Preface; | am new to the study of visud theory and want to thank Kirk Ambrose and
Claire Farago for pointing me to important studies aboutthevisud in medieval thought
In addition, | want to thank Karen Jacobsfor fruitful dilatory talks aboutthe naure of
dilationin literary texts.

Dilatory Julian

In thistalk, | will discuss thevisud imaginaion of the late fourteenth-century
mystic, Julian of Norwich. Thefocusof my talk isnotonarelic, butrather ontherolea
simple devotiond object, an image of Christ onthecross, and arelated image of alord
and a servant, play for Julian@ development of her theology of universal salvation.
While the cross occupies a central placein her visions it isna the cross aone butrather
her undestanding of how she apprehendsthe cross tha ultimately occupies the center of
her theology. Her contemplation of thelord and servant smilarly focuses on the
mechanisms of sight Describing an intimate connection between physcal and
QyastelicheOor spiritud sightin her visions Julian recalls both Aristotelian and
Auguginian discussions of therelationdhip between physcal sight and acts of cognition.
Furthermore, anxiousto do away with mediation between herself and the object, Julian
aso engages, perhgpsunmongioudy, contemporary fourteenth-century philosophical
discussions aboutthe naure of mediation between object and viewer. Ultimately,
however, Julian developshe own uniqueundestanding of seeing as an act of dilationin
both a physcal and metaphorical senseN that is, Julian describes an ingance in which her
eye dilates to embrace thevision of the bleeding, moving Christ onthe cross, and
meditates on that dilation throughoutthe text so that her visionitself dilates, that is opens

out, to indudeeveryonein her vision of God@love.



Critics and devout readers alike celebrate Julian@all-indusive theology, onethat
articulates masculine and feminine attributes of God and that offers hopeof universa
salvation. Few however have paid attentionto the stylistic techniques Julian uses to
convey this sense of indusveness. Julian uses a variety of literary techniquesN notall of
them to dowith thenaure of sightN to dissolve the distance between herself and the
object of her sight, the cross, and the distance beween herself and her audience. | have
argued elsewhere tha these stylistic strategies elsewhere have much in common with
those features of modernist style Eric Auerbach describesin hisandysis of Virginia
Woolf@ To the Lighthouse. Perhapsthemog intricate of Julian@ literary techniquesis
her creation of a Woolf-like narrator who presents her visonsfrom multiple perspectives,
who s both assured and reassuring, and who, at the same time, claims no authority over
usor aboutthevison shehas. Julian aso creates an immanent experience for her
audience by making use of what Auerbach calls Gnultilayered time strata. OShefurthers
her indugvehess thorugh her use of conaete and quoidian vocabulary and imagery that
All of these styligtic techniques contribute to he expansve, dilatory style. Mogt
important of her stylistic strategies however is her use of visud techniques throughwhich
sheinvites the reader to witness with her Gnovingimages,Oand it these techniques | shdl
focusonin thistak.

Julian tellsusshe had her visionsin 1373when she was 30 and a hdf years old
and thoughtshewas on her desthbed. Shortly after shehas her visionssheenters an
anchorhold where sheremainsuntl her desth sometime around1416 Hereis an image of
her anchorhold in Norwich recongructed after it was bonmbed in World War 11. Noticein

thisimagethe centrality of the crudfix in this central space. Throughouther longlife,



she meditates on her visionsand recounts them, first, in atext known asthe Cshart TextO
or, if we follow Nicholas Watson@recent titles, @he Vision.O Fifteen years later, shehas
asecondvision tha sheincorporates into alonge accountof her visonsknown as the
Long Text or Revelation.

One method by which JulianCachieves her dilatory indusivenessis her
incription of her audience into her text. Refusngto set herself aboveor bdow her
audience, Julian directly addresses her visionto her equd, Gevencristene, Oeven
Christians Julian seeks, especialy in her short text, butalso in asomewha different way
in thelongtext, to recounta series of visonsshe had of Christ in such away tha we, the
audience, experience thos visonsjug asshedid. Repeatedly usng theword Qyenerd O
when talking abouther audience, shedirects her writingsto thegeneral and universal,
rather than theindividud and particular. Asshesays, Q was lered to taketo it alle min
evenaistenealle in generalle and nothing in specialle. OFurthermore, she describes
herself as part of thegeneral. Dissolving her indvidudity into thegeneral, Julian joins
her audience in witnessing her vision. It isapt to call Julian@work a BhowingCes she
doesin her text, since Julian® modenist style, oneshgped by her undestanding of what
it meansto see, is committed aboveall to showingrather than telling her audience wha
she has seen.

Julian beginshe accountby describing her contemplation of a ssmple devotiond
object, the cross, and wha emerges fromtha sightare her GhowingsGevents that have
both physcal and spiritud meaning, but are repeatedly based on visud perception. Julian
asks for only oneshowing, a®@odiye sight, wharein | might have more knawingeof

boddye panes of oure lorde oure savioure, and of the compassion of oure ladye, and of



ale histrewe loverse that were be evandehis painesQ(Vision, 1.13-15). Julian@ desire to
to be present at Christ@® passion isin keeping with literature written for female
contemplatives such as Ancrene Wisse or Adlred of Rievaulx@ Q etter to his sister onthe
Reclugve LifeQwhich urgethe female contemplative to place herself within the Passion,
to observe Christ@ suffering first-hand with Mary. It is notuntl Julian returnsto her
visonsin theLongText tha we learn tha she had sixteen showingsspecifically; in the
earlier verson oneshowing blursinto another andthedivisonsbeween them are
undear, a confuson which contributes to her habit of dilationfor, intheend, it isasingle
butal-indudve vison tha matters, onetha embraces potentialy infinite nunmbers of
paticular visions

Julian@ accountof her visionsbeginswith a description of a static imagein what
Barry Windestt describes as quasi-photographic deail:

The personesette the crosse before my face, and saide. . . ], @ okethereupon
and comforthe thetherewith in reverence of him that diedefor theandme.JE ] |
assended to sette mineeyen in theface of thecrudfixe [E] After this my sight
beganeto faile, and it was ale dyrke aboute me inthe chaumber, and mirke as it
haddeben night, save in theimage of the crosse that hddea comonlight, and |
wiste nevere howe [E] Butin this| desirede never neboddy sightneno manere
shewingeof God, batte compassion [E] With him | desiredeto suffere[E] And
in this, sodaynlye | sawe theredeblodetrekille downefro unde thegarlandealle
hate, freshlye, plentifully, andlivelye, rightas methoughtthat it was inthat time

tha the garlondeof thomes was thirsted on his blessedeheseE. | consvvede



treulye andmghtelye tha it was himselfe that shewed it me, withouien any

meen.(Vision, 2.22-31; 3.6-10).
Julian@ close focusonthecrossis so intense that it ingigates an all-indusve dilation of
theeye such that the object itself becomes infused with lightand all aroundit goes black.
Theobiject then takes on life and movement. Then, as Julian contemplates the figure of
cross in variousstages of thepassionit becomes a @novingOmage as Christ bleeds dries
out, and becomes discoloured. : her accounte becomes in Windestt® terms a
@inematically vivid, montage-like series of images and impressions sensationsand heard
wordsO

As she contemplates thisimage, he vision becomes fuller and more
comprehendve. Shefocuses more narowly onthe face of Christ onthecross, And
after this, | sawe with bodily sighttheface of the crudfixe tha hangebefore me, in
whilke | behdde contiudy a party of his passion: despite spiing, swling of hisbodye and
buffetingein his blisfulle face, and manyelangoues and panes, mathen | can telle.O
Shewishes she had more lightto beable to see more clearly. Shewrites, Q desired ma
boddye lightto hafe senemore clerelye. And | was ansverede.me neded nalightbotte
him.O As her contemplation of the suffering figure of Christ continues, she comesto
recognize tha she has been granted both a physcal or bodly sightand a spiritud sight
Asshesays, O\t thesametimetha | sawe this badily sight, oure lord sheved me a
gastelychesight of his hamly light OMoving back and forth from a bodiy to a QyastelyO
sight, Julian aternaes between describing wha she saw physcally and what she

undestood spiritudly. When sheturnsaway fromthe cross, she saw fiends perhaps



those who are buffeting Christ: Quhiles| luked upon the crosse, | was seker and sage
Besidethe crosse was no sykernesse, botte uglinesse of fendes.O

Julian not only dilates her initial sightby consgdering it more degply, but she
dilates it even further in theLongVersion of thetext. When Julian returnsto an aspect of
her visonin thelongversion, shedoes so simply to add additiond pespectivesto it and
to broaden thevision so asto bemoreindusve. Neither account takes primacy over the
other; rather theLongText simply fills outonemoment of coniousess. For example,
in the Short Text she describes how @ sawe therede blodetrekille downefro unde the
galandeale hae, freshlye, plentefully, and livelye, and methoughtthat it wasin that
time that the garlondeof thornes was thyrstedein his blessede hedeQ(Vision, 3.10-12). It

isnotuntl the seventh chgpter of thelongversiontha she expandsuponthis bleeding:

Andin alethat timetha heshewd thistha | have now saidein gogely sight, |
saw theboddy sightlasting of the plentuousbleding of thehede Thegret
droppes of blodefelle downefro unde thegarlonce like pdottes

[ ...] Theplentuouhedeisliketo thedroppes of water tha fale of the evesing of
an hou after a grete shower of raine tha falle so thicke tha no man may
number them with no boddy wit. Andfor therourdhede, they werelike to the

scale of heing (Revelation, 7. 9-17).

Thevisionitself has not changed; she has smply attempted to capture agan its intendty
by amplifying her rhetorical rangethroughthe use of smiles Her meditationsreturn to

theimages she saw- whether theimageof thecrossin her first vison or of theLord and



Servantin he later vison Bsmply to look at it from different angles, consdering, for
example, first theforeground,then the background then aclose up, then alongal
indusive view. Dilation creates the sense tha Julian@ visionscan never fully be
recounied. Her style enacts the openness shewishes to create as sheinvites the audience
to join with her in degpening meditationson themultiple possible interpretations
geneated by thevision before us

While Julian® meditationslead her to develop her own digtinctive theology, they
begin by her consderation of images common and available to any Christian: Christ ona
simple wooden crudfix, Christ discolored, Christ bleeding, Mary mourning Chrit, alord
and a servant. This differs from thevisionsof othe mystics where Christ appears from
nowhere, engages in convasation, offers gifts (such as thering of his foreskin), and
appearsin different ages and forms. Her initial visionis not paanormal. Tha the cross
becomes infused with light and the space aroundit becomes completely dark might
simply beattributed to aphysological visud disturbance produced by a near death
experience. The movement of her images might themselves be dowed down into single
frozen frames of familiar images of Christ in different stages of his passion. Julian®@
visonsare groundel in an initial observation of somethingin thisworld and emergefrom
her contemplation of familiar devotiond objects that become defamiliarized only when
they move. In Kevin Magill@terms, Julian is notamystic, butrather avisonay.

Julian asserts her bdief in thespiritud efficacy of devotiond objects such asthe

Cross when she states:



Methoughtl wolde have benetha time with Mary Mauddeyne and with othere
tha were Cristes loverse, tha | might have senebodiye the passion of our lorde
tha he sufferedefor me, that | might have sufferede with him as othere did tha
loved him. Notwithdandingetha | leeved sadlye alle the peynes of Criste as
hdye kyrke shewes and teches, and aso the paintingsof crudfexes tha er made
bethe grace of God aftere theteching of hay kryke to theliknes of Cristes
passion|...] noughtvihgondingealle thistrewe beleve, | desiredeabodiye sight

(Vision, 1.6-13).

As Nicholas Watson has suggested, in this passage Julian may well beengaging with
contemporary discussion abouttherole of images in orthodoxy,perhgpsto defend herself
agang thoe who might assodate her with those Lollardswho both valorize women as
preachers and deplore the veneration of images. By placing the cross at the center of her
meditations Julian joinswith othersin the 1380swho celebrate the veneration of
devotiond objects, especially the cross. In addition, the passage al so suggests that
devotiond images were an important part of Julian® experience. Aswell asthesimple
cross she makes use of other images too, a numbe of which bear resemblance to
pantings Sarah Stanbury remindsusof theubiquity of devotiond images in this period:
Ghe parishes and cathedral's of Chaucer® world (late fourteenth-century England) were
saturated with images, ther walls panted with life-sized sequences from thelives of the
saints, choir screensand pulpits decorated with images of saints and apodles, and

windows glazed with scenes from both Old and New Testaments.O



While Stanbury here describes Chaucer@ London,given Norwich@ reputationin
this period as an especially religioudy active town, Julian@ life whether her early life
took place ingde or outside the convent would have induded the sight of many images.
Such images may well have shagped her visons Thelater vision she has of theLord and
the servant could easily have been ingpired by awall panting. Shebeginshe discussion

of this story with thefollowing:

| sawe two personsin boddy likenesse, that isto say, alordeand aservant [E]
Thelord sitteth solempndy inrest andin pees. The servant stondeh before his
lordereverently, redy to do hislordes wille. Thelordeloketh uponhis servant full
lovdy and sweetly, and meekly he sendeth him into a certaine place to do his will.
Thesevant notondy hegoeh, but sodenly he sterteth and runneh in gret hast for

loveto hislordes wille (Revelation, 51.6-9).

After describing the postion of two figuresin a static tableau, Julian findsthey begin to
movel asif an actud pictorial imageimprinted in her mind then began to take on alife
of itsown. Later, Julian fills outthe painting by describing the landscape the two inhabit,
the clothing of both and the colourN thelord® awide blue cape, the servant® a Qvhit
kirtel, singd, olde and ale defautedQRevelation, 51.142).

Although,as Lynn Staley has shown, this parable draws on Julian@ absorption of
ahod of scriptural references, dmog all thededails of theLord/Servant parablein
Julian@ rendaing of it are visud and could have been taken from a painting. Barratt links

Julian@later visionof theLord and a Servant, to the Dominus Dixit imagefoundin the



1C

Ormesby Psalter, butl suggest that it could jug as easily have emerged from her
observation of awall panting. Indeed, the sculptured bosses of Norwich Cathedral
present images recall both theimage of the Lord/Servant and theimage of thecross as
Julian describethem. Theante-reliquay chapd of Norwich Cathedral has a fourteenth-
century wall pantingwith afigure of Christ in ablue mantle. Unfortunaely, thisimageis
notavailable. Martial Roe and Julia Hedcoe who have cataloguel these imagestell us
that ONorwich Cathedral is notunusud in havingin its Gothic vaulting a great number of
carved roof beams. Theuniquefeature of the Norwich carvingsis tha themajority of
them tell astory. They notonly in themselves have story content, but they often form
sequences of narrative. In theeast walk of thecloister are five bosses of the passion.O
Althoughthe height of these bosses make them difficult to see, thefact tha story telling
sequences of images were common in Norwich suggests Julian may well have viewed
image sequences not dissimilar to theones shedescribesin her visons Furthermore,
since payment bookstells ustha blue azure was a popukr color at this dae, Julian(
fascination with the blue color of thelord® cape may well reflect an actud panted blue
cape she saw.

This particular sculptured boss of Christ on thecross shares many qudities with
thecross Julian describes.. [show didg]. Like her vision, Christ onthe cross takes
precedence. Furthermore, like thefrightening figures Julian sees as she shifts her gaze
fromthe cross to the background,here surrounding theimage of Christ are figuresrising
out of thedark to buffet Christ.

In addition to evoking images familiar in fourteenth-century Norwich, Julian also

emphasizes her intense attachment to such images. Throughouther account, Julian
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repeatedly assertstha, as with her desire to reduce the distance between herself and her
audience, shewishesto bewith Christ withoutanything between herself and the object of
her sight @For to | am subgantiallye aned to him | may nevere have full reste nevarray
blisse: that isto say, | beso festenedeto him tha thare beright noughttha is made
betwyxe my God and meQ(Vision, 4.16-19). Jugt as shewishes to diminish her own
mediatory role between herself and her audience, she emphasizes tha her visonwas
directly from God withoutmediation: Gt was himselfe tha shewed it me, withouten any
meenQVision, 3.14). This desireisin keeping with her comment aboutdevotiond
objectsN it is notthat shewishes to do away with images, but rather that shewishesto go
through theimageto thethingitselfN ChristN withoutthe mediation of an object or a
panting, withouteven the mediation of the eye.

Here, conscioudy or otherwise, Julian appears to engage with medieva
commentaries onvision. Augusine® discussion of therelationship between physcal and
spiritud visionin De Trinitate shows an astonishing similarity to Julian® undestanding
of what it meant for her to see theliving Christ. Following andent theories of vision,
Augusine assumed that that Garay of light energized and projected by the mind toward
an object actudly toudhes an object thereby conneting viewer and object. By thevehicle
of thevisud ray, theobject is nat only touched by the viewer butalso the object is
printed on the soul of the viewer.O Such a sight, however, is motivated by an activity of
thewill: (Before thevisionwas produced, there already existed awill which to form the
sense attached it to the bodyto be perceived.O We see at the beginning of Julian@
accountof her visontha her visionis preceded by her desire. She says, Gnethought |

haddegret felingein the passion of Criste, bitte yitte | desiredeto have mare, bethe grace
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of God.O Furthermore, like Auguginewho sees spiritud insgghtas an extenson of
physcal sight, Julian describesher visonas simultaneoudy vodiyOand Qyestelye.O
Like Augusine Julian contemplates the meaning of thelight she sees on the cross Qhe
image of the crosse heldea common light, | wiste nevere how,Oonefor which she can
attribute no cause: Thelight she sees can be undestoodeither asaphyscal lightor as
thelightof divineilluminaion. AsMiles summarizes Augugine, On physcal vision, the
will focuses theenergy of thevisud ray onasensble object in the presence of the
illuminaion of thesun. In spiritud vision, thefocused and intendfied longing of theeye
of themind reaches outin thedivineilluminaion provided to toud godin atrembling
glance.O Andasfor Augusing for Julian loveisthe endpont of such seeing.
Auguginewrites, OJug as, in physcal vision, thewill unifies, in theact of vision, two
separate entitiesN the viewer and the objectN so in thevision of God, itislove a
stronge form of will, that on theactivity of loving, connects and unites human longing
with God@ activity of love O Julian writes of themeaning of her vision: QAndfro the
time tha it was shewde, | desyrede oftentimes to witte wha was oure lordes mening.
Andfifteen yere after and more, | was answvered in gogly undestonding, seyeng thus
QVhat, woldest thouwit thy lordes meningin this thing?Wit it wele, lovewas his
mening. Who shewed it the? LoveWha shewed it the? Love Wherefore shewed he it
the? For loveE. OThuswas | lerned tha loveis oure lordes mening.O

Thereis every reason to bdieve that Julian may have known this Auguginian
text, thoughin my view it islikely tha she heard it and interndized wha she heard rather
than that sheread it. Julian® focuson dissolving the distance between hersalf and the

object Christ may well have emerged from ruminaion on this Auguginian work. Itis



13

also possible tha she may have been aware of thedebaes aboutvision occurringin the
late medieval period and undoubédly the subject of public orationsin the vibrant
intellectud centers of Norwich. Inthelate middle ages, Roge Bacon complicated vision
theory by arguing tha the seeing an object involved both extramission and intramission,
tha is, objectsthemselves emitted rays or species tha interacted with rays or species
emitted from the eye. Ockham, however, rejected the dodrine of the multiplication of
QpeciesQ because Gor him the species in the medium would conditute an obgacle to
vision of theobject from which the species radiated. Whether or not sheknew of such
debaes aboutoptical theory, Julian nonghdess rhetorically strives to recreate such
directness of vision.

Julian differs from optical theorists, however, in ha emphasis on acommund
experience of this visonN notonly does Julian blend with the object seenN ChristN but
shedissolves the bounday between herself and thereaderN in creating a vision open to
al. Reinforced by her repetitive use of thewords GhewGand ®eholdQJulian asks the
reader to join her as awitness of an eventN to be shown something rather than to betold
aboutit. Her GnodenistOatylistic strategiesinduding her self-effacement, her
presentation of herself as doubtng, hesitating or wondeing, her violation of linear
teleology, her layering of time strata, al further that witnessing. On theonehand, she
acts like afilm director ddiberately Gplicing, pacing, shgping what has been seen, and
creating continuity in her edited later versionOOn the other hand, in her commitment to
the apophaic, to Moughtng®Julian works to dissolve her directoria role and the
distance it implies between self and other. Jdulian, findly, isnotjug modeanist in he style

but pod-moden in her cinematic and dilatory imaginaion, an imaginaion tha both
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creates and embraces an audience which is oneand the same with herself. In thisregard,
she makes a strenuousspiritud demand uponher audienceN to respond,interpret and act

directly and withoutassistance, uponthevivid showingsbefore them.
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