three books in terms of this male-heroic presence, we can actually see this poetic struggle that Tolkien seems to have won. Le Guin leaves her Earthsea world ambiguous and her readers perplexed. But what about the Earthsea female characters for that matter? What about love and the relation that Ged and Tenar got into at the end of The Tombs of Atuan, that although it had not resulted in an overt love relation between the two had anyway left us with some curiosity to know more? 


That is when Le Guin surprises us most, when after a twenty-year hiatus in Earthsea writing, she comes back with a fourth part to the Earthsea trilogy – Tehanu, making of it a tetralogy. However, the most important aspect is that the book is regarded mainly as a feminist answer, a counterpart to the ‘unequal’ trilogy as Le Guin herself felt the need to make her heroic-male stories more balanced.
 Tehanu continues the story of Tenar known from The Tombs of Atuan. Here she is a widow who takes care of a child abandoned and cruelly disfigured by men, a little girl named Therru. Ged appears there too, but as a tired and disheartened by the loss of his magical powers man. In the story the focus is put on the mistreatment and disregard of women and their opinions, for example as Tenar instructed by a great mage Ogion who dies early in the story, announces to the amazement of everyone that the next Archmage of Earthsea should for the first time be a woman. Although throughout the story we see scorn and persecution towards Tenar and Therru, because of their ‘otherness’, the book unexpectedly concludes in Therru actually turning out to be a descendant of dragons, who in the end saves Tenar and Ged from a dangerous and threatening their lives situation, when they are trapped by an evil mage who wants to kill them. At the end Ged and Tenar finally unite too, and will live together happily ever after.  


The book, apart from its obvious feminist statement, also signifies Le Guin’s separation from Tolkien’s thematic and formal convention. Not only did she break with the trilogy structure introduced by Tolkien, but also she added important equality to her story. Two story of men and two story of women. Feminism, Taoism, Tolkien, Fantasy. All perfectly blends in the unsolved maze of intertextuality. 

2. Magic and Languages 


As we have seen so far, in Earthsea there are many interesting facets of Tolkien’s fantasy, that emerge in Le Guin’s Earthsea trilogy or are presented at a different, sometimes really surprising angle. The next of these aspects that is present in Tolkien and that evolves later on in Le Guin, is the ‘secondary world’ language and magic. Since the language is complementary of magic, and the latter cannot exist without the first, the rule of inference in logic, I am going to treat them as one aspect. 

A. Languages


The relation between the languages that are presented by Tolkien in his The Lord of the Rings, and Le Guin in her Earthsea cycle is a very interesting one, and strongly reveals the working of intertextual ‘transposition’. This is because J. R. R. Tolkien is commonly known and famous for his invented languages. They represent an integral part of his The Lord of the Rings, and they have certainly contributed to the fame of this great oeuvre. Though Tolkien was no the first to introduce invented, artificial languages in literature in general, he was the first to create a whole family of related fictional languages. Besides he was very detailed and meticulous as far as his languages were concerned, providing them with grammar, spelling and pronunciation, it undoubtedly being the result of his interest and professional work in the fields of philology and linguistics. His work also initiated the fashion for languages in fantasy.  


The most popular and most thoroughly developed languages invented by Tolkien are two Elvish languages - Sindarin and Quenya, but the number of all the languages is much higher and goes up to fourteen, ending with almost each race having its own distinct language. Tolkien once even said that he in one sense created the whole Middle-earth in order to gives his invented languages somebody to speak them.
 Though most probably it was said only half seriously, it accentuates Tolkien’s creativity in writing literature as well as inventing languages. The two are of almost equal importance in his artistic and scholarly creation. 


In the Middle-earth the most prevalent language is the ‘Westron’ also known as ‘Common Speech’ that, as Tolkien explains in his Appendixes to The Lord of the Rings is the language that with time has spread to most places of Middle-earth making the different races able to communicate with each other. There is also the Black Speech, a language invented by Sauron for his evil purposes, and which became the official language of the Dark Side of the Middle-earth, that is the land of Mordor (Orcs and Nazgùl). The inscription on the Ring: “One Ring to rule them all. One Ring to find them, One Ring to bring them all and in the darkness bind them”
, is actually written in the ancient ‘Black Speech’.  



Most surprising though is what Tolkien writes in his ‘Appendix F’, that in fact the whole book is his own translation from the ‘Common Speech’ into modern English. The variations between the languages of the Middle-earth and in dialects of the ‘Common Speech’, have been represented by the author by different variations in the kind of English used. Hence in the book we can find different dialects and accents in the speech of Tolkien’s characters, like for example between the hobbits, Frodo and Peregrin Took, the lofty accents of the King and The Elves, and the simple and harsh speech of the Orcs,  


Ursula Le Guin followed Tolkien’s path and bestowed her world of Earthsea invented languages too, though she has not gone that far in imitating what Tolkien did. There are a number of languages that are spoken in the Archipelago of Earthsea. The lingua franca is the ‘Hardic’, the equivalent of Tolkien’s Common Speech, which is in some rare examples also called in this way, that is spoken by the large majority of the inhabitants of the Inner Lands. Then the variations proceed as we move out from the centre of the Archipelago.  On the outskirts we have Kargish - the language of the Kargish lands, and Osskilian that is used on Osskil. Le Guin too adds a variety of accents. For example To Arren, a prince of Enland and its future king, Ged has a noticeable Gontish accent, distinctive to his birth place, and the Raft People speak a totally different and hard to understand dialect. 


It is interesting to note that Le Guin very much like Tolkien makes use of the medieval English phraseology like ‘thee’, ‘thou’, ’thy’ or ‘hast’, that too, could be treated as a tribute to Tolkien’s study who extensively made use of those. Throughout The Lord of the Rings we find plenty of such archaic words, just to give a few examples: “Where is thy horn? Whither goest thou? O Boromir!”
, or “Didst thou think that the eyes of the White Tower were blind? Nay, I have seen more than thou knowest, Grey fool!”
. 


However, despite a close to parallel way of introducing and presenting the invented languages, Le Guin differs from Tolkien in terms of ‘tangibility’ of the languages. As Richard Mathews has rightly pointed out, “Le Guin, although interested in a language base, is not a philologist. She provides only suggestive linguistic detail in her novels”.
 Besides who would like to compete with Tolkien in the scope of created fantasy languages, the thing that almost makes up the essence of his writing? Le Guin while creating the Earthsea world was very well aware of that, and she did not try to outdo the great philologist. She has said: 

No use trying to make a lexicon of Hardic or of the True Speech; there is not enough in the books. It’s not like Tolkien, who in one sense wrote The Lord of the Rings to give his invented languages somebody to speak them. That is lovely, that is the Creator Spirit working absolutely unhindered - making the word flesh. But Tolkien is a linguist, as well as great creator. 


In order to make her language more alive and believable, Le Guin had to find some new, and different from Tolkien’s way of employing it. What Le Guin did was that she did not much focus on Tolkien’s richness and complexity of language that would have certainly left her in Tolkien‘s linguistic shadow, but instead adopted a different aspect of language that was used in The Lord of the Rings but was not paid much attention to. Therefore, Le Guin invented the Old Speech, the most important language in all Earthsea, that represents the essence of all things, and above all lies at the heart of what is most conspicuous in the Earthsea trilogy, that is magic. 

B. Magic 

(uel est le chemin le plus approprié pour rendre réel le désir de la pensée, sinon de dire les mots qui forment cette pensée? L’invocation de la magie à travers les mots se rencontre dans Le Silmarillion et Le Seigneur des Anneaux . Erik Tracy.

"(ords," said Thar. "So I was told by one who once had watched a great sorcerer of the Inner Lands, a Mage as they are called. They had taken him prisoner, raiding to the West. He showed them a stick of dry wood, and spoke a word to it. And lo! it blossomed. And he spoke another word, and lo! it bore red apples. And he spoke one word more, and stick, blossoms, apples, and all vanished, and with them the sorcerer. With one word he had gone as a rainbow goes, like a wink, without a trace; and they never found him on that isle.
 

The presence and importance of magic is inextricable with the world of fantasy. It is the only literary genre where the existence of magic goes without question. Obviously both Tolkien and Le Guin make use of magic, however the way they do it, is what also makes the two books different, in an intertextual way, from each other. While magic is present in Tolkien’s fantasy world of Middle-earth, Le Guin’s Earthsea, we could say, is in large measure about magic. It is, as Elizabeth Cummins has noted, “a place where magic works”.


The ways of how this magic works in the two stories are almost the same, because both are based on the assumption of weaving magic by the use of a secret language known only to wizards. Certainly, this is nothing new to the way the magic works, because generally magic is inseparable from the use of language. As Tzvetan Todorov remarked: “la magie ne peut pas se passer du langage. Il est douteux qu’il y ait eu de véritables rites muets, tandis qu’il est certain qu’un très grand nombre de rites a été exclusivement oral.”

However, the interesting anomaly that lies between Tolkien and Le Guin is that the first one concentrated rather on the construction of the magic language, while the other has abandoned the construction and concentrated herself on the language in terms of its magic usefulness. Thus, the magic that Tolkien had made use of and presented to us in The Lord of the Rings, Le Guin has modified and made its usefulness strongly reverberate in her Earthsea wizardry. 


As the rule of intertextual influence implies, some things in both works are similar and some are different. Of course a common similarity in working magic first of all would be the language itself. 

In Tolkien no doubt we feel a strong presence of magic and mysterious languages. Even before we start reading, there is the already existent aura around Tolkien’s work that makes us perceive The Lord of the Rings in terms of some great linguistic achievement. Then while reading, we come across different phrases and incantations in more or less identifiable invented languages scattered through out the story. We notice their use very early in the book, with the introduction of the One Ring, and the inscription it bears which is probably the most known and recognisable in the whole story. Then the appearance and uses of the invented languages vary in the story.  However, as far as the magical use of language is concerned, in The Lord of the Rings it has not been explicitly specified what is the language that enables the one that is acquainted with it to create magic spells. In fact the task of finding one can leave a reader a bit perplexed, for it seems that there are several languages that are endowed with magical powers. 

In general, we could assume that the language with the magical abilities must be some form of Elvish, since the Elves are recognised and famous for their ‘elf-magic’, as Sam and Frodo call it.
 Tolkien himself ascribes a kind of magical meaning to the Elvish language Quenya in his ‘Appendix F’, where he writes  that it was: 

The High-elven (…) an ancient tongue of Eldamar beyond the Sea, the first to be recorded in writing. It was no longer a birth-tongue, but had become, as it were, an ‘Elven-Latin’, still used for ceremony, and for high matters of lore and song (…).

Although it may seem to be no explicit reference to magic, later on with Le Guin’s language use we will see that Latin and the magic languages have similar abilities and function in a very similar way


Then we have the verbal magic that Gandalf casts his spells with, which is certainly some form of Elvish or high-Elven language. In the trilogy, besides some single words in that language of the elf characters, the incantations of Gandalf are the most numerous and substantial examples of that language and its suggested magic function in the story. Tolkien himself describes it as the Elvish language. In front of The Doors of Durin for example, in order to enter inside the mines of Moria, Gandalf tries to open the gate by saying different spells in the language of the Elves. It is then that we actually learn that Gandalf’s incantations are in that language:  

Annon edhelen edro hi ammen! Fennas nogothrim, lasto beth lammen! Many times he (Gandalf) repeated these words in different order, or varied them. Then he tried other spells, (…). Then he spoke many single words of Elvish speech. Nothing happened. 

After many unsuccessful attempts to open the gate, Gandalf utters the word ‘Mellon’ - the Elvish word for a ‘friend’, and the door finally yields. This clearly indicates the magic propensities of the Elvish. However, the best proof determining whether Gandalf’s magic incantations are actually in the Elvish language, is to check up the ‘strange’ words in one of Tolkien’s lexicons of his invented languages. In this way we can find out that the first two sentences in the last quotation are actually in Sindarin, one of the two main languages of the Elves. In free, more or less exact translation this would mean: The door open to us! The passage in the tongue of dwarves! 

However, there is no agreement on the specificity of the ‘power’ language in The Lord of the Rings. Together with Sindarin Tolkien reveals the existence of other languages endowed with similar powers. For example the language of Mordor seems to have some magical meaning too, since Gandalf is either afraid to pronounce it to Frodo while explaining to him the inscription on the Ring, he says: “The letters are Elvish, of an ancient mode, but the language is that of Mordor, which I will not utter here”
, or when Gandalf actually does pronounce it during the Council of Elrond, it makes some queer effect that terrifies everyone: 


‘Ash nazg durbatul(k, ash nazg gimbatul, ash nazg thrakatul(k agh bruzum-ishi krimpatul.’


The change in the wizard’s voice was astounding. Suddenly it became menacing, powerful, harsh as stone. A shadow seemed to pass over the high sun, and the porch for a moment grew dark. All trembled, and the Elves stopped their ears.

No doubt the language of Mordor has some sorcerous abilities, although it has to be noted that it does not function as the Elvish language does, that is in a way of a magic spell or incantation, but rather as a forbidden, taboo language immanent to primitive people.
 With taboo words, one is not allowed to pronounce them because of the evil consequences it may entail. Therefore the language of Mordor is not to be uttered by the fellowship of the ring during their quest, and that is why Gandalf is afraid to utter the inscription on the Ring in the Shire. 


Despite all the appearances, the Elvish language is not the only one the inhabitants of the Middle-earth can work magic with. It seems that practically every language is endowed with magic abilities, it being only a matter of spells. As Gandalf says, while again in front of the entrance to Moria, trying to figure out the charm to open the passage: “I once knew every spell in all the tongues of Elves or Men or Orcs, that was ever used in that purpose.”
 And likewise Gandalf says that the dwarves too have their “secret dwarf-tongue that they teach to none.”

Considering the apparent diversity in the magic ability of supposedly all the languages of the Middle-earth, apart from Gandalf’s use of the Elvish the only ‘tangible’ example of working magic by the means of language in The Lord of the Rings is by the mysterious figure of Tom Bombadil, but who in turn tells incantations in the normal, ‘Common Speech’ language, which works out equally well. The example of this kind of magic spells is seen with Tom Bombadil’s dealings with Old Man Willow, a living willow in The Old Forest that cast a spell on Frodo, Merry and Pippin. Responding to their pleas for help, Tom agrees to free the three hobbits from the willow by singing the tree’s ‘tune’, which is in fact a verbal incantation: “Old grey Willow-man! I’ll freeze his marrow cold., if he don’t behave himself. I’ll sing his roots off. I’ll sing a wind up and blow leaf and branch away. (…) You should not be waking. Eat earth! Dig deep! Drink water! Go to sleep! Bombadil is talking!”.
 

The figure of Bombadil is all together ambiguous in the story. Neither is he a wizard, nor does he resemble Gandalf, even in terms of appearance, but still his magic abilities are baffling. Not only can he work magic in a way similar to Gandalf’s, that is spell incantations, but also he is the only person in the Middle-earth that is not afraid of the Ring, nor does it have any evil effect on him. But whoever he is, his magical powers add to the already wide magic verbal assortment in The Lord of the Rings. Therefore, taking into account all the mentioned above examples, we see a great diversity as far as the use of language in magic is concerned. On the one hand, after all J. R. R. Tolkien was a great philologist and the language study and development made up much of his work, which we can feel in The Lord of the Rings and that in a way adds to its beauty. On the other hand, one could claim that in terms of language use Tolkien is ambiguous and lacks specificity. Now Mary E. Zimmer’s remark: “anyone who can use language can work magic in Middle-earth”
 can be perceived in two ways: either as a congenital and astounding feature of language (any), or that simply verbal magic is indeed available to any one, but thus depriving the fantasy of the magic ability of its mysterious languages. 

As for Ursula Le Guin, she has been much more precise and accurate in her choice of magic languages or more precisely, the magic language. Unlike the multiple languages in The Lord of the Rings, in order to work magic in Earthsea there is only the Old Speech, also known as the True Speech, the ‘divine’ language of creation, that was spoken by Segoy who “raised the islands of the world from the Open Sea”
. Thanks to its origin, the Old Speech lies at the core of everything in the world of Earthsea. Every other tongue of men has its roots in the Old Speech. Every little thing is made out of the Old Speech. A thing and a word in that language are one. Throughout the whole Earthsea trilogy we feel that the Old Speech is the most important component of everything. True Speech is a whole philosophy, and Ann Swifen even perceives it and compares its significance to a form of religion.
 The only people that can do magic in The Earthsea are those that have some aptitude in that field, that is mainly wizards, and to a far lesser degree the village witches, though logically everyone who has learned the names of things in the language of creation should be able to do it. Astoundingly in the world of Earthsea the only ‘natural’ magicians are the dragons, who have the Old Speech as their mother tongue. Le Guin sums it up in Tehanu by saying that “the dragon and the speech of the dragon are one. One being (…). They do not learn…They are”.

A significant dichotomy between Tolkien and Le Guin is that while we do not know how exactly Tolkien’s language operates in working magic, Le Guin gives us a full and logical account of it. The case is very similar to the one with wizards. What Tolkien does not explain or takes for granted, Le Guin feels free, or even obliged to make clear to her readers. Therefore, in Earthsea we obtain a new aspect of magical language in fantasy – that of the creation language. Every single thing has its ‘true name’ in that language. To know the true name of a thing, is to know this thing, to hold its essence, and in some extreme cases to be its master and creator. Thus the knowledge of words in the Old Speech raises the wizards to almost a god-like dimension. Hence, as Elizabeth Cummings writes “the magician doubles as the creative and transforming artist.”
 The knowledge of words and magic lore is also the main area in the curriculum of the wizard’s school in Earthsea – Roke. As we read in The Wizard of Earthsea: 

He (Ged) saw that in this dusty and fathomless matter of learning the true name of every place, thing, and being, the power he wanted lay like a jewel at the bottom of a dry well. For magic consists in this, the true naming of a thing. So Kurremkarmerruk had said to them, once, their first night in the Tower; he never repeated it, but Ged did not forget his words. "Many a mage of great power," he had said, "has spent his whole life to find out the name of one single thing, one single lost or hidden name. And still the lists are not finished. Nor will they be, till world's end.

Le Guin could not be more explicit about the way the Earthsea wizards make magic happen. Language is literally a wizard’s power. And even if in some particular cases we do not know what the wizard’s incantations mean, for Le Guin does not provide us with a lexicon of the ‘true names’, we may logically assume that it must be some calling a thing by its true name. As at the beginning of The Wizard of Earthsea when we see the main protagonist Ged as a young boy not yet aware of his magical powers, by uttering an overheard spell gains control over the herding goats: “North hierth malk man! Hiolk han merth han! He yelled the rhyme, and the goats came to him.”
 Later on the young apprentice of magic learns, thanks to his aunt - a village witch, that the animals come, if called by their true name. Le Guin writes that a wizard in order to work magic must have a great, innate power, however she does not specify what that power is. But as we have seen the way they gain that power, the power of language, it strongly makes us think of the wizard as a philologist. 

This principally is how the perception of magic differs in the these two fantasy books. Though they both work on the principles of language, Le Guin has gone to the roots of magical performance making clear the way her magic works, while in The Lord of the Rings we may feel little perplexed when seeing Gandalf performing magical acts by uttering some strange incantations in mysterious language (or languages). In Tolkien even if we can assume that it is the Elvish language, why should we consider it as being some magical language, or any other language of Middle-earth since, as we have seen above, probably all of them are endowed with magic abilities? Apparently for Tolkien the Elves as well as the Istari, or the figure of Tom Bombadil are some specially endowed creatures, and if their language is magical or things that they make are magical, it is the way it should be accepted because it is fantasy and it rules according to its own rights and there is nothing we can do about it, but only accept it. It is important to note by the way, that according to Tolkien this is the way a good fantasy works, that is by freeing the spiritual abilities of mind, which fantasy triggers by the use of language. In his famous essay “On Fairy-Stories” Tolkien gives an example of such activity when he observes that we see “not only green-grass, discriminating it from other things, but we see that it is green as well as being grass. (…). The mind that thought of light, heavy, grey, yellow, still, swift, also conceived of magic that would make heavy things able to fly, turn grey lead into yellow gold , and the still rock into a swift water”.
 By saying this, he wants us to understand that we are able to conceive that things could be different. Mary E. Zimmer makes it clearer to us explaining that we are free to imagine “any number of adjective-noun and property-substance combinations.”
 

Therefore if Gandalf’s spells cannot be explained in some logical way, or the magic acts such as the abilities of the Ring that cannot be explained at all, all we can do is to ascribe such abilities to the properties of fantasy. 

In a more profound study we could argue about the relation between the Istari’s (that is Gandalf) and their origin and language. Thanks to Tolkien’s The Silmarillion we know that the Istari (wizards) were not of human origin, and that they were the messengers sent by “the Lords of the West to contest the power of Sauron”
. Tolkien is not explicit about the language they spoke as their mother tongue, but if we assume that their language is ‘divine’, or the language they make their incantations with (that is Sindarin or Quenya) can be considered as such,  then we could ascribe to Tolkien’s magic the same convincing design, similar to the one by Le Guin. However, being in large measure confined to The Lord of the Rings I cannot pursue that idea further and the question being unresolved it will not be taken into consideration. 

Le Guin on the other hand, is more explicit and pragmatic in that matter. In order to make her wizardry work Le Guin went further than Tolkien. She has established the rules of power in Earthsea that may be found for example in the Christian theology of world creation, as well as in Ferdinand de Saussure’s theory of ‘the signifier and the signified’, which it straightforwardly opposes. 

Although Christian heritage and allegory is generally ascribed to Tolkien, a devout Catholic, it is Le Guin, an atheist that seems to have made extensive use of the Christian myth of creation. As it has already been said at the beginning of this work, both of the authors had utilised that myth in giving life to their secondary worlds. And where Tolkien seems to have stopped, Le Guin decided to continue employing the myth in giving sense to her magic. 


In the Judeo-Christian myth God had created the world by the means of language, by saying a word he had given life to things and living creatures. In Genesis 1:9 we read: Then God said: “Let the waters under the heavens be gathered together into one place, and let the dry land appear”. And it was so. Likewise Segoy, god of Earthsea by speaking the first word ‘Éa’ he rose the islands from beneath the waters. As one of the masters on Roke says to Ged, explaining to him that the magical power of the Old Speech is the result of its unique origin: 

That is the language dragons speak, and the language Segoy spoke who made the islands of the world, and the language of our lays and songs, spells, enchantments, and invocations. Its words lie hidden and changed among our Hardic words.”

Of course, the myth of Segoy is not all that there is to be paralleled with Christian myth. The whole idea of magic in Earthsea works in this way. If a wizard knows the name of a thing in the True Speech, by naming it with this true name he can actually change it. The whole act of working wizardry in a way resembles playing God. A wizard by saying the true name of a thing can either play simple illusion and make a rock appear to be a diamond, or he can change this rock permanently into a diamond, but such an act may have dire consequences, therefore this kind of magic must be used judiciously and prudently. As one of the masters in the school of wizardry explains to young Ged:


To change this rock into a jewel, you must change its true name. And to do that, my son, even to so small a scrap of the world, is to change the world. It can be done….But you must not change one thing, one pebble, one grain of sand, until you know what good and evil will follow on that act. The world is in balance, in Equilibrium. A wizard’s power of Changing and of Summoning can shake the balance of the world. It is dangerous, that power. It is most perilous. It must follow knowledge, and serve need. To light a candle is to cast a shadow.

Here it is also what differentiates Le Guin from Tolkien. Not only her magic is perfectly understandable, but also there are rules that are to be followed by wizards, for they cannot freely change the world at their liking. As we can see, and have seen in various examples in literature  (Faust, Dr. Jekyll, Prometheus), playing God is always a dangerous thing, even in fantasy. In explaining it, again, the philosophy of Taoism makes its appearance. The act of creation is described as balancing of the dark and the light. A mage unwisely using his power of changing or summoning can directly influence the ‘Equilibrium’ and shake the balance. It is most dangerous and most perilous, and if it has to be done it must be done with knowledge and serve a paramount need. A wizard like Ged spends his life learning the words and spells that can affect the balance. Whatever one does in the world of Earthsea has its consequences. Le Guin seems to be very meticulous in that matter. As in The Farthest Shore Ged explains to his young apprentice Arren:


Do you see, Arren, how an act is not, as young men think, like a rock that one picks up and throws, and it hits or misses, and that's the end of it. When that rock is lifted, the earth is lighter; the hand that bears it heavier. When it is thrown, the circuits of the stars respond, and where it strikes or falls the universe is changed. On every act the balance of the whole depends.

It is true that in Tolkien we strongly feel this balance between the good and bad side, that certain things have thier conspicuous counterparts, but as far as the use of magic is concerned there seems to be no strong restriction, and the wizards like Gandalf and Saruman seem to work their magic freely. However, at this point is important to note that in The Lord of the Rings we actually do not know the scope of the magicians’ power, though we may realise that they are not all-powerful. Gandalf uses spells that seem to be a principal component of magic, but without his magician’s staff he is deprived of his magical power. He is defenceless without his staff when betrayed and imprisoned by Saruman in Isengard, on the pinnacle of the great tower Orthanac, or on the other hand it is of vital importance in the house of Thjoden, king of Rohan. But the truth seems to be that Gandalf’s  knowledge of the magical lore is of no magic use when without his staff. Le Guin’s wizards and magic are on the contrary first of all, as already said, linguistic in inspiration, that is their magic is worked exclusively by word-incantations in the Old Speech, and secondly they are most likely all-powerful, albeit restricted to a great extent by the awareness of the mentioned above ‘equilibrium’. 

C.  The Old Speech and Again Ferdinand de Saussure


In this way, the principle by which Le Guin’s magic works is also anti-Saussurian. The ability of creating and changing things in the Old Speech stems from the fact that Old Speech unlike our real human language which is arbitrary by nature, is non-arbitrary. Its vocabulary can describe thoughts, actions, and things precisely. In fact, in Earhtsea’s magic the name is the thing. The relation between the thing and its name is not only non-arbitrary, but also “under certain conditions they actually collapse onto the same ting.”
  In his respect it means the Old speech has the ability both to describe the world perfectly and to change it. In explaining this phenomenon of changing by means of language, Laura Comoletti made use of Ferdinand de Saussure’s analysis of the arbitrariness of the human language, already known to us from explaining the basics of intertextuality. As it was already said at the beginning of this work Saussure’s linguistic ‘sign’ is made up of two parts: the signifier, the sound or image that is tied to a particular concept, and the signified, the concept we wish to communicate. The bond between the signifier and the signified is arbitrary. Therefore in The Earthsea, because it is logically explainable and as opposed to Tolkien’s invented languages, the True Speech gets an epistemological function. In Earthsea the relationship between a thing and its name totally violates the Saussurian principle of the arbitrary nature of the signifier. When a wizard says ‘tolk’ and a rock appears in his palm, the difference between the name and the thing named has effectively disappeared. Thus all the mages and wizards in Earthsea who know the Old Speech we could be said to enter into the role of Earthsea god, only on a much smaller scale. In this respect, as again Laura Commoletti and Micheal D. C. Drout have rightly noticed, the Old Speech resembles in its function Latin language and the Earthsea wizards resemble medieval Christian Priests. For medieval priests and for Earthsea mages, bilingualism is an essential and necessary component of their vocations, and in both cases the second language learned (Latin for priests , the Old Speech for wizards), is both older and more powerful that the vernacular. The second languages allow its users in specific situations to change the physical nature of reality. Accordingly priests in the Middle ages used Latin invocations to draw the power of the Christian God to transform bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ, and the Earthsea wizards use the Old Speech to work magic.
 

What is interesting about this aspect of Ged and other Earthsea wizards, is that Tolkien’s Gandalf never would achieve such a dimension. When Le Guin concentrated herself on the figure of the wizard she simultaneously focused on the act of magic, which is inseparable from the magician. Le Guin provides for us the information that Tolkien seemed to have explained only in terms of fantasy. 

Conclusion 
The speculations about the differences and similarities between these two fantasy books could certainly go even further, or be more profound. The truth is, that we have two different kinds of fantasy reality. Both are well and convincingly built, but we can’t help having the feeling as if the goals of the these two fantasies were different. Tolkien skilfully makes us believe everything he proposes in his unlimited world of fantasy, while Le Guin seems to have impregnated her fantasy with pragmatism to convey certain things. 

 In my work I have restricted myself only the most striking examples, which remind us of Tolkien’s masterpiece and which in the long run turn out to be, if we trust to Harold Bloom’s theory of intertextuality, extraordinarily re-invented by Le Guin in her world of Earthsea. Holding something or somebody in high esteem or admiring it, is always equivalent with the desire to do the same, to follow the path that somebody with great abilities has once marked out there. The best representatives in particular fields make up the canon, give example that the others are bound to follow. However, in order to progress and succeed one has to be original. And being original means being different. Le Guin perfectly does both. She is original in the canon by the way first of imitating what Tolkien has established as fantasy convention and then differentiating from it by reconstructing the things that pass unnoticed in Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings. In this respect Ursula Le Guin has done a very clever work, because she did not try to recreate or improve something what has been so marvellously done, and what besides seems so hard to overcome. That is why in Le Guin we do not experience the mere ‘ersatz’ of Tolkien’s motifs, fantasy creatures, or invented languages because she does not bluntly imitate from her predecessor but makes us discover new possibilities of what was already introduced, or shows us by the way of contrast what was not available with Tolkien like the place of women and feminism in fantasy. 

For that matter Harold Bloom seems to have been very accurate by comparing the artistic influence to the father-son relation designated by Freud in the Oedipal complex, because creating after great poets always seems to be a mixture of love and hate. Love in admiration, hate in being original and different. However the ‘intertextual’ assumption that Le Guin in effect changes some aspects of Tolkien’s in order to fit them to her story, or that simply highlights what she considered more relevant, or attempts to break free from what has become known as Tolkien’s convention, will always remain only an assumption. We never know exactly what the author had on his/her mind or what prompted him/her to write or generally create in this and not other way, and neither does the author always know. In such case the only logical explanation remains the effect of influence. Otherwise where would the authors get their ideas from? First they read, then they write under the impact of what they have read. That creates the intertextual maze from which they try find their own way out. After all, as Julia Kristeva pointed out, all texts are woven from other previously existent texts, and that includes whole sentences, quotations and even plots. Bloom even simplifies this notion of intertextuality, because he practically limits his theory to the master/disciple form of influence. In the case of Tolkien and Le Guin Bloom’s theory of anxiety of influence seems to perfectly fit, for Le Guin has overtly admitted having read Tolkien and expressed her admiration for him in the collection of her essays The Language of the Night, which presents a logical explanation for what Le Guin created. The only problem would be what if we knew that she had not read Tolkien at all. Would Bloom’s theory make sense in such case?    
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