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NAMING THE UNNAMABLE: T

LANGUAGE AND ‘\E“:ILENCE IN BECKETT'S NOVEL ) \

Wanda Teays, Ph.D, ,
« Congordia University 80 \

' In this thesis, I utilize philosophical tools of analysis to

\

i
examinel’? of Samuel Beckett's novels, viz., THe Unnamable. Because

this work epitomizes Beckett's obsession with language and silence, it

has posed certain difficulties for a critical assessn:ent. By the ‘very
nature of his experimentation, Beckett has cast aside conventional terms
of reference-and has created a work showing the struggle between the
author and his medium of expression. /

In order to get at an u\nderstanding of the/zext, three differ\;zﬁt

philosophies of language have been employed. /'Aese -are- the theories of

meaning found in logical atomism, the later Wittgenstgin,\and Heidegger.,
| . .

’

The Unnamable presents a nameless character in the q\xest for his

. 5

N )
identity against a background of his relationship to language. No
. |
matter how many attempts he makes, he simply cannot seem tb situate
himself. The names he tries to apply fail to stick, the djtories which

he tells do not provide definition. He is left, ur;successfﬁl, unsure

vhether he is among words or in the midst of silence.

N
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In order to) grasp the Irole of subjectivity with re“i;'p‘ect to lan-
guéée and the place of thre metaphysical subject, the work of Russéll
and the early Wittgenstein comes into play. The aséigr;mgéht of the
subject to the limits of language by Wittgenstein and the attempt by

Russell to assess the role of proper names in terms of a class of

.
. L .
.

definite descriptions providé us with a means of examining The.Unnamable,

Another crucial issue is the unification of the form;and the

content of the text: wvhereby the character and themes of The Unnamable
reflect and are reflected by the novel's structure. Themes and ideas

raised at the beginning of the text are threaded throughout. The pic-

ture is that of a family resemblance, where traits shared in common are

found in all reiated areas. The later Wittgenstein enables us to
under‘stand these structural elements, as well as the way in which
1a'nguage operates within the novel., Here, Wittgenstein's concept of
language games is particularly relevant, as it can be used to examine
Beckett's literary display of language games and the character's use' of
and relationship to language: In this regard, the telling of his
stories can be linked to the structure of the text,

Furthermore, Wittgenstein's theory of the meaning of a word as

its use in a given context, his discussion of how an individual can

™~
get ensnared in the net of language, and his comments om the sorts of

consequences arising from a person listening to his own voice are all

applicable to Beckett's work. By means of this method of approach,

we can grasp the complexity of the language of The Unnamable and see
how the form of the work is mirrored by its contextual -elements.

The Unnamable presents us with a character trying to arrive at

"answers on the question of himself, by the only means available to

Bl
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him ~*lamguage. Unfortunately, this option entails the use of words
that Others have taught him, His language seen;s inextricably linked
to these Others, and his very sense of himself appears to be enmeshed

with theirs. This is an overwhelming concern of the character, on

R ‘ B 3 ’ N
which Heidegger's inquiry into languagé and being can be brought to

e e

.

bear. Heidegger's notion of the'they—-éelf, with {ts correlative con-

cerns of authenticity and 1na(1thenticity, he*lps to describe the

Unnamable's situation. L T

Consequently, the structure of tth thesis {s as follows: Chapter

I cohsists of a discussion of language end literature, along with an

overview.of the ways in which 1enguage and silence have been a persis-

tent, overriding concern of Beckett's ‘f'iction.. Since this gets its

paramquut expression in The Unnameble, it is upon ﬁhe interplay of lan-

guage and silence within this work that the rest of the thesis will
" .
focus. Chapters 1I, IV, and VI present a brief expmsiti. n of the
\

phiYosophical ,positions found in logical atomism, the ldter Wittgen-
stein, and Heidegger. ‘Using these chapf:ers ae the backg ound, we
subsequently turn, in Chapters I1I, vV, VII to an ex@ina ion of the
Beckett text from the respective philosophical perspecti\res.

-———-Ft—t5 hoped that this thesis will offer\a general ﬂirectior{ for

‘approaching Beckett"s fiction and, in a: broade::‘ conéext approaching N

.other warks in which linguistic experimentatiofl reaqhes literary

e V\
1
expression.
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- INTRODUCTION y

Beckett's novel The Unpamable represents one artist's descent

’

into an inner library of Babel, the exploration of sSeemingly infinite

levels of language games, simultaneously the pat;aﬁiae and inferno of
, ) .

| his medium of expression.l It is.a contraction of such iﬁteﬁsity and
i ~ . depth, t&at there is a continual sense of the writer's bumping into

| the limits of language. The force of the silence that lies beyond

all those words is such that it is as if ‘one slip in the narrative,

’

or one lost word, ¥ill cause the silence to open and engulf the name-

- i N '
less speaker once and for all. .., it's the gilence, a few gurgles

.
on the silence, the rea],,ﬁi‘lence,'npt the one where I macerate up to

‘the mouth, up to the ear, that covers me, uncovers me, breathes with
me, like a cat with a mouse, ..." (U, p. 408)

“And yet the silenca.lures as seductively as a siren, creating a

.

"

work which 1is both an ode to silence -~ ",,, 1if only this voice would ‘

b

stop, for a second, it would seem long to me, a second of silence."

. (U, p. 364) - and an embattlement between words and silence.
... there is nothing else, let us be lucid for once,
nothing else but what happens to me, such as speaking,
and such as seeking, and which cannct happen to me,

- which prowl round me, like bodies in torment, the tor-
ment of no "abode, no repose, no, like hyenas, screech-

* ing and laughing, no, no better, no matter, I've shut my

? v

Ysamuel Beckett, A Trilogy of Novels: Molloy, Malone Dies, The
Unnamable, (New York: Grove Press, Inc., First Evergreen Black Cat
Edition, 1965). All references will be tp this edition, with the nov-
. els abbreviated as M, MD, and U, respectively.

AN |
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doo~rs- against them, ... perhaps that's how I'll find
sllence, and peace at last, by opening my doors and .
letting myself be devoured, ... (U, p. 391)

l'There is a power struggle between words and 'siilenc:.e, as if the
cegsaé ion o% one would mean the domination of” t‘he other. Thus, the
charactér is 4{8;: content to let one dominate for long, out of fear

t;ha't too many \conclusions“wiﬂ be drawr; and the ;:ase closged. There

is both a lut;e'and Tepulsion tpwﬁ‘tds wo.r&s The character vant s words\‘
to take him to silence, yet he is afraid’that they 11 do just that.’ On
the one hand, "... to have them carry me into my story, the words that ~
.

remain, my old story, which I've fo_r,go‘tfen, far” from here;\ through the
3 . . .

. . \ .
noise, through the dgor, i‘nto the silence,; ,.." (U, p. 413) On_ the

other,” "... worcs ... the«y're’gq‘ing td stop, I know that .well, I can feel

)

At, they're going to gbandon me, .. (U, p. 614)
In this thesis, I attempt to demonstrate that Be.ckett 8 1iterary

form, using The_ Unnamable as' the paradigm, prov.ides us \'(ith [} unique

K

~kind of fiction - Using philosophical positions as tools of’ anaiysis,

rather ‘than conventional tools, the novel will be examined from the

perspective of each of the ’three most significant theories of -language

of this century.

The first chapter surveys llanguage, literature and interpretatioﬁ,

with respect to Beckett's works, Subsequent.chapters ala_'e) expositions
of the various philpsophies of language, followed by their .individual
applical‘:ions to the novel. Together they open doors to much of the ’

Beckett te.rrit:ory: - The philosophical views of lamguage, choseh -both

for their linguistic impact and their value in assessing tHe. Beckett

_text, are the theories of me,ar'\ing found in logical atomism, the later

' .
. v - . . .
< \ .

N
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‘the way in which writing is done and to confrcnt the struggle of the ' i
"writer to eipress, He profes.‘ses to have an ove elming desire to +
)\\)tplqre the literary domain, yet: feeling restricted by his vehicle
and‘h.aving nothing to say. Thisg 1is discussqd -inf more detail in the .
first chapter. . .
Th,e kind of exploration undertzken by Beckptt is not unique, * i
for many others have probed into this area. Egxperimentation with
. N T .
- See, for example, Richard Coe's Samuel, $écketé, Hugh Kenner's ’
. Samtuel Beckett, A Critical Study; and Fhab Hasﬁan s The Literature of
Siléncu Henry-Miller and Samuel Beckett. - | i $

1

1
.

- we need to bring in any other theories o% mea ing th@n the ones uti- i
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Wittgenstein, ‘and Hei&egger. After each tﬁjeoretical stateme%is an

ruce

analysis of T.he Unnamable in liéht/of the .prev'i’ous_‘ chapter,

turally that means the third, ‘fifth and ‘seventh cﬂapters are the ) o . i
result of employing, the philosophical positions, gtaqed in the second, - - M
! - - (\ B ‘

fourth émgl sixth ‘c.hapte,rs, as a tool, for assessing‘,ﬁecketp‘.

In order to provide the tightest avaiiable format for a study of

this kind,‘we will 1ook at only one ?kﬂ&{\ ext. The go]_e use of The
""-‘-\
Urmamable will allow\uS/m\concentrate oh the sues,,/ﬂthqut having ‘<
\’ '

to take-any other variables into account.. Fu‘rthermore, T do not think

v ] . -

lized here 11{ order to gem a hold on the major areas of the novep.

|
i e., as an expression of Becketb‘s explorat:{,on of 1anguage and s:[lence.

o

i ' i
The theories of logical atomism, later Witt‘genitein, and Heidegger,‘
can perform that service for us. R N . |

i

.o - - |
‘Samuel Beckett is recognized for his literary expt?rimentatjion

with 1anguage and silence. 2 Using thé literary ﬁﬁfdim, he has/tried
l

to take fictional ?&rm to its 1imits. One of hisi{goals 1s to /grasp
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language and silence is a compelling issue for 20th century writers,
) Whétqnay be geckett's d:‘l's;inguishirig 'l’n_zirk is the unusual persistence -

ing these concerns.
4 L ‘
. In. these introduc;ory remarks, we will briefly consider varieus

L . he has show\n\in/explor

—u) . approaches litérary critics have taken o The Unnamable, injn attempt

to -determine wh'at:l"sorts of problems have arisen. I;Igst analyses of
-Bec.‘lsettl'have presented a f/airly rigid or restricted inquiry into hisl
liter.:a'ry v__ision dand, to that extent; the range of his contribution. v r
! ‘ 'I:her‘e seems to be some difficulty in coming to terms with his works w¥th—

- . - T ?‘
s " dn a litepary] framework without, at the same time;. losing some of the

issues. This can be shown by an overview of selected claims about The

Unnamable by foremost Beckett scholars and may provide us with a per~

1 spective on the appfoach of this thesis. It is hoped that the inter-

disciplinary elements of this investigation might suggest ways of handl-

RO

' ing the limitations of conventional analyses of' unconventional works,

such as Beckett's.

' Furthermore, the method of approach and the direction of this

v

4 e it e VTt

thesis may point to positive routes for further exploration into Beckett's i

works. \In a more general way, it may suggest broader applications of ,
o Y

« . ‘phi]osophical tools toQtexts'which, like The Unnamblg, express toncerns

outside the sole domain of literature. This may be able to fuel ideas
for drawing separate disciplines closer toget%er, by providing a stronger !
foundation for their interaction and communication. s
Wittgenstein offers a direction for choosing a methodology: look
\ ’ at the use Qf our terms, and then select the tools that would be Th'fe
// most helpful in obtaining an accurate description of what'is bappéning. The

-

The tools may then be used to assess the work of art. Our investigation *

. ‘ N
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is an attempt to obtain a clear picture of what Beckett 1s doing in the

vast experimentation of The Umnamable. Various tools have been selected

.on the grounds of usefulness and applicability to a discussion of the

nove‘lﬁ while keeping "the issues of language and silence in Lh% forefront.
1 N
i [

It seemed wisest to [)'I‘Ofeed in' this manner, without taking into account
any stated or implied theoretical indebtedness onwﬁeckett's part. No
doubt other approaches could have been chosen, and possibly sharper

tools than the ones employed in this dissertation. However, the ones

used here appeared to offer the most fruitful means I could find to open

Beckett's dense world for our examination.

s

In addition, I would not t‘ninl;c it necessary for Beckett to have

knowledge of the philosophies under consideration for us to explore the

¢

novel from a philosophical standpoint. It is not intended as part of

this? thesis’' that Beckett has utilized these theories in his works, or
y | ; .
as underlying themes. Indeed, as we will discuss in the first chapter,

\
works\\of art, by their very naturé, do not carry around theories or
ideas, as'f{f art were a platter for service. :The philosophical rele-
vance of Becketg's works is on a different level.

John Fletcher examines Beckett's link to philosophy, wh"ich.he
- ! )

suggests 1s extensive. He corrtends that, "I do not believe the true

)
nature and full extent of Beckett's debt to philosophy has as yet been

adequately explored, . ."3 At one ﬁbin}:, Fletcher notes the influence

i3

of Berkeley and Hume on Watt. He remarks. that,
\

1t is more likely to be theitr influence at work in
the novel than Wittgenste;in s, whese wri 1ng' Beckett has

} i

!

3John .Fletcher, Samuel Beckett's Art, (London: ‘Chatto & Windus:
2nd Impression, 1971), p. 122. " o

’ ‘ .
. : \

~
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come across, according to his own admission, only in .
the last few years. In fact it is difficult to decidﬁf
e . exactly where Beckett got these ideas.b '

.

. '
With this he attempts to swéep away Wittgenstain s significance

_ for Beckett. We need mnot go to this extreme, Indeed, whether or not
» 1 4

Beckett has read a particular philosopher 1s of coincidental interest

18 not relevant to the focus here.

'y

EY
phical perspective: ‘other critics, such as Kenner, Coe, and Robin
. / - ’
) . hgve also delved in this area. Kenner lipks Beckett to Cartesian
v ’ .
dualism; a theme, which Xemner argues, runs throughout Beckett's

works, 6thers gee different philosophical themes; as, for example,

¢ \
Y . ! a Sartrean manner Cd;e aygues that, . . ~ T

\\ Coe's and Robinson's argumefitd that~Fhe Unnamable can be i%terpreted in -
N
7

\! - ‘ Wornm is Beckett s most far-reaching attempt to incarmate
concéptually the Neant of the Self - the Sartrean pour-
,\ soi, Worm is not-Mahood; he is'the "anti-Mahood". He
1 ) is ;md yet he is Nothing ...’

Robinson discusses the novel in a similarwein. He considers

o .
/ > Mahood to be "... the culumination of his predecessor's attempts to
| ‘ .

eliminate everything .superfluous to the Self".6 Worm, he says, is

\ R

J

" | ) ; l }Ibid.', p- 136-

Richard Coe, Samuel Beckett, (New York: Grove Press, Inc.,
First Evergreen ed., 1964), p. 74. ‘

am o -

wt

6Michael Robinson, The Long Sonata of the Dead: A Study of
Samuei Beckett, (New York: Grove Presw, Inc., 1969), p. 197.

\ «
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r

4

o ————




[y

SPTE L TFRIUTIRS TP VIt A A s i, -

AN frey
{ . ~
' 7
9 - ] ’E \
' e 8 N~ }
"... the most extreme description of that foesgg;urge which ‘has ’

‘obsessed Beckett ever since his First béok".7 In RobInson's view,
: \

e ;he pour-gol approximates to thé Beckettian Self. It is also
[ . -

embodled in the image of Worm, the hero's attempt to create a vice~

' 8 »

exister who is at the same time as he, is not".
P SN .
" A Sartrean anal?%is, as Goe and Rob¥nson pursue, does offer an

interesting interpretation of the text. A more explicit conngc$ion to

language, however, can be made by employing a Heideggerian approach, as
¥ ]

-, undertaken in the seventh chaﬁégr of this thesis. It also helps us teo

¥

understand the role of silence for the Unnamable,and why he feels incap-

*~

ablé of attaining, it, other than in, unsatisfactory ways. In these re-

»

gards, we can see the Bhsi&;:::oodﬂﬂorm me tamorphosis as assimilated
into a discussion of language

silence. In fact, it igrSpecifically
of The Unnamah}é's*overwhelming concern with these issues that

‘ N

1 have not ¢ nsidered Sartre, Descartes, Berkeley, Hume, or other philos-

becau

ophers who mfhht otherwise be relevant to particular contextual aspects.

I3
»

4
Haweveﬁ, it stould be understopd that neither a Sartrean nor a,
o *

Heideggerian interpretation of the characterization would constitufe a

s

complete pers%fctive on the novel. Too many vital issues would be

Y

-
omitted were we to consider the characterizations‘&g be, for all effec-

tive purposes, the main constituent of The Unnamable. Simply, this is

L.

‘a novel in which charactars do not have a primary role. Instead, they

-are but one of the aspects of the experiment. The text 1s operating

* as a unified whole; so to focus solely on the various characters would
' R Y ¢

= prevent us from grasping the extent of Beckett's contrihution. g
.~ N . - . (l - "
TR e ' "
. Ibid., p. 198. o
8 . ' . f
.Ibid¢, p. 199. ¥ ’

' A
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To get a perspective on the critiecs' overall approach to The

Unnamable, let us &ohtinue with a quick suévey of some well-known po

tions. Mercier, for instance, takes Robinson's comments about Beckett's/

foetal urge one step further, by remarking that, "... the voice in Tﬂe

Unnamable belongs’f; é’fghl that has never been born .44“9"The Unnamable

is seen by Mercler as an.anti—hero whose physical impotence symbolizes

his emotional sterility. He extends the foetal metaphor when talking

about Worm (he means Mahood, the one in the jar outside the restaurant)

and Madeleine-Margud¥ite, We are asked to admire Beckett's imagination
)

{ . R
for creating "a strangely human relationship between an imaginary woman

and the abortive product of her fantasy".lo By calliny this relation-

spip a "léve-affzir", Mercier not only diverges from the spirit of the

«d
text, but he also implies that the novel can be discussed in traditional

terms, We might hrgue, on, the otyer hand, that the woman's position to

Mahood (Mercier's "Worm") is more'of perceivor to perceived th?n woman

v
tc man., .

A

@
Beckett's personae are sexless in the only sense that matters.

"For here there is no face, nor anything resembling one, nothing to re-

flect the joy of livipg and succedanea, nothing for it but to try some-

thing else." (U, p. 363) There is so little that is "strangely hdlhn“

in The Unnamable, that we could as convincingly claim that Madeleine-

Marguerite is Mahood's fantasy as the reverse.

Beckett's personae

simply do not fit into a mold patterned upon our concept of how humans
. m e

9

Vivian Mercier, Beckett/Beckett, (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, Oxford University Press Paperback, 1979),.p. 55.

101144, , p.\215. |

-
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live and behave in reality. "The mistake they make of course is to

'Spehk og,him as if he really existed, in a specific place, whereas the
whole thing is no more than a project for the moment.” (U, p. 371)
-/;5There are’ many ways in which these comments about Worm apply equally to

the 6ther inhabitants of the Beckett world and particularly those in

Tﬁe Unnamable. ‘% \ I

Problems begin to arise when terms, which normally mak® sense,
&e

E

are brought to bear on texts of this kind. The result is that e in-
\

quiry runs aground because of the limitations of its methodology
/ -

. The'critical short list of The Unnamable should illustratd some

o{\tbe limitations of the conventional approach. Let us look:

Mercier: "... non=being, in the unperson of the Unnamable, yea

for being."11

, Hoffman: The Unnamable is the extreme form of the "un-novel”, 12
i
. 5 ] .
Kenner: ‘These_fiats and revulsion of the Unnamable comes closer to -
the Cartesian sp{é?& than Descartes himself.l13 /
Hassan: With ihis novel, Baeckett reduqes the mentalism of Descartes
o " to absurdity ... the hero of this is the (same) hero of-all
three novels, the hero of an anti—creation myth T it may
be a novel of "anal babble” ... an "anti-novel",l .
S £

&

Jacobsen and

Mueller: The novel®"attempts to describe man in terms of his rela- -
tionship with others ... attempts to’ describe man in

ettt Y

11Mercier, Beckett/Beckett, p. 175.

}2Freder1ck J. Hoffman, Samuel Beckett: The Languagé of Self,
Preface by Harry T. Moore, (New York: E.P. Dutton & Co., A Dutton
Paperback 1964), p. 132,

13Hugh Kenner, Samuel Beckett A CriticalsStudy, (Berkeley. Uni-
versity of California Press, 1968), p. 120. -
14 ’ ‘

Thab Hassan, The Literature of Silence: Heﬁry Miller and
Samuel Beckett, (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, A Borzoi Book, 1968), see
pp. 152, 163, 165. //

1
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theological terms" ... Beckett works “'tirélessly to de-
seribe the human condition in theological language” .., we

are ‘lead to speculate on the relationship with his protag-
onist and Christ.l3

Hayman: The Unnamable speaks from within the cave of the self in
the voice of some obscene male sibyl with "almost disem—
bodied thought" ... the narrator of The Unnamabl£ is a "pur-
gatorial background of good and evil".l16

Federman: The Unnamable, whose "genius for forgetting" is explicitly
noted, is much more of a liar than his preaecessors.l -

Champigny: 'The mggologue illustrates in its own way the Paradox of the
. Liar." ‘

Fanniza: With The Unnamable, Becketg "... has achieved the anti-
novel, the anti-literature based on the anti-human. He has
linked Angst with nausea and has gone beyond them; ..,"19

There is certainly a range of inggrpretatioa here. However, a common

"

thread of the sense of a definitive explanation runs throughout, although

it is frustrating to see the application of the langlage games of liter-

ary criticism to The Unnamable. Since the concepts‘?f 'hero', ‘novel?,
‘creation', 'literature', and so on, have questionable application to

this novel, we find "anti-" or "un~" getting tacked on to try to obtéin

|

lsJosephine Jacgbsen and William R. Mueller; The Testament of

Samuel Beckett, (New YOovk: Hill & Wang, A Dramabook, 1964), see pp.
113 and 125. »

l6David Hayman, 'Molloy or the Quest for Meaninglessness:: A
Global Interpretation' in Melvin J. Friedman, ed., Samuel Beckett Now,
2nd ad., with- an Introduction by Melvin J. FrieMman, (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1975), pp. 130 and 133,

17Raymond Federman, "Beckettian Paradox: Who is Telling the
Truth?" in Friedman, ed., Samuel Beckett Now, p. 107.

830berc Champigny, "Adventures of the First Person", in Friedman,
ed., Samuel Beckett Now, p. 124,

19Franco Fanizza, "The Word and Silence in Samuel Beckett's The

Unnamable”, in J,D. O! Hara, ed., Twentieth Century fhte:pretabipns of

Molloy, Malone Dies, The Unnamable, (New Jersey' Prentice-Hall, “Inc.,
A Spectrum Book, 1970), p. 75. .

w )
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a more fitting vocabulary for analysis.
All of, the issues raised by the critics are relevant to

.

The Unnamable, as cases of what the later Wittgenstein calls "seeing

aspects".’ The point here is not to deny that examples and instances\

. ' L]
from the text could be cited to support the various positions. How-

jever, we should guard against adopting a point of view that would be

too narrow, or too dogmatic. One of the amazing things about this

(anti-, un- ) novel is thaf it dogs lend itself to beihg examined from

,..\:"i'r

w Y

many angles, where its eléments can be separated and labelled. But

that ¥s not to say that a prﬁcedure of dissection‘leaves the work in-

tact. Nor does it. imply that, if we were to unwrap each bupdle and*
look more closely, we could obtain a greater undérstanding of either
the author or the text. .

. One problem with sugh an enterprise is that it sets in motion a
series of language games within language games. It is like Chinesg
puz!ie boxes; with each dividing the previous oné, analyzing it
fufther, and sending it onward, where the processais repeated, Suchﬁa

process would not give us & complete picture of the entire work. A

. different approach could leave the old vocabulary behind, at the door,

like well-worn boots that help us atyrive at the starting point,

but which must be set aside, lest we leave tracks and muddy everythiné.'

As Fannizza recognizes, ' A%\71

: LN

The definitive traditional modes with which to approach

a reality that is always both discovered and )presupposed -
the categories, that is, of space, relationg, time and sub~ -
stance - are by now useless: "They prove themselves incon- -
sistent in B.'s works. (&

1

201414, p. 74.
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George Steiner considers Beckett's dynamic of language and

»

silence, and considers the latter as dominating the direction of the |

' works:

Monsieur Beckett is moving, with unflinching Irish

A *logic, toward a form of drama in which a character, his
feet trapped in a concrete and his mouth gagged, will ,
stare at the audience and say nothing. The imagination
has supped its fill of horrors and of the unceremonious
trivia through which modern horrors is often exgressed. ;
As rarely before, poetry is tempted by silence.?l _,//S B B

Poetry is tempted by silence, for silence is, as Steiner says, an"

alternative. Silence certainly does play an important role in Beckett's

works, as we consider in the first chapter. It shows in the con~

N text of the poetic style, the rhythm and density of the prose and in

the use of a language for which the presence of silence 1is continually

[—
—p
{

felt, Silence is the backhrop, the stage on which the language of the

works dances.” But it is by no means a stage which Beckett neglects, . o

PR S

for he seéems to exert tight control over the use of 1anguége, the flow
of the wor@s, the interplay of sounds and silences. The resulting [//

recognition of the strength of silence places Beckett, according to

X am e e e b

, .©  Stelner, alongside Wittgenstein, Webern and Cage:

‘ This reevaluation of silence - in the epistemology of

. Wittgenstein, in the aesthetics of Webern and Cage, in '
the poetics of Beckett - is one of the most original, "
characteristic acts of the modern spirit.22

<

= )
The bansl use of language in contemporary cultJre has brought

a devaluation, in proportion to the glut of words which has been thrust
' upon us. It peems that we are pressed-upon by'words. They welrh b

4

iz

21George Steiner, Language and Silence: Es vs‘on Language, Liter- .
ature, and the Inhuman, (New York: Atheneum Pub., 1972), p. 7 = ‘

2

21b1d., p. 48.

PR
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upon our consciousness much too heavily, having accumﬁlate# in quantity
and historical significance. They have been corrupted, abused, pushed,

and pulled to such limits that we rarely find either speakers or

\

‘writers using words with precision and care. Some, like Beckett, treat
wbrdsiiig

Eiﬁ they were distillations place from an eye~dropper onte fhe
page, each carefully arranged to work together, The result is an en-
tity whose inner an& outer structures are mutually supportive.

' In addition to the treatment of language, there must be a corres-
ponding attention paid to silence. ‘"Without the polarity of silence,

23 When language breaks down

the whole system of language would fail,"
as a vehicle of communication and no longer acts as a viable mrans of
expression, silencé takes over. Silence is the ultimate alternative to
1anédage, the most effective escape from sgéech. Without resorting to
music or laughter - the bounds oé languagemnoted by'Broch - the only
feasible option whén words fail, would bEJsilence.
It may be language which distinguishes man from’ beast but 1t ie
) silence which makes us alone. Silence draws the particions between
per;on and person, and must be faced in order to 1ive this side of
anguish{ "o you.lauqch your volce, it dies away in the vault, it
calls tHat a vauit,'perﬁaps it's the abyss ..." (U. p. 409) These o

engulfing aspects of silence can be used both inwardly and outwardly

. N

', We can destroy, p ugjsh, or exert social controls with weapOns of silence.

. ) s ) » - .
Its force can*be>a =some. "... on a Fock, lashed to a rock, in the
N N . . . ‘

midst 25,silence, its great swell rears toward;méi;\:b.\(u, p. 410)

1
23Susan Sontag, Styles of Radical Will, (New York Dell Pubd~

1ishing, A Delta Book, 1969), p. 19. )ﬁ
3o~
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Against the background of silence, the concerns which'Beckett
shows towards language are -expressed and interconnected throughout

»
his works. They are cTearly at the core of The Ufjnamable. The

philosophical giscuésions of silence by Héideggg§ and Wittgenstein

are relevant to Beckett. Silence is recognized by Heldegger as the

call of conscience (gee the sixth and seventh chapters) and by Witt-~

n

genstein as the limit against which his inquiry rests (see the second
and third chapters)- /
)
Silence may only be a theoreti%al limit to which Beckett's

~

{
characters aspire, but which they can never reach. It haunts the

Unnamable. "... dream again, dream\of a silence, a dream silence,

full of murmurs ..." (U, p. 414) Words constitute, as Wittékqstein's

aﬂ?)qu suggests, the pieces of the game, of the language games.

\

Words are, in Beckett's words, 'to add to my collection", yet, simul~

-

taneously, that which we must purge ourselves.

The Unnamable presents us with a character trying to use language =

to’deai meaningfully with realisy. ée wants to find words to be applied
to his.situation. By exploring the limifs,ofwhis_ianguﬂgé; he hopes to
place himself as a subject: He struggles with hp gtté@pf'to name thiégs
in his worid, while fighting the sense of futility:%hat nothing s nam-
able and his'Story cannot Pe told.

Words and images run riot. Thé ch;ractér {s a nameless thing.in a
whirlpool of words, seeking to find oné to aﬁpiy:t; himéelf, all.th;
while feeling words slip outsidé his grasp ahé the«names‘he‘seéks to

apply slide away. This can be understood in light oﬁ.érée's statement

P4
. -
+ . -

that,

... the writer never abandons his hand—tauhgnd pambat o
with language, his unceasing struggle to subject it to

-~

R

T

-
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dealt wiqhm‘ The ways in which Russell and Wittgenstein handled this 1

- -

2 e e e o e e e -
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an "unnamable" truth resuscitated by this ¥ty combat
- and by-pgzsed as soon as it is named, his own past-
" Ppresent. :

The very issue of naming is an obsession for the Umnamable.

It 1s discussed in the third chapter, wherein we look at the character's

attempt to locate himself with respect to language. This constitutes

a hajor area of the novel, uwpon which our examination takes its impetus
from the work of the logical atomists. Their search for a logically
perfect langque forced them to assess the role of the Subject. As

a result, the proper name's position in the ideal language had to be

problem, not to mention the sorts of difficulties that ensued, provide
4 s

us with a handle’for understanding Beckett's expression of these con-

4

cerns. )

3

Russell's notiqn of proper names as a class of definite-descrip-
)

tions, along with the resulting absurdities of this view, offer a.philo-#,

sophigal instrument with which to consider the Unnamable’s gense of

aﬂsurdity. This is‘demonstrated in the Unngmable's gradual inability to !

assume Or accept names, Or even pronouns, as 2 means of 1ing§£b§ic'identity.
The structure of the n;vel and the wa ié reflects elements of the

character 8 quest constitute a faacinating layering of frames within frames.

This is most markedly evident .in the Basil-Mahood-Worm transition. Stories

within one frame incorpotate and-overlap stories from another; with
threads of similarity rquing trhough dpch of the characters, This

results in an elaborate and cotplex text yhich Wittgenstein 8

L

. p )
zasermaine Brée, "The Strange World of-Beckett's 'grand
afticulés'", in Friedman, ed.tigamuel Beckett Now, p. 84.
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notion of language gapes can ﬂélb'clarify.\ The investigations of the

]

later Wittgenstein pfovide insights into the infra- and inter- strug—'
tural elements of the‘novgl, by_availiﬁg us of a way to talk about the

various_interrelationsﬁxﬁs. In this regard, Wittgenstein's concept of

'family resemblances' is also applicable.
- .

Champign§|discussé;.the ﬁrogféss qf the gharacters in the novel.
Althoﬁgh he makes ﬂp:qkpiicit'rgferencé;to Wi;fgenétein, he providé§
supﬁor; for the assesshent'of'thé characterizationg in liggt of lan-
guage games, Champigny refers éqzthese as “character games" dnd says:

At times, weariness and exasperation appear to set
in ... Yet the monologue goes on. Pérsonifigg}ion

slips in again. A new character game begins.’ ‘

This 18 1in accordance with the argument in the fifth chapter, wherein
the characterizations are seen as an extension of the novel's concerns.

That is, they are a literalization of the themes. By personification

they come to life and new characters take shape. o
Wittgenstein mentions the case of a person listéning to himself

b
speak and it seeming as if someone else were speaking. The picture if
»

s B N
one of alienation from one's own words - something which seems to ‘occur

frequently in The Unnamable. Wittgenstein's discussion shows a way to

deal with the listening process of the character. For the Unnamable,

'.this is not only disconcerting, it is also something from which he seems

unable to extricate himself. ' -

1l

As he carries listening to an extreme, there is the sense
W

that the Unnamable is being pvertj%en by the others who appear to be

25Robert Champigny, "Adventures of the First Person'", in Pried-
man, ed., Samuel Beckett Now, p. 121.

B e sk {
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talking through him. They are in control, they are speaking through
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him, he -is their mouthpiece, they are tHe winds bellying out his sails.
. |

Iﬁages such as these abound throughout the text, signifying a furtive 3
search on the part of the character to come to terms with those others

and rid himself of them. At this point, Heidegger's philosophy of

languégg can prov%pe valuable insights. For example, his concept of

the "they-self' helpw us understand how the Unnamable is caught .in a

'

web of language. which 1s knotted ﬂy his sense of others and the role
‘\
they play in his relationship to language and the world.

Heidegger links language to Dasein. He sees language and being

as complgmentary terms, involving the concepts of ‘Autheﬁticity' and d
'inauthggéicfty': Since the.role of others is of paramount importaeg;

‘fog these conceﬁté, Heidegger's discussion sheds light upon the novel. e
The Unnamable 1is not just concerned with the self at the Iimits of -

ianguage, nor with the ;ole of names with respect to language. Nor l / ‘/

Y

is the novel merely a cool demonstration of Beckett's limguistic
finesse with literary language games. ng the text also presents us -~ ;

with a character struggling with language in the hopes of understanding

its significance to his own 1ife, and how he is a unique human being.- -

In these respects Heidegger is of value. 4 ‘ s

o

There are surely other concerns in this novel, and other issues //W

which 1ie outside of a philosophical analysis. However, it seems that
the main issues are among these which 1 aftempt to describe in this

thesis. And as long as we keep in mind Beckett's watning that "the

terary criticism is

J ’ ' 7 A \\
N /

7
danger is in the neatness of identiffcations" ("
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not book-kééping"!)26, we cah avoid approaching the Beckett territory

- as 1if it were land to be subdivided, and striﬁgently analyzed, as 1if

by rigid ‘terms of classification. The ﬂegree to vwhich this thesis makes

idgntifications is not intended to lock ub into a fixed vision It is

l;

,méant tw show that there is much of Beckett's work to be probed by an

\

philosophical .tools as a means of examination. .

[
'y -

1nteﬂéisc{plinary perspective, whereby we gain furtheri%larity using

3 T e

. ot
26Samuel Beckett, "Dante... Bruno.¥ico.. Joyce", in Samuel
Beckett and Others, Our Exagmination Réune His Factification for In-
camination of Work in Progress, .(London: Faber and Faber, 1972),

PP. 3 and 5, respectively.

N ~
- 13
-
*
, I//' -
AN . ’
"
l/ -
/’ * - A‘
. ,:-*v
¢
2 Ky
5
. € - -




<

o r i gy R 4 05 4 s G, I e e o B KO

1
|
b
J - . 1

<
Y

. . .. to know it's life still, a form of life, or-
/ ained to end, as others ended and will end, till
/ ife efidd, in all its forms. Words, mine was never
more thanuthat, than this pell-mell babel of silénce =
-and words ... what is it, this unniwable thing that
I name and nane and never wear out, and I call that
‘words. 1It's becau?a I haven't hit on t.he right ones,
v t.he killers, haven't yet heaved them up from that =’
hean:—%uming glut of words, with what 'words shall I %
ndie’ my unnamable words? And yet I haMe hopea, I give
you m m)rd high hopes ..7
. Samuel Beckett

S\ , -
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THE "WORDY-GURDY": LANGUAGE, LIJERATURE .
» t
: AND SAMUEL BECKETT . - : B
a 4 - ; ) . [

E This chapter consists of three parts: language and'fiterature;

Beckett's quest, and Beckett's exploration of language and silence.

.

The first section considers the general area of language and litera-~ ]

w ture, the writer's concern with thewmédium of. expression, and some of

the aspects of literary experimentation with language. Beckett is -

1 ” (

not alone in expressing an interest in the qpb}\§:~ff langgige, a; )
demonstrated by the wo?ks of writers such as Conrad, Rob&s-crillet,
Sa£raute, Barth, Barthelme, and quce. The fact that there are many
writers pushing and prodding this mediumﬁn wa).rs which challenge what
once might have been seen as rather fixed limits of thé)'novel',
only makes Beckebt's preoccupation with language all thelmé}e 1nterest—
ing. )

ﬁg will, consequgptly, unde;take an aerial ;urveillancé of the

Beckett territory, iqpbrder tolrealize that The Unnamable may be a

Beckett masterpiece, but not.a\Jisolated work. The issues of langupge

and silence are inte:uoven‘thrékgﬁayt all of his works, yhere themes .
raised in early wogﬁs reappear }ﬂ later ones, with thre;ds of gimilar— 4
ities and diassimilarities occurin§ from one work‘to the next. (The’

actual dethod of such weaving is investigated in'the fifth chapter,

where the later Wittgenstein's concept of 'family resemblance' is

”*

.

applied to the novel.) |

CHAPTER 1 ‘ . e

A ° . ‘\'
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P .
ate the attention to language and silence to what appegrs to be an v
T . \

g 21

-° We will proceed in the following way: first, a'look &# lan7
guage and literature, and the problems of seeing a work of art in an

,1ntetpretattve way; i.e., in terms of a rig theoretical position.

!

" This welghs upon an examination of Beckett, because he unifies formal

f
»

and contextual elemente in ways which resist a theoretical formulation.
t%;é-second part of - this chaPter will be a brief discussion of Beckegt:s
quest for:self expressi;;T\<§ia struggle is with the cdompulsion to

express, in the face of a literary angst that not onl? will he fail at

his expression, but it is not even clear that he has ﬁhenyeans to
1 .

s L
correctly proceed. He proceeds, nevertheless, yet with a Pythagorean
. 8

terror that doing’so is utterly irrational, and may possibly lead him

into an abyss. The final section will look at the cedfral role played., ‘
{ * »

by words and silence in the Beckett world. All of hisl works incorpor- "

;L
13 |
fncreasingly dehumanizing degree. The result fs that, from Watt to the

trilogy and the later How It Is and Imagination Dead Iﬁagine, Beckett's

characters gradually fdde to anonymous personae, as linguistic

expression grinds away the unigueness of the characters, leaving them,

4

*1ike Beckett's Unnamable, "amidst a swarm of words" and, seemingly,

2
one-in a lifeless heap of others,

o~
&
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.« Part One; Languape, Literature and Interpre on

t .
In this sectfon, we will consider some of the aspects of the

writer's relationship to his medium, in an attempt to uﬁ;e—rstand
vhereby this distinguighes the literary work of art. Beckett ig
adamaxvlt In asserting ‘that the writer is fimly tied to his medium,
inluhich the only path open fsits exploration, Ve niighﬁ say that,
for Beckett, the writer {s a magician of words, a linguistic alchem-
.ist, using an economy of technique to discover literary heights. As |
wve will see, Beckett suégests that the artist must leave behind the
everyday, the level of habits and rationalit;y, and relinquish atten-—

tion as to what the audience desires., At that point, he partakes in a 44
‘ . .

descent, a contractive "excavation" as Beckett says, leading into alien

9
» .

¢ ,
territory, in vhich some of the famjliar literary elements must be dis-_ .-

. carded, A number of questions arise with regard to the way in which the

literary critic should view the end-product of the artist's quest. There
are difficulties for the critical mind fn trying to order and assess some~
thing which, fin essence, asks us to set aside our preconceptigns and

habits of thinking. In this respect, the artist can be seen as a sooth-

" sayer, revealing other worlds to the reader by means\of the text,

"Among those whom we call great artists", writes Beewett in )
"Three Dialogues", "I can think of none whose concern was not predominant-

1y with his expressive pogsibilities, those of his vehicle, those of
e
- . L ‘

22
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human:lty."l The writer 'as consumed and consumer, exploring the

depths of his c’)’wn medium by its very use. This procedure has an.in~
herently different character to it than éveryday speech or the trite
cbmmonplacé appiications, where it has come to be degenerated and de-
valued. In these cases, there 1s a need for quantity, in order to act
as an assurance that some'thing is happening, that something important
is transpiring, and that something, at least the speaker, exists. This
is reflective of the to-be-is-to-be-heard mentality. Th;are are many

examples of this in Beckett's works; e.g., Happy Days, with Winnie's

dependence on Willie, Not I's affirmative monologue, and Come and Go's
Gregorian threeam;xe, who depend upon the audience for confirmation.
This is language in the role of filler, -filling‘n :;he distance from
the void. Asgfiller, it operates as padding or word-swathing, méking

each person feel less alone and less aliemated.
\

AN

N\
There takes place a different enterprise with language in poetic
expression, inasmuch as we find curiosity in operation. Poetry, states
Beckett in a discussion of Vico, 1s born of curifosity, of the passion-

ate and animate exploration of particular things, and not of any dis-
passlonate 1nquir'¥ into abstract generalities. In discyssing the

variance between, ppetry and philosophy, Beckett remarks :
\ Barbar ians, incapable of analysis and abstraction, ,
must use their fantasy to explain what their reason -
cannot comprehend. Before articulation comes song;:
_before abstract terms, metaphors. The figuratives:. -

character of the oldest poetry must be regarded ... as

evidence of a poverty-stricken vocabulary and of a disa-

bility to achieve abstraction. Poetry is essentially

e

lgamuel Beckett, "Three Dialogues",/in Martin Esslin, ed.,

A

e
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the antithesis of Metaphysics: Metaphysics purges the

mind of the scene and cultivates the dfSembodiment of
‘ " the spiritual; Poetry is all passion and feeling and
animates the inanimate; Metaphysics are most perfect
when most concerned with particulars, Poets are the
senses, philosophers the intelligence of humanity.2

Poetry as body, philosopﬁy as mind. The old dichotomy. This is a
;.Tiaosition Beckett's own work does not reflect; regardless of any claims
to the contrary.
The distinction is more likely along fhe lines of poetry, on the
-gne hand, and metalanguage, rather than metaphysicg, on the other. The
latter would comment on the entire system of philoéophy and lang{xage,
whereas the former would act as an expression of philosophy and lan~—

guage. Barthes disgusses this distinction and emphasizes that "the

text liguidates\al} metalanguage, whereby it is text".3 By this he

seems to indicate that the text can have nothing‘to do with making a
stateﬁent, a credo, nor in any way analyzing or commenting upon a
system as a whol’é: as would metalanguage by its very distinction from
language. .Metalanguage surveys language or a language system. A

! .
literary text does not survey language, it gives us language in the

act:‘i’vity of creation.
!

Words are not mere polite symbols, Beckett contends. They are

A\

not contortions of printer's ink or static objects to be manipu-

lated according to the will of the artist. ™They are alive. They

elbow their way on to the page, and glow and blaze .and fade and

. ®
2"3ante..s. Bruno. Vido.. Joyce”, pp. 9-10.

) 330131-.‘1 Barthes, FPleasure of the Text, tr. Richard Miller, with .
_ a note on the text by ard Howard, lst American edition, (New York:
Hill & Wang, 1975), p./30.

- -
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disappear."” To Beckett, words sizzle and burn their mark into the

'\'::Z.//tus comments about Vico's methodology as a type of reduction
applicable to Beckett's own style: Vico distills expressive

media into primitive economic directness. He accomplishes an exteri-—
1

. orization of thought by fusing primal essences into an assimilated \\\

~—

)
mediufm. Picture an alchemist's laboratory - the withdrawal of essences

and spirits for creation, the bringing forth of magic.

The imagination, Beckett claims, is exertised in vacuo and. can—
not tolerate the limits of' the real, It is within the realm of the
real that habits get set and the process of deadeningw comnences., The
imagination, itself, cannot fall into habit, since an imaginative
flight defies repetition, Thkﬁumbing effects of habit constitute an
explasive for the imagination, by“;bliterating its acts. Habit—riddex
texts are expository and, as such, each work becomes a studied \task
of memory, a pensum ready for recitation. Such texts are, by their

\%\nature, dull and exhausting. ‘Lan'guage, as a vital medium, is
made to suffer; with words reduced to signals before a chosen res-
ponse. Such language 1s considered by Beckett to be worn and thread-—

{

bare, .

s

Beckett, like .Vico, leans to an economy of form. Words; however

i

explosive or fecund (to the point of the almost multiplicative self-
. N

generation of The Unnamable's language), are catefully{«placed, as if
each word played equally as significant a role as any other. Under

such strict surveillance, there is no room for sloppiness or excess.

4

Ibid., p. 15. .

)
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Deadening 1in our habits, our comfort and a considerable degrée of our

morality rests on a framework of what is non-threatening. As Stein

put it, "... to know what one knows is frightening to live wvwhat one
lives is soothiné and though everybpdy likes to be frightened what they
really have to hawe is8 soothing and so the master-pieces are so few".s
Well, reality is more soothing than the imagination, f;)r the
limits of reality are more clearly definable. Beckett reminds us of
Baudelaire's definition of reality as "the adequate wunion of subject and

obj ect“.6 We can view the leave-taking of subject and object as

frightening, in that we have left the realm of the tangible and, accord-

ing to the view presented in Proust, that of time itself. The Proust-

- -
ian solution rests in the negation of time and, as a consequence, the

)

negation of death. Time and death bind us to identity and memory, whose

boundaries are negated by the creative process, b

Beckett cites Schopenhaver's definition of the artistic procedure
;
as "the contemplation of the world independently of the principle of

reason”, and, in that way, signifies the importance of the imagination,

1

by means of which the world is apprehendeWricany by the artist.” .

(P, p. 66) Beckett, whb views art as the apotheosis of solitude,
r .

describes the artistic process as an excdvation, a contractive rather

than an expansive tendency.

\
\
-
3 .
N B

5Gertrude) Stein, Look at Me Now and Here I am, Writings and
Lectures 1909-45, ed. Patricia Meierowitz, vith an Introduction by

Elizabeth Sprigge, (London: Penguin Books, Ltd.,,1967), p. 152.

6Smmel Beckett, Proust, (New York: Grove Press, Inc., 1931),

p. 57. Henceforth all references will be to this edition, abbreviated
as P, - :

S
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"The artist has acquired his text: the artisan translates ic,"
(P, p. 64) By this, Beckeét suggests that the artist acquires or
discovers. the text by leaviwg the level of the surface behind for an

A\l

immersive contraction of the spirit. That is, the artist must pur- .

sue what Beckett considers to be the only fertile résearch, viz., ‘tﬁe
descent "to the.core of the eddy". (P, p. 4‘8) The centrifugal force

of this descentvwm‘xld be the attention to the audie;xce, the search for

a receptive’reader whom the work would appease. In éhe hoﬁesty of his
quest, the artist has to throw aside such values, so t'he descent will

not be impeded. We can draw from Beckett's analysis of Proust the

following picture:; the text already-.exists within the artist and ‘only '
requires careful submersive exploration to be uncovered. That s‘uch'&prk
must be accomplished in solitude and, thence, without any attendance to

.
> v . ’

a real or imagined audience, is seen by Beckett as a gecessary, an even

DEET o b i S tnc ARG it st &

desirable, price for the process of creation.

In Against Interpretation, Sontag discusses the endless lig;t of

. \
. "those around whom thick encrustations of interpretation have’ taken

e . o 4

hold".7 Interprew;:ion, she érgues, violates art, by making art into
\

an article for use. It tries to ready it for a mental scheﬁe/o(cage- 1

gories. Lingulstic coffins, Art becomes product: the artist ‘a8
. a '

~

laborer.

. ”~
There is a demolition taking place in this. Art is no longer
valued as a tredsured object, an emboditient of magic, with the artist

: \
seen as magician, soothsayer, the one with the third eye. That means -
' e

\

7Susan Sontag, Against Interpretation and Other Egsays, (New
York: Dell Pub., A Delta Book, 1966), PQ -

w »
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the one with' the eye to see and to ¢reate miracles and whose end-
products 'of creation, the works of grt, Jnakénguch miracles tangible.
' v oo . .

This view is gone. : In its place we find middle management, uniformed
o,

personnel in the industry of création, with finished products open to

analysis, criticism and interpretation. In short, ciuality control.

pu

- Ve éntbropomofphize art. We ai:proach it with the duaiistig

. o . . . o
framework by which we view man. Mind/body becomes form/content, with

the corpus of both dispensable, merely a repository for something
higher, the tdea, the transcendent. We make form accessory, notes

Sontag. Form becomes an expendable decoration, ap accident next to the

“

e’ssen’tial content, Form gets ’tacked-on liké a costume, with ¢ritics’
lining up to view and to judge as tasteful or tlitillatfng, ,and above
allh, to Aplac‘e“into_ ;n appropriate slot. Form is an accessory,'a masked
man in t;he geéaway car, or the getaway car itself. ' Form is an accom~
plAice‘\tb the crime of replacing life with art; and substituting scenario
for 's'cex‘xe; names with aliases. |
* . In .Sox{tag's' view, what 1s pref%\rahle is a vocabulary of fo\rms
that' can provliée, at long: last:; an approach to the description of
li\tefary form. Thé‘daflger, howeve;; in turning a 11te1l‘ary interpreta-
tion that Qisso.lves discussion of conteng into discussion of form - the

soft ‘thét‘}ontég rates as the best kind of literary criticism -~ is that

‘we. threaten to replace one realm of éategorizatioﬁ and analysis with

i

. another, au exchange of similar modes of discourse, However, given the

— 1\

. fact that Sontag views content=-’€;tegoriz%ng with as much receptivity as
+ N ‘ » ‘
one might view.government bureaucracy,. instead of e,ffec,tin}/ a replace~

“ment we might better re-evaluate the d¥ture of the enterprise itself.

*

(/ i
0 - .
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Perhaps we could argue for Sontag's pésitior), and claim that sre~

. v . /A
placing discussion of .content with one of form will necessarily chan"g/\\

L4

o the inquiry and, thereby,make all the difference. However, this is not

guaranteed a -priori. Thus, it seems that a wiser move might be to

’

question the perpetuati;)n A‘of the dualism. The very act of tearing

apart- mind-content from body-form slants the autopsy in a prejudicial

\

, . way. Form is content, emphasizes Beckett in Proust. "The/one is a

- [
concretion of the other, the revelation of a world." (P,/p. 67) By
. . :

so opting for an innate indivisibility, we then may loo‘k', to the func-

.tioning of the two as a unified body. No longer a cm;'ése with soul.in

li)mbolbefore the next incarnation, the literary work/is rather a living

H

flesh, with each éhanging view and use o£ language /acting as a new
breath, filling the work,&.
A . Of Beckett's novels we aver, the form of Ahe work decides th

coritent. The language, syntax, and structuré can be understood in

ot

light of the formal structure, just as a/piece of music can be seen as

a consequéncé, with any nuomber of varyjing interpret’ations, of a ml}“;ical

scrfpt. The script is the content the musical work and, no, wait,

the script is the form of the musical work and ... No. We can Aiew the
‘ \V - script as form and content - it/is difficult to speak as though there
. / .
were a division ~ and individual interpretations can be viewed as

- relatively good or bad presentations of the plece and agsessed as inter-

N .
- pretations of what the piece is all about. Each play¥ng of a piece of

8We consider the unification of form and content in The Unnamable
in the fifth chapter, when we examine the ways in which Wittgenstein
agsesses language and meaning as having applications for the novel.

| \ ,
- '
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muslc offers a new rende&pg, a new vision, a new interpretation.
Similarly, each reading of a text gives a new understanding of the’
"literary work., The depth of the plece 1s often linked to the need for de

interest in undertaking another reading and iw seeking further clarity.

The sum total, as we will see in subsequent chapters with The Unnam~

+

able, is a unification of form and conteng as constituting‘t’fie‘ literary ~
— .

text. How this is done by the individual artist lies at the heart of the
{
: l
activity of creation. It is in this way that Producing a literary work

i
becomes a process of exploration. This process dves not act as a

message-carrier, for to do so risks presenting uys with only a

static form and would, in general, fall to be a work of art. & "

-
~

“There 1is no communication", claims Beckett, "because there are -

no vehicles for communicatioen". (P, p. 47T}rt cannot treat form as ’ 1
, .

separate froh\content, for the artistic work brings style and form to

e
life. It is for this reason that the literary text would inherently }

N,
fail as a mouthplece for a theoretical position, or as a platter for an
]

idea. Barthes explaing this:

... no voice (Science, Cause, Institution) is behind

what it is saying. Next, the text destroys uttdrly, to :

the point of contradiction, its own discur$§ive category, .

itsesociolinguistic 'reference (its "genre") ...”7 , / ‘
Doctrinal terrorism. The literary ¢axt is distinct from /an. ideolo?_\

. N J

cal base. Furthermore, it is nlhilistic in its inherenf inabildity to

act 15\ the name of a theory. Points of view lie outsiqfe the text; they

are alien to an artistic work. - . / /

9§3arthés, Féeasure of the Text, p. 30. ‘

S
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/? , \Z&
. The creative work is not an ap;/e,n age tg}n idea. Nor is the

- /

‘text a vehicle, a cart carrying the horse, an inanimate something act-
* 4 -~

ing to package a transcendent idea. As Gass expresses it, "the lines of

)

the novelist offer no-dlternatives, they are not likely interpretations

of anything, but are the thing 1tse1f".lo It 18 absurd, Robbe-Grillet

rendks, to say that a work has something to say and says it well.
"™Might we not advance on the contrary that the genuine writer has

nothing to say? He has only a way of speaking. He mus ® create a world,

»
but starting from nothing, from the dust . .."u ’

/

The writer and his medium, alone with each other. The picture is

rilogy: the writer alone icﬁ' a room, with only a way pof

. : ¢
to us with his comment: -
‘ ) .
That novels should be made of words, and merely words, -
is shocking, really. It's as though you-had discovered
. that your wife were made of rubber: the bliss of all
those years, the fears ... from sponge.l2

-

- . ' low:llliam H. Gass, Fiction and the Figures of Life, (Boston:’ :
Nonpareil noc/fcs; 1971), p. 27. , , —

&H
nAlain Robbe-Grillet, For a New Novel, Essays on Fiction, trs , g
'Richard Howard, (New York: Grove Press, 1966J, R- 45, \

lzops Cit., p- 27' ' > '
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. It should not be surprisingf us that Gass's point seems so

“

well-taken, however obvious it may seem. Is she merely rubber? Is - /
3 -
.

the t%c really just made of words? How could I have been so fogled,
and for so long? Facts versus gratification. No wonder Barthes speaks
v of language as seduction, the ultimate temptress and the text as fetish

abject. "... and this fefish desires me", he emphatically declates.13

1 desire, I need the author, and }s much as he needs me. The
text itself, as corpus, 18 embodied, isr an embodiment. We can speak‘i of
it in a figurative ﬁanner. elaborating upon'thil image by seeing it,
like Barthes, as a body divided into erotic sites. "Al] these move-
ments attest to a figure of the text, necessary to the bliss of read—
ing."M | .

[

N .
Beckett remarks, in Proust, that normally we are in t}ie-posit}/qn

of a tourist, whose aesghetic experience consists of a series of !,/denti-
ficatio;\s, the naming of categories, labelling. This is t.he price, in
Beckett's eyes, of viewing the object as a member of a family, (rather

y than seeing it as a uniqee par€icular, independent of any.general

1 notion or concept. The abilit'y to achieve a proper understanding

demands that we detach the object, "from the sanity of a cause", (P,
p. 11) Once isolated and inexplicable in the light o gnofance, as
contrasted wit 'fﬁe'\glaring shadow of reason, then and only then may -~
the object becomé a source of enchantment. 'Enchantme:\t for Becket;,

bliss for Barthes. Both terms touch upon the magic, the surge of joy

13Barthes, Pleasure of the Text, p. 27. ‘

W

Yrpia. , p. 56. . v
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and energy implicit 4in the creative process, F?r it is here that we
'ai:tain clarityﬂof vision and an unclouded éonceptual‘ framework. This s
ié“w{lere "Mhe notion of what he should see has not had time to inter—
‘fere its prism between the eye and 11:;3 object", as Beekett says of a
chargeter in a Proust novel. (P, p. 15)
Habit and memory are Beckettf,s furies, threatening us at all -
3

tigies, luring us into the ldving death, the hell of the fiked mind.

And this warning must be carried over to any viewing of the literary
/ f

3 wﬁﬂz‘/les\t we fall into a kind of seeing which echoes the trained, the
4

-

uniform memory and routine. (cf., for example, Wittgenstein's comments
on "habit’s of thinking" in the fourth chapter.) This latter condition

is seén by Beckett as "an instrument
. * »

ment of discovery". (P, p. 17)

The onus 1s ix‘pon us to prevent literary interpretations from

L3

locking us into any framework which might encase our ideas, or restrict

ur understanding to data-gathering for some th%{tical‘ ruse. ‘Gass's
go;nm

ents on philosophers who ixherpret novels 'an be brought to bear on
! -

\
“

this isg&e.:
v ~
Philosophers continue to interpret novels as if they
were philosophies themselves, platforms to speak from,
middens for which may be scratched important messages
for mankind; they have: predictably looked for content,"
not form; they have regarded fictions ahwaysvof view~
ing reality and not as additions to it.

<

What we should aim for, instead, is a catapulting eff%ct, wvhere inter-

“rds -~ *

N -* -
pretations and ins{ghts give ﬁ}rth‘to more ideas, further understanding,

< .
15, \ :
¢ ow Gass, \Fiction and the Figures of Life, p. 14.
. A

Cop.
P

of .reference instead of an instru-

e
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"and a broadening of our scope._ In short, the opening of more doors,

-

tt;e perception of more igngrance and the awareness of areas that are
ynpaved or ;vith alien tread-marks.

Interpretations that are fastened to a theory ~ without which it
seems the work would languish and die - provide set;urity at the cost of
the emotion, pleasure and sensuality“of relating to a text, over and
over aéain, with intimacy. We must; guard against losing the trust that

the text ¢an, by 1tself,‘draw M{%K;t‘\ﬁm teadei. ' If only we

let 1t. Not all works have this capacity, but masterpleces certainly

©
do.

The image of the soothsayer seems so apt here, opening the door

" for the reader to a magic otherwise inacceéssible,,

y

The writer's traditional role consisted in excavating
Nature, in burrowing deeper and deeper:to reach some
ever more intimate strata, in finally unearthing some -
fragment of a digconcerting secret, Having descended
into the abyss of human passions, he would send to the
seemingly tranquil world (the world on the surface)
triumphant messages deseribing the mysteries he had
actually touched with his own hands. And the sacred
vertigo theqreader suffered then, far from causing him
anguish or nausea, reassured him as'to his power of
domination over the world ... .

It is not surprising, given these conditions that the

literary phenomenon par excellence should have resided )

in the total and unique adjectivej which attempted to -

unite all the inner qualities, the entire hidden soul

of things. Thus the word functioned as a trap in which

the writer captured the universe in order to_hand it

ower to society.l6 - . y

In the next section, we consider one writér's individual excava-

tion into h%s own universe, by focussing upon Beckett's quest for a

éélf-—expfession against the fear that we will never, in fact, succeed.

16

Robbe—~Grillet, For a New Novel, p. 24. . . s
q B N

<
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.o Part Two: Beckett's Quest for Self-Expression

In this section, we will explore Beckett's quest for self-
/ :expre'ssion, where both subject matter and literary style proj ect a
sense of impoter;ce. Beckett's resolution is that, with the medi-

N
o um of literature, the very area of impotence might be investi-

gated. I;x this way he proceeds, although Et is with an impending -
t;ense of doom th@t he cannot succeed, for his very medium may turn
“ on him. It seems as if hisqv{brds may fail to be tools of express:ion,
. ) wi';ﬁ, for e:xample, dialogueé between characters act’ing more to create
a gulf, ‘t‘nanA to briflge one, )Furthermore, there”is the sense that he
may end, like Worm, ensnared by the jaws by which language seems to
hold him. ‘(‘)‘u-r'goél lere is to.touch upon the ways in which’these
concerns reach exeréssion, vith respect to the various inhabita;nts of
Beckett's world,, and how they are coht‘in‘v.xally‘being thrown ba;ck upon
] théir o:.rh quest. The implicatidn fs‘that there are 'n_o higher authori-
' ties to whom rqdres can’ be made. -As a consequer;ca ‘the picture 1is
T~

‘that of a purgatory, f\elicoidal in design, where the structural

h + elements of the ndVel are continually progressing and regressing,
themati&ﬂily intertwined. = 3 ’ ‘

"I have always been amazed at myxcontemporariés‘ lack of finesse,

I whose_ soul wtxithed from morning to'night in' the mere quest of it-

y

3 »

1?Saunuel Beckett Stories and Texts for Nothing, (New York:
Grove Press, Inc., 1967), p. 11, Hengeforth, all referentes will be
to this ed4tion, abbreviated as S&T. . .
\ ‘ Y-
L ’ 35

‘s_elf," 17 This 1s ‘Beckett speaking on his own writhing' t?:e quest for °
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self and self expression, There is an interplay of the fascination
with impotence and the §¥ruggle to' escape from ite accompanying sense

i
of fatlure. The result 1s that Beckett is caught in a whirlpool of

\

affirmation and negation. His works are foreshadowed by suggestions

and warnings that they cannot succeed, and yet they seem driven by

the challenge that, with just one more aG{:mpt, fatlure can be avoided.

In trying to align contradictory combinations; he is going toward a

silence which, once attained, would be the negation of the journey

»
itself. It is like Wittgenstein's ladder, in the respect-that it is
13 . » :
’ to be let go after reaching the pgoal.
One of the themes underlying Beckett's works is the effort to reach
. the logically unreachable and refrain&% m total disintegration. The 4 @ /
\/"'/\ ) ) - -

sense of the: impossibility of the enterprise is omnipresent. Becket:

addresses himself to this absurdity in "Three Dialogues’:
The history of painting, here we go again, is the
history of attempts to escape from this kense of fatlure;,” /.
by means of more authentic, more ample, less exclusive ~ K
relations between representer and representee, in a kind -
of tropism twoards a light as to the nature of which ;
the best opinions continue to vary, and with a kind of
Pythagorean terro, as though the irratio}:ality of pi

were an offense against the deity, not to mention his
creature. ‘

There are several points raised in this statement which have had
’

repercussions for the assessment of Beckett's work. First, we must §§}

lponsider his position that the history of painting, and by extension,

;?at of literature as well, 1s one long attempt to overcome a sense of

3

A\
impotence by an active exploration of the medium, The creative force

pushes onward, even though it may appear dﬂéettling~ Pythagorean terror:

"l

t

lsneakett, "Three Dialogues"; p, 21. ‘

/
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+ what we have uncovered is not only unwelcome, it is not permissible
éithin any acceptable (i.e., rational) lével of discourse. Bé%kett
attempté the (irrational) reconciliation of the failure to express
with the oblig%fion t; express. He is an overw@elming need to express,
while haviqﬁ nothing whaE?oqver‘with which apd of which to express.

A triple bind, ’
Beckett sees the force to be destructive, in the sense fhaﬁ the

' “ artist - through a creative thrust of the medium of expression - atteémpts

to annihilate the distance between the artist and.the,worg, and betgeen ‘

the work and its subject. The denial of an exclusion is the denial o}

an abyss between the two realms.

One way in which Beck?tt furthers his creativ:‘bxploration, as
well as uses to help overgpme his sense of impotence, is by the uhity

. of formal and coafextual elements. Although this isha divisipn grtists

never drew ~ it was always a product of the critics' categorizing -

»

Beckétt has enough critical distance to be ayare of the waf*nxitics‘ Y
forced a form/content hichotomy out of Eomethiné the artist_approached‘
and used aé a unity. We should not let Beckett's blackness of pumour
or bleakness of wvision blind us to Bgckett’§ use of metaphors.

It is not always a pleasant operation, nor any more ag;@eable to
deal with than the vision of Mahood catching flies in his jar outside the
restaurant: Snap! His jaws clack éggether and we can envisage the teeth

clacking,vtrapping the £ly, while the languagé of the work clacks in uni-

son. The levels of clacking take place together, unified in a total

e creation, It.is an indivisible unit, in which. the imagery and fanguage

- . ,,t hd

of the passage come alive. This one vision represents the chgrgé\g{'s

i - . g L

. own situation, as well as our own, inasmuch as we perceive a connection.

: 7’

~
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\It certainly does not make a pretty picture: clacking all
those flies until that fateful da&, when one dum;: mt;ve to tr'ick Made-
leine-Marguerite negated these faint pleasures for all eternity. The
image fades and is ultimately replaced by the resoundin'% clack of M'a-—
hood himself being entrapped within his jar, as jar turr;s to jaw and
Mahood is as fly, caught once and for all within the closed domain of
the encompassing container. Clack. The metaphor is the form. It is
the container and the containing structure, the image and the content,
With this final clack, the picture is then c‘omplete and the character
is swallpwed.()e hear no more from, or of him, '

WBecketEer‘dred Joyce for what he saw as an ability to unify
form and content. For Joyce, in contrast to Beckett, the work was- one
of plenitud"e, an overabundance of of 1dez‘is and images running rampant,
a vision and mode of expression.so rich, so pluralistic, that the re-

sulting works burst with too much of themselves, and the reader risks

gastric override in the attempt to handle more than one page at a time.

Joyce succeeds in effecting a unity of style which 1s layered with mean‘:-
) .
ingg and images inextricably linked.
Beckett's quest for expression seems a painful confrontation of

his own impotence, in wbich his vehicle is a language com:.aining a selfw-

No matter how he tries to acquire an expression
’

that might be able toN{ell his story and, thereby, permit him rest,

destruct mechanism,

N
he \cannot succeed. The very language of tl\xe work reflects that state
¢

of affairs. He is, like Mahood trapped in the rjaws of his jar, )

imprisoned by the confines of his own language, the boundaries and s




.‘ . / " / \

restrictions of his very wvehicle of expression. Beckett tries to

escape those limitatfions by turning to French, but - regardless of )

‘the change, the rejection of his mother tongue for his stepmother's - (:f\\

N

he 8till faces restrictions and frustrations and, ultimately, as much (.

impotence in achieving his goal as with his native English. He is
still caught within imposing confines, however nice the new domain may
seen at first. He 1s still a prisoner of his expression, his own
means to express., Gass touched on this in discd{?ing the ways in which
$

philosophy 'and literature differ; viz., their differing relationships -
to language. Gass says that, .

The concepts of the philosopher speak,the words of

the novelist are mute; the philosopher invites us to

pass thrﬂﬂgh his words to his subject: man, God, nature,

moral law; while the novelist, if he is any good, will

keep us kindly imprisoned in hie language - there 1s

literally nothing beyond.l9 .

0f course, this does not imply that philosophers cannot use language

consigting entirely of mute words, however vocal may be the related

concepts. The philosopher has no privileged access to language that
the novelist does not also have, The philosopher's tongue may be
-4

RPN

as tied as that of the novelist,

All the writer has is words, the language which constitutes the "
artistic medium. For Beckett, therwriter is a prisoner ;f language,
held in the jaws of his vehicle of expression and from which, to some
degree, he can never effect a release. As demonstrated in the -
Unnamable's tell}ng of stories, the exploration of the expression it-

self can, by the creative leap of faith, bring about a transcendence

Iy

lgGasp, Fiction and the Figares of Life, p. 8.
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. “tion.- In the face of the absurdity of the {irrationa
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to a level beyond speech, beyond the mechanized manipufation of words.

The masterpiece, though limited to a’finite number of words, opens up

AN

8 myriad of feelings and ideas, and acts as a catalyst

the imagina-

vhat Beckett
calls the Pythagorean terror, the artist leaps, having faith that the
abyss over which his limbs are flailing will not, in fact, swallow him

whole.

-

Barthes considers the writer to be a pawn of the language he uses.
The vehicle of expression‘acts ;s tﬁe force governing the writer. "Asg
a creature of language", contends'Barthes{ "the writer is always caught
up in the war of fictions (jargons), but he is never anything but a

plaything in 1t,"20

The“writer is the blind-spot in the system, the

joker in the deck. He is necessary to the meaning, or to what}partﬁes
\

terms "the battle", but is himsel€ deprived of a fixed meahing. The

writer's exchange value is to act as a variable of history, a factor

of the tactical blows of the struggle,

Basedwon comments purportedly made in conversation with Raymond '
Federman, Beckett would seem to agree with Barthes!'view of the writer's

position with respect to hisfmedium. Beckett is quoted as having said

that the English version of Comment c'est 18 "somewhat of a failure -

the English language resisted me -~ it made me say more than I wanted
+ .
to ‘say", n . ’

k.

2OBarthes, Pleasure of the Text, p, 34,

‘ N

2¥aaymond Federman, "The Impossibility of Saying the Same 01d
Thing in the Same 0ld Way, - Samuel Beckett's Fiction since Comment

-

c'est, in L'Espirit Createur, Vol. XI, No. 3, Fall 1971, p, 28.

-
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. seen by the cﬁaracter and never directly interacts with him. Malone's

41 ro '

Beckett can be seen as reflecting Ba;thes' position within his

" works in his notion of a master, a judge, a chief; that is, an omni-

potent figure to whom reference is made and from whom conclusions will
\
be drawn. The characters, and implicitly the works, are put in .the

position of waiting for assessment, for judgement or for guidance.
Dodo and Gigi wait for Godot, but only;gear from ﬁ}s messenger. Watt's
maséer is Knott, :>\h whom Watt cannot communicate. Moran looks for

Molloy under the orders of Youdi, who, like GodoEJ;nd Knott, is never

"

sole visitor speaks, but Malone €annot hear him, nor can Malone make
himself understood. The Unnamable frequently makes reference to a

master and speaks as if he were his plaything, his victim, his dummy

-

variable, He is the Urxbamable's Godpt, except that he seems even further

removed, with the character having no real contact with any messengers

this time.
When_all goes silent and comes to an end, it will be
Jbecause the words have been sald, those it behoved to l
say, no need to know which, no means of knowing which,
they'll be there somevhere, in the heap, in the torrent, -
not necessarily the last, they have to be ratified by -
the proper authority, that takes time, he's far from |
here, they bring him the verhatim report of the pro-
ceedings, once in a way, he knows the words that count,
it's he who chose ‘them, in the meantime, the voice con-
tinues, while the ‘messenger goes toward the master, and
while the master examines the report, and while the ~
messenger come8 back with the verdict ... (U, p. 369)

Man is the servant of language, Heidegger contends (see the <
sixth chaptef for a full discussion), And language is the master of
man. We may read languaég\toﬁyé,she master to which the Unnamgble
refers in the above passage and, thus, consider the excerpt to be a

statement about the situation of all writers. Namely, the character's”

w

A
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dilemma, his position of wai&ing £Lor the verdict from his master is
like that of the writer subservient to a language to which he must
refer. Indeed, it is the only source of reference, the only mode open
to hi?' There is no other master whiéh hol§9~such‘sway over him.

The novel acts to thrdw the writer back upon hiﬁself, back to
his own‘medium. This is the only thing of which Ae can be certain.
The artist, contends Becket;, has a tas£~which 1s not directed
outwardly, beLause the only thing open to him is to delve deeper, with
an ever~n;rrow1¥g focus. He wggi? seemingly concur with Robbe-Grillet's

view that,

. . .
As we have already had occasion to specify in thg::;giié};\‘
N

of this work, the novel is not a tool at all., It is no

does not set forth, to translate things existing before

A

conceived with a view to a task defined in advance. It ‘\\\\\

N

it, outslde it. It does not express, it explores,-and
what it explores is itself.Z2 e

-~
~

\\\\\ Any attempt to reach outside it is met with'futility. Any efforts

o U )

to appeal }o.a higher order are met with si&ence.' Witness the wait for
Godot, who never answers; the mad quert by Watt for c}arity in the
house of Knott, & master who, when he chose to speak, could not be
understood and 'whose speecﬁ appeared to be unintelligible; the

futility of Moran's“irying to get or receive communiqpés from his’
master; Youdi; or ?ny other instances 6f this kind that run throughout
Beckett's works.( Aﬁy attempt to reach a higher authority, to whom
reference might be made or.quescions answered, is met with defeat, No

answer is given, the question may never have been received, answers.
¥ g

that may have been offered were outside the character's capacity to

. . L
22Robbe-crillet, For a New Novel, p. 160.
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comprehend. In every case, the quest was khrowu back upon itself,

- 5

The questiops were returned unanswered. The character was left with-

out recourse. T

From man beyond himself, he strives to obtain sufficient clag&ty

.

that it may be understood. He wants to achieve an assurance that the

’

story has been told, that rest 18 at hand and things wmay go silent.

Beckett's character in Stories and Texts for Nothing expresses this

concern, when he says,

What do*I do when silence falls, with rhetorical intent,

or denoting lassitude, perplexity, consternation, 1 rub

to and fro against my 1lips, where they meet, the first

knuckle of my forefinger, but it's the head that moves,

the hand rests, it's to such details the liar pins his T
hopes. That's thef way this evening, tomorrow will be ’
different, perhapzkiéll appear before the council, - - 4
before the justice of him who is all love, unforgiving '

and juétly 50, but gubject to strAnge indulgences, the

accused will be my sbul, ... (8&T, p. 97)

4
But tomorrow is no different.” There\is no council to be held,

S

no justice to be applied to the-situation, no redress afvgriEVéncés.
The character is thrust back upon his own awareness,'éith the result
that, however long and ‘convincingly he may plead, he’ speaks a monologue.,

e

There is no answer - never an answer in the Beckett world - nor any

indicatidon that an answer is coming. Hope, being the indomitable
human characteristic, does not dim. The mere suggestion that an answer

could be forthcoming, that there may exist even a negligible degree of

-

evidence to warrant optimism, is enough te act as encouragement. No

~

matter how fully we realize that Godot won't come, that the show, as

the Unnamable said, is waiting alone, séill there is this given: as

v

long as there is room for hope, it won't be extinguished.
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" The picture is one of a purgatory. Caught between the awareness

\ ¢ -

of questions‘and the inability to answer them, he has no further means

of exploratio;\¢han that of asking the old questions, again and again.

\
\

By raising them into light he hopes to finally discover a key that
opens the lock. Stgck in this semi-existence, like all those charac-
ters in their contaihgfs throughout Beckett's work, he is held in place,
having only words with\ﬁhich to transcend the situation. There 1is no
viable alternative. "There is no flesh anywhere, nor any way to die",

proclaims the character in Stories and Texts, '"And the voices, where-

ever they come from, have ne life in themJ. (S&f, p. 90) . What remains

islthat, "there.}s only me, this evening, here, on earth, and a voice

that makes no sound because it gées toward none ..." (S&T, p. 92)
What seems one of the purgatorial aspects is\that it is alw;ys

evening in Beckett's works. Dodo and Gigi wait for Godot, or for

night to fall. Krapp, in his artificially-1it room, gives several

renditions of "Now the Day is Over, Night is Growing Nigh", Malone,

*

dying in his bed, waits for dawn, but finds® that he 1s strangely
caught in a time-warp, one of perpetuai evening, It is a continual evening

so dark that the wall to Malone's room "often looks like the edge of

an abyss". (MD, p. 208) On the condition of the fixed time of eve-

5

ning, Malone remarks: -

7

Take for example the light that reigns ing this den ... it
is bizarre ... Example, there is nothing like examples,

I was once in utter darkness and waiting with some imph-
tience for the dawn to break, ... And sure enough little
by little the dark lightened and I was able to hook with
my stick the objects I required. But the light, instead\
of being dawm, turned out in a very short time to be the
dusk. And the sun, instead of rising higher and higher in,
the sky ... calmly set ... day closing in the twilight of
dawn, ... (MD, p. 220)

'
i
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The sun will never rise on Malone. He will never see things

» >

come to life again. And this is true of’ all of Beckett's characters.

1

y They are too sunk in themselves, embedded in their own skulls (= urms,

. i
f .

‘jars, cans, containers) to come to the surface again. Furthermore,

the comments of the character in Storiés and Texts For Nothing apply

equally to Malone, Krapp, the Unnamable, and most others in Beckett's

fiction: "... this evening I'm the scribe. This evening, it's always *

evening, always\spoken of as evening, even when it's morning, 1t's to /

make me thinktﬂightyis at hand, bringer of rest.”" (S&T, p. 98) /
‘ \ , .

In their purgatory, they inevitabiy turn to their own expression.

“While waiting", says Malone, and by extension all the others, "I shall

tell myself stories ... they will be almost lifeless, like the fteller."”
(MD, p. 180) Thus the telling begins and continues, without/end. \ﬁ)
the background, suggests Malone, is an invisible alarm ¢lo t}cking
1like the voice of the silence which will one day triumph, and then all
will be still and dark, and foréver at fest. But there appears to be
no rest for fhe Unnamable, if we accept Mercier's claim th?t the mathe~
matical limit of the novel is infinite.23 Rest would come as & 1imit-
point, hence theoretically and not actually.

The fictio;al character is itself a limit~point,'a purgatorial
realm. What Kenner says of the Unnamable's fictional existence has .
appligatien to all other Beckett characters. "There are lights, there

are sounds, but there is no blace and he is no one exactly, like a

character in fiction, which is what he 1s, and somehow'a projection of

= ~ ,;" .
23Mercier, Beckett/Beckdtt, p. 15.
2 : :
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.purgatory 1s like the semisexistence of Malone, who, waiting between

46 !

.
) ‘ ‘

the sedentary author's, which is what he is also."za The character's

?

1i{fe and death, has only a language taught to him by others (hence is

1]

not uniquely his own) with which to explore or to excavate his own

situation. ot
. Beckett sees Dantgﬁand Joyce - two of Beckett's, dare we say, 5@ K

mentors - as producing purgatorial work. Discussing the ways they differ,
- N ’ »

he claims that Dante's purgatory is conical and hence implies culmina-~

tion, whereas Joyce's is spherical and excludes culmination. v

n the one, there is an asfent from real vegetation ~ Rl
Ante<Purgatory, to ideal vegetation - Terrestial Para- ' !
dige: the other there is no ascent and no ideal vege-

tation. In-the one, absolute progression and a guaranteed
consummation: the other, flux - progression.or retro-
gression,tgpd an apparent consummatign.zs

¢t of Joyce's work by noting its

Beckett explains the purgatorial a

absolute absence of the Absolute. For Beckett, ,
Hell is the static lifelessness of unrelieved vicious-
ness. Paradise the static lifelessness of unrelieved ‘
immaculation. Purgatory a flood of movement sand vitality .
_released by the conjunction of these two elements. ~ ’

There is a continuous purgatoriql process at work, in
the sense that the vicious circle of humanity is being
achieved, and this achievement depends on the recurrent , -

N

v predomination of one of two broad quglities.26 0
Beckett's purgatory méy be helicoidal in form, if we may attach signif-
icance to the movement of his characters, especially in the trilogy.
Molloy, Moran, ;nd Basil all seem to move in a spiral, although they

did not always seem very clear on this.

zaxgnner, Samuel Beckett: A Critical Study, p. 63. . . "
o szeckett,"Dante(.. Bruno, Vico.. Joyce", p. 21.

261pid., p. 22.

- -
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- Beckett's yurgétory 1s 1like that of a spirgl, having a catapult
. - e .attached to the innermost core. That is, there {8 the gfustrating

sense of a path without end, more or less circular i{n kind and yet

ex&avatbry, repeating familiar ground with closzr and closer steps.
This is accompanied by the realizaﬁibn that thﬂ,e is no limit, no matter

how tigh?&y the circle draws, It is coupled w#th the frustration of

tknowing that, when a point of diminishing returns”has been met, thg\ v

|

‘ ) ing all the old steps. And where Dante's absolute pﬁogression guaran-
‘ . ? : .

L teed a consummation and Joyce's flux offéred only an apparent one, s

Beckett's spiral guarantees only repetition. Ahy seeming consummation

would be countered by a denial with an accompanying push back onto the

'

path of an outward spiral. Harvey considers this with respect to

e Beckett's theatre, saying that: "Beckett has, again and again, bent

[N

S

apparently linear chronometric time into the static form of the

circle ... Against the monotony of the circle is set the fearful de-

8

. scending 1ine that ends 1in the grave."27 4
This spiralling in and out prings'to g;nd Malone's image of the

walls of his room rising and faLiing with hig breath, like the expan:)ph
sion-contraction of a lung, or a womb (the latter metaphor perhaps the '
more fitzing, in light of Malone speaking of himself as an old foeéus,
"hoar and impotent". (MD, p. 225)) The overéll pictgfe of this purga-
tory of Beckett;s is of something potentially infinité,‘whose only

A bounds are self-imposed, seemingly to,prev%gt—things ﬁrom getting out

- - - |

?

) i
¥ 27} gwrence E. Harveyy "Art and the Existential in Waiting for
N Godot"', in, Ruby Cobn, ed., Casebook on Waiting for Godot, (New York: ™~
= Grove Press, Inc., 1967), p. 149. !
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force will bd} sufficient to thrust the quest back upon itself, retrac- e
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of hand. After a point, the direction of the work reverts and the

subject is gast back upon the direction from which it came and, aimul-*e
- . \’

taneously, the character is thrown back upon well-trodden ground. \ '

However exploratory the character's quest or, the general focus of;
, -»

the text, there is a sense that both are continually being re-examined..

jThe same character, the same subject trying again te focug and refocus,

in a painful attempt to bring clarity. Imprisoned within the ldnguage #
o .
and continually hurled back upon it, we find, e.g., the Unnamable:

... trying to cease and never ceasing, seeking the

cause, the cause of talking and never ceasing, finding |

the cause, losing it again, finding it again, not find-

ing it again, seeking no longer, %Seeking again, finding -
again, losing again, finding nothing, finding at last, ~
losing again, talking withoug ceasing, ... (U, p. 385)

° The winding and unwinding can be seen in light of Kenner's comment on ‘
4 ; . A
Beckett's view of man's relationship to language. "He means too that

man 18 man by virtue of speech, and that all speech is an’gghoing of

-

echoes."za‘ Language travels its limit, only to be returned, muted or

altered each time by the inevitable twists and turns and new intona-

tions.

-
n

The language of the work mirrors the character's own. condition.

. [
]

Wittgenstein considers talk to be generally a mode of b;haviov; ar
position which has relevance to Beckett's unification of form and con-
tent. Namely, as form is content for Beckett, so is there a unity of

speech and behavior in the characters. The limit-point of one invariably

» ¢

indicates or reflects’the limit-point of the other. Where the character

comes to life, becomes agitated or excited, so also does the language

zskqpner, Samuel Beckett, A Critical Study, p. 167.
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oy over me ... Gaber, .l said, it's not much I'm asking you.
o I-re er this scene well. BHe wanted to help me up.
- I pushed him away. I was 211 right where .1 was.
What did he tell you? I said. I don't understand, said
: - o ¥
°
. c N Q

L3 Y

of the work and the 'chax:actler's own gpeech. As the character disin~

- 'tegrates, rambles, or becomes confused, so does his speech. As the

A

c~haracter 1s, so he speaks. : .
N ’ P ; ' ‘ /! . .
+  This is vividly brought out in the cases of character interaction,
! , V\. .

vhere there seems to be an astolnding inability to communicate, other

-

than as a parcdy. The pa’rad'igm‘ example is the passage in Molloy relat-

¥
ing-the final meeting of“Moran and Gaber, Tth:ls the culminationof
‘Moran's-» search for Molloy —.a search overwhelmed by externpl obstacles

and internal disintegration.‘ The interlude between Moran and Gaher
mirrnrs and is mirrored by, the phyZical and psychological deteriora-

tion, in addition to the immense gudf between the two individuals.

Their lengthy exchange expresses virtu‘a}ly nothing of significance.
* : \

N
'

Demonstra‘ting only a negligible level of communication, their dialog,ue

A i

proceeds by an attempt on the part of Moran to ask Gaber. about the

N

master, Youdi. What follows is this: \

. . LY
Is he angry? I said. I'm asking you if he is angry, Saipe?
"I cried. Angry, sald Gaber, don't make me laugh, he
keeps rubbing his hands from morning.to night, I- gan
hear them ip the outer room. That means nothing "1 said
Do you knoy what he told me the other day? said Gaber.
Has he chanfed? I eried. Changed, said Gaber, no, he
hasn't changed why would he havé changed, he's gett:{ng
old, that's all ‘“’like the world. You have a queer voice
this exehing, I said. I do not think he heard me. Well, -
he said, drawing his hands once more over his chest,
downwards, I'll be going, if that's all you have to say
to me. He weﬁ‘c without saying goodbye. .But I overtook
. him, in-spite of my“sick leg, and held him back by the
s gleeve.. What did he tell you? 1 said. He stopped.
Moran, he said, You are beginning give me a serious
4 ° pain in the arse. For pity's sake, I said, tell me what
* . he told you. He gave me a shove. I fell. He had not
intended to make me fall, he did not realize the state
" I was in, he.had only wanted to push me away. I did
not try to geot up. I let a roar. He came and bent '
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Gaber. You were saying a minute ago that he had told
yox;‘something, I said, then I cut yeu short. Short?
said Gaber.” Do you know what he told me the other day,
1 said, those were your very words. His.face lit up.
The clod was about as quick as my son, He said to me, _
- paid Gaber, Gaber, he said -, Louder! I cried. He
" said to me, said Gaber, Gaber, he said, life is a thing
' of beauty, Gaber. and a2 joy for ever., He brought his s
. face nearer mine. A joy for ever, he said, a tbing of ~ h
beauty, Moran, and a joy for ever. He smiled oo T
/ said, Do you thifk he meant human 1ife? I listened.
~- Perhaps he didn't mean human life, I said. I opened my
eyes. I was alone. (M, pp. 164-165)

r

L3

This passage forms a.crystallization of all of Beckett's characters'

- [
verbal interchanges-, which we dare not call 'dialogues'.

At -this ievel, individual words and phrases have 1;>st their
sigﬁifican’ce as a vehicle of communication. They do not ;sct to commu-
ﬁicate in aay 9f the sﬁbtle\d‘\few 0f the general ways in which lan-
3“35?/ operates in a dialogue. & R::ﬁ“é‘r, words here act only‘as vague,

symbolic gestures, or signals. Words as morsels of silence. Words
% - ' ’

serve, in t;xe Beckett dialogues, to underline the innate solitude of

. the respective speakers. Words no longer reach the listener as a

means of communication but act, if at all, to either create or

accentuate distanc:a between the individuals,

Tk;is takes many forms throughout Beckett's works. Moran and
Gaber, in Molloy, were not brought‘ together by their exchange, as the
excerpt 1ndicates. It ~is not evert clear 1if we can speak of this d‘is—
course as an exchange , as there seems to be no cgmmon ground, no
sharing and no meaningful -levél on which communication could take place,
In cases like Watt and Knott, where Knott's very lang\;\age is incompre-

hensible to Watt, the situation defies communication. At times,

words accentuate the dfstance between characters in ways sometimes

~

/
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humorous, ..as in the case of Waiting for Godot's Vladimir and Estragonm,

* sometimes painful; though touched with irony, as with Happy Days'
) )

[N

Winnie and Willie. The extreme cases of painful and bleak breakdowns

>

. . p
of communication are in Malone Dies, with'the Lamberts or with Malone

an.d his one visitor, and in Come and Go, with the three characters'

simultamjyus monologues. b

Communication comes to a standstill. Voices weave words in and

out together; forming a web of words signlifying nothing and having no

* meaning, other than that obtalned by the creation of sounds. ,The voices
.\ 2 form a chorus of insigg}ficance, creating ;des to silence, and to dark-
ness.
Ha;vey discusses Beckett'.s use of words and gestures In hig " .
’
~

theatrical self—conscimisnesf Speaking about Waiting for Godot, but

~

with implications for other Beckett works, he notes, C

For Vladimir and Estragon, and even for Pozzo, language
is no longer an idol,Wbut neither is it a tool or’'a toy..
Rather it consists of fragments of broken idols, tools,
and toys. The characters toss out a theme, a kind of
verbal montage, and then they abandon it. Beckett's
technique might be called a broken symbolism, for he
. suggests a symbolic diagram, then destroyg”it. We are
reminded of Joyce's necropolis of symbols) and even
more of Wittgenstein's analysis of language . 29
-~ - - .
So the quest winds and unwinds uypon itself, continually falling
. A
. back upon the old issues of language and silence, going to an unattain-

able silence and the limit-point of language, the ”'énnermost point of
y .

the spiral. 'The nearer we get to silence, the stronger the force

zgﬂarvey, "Art and the Existential in Waiting for Godot"™, p. 141.-
The significance of Wittgenstein will be explored in the fourth and
sixth chapters and its application to Beckett examined in the fifth and

seventh chapters.

¥
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{
. thrusting us back onto the inquiry of language, retreading old ground,
R telling the story again and again.

\
"fhe concerns of language and silence are paramount. . Conse-

quently, the next section will be devoted to discugsing the concerns

" and the sorts of ramifications they have in Beckett's work, particularly
et ' It

The Unnamable.
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Part Three: Language and Silence

All of Beckett's works are concerned with language and silence.

¢

Indeed, this very fact is one of Beckei:t's distinguishing characteris-

tics as a contemporary artist. This section surveys the ways in which

_tl'f‘tl’rexnes of language and silence weigh upon Beckett and get interwoven

thrf)ughout his works, with the issue coming to a2 head in The Unnamable.
The pell mell babel of words and silence see‘a'ﬁis to pound down

upon BEckett 1ike Dante's rain ¢f fire, sizzling as it goes out. A

ehll of an cbsession. It 'is a torment created by the writer's task of

finding the right words, fixing upon the right combination of words, so

the story can be told and the words put to rest. Naming the unnamable

%hing,‘ trying to find the killer vords that will put an end to the

-
, quest, but only after all the words have been said. Words and silence

play a central" role in Beckett's world, and are of such significance

that all other issues feed into this well-spring.
Beckett pushes language and literature to the limits, ‘ach‘ieving,

- L.
by the later works, such as How It Is and Imagination Dead Imagine, a

s

sort of fiction & la symbolic logic. There ig such brevity and neu- .

"

trality of the language, that this later fiction seems to be emptypof

) emotions and subjectivity. At this point of BEckett's woft amonymous

personae, we find neither a .story nor more than.tracings of individual

literary elements. The result is more of a picture, an image which words

'«,.
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create, than either a statement or tales being told by various charac—-
ters., The creation of nearly-lifeless works barely stays.within the
bounds of literature. Unfortunately, Beckett pays a price for his
creative leap of faith, for critics lamen; the loss ;)f the kind of
fiction which his middle works represent, where there was the acquisi-
tion of such literary heights. And now Beckett has fallen, according
to most literary reports. He went too far. His later works are

too strange, completély unidentifiable and unlovable. Who or what can

\

we identify with, in these later works? )

LS

There is enough confusion with The Unnamable, insofar as eritics

grapple with the characterization, attempting analyses that would make

sense’ of the r;ovel.30 They frequently demand a sequential identity,

that the character be none other than the dead hb&lone, in order for the

novel to have any literary virtue. Indeed, what else could this creature
"

be, if not the corpus crispie, so to speak, of the previous work?31

4
’

3OSee, for instanc¢é, Northrop Frye's "The Nightmare Life in

Peath", in J.D. O'Hara, ed,, 20th Century Interpretations of Molloy,
Malone Dies, The Unnamable, (*ew Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1970),
p- 32, where he states, "It is difficult to say just where or what the
Unnamable 18, ..." Consider, s well, Frederick J. Hoffman's Samuel
Beckett: The Language of Self, preface by Harry T. Moore, (New York:
E.P. Dutton & Co., Inc., 1964), in which Hoffman says, "The Unnamable
cannot be placed or defined. He is any and all of Beckett's M's and
W's, and the negation of any and all of them". (p. 133)

3113.3., note Dieter Wellershoff's comment linking the voice of
The Unnamable to Malome's: ".%. in the next book, The Unnamable, the
voice continues to speak from that nothingness [in which Malone's move~
ments have been dissolved) .," (Dieter Wellershoff, "Failure of an
Attempt at De~Mythologization: Samuel Beckett's Novels”, in Martin
Esslin, ed., Samuel Beckett, A Collection of Critical Essays, (New
Jersey: Prentfce-Hall, Inc., 1965), p. 101. Take note, also, of
Jacobsen and Mueller's move which sweeps all of Beckett's characters
under one heading, "Q"', to stand for the Beckett protagonist. They
contend that all the earlier Beckett protagonists are fragments of Q,
whose extensive interior monologue is the text of The Unnamable.
(Jalgz/obson and Mueller, The Testament of Samuel Beckett, p. 114.)

e
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There is no other sense to be made. He, or it, does not obey any other
o

law of literary possit;ility," for the metaphor, if it is one, must surely

Py

be made to fit an objective reality.

Long ago Beckett announced his desire to explore negation, the
&

abyss between language &d silence. Diabolical in his demands, with

works that require participation, instead of a paseive osmosis from the
. e

reader, Beckett takes us right into the void with his fiction, into the

realm of negation. The Unnamable may mark the farthest Beckett could

go in the direction of contraction. As Beckett said in 1956, about The
Unnamable "... there's complete disintegration. No 'I', no ‘have', no
'being’. No nominative, po accusative, no verb. There's no way to go

: \
on. l32

He came to see it as a downward spiral from which he could not
extricate himself: "The very last thing I wrote - "Textes pour Rien" ~
was an attempt to get out of the attitude of disintegration, but it

.33

faile However the work may have delfted from Beckett's intentioms,

it did not fail to continue the writer's exploration with his medium of
expression, to pursue his 'rel;tionship to language and its relationship
to silence.

The result of such an inquiry is' that Beckett ".., touches thet

deepest aspiration of the age by touching on its darkest dread: the

void."y' By partaking in the quest, we ourselves end up with eyes

N
32As quoted in Mercier, Beckett/Beckett, p. 6.
B1p1a,
3% ’

Ihab Hassan, The Literature of Silence: Henry Miller and
Samuel Beckett, p. 204. t * >
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2

agog, at the edge of words staring into silence. ' What seemed, at

.the start of Beckett's works, to be an amusing exercise or a clever

.
i

parxying of words, as in a harmless game, becomes a strugg‘le with a

heavy-weight of silence in the middle works. By the time we get to the

later works, we are in dead earnest to keep those words from-getting any

closer to the abygss”

Throughout Beckett's works we see the movement of the writer's

i
process of creation, his evalving relationship with language, where the

fiction gradually changes form, as he quite thoroughly removes traditional

fictional elements. There is a slow, but sure, progression ‘fr'i'é'ﬁ Murphy

through the trilogy to the latest works: the fictional form is reduced

and pared to a strange literary kernel which is too alien and too de-

humanized, for critical acclaim. Beckett's avowed interest in failurer -

3

and impotence becomes a statement on text and critic alike, as it

becomes increasingly difficult to say anything about these works. How-

ever scanty the familiar elements are in The Unnamable, by t}{:}e later

—
fiction we can no longer identify with either the fiction, or its

« }
characters. There remain, in the final met,amorphosK no characters, -

/

save anonymously and quantitatively. As a result, éur focus as
\

readexrs, is forced away from any individual inhabitant of ‘the Beclett

. o g
terrain to the imterplay of words and silence, without any intermediary

roles played by characters. The characters' obsession with words in

the early and middle works becomes overshadowed in the later works by

the obsgesion i{:self.

With these comments in mind, let us look at the extent to which

Beckett's characters concern themselves with language, since all of

! /
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them make references indicating just :{mw strongly they are aware of

the connection they have to wbrds. -Frequently, there is ; sense that
words have a rather forceful effect on the chdracter, from wh\ich they
canr;ot escape. Molloy bewails the fact that, "... after all what doii.l\—
know now about the;, now when the icy words hail down upon me, the icy
meanings} aqd the world dies too, foully xg;rxed. All I know 1is what the
words know, ..." (M, p. 31) For Malone and‘Winnie, the torment of
words has become an internalized hail storm; as evidenced by Malone's 4
statement, "Words and images gun riot in my head, pursning, flying,
clashing, merging, endlessly." (MD, p. 198) and Winnie's reflective,
“No no, my head was always full of cries. (Pause.) Faint confused

cries”™ (Pause.) They come. (Pause.) Then go.“35 -

All of B&ckett's characters seem to have a peculiar link to
words. Words play a significant role in the“ways in which they relate
to things, to others, to the world in general and, most notably, to
themselve‘s: Watt, for example, struggles to fjs_tﬁlames to things and
wvas tormented by the fact that a name did not adhere to a thing as
he would expect, or wanted,36 The fit was not quite right.ﬁ It was a-
hairsbreadth off, just enough\gf a nmiss-fit to tpake the matter un-—
comfortable, without giving any‘k‘indication that a better choice could

~ .

be made. In his frustration, Watt would try variocus names, daringiy sa

at times, just to be sure that a better match could mpt be found. }
N

(-.-J

Samuel Beckett, Happy Dﬂs, (London: Faber & Faber, 1961),

35

36The Unnamable has his own struggle with names, as we will see

in the third chapter, when Russell and Wittgenstein's logical atomism
is utilized to look at the text.




us of the pseudo-pot he would say, after reflexion, ~
It is a shield, or, growing bolder, It is a raven, and ~
80 on. But the pot proved as little a shield, or a raven,

or ang other of the things that Watt called ft, as a
pot.3

-

The inadequacy of language, the frustrating limits of language,

is indicated in the dile\mma of finding more than an arbifrary fit between

a name and its object, as 1in some perverted nightmare of the logical
atomist. This hits the level of absurdity when Watt tries to f£{nd a

name that would fit himself. . . K
‘As for himself, though he could no longer call it a
v man, as he had used to do, with the infuition that he was
perhaps not, talking nonsense, yet he could not imagine
what else to call it, if not a man, But Watt's imagina-
tion had n®er been a lively one. So he continued to
think of himself as a man, ... But for all the relief
that this afforded him, he might just ashwell have
thought of himself as a qu, or an urn.3

Against the background of this confusion, it should be no sur-

prise that we find later Beckett characters heaped in sand, encased in

-

jars, stuck in urns, or swallowed up by envelopigg contalners; and each

~ . s
one &s lost as Watt .on the issue of :ldent;ity. It appears that the in-

¢
- appropriateness or misapplication of language with re%)ect to their

identity as men lies at the base of the problem. At this stage,‘

names can offer neither gssistance nor relief. They are moving closer
edge of 1angﬂage, the edge of a namelessness, but a word away from
silence; "I had bee: living so far from words so lopg ..." notes

Molloy, "And even my sense of identity was wrapped In a namelessness

often hard to penetrate ..." (M, p. 31)

v
37Samue1 Beckett, Watt, (New York: Grove Press, Inec., lst
American edition, 1959), p. 83. :
381p1a. : .
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The fear of emerging from the dark thicket of laniguage, to para-

.phrase B%c}\, and disappearing into limbo, or silence is horrifying and

fascinating at the same time. Drawn by the sirens of muteness, numb~

. ness, silence, Beckett's characters are simultaneouély being held back

by theix- own language, as well as by all the voices - their own, the

author's, the various others (Helidegger's "they").39 The ‘goal

expressed in Stories and Texts for Nothing is this: "
/

silence, or another sound, a sound of other voices than those of 1if

».. get into

and death ... get into my story in order to gét out of it ..." (S&T,v
p. 89) \ C0

Beckett's characters face the tireless task‘ of finding woxds to
be applied to their situation, the quest for the right words, the words
which will tell fheir story, a; last. All the while they are operating
under the implicit optimism that this is, in fact, possibié.

"MSaying is inventing"‘, claims Mc»lloy.[‘0 " This hits the front
burner in The Unnamable, whee we are confronted with a character whose
task is to séy enough to lnvent something, preferably i:nimself. A
person’ outnof words, make a little persbn out of wor&s, a little
creature in his own <i‘u‘\age, he his own creation and he his own god. A

man out of dust. A dust of wordéj. But without the comfort of a sche-

matic diagram, the character can only start hy throwing out words,
X, -

R

39'l.‘h:ls léatter notion, that of “they" in Heidegger's philosophy is
discussed in the sixth and seventh chapters.
40}1, p. 32. Though he immediately retracts this, claiming that
nothing is ever invented, the assertion brings the concern forward and,
however quickly it is denied, it continues to be an issue throughout
the trilogy. . .
’ »
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kicking up dust, without knowing when or how to gtop. Too much dust ’,

too many words and the vision will be obscureds / We simply cannot see

what we have any more, there is too much dust in our eyes. Let it

settle.- Take some of the words away, reduce, restrict, negate some of

these words and let us regain our sight. Let us see what kind of

creature we actually have here. (

Tha characters in the trilogy, and especially the Unnamable,
o ]

¢

approach this kicking-up of dusty words, this making of creatures by

means of story-telling, as if it were a fascinating, though risky and
potertially fatal, game they were playing., "What I need now is

stories ...", notes Mo\lloy,"which gets echoed by Malone's, "While wait~
ing I shall tell myself stories, if I can:" (M, p. 12 and MD, p. 180,
respectively) It is further e;;hoed ‘by the Unna\u&llle',s comment, "And I
see myself slipping,‘ though not yet at the last extre;xmity, towards the
resorts of fable™. (U, p. 508) Malone';s garly bravado - "N;)W it is a .
\game, I.am going to play ... I shall never do anything any more fro;:* AN
now on but play."” (MD, p. 180) - falters at the end'of his deadly

game - “All is ready. Except me." (MD, p. 283) ‘ '

3

l In this regard, we shoul& mention what Malone once said; n%nely,,n
that silence is at the heart of the dark. The darkness created by the
swokescreen of words has the ironic effect of silence, an odd sort of

silence. The result is like the disorientation of a white-out's

blinding effect or, on“the other hand, the effect of static whose
' A R .

,density results in unintelligible sound, transforming words into

operational silence. The game of words/ls also a gamg of silence, some-

thing which the Unnamable geems more aware of than the others in the >
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Beckef:t world. He frequently lin}cs the two games together, in fact,
‘by remarks such as, "Listering hard, that's what I call going silent",
and “Hearing too little to be able to s;;eak, that's my silence". (U,
p. 393)

For the character .in The Unnamable, silence is a right, the right

to be done with speech. 1In a wor:l, "... hetter be silent, it's the
only method, if you want to end, not a word but smiles, end renb with
stifled imprecations, burst with speechlessness ..." (S&T, p. 83) -

However, it seems to be a right that is functionally unattainable, as

long as the character needs to continue. Turn and turn about, another
J .

.
* -

beginning,‘a new grouping of words, one more attempt to say it right.
Another yoice to amend Fhe picture, (A?nother character that had pre-—
viously been 1énored cT? neglectéd. -Another aspectl_that had not been
stated in an e’arlier rendition. Another approach will set it right, gt
last. Another story yet“to tell. Edging closer to the right to
silence, he seeks the right to be left albne, devoid. of speech~and
speechless, having said what needs to be said in order fc;r the righc:

-

to become a reality. The -quest'for silence as a modus operandi. But

it just does not seem ta work and, paradoxically, may simply be doomed
to fail,
Silence 1s always an altem(a.tive. But it is not a simple

silence that the character desires. Beckett's creatures, while clamor-
. .

ing for silence, berate the ordinary kind. They consider your- mundane, -

o~ N .
everyday silence to be born of a lack. This sort of silence 1s a

neg‘ation, a taking "away of words, linguistic abortion. That 1s no't
) }

the right kind of silence. The only kind worth having is the one .

o
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which pués an end to speech, which actsh as a resolution, a victory over,

., rather-than a loss to language. But we need words for that to happen.

We need words to create the silence and make tlear its Qignificance.
And, as long as there is something left to say, stories still untold,

the true silence is outside our grasp.

Putting words to iest, so wve can rest in peace, and in quiet.

What is sought 1s'the real silence, that which is beyond language,
4

rather than the temporary kind which is but a paﬁse between words; ~,
Thus tixe; necessity of pushing onward, of per;s'everin'g‘against all odds;
Try to tell the story of stories, with nothing and nobody left out‘.

This time we get it right. And if not,. start again, so when it is said,

properly said, we.can move beyond this level’, this dust of words, leav-

o

* ing language behind - knowing that what needed to be said was finelly

said. This is the quest.

.

In order to accomplish this, the text itself becomes the quest,

-

acts as teller, becomes the told. Creator and creation are inter-

twined:

Yes, i was my father and I was my son, I asked myself
fuestions and answered as best I could ... And this »
evening again it seems to be working, I'm in my arms, b

1'm. holding myself in my arms, without much tenderness,
but faithfully. (S&T, p. 79)
)

A

. The text as quest. As such, the text presents an active pro’ce's“s,,
rather than a static fipished %roduct. ’Edyin Schlossberg stated this

method as follows, "The book was the character. The force was the

experience. No story.... Thus it was not the archetype character that

K
“

\
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‘Watt was ‘affliclt.ed with a brand of lipguistic hypochondria. The words

. simultﬁneously »

vas gseen, it was the archetype process."“’
. . P

" It is difficult to describe 'c!\e. effect.this has. It is a kind of
\{m

ing janguage into a Mobius strip, i‘:upon itself, as if there were
. Vs . '
two sets of refl rs beaming back upon each other. It seems 1mpossi~

ble to remain at the literal levo.i of words under this kind of manipu-
lation, ‘fgr to take theﬁords in t};e text at theilr surface-value becomes
ludicrous. In&ad. there is the creat}on of a mﬁtaphorical 1mpression,'
vhereby words became part of a metapborafo; a different sort of lin-
guigtic rea.lilt;y".' hlthough.there are 1nsta;1cesf in the early works of

Beckett literalizing metaphors,: it is a w%&&pracuce through-

out—the later ones.

- . .
&

Watt was constantly struggling with interpretation, finding mean-
\
ing in his- expér:lence or deriv:tng signiﬂcance from the words he and

others used. For watt "to Explain had always been to exorcize", and

he .considered that he was unsuccessful when he had failed to do so. :

he hearé and tried to understand, as well as those he used, and the ;
images and metaphors with vhich he grappled were incorporated into his

ontological and physiologi al reality. He so t oroughly struggled with

! 7
language and’ the permutatibn of the correspondi g reality, that both
- ra

character and reader, who is no mere bystander, reach levels of wadness,

A J

By the time we reach the trilogy, and par icularly The Urmamable,

we find t}f character's telationship w:u:h language has evolved to J
{ : '

- )
r T . . ~
- . v

~

z

AN Schlossberg, Einstein and Becketft, A Record of an ~
Imaginary Discussion with Albert Einstein and Samuel Bgcke&_, Forewo .
by J’ohﬁ\ﬂnterecket, (New York' Links Boeks, ,19]73), p. 90. .
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o
. § .
[y N . L}
/ . - \ ,

a'd




>$§§1’~N\>4ﬂ*§\_ Unnamable, to an archeologizal dig, with the attempt to find the roo@p

> TN NI N S Emrpovm T ot g

4 - . -
-

fanaticism, with his obsession no longer concerned with eﬁplanatioﬂ,

- - -

as was Watt}s.. At this point, the character is determined to avoid any-

thing that reeks of the’"spirit of syQC;;h?jflthough he feigns ignor—A
. ance as to the reason for feeling so strongly about this. Exorcisz has

been replaced by extraction, Througﬁ Ehe vast quantity of words and

the continual eruption of more words, Ehgqfharacter is in the curious

position of producing more and more stories in the hope of extracting '

&
the truth. He seeks the root story which will have the last word on
‘ the subject of himself and be done, once and for all, If "language is
fossil poetry", as Emerson claims,42 then it seems to give rise, in The
'y . " P D . \

Q

or true meaning of the tellér's own story by sdifting through massive

mounds of seemingly/self—generating'words.

Black humour and farce range:througpout Beckett's world, from
Murphy's pogition as attendan} at the lahafic asylg@, ghe “"Magdalen
HEntAI Mercyseat" to the bleak humour of How It Is, qith'%ts character

43 Having surrendered, or possibly never

owhose "mistakes are my life".
truly sought, his humanity and éfeatiyigy, he joins "millfoﬁ; and
ﬂillions" in the mud, whining'and wallowing through a questionablr Qbrt

of existence. This is the'prizﬁzgof the entrance ticket: "..: vhen s& '

- instead of beginning as traveller I begin as victim and ... instead of
9 ' . T

&
42As quoted by N.O. Brown Closing Time, (New York: Vintage <
Books, 1973), p. 97. ‘
L
43

. Samuel Beckett, How It Is, translated from fﬁ% French by the
\\~\\ autﬁgr, (New York: Grove Press, Inc.,” 1964), p. 34.

)
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ending abandoned I end as tormentor."aa At this latter point the
level of farce is more painful and calls for the participation in some-~
thing far more black and Q;ﬁappy than the previous works.

In The Unnamable, however, there is still levity with the

}aughter and a lightness in even the bénékest moments. ’§pe pﬁysical
disintegration shown in the Basil-Mahood-Worm personae in this work
takes on the ailr of a Dadaesque opera or an Absurdist burlesque, where,
instead of the stripper's G-string-bein§<§hro§n to the aﬁdience? here
we have, s0 to speak, the tossiné of limbs, in keeping with the tone of
the work. Beckett raises into disdain and humour that which we no
longer aave, the ways in which we can no longer act, the extent of the

impotence and, perhaps above all,”the ways in which things can actually

» get worse. Farce and humour both demystify, by virtue of poking holes

in our c&nceptual frameworks. And for Beckett, wﬂQse highest laugh is

at that which is unhappy, this means pushing us to lookﬁt and find

1

humour in things which we would otherwise avoid.

" We find, in The Unnamable, a character, fullyMadept at the use of

irony and farce, interacting with language in such a way as to dissolve
it of its'hold over him, that is, dissolve it of its significance and
especially its stfanglehold'—.its power, ip short. For the power of

-

language in the novel is.over the character's sense of identity, over
. *

his understanding of the world and of others, and over his alléged

goal to attain a state of silence. '"Yes, in my life, since we must

call it so", says the character of The uﬁHZ;;£1e, "there were three

thingl& the inability to speak, the inabilicyt::\be eilent, and
rd

44

Ibid., p. 129.

.
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o~ . v
solitude, ..." (U, p. 396) Alone with only his words and the silence
. \

that would come when they, or he, ceased. This is rather Wittgen- A

\
steinian, in the respect that the view of language laid out in the

‘/—\

Iractatus placed, like the Unnamable, an all or nothing emphasis on

language. Specifically, as‘we will see in the next chapter, where there

is no 1%nguage, asserts Wittgenstein, there is no thought. ?here are N
words or silence and, as Wittgenstein ggx§$-where6ﬁ wer cannot speaﬂ, we

must pass over in silence. Alone with only his words and the silence
<
that comes when the words cease. Checkmate. .
IS

The player and the played-upon, with language as the board and the

only available moves; the character is made up of words, solidified by

a

the language of the text, bound on all sides, by silence, much as the

séﬁlpture is by space.
' s 'r -

«+.' I say what I'm told to say, that's all there is to -

it, and yet I wonder, I don't know, I don't feel a mouth

on me, I don't feel the jostle of words in my mouth, and

when you say a poem you like, if you happen to like .

poetry, in the underground, or in bed, for yourself, the

words are there, somewhere, without the least sound, 1

don't feel that either, words falling, you don't know

whéte, you don't know whence, drops of silenge through

thp silence, ... (U, p. 382)
1

The use of silence in the narrative is not due to any compliance

!

v

with laws of grammar or of reason. A break in the narrative follows
-~ <t :
no ordinary convention. Rathey, silence acts as an integral part of

*

the rhythm of the text, its form, as well as the character's driving
) v

concern.’ The lyrical qualities of the novel are related to the way in
which silence is employed. Silence {s just as much a part of the text,

as in a,busical composition. It is written right into the text, into

its very structure. The reader, therefore, must deal with the silence

A
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as much a;\;}thxthe lau;§§§ﬁ“of the work.

4 -

There - 1s no reason to beiieve that this 1s anything but a

s shown’

implicitly in the novel's lyricism,‘and eng}icitly in the( numerous re-

marks on the subjecE of language and silence. Silence is liie the ©
- .

>

heartbeat of The Unnamable, with. the words like voices, bodily sounds,

superimposed over it. Silence is ubiquitous, an underlying presence

/

that is frequéntly obscured by language, but never extinguished.
+ J . .

. Silence is something forever being treadupon; something constantly

- being broken by speech. Both feared and courted, silence is the final

resting place, a zone which the charicter cannot rush into, except
momentarily for an invigoration, as it ;ere, in the space of a pause,
It is always evening in Beckett's works, always rin or near darkness and
this is always spoken of, even if it's morning, to make.it seem as if
night (silence) is at hand and, therefore, rest.

Silence fo;ms the asymptote for the form of the text. The
silence is the boundary which the text approximates, more and more closely,
;nd to which it theoretically converges, but which it can énever‘

§
actually become, never intersect, in reality, as long as it ﬂf to con-

tinue.

&

This voice that speaks, knowing that it lies, indiffer-

ent to what it says, too old perhaps and too abased ever P,
to succeed in saying the words-that would be its
last, ... not listening to itself but to the silence that /
it breaks ... (U, p. 307) a
~

Going toward a silence that it knows it cannot reach, the voice can-

- )
not stop itself, however . D N

J
Beckett calls the €arrago of silence and words, a silence that is not

»

¥

) ’ ¢
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.
silence, but merely murmured words.
v

With the character of The Unnamable a word-maker making himself,

»

it is no coincidence that he should give so much thought to his medium,
language. Language and éilence are intertwined in a web from which the

characteﬁ%seeks release, in order té attain a higher language, a 1an—5@
P

~

guage beyond speech.

, +++ 1 think I'11 soon be dead, I hope I find it a
. change. I should have liked.to go silent fifst, there
| Were moments I thought that would be my reward for haying
{_ spoken so long and so'valiantly, to €nter living into
silence, so as to be able to ehjoy it ... (U, p. 396) .

The concern with language a‘g silence is at the core of The

Unngmable, as demgnstrated by the attempt to create a totality which

+

would be larger than its correlative parts of speech. This is the

AN

. !
activity of doing_so?ething with the language of the book, providing
the exploration of the medium. Barthes' comments regarding the potential

of a literary work seem app}icable to Beckett's middle and later
, \\works, for, as in The Unnamable, the text is in the active pursuit of
. language. As Barthes stated, ’ t

, .
. ‘ ... the text can, 1f it wants, attack the canonical
structures of the language itself (Sollers): lexicon
(exuberant neﬁlogisms, portmanteau words, translitera-
e tions), syntax (no more logical cell, no more sentence).
It i5 a matter-of effecting, by transmutation (and no
longer by transformftion), a new philosophic sthte of
the language-substance; this extraotrdinary state, this
»  incandescept mgtai,,outside origin and outside communi-
w cation,e g;n becomes language, and not a language,
’ vhether ‘Bisconnected, mimed, mocked.45 -~

1

~ With The Unnamable, we find language in process, an unfolding of

» >
a»struﬁ:if with thoyght and language. This involves a constructive
- p <X . X o -
= sBarthes Pleasure of the Text, p/ 31. ) ’
. .
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process of the medium in such a complete mannér thﬁ} the reader can
never simply set the book aside and pick it up late;. Not only does the
syntax defy any resting points, but the development of th@fext is
inherently cogesive and bonded by overlapping concerns. - As a result, \
to stop at any random point is to take the risk of having to being

~

anew, back at square one where "I say I, unbelieving'. ’

-

"All great fiction, to a large extené, is a reflection on itself

_rdther than a reflection of reality", claims Federman in an essay dis-

cdﬁsiﬁg Beckett's forty years of "toying with words"f‘5 Or, as

Beckett himself put it in Stories and Texts for Nothing: “.{i#;zihing
ever but lifgless words". (S&T, p. 135) Maybe there aré’no words for
ultimate reality, maybe no words can trulyhgxpress elither ultimate
teality or exgryday reality. '"Name, no nothing is namable, tell, no,
nothing can be told7 what then, I don't know, I shouldn't have begun."

(S&T, p. 126) Thus says the character in Stories and Texts, who gives

up on any claim to validity of expression as a correspondence to
reality. For that matter, we might wonder wh@ther any work of art is

capable of reflecting physical J; objective reality. As Beckett notes

et

in Proust, "Reality, whether approached imaginatively or empirically,
remains a surchﬁfrhermetic"} ®, p. Séb Imagination, fofLBenkett;
cannot tolerate the limits of the real,

Onsfof the probtems with reality is not what.it actually is,

since the concept entails an abstraction, but our perception and

appqggch.to reality, It is at this point that rationality imposes its

L] 7

46Raymond Federman, "The Iﬁpossibility of Saying the Same 0ld
Thing in the Same 0ld Way - Samuel Beafett's Fiction Since Comment
C'est", p. 22, ’ ‘
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présence upon our thought. For it is rationality, not reality, that

Jursues categories and systems of thought which, in turn, call for
A

particular sorts of analysis, interpretation and representation. What__
is missing, however, is the element of the imagination, the magical

essence, the joker in the deck.

The most successful evocative experiment .can only
project the echo of past sensation, because, being an
act of intellection, it is conditioned by the prejudices
of ‘the intelligence which abstracts from any given
sensation, as being illogical and insignificant, a dis—
cordant and frivolous intruder, whatever word or gesture,
sound or perfume, cannot be fitted into the puzzle of

a concept. But the essence of any new experience is
contained precisely in this mysterious element that the
vigilant will reject as an anachronism. It is the axis
about which the sepnsation pivots, the centre of gravity
of its coherence. . (P, pp. 53-54)

As a consequence of Beckett's above statement, the artist would
nothtry to duplicate or reflect reality by making the art-work a J/
curious sort of literary clqgg,Q: ﬁinigture. \Rather, the artist would
use‘imagination and, in Beckett'sﬁ&gudé, "a subconscious and dis-
interested act of per;eption" to reduce the object or aspect of realit):F
) o

to an immaterial or spiritually digestible equivalent. fhis would

-~

result, not in an association, but a cenﬁializatiop of the act of
cognition, on the artist's part. Becfgft describeg this in reference\ﬁo_
Proust, whose poinieaf departure "is not the crystalline agglomeration
but its kernel - the crystallised. The most trivial experience -.he

. ‘ -
says in effect -~ 1s encrusted, with elements that logically are not >

related to it and haGg“iinsequently been rejected by our intelli-
gence ..." (P, p. 55)

o
o

Beckett's fiction guides us into watching words construct the

character. At the same time, we see the words in a process of becoming . ~

.
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the character, a symbiosis most astutely developed in The Unnapmable.

)

Thféganguage itself is 1ike no ordinary literary discourse. This
would be too comfortable for Beckett, who seems to like the challenge

of Phe impossible, the struggle of his filure to express continually

ramming head-on with his compulsive need to express.
The resultant literary expression is a type of language that
. & ,
moves, in Federman's analysis, from the truth of fictiom (early Beckett)

to the lie of fiction (middle Beckett, which includes The Unnamable) to - ;;

the impossibility of fiction. The lie, says Federman, resides in
fiction's fraudulence,as it moves toward its own negation. The
impossibility is the fiction whose only fiction is its own language,

47 The later fiction -

. '
the "voice within the voice mumbling to itself",
no longer professes to tell a story, but merely acts as a release for a

pensum oﬂég‘Iéﬁfged, for rumours, or for ejaculations. Mercler has

said that The Unnamable's interior monologue may very well go on to

1nffnity, but if it were to do so, it ﬁould approach zero in co?tent;
that is; theq limit of the content as'the length approaches infinity '18"
zero.68 This seems to be in accordance with the view tgat the voice

has reached a point, in‘geckett's fiction, of mumbling to itself,

Picture a meaningless dfonihg, without substance and without end.

-

Flowing words, Beckett writes, "... floying unbroken, like a singie
\

endless word and therefore meaningless, for its the end gives the

vieaning to words.”" (S&T, p. 111)

47 1b1d., p. 25.-

48Hércier.,Beckett/Beckett, p. 15. Also, cf. above, p. 45,

.
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Less gritically, we might see this activity as one necessary

-component of Beckett's creation of a new fiégional form, a form which

refuses to conform. Another relevant component may be found in

Beckett's remark about the inherent solitude of the artist. Within

" this discussion in Proust, there is a way in which we can see why

Beckett moved to a more esoteric or obtuse form and let go of the
identifiable, interesting and sometimes lovable characters, replacing

them with anonymous personae. Beckett reveals more about himself than

Proust when he says,

The artistic tendency is not expgnsive, but a contrac-
tion. And art is the apotheosis of solitude. There is

no comunication because there are no vehicles of communi-
cation ... Either we speak and act for ourselves - in
which case speecﬁiand action are distorted and emptied

of their meaning by an intelligence that is not outs, or
else we speak and act for others - in which case we

speak and act a lie. (P, p. 47)

This was written by Beckeét in 1931, Much more. recently, Susan Sontag

discussed this conflict in "The Aesthetics of Silence". She pOinch.

out that language is experienced by the artist as something corrupted

and weighed-down by historical accumulation. Consequently, the
LS o
creation of a literary work means facing two domains of meaning and

';heir relationships.’ One is the artist's own meaning (or lack of it)

and the other is the set of what Sontag termed second-order meanings,

that both extend his own language and encumber and compromise it. #“T:)
Thds, . :
. The artist ends by choosing between two inherently
limiting alternatives, forced to take a position that is

either servile or insolent. Either he flatters or
appeases his audience, giving them what théy already

. N
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’

know, or he commits an aégression agatnst his audience,
giving them what they don't want.%9

¥ >
We desire to be understood, Beckett claims, because we desiré to be
loved, But the applause, the adoring audience-entails, ult;mately; too

many compromises for the artistic vision to reach expression. "... no

one's going.to love you, don't be alarmed.” (S&T, p. 86) Letting go

of those restrictions may make the artist less accessible but ft étrips.

away various linguistic and artistic boundaries. As a result{ the
artist's own unidheness, as well as the power of his vision, can be )

released from what had previously hampered it. And, contrary to the

picture presenﬁed by the characters' implication of a runaway voice, r”ﬁ

their vehicle moving out of control, there is complete control by
(1
Beckett over his work.

eee I invent nothing, through absent-mindedness, or
exhaustion, ... I know what I mean, or one-armed better
still, no ‘arms, no hands, better by far, as old as the
world and no less hideous, amputated on all sides, erect
on my trusty stumps, bursting with old piss, old prayers,
old lessons, soul, mind and carcass finishing neck and
neck, ... making no demands, rent with ejaculations,
Jesus, Jesus. (S&T, p. 129) . .

Agsusdh Sontaé, MThe Aesthetics of Silence", inlétyles of Radi-
cal Will, (New/zork: Delta Pub., New Delta edition, 1978), p. 15.

-

AR

*

.




R

e ter %

Ciboc e o

“

— o

The relation of a dynamical mode) to the system of
which it 1s regarded as the model, is precisely the
same as the %elation of the images which our mind
f8tms of things to the things themselves..,. The
agreement between mind and nature may therefore be
likened to the agreement between two systems which
are podels of one another ces '

‘e Heinrich Hertz

\

Eogic is interested only in reality. And thus in
sentences only in so far as they are pictures of re-
ality. .

Bertrand Russell

i . ) h

A Tanguage of that sort will be cempletely analytic
and will show at a glance the logical structure of the
facts asserted or denied. ‘ ‘

Ludwig Wittgenstein

0
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~ well as admirable in that its success would have wrapped things up

CHAPTER TI ~—

LOGICAL ATOMISM: RUSSELL AND THE - ~

\v "

-

.o ' [

)

Logical atomism'had a great impact on philosophy when it was
introduce&. 'It influenced: as well as, reflected the influence of
ways in which the connecc;on between language andithe world was viewed; ‘9 l
How the philosophers Witfgenstein and Russell attempté&‘to construct an

ideal language goes hand in hand with strugglgs to confront and manipu-

late language in disciplines as diverse as logic, linguistics; 1itgra-

ture, and drama. The particular approach the atomists took, however et
clumsy or misguided it was later considered, repfésents, nevertheless,

a sig&ificgnt level in the evolution of man’s relationship to language.

The 1inkiné\5{ words to objects and claims of similarities between the

L,

structures of languaée and the world are aspects of an inq&iry which is

understandable din its attempt to place things in a proper place, ay¥

quite tidily and pufﬁmany questions to rest. This has particular rele-

vance to Beckett, both because of the influence this philosophical-
position has had upon 20th century thought and bgcause of the specific - ny,

way it tries to link language to the world.
)

Thds section will consist of an exposition of the the

”

Russell and the early Wict;genstein. In the next chapte/r__._ we "1;%1 turn

to the Beckett text, in order to use this theoretical perspective on

75




language_as a method of analyzing The Unnamable. Lot

o>

It was an intertelation between logic, language and the world

which obsessed Russell.and Wittgenstein during their period of thought
)

. which has been referred ro as -'logical atomism'. It was an obsession -

it A, ]

which held them captive and left them searching for the correct pre- Y
- LY .

N . ')\ o - N
scription which could tidily package the essence or essentlal structure

*Ef/yﬁé‘horld. As a natural and even desirable consequence, the role of
logic would be properly assessed, and most philosophers.with their
pseudo—pryhlems would be sent*scurrying for cover. The logic,

Jig

Wittgenstein cldimed, would speék for itself. The fact that the atogSnta»

themselves did a lot of talking about (logic, language, the world, to

’ \ //
mention a few) was not at first seen as problenatic. In refrospect, .’

. however, it was seen as a wedge for the critique of the theory. g

-

, .
The goal of the theory, its undeflying metaphysics, with attached
?

3 4

étesuppositions, the program and its Wasic criticisms are byiefly out-

lined in this secfion. with a view to trying to grhsp[}heir significaﬁce

as well as the way i{bwhich the philosophers were, as Wittgenstein later

D i

. suggested, "bewitched". What lies at the periphery of”gﬁis aﬁsioach to -

language, although coming to focus in the fdllowing chaptef\when e f‘
* 4

«

discuss Becke}t‘s novel, is the role of the metaphysical subject vis- °

- 4 a-vis language and the world. - - ~/;/ v
In England at the turn of the century, Russell and Whitehead

§ i
were preparing their monumental work Principin Mathematica (1910-1913),

3 . . : . . -
a vork of logic and mathematics purporting to offer a logically perfect

] .
. & s Te

(e

-




la:\guage.1 This was f((rtlger expout;ded afld eila'borated upon t‘tlxrough
- ;h:llosophical discuss"i'\.m in Russell'glpcture's on l‘ogi‘cal atomism, now
. i cont;igfd 1dVLogic gnd Knowledge 2 It was glaimed ;hat with the
) ‘appropriate vocabulary, a log1ca11y perfect language could serve as a!

Iy

f description of the world That 15, structurally, t:hey are of the same

@ L

?
form. Meanvhile in Austria, w1ttgenstegn was working on his Tractatus

-

’ Logico—Philosophicus ‘(1914—1918) which also concerned the quest for 'ah

deal 1anguage.3 Like ‘the Pringigié, it demanded specific formal char~

s

- , ' + nt
§~ ; : acteristics, mainly of a logical nature, which would provide a structure

y

! L . L -

| ﬂb to“the ideal lanéuagel like that of the external world.

1’ ‘ k, .
. ™. v

Their atténtion was drawn to the connettion between language and

)

t.tie world (extemélrreality. matter) and the way fn, which languag

\
- could be expreasive of ‘the world. Both Russell and Wittgenstein
. -« S i
Lt asserted é‘hat the logicalf'y perfect 1anguage had, by ‘reason of 1ts own
R N s ‘ ‘ . -

. - " structure, the capacity to show the stru;:ture of the world.
P . : ‘ -~ w ™ \
' v 1 ‘ o / B
; « RusseiL, Bertrand and Whitehead Alfxed North, Principia Mathe-
Lt ) o nfatica( to *56, (Cambridge: The University Press. 1967)

g : ’ ) . 2Rusxsell Bertrand .Logic and anledge s+ Easays 1901—1950 "edited .
. e Y by Robert Charles Marsh, (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1956) |
‘ < Hereafter-alk referenceésveo this edition, denoted LK. . L.

" ' Coo ' 3Wittgensteiﬁ, Ludwig, Tractatus Egic:ii’hilogbphicus, trans.

~ . D.F. Pears and 3.F. McGuinness, with an Introductior by Bertrand Russell
E T (New Jersey: Humanities Presg, “}961). All references will be to this

‘ edition, henceforth depoteqlT, followed‘by tpe section number(s).

-
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¢« Indeed, it would not’'merely show the structure, it would reflect,
‘or mirror, :lt.l' Russell, «fkor ex'ample,‘ spoke of the complexity of
propositions mirroring 't:he objective complexity of the’world. (see LK,
p. 197). Wittgénstein expressgsed it in more grandiose terms, by speak-
ing oif thy "great mirror”, “the all-embrading \?orld-mirroring logic".
(Nbks k\24.1.15) W%ttgenétein also mentioned the "variously} placed.
great /and srpall mirroirs of philosophy". (T, 6.3.15). Their emphasis was
not intended to be metaphorical,

. . ~—
mirroring, roperty to be an essemtial characteristic of the ideal lan-

They believed this reflective, or

guage. Let us not underestimate the\significar‘\ce of this claim.

Their contentic;n w;s ~that&, by means of logic, we could arrive “at
a description of the world. ‘ Thq( tools of description were to be logica'l
propositions, namely, sen‘rtences in th/e,und‘icative, sentences asserting

4
s #
this or that, ‘rather than, for instance, questioning, commanding, or

\ wishing. With these tools, properly assessed as to truth or falsity,

-

<. -y,
the desired structural information about the worTld could be ascert{ained.

1f alli true élementary propositions are given, the
result is a complete description of the world. The
world is completely described by giving all elementary

prop@itipns, and adding which of them at¥ true and which
- false.. (T, 4.26) .
» Russell extendgd.this notion.of the complete description even

- e A

< i .
N further - too far, Wittgenstein ccmt:eended5 —~ and made reference to the
. “

5.

4 &

| Switegensfein, Ludwig, Notebooks, 1914-1916, trans. G.E.M. '
Anscombe, (New Harper Torchbooks, 1969), entry 24.1.15. Hence-
will be to this edition, abbreviated Nbks, followed

-

b by entry numt?g‘r > o R | .
Swittgenstein felt that. speaking of atr inventory of all true

atomic propositions or an inventory of the world would imply that logic

was not. an a priori study, a position he held to be untenable. How-

. - ~ever, it should be noted that Wittgenstein's comment in Nbks 19.6.15

2

.

/

-

v
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N .
feasibility of an "inventory of the world". (LK, p. 201) Although he
- ]

s » spoke of such an inventory, Russell meant this/ to be within the realm
. . ?

v

of logiecal possibility. That is, Russell believed it theoretically
possible to undertake "an inventory of the world, as one might of a giant,
warehouse, but he did not seriously expect that such a move should be

ra |

made, He dig Qaot try, nor did' he suggest that someone else should try,

-

Y

actually to take steps to effect an 1nventory5descriptior§. In fact, he

later contended that . ;

- 4
No logician imagines that such a [1ogically perfect]
¢ language would have practical utility. He is only con-
cerned to say that it is possible, and that its possi-
~bility is due,to the nature of world- structure. . o
) " N e

Consequently, the goal was not to line up logicians and philosophers in
any material or abstract tol\l:-taking of proéo‘sitions or corresponding
r- s','tate.s of affairs. Rather, it was to outline wha‘!s\ wa:‘s within the realm
| of logical possibility. Timey could then make statemen'ts about the .
elements of the world and the ways in which the world's structure .could (
be understood antf demonstrated by means of language. This is the signifi-

N

cance df Russell's reply to Urmson, in vhich Russell asserted that

e

neither he nor Wittgenstein, by referring to "atomic facts" as i?‘(afl
residuq(.of analysis, had ever held it essential that such facts Asere

actually attainable. (MPD, p. 221) oy F -

. would indicate that he once tended toward Russell's positipn: "There
doesn't after all seem to be any setting up of a kind of 1ogical inven- °
4 tory as I formerly imagined it." 3
4
T 6Russell Bertrand, My Philoscphical Development, (London' George

Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1969) pp. 224- 225. -Henceforth, all ret‘:arences will N
be to this edition, denoted MPD. , LN

»
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. understanding of the world and fo express the world s inherent struc-—

"of the two structures , 1.e., of the world and of language. This is A

e At . e 7 S g ST o
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* What Russell and Witégenstein sought was not simply to make cex—
tain statements about language or its major chatacteristics, but to
pr'escribe wvays in whic‘h languagé\gould.be utilized. That is, they
; »

wanted to use language for a set purpose, while operating under specific

restrictions and guldelines. This was to be done m order to obtain an '
)

N
ture, which was considered presen% and accessible to certain maneuvers

of logic, Th‘e«basic commitment, then, was to establishing the identity

s

illustrated by Russell's pronouncement, ""The business of 'metaphysics is

to describe the world". (LK, p. 215) y

Wittggns‘tein claillnéd that logical propositions describe the
> - - . ! i
scaffolding of the world, by virtue of its representation. Explicitly, 1

\ ¥
what this meant was that these propositions have no "subject matter®

per se, that nothing in logical syntax is arbitrary. He 3’1d not con—
sider logic to be a field in which claims were made with the help of

signs ~ we do not express by meaps of logic - but one in which the

Y )
"nature of the_ absolutely necessary sign speaks for frself", (T, 6.124)
" / - 0 .
’ Subsequently,.to know the logical syntax of the sign-language,
N - b
as he sometimes referred to it, is to be given, at the same time, all

a

the logical pro;:ositionsf\ In turn, it would be possible to give in ;

advance all true, and a fortiod all false, logital propositiOns.‘ The J

. 5

end result would then be that there are no accident( in logic. As Wite-
By -
gengtein asserted, "there can never be surpri;es in 1231::. ('1‘,« 6.1251) x

o~ (9
¢ 4

cos , .
. .

7Emphasis is Wittgenatein s. By convention, any emphasis pther

than that of the quote’s author will be noted as such+ o

. \ 45 { ] .
.o ‘ ‘. .
‘l . 9 . *
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A b



81

If we couple this with the further claim that “"Logic 15 not a

¢

. v body of doctrine, but a mirror~image of the world" (T, 6.13), an un~

As mirrored, or picthred,"‘in thoughts that d& never be illogical and,

-,underlined\our empirical and contingént experience. It was crucial

clainied, but seeming consequence 1s that there would be no accidentJor

R s v . ~
surprises in the world either, at least with regard to structural

characteristics. We can a¥so arrive at this view of the ﬁ;r/l/ by

following Wittgensteinian' reasoning., That is, the follow g claims

/
would seem to imply that the world is subject to law:

(1) "... only connexions that are subject to law are ’
thinkable" (T 6.361)

(2) "Thought can never be of anything £1logical ..."
(T, 3.03) °

. (3) "The totality of trle thoughts is a picture of t@
world." (T, 3.01) \.

therefore, aremwithout accidgnt or surpri-se\, the world itself would

appeaf to be outside the range of surprise and accident. The picture

is one of order and, once all the facts are in, predictability. )
The world was understood by the logital atomists to be consti\> !

tuted of materiah@ubstances accesw to physical (empiricaPinvesti-

“z
gation. Both Wittgenstain and Russell m critical reference to é !

fdealist Ailosophers. And Russell himself openly opp&sed the sort of

idealism found in Hegglian\ogic, with its inherent monisn, which

[
b <

clalms that there is only one thing, idea or spirit. In contrast,

Russell prescribed an atomistic ana{ysis, contending that the world con-

sisted of “many separate things". (LK, p. 178) .
. s 9 ’ ﬂf&
Russell fornulated an understanding of the world in terms of ‘

sense-experience.’ He expounded & "principle of acquaintance” which

~
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that' the ideal language be empiricist, din that: - Every proposition

4

wvhich we can understand must be composed whol‘.y of constitugnts with

which v)ié are acquainted. (cf. LK,"pp. 179-205) Furthermore, this
.

. A
empiricism finds expression in the very construction of the language.

This is impliéd by Wittgensteln, who said that, "In a proposition a
thought finds an expression that can be pg_rceived by the senses",

(r, 3.1)

In conjunctiof with the empirical approach, we find a certain
\ 2
/
view .of the wotld, namely, that the world consists of “‘facts™ ‘or "states

-

" of affairs" which are deemed to be part of the objective worl{. Thus,

the world 1s not considered to be merely a collection of objects which,
. e

given enough time, could be named, but it is also seen as consisting

of qualities and configurations of objects. According to Russell:

13

... the world )conaains facts, which are what they are whatever we may

©
choose to think gbout them ..." (LK, p. 182) _

- L

Wittgenstein would seem to concur, since he contended that the
wo;ld "1g all thattis the case", that the world consists of facts, not

things. S% facts determine the world,, the demonstration of those

facts by meausfof the ideal language occupied Russell's and Wittgen-
* o« 8

" stein's work. As Wittgenstein explained, . LT

My whole task consists in explaining the nature of the
proposition *
)

" That s to’ sdy, in giving the nature of all facta whose

.o ( picture the proposition fis. /\

In giving( the natuxe off all being (kas, 22.1.15)

—

Impl'{it in the theory was an approach that w1ttxnstein later traced

3

s

-~
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8 ‘
/back to Plato’ sJ‘heaetetus, which interpreted the world in terms of
primary elements. 1In hindsight, Wittgenstein saW*Russell s "individ-’

uals™ and his own "objects' to be just such primary elements, elements

vhich were primitive, in the sense that they could not really be de-

-

fined.. (PI, 46) Consisting of primary elements, the world is seen-to
have a fixed structur éfx\rould be mirr'ored by the structure of the

/ ' language t‘he a)tbm&s/ts attempted to set forth. '

> In this regard, we should recognize Russell's remark to Urmson,

that neither he nor Wittgensteln were trying to get at "atomic fac':t's"

in any empirfcal manner, buﬁ'g;nﬁc:they were investigating the require-~

ments and conditions fc;r a 1og;’.i":\;ally perfect language. Thelrs was a ‘?‘«r‘

\logical (philosophical) inquirayvand, however much they intended to talk@

‘ about . the state of the world, its structure or man’s con‘n\;rehension
thereof, the}‘;“ made no clai:ns to be demonst?‘a’tiné{ sclentific data,. _As
Wittgenstein asserted, philosophy was not beside the natural sciences,
ut either above or below them, Furthermore, logical propositions

- actually have no content. They are tautologies. They say nothing

whatsoever. What they do is show us the formal properties of language

e

' and the world. (see T, 4.111 and T, 6.1 - 6.12)
y * With respect to theysimple o@j itself, Wittgensteln saw its
significance as a presuppbsition: ", we realize the existence of the

simple object - 3;‘:10‘171 - as a logical necessity." (Nbks, 14.6.15)
4

This was crucial for the logical inquiry to'proceed, especially as

-

- -

X . 8w1ttgenstein, Ludwig, Philosophical Invesfigations, trans, G.E.M,
\J Ansgcombe, Third Edition with English and German Indexes, (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1969), section 46. Henceforth, all references
wile be to this edition, abbreviated PI, followed by section nupber (s)..
o FAS v el
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)‘“\iﬁgﬁ;ds the placement of the actual,connection - an isomorphism of

.scaffolding, the structure, ,could be held above the world, as it were,

. guage and the world.. "... the general description of the world is like

5 15? | /‘

]
o~

L ]

structural components - between language and the world. It would be

r

impossible for language to mirror the world's structure if the simple

object were not an a priori given. It was believed that the logical
9

-

and, one by one, the structures were lined up toizgher and their iden- .

ctural isomorphism,

} .

tity could be seen. This was the basis of the s

whereby

A}

... the words in a proposition would correspond, one <
by one, with the components of the corresponding fact, =
with the exception ¥f such words as 'or', 'mot', Mf', ) >
'then', which have a different function. (LK, p. 197) J
Wittgensteyé appeared to be in accordance with the general idea of an

isomorphism; since he outlined in the Tractatus an analogy of names to

points and propositions to arrows (possibly inte?qed as vectors) which

el

linked lang&hge to realify. . a . E
<.

In this way, we see the mirror metaphor being explicated and the

actfial link—up of propositions to reality being put to the test.

Points (names) and vectors (propositions) were 'to bé held, so Eh\gpeak,
above the world. The comparison could consequently be méde. The 9 «
accuracy of the compatison determiﬁed\the truth-va}ue of the propoéi—
tion: true if the structures correspond, false if not. As Wittgen—
steii deélared, "A proposition can bé‘true or false only by virtue of
being a picture of reality”. (T, 4.06) Because bf this cdépari§on to
propositions, reality was restricted to tw; altérnatives, yes or mo. . o
(see T, 4.0?3 for further.discussion). °

In his Notebooks, Wittgenstgin discussed the correlafion of i;n— '

‘[ ‘ ) B '/"(,.
. .

“
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a 'stencil of the world, the names pin.it to the world so that the
‘ whole world is covered by 1it.” (Nbks, 31.5.15) Fu l‘1ermore, this was
meant to be obvious, for it could be shown ﬁ' the isomorphic structures.
The t;:uth of the comparison between lanéuage and real .ty was meant to
be clearly accessible to the ﬁrained eye.
Wittgenstein and Russell both insisted that these\descriptive,
and other, aspects c‘;f the theory be unqualifiedly apparent. Undeniable.
The structural isomé)rphism would be shown blatantly by tH\F propositions
sfhemselves. "That a sentence is a logical portrayal of itéimeaning",
sald Wittgenstein, "is obvious to the uncaptive e'ye". (Nbks, 20.9%.14)
This claim was in line with the  methodology advocated by the two

men, Since there were to be ndé surprises within the theoretical dis-

cussioh or within the logic, Russell and Wittgenstein both attempted to

" follow a methodology that would be ordered,. predictable and ‘unassail—-

able. They chose a Cartesian approach. Russell discussed this, think-
m .

T 3
ing it best to'hdheré td an imquiry wherein each of the claims would

"result inevitably from absolutely undeniable data" and the actual pro-

»

.

- cedure would not hg\"the sort of thing that anybody is going:to deny"/

'(LK, 'g.\/\ﬂﬁ, see also MPD, ppb 220, 229-230) For that nmatter, Russell
as:&sferted tha’t the data itself would be, "quite ludicrously obviou%"'.
(LK, p. 181) Complete clarity was basic to Ehe ii\vesi:igation. /

It was Wittgenstein's belief that this goal h'ad been reathed in

his owm work, -3e announcedohis success in the preface to the Iracfatus,

- , ~/
. L "

where Wittgenstein contended that the tTuth of the thoughts contained
9 L4 L
An the work was not only "unassailab;é and definitive™, but:.that they

constituted the "final sol%ﬂof the problems"”. However ‘by' the

-

? 5
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e

time he wrote those remargs (1918) he Bad begun to wonder how much had

'

' Ectually been achieved when the problems were sglved. These doubts
deepened in’ time and finally lead him to question the whole enterpride.
At thelpeak of the atomists' 1nflpence. howéver, the concérns were
elsewﬁere, as 'Russell and Wittgenstein concentrated on ironing out the
finer details which the logically perfect language would necessitate.

.Starting with a few axioms, apparently necessary and presumably
obvious, the groundwork of the theory was laid. A "principle of
’;tomicitx:, that "objects make up the‘substance of thi world"” (T, .

.. 2.0201), was taken to be axiomatic and a bekief in analysis estaglished.

N
Russell presented a picture of tgg situation:

At the time when Wittgenstein wrote the Tractatus,
he believed (what I understand, he came later to 1
disbelieve) that the world consists of a number of . ™
simples with various properties and simple relationms.
The simple properties aﬁﬁ simple relations vf simples
are 'atomic facts' and the assertions of them are
'atomic propositions'. The gist of the principle
is that, if you knew all atomic facts and also knew
that they were all), you would be in a ppsition to in~
fer allother true propesitions by logiz alone. (MPD,
pp. 118-119) :

/ -

et

‘Given the principle of acquaintance, we axe faced with names of

particular individuals, sense-déta in Russell's terminology, and terms

’ ‘

for properties of relations'ketween individuals, i.e., sense-~data. A4s
L4 ‘ 4
(Russell indicated in the abov: statement, the idea of atomic sentences

was central to the logically perfect language. These wer% propositigns

which\héffg} that a certaln thing has a certain quality or that certain
\

;hfﬂks scayd/;n’specific relations to other things. Examp'es Russell

offered were "This is red"” and "The cup 1s on the table". “Atomic sen-

tences contain only terms whoseiﬁéaning is in correlation with etperi—e

¢

¢
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. ential (empirical) terms. Corrg:ponding to these atomic sentences are
. :étomic f§cts, vhich are the simplést kinds of factg, entities which
cannot be analyzed into anything more basic. '{.‘hey are primitive.
Russell asserted that all knowledge cou??be stated in terms of atomic
sentences and truth~functional connectives, whose employment would then

result in "molecular" propositions. It seems that Wittgenstein would

have concurred with théls, although he would have required the added sti-

pulation (the assertion) that we have given all the true elementary

3
F 5

propositions. (sée T, 4.26 and see also Russell's above remarks).
Vittgenstein compared linguistic expressior‘x to projection in geometry.
The Tractatus is certainly logico—ma‘thematical\in its appfoach to such
expression. zoth Wittgenstein and Russell stressed a truth-functional
methodology, ;ﬂ?[bh Russell developed in a detailed manner in the
Principia. Thi construction of the ideal language depended on the use
of truth—-fgné:ticns, for it is by means of 'if's, 'of's, and 'and's N
that t:he‘ molecular ﬁropositions are 'con;tituted. Examples of such
propositions are: "If it rains, we will carry an umbrella" and "the
cup is on the saucer ’arr‘ld the saucer is on the table". The truth-value
' of the assertion, when applicable, would depend ugrt the truth~value of,

the constituent atomic propositional phraZses, along with the manner in
vhich; connectives are used in the sentence structl:ure.

One of the consequences of an endeavour which set forth require-
ments that the logically perfect language must fulfill, was that thei

linguistic manipulations simultaneously Create a metaphysical system. '

>

Under thc;' presupposition that the structure of’ language corresponds to

.that of the world, and this, we are assured, can be demonstrated, it
‘ ¢

o ‘
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is by virtue of the ideal language that we arrive at the essence of
'the world's structure. The correlation will be sought through lin-
guistic restriction. That is, if we restrict the criteria of what con—
stitutes the ideal language by selecting ‘rules of structure and a}low-
ing only certain types of words, word-combinations and sentence-con-

L

structions, we will be able to arrive at the desired structure. ,
T\ ‘
Effectively, then, langu&ge is being employed, or at least pro-

grammed for employment, to get outside language, to thewworld At-

4

“gelf, With the proper manipulation of language, we can achieve an

\é’ssential knowledge ::f physical gntities. By acting bon language in a‘
prescribed manner, we can éet to the essence of reality. The connection
is between understandir‘.é fhe proposition and understlanding ;:he world,
An understanding of the one will 'i)rovide an understanding éf the other;
the eséeﬁcelof the one reveals thesegsence of the other. "To give the
e -

gssence of a propositipn', Wittgenstein stated, "means t6 'give the
essence of all description, and thus the essence of the world." (T,
5.4711) &)As a result, the investigation‘sf the formal aspects of lan-
guage would bz, at the same time, an investigation ofktﬁe formal

' ~

aspects of the world. -

, -

) To execute the program, Russell demanded a correspond‘ence Petween
word and object. Specifically, this would mean that, "there will be
one word and o nfore; for every simple o‘bjectA, and everything that 1is

not simple will be expressed by a combination of words ..." (LK,

p. 197) The feelers extend, word reaches for object, where the con-

fignmtidn of 6bjects in a given s,i‘tuatiﬁn corresponds to_the con- -

~

figuration of simple signs (names?‘ in the propositional sign. The one o

. §
/\ B \ g}‘: ‘( -
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issa representation of the other; that is, the propositidq‘is a

‘ aescription of the world. 1In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein spoke in

P

P

terms of models and.representations. He sald that,
A propésition is a picture of geality: for if I under-
stand a proposition, I know the situation that,it repre-

sents. And I understand the proposition without having
had its sense explained to me. (T, 4.021)

.
Wittgenstein presented a view of 1ahguage ﬁterallg' depicting
reality. The alphabet waQMtself_compared to hieroglyphigs and viewed
as iittle pictures, i.e., répresentations, of the material world.
Within the proposition, the name acts as a representation of the O
object. (see T, 3.22) Furthermore, Wit'tgens}:ein went so far as to saygf
that, "the, name goes' proxy for the object" within % proposition. (Nbks,
29.12.14, my italics) _ tn
However, much Wittgenstein influenced Russell on this account
(MPD, pp. 113-114), Wittgenstein himself seemed to have been struck t?y
scomments made on models inm Hertz s work on mechanics In his Principles
of Mechanics,? Hertz set forth a mechanical theoty purporting to follow
a no-doubt approach capable ;o;f. an empirical verification which could,

potentially, involve descending to (physical) atoms. Howevery ngti ’

' /mself was sufficiently abstradt to avoid material confirmation ‘of his

\

P

ideas. . ) .

»

Hertz‘ significance for Wittgenstein can be inferred from the
number of explicit references made to Hertz in the Tractatus. As well

the influence i3 implicit in the sttiking;esemblance between Hertz's
. - )
\ , . S

9Hertz, Heinrich Rudolph, The Principlgs of Mechanics,}Jresented

in a new form, Pref. by H. von Helmholtz, auythorized English transla~ «
on by-D.E, Jones & J.T, Walley, with a new iptroduction by Robert S.
C en, (New York: Dover Publications, 1956),.p. 177./~_-—--<. R
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discussion of dynamical“models and the logical atomists , especi&ily

3

\

}A

" "Wittgefistein's, view of the structural isomorphism existing betweexk the’

ideal language and the vorld. The similarity is worth notjung.

Hertz gave the following definition of a dynamical mb‘del’:
A material system is said to be a dynamical model of :
a second system when the connections of the first can

‘be expressed by such coordinates as to satisfy the
following conditionsy -~

(1) That the number
is equal to the

f coordinates of the first system
umber of the second.
»
(2) That with a suitable arrfingement of the coordihates
" for both systems the sameidquations of conditfl ns
exist. J 4

“

-
(3) That by thi arrengement of the coordinates the

expression Tor the magnitude of a displacemem: agrees’ \
in both systems. . ‘e .
Any two of the coordinates so related to one another in ‘ ,/

the two systems are called corresponding coordinates 'T‘

: Corollary 1. If one sygtem is a model of a second thén
conversely, the second is also Q model of the first cee 16

-

<

Le‘t' us now clarify iﬁ resemblance with the atomists, by noting some of

the axioms and conditions of Russell's and Wittgenstein's position.

First, there / the logical necessity of simple objects. They were to -

/

be taken as /'givens"; whereby their existence was a presy;ppositfm.,gg
tf(éﬂtheory Also, it was held t'o be axiomatic that there e:&fﬁted a
numerical identity between proposi,uion and, corresponding physical fact.
This is expressed, with a side referente to Hertz, in Wittgenstein s

clain’ that, “In a proposition there must be exactly as many distin—

-

guishable parts as in the ‘situation that it 'represyents". That" is, "The
» T ‘

%

two must‘posseés the same logical (mathematical) multiplicity™. (T, 4.04)

c

s
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—r With these axioms i ‘miﬂa}\sgnsider the conditiens which parallel ~ .
those of Hertz given on the previoué\page. The logical atomists called

fo;: (1) numericat identity of word to simple object; (2) equality of
strugture of Eﬁe ideai’lpnguage tgythat of the world; and (3) any

change in the configuration of objects in the world to necessitate, for
' - R 1‘4 Ay

. a proper descriptioﬁ, a corresponding .change of proposition. This lat-
v N J -

ter claim 1s borne out by Wittgenstein's assertion that a proposition ‘ {

1s a function of the expressions contained in it. (T, 3.318) It would

N

seem to imply that a change of expression would demand a propositional

change, whiEh, in turn, would reflect a,differenx'configuration of
0( -~ .

wr?

objects, that is, Eituation in the world. Similarly, any change in. the

world would call for a'suitable change of expﬁeéhion, henew, of propo-
A ) -
sitional Ftructure.} ;
’ 4
. We form for ourselves images or symbols of external
objects; and the form which we give them 1is such that " ,
the necessary consequents of the images in thought are r
always the images of the necessary conséquents in the
nature of things pictured. 1In order that this require-
ment be satisfied, there muBt be a certain conformity~
- between nature and our thought. Experience teaches us *

that the requirement can be satisfied, and hence that
such a conformity does in fact exist,.ll

The confofﬁﬁby consiéered by Hertz between éature and théught,’&gality d
i

and propésition, was translated in Wittgenyfeiniaﬁ terms to a dis-
4 .

cugéion of the picture ;hich languape presents of the world. Along

with ghe presupposigions and olagms‘inherent in (1) - (3) of the atomist

theory; Wittgenstein also held it to be true of the world that'objects

. ; .

‘are unalterable and subsiétent. (see T, 2.0271) Against this back-

ground, what has been called a picture-theory is set forth.

N

' T | o
Uipga., p. 1) -

-

7 ) '
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¢ What constitutes a picture 1s that its elements are related td

N - “ v

:on‘e another in a determinate way, where the actual connection betgreen”
pictorial elements was considered by Wittgensteﬁt to be the”"structure
of the picture”. (F, 2.15) In order for the pi'ctureito be a“ model of
reality, a mirroring of the facts, there must be a co;nmg "é"ictotial
form" between picture and reality. Since the elements of the picture
are 'éorrelated with things in the world and the correlations themselves
are seen as "... the feelers of the picture's elements, with which the
f)-icture touches reality", (T, 2.1515) whether the picture is true or
false rests on its comparison with reality. Seemingly, there are no
gradations here. The picture i; or is not a model of re$11Cy. As a
result, there are no pictures which are true a priori. Rather, it is
by a correlation with real}ty that the truth-value is to be ascer-
tained. Wiftgenstein considered a narrower class vwith plctorial forms,
since there could be any number of possible forms in common between’a
Picture and the world. «He offeréd % few examples, specifically color
and spatial form. However, in order to be a depiction of the world,
the picture must have the "form 'o.f reality" (the logical form) in
common.. The kernel of the‘ theoretical structure has, at this point,

! ‘been revealed. Logical form is seen to be the structural core, the
fundamental property holding between a state of affairs in the world
and the corresponding (true) picture. Other types of pictorial 50}'1;1

Y

may be present. ;"\or example, we may or may not have a spatial form

\'in common, depending whether or not the picture is spatial in k:l.nd.12

-

12Russell talks about "forms of farts" with regard to the matter
‘of philogophical logic being described as inventory or, as he once

y . / :

=
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. cannot be true a priori, since its truth-value rests on a comparison “

/ Ag%}nstJthiE background, we move to a discuss%on of the proposi-

tion ggg'ﬁicturé. 'The individual word is'not a picture of the thing
named, but, ragher, the proposition is a picture of reality. Wittgen— - rel
stein developed this é;gcept 19 the Notebooks, where ﬁe remarked, "The
Eggg_ié not a picture of the thing namea! The propositign;gglz_gglg

: 3
something in so far as it is a picture!" (Nbks, 3.10.14)

A given propoJiLion presenzs a picture of reality by virtue of
the inherent logical form holding between the .proposition and the world. ’
Indeed, Wittgenstein qualified his interest ié propositions vis~a-vis
description, by noting the following: "Logic is interested ﬁsly in
reality.  And thus in sentences only in so far as they are pictures of

$
reality.”" (Nbks, 5.10:.14) In conjunction with this, a proposition

with the world. Narrowed down by the acquaintance requirément, realify
itself becomes a function of the speaker's experienca.x3 This is due

r

to‘the view that reality is constituted of members of the ciass of
things, as well as situations, configurat%?ns of objects, with which
thehspéﬁkﬁr is acquainted. | |
Igﬂ.proposition on the pr%nted page may bear little rééemﬁla;ce to ‘

the reality with which it is concerned. Wittgenstein fﬁgured us that

neither do notes of music appear, at first sight, to be a picture of a

/ -
_

professed, "... a 'zoo' containing all the different forms that facts"
have in the world, noting that there were "... a good many. forms that

facts may have, a strictly infinite number ..." (LK, p. 217)

S 13This is a subject which has interest fop‘as in viewing The

1

qenamable and, consequently, will be considered in the next chapter. j/
| L o~
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pliece of music. However, they ar; pictures to the degree that their

-

" structural properties are interconnected. It 1is not the external

properties (appearances) that constitute the picture. Instead, it is
the internal - structural - properties that distinguish the features of

—

a proposition and link it to a confiéGration of objects In the world.ﬂ
(cf. T, 4.122, 4‘.12,'and,lo.023) ‘We give descrip;ions of an object by
asserting things about external properties, whose va.lidlity is empiri-
cally verifiable; viz., by seeing if the object "fits the deécx.'ip‘tion".
So too, we can gyve propositions which demonstrate th‘e internal proper-

ties of a sitvation, ori so Wittgenstein ¢ontended. 1In both cases,

verification would be o e experiential level. We compare statement

to fact.

Unfortunately; this prescription was later seen by Wittgenstein
to unleash a hogt ¢;f problems, most significantly that of effecting the
comparison. This he explained in the Notebooks, wvhen he wrote:

The difficulty o'f my theory of logical portrayal was

that of finding a cdnnexion between the signs on paper
and a situation outside in the world.’

%,
I always said that truth 1§ a relation between the
proposition and the situationgeput could never pick out

such a relation.” (Nbl;s, 27.10.14)

As his own most insightful critic, Wittgenstein clearly deline-
ated this and other problems that beset the theory. And, however:
nagging the problems were, even in the midst of his atomistic entHus-
iasm, Wittgenstein was, nevertheless, compelled to work out" the details
c;f his program. The pursu;nce of a logical, though not necessarily
realistic, possib*ility was worthwhile in itself as a philosophic and -

aesthetic endeavour. ~This is not to underestimate the force of

. ..
-

s
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Wittgenstein's’attitude during the atomist period; his almost gloating

v

insistence that problems were being solved and that the validity of

the inquiry was obvious and“undeniable.
\

There 1s some argument that Wittgenstein's approach shauld be’

'

‘traced back to science and mechanics rather than to Russell or others
more philoQOphically rooted.la The picture theory of Wittgenstein does
appear»ttk) have.a Hertzian mentality behirltd it, at least on the surface.
Compariné the two, V{éﬁ find, on the one hand; Hertz, who claims that,

.+« We should at once denote as inadmissible all images
which implicitly contradict the laws of our thought.

Hence we postulate in the first place that all our

images shall be logically permissible ... We postulate
in the second place that our images shall be avoided by
suitable artangement of definitions and notations, and

by due care in the mode of expression ... the dignity

and importance of the subject demand, not simply that

we should readily take for granted its logical clear- *

ll’For interpretdtions that differ from this perspective, see,

e.g., G.E.M. Anscombe's An Introduction to Wittgenstein's Tractatus,
which considers Frege the major influence on Wittgenstein, or David
Pears' Ludwig Wittgenstein, which suggests that Wittgenstein is rooted
in German idealism, or Anthory Kenny's Wittgenstein, which, making no

\mentio'n of Hertz, claims that "the legacy of Frege and Russell" to be

affecting Wittgenstein,.

t

Ironically, however great an influence ¥rege may have had upon
Wittgenstein's Tractatus, von Wright's commen suggest that Frege did
not support the publication of the Tractatus in its present form and
Wittgenstein himself appeared doubtful that Frege understood the work. "
He notes a letter to Russell, dated October 6, 199, in which Wittgen—~
stein wrote, "I'm in correspondence with Frege. doesn't understand
a single word of my work and I'm thoroughly exhausted by giving what
are purely and simply explanations." And, if von Wnlght is correct,
Frepe's assistance in getting the Tractatus published\ was sought by
Wittgenstein, but unfortunately, "From him I received 'the promise to
take over the work if I would mutilate it from beginning to end and, in
a word, make' another work of it", Wittgenstein writes. (cf, Georf
Henrik von Wright's "The Origin of Wittgenstein's Tractatus'" in C.G.
Luckhardt, ed,, Wittgenstein: Sources and Perspectives, (New York:
Cornell .University Press, 1979), pp. 114 and 93, respectively.)

\
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ness, but that we should endeavour to show it by a
representation so perfect that there should no longer
be any possibility of doubting 1t.15
Wittgenstein, on the other hand, similarly claimed that
Logic is not a body of doctrine, but a mirror~image of
' the world. (T, 6.13)
The exploration of logic means the exploration of
everything that is sybject to law. (T, 6.3)

r
One might say, using Hertz's terminology, that only
connexions that are subject to law are thinkable.
(T, 6.361)

The link thaE Wittgenstéin drew between picture/descriptiop and reality
was thist "The descriptioﬁ [of an objecéj is right {f the object ﬁas
the asser€7é/proper£y: the proposition is right if the situation has
the int /éai properties given by the proposition.” (Nbks, 16.1.15)
/6itliding the extent to,which he believed Hettz was linked to 4
Wittgenstein, . Griffin, who supports the view of a Hertzian {nfluence,
contends, that the influence was in the form, rather than ;he content,
of theﬁzzggggggg. The basis for this was that Hertz's wérk gave the
characteristics which any language must possess, if it is to follow a

mechanistic perspective in pro@iding a description of the worid.16 To

the extent that Wittgenstein may be said to be doing meta-science tinder

the influence of Hertz ] work on mechanics, he ‘may be offering us a

: \ ' - .y
15Hertz; The Principles of Mechanics, presented in-a new: form,

p. 2.

16See Griffin, James, w1ttgenstein'S'ﬁoéica1 Atomism, (Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 1966),’pp. 2-9. Griffin 1s sold on the
view that Hertz dominated Wittgenstein's thought in the Tractatus and
went to the extreme of suggesting that Ythere is point to thinking of
the Tractatus as The Principles of All Natural Sciences" (p. 5).
That Hertz was significant, Wittgenstein attests. That Wittgenstein
was just a disciple of Hertz will not be pursued here,

Bl i x
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demon‘;tration that philosophy is above the natural sciences in the way
in which metaphysics is above physics: \ g
ﬁ’hether or not' the picture-theory trates back to Herti‘, it seemed

the case ‘that Russéll, like Wittgenstein, went along with the general
' idea. "The world", said Russell "may be conceived as consisting of a
‘ o ’ ’ ) . : K T

multitude of entities arranged in a cettain.pattern".” Russell con-—

celved the:;e entit{es, what he called 'p_articulars' (perhaps as an

intended link to Wittgenstein) as analogous, not to Ybricks in a build-

‘ ing, but rather on the analogy of notes in a syxx;phon).f". (M&L, pp. 129~
130) It should b;z noted, however, that Russell was not claiming a tie
to Wittgenstein so much as a*tempting to alleviate difficulties in the
way in which immedia(:e rﬁ:jects of sense were regarded as phy?ical. It -
may be merely a peculiar \doincidence that he picked music for his

analogy.

\ Thg:\lmi'rroring element of the picture theory waé echoed by
Ruséell in his contention that the ideal language would “show at a
- T 1. i

glance" the logical structure of the facts. He intended to present such -

a language in the Princip_i . __Furthermore, both Russell and Wittgenstein

saw this language to be objective and -impersonal in the way in which it
would act to mirror the world's structure. They held a purposeful,;
indeed rational, disregard for any subjective considerations.

Let us now turn to the matter of cbjectivity versus subjectivity,

with a conside:ration of thgqgole of the subject in the theqr); of the

17Russell Bertrand Mysticism and Logi¢ (London: George-Allen &

Unwin, 1959) p. 129. “Memceforth, all teferences will be to this edition,
ahbreviated M&L.

v
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-
logical atomists. This will be particularly important for the analysis

. af.lgeckett in the next chapter, because it is specifically this area

~

that has relevance to The Unnamable. .

¢~ Russell spoke of the "objective world". It is a world which

/

"... contains facts, which are what they are whatever we may chdose/to

; ,
think about them ..." (LK, p. 182) He'chose to think of facts 76

clearly existent, especially from a logical point of v}gwi) Th7§ all
fell into a nicely ordered pattern. There was '"an objective complexity
in the world" that was mirrored by the complexity of propqéitions.

. /
(1X, p. 197) The world was mirrored by a complexity, a$ it were mathe~

’ .

matically ‘and impersonally.
Ruslsell believed thelcorrert and most orderly methodologicai
approach would be, toLtarc from the complexity of the ’w;orld and proceed'
tg the complexity of propositions." However, it was, ;n01;e feasible to go
about it in reverse. Symbols were easier to grasp and, furthermore,
the complexigy\of the fact was definable ("You m'us;:‘ j‘ust apprehend it").
The subject's role in this is more of a perceiver, a witness to the’
world's structure. There seemed to be no participatory role for the con-
sclousneBs of the subject with resgect to tixe constitutjor; of the world's
structure. The facté are what they are, whatever we may choose to
think of them. Facts are untouched by any conscious process.

Wittgenstein seemed to complement the metaphysical yearnings of

.Russell by construing the issue in the’ following way: ~ "The representa-

. tion of the world by means of complete’ generalized propositions

might be called the impersonal representation of the world." (Nbks,

27.10.14)

u
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.*+  Wittgenstein, however, did.not directly speak of the world as

,‘being Y"ebjective". - He diyerged from Russell with an appro’aéﬁ “hat
situated the suf;jept and the role of the subjective gs being clearly
out of this world, at its limits. The world, itself, wa$ not to be

. : L
seen in subjective terms. "It is obvious that we must be able to des—

cribe the structure of the world without mentjoning any names.™ (Rbks,

\

19.10.14)- Instead, the world could be des’cribed by means ‘af “fully L
generalized propositions". |

This raises into consideration the way; in which the logica]"‘
atomists viewled the subject and how. they assessed its role in the\theo—

retical discussion. By seeing metaphysics ‘as a descriptive business, ' 1

’
5

where ''the business of metaphysics is to describe the world", Russell-

placed emphasis on the world and away from any psychological conditions

e oL

of the subject. Ir; this respect, the description of the world was not -
itself seen ‘to have any direct bearing on the subject: the fact i~
self is objecAt:[_ve, and independent ‘of our thought or opiﬁion about‘ir_. ) N ’
(see LK, pp. 182-183) |

W;[,ttgenst:ein's ar‘lalysis plac:ed the subje.ct at the ]'1m1’ts of the
world and claimed that tﬁere'qu nothing in the world itsel{ which E

allowed us to infer the existence of the metaphysical subject. The i

N
subject is in no way a part of the world; it simply does not belong to

the world. It is the ofk éertain absentee. Wittgenstein assured us
that, "It is true that the knowing subject is not in the world, that
thére is no knowing subject". (Nbks, 20.10.16) -

.o~ -, The link, however, does exist. What connects the subject to the
{ ‘ .

\ﬁob}d is the fact that "the world is my world". (T, 5.641) Wittgen-

/ « . »
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- stein believed that 'this enaliled us to excl;de the metaphysical sub-

. " :jec;t und yet retain empirical foundations for tﬁe theoty. This has
particular consequer{ces for the otherwise sticky conditions which must
be met in tf\e formation (;f propositions influenced by t(e principle of
aclquaint:ance. ‘ This brought us direct{ly to the experience ’of the\ sub-
jecf; yet 'Russell, at least, excluded use of the first person pronour
%nd restricted use of prope‘r"names in propositiens. In the Principia,
Russell was able to avoid considerat¥ons invc;lving‘ the first persom,
"1, béc_ause of the nature of mathematical formalization. Uneasy about
the entire issue of proper namgs;, Russelll sought tﬁéin elimination to °
the ;mint of extending a "proof" that a proper name was only a "fi;::tion".
Proper names were un/desiralgle in the ideal language: "A logically per-
fect language ... could n‘(;t tse proper names for Socrates or Pi;ca;dilly
or Rumania ...". (LK, p. 198) ‘ V |

' The troubler was -that 'Piccadiliy', '‘Socrates', and 'Rumgnia'
haveﬂ no single correlate constituen't, simple or complex. What corre~
s,ponds:-fo ;:hc-:' na;ne is more a series or class of de.scriptions’, and‘

thesé Russell consi:dered logical fictions. His view was that what pass

. for proper names are really "abbreviations for description;‘x":with no

paftiwferent, but only a complicated series. (LK, p. 200) 1In

N

Mysticism and Legic, Russell related the discussion to Bergsen's

analogj of the cinema and noted that a person resembled frames of a

film. Thus, except for the continuum of frames in between, the person
T o

in the first frame may bear little, if any, resemblance to the one dn

the last frame. (seé M&L, pp. 128-129)

|

.
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Emphésizing his view of language as descriptive of the wofid and

) ﬁtilizi,ng'the principle of acquaimtance, Russell indicated how restrict—

ed the use of the names would have to be.

A name, in the narrow logical sense of a word whose
meaning is a particular, can only be applied to a
particular with which the speaker. is acquaifted, because J

you cannot name anything you are not acquainted with.... Y
We are not acquainted with Socrates, and therefore cagf—

not name him. When we use the word 'Socrates', we are o
really using a description. (LK, p. 201) '

[y

This distinction of Russell's is later criticijed in the Philosophical

Investigations, in Wittgenstein's statement thalt "... naming and de-
g : g : g and

’ {
scribing do not stand on the same leyel: namimg is a preparation for

.

descript?c;n. ’ Naﬁing is so far not a move in thelanguage gawe". (PI,

49) _ : ,

Similarly, Wittgenstein attacked the existencé requirement for
a name: "And to say 'If it did not exist, it could have no name' 1is to
say as much and as little as: 1f this thing did not exist, we could

not use it in our language-game L (P1, 50) That 1is, it is just a

) &
question of the language game itself, the 'method of representation" as

Wittgenstein referred to it,

-

* Meanwhile, the consequences of the "method of representaution"
o
which Russell employed result in at least one curious off-shoot. This

is that linguistic expression becomes highly impersonal, although

theoretically more logical in form., This in turn becomes more problem-

s 8
atic - even bizarre at timesl ~ because of Russell's growing unease

lsTake, for example, Russell's comments in Logic and Knowledge:
"An atomic proposition is one whith does mention actual particulars, '
not merely describe them but actually name them, and you can only. name
them by means of names. You can see at once for yourself, therefore,
that every other part of speech except proper- names is obviously quite

S 7
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. with proper names and the subsequent turn to the use of "this' as the

»

3
wittgenstein managed to avoid what he saw as an incompatibility

of levels wiLh respect to naming and describing by implying that the

perfect lang(fage could describe the world without mentioning any names.

. [y . .
‘ (see Nbks, 19.10.14) The problem then was dissolved befpre it could

arise. The types of propositions produced by the ideal language machine

vere treated as if they were of uniform thickness and size and no one

proposition was to be considered as welightier or more significant than \

© any other. Wittgenstein's criticism of levels picks at a nit compared

- ‘ ' .
to &h‘é problems in the framework itself, hfwever, and that we shall now

consider.
v

By this'time, it should. be apparent that a significant numbér of
problems and differences vere overtaking the logically "perfect" lan-
guage, Furthermore, the subjective element could not be eliminated
from Russell's or Wittgenstein's later analysis of logical atomism.
| On the mattﬁ; of differences, the personal interaction and criti—-
cisms Wittgenstein and Russell levelled at each other provided the
impetus for assignpent of blame with respect to the prpoblematic areas
of the inquiry. “ Russell criticized Wittgenstein s style in the
Tractatus, implying that it had more literary merits than logical \mes

and observed that, "Wittgenstein announces aphorisms and leaves the

-

4

1ncapable of standing for a particular., Yet it does aeem a little bit
odd, if, having made a dot on the blackboard, I call it *John'. You
would be surprised, and yet how are you to know othervise what it is -
that 1 am speaking of.... 'This' will do very well while we are all
here and can see it, but {f I wanted to talk about it to~morrow it

would be convenient to have christened it and called it 'John'.™
(LK, p.’ 200)
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reader to estimate their profundity as best ke may: Some of his

* daphorisms, taken lit'eralfy, are scarcely compatible with the existence

Pl . ’ )

‘ of symbolic logic." (MPD, p. 126) . ' .

.

On a less personal ievel, Russell contended that ‘é‘f’i:tge.nstein was
correct in emphasizing the importance of str\}cture. 'Howevgr, he. felt
that the doctrine th\at a true propositien must reproduce the structure

. ‘ of the correlate facts was doubtful, or, 1f true, not of "any great

N .
v importance ) howevex fundamental it was to Wittgenstein. This bothered

.

b

Russell, who.thought it to be the.basis for a "curious kind,o'f' logical

mysticism', namely, that the form in common between the true proposition
and the fact can only be shown, not said, since it 1is not another word

J

in the language, but an arrangement of words of corresponding things.

) ‘(MPD, pp. ¥13-114) , . .

_Russell thought he could dispose of Wittgenstein's mysticism and
-/ suggested this in ‘hi's introduction to the; Tractatus, whére he contended

. \\) that thiﬁgs'whiqh a given language\c‘ould not’wéixpre'ss could be said¥n
: A

a Higher order language that oMight construct, Of course, Wittgen-

o stein vould reject this ox;tright, because it would_neces_sitate a self-
perpetuating series of languages, each to say what the previous one
could oMy show. In addition, it would also be without bound'and,

’ ? hence, would create an infinite number of levels of language, which

Wittgenstein's d(Jnial of the Russellian axiom of 1nfinity would dis-

allow, ) | S

PPN

Russell seemed furious at and resentful of Wittgenstein's out-
.~ rage-regarding Russell's treatment of infinity. He was furious because

he' trted to "enlighten" Wittgenstein and Witt_ge’nstein simg\l} would not

-
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B 'be persuaded. He was resentful because cheﬁhhn.was t66 stubborn to see

)

what Rdss§3}€hglieved obvious. Wittgenstein would riot allow any state-
19&&8 about’ a?l things in the world nor wou%d he allow hypothetical

assumptions of any numerical kind ("There is no pre-eminent number." T,

5.553). _Russell tells the story irf the fonoé?ing $oyi )
When I was discussing the Tractatus with him [?ittgen—
stein] at The Hague in 1919, .I had before me a sheet of
white paper and I made on it three blobs of ink. I
besought him to admit that, since there were thg¢se three
blobs, there must be at least thtee things in the world; -
but he refused, resolutely. He would admit there were . - !
three blobs on the page, because that was 4 finite
assertion, but he would not admit that anything at all
could be said about the world as a whole. This was
connected with his mysticism, but wasg’ jusL1f1ed by his

~  refusal to.admit identity.

.»s 1t seemed to me a pu%%ly empirical question how
mainy things there are in the world, and I did not think

that the

ogician, as such, ocught to permit himself an

opinion oA the subject.
parts of matf

I therefore treated all those

matics which” require an infinite number
of things as hypothetical.

" All this outraged Wittgen-—

0
o

‘Russell’s inclination to speak of the world as a (seemingly fixed)

stein. (MPD, pp. 116~117)

It is npt surprising that Wittgenstein would be opposed to -
N J * v

-t

whole or to Russell’s postulation of an axiom of infinity in order to
K A
justify the type of moves he wished to make. Howevef, it {{s somewhat
A

"

' surprising that Russell extended himself to this position, in 11ght of

the Cartesian methodology he considered fundamental to the inquiry and
-4

the kind of sbatements deemed permissible. It had seemed so desirable

o

to haveﬂa set theoretical approach, particularly, in order to speak of
<

. &
classes (e.g., the set of all things in the world) and a potentially

v o« -

infinite number-of elements in sets or hierarchies which a given method

~ —

might generate. the assump®ons Russell wanted to employ

However,

. o« -
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require postulation ofa kind which is neither obvious nor undeniable,

\ ds Wittgenstein himself demonstrated by his rejection of the procedﬁre

. ‘
‘.

and its inherent presuppositions.

Wittgenstein contended that “... it is nonsensical to speak’gﬁzf’

the total number of objégis". (T, 4.1272) We simply cannot make state-

» ments like "There are books". The problem, suégests Wittgenstein, 1s -

_that 'object' is a pseudo-concept. That is, it can be used in concep-

tual notatlion by a variable name - as in, for -example, "There are two

i

objects which ...", expresseékin symbols as, "(3x,¥y) ", However, the

PR
] ,

. 4
attempt to use it as a proper concept-word results in what Wittgenstein

called "nonsensical pseudo-propositions'. Thus, propositions about

-~

the number of objects, whether finite or transfinite, cannot be made.

>

And this was meant to apply to all formal concepts. Wittgenstein dis-

cussed the various roles of concep#s in Tractatus 6.126—4.122, and

claimed that, "The propositienal variable signifies the formal concept,

-

and its values signify the objects that fall under the concept”,
: &

(T,

4.,127) 1t is because of this that Wittgensiein berated Russell for

what he saw to be a serfous logistic error. Whether he talks of objects,

or makes use ©f other words that are formal concepts - e.g.; 'complex',

E v

'function', "number' - the point is that,
They all-signify formal concepts, and are represented
in conceatual notation by variables, not by functions
or classes (as Frege and Russell believed).

)
'l is a number', 'There is only one zero',~and all ¢
similar expressions are nonsensical. (T, 4.1272)

Wittgenstein accused Russell o% committing nonse¢nse. Russell

1

accused Wittgenstein of profundity at the cost of reason, along with a

!

display-of mystical inclinations. Both suggesked that the other made

-
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errors. Nevertheless, the general prognosis seemed to be that, given
\

*ra little tune—uﬁ/;} overhaul, the theory could retain much of its
] ‘ : .

force. YIn time, however, both let go of their atomistic leanings and

AT . \
Wittgenstein in particular came to confront the various problems

t

directly or indirectly created bx}ldgiéal atomism.lg

</"" Hence, our next move is to investigate some of the general prob-

3
-
lems that besgt\;bg atomist theory. First, there is the failure to up-

hold the Cartesian methodology. As~mentioned previously, Russell lost

hold of his methodology in the conflict with Wittgenstein over the

L]
\

totalitf'of objects by using formal concept words and postulating an
‘xiom of %hfiﬁity to justify his procedure. Rather than follow ﬁhe
Cartesian method, Russell opted for dogmatism over indubitability.
Wittgenstein himSelf appears a bit dogmatic in light of the
announéement style of assgrtions which are short on explanation. Over

and ovef again, we find statement$ 11‘%’“It is obvious .,."; "And if we
4 1’ -~

penetrate to the essence of ... we see that .,."; "It is ¢lear that ...";

“"The whole modern conception of the world is founded on the illusion

*

that ..."; "The world is ..."; "Mathematics is ..."; "Logic ig :.." and
® : " .

so on, There is little room for questions about the obviousness of
»
{these claims. That so many of Wittgenstein's disciples, as well as
N
critics, misunderstood or misconstrued him may stem, at,%saat in part,

from the exclusions brought about by the style of Wittgenstéin's dis- _

cussion. . T

B 19Such problems as Wit%genstein himself confronted will be dis-
cussed in the fourth chapter. '

< * v

¢

o e




Another ‘area of‘difficulty is the theoretical structute‘of
, -
* “ogicad atomism, as appended by a number of presuppositions. Although
w:g;genstein asserted that 1dgic is transcendental, not a body of -

doctrine, (T, 6.13), it seems clear that a theoretical structure did,

in fact, exist. ‘ ‘ {

Let us first look at the enterprise of constructing, or unveil~
ing, a logically perfect language.. It was assumed, at the ouéset, that
linguistic manipulation was both pq#sible and acceptable., That is,

they presumed it possible to manipulate language - via restrictions,

fules, or conditions ~ without, at the same time, altering or somehow

changing the nature of languagé or incorporating a peculiar view of
4

t

what constitutes language. Wittgenstein seemed aware of the latter in

the .Philosophical Investigations, when he said .

But how many kinds of sentence are there? Say
assertion, question, and command?~ There are count-
less kinds: countless different kinds of use of
what we call "symbols", "words', "sentences'". And
this multiplicity is not something fixed, given'ﬁﬁézﬂ' )
"~ for all; but new types of language, new language-games, |
as we may say, come into existence, and others become
obsolete and get forgotten. (We can get a rough ' j
picture of this from the changes in mathematics.)
(P1, 23)
1
With respect to logical atomism, it is crucial that we note the

two criticisms in the above; first, that there are countless kinds of
uses of the structural components of language and syntax and, secoﬁdly,
that the multiplicity is not a fixed unit, set and unchanging. In-
deed, language is much more amorphbus than had previously ﬁeen assumed.

The application of this to his earlier work was not lost on Wittgen~

steirn, for he conceded: ’ -
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It is interesting to compare thé multiplicity of the

L tools in language and of the ways they are used, the .
- multiplicity of kinds of word and sentence, with what .
. logiclans have said about the structure of language.

(Including the author of the Tractatus Logico=Philos~
ophicus.) (PI, 23)

v -

Connected to this is the assumption that the ideal language

corresponds to the world in such a way that by virtue of that language
we can understand the world, i.e., by benetrating its essence. There
is a problem here in the view that this language can present us wi£h a
picture of the world, for the Qery nature of a picture is a -fixed
entity, static and lifeless. The world it would represent would be

etched in stone, as it were. Fixed for eternity. "Remember the ' :

. : . ' {
future!” implies Wittgenstein later in the Philosophical Investigations, 4

when he assessed the philosophical presumptions of the Tractatﬁs.
There 1is obviously no room for change in the states of affairs. Not 7
only does the ideal language have a'very rigid structure, so must the

world have one.

Wittgénstéin did not deny'this. In fact, he implied that there
= exiffed this granite quality to the world and even declared in the . .
§Q£§ggggg.that, "The world has a fixed structure”. (Nbks, 17.7.15)
dgject;, seen as unalterable and self-subsistent, stand in a deter-~ 1’
minate relation to one another. In the Tractatus, the interrelation

: RN
of objects was outlined. "In a state of affairs", Wittgenstein wrote, 1

"objects fit into-one another like links of a chain", (T, 2.03) The

world is seen to be peopled by things, objects whose existegcélwas pre~-

supposed. "There must be obgects, if the world is to have an unalter-

able form." (T, 2.026) And the world must have an unalterable form ¢

for there to be a linguistic~stencil that could be held over it and
¥y
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locked into place as a propositional reflector. MHertzian to this

- »

degfee: ,the world is pictured as structurallynstatic, so that the

world itself is orderly, predictable and where all its elements obey

\

fixed laws. A mechanistic image.

Russell seémed trapped by this and resented Wittgenstein'g'
escape-hatch of mysticisﬁ. That is, Wittgenstein could‘devélue the
atomist inquiry by implying that, after a point, its limitations become
self-evident and act as stepping stones to a higher plane or a more
enlightened mentality. So his parting remark, "What we cannot speak
about we must pass over in silence"”, has buddhistic implications as to
the numbér and depth of topics left out of the discussion, without
being specific about what was omitted.

One of the consequences of the picture theory, Anscombe notes, is

that "... a proposition and its negation are both possible; which one

20

is true is accidental'. The fixed mature of the world's structure

necessitates that meanings and values be seen as distinct from the

N 2

essential structure. Also, even though we can say that "The totality

7

of true thoughts is a picture of the world" (T, 3.01) the truth-value

i8 purely .accidental. That is, it |is not inherent to the structure ol

elither language or the world. , \ '

<

| -
This also applies to othei vilues, as Wittgenstein stated in the

w
| 0
i

Tractatus when he said, s I

The sense of the world must lie outside the world. 1In
the world everything is as it is, and everything happens
as it does happen: in it no value exists - and if it
did exist, it would have/n¢ value. (T, 6.41)

OAnécombe, G.E.M.," An Introduction to Wittgenstein's Tractatus
(London: Hutchinson University Library, 1959), p. 170.

/_
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We impose values upon the world, they are not to be found withiﬁ it.

7

) Ne}ther éod@lhor evil announces itself in the world:‘1We are the ones
who aee‘fgjand place judgement.

This aspect of Wittgenstein is traced by Auscombe back to his tie
‘ to’schopenhauer, Qho viewed the world as my will and idea. In contrast,
ﬁi;tgenstein said "The world is independent of my will/ Even if all
_we wish for were ‘té happen, still this would only be a favour granted

by fate, so to speak ..." (T 6.373—4) There is no logical gomnection

between my will and what actually happens in the world For thi
reason, Wittgenstein sees actions in the ethical sense to be in the

realm of what he considered transcendental They ™ are not a part of'the

world itself. Anscombe suggests a clarification of- thisg:

The connection of will with the world is that 'the
" facts' belong to the task one is set. [ﬁn,T, 6.4321
Wittgenstein said, 'The facts all belong to the task
set, and not to the solution'. And to the end of his
life, Wittgenstein was said to use the analogy. ‘Life
is 1ike a boy-'doing sums'.] If one has reached a
solution, not by any alteration of the facts that may
have taken place - any such alteration, even if one -
intended it, is accidental and merely a ‘'grace of
- . fate' -~ but by an alteratiopn 'in the limits of the
world' (6.43).21

«

Anscombe\seee this to be.the part of the Tractatus that is "most
"'~ obviously wrong"; i.e., in seeing .the will as having no effect on the
world itself, but only as potentially altering the '11mits'!of_the.

. world, where the subject rests. The curious banishﬁent of the subject
to the edge reflects ‘the,static view of the woxld found. in logical
atomism along j}th the apparent discomfort of Wittgenstein and Russell

over the role of subjectivity. As Wittgenstein later wrote, "Did
4 , \ !

3 ‘ o

. 2lghsa., p. 171,

i-
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not your fintention (of whicg you are ashamed) reside also in what you
éig?" The Tractatus could n;t permit "whét’haﬁ%ens* to include actions,
in ;he sense to which we might assign them a value.

Irenically, the theory was value-laden, fnsofar as‘critéria were
actually set forth and systematically detailed characteristics were out— '
lined for the right way in which to achieve the ideal language. The 'Jt
inqgiéy Q}d not d; what it prescribed. Specificall;, acc;rding to the
theory, a proposition could be significantly stated either 1f it corre-
sponds to some atomic fact or if it is a truth-function, a molecular
proposition made up of atomic statements. However, most of the state-
ments made by the logical atomists were not of these kinds. They did
not state facts or attempt to state facts. Rather, most of the claims’

a

were about,{sips and, in particular, about the relationship between

language and tHe factual world. The consequence was a discussion of an

ideal language - not, in fact, an elucidation of what such a language

. would actually consist of.. In that respect, Wittgenstein's remark in

Tréctang% 6.5? admit this, for at that time‘pe stated that»his propo-
sitions are elucidations so far as "any;;e who understands me eventually
recognizes them as nonse?sical, when he has used them ~ as sgeps - to
climb up beyond them". ‘
Ot course, one might argue that the inquiry was never meant to.

be anything other than a logical inquiry, aqd no one~wa§ morally bound
to set the theory in motion. They did not have to give us examples or

a finer picture of what the ideal language would real}yﬁlook like, even

though it certainly would have provided more force and claritx. In the

Notebooks, Wittgenstein contended with this problém, for he admitted

#
'
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that "Ou:rdiffiéulty was that we kept on speaking of simple obje%ts

and were unable to mention a single one". (Nbks, 21.6.15) Even more:
troubling is the realiéation that "... it seems that we have so to
speak, no guarantee that oug proposition is really a picture of reéli—“

ty". (Nbks, 20.6.15) . N

Wittgenstein's criticism of his early thought is developed in the

Philosophical Investigations, where h estioned the so-called indubi- -

tabill;y of the ;tomists"claims about language and the structure of the
world. He atFacked; for example, his critgria of the indestructibility’
of objects by the remark, "I must'not saw off the branch on which ¥ am
sitting". '(PI, 55) The illustration he offered to clarify the p;int
is, interestingly enough; about names and individuals. "In a sense,
however, this man is surely‘what corresponds to bis name. But he is
destrhcxible, and his name does'qot lose its meaning when the bearer is
de;troyed ..." (P1, 5%) |

Another case of rigidity later acknowledged by\Wipfgens;ein is
that the theoretical perspective was frequently gﬁe/of either/or, black
or white. The multiplicity of things, qualities,4an$ especially of the

tools of language had been forgotten or ignored. The essential vs.

accidentdl distinction was considered by Wittgenstein to be one such

3
-

.conceptual flaw operating in the Tractatus. This he no longer saw to

be true, for as he stated there is "... not always a sharp distinction
between essential and inessential"”. (PI, 62)

ﬁittéenstein's critical remarks did not stop there: he attacked

the narrow way in which the terms 'simple' and 'cofiposite’ were used.

As he pointed out, we Eannot speakw‘f any object being composite outside -

a-n ‘

4

»
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a'particular language game and if we want to make certain moves for

specific purposes we must 53§ so. "... The question 'Is what you see

composite?' makes good sense if it is already established what kind of

complexity - that is, which particular use of the word — is in

duestion." (P1, 47) Wittgenstein rejected the_question, "Is the

visual image of this tree simple or éomposite?", implying that~tbe N \
logical atomists had an awfully hueer way of speaking. He felt it
important to reﬁlize that "We use the word :compos§te‘, (and therefore
the word 'simple') in an enorgiés number of different and differently
réi%fed ways". (PI, 47)

\ The concept of naming, along with the relation between name and

objeck, came to be thought of as rather odd by the later Wittgenstein.

It was seen as part of an “occult |process™;

Naming appears as a queer connexion of a word with an
object. And you really get such a queer connexion
when the philosopher tries to bring out the relation
between name and thing ... (PI, 38)

égch naFtowness produces a kind of "baptism of an objecgf, Wittgenstein
acknowledged. (PI, 38)‘ He suggested that this peculiar way of using‘
words was found only in philoscphy. The problems arise when language
gets taken out of its everyday context and molded in a strange manner
which comes to be seen as the right, indeed the only sensible, way to
;;proach a specitic issue.

We mesmerize ourselves by our theories. We think we have made a

—~

remarkable discovery, but, with respect to logitcal atomism remarked the
w 1
later Wittgenstein,“ "..Xe‘ most that canﬁe said is that we construct

,
fideal languages". (PI, 81) |

.

I

-
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Similarly we must be on guard against mirroring the postulates

épq rules of another system without close examination of what 1s being

done. We found this with respect to mathematical systems, which the

atomists held in reverence and tried to mimic. The danger lies in

g

changing the nature of language or in produ¢ing a linguistic system

with limited applicability.
4

«»+« in philosophy we ¢ften coméare the use of words
with games and calculi which have fixed rules, but
cannot’ say that someone who is using language must be
playing such a game. -~ But if you say that our languages
only approximate to such calculi you are standing on the

. very brink of a misunderstanding. For then it may look
as 1f what we wexre talking about were an ideal 1anguage?
As 1f our logic were, so to speak, a logic for a

Al vacuum. -~ (PI, 81)

\

L,
A logic for a vacuum. That is surely one of the most indicting aseess-

ments og the atemist inquiry, although he does not stop there. Witt-

genstein undercut the whole endeavour when he pursued the question,

"in what sense is iogic something sublime?"
s,r

They had acted as if logicr were the key to the treasure, for

/’hJ{;;:; seemed to be a '"peculiar depth" to logic:

said Wittgenstein, "at the bottom of all the scieéges". (P1, 89)

-

"Logic lay, it seemed",

Logic gets its force from the desire to reveal the basis, or essence,

of everything empirical. But th%ﬁ is at the crux of the problem, for

it was not simply a matter of unveiling hidden depthswr/g;t of assess-

ing something on the surface. Our goal, Wittgenstein asserted, is
that "We want to understand something that is already in plage view.

For this is what we seem in some sense not to understand”. (PI, 89)

]

The mistake was to think that something had to be penetrated, dug out

from undefhgath layers that had long obscured it.

4
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This finds expression in questiong as to the essence
_ c e of language, of propousitions, of thought. - For if we
’ too in these investigations are trying to understand
~, the essence of language -~ its function, its structure,”-
yet this is not what those questions have in view. For
they see in the essence, not something that already lies 7
open to view and that becomes surveyable by a rearrange-
ment, but something that lies beneath the surface.
- Something that l1ies within, which we see when we look
\ into the thing, and which an analysis digs out. -

'The essence is hidden from us': This is the form
our problem now assumes. We ask: 'What is language?’,'
'What is a proposition?' And the answer to these ques-'
tions is to be given once and for all; andfindepenQeqtly
of any future experience. (PI, 92) cw A

S
- Frozen in time by their OWn'rigidity. The gfﬁﬁists, suggested
t the  later Wittgenstein, misunderstood "the role of the ideal in our
language". (PI, 100) They were absorbed in a search for their ideal, )
having declared that it must be found in reality. But, méanéhilef
they wefe oblivious to the way i} occurs there or to what degree if would

L

be found. ,Overtaken by their own preconceptions, they ended up sliding

on ice. "“For the crystalline purity of logic was, of course not a
. . ) ]
result of investigation: it was a requirement.” (PI, 107) }wv~“kf
‘ "
The only way off the ice and not, in the final analysis, flat on // j
A .

thelr. arses, was "Back to the rough grouﬁd!" (PI, 107) With that

move, the formal unity that was held to be so. necessary fn the early

work was given up. The only way out was off the ice, for “The pre-
. , >
conceived idea of crystalline purity can only be removed by turning our

whole examinatign round”. (PI, 108)

In time, the examination was indgéq turned round and mfich of the

N theory was left behind for new paths in the philosophy of language, as

we shall see in Wittgenstein's case in the fourth chapter. Something,

however, has remalned of the crystalline purity of the inquiry that the

- ’ ¢ ‘ ,
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logical atomists undertook. And even.though it haé become lodged in a

’

* fYather provincial, historical setting, it stands as a jewel inycon—

e

temporary intellectual history. It has remained a realm of thought

*®

that we must journgy into before we can get a full grasp of develgpments
in 20th century p 1losophy and linguistics.

The ways in which it allows us to get a'f&ller grasp of Beckett
will be examined in the nexg‘chapter. There we tak;hthat kernel of
frustration for Wittgenstein.and Russell - the place of the metaphysical
subject and the role of subjectivity in language ~ and see the extent
to which this is the Unnamable's frustratio;. For, like the logtical
aﬁomists,_the Unnémable is tryiﬂg to understand the ‘way language and
silence operatﬁ in his worid and how he, as the subjeCF, rests at the

"limits of language', always, it seems, beyond the ability to give it

4
& proper definition.

y—— o
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«.. 'I' means 'the subject-term in awareness of which I
am aware'. "But as a definition this cannot be regarded
as a happy effort. It would seem necessary, therefore,+
‘either to suppose that I am acquainted with myself, and
that 'I', theréfore, requires no definition, ﬂbing merely,
the proper name of a certain object, ox t¥ find some other

analysis of self-consciousness. .
Bertrand Russell

..o if only I knew. How could I know myself who never
made my acquaintance....

Y

The subject does not belong to the world: rather, it is

2 limit of the world.
Ludwig Wittgenstein

&

3
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Samuel Beckett
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' ’ / CHAPTER III
s

. THE SUBJECT AT THE LIMITS OF LANGUAGE: THE UNNAMABLE

N -
Ui

IN TERMS OF LOGICAL ATOMISM
oereH

4
.

When Russell and Wittgenste!in were immersed in their period of
* . - .
logical s;tomism concentrating on the logically perfect’ Janguage,jt was
sti1ll the case that a position had to be formulated on the metaphysical.

subject. Their assessment of the role of gubjectivity provides us with

an invaluable tool in the examina of Beckett's presentation of the

. [}
. Unnamable's sense of himself as an unnamed subject treading the limits

~
of language. Botb)(ittgenstein and Russell are relevant here:
~ L s)

#ﬂtgenstein because he placed the subjeét at the limits of language and

Russell because his analysis of proper names helps us to understand why
the character could not be naméd. We will look at both of them in

turn; first, the application ta The Unpamable of Wit’é‘genstein's philo-

sophical insights on the position of the metaphysical subject and,
_afterwards;“that of Russell’s recommendations regarding the handling of
propex, n::ames within the framework of an ideal languaée.

The inquiry of logical atomism made no room for the subject in
the theoretical. structure.' The subject lingered at the periphery, at
the limits of the world-and at.Athe: limits of language. ‘

There was no way to t‘u‘}rn the light of consideration upon the

subject,” either, for it was simply too elusive. No amount of focussing

e .
on the subject could bring it into the center, to the foreground of any
T
118 i
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philosophical study: by the very nature of the subject and of lan-

.

.guage, the metaphysical S\;bject could no more be studied than the eye

could include itself in the visual field. There is nothing in th-:‘ ?

visual field itself which allows you to infer that it is seen by the
eye. That the eye exists. cannot be ascertained by any element within
the visual field. For analogous reasons, Wittgenstein elaims there is
no such thin as a sul?ject wh; thini:‘s\cf entertains ideas, »

If I wrote a book called The World as I found it, I
should have to include a report on my body, and should
Have to say which parts were subordinate to my will, and
which were not, etc., this being a method of isclating , -
the subject, or rather of showling that in an important

sense there is no subject; for it alone could not be . ‘
mentioned in that book.- (T, 5.631)

In The Unnamable, we find the charactei attempting to isolate the
subject and finding,l' as Witrgenstein predicted, that the attempt would ' .

meet with failure. bs’ such, the novel represents a literary expression

b s

of this philosophical quest and the course which this takes is best

e

.seen in light of logical atomism. ‘ \(

What we are faced with in the novel is a character attempting to =~ -

isolate the subject, himself. No matter what angle or ploy he takes,

'however, the subject lies outside his grasp, lies outside his language

dnd, indeed, is the one thing that he cannot mention_in the context of

the wo{ik. ] ‘ ‘ N r" g "‘* .
’The situation in the novel is this: beset by doubts' and uncer—

tainties, the char;cter commences his inquiry. "I, say I. Unbeliev-

ing." (U, p. 291) With his disbelief centered on the existence of that N

"i", he sets‘fcrth«‘his task, to speak of himself and his place in o;:'der-

to reach peace and, determine the nature of this metaphysical

Py o

©
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. As in the case of The World as I found ir, Wittgenstein's sug-

120

subject and where it Ws situated.

gested book, Beckett's character starts with a description of place ag\d'
|

body, wherg his report on his bedy is given with the detached-air of

-

the empiricist ticking-off the characteristics of a broomstick, dis-
passionately listing the correlativedelementa under few, 1f any, pre~

conceptions. The claims made are substantiated by the physical partic-

ulpss,

U I, of whomr I know nothing, I know my. eyes are open,
because of the tears that pour from them unceasingly.
I know I am seated, my hands on my knees, because of
the pressure against my yump, against the soles of my
féet, against the palms of my hands, against mf¥knees.
Against my palms the pressure is of my knees, against
ny knees of my palms, but what is it that presses’

- o« against my rump, against the soles of my feet? I.
don't know. Wy spine is not supported. I mention
these details to make sure I am not lying on my back,
my legs raised and bent, my eyes closed. It ig well to
establish the position of the body from the outset, be-
fore passing on to more important matters. (U, p. 304)

. |
And so the character continues, rei:orting on the position of his back,

neck, eyes, the fl%w of tears, the lack of clothing, and the state of

A

motion, or lack of it. - #)
Following the "‘rep;___;t on my body", Wittgenstein “suggesta that the | , B B
next report in The World as\I found :it would be to say which parts were N
"subordinete to my will" and, thereby, try to isolate the subject. -
.Beckett"s novel is not explicitly able to take this séep, éi;':ce £t has
extended the Cartesian doubt tb include the ultimate doubt, that of th;z
thinking subject‘, the existence of the "I" who thinks, the "I" who
doubts.’ , ‘ . -
.
" . o
I E
»
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We should recognize that the methodology adhered to by the
"193:{::31 atomists provides the foundation for the Unnamable's own ap-
™ proach. This is the Cartesian methad of placing into doubt anything of
vhich we are ndt certain, Descart':gs proceeded as follows: any propo-
sition whose veracity could not be considered certain beyond all doubt
wa; removed from the arena of consideration. The goa; vas to peel away
a sufficient number of layers until he could say,‘without any room for ‘
doubt, tt{at this much he knew to be the case.l As 1t turped out, the

- : .
indubitable was found by Descartes to be the fact that there had to

exist a doubter, raising the questions. It was for this reason that

Descartes arrived at the well-known formula, 'k think therefore 1 am".
In the case of the atomists,/the Cartesian method was éonslder(fd the
best approach to the probYefis. They sought to proceed on grounds that
they could deem both certain and beyond question and, in so doing,

avoid erecting a system based on inflated presuppositions, axioms and

. givens.2 ' . ]

The character in The Unnamable, Kenner has suggested,3 comes.

"closer to the Cartesian spirit than Descartes himself", by taking his
doubts all the way and, unlike Descartes, foregoing theological limits.
Starting with an acknowledgement that the "spirit of system" is, abave

\all, to be avoided (U, p. 292), the Unnamable casts aside a belief in

,

€

1See Rene Descartes, Philosophica@/éitin&s, translated and
edited by Elizabeth Anscombe and Peter Thomas Geach, with an Introduc-
tion by Alexander Koyre, (London: Thomas Nelson & Sonms, Ltd., 1954),
pp. 61-66 (the "First Meditation"). ~ /

-t

250 pages 82-83 in the last chapter. - ' ’

IR 3Kenner, Samuel Beckett, p. 120.




5 .
— i - PO AU PR

'

122

innate knowledge (U, p. 297) and proceeds with all due skepticism. He
remains on th tch for ;versights or asstumptions sneaking in without
warning\.-’ff;:t suppose anything‘", he announceés. (U, p. 403) The
force of that claim shoots throughout the novel, affecting the way in" (
wh'ic‘l; everything gets discussed and shadowingN the way in which the
Unnamable . sees his world'. He wants 'theyinquiry to be free of doubts, -
glving sufficient attention to any elements of importance that may weigh oo
vpon his investigation. . *

It is in this ~manner that the Unnamable provides the foundation
of the inquiry which follows. It is also the foundation of the a:‘g;bmist
methodology. Both obtain similar results on the role of the subject.and
’;he position of ‘proper names. ’/\/

As a consequence of calling the thihking subject into doubt, El:e' \_
Unnamable follows the "report on my body" with an attempt to isolate
the subject. He proceeds by mear‘xs gf fable. That is, by means of what %
he calls his delegates or.: surrogates - charaéters which he creates .1n
the telling of stories - he ngives symboli'c‘representation to the dilemma
of iso‘lating the subject. This he does by means cofI eliminating the
physical aspects which are not, subordinate to the will. "... mutilate,
m‘;tiiate, and perhaps some day, fifteen generations hence, you'll
succeed in looking like yourself, among the passers-by." (U, p. 315)
If'he‘ can hack off- l‘imbs, organs, senses, physical attribut@s yvhi;:h are
distinct from or which are pot subordinate to the willing subj.ec.t, per-
haps he will slowly arrive at the kernel of self-hood, the core of the
.metaphysical subject‘. Elimination; not construction, will be the way

[ »
to his goal.
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First 1'll say what I'm not, that's how they taught ‘Q
. to proceed, then what I am, ..., I never desired, never
' sought , never suffered, never partook in any of that,
never knew vhat it was to have, things, adversaries,
mind, senses. (U, p. 326) .

Yo

. F"o;‘- this reason, the story of Basil—Mahood—wdrm is evolved in

the chara!\‘cter's effort to igolate the self. First*, there is Basil in a
\ .

spiralﬁ motion around the rotunda with his Eamily members inside, losing
here a lelk, there an arm. Theln tomes the limbless Hahoodl stuck 1inside
a jar outside a restaurant facing, all too ironically and not too )
subtly, a slaughterhouse. Finally, there is the story of the encapsu-—
lated Worm. The elim_ina‘tion of the ;nsubordinate bodiiy parts takes -

place, and Wittgenstein's suggedted goal is achieved. One by one the

limbs go, the senses decline, the operation of the body becomes less

.

feasible and the evidence through the senses less dependable. In‘tl;\is
way, the metaphysical subject gets hemmed-in. Proceeding by negatig;

and a metaphysical egoché, hre operates with the hope that, given enough
L4

»
&

area removed froﬁi‘s consideration, the character may find definition '

13

at last, by virtue of what remains, the not-negated. Through negating

those bodily parts and percep'tions that can be séid{t_t/obe subordi-
nate to the willing §ubject, certainty may be ‘achieved.

Unfortunately, this goal seems unattainable., Wheq the time comes
for scrutiny, label and identification of the thinking subject, nothing re-
mains, owing to the fact;‘ that the final disintegration, as sy&lized by
the charactérization ofjWorm, is an extensionless being who can neit’:her
move nor speak. He is, at best, an object of séudy. OtHers peep into
his container, as 1f looking for him, trying to situate him within his

domain. However, they find nothing ﬂllere, and the more they struggle -

b\
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to locate him, the more elusive he becomes. He vanishes upon circum—
s{pection and is as transparent as quickly dispersing smoke. Words no
&
more define him or locate him than the word 'air' points to an object
that we can grasp.

We can regard Worm as the last stop on the long line of the seedy

solipsisés.which Beckett's characters are frequently seen to be. With.

" the situation of Worm, the self has been isolated to a pinpoimt.

Wittgenstein inadvertantly describes Worm's state in the Tractatus when

he discusses solipsism. '"'The self of solipsism', remarks Wittgenstein,'

"shrinks to a. point without extension, and there remains the reality

co-qrdiﬁated with 1t". (';, 5.64) "
'i?his is Worm: a point without extension but with an undeniable
reality. And, as we have seen from the progressive decay, the eliqlna«
tior;, of the 'carnal envelope" to which the Unnamable refers '(U, p. 330),
the willing subject becomes ‘-no more than a pinpoint from which 1little,
if anyt'hing., can be ascertained and from which little, 4f anything, can

-

be learned. The image is phat of a degenerate circle, wher¢ the radius

" has gone to zero and the graph is but a point, The characterization of

Worm rests on a similar level of degeneration. /
Perhaps the greatest frustration go~the Unnamable's part is the

result of the iﬁqui%y.. ‘Undert‘aking a physical report and then trying

- to isolate the willing subject by the negation bf will-less bodily
-

parts, he ends up with the persona of Worm and, with that, a 3ituation

from which little self knowledge can be derived. In fact, the character

\
comes to realize the futility of this endeavour. No matter how many

refinementsshe might make, no matter how many characters or "puppets"

[3

[
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he might create, he will necessarily fall short of the mark. That is,
‘g.tven a hundred chétacter\s, he would need a hundred-and-one to tell his
story. Given a hundred-and-one, he would need a few more. There i8 no
point at which he could declare, "This is it" and feel safe that he has
not neglected something. To assert a stopping point x:ould be to omit

some aspect of himself or another story that needs to be told.

His goal of reaching himself is again thwarted, although the

- clarity of the methodology had seemed so evident and the method itself

so plausible. Nevertheless, the resulting Worm, the residue of self re~

maining after all the shredding has taken place, imparts little know-~

ledge. When we approach a limit-point for the variable, the chatacte;‘,

it is as 1f the limit of the function is Zero. There is nothing to 1lay
¢ ~

our hands upon that will contribute any knowledge of the subject. In~

deed, there s‘g—:ems to be nothing there.

. All tI;at can be ;;aid to have been shown by the inquiry is that

:

there is no subject to be found. The dissection effected by thé‘telling
of Basil-Mahood-Worm has ended in failure. kAll the bits and piléces
that were not self were chopped off, tossed-aside, so that, little by
little, the variables were eli;ninz{ted'unt:‘tl nothing remained, Insteald*
of arriving at the nugget,; the metaphysical atm;l which would constitute
the residue of analysis, there is nothing found, nothing arrived at.,
nthing gained. Wittgenstein's warning is thereby confirmed éor the

Unnamable. It was truly a "self"-destructive act, a metaphysical au-

topsy which ylelded no worthwhile regult.

All this business of a labour to accomplish, before I 4
can end, of words to say, a truth to recover, in order y
-~ .to say it, before I can end, of an imp®sed task ... I

invented it all, in the hope it would console me, h(e/lp

@
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not I speaking, it's not I hearing, let us not go into that, let us go

hd

on as if 1 were the only one in the world, whereds I'm the only one
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‘ " me to go on, allow me to think of myself as somewhere

&l on a road, moving between a beginning and an end, gain-

2 ing ground, losing ground, getting lost, but somehow in

i -~ the long run making headway. All lies. (U, p. 314)

b e

g ' #hn

¥ Wittgenstein's predictibn appears to have been demonstrated:

E

! ",.. of showing that in an important sense there is no subject; for it
“ T

i alone could not be mentioned in that book.-" (T, 5.631) The subject

. 4 .

b, lies outside The World as I found it. The subject defies, or escapes,
% definition and, in that sense at least, the\@bject itself is an unnam-
\ S
*; able. It is a frustrating realization that is hard to come to terms
with. . .
3 Analogous is the position of the Unnamable, for whom "..j_it"s\
* : ‘
N\

absent from it ...' (U, p. 401) Vho attempt to locate the self on the

4
Y

part of the character has led anywhere. The more he tried to dispel

W ETRpy—

"subordinate' body parts, the less he found, to the extent that the
“
final move in his negating analysis found the subject had escaped.

r
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attempt has succeeded: .

... I have passed by here,ﬁnis has passed by me,’
_thousands of times, its turn has_come again, it will

ass on and something else will bg there, another ipstant
f my old instant, there it is, the old meaning that ’
1'11 give myself, that I won 't be able to give my-—

self, ... (U, p. 400)

Like the rolling eye unable to see itself, no amount of manipula-
)
tion or alteration was able to move the character any closey to loca-

ting himself. It was like a brick wall that he kept running into and

SRR S
~ W eh e ’ * 4.

beyond which ‘he could not go. "... it has not been our good fortune",

notes the Unnamable, "to establish with any degree of accuracy what I

PRGN

- ]

! - - \



127 P

am, ... (U, p. 388)

T It cannot be ascertained by analysis. It cannot be packaged by
words. It cannot be told by stories. It cannot be mamed. And though

the character calls himself ''the teller and the told"”, he can tell, but

.
rl

he cannot he told.

His own story has yet to be told. The most he can hop‘e}for is to

, -

arrive at the threshold of his own story. True to Wittgenstein's s -
suggestion, no matter how tixe focus 1is maneuvered the metaphysical sub-
ject will not reach center stage. Rather, it is destipned to remain on
the 1imit of the world and never to be found within it. 'I like to
think I occupy the center”", says the Unnamable, "but nothing is less
certain". (U, p. 295) There 1; no phrasing of language, no new fabge;

.

/ . e
no redefinition of the problem that will change this basic fact.'’

No matter ho¥y many configuratfons of langua-f:y)are made’by the )
char_ac;t‘er, he seems incapable o‘f locating himself. This. is not for
lack of trying. Having met with frustration on one level, the
Unnamable has no qualms about taking a new angle, by narrow:['ﬁg\gg

broadening his focus, as the situation necessitates.

One of the ways in which the Unnamable tries to focusgupon the

L4

subject is by employing the notion of time. That is, if he could
assign temporal bounds to his self, he m#ght open a channel that would

allow him to close in on the subject. In so doing, he m%ssibly F

attain a gense of his own: ideptity. But this is not easy, for the
subject seems to defy definition with the aid of beginnings and ends.
The, Unnama‘ble tackles the mat‘a number of ways, but he fails

to meet with success. .In addition, the act of taking a beginning to be
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axiomatic seems inconsistent with his chosen‘methodq_l/ufgy that there be

-

no hypotheses. Yet it appears necessary. How else could he begin to
locate the self if there were no temporal limits? He deals with this

problem by contending, T
e+ 1 am obliged to assign a beginning to my residence
here, 1f only for the sake of clarity. Hell itself,
although eternal, dates from the revolt of Lucifer. It
is therefore permissible, in the light of this distant
analogy, to think of myself as being here forever, but
not as having been here forever. « (U, pp. 295-296)

-’

Although VWittgenstein repe;tedly tells us that what brings the Belf
into philosophy 1s the fact that "thé world is my world", it seems that
only by knowing the limits of the world can we gélf closer to the sub~
ject 1tself. It is because of this that the Unnamable feels "obligad"

to assign a beginning and, in so doing, define at least one of the

. ‘1imits on his world. ‘However feasible the postulation, he still feels

timeless - as 1f he has been and will be ther:a fore\;er. There are no
temporal limits which can be placed around the self. Wittgenstein re-

marks that, "If we take eternity to mean not infinite temporal duration

but timelessness, then eternal life belongs to those who live in the

present”, (T, 6.4311) ) /

5: i P
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Death itself has no bearing on life — it sets a limit that we

cannot experience. Our world, the world, ends with death., Death dqes
not change the world, nor. do we experience any change in our lives '
because ofl death, simply because our death 11ea~3 outside of our life.
Death is nét an e{én’t in life.

~ Alth’ougﬁ Wittgenstéin ébes not raise the issue, it could be said
that birth is not an-event in life either. We experiénce dying and we

experience being born, but death and birth are not experiences of life.
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They are at-its most definitive limits, but ones we can never under-
RPN .
‘stand, save in an-abstract way.

N ¢ ’ *

As a consequence, 1t is no wonder that the Unnamable is frustrated -
. h -

Sy

when he att;gjig;ts to assign himself a beginning. There simply is no
béginning within the realm of his life. Beginnings and ends lie out-

rside his life, as boundaries he can never really know. "Our life has

no end”, comments Wittgenstein, "in just the way in which our visual

field has no limits". (T, 6.4311) . T

#

The problem of duration. All too awarerof the two boundaries, of )
birth and of death, not to mention the question of :lentit:y over time,
the Unnamable avoids as much of*the quagmire as possible by spggesting
that he locate himself, or each of his selves, in the present. He
declares, "I'm three seconds long", a mere moment of time. He s a
timeless instant;‘his self a succession of selves. Images over time

and space.

Similar.te temporal duration with respect to the limits, of our

"""""" ¥

_——world 1is the matter of spatial boundaries. Only after several frus—
4 trasing attempts to situate his sew in a place, does the Unnamable
arrive at Wittgenstein'’s position that "The solution of the riddle of
life in space and £1me lies outside \pace and time", (T, 6.4312) 1t
is this solution thazm Unnamable opts for in the end, ang Bpeaks of
it with regard ta his Tost-elusive persona, Worm. "The mistake they
make of course”, he says \of Worm, "is to speak of him as if he really

existed, in a specific placeﬂ, whereas the whole thing i{s no more than a

project for the moment". (U, p. 371)

)
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<  The Llmpllications of this lead us to the stalemate arrived at by
+ applying a Cartesian doubt to subordinate parts in the attempt to iso-
late the subject. However confined the gpacio—temporai dimensions are,’

»

we will not find any answers to the inquiry by fixating on those limits.
. »

Push the boundaries, try to fence the subject in - but little knowledge
-~

will be attained. The futility, as the later Wittgenstein outlines,

lies in the fact that the approach yields only an analysis of the framé-
L/

wortk 1tse1f.& The inquiry deteriorates to a fruitless tracing of the

dimensions of the framework, leaving the subject untouched. '"... where

a

am I, whHere is the place where 1've always beeﬂ e LﬂU, p. 385)
’ The Unnamable's inquiry runs aground. But he refus?s to give up.
Nothing is less certain than tﬁat he occupieg the center. This the
character admits, fet only begrudgingl}. He tried and tried again to
locatg the subject, to find a name for himself, to find the right words
to ?pply to his situation. The tighter’ the focus, however, the les; he .
found: language runs adrift into silence, as he tried’téwtéll but
c081Qn't be told.: To this degreg, Wittgenstein's parting remarks of the
Tractatus aYe brought home to rest on the Uanamable's search: "Uhgt we
cannot speak about we must pass over in silence." (T, 7)

.Given the Unnamable's aversion to system and his will to refocus
in order to squeeze a bit more out of‘his search‘ let us now turn to a
different angle of logical atomism and, with this, launch a Russellian
analysis. Selecting the most approp;iate element of Russell's theory,’

- .

we shald see what happens when the subject meets head-on withfthE‘;ssue

&,

o
4He will see, in the next chapter, how this gets handded by the
‘iater Wittgensfein.

.
[ 4 . .’
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of proper names, the subject‘s linguistic correlate.

T The problems of space and time are also treated by Rsteli, in his
lectures on logical atomism, where %e incorporates his assessment within
,uhis" discussion of proper names. And though Russell's solution, as we

shall see » gets us into the Tar Baby Syndrome, it has important reper—

-

cussions for the novel. As well, there is something fearless ahout

Russell's approach, since he sets no limits on the applicability of a

mathematical model to the constr‘uction f a logica erfect language.
He seemed to have no qualms and few questidas ut the assessment bf
the ‘status of subjectivity and the role of proper names. '

We can enter the discussion by noting Russell's confession that,

"... the whole matter of proper names is rather curiousi\‘...“ .~ (LK,

/

p. 200) Curious, indeed! Russell contends that proper /nay(es,

- . /-

'Socrates' or 'Piccadilly’, for example, could not be utilized in light

of several difficulties. Firs;, they are descriptions, not definitions.

J\They do not point to a épecific object in the world, but function more

like a series of classes.

i 4 .
The concept of names being just abbreviations for descriptions

runs into problems of duration and, furthermore, difficulties arise in

.appvlication, since names can only be used to apply t;a particulars with

which the speaker is acquainted. A proper nameB seldom means the satﬁ;

thing from one moment to the next. With the further stipulation thatl\/g

propér name "d:es not mean the same t’hing' to the sf)eaker- ang the

hear,gﬂ' (LK, p. 201), we encounter problems witfl time as v}t:ll as with
4

commznication. Specifically, what is implied is a priv'acy of language,

vhere proper names used by the speaker and heard by the listener and

e . o

-
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vice versa have no common reference. In Russell's view, "When one . .
P - ,

" person uses a word, he does not mean by it the same thing as another \

-

person means by it". (LK, p. 195) This implies that there is an

-

ineviksble linguistic gap between speaker and listener and an unbridge-~

able gap between the proper name spoken of by the speaker and understood

by the listener. That which is said is not* that which is heard. Though

the names are grammatically the same, there is no referential meeting

A

r

ground. : .

Since one person's experiences.differ from another's and, thus,

. "

each person is acquainted differently and at different spatio-temporal

mokents with a given particular, the references corresponding to any
glven wnrd vary from one' speaker to the mnext. Russell offers the

‘ -
example of 'PicEédil&y'. A person who has been to London attaches quite

. —

a different meaning to the word than would a person who had no acquain-
v . 14

tance with the place. Each speaker has différen; associations for the

words she uses than those of any listener. This is due to the

uniqyeness of her ﬁnowledge, spatial location, sgnse—perpeptiods,
. b ] L4
memories, and so on. Russell admits that this creates a disadvantageous

. amh#guitf to the wardslwe'pse. "If you were to insist on language which

was unémbiguoust, writes Russell, "youlﬁgrl& be 'unable to tell people

-

+ at home what you had seen in foreign parts". (LK, p. 196) As a con-

sequence of the extremity of his position, Russell paints himgelf

‘

into a corner: .

é - .
A logically~-perfect language ... would be very largely
‘private to one speaker. That is to say, all the names
that it.would use would be private to the speaker and .
. could not enter into the‘language of a%?ther speaker.
(K, p. 19?) ' oo 5

" N ’
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It becomes virtdally impossible or a listener to pinpoint the proper

. >

name used by a speaker and give it thé same meaning and significance as

~

‘;.tntended .

Words could hardly mean the same thing on one occasion as on the
next - with the passing of time, a proper name wou/ld fail to signify the
same thing. In fact, there is no particular entity that it would name,
but merely a set of qualities, relations, impressions, etc. that would
f:or{Stitute the "knowledge" (by acquaintance) on the part of the speaker.

&
In this manner, a proper name acts @s an abbreviation,

" With the demand for acquaintance, in additiofy to the vacillation

e
g‘pos’itioneems increasingly extreme. Because the elements of acquain-

. tance are apt to change, ‘that which the name is an abbreviation of gimi-

H

larly alters. The entire issue is, compounded by Russe.ll's claim that,
“A particular, as a rule, is apt to last for a very short time indeed" N
(LK, p. 203), not to mention his assertion that a proper name "does ngt
\mean the same thing to the speaker and to the hearer". (1K, p."201) At

this point, we are faced.with the issue of privacy, for "It does not appear
“ . J
probable that two men ever both perceive at the samg"t'ime any one sensible

o%!ject ... there will always be some difference ..." (M&L, p. 138) This
problem of proper names hits the Unnamable square on the head. Me
wrestles with the issue of his own name and those of othars. As for him~

self, he realixes that, ",.., there is no name for me, no pronoun for me,
\ “ .

all the trouble comes from t{haé (U, p. G04).

|

This has further sig ficance for all the characters ~ Worm, for
. |

S

example. The Unnamable observes that, "... Worm, what can I say of

L

-
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I

Worm, who hasn't the wit to make himself plain, what to still this
l ;nawing of termites in my Punch and Judy box, what that might not just
as well be said the the;?" (U, p. 319) The names overlap in his
N - mind: "Worﬁ, I ngarly said WaEt ...™ (U, p. 339) And again, "I knew
\ . I had only to try and talk of Worm to begin talking of Mahood". (U,
p. 339) Wérm's name seems unable to fit any applicatfon: the refer-
eace appears to be missing. The proper name eludes the grasp.. The lin- «
guistic feeler dropped fromthe name onto the world clutches in vain.
There is just too much flux between word and corrﬁspondent. Even (
T“ as a descripti the name creates problems, However,.Rugfell's sug-
/ gestion of ;rseri?s or class inhe;Ent in his notion of%;hhe—és~ ,
déscrip}ion sg:ms to apply to the literary e%pression of the problem as

it is raiefd in The Unpamable.

@ r

:/ The problem{ séems to relate as much to the other characters of
LN

s

the novel as it does to Worm. Look at Mahood. Mahood is confused with,
o * Worm to such an fextent that it is a matter f;r debate where one
character ends And the other begins, The distinction is nearly impos~

\
sible to draw, witH the result that these vagaries of distinction create

N

mﬁqh of the forde\behind the suggestion that the novel is more the

Unreadable tﬁ%n‘The Unnamable.5 Ddes Mahood cease to be when the char-
‘acter gets sicuated inside a jar, outside the chop~house? Or is it when
the cb@&acter has become "entirely enclosed"? Or possibly ian the

transition, that realm between one state and another, that Mahood

4. o 4
5 reaches his demise? Yet another possibility is thdt Mahood never ceases

£ ' = f s

5See, for example, A. Alvarez, Samuel Beckett,-ed. Frank
\ . r  Kermode, Modern Masters Series, (New York: The Viking Press, 1973),
' p. 63 " . . . . .J,

¢ S
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to be, but rather the fault is in the cerrespondence between the name
‘ and its reference. That is, one loses hold of the othér ahd the two
float apart, adrift in a linguistic void, lik? objects forever lost in
space until some black hole sucks them in.
And it doesn’t even stop there. ~The Unnamable also suffers the
confusion with Mahood. Here too, identities overlap, collide and act
to disperse modes of locating the references. Name glides away from
object. 0r$;orse. Perhaps i:T;wnot even @ one-to-;ne—gunction any
\ more. The Unnamable wonders early in the noyel whether he can distinf‘_q“
guish himself from Mahood, whether ‘Mahood's name might also be his own,
at least f;'bart.*jhauine instance he questions whether he should not
just admit that,."... I am Mahood a.ter all and these stories of a
being whose idengity he usurps ..." (U, p. 3115 Shortly thereafter, -
he pulls back from a position of total agreement between 'Mahpod' as
name and himself as referent. Instead, he wonders if he should not see
the issue in light of temporal duration, Mahood might even be con~
sidered the name of an agpect of himself, a role he played, a charac;er

®

‘he was oristrived to be, but has since relinquished. "Mahood ... I've
k. ¢
been he an instant, ... I say an instant, perhaps it was years." (U,

- —

p- 316)

Uncertainty overtgkes him. The Unnamable is unclear about the °°
L4

' 'applicabilitj of the name ood' to his own personage, although he
L g
suggest;'and frequently dmplies a definite connection. Furthermore, he

questions the applicability of the name 'Mahood' to the character in-

PRI R Sy o

- tended as its referent, This character simply does not seem to

possess the réquisite reality, that dimension of humanity which consti-
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tutes the uniqueness and liveliness-of a specific individual, for whom

‘'Mahood' is the name.

In other words, the Unnamable finds reason to doubt that 'Mahood'

has a corresponding human referent. He seems more like a cardboard

—

figure, a stereotype. ""... 1t's Mahood, thig caricature is he", offers

the Unnamabls in a moment of frustration at the course the investiga-
tion has begun to take. (U, p. 315) It is as if Mahood were hollow, a
role that different persoﬁs could assume, or a part to played, in- ~
stead of the name of an individual with head, heart, entrails, not to
mention thoughts, feélings, beliefs. The Unnamable turns upon this
idea of Mahood being a caricature and demands, "Here, in my domain,
what 1s Mahood doing in my domain, and how does he get here?" (ﬁ,

p. 315)

It 18 the latter question that is most frightening. How does he
get here? Until an acceptable answer can be found, there is little
hope of ousting the character of Mahood or of preventing him from clos-
ing in, or impingiﬁg, on the Unnamgble's character in the future. This
may present a consequence to the sort of analysis Wittgenstein and

A

Russell offered in their logical atomism, particular s:I% refers to

the role of the subject. For Russell enters the discussion with a

building-block mentality,
k4

- with talk of series of class of description (1K,
pp . 191, 200-201)

- which pertain to a proper name (LX, p, 191)

{

~ that, in turn, points to one individual (M&L, p. 216)

- who, by virtue of the adequacy of the correspondence,
fits the description (LK, pp. 200-201 M&L, pp. 216-217)

.

it < et o am
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MN\\> - and can, thereby, be understood to bewtﬁe person whose
N name is uttered (LK, p. 201, M&L, p. 217) .

P

3

and 1f we permit this’ manner of analysis from the outset, we have
QT thereby allowed a peculiar approach to the notion of a person to be
rolled out and, upon which, all further discussion stands. On is

reaches the literayy expression Beckett undertakes in The Unnama le, it

. is no far cry to speak in terms of caricatures.
Can we accept the proper néme asq"really abbreviation for descrip-
| tions", as Russell contends? (LK, p. 200) And the referents not
\ particulars, "but complicated systems of classes or series"? (LK,
| - P. 200) May we further stipulate that names can only be employed when
| the referent is known, through acquaintance, actual and experiential,
by the speaker? It is no wonderkthat the marr{age of name ggd self

"falls into a mire of caricature in The Unnamable.

Of courde, the logical atomists were only undertaking ; thegi‘

- retical inquiry. Possibly Russell's discussion of proper names was
intended to lie ;t the periphery of a logical investigatio; into the
nature of the ideal language which would provide a description of the
structural aspects of the world.' That the inquiry ran into quicksand
on the issue of proper names should @ot be surprising, part;cularly

. . When subjectivity was ruled out of thé ideal language. 1If he could '
only have placed the subject in the bleachers, far,removed from the‘
arena of discusézsh, then Russell’s investigation might have been less

+
problematic. However,(as soon as we focus upon these periphery-bound

s . n
subjects, especially with regard to the status of proper names in ény -~

A ey T

ideal language, certain problems become evident.

-
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In The Unnamable, the discussion shows the kind of confusion

that results from trying to apply the proper name to its refereny.A The

central character asserts unnamability and avoids the problem by de-

fault. A%} others #lip and slide amidst a nominalist mudpie. Their |,

names not only fail to stick, they have the rather-eerie characteristic

of attaching themselves to other subjectgs, aé’i;;;:pfor a time, until, )

once ag;iﬁ under scrutiny, they fall off and reach out for another

"abbreviation for description". Because of this, the Unnamable confuses

Watt Yich Worm, Worm with Mahood, Mahood with Basil, and his own charac- i

terization with all others. As well, he considers his owﬁ thoughts %

accessibie to Malone, who, in turn, gets confused with Murphy and ) i

Malloy. And so on.

It seems.%ndless and it%Probably is, at least within the frame-
. work of the novel. The "abbreviations for deécriptions" do not suffice
l

to label the particular. They slip off and the particular escapes

| definition. The knowledge by acquaintance ttself seems dubious, hard

to prove, impossible to substantiate. They cannot trust their owm ‘

perception, There seems'little, if any, véracity in their senge exj@iri-

-

ence. And thelr bwn positions as objects of acquaintance seems to dis-

integrate into a confusion.
This was seen in the text with the case of Hahéod7WOrm, whose ™ ~
" own validity was questioned when the proprietress, Madeleine-Marguerite,

-

herself of uncertain name, gets overly solicitous, checking in on him

*
¥
i
H
i

far too often for comfort — as if there is now cause to doubt his
. };\ e ’
existence. Once the character realizés that his certainty as an objéér"‘

of acquaintance is questionable, he has reason to fear for his existence
- B - ~

P -
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*of acquaintance” is not credible as a witness,

-‘ ‘.

and a justifiable paranola sets in., This gets expressed\%n the follow-

. #ng situation within the novel. gntsidE'a restaurant and inside a jar,

the character Mahood-Worm, limbless and senses falled or failing, seeks

o \
the reassurance whicl would testify to his existence. Any attention

would suffice at this point.

And T for my part have no longer the least desire to

4 leave thds world, ... without some kind of assurance that
I was really there, such as a kick in the arse, for
example, or. a kiss, the natute of the attention is of
little inportance, provided I cannot be suspected of
being its author. (U, p. 342)

But’ his social world is minimal. The passers-by give him no recogni-

¥ N
tion, no acknowledgement that he presides over the menu at which they

f
are staring and the only person for whom he mightvqualify as an "object

A

[
-

Her attentions do not sufficientfy attest to his presence, they
fail to convince the character of his substanp}ality.inﬂe is drowning .
;n doubt. The existing eviéence is unallowable,‘"highly'subject to
caution", as the character asserts, because of whaf appears to be a
mounting cause for suspicion. Earlier the occasional appearance of th?

¢ .
woman to empty the sawddst, place or remove.a tarpaulin, as weather

i uv

necessitated, would certify his existence by virtue of the attention

paid. Now there is cause for worry. An alteration has taken place. 1In-

stead of the weekly visit, the proprietress now lavishes her attention

-

on him, looks in far'in excess of need.
No, there is no getting away from it, this woman is
losing faith in me, _And she is trying fo put off the
moment when she must finally confess her error by com-

ing every few minutes to see if I am still more or less
imaginable f{n situ. (U, p. 343)

As the doubts surface, there is a proporfionate withdrawal (and dis-

L
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they say, all right, I woulda't dream of denying it", he informs us,

. for whom he can, at best, be an object of acquaintance. By Russell's

140 ‘

appearance) of the character. "That the jar is reall¥ standing, where

t
... I merely doubt that T am in it." (U, p. 343) The character fades

1"

as the credibility of hfs only witness is brought into question. The
ensuing doubts topple the edifice, withBall the inevitable literary
consequences. In the absence of a perceiver, there is no acquaintance-
ship. The character subsides with the rising doubts,

Fade out, fade in. Mahood ends and Worm begins. With that, we

’

move from a character inside a jar to one completely enclosed. This

character, the final manifestation, Worm, is referred to as the “anti-
1 4

Mahoaod". He has reached a levell of minimal physicél attributes, with

no capacigy for moba}ity or action. Furthermore, there is no capacity.

-

for self recognition by means o;&hense—perception. His only testimony

“
must come from outside him, from others:

His senses tell him nothingl nothiing about himself, :
nothing about. the rest, and this distinction 1s beyond
{im. Feeling nothing, knowing unothing, he exists never-

t

heless, but not for himself, for others, others con~-
eive him and say, Worm is, 'since we conceive kim ..,
(U, p. 346)

This character seems to be the zero-point of subjectivit;;\ﬁhere \@:

.

the only acknowledgement of a metaphysical subject can come from others,

analysis, a proper name "seldom means the same tﬁing two moments run-

ning", {.e., the lapse of time directly affects the mgéning and, hence,

the use of names. The ﬁnnq?able's response, apropes himself, is that d
"I'm three seconds long”. His own identity suffers at the hands of

‘ .
time. Duration takes its toll, as shown in the Basil-Mahood-Worm con-

-

fusion.” The concern with the character's identity stems from tﬁe basic
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., two minutes running, then one's own name, one's own lingu%afic identiry

141

problem of continuity over time. If a name rarely means the same thing

i

-

is brought to the rack.

Consequently, one cannot speak of oneself in the same way, as the
same person,without an accompanying discomfort and incredulity over even
the slightest temporal alteration. At least the Unnamable reacts in
this fashion, carrying out the implications of Russell's program for
arriving at the logilcally perfect language. Unfortunately, the perfect
language, logically speaking, has no room for persons, in the linguistic
guise of the proper name. Proper names simply cause too many problems,

oo s
their removal is mandatory lest the world's structure fail to be des—

-

cribed. What' happens, then, is that, having pursued Russell's program

»

and seen ips'consequences in the characterization of the novel, we have

eircled back to a Wittgensteinlan picture., Weary now, though, from the
’ \
search for an alternative. The Unnamable doés not appear to be overly

concerned with describing any world structure, his obsession 1is with

the subject's place, yes atkthe "limits of language", however frustrat-

ing that might be.

He looks for the metaphysiéal subject in the world, but cannot
find it; it i{s the one thing missing. uHe tries t; assign a name, or
names, but does not succeed. Names fail to stick to the posaible
rgferent(s). He hopes for a knowledge by acquaintance, his own or
another's, but his own is dubious and that of others ladks credibility.
There is too much room for uncertailnty, In addiEion, the discontinuity

* Y

over time fosters doubts, and not only for the personal identity of the

character-Subject.' In linguistic terms, the discontinuity undermines




P

1

s 1673\

the whole matter of a coherent use of mnames from one moment to the next.

- We would still fall short, even if a person were able to slap on
a label (or a name) for differing aspects (or personae). Even if we

spoke, in R?ssellian terms, of these name-labels as elements of the
A

class wh{éb constitutes the description for which the nawe is an abbre-
viation, we would still fail, 1f for no other reason than duration. Any
tabulation of names sufficing to identify the characters or the charac-,

terizations of a person could never be definitive. Time would require

N

additions. "As Russell notes,

The real man, too, I believe, however the police may

swear Yo his identity, is really a series of wmomentary

men,. each different one from the other, and bound to-

'gether, not by a numerical identity, but by continuity
- “and certain intrinsic laws. (M&L, p. 129)

For that matter, the future, even three seconds hence, would lack recog~-.

nition of any form of description or class thereof. This seems to in-

dicate the sort of discomfort which afflicts Russell when he tries to

come to terms with proper names or their theoretic;l statug. Thus, it
is not surprising that the curious problem of proper names and the un-—
béarable complications lead Russell to metaphysical disgust.6 The up-
shot of this is that Russell must completel& expel them from the o
logically perfect language. Too deviant for a well-behaved language,
prerr names simply have to be cast out, in the hope that something-

\
more palatable, less problematic, can be discovered.

6See 1X, pp. 200;202. Russell believes that proper names are
simply too imprecise. ¥or instance, "We are not acquainted with
Socrates, therefore cannot name him.... That makes it very difficult
to get any instance of a name at all in the proper strict logical sense

of the word.," (LK, p. 201) 4’

L

&‘
N
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In their place, we are offered the more ambiguous "this' and
. “that', under Russell's assurance that "One can use 'this’' as a name to
stand for a particular with which one is acquainted ut the moment",
(LK, R 201) Lesg we think the cost of such radical surgery too high,
we are dutifully assured that 'this' will remove that sticky méss

caused by proper names, . :
L4

. -

Mind you, although some_.of the problems inherent in the use of

.

proper names are alleviated, we have yet to overcome the one posed by
-

" duration. 'This' doesn't quite answer that. In fact, it seems that the™
01
only way Russell sees out of the dilemma is speed: 1f we manage to talk

fast enough, we may be able to make a statement with the refe?ent still

swithin the grasp of the 'this' or 'that'.

Russell elaborates in the following questisn-and-answer in the
g

logical atomism lectures:

QUESTION: If the proper name of a thing, a "this',
various from instant to instant, how is it possible to
make any-argument?

MR. RUSSELL: *ou can keep 'this' going for about a
® minute or two. I made rhat dot and talked about it for
some little time. I mean it varies often. If you argue
quickly, you can get some little way before it is
’ finished: I think things last for a finite time, a
matter of some seconds or minutes or whatever it may
happen to be. (LK, p. 203) . 4

Prcpped ;p only by seconds, ‘this' cannot stand through a conversation.
The résult”over time is‘that the limit of our function goes to zero and
langﬁage becomes calculus, with the variable (the analogy of the sub-
ject) forced through a transformation to oblivion. It mdkes sense
that a language constructed upon a mathe&atical model would arrive at

L 4
such a solution - for it not only wrestles down the most stubborn
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yar}able and makes it ordered, hence controllable, it carries it one ~
'ﬂ‘;tep }Qrther, to the safestglogicai extreme - by forcing it to zero, or
to some constant, . 4
’ It is not necessarily abhorrent, either. If we can seé it from
the stgndpoint of a mﬁthemﬁtical aesthetic, it is a move ’at had to be
. made ‘were we to’@;uly honor the‘construct of logical atomism, espe-
cially as detailed by Russell, who tried-the hardest to iron out the
’ spgcifics. Regardless of any disgruntlement we might fedl about sweep- ‘
ing them under the rug, or to the “limits of ‘language”, ﬂt is hard to ~

! . K

| ‘
offer an al?ernate handling of the metaphysical.subject and of proper.
¢ 3

names in a iogically perfect language. Within<fhe conceét of the
logically perfect, there must be nothing unaccounted for, nothing for which
. symbolism does not make sense and the properties of which cannot be
used in an axiomatic way. The structure and methodology won't permit

anything else., Wittgenstein knew this, as he later expressed in his

' Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, where h# looked at Frege's

o

reactions to contradictions in his theory; and Wittgenstein wondered if

- ) ’

Frege needed to have been so devastgted.7 But he was, as he loglcally
% should have been. ° N
; Frege aside, Wittgenstein's musingsjiggz;ate something crucial.
Namely, mathegatical order demands subserviance to the structure. This

means that there is no rooh for contradictions within the theoxy itself

and there is a set procedure for han&ling problems. We avoid division

&

%’ ] It

H . !

§ . 7Ludwig Wittgenstein, Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics,
eds, G.H. von Wright, R. Rhees, G.E.M, Anscombe, trans. G,E.M.-
Anscombe, (Cambridge, Mass.: The M.I.T. Press, "first paperback edition,

h—\~ ¥ June 1967), p. 171, Henceforth,y all references will be to this

edition, abbrevjated as R. - J
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by zero by saying it is "“undefined" and thereby setting the ghost fo

rest. Similarly, a system which patterns itself aftexr mathematics

PO .

would treat prohlem areas in an analogous way to those of the proto-

type system. And since one of the biggest structural problems in devis-

ing a 16g;ca11y perfect language is assigning a role to subjects and
their linguistic represeﬂtatives, i.e., names, we should hardly be

surprised that proper names are treated as undefinable or treated as if

/ . :

they were & 1imit problem. They are a limit problem.

Wittgenstein ‘says

it and Russell shows it. And Beckett iliustrates it by literary fiat,

The limit of th subject as the ‘character approaches Worm is Zero.

©Nothing is ;eftfto the character and the only valuk it has is assigned

to it by the analysés of others. .
. I wonder what the chah is about at the moment. Worm,
presumably, Mahcod being abandoned, And I await my turn.
# Yes indeed, I do not despair, all things considered, of
drawing their attention to my case, some fine day.’

(v, p. 37%) *' :

o

ae. dt's my turn, I éoo have the right
impossible. . (U, p. 375)

j:‘:iféhawn .
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- One must start out with error and coiivert 1(:\)1!:0 truth,
That is, ore must reveal the source of error, othervise
,'hearing the truth wén't do any good, THE truth cannot .
“. foree its vay in when something else is occupying its '

7 place, .
To convince someone of the truth, it is not enough to
state it, but rather one must find the pathSyom error

% "to truth, ’

2] v . . -

“ 1
I must plunge into the water'of doubt again ‘and again

* > Ludwig Wittgenstedin
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‘ing la{nguage’ from the level of th® abstract, or theoretical, in order
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‘ : CHAPTER 1V : , 2
. . . ) o - K
WITTGEESTEIN 'S LATER*DISCUSSIONS
- ¢ .I ,\¢
v ON THE PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE \ ¢ ) ~

~

—

. f te ) '
Much\df/ Wittgenstein's later discussions concerning language

focusses, upop corrgcting attempts philosophers, himself ﬁcluded,

" - \)
had made into the nature.f language and the world, and tihereby rescu-

L}

v
to bring it back to the level of the real.

“ Wittgenstein came to regard earlier work, epitomized by ‘the.

Tractatus, as directed towards a set goawamely“\ﬁhe construction of a ,
‘z“w

theory about ldnguage and the world which aim?a"st '\hweiling essences
. “ . Y
by meanse of .explandtory analyses and restrictions upon language. He

and Russell had thought that conventions, rules and prescriptioms could

*
K

. be efnployed to build a logically perfect language. Wittgenstein con-

siders the sorts of errors and misguided views that were operating in

the logical atomist th;ory,’ in the hopes of overcon‘:ing the px"oblems

that subsequently arosé. The investigation hé undertakes demonstrates
Lhe-limitations of the rigi;d methodology of atomism and suggests a mpde
gf release against getting trapped, as did he and Russell, by conven- ’

tions. Both his focus and methods of discussion suggest a way of pre-

venting philosophical quests from getting locked inside their own con-\

J i

‘ceptual frameworks. Against the background of these concerns, Wittgen-

stein's later investigations into the philosophy of language take plf?:‘

147 :
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8 section offers a look into the ancient city of language,

- *

"which Wittgenstein revedl¥ to us by means of extensive discussions

upon the diverse areas of language, including its relationship with the

. - . ¢
world., Like a'c}ity, with its suburbs and boroughs, there are many

different branches and correlated areas of Wittgenstein's investigations.

1
His writings ex;nplify the distaste he feels for a theoretical system - -

by a rejection of conventional philosophiéal discourse for an inquiry

that proceeds by an overlapping of questioas, descriptions, examples,
. J

co;trasts, and analogies. BecauSe he has avoided a formal approach, -

Wié%“genstein is able to exploge many different routes and lay open for

our consideration numerous aspects of issues touching upon language and

et

meaning. . \ .
L
-~ Owing to.the natere of w1ttgé€;tein's style and thé overall focus
of his work, no expgsition‘ could be inclusive; but we can obtain a good

aerial view of his philosophy of language. To do this we will examine

some of his crgcial concepts and concerns, which are so intertwined and

interrelated that a general understanding of both the topics and the 4

what the inquiry involves. The -intent is to touch upon the major
o~

elements of Wittgenstein's later investigations, in order to understand
how his view of language differs from that in his earlier work. First,
then, we turn'to Wittgenstein. Only later, in the fifth é@uapter, will we

¥
utilize, among those elements mentioned here, those which have literary

applications. The followingoareas will be the object of this chapter's

study: Wittgenstein's focus and method of approach; his rejection of

both the main tenets and doctrinal characteristics of logical atomism;

4

v
Lt ‘ N .
N e
d
v
' .
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the concepts of "language-games" and "family resemblances"; Wittgen-

-~

‘stein's theory of 'meaning' as "use'; the role and application of rules
S

and ci‘iteria; and the denial of a private language. When possible,

other relevant topics will be mentioned. o
LS
. Wittgenstein's descriptive }nethodology, his vital concepts of
“"language-games" and "family resemblances”, as well as their implica-

tions for understanding our relationship to languawill be utilized

in the next chapter. There we will examine The Unnamable's structure

and the'_way in which it reflects considerations raised within the text
by the character’s own philosophical —inquiry. Let us now turn to

Wittgenstein, who, sounding like the Unnamable, writes:

It is not our aim to refine or complete the system of
rules for the use of our words im unheard-of ways.

For the 61arity that we are alming at is indeed complete +
clarity. But this simply means that tse philosophical
probléms should completely disappear.

The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of \
. stopping' doing philosophy when I want to.-~ The one that
. gives philosopy peace, so that it,is no longer tormented
by questions which bring itself in question.- Instead, we
now demonstrate a method, by examples; and the series of
o examples can be broken off.- Problems are solved (diffi-
A culties eliminated), not a single problem. (PI, 133)

!

' Wirtgenstein wants his inquiry to show us how to /break through bound-

~aries forme& by dogmatic theories, with their outworn assumptions and

ARN '4!‘ ’ .
e ways talk(ng about language. Wittgenstein cgnsiders such investiga-

. sumptuous, and he endeavours to show this by making frequent reference
@ |

a .

. x :
to his earlierwork. The errors and misinclinatkions of the" atomist ’

s t
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a process which approached language as if it were an alien entity with

, only a few, rigidly discernable aspects. This view entails a host of

»

problems, which his work now intends to confront. "What we do, he.
_ asserts, "is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their every-—
5 day use", (PI, 116) ,

We will be able to see, as a result of the examination in this
chapter,—the extent to which the context of view.ing language has
broadened since the logical atomist theory, when, as we saw in the pre-~
vious two chapters, its focus was narrow and goal-oriented (i.e., to
construct an ideal language}. His philosophical position on language
radically changed in his later work, as he came to see that his earlier
obsessions had lead him into a mathem;tically-;nclined mold which tried
to apply c'ertain aspects of language while ignoring or denying the
m%us other aspects and applications. !}t the final stages of his
philosophical :ievelop;nent, however, Wittgenstein perceives language to

- ‘be inseparable fromAfoms of 1ife. As he told Malcolm, "An expression
has meaning only in the stream of life", which would indicate his cri-
tical attitude towards the atomist theoretical machine.l The logical
atomists had taken language from its roots in ordinary living and put
it onto a hypothetical, abstract level with questionable links to the
language of e(teryday. Philtsbphical problems arise, Wittgensteln comes

, to realize, when "language ;})es on holiday". (PI, 38) Language is a

'&fac: of human life and, consequently, to analyze language as if it were

detached from the activ:h::i.es3 of which it is a part would be to take the

v

'lﬂormau Malcolm, Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Hemoir, (0xford: Oxford
University Press, 1978), p. 93.

/
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philosopher on a roller-coaster ride of his own making. .
Logical atomism symbolizes what happens when language is pulled
away from the context of everyday and forced into essence-seeking
émployment. All the talk of 'essence' within logical atomism illus-
Wt .
trates more about the need for conventions than about the nature of
language, Wittgenstein suggests. As he contends, "to the depth that we
see in the essence there corresponds the deep need for the convention'.
(R, p. 23) Russell and Wittgenstein had allowed the conventions to
assume control over the operation of the mechanism, with the result that
it began moving under its own steam, s0 to speak, forcing out of the
way anything that did not fit into the confines of the théory.
Q\IQ is possible of course to operate with figures '
mechanically, just as it is possible to\speak like a
parrot: but that hardly deserves the nameé ©f\ thought.
It only becomes possible at all after the mathematical
i notation has,. as a result of genuine thought, been so
~developed that it deﬁg the thinking for us, so to speak.2
The laws of logic are indeed the expression of 'think-
ing habits' but-also of the habit of thinking. That is
to say they can be'said to shew: how human beings think,
" and also what human beings call "thinking”". (R, p. 41)

Logical notation, mathematical notation, and philosophical nota-~

tion have all been developed to do "the théhking for us", to the extent

\ that deviation from the habitual mode requires awareness and detachment,

Habits of thinking are so firmly embedded in (realms of) thought and
discourse that we risk being oblivious to their strength and rigidity.
This is one of the problems with the vision of the logical.atomists:

various philosophical conventions (habits of thinking) lay.the ground~

]

w

: ZEOttlob Frege. Foundations of Arithmetic, (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1959), p. iv.
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work for their entefprise and set an entire proé;ss into motion., The l
logical atomists were overwhélmed,”as héicame to see later, by the ;
strength of their conventions. "By being educated in a technique, we
are also educated to have a way of looking at the matter which is just
as firmly rooted as that techaégue." (R,Lp. 124)

Wittgenstein wants to confront that rootedness in conventional
tecﬁniques, by means of a methodology which emphasizes description overs
explanation and by a philosophical investigation which would raise
questions, rather than suggest answers, He is nihilistic to‘the degree
that would be necessary to stop the old boards from weakening the
foundation for the new inquiry. "Hhat we are destroying", Wittgenstein
expresses: "is nothing but houses‘of cards and we are clearing up the
ground of languaée on which they stand.™ (PI, 118) )

Wittgéﬁ;tein's intention is to replace the old quest for depth)

the dredging of essences, for a survey of what ig before us, the

‘familiar, the ordinary. He contended that depths are illusory, or

disguised nonsense, suggesting that we focus instead upon what 1s
already there, before us. "... it is, rather, of the essence of our
investigation that we do not seek to learn anything new by it." (PI,
89) His constant questioning of conventions-involv;s that, "... first ,
and foremost do the simplest thing ..." (R, p. 116) Take nothing for
granted, allow no one thing to be inscrutable, keep inlmind that "The

motto here is: Take a wider look round". (R, p. 54) _Come out of the

¥
ozone of the metaphysical into the atmosphere of the everyday. Pears

contrasts Wittgenstein's position in his later works with his earlier

one and notes that, i . .
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... when he rejected the essentialist theory of the
Tractatus, he was -at the same time doing something
much more general. He was abandoning the old, high,
a priori investigation and starting something quite
different in its place, an investigation of the
human phenomena of language which would be empirical,
pedestrian, and even homely.3

—~

Wittgenstein's attack on the doctrines of the atomists far- =~

reaching and forceful, sparing no mercy for hiimself as one of its

authors. Some of the crucial concepgs were hit broadside in the

p

Philosophical Investigations, as he calls into question the netion of

- .

'simples' and 'composite' facts or states of affairs, the picture theory

of language, the use of rules, and the very enterprise of pursuing‘a

—”;;Efeally perfect language. His later works constitute a strong

o
reaction to stances such as those held by the logical atomists - so

‘much so that it would be difficult to grasp the significance of his

later work without some familiarity with the theofy and procedures of

: S : &
"grave mistakes" of the Tractatus 1& order to realize the significance
¥y L o)

of his later work, for he himself declares that "... the latter could
be seen in the right/ light only by contrast with and against the back-
éround of my old way of thinking". (PI, p. x) With that in mind, let
us ﬁriefly tufn to a consideration of what he now considers to be
among the grave etroés of the search for'ghe ideal language which had

g0 obsessed him and Russell. ) ,

As mentioned previously in the chapter on logical atomism,

-~ .
Wittgenstein traces the idea of 'simples' back to Plato's

3

David Pears, Wittgenstein, (London: Fontana/Collins, 1971),
p. 107. . .

3 . \

)
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Theaetetus.l' (PI, 46) However interesting this notion may be in the

- abstract, it becomes absurd when we attempt to apply it to reality.
“What are the simple constituent parts of a chair2" Wittgenstein asks.

(P1, 47) "The bits of wood of which it is made? Or the molecules, or .~
y
1 the atoms?" (PI, 47) They had asserted that ‘simple’ means 'not

\

composite' . However, there are many senses oycoﬁlposite' that we might

utilize. "It makes no sense at all to speak absolutely of the 'simple
parts of a chair'."” (PI, 47) ) ) .

He extends this criticism to t‘qe idea (now seen as Ll_udicrous)

thz:t was held about "futther analyzing'' propositions or aspects of real-

ity, driving his point home with an example:

4 _ VWhen I say: 'My broom is in the corner™, - is this
really a statement about the broomstick and the brush?

Well, 1t coudd at any rate be replaced by a statement
giving the position of the stick and the position of

the brush. Aund this{statement is surely a further
analysed form of the first one. - But why do I call it
"further analysed"? | ... Suppose that, imstead of say-
ing "Bring me the brpom”, you said, "Bring me the broom-
stick and the brush which is fitted on to it.'g‘f - Isn't
the answer: "Do you want the broom? Why d& you put it
so oddly?" - Is he going to understand the further
analysed sentepce better? -~ This sentence, one might

say, achieves the same as the ordinary one, but in a
more roundabout way. - (PI, 60)

This example shows the extém.’;to which Wittgenstein had come to see
the procedure of bre_gking things into ever-smaller parts - the search '
for the atomistic sfmple at the root of every composite - was misguided.
It had attempted.to unveil essential structures or eséentkgl 'states at
any pricé: but the price is too high\ and the purchase is of question-—

_~able worth, he now implies. By ignoring the familiar structures and

the everyday uses of language, he had been carried off by a strangely—»

4
See pages 82-83 and 113, above. -




e o e i o £

" it e g e s o R o o s

’

155

‘operated vehicle into peculiar territory. To deliberately overlook the

o,

varying roles and applications of our words, sentences, etc. seems

destined to lead to problems. What he and Russell had 'done was to lose

-

‘ s¥eht of the fact that all along they had been cultivating one point of

view, with a gpecific angle of interpretation and limited applicability.
"A main caus® of philosophical disease — a one-sided diet: one nour-

¥

ishes one's thinking with only one kind of example." (PI, 593)

The "grave mistakes' that accompanied logical atomism 1llustrate .
for wilttgensteixx how unhealthy the matter had b(;come. A one-gided
positdion h;d fixed their thinking and deceived them about the use they
vere maki'ng of various terms. They had taken concepts away from their
ordinary use and placed them into particular roles, without the ci.arity
of how extreme was their enterprise. For instance, 'simple' and
'composite! were treated as if they had only one function; whereas, 1in

fact, there are many functions and various senses pertaining to each

term. Wittgenstein observes that, v

We use the word "composite' (and therefore the word
"gimple") in an enormous number of different and differ-
ently related ways. (Is the colour of a square on a

Py chessboard simple, or does it consist of pure white and

pure yellow? And is white simple, or does it consist

of the colours of the rainbow? - Is this length of 2 cm.-
simple, or does it consist of two parts, each 1 cm.

long? But why not of one bit 3 cm. long, and one bit

1 cm. long measured 1in the opposite direction?) (PI, 47)

In terms of what w%ttgenste‘n advocates, the best thing to do when (:oﬁ-—
fronted with questions of this kird is not to offer an answer, but to

reject the question altogether.

For siﬁ';lar reasons, Wittgensteln rejects Russell's idea of re-—

placing names with definite descriptions, contending that there is not

-~
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one description, there are many that cpuld be found. 1In additioh, to |
., wake a stat?ent about an individual need not entail a readiness to ' hd
substitute some description in place of the name, since there is ;r;l.rely
any fixed or unequivocal use of a given name. (cf. PI, 79) 2
This criticism can be brought to ~bear on the picture theory held
by the early Wittgenstein, fr;r, (;nce again, a specific use and sget
procedure had been decided upon to carry c?ut t'he idea. There may be
som;: picture ti\at corresponds to the use of'a term and, inde'ed, there
may be sbme met‘hod of projection that the picture itself may be seen fit,
However, there might very well be \other senses oOr uses of the word, as
well as other pictures that could be imagined. "If we compare a prop-—
osition to a picture, we must think whether we are ‘comparing it co a
portrait (a hi;toz‘ical representation) or to a genre-pic\ture. And both
* compariscns have poir;t". (p1, 522)
Perhaps what was going on during his atomist phase, Wittgenstein
suggests, was that he may have been under a psychological, not logicali\/
i compulsion to find a picture forcing a particular application om h'im.
f "What is essential is to see that the same thing can come bgfore our
y minds when we hear the wotd and the application still be different.
g Has it the same meaning both times? I think we shall say not." (PI,
%: 140) Sometimes one picture comes to mind, sometimes other pictm;es.
%{: There is sin;ply no rule d‘esignaﬂcing which picture(s) may be seen as
‘; fitting to a word. Our language resists such prescriptions. Indeed,

"It is only in normal cases that the use of a word is clearly pre-




SRR e A S e M

i 157 :

« ~

scribed; ..." (PI, 1142)_5 ’

-

These criticisms are meant to indicate how tpe g}gidity and rule~
bound incli&mtions of the earlier inquiry resulted in a distorted view
of language. Wittgenstein contends that language cannot be stripped of
its multi-layered aspects or its interweaving concerns. Nor can it be
sliced away from the reality of the human beings who give it its use

and significance. Trying to make language into calculus will undoubt-

~

edly lead to a deformation of thinking. (cf. R, p. 156) Wittgenstéin_

realizes that, . "
e in p'hilosophy we often comgare""-."the use of words with
games and calculi ,which have fixed frules, but cannot say

D that someone who is-using lapguage myst be playing such
a game. - But 1f you say that our languages approxi-
mate to such calculi it may look as if what we were talk-"
ing about were an ideal language. As 1f our logic were,
so to speak, a logic for a vacuum..., the most that
can be sald is that we construct ideal langukges. But
here the word "ideal® is liable to mislead, for it
sounds as if these languages were berter, more perfect,
than our everyday language; and as if it took the logi-
cian to shew people at last what a prgper sentence
looked like. (PI, 81)

.

Their mistake had been, in this regard, to think that anyone who

pays a sentence and means or understands it must be operating as if it

ey
.

were a calculus with definite rules. Wittgenstein -considers a great
deal more about rules than the problems faced by the logical atom-
ists. They had erred in taking a; mathematical paradigm, applying :it to
language, while briﬁging along much of its baggage - such as its order-

1liness, its'formality and usg of notation,&ts coherence with the

‘ . N
structure formed by axioms, theorems, and specified modes of operation,

sAs we will see in the next chapter, this has ramifications for
The Unnamable. .

- 14
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and its rule orientation. The problem lay in thinking that language

~

", cpuld be treated in the same sort of way. In that sense, as well as

most others, the quest for a logically perfect language had been based

¢

upon a misuhderstanding.

On the one hand it is clear that every sentence in our /\\
language 'is in order as it is’. [He 1s referring here h\
to a position held in the Tractatus.] That is to say,

we are not striving after an ideal, as if our ordinary

vague sentences had not yet got a quite unexceptionable

sense, and a perfect language awaited construction by

us. ~ On the other hand it seems clear that where there ,
is sense there must be perfect order. - So there must be

perfect order even in the vaguest sentence. (PI, 98)

IS

The atomists had been bewitched in viewing mathematics as a

«

glorioup edifice which our“language might simulate by careful construc-—

e
»

tion, so lc;ﬁ‘g as we use as a basis the same sort of conventions that
keep mathematics in working order. Howeveg:/: such an enterprise is

destined for futility because of inherent differences betyeen mathemat—

b, e - -

ics and ordinary language. Furthermore, the attgmp“ﬁ. to enforce a

-

value system which sees mathematics as a higher kind of language than

, .
our ordinary one is bound to create problems, Wittgenstein now real- ™~

izes how misguided it had been to try to restrict language in orglnr‘ to
« . . ‘ //'
attempt the construction of a logically pexfect one, especially since

its accompanying position on language and the world he now considered

completely off base.

’ Al
.

A more worthwhile goal, as outlined by Wittgenstein, is not
to try to change language,‘but to understand it as 1;: is. He has, by
now, quite- thoroughly diverged frox;n his earlier position w.;llich ignored oy
the familiar :l:x favor of something.deep and mysterious. "I believe ‘/

that the attempt to. explain.ia‘certainly wrong, because one must bnly

correctly piece together what one knows, without adding anything, and
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: the‘satisfactioq being sought through the explanation follows of it—

6 {

Wittgenstein advocates that we approach problems in an unassuming

Y

way, as if we were seeing the landscape for thf firs;t time. Examine the
elements of language anew by removing our blinders, in the form of pre-
conceptions, theories, analytical fixations,' Let us make the form of

a philosophical problem: "I don t know my way about". (PI, 123) Pro-

4
ceed in the ahsence of "habits of thinking' so that we don't fall into
‘the trap of not being able to see what 1s before us, as that would
®
leave us tracing the butlines of our conceptual frameworks, like fingers

tracing glasses, ;ound"‘and round. .
The aspects of a’ thing that are most important for us
are hidden becauge of their simplicity and f'miliarity.
(One is unable to notfice something —~ berause it is always

‘ before one's eyes.) The real foundations of his enquiry
do not strike a man at all. Unless that fact has at some
time struck him. - And this means: we fail to be struck

. by what, once seen, is most striking and most powerful.
(P1, 129) -

The method of approach to handle what is "already in plain view"

N

. (PI, 89) will be descriptive, not explanatory; Wittgenstein contends.

. “("Every explanation is an hypothesis."7) This will involve asking

questions, ;;ointing out established procedures, drawing out analogies

and disanalogies, and trying to realize the many different uses of
\ A .

aspects of our language. Instead of proclamations, we encounter: "One

would like to ask yo "z "One ought gp ask ..."; "Consider ..."; "How.,

> -

—

6Lndwig Wittgenstein,” "Remarks on Frazer's Colden Bough", trans.
..John Beversluis, in C.G. Luckherdt, ed., Wittgenstein: Sources and

Perapect:lves (New York: Cornell University Press, 1979), pp. 62-63.
7

Ibid., p. 63.

»
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. does E: "Wwhen I say.... what is ..."; "The difficulty here is ...";

"'“Imagix;e .."s #nd so op. With 'nothing hypothetical, with no givens,
¢ eVerythit’xg will then bjanbﬁect ’{o a probing Investigdation. 'P,resixmp-‘
) tions, presuppdsitions, 'an? convemtions must all be considered undesir-
"able ways in which \;e alter thé,seeing of our world, and of language.

v Philosophers cokantly see the method of sclience
] ) \ before their eyes, and are irresistibly l?empt;ed to ask
- o v and answer questions in the way science does. This
tendency is the real source of metaphysids, and leads’
- the philosopher, #nto complete darkness.. I want to say
here that it can never be our job to reduce, anything to
\ U ._anything, or to explain anything. Phi]osophy 1lly is
- 'purely descriptive’. ﬁ
. , We need a new way of looking at the old-terrain, a f Lot
- W £ .o e , - -
clgser scrutiny which neither tries to initate- thesgcientific nox ’

assumes anything to' be certain. "Compared wvith the impresaion which

j ’ .
the description makes on us, the explanation is too uncertain.’' nd Witt-

. genstein steers away £rom a specific methed of analysis, offering,

. : instead, a variety of methods, with the imp]:ication that others could

™
=

be added in order to iceep the inquiry from going stale or at all rigid.
“ / .
In this respéct, he says,"There is riot a philosophical method, though

a

e

there are indeed methods, like different therapies"”. (PI, 133) If, gor
oo , . . Lg

example,(ﬁe want to examine two concepts, say those of 'thought ' .ang

. 'pain'. 4n order ‘to see whether Ehey could be construed as similar or

~ -

analbgous, any parallel we draw would have to take 1:1}:0 account both

;
i
’% ;
:
§
{
{
&
1
3

éimilarities and dissimilkgitiea, employing examples and contnasts,

&}“\I - LI -
: : gl.udvig Hi.ttgenste‘in,"” The Blue and Brown Books, Harper Torchbboks,
" %  New York: Harper & Row, 1965, p. 18. Henceforth all references wﬂl be\
- - fo this edition, abbreviated as BB. . &
.\ & 90?. cit. ‘ \ . v
- . ¢ ™ ’ -
v ' ’ h v
5
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before we could form any sort of conclusions.

6 §‘ Let us look at an instance. Wittgenstei:/;zza)ently goes after

el - 1 ”

concepts or ideas which we have come to take for granted. His dis-
cussion on "What is thinking?" provides us with a good example of his

treatment of such an '"obvious" concept. He starts by asking whether
’

one can think without speaking, after which he inﬁuires, "And what is
thinking?". His reply follows:

T. Well, don't you ever think? Can't you observe yourself -
and_see what is going on? It should be quite simple.

You do not have to wait for it as for an astronomical
r\\\\h—ﬁq?>.rxms event and then perhaps make your obseryation in a hurry.
Well, what does one include in 'thinking'? What has
one learnt to use this word for? - If I say I have

thought - need I always be right? ~ What kind of mis-
take is there room for here? (PI, 327-328)

,Tbis serves to exemplify Wittgensteiﬁ's qéproach. He picks up a
concept {in this é;se 'thinking'), thrns 1t over and aboub% as if it
were a’'curious iject not previously engounte;ed, andntries"to look at
- it from gs many perspecti%es as.possibxp.l Askiﬁg what the uses of Phe
-t@em indicate, he provides catalysts f%r our'undersganding by .asking
further questions, making comparisons, and contrasting different uses.
Through attaining clarification of the«fitter concerns,)we manage to
shed light on the initigl question (in ‘this case, what 'thinking' en-
‘tails) . | & o 9

& Wittgenstein seems to draw an analogy Between this aspect of his

hu&&odlgndf that utilized by a doctor, in the sense ihat;tbégﬁoctor asks

-%.,

many questions and makes note of what sometimes seem to be a network of

‘similarities and differences before offering a Statement or a diagnosis.:

' 4
"The philosopher's treatment of a question is like the treatment of an

' . - . [
¥ . I ) ~ \-..
@ \ , © , o
h‘w " L ] r
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kY

illness.” (PI; 255) The treatments themselves diverge, however,
"... possible for the sickness of philpsophical problems
to get cured only through a changedxmode of thought and of life, not

through a medicine invented by an iﬁaiqidual". (R, p. 57) For philo-

“sophical problems to be resolved, it may be necessary to omit estab-

2
. ¢ -
lished techniques completely and, conmsequently, to try out new mﬁ%bods,

further modes of clarification, or raise more questions.

Fann considers Wittgengtein's philosophical -therapy te be gimilar
to psychotherdpy: both seek the cause of the illpess, both seek to get
rid of the illness, and b;th wish) to restore the patient's san:lty.10
Following Wittgenstein's lead, we.should be aware of some’disanalogieé
that Fann fails to cite. Specifically, the psychoanalyst seecks to
delve, or get the patient to delve, into his past and uncover repressed
thoughts and feelfngs. By bringing them into the open and having the
patient examjne them, the psychoanalyst hopes to restore zge patient to
sanity. This differs from Wittgenstein's approach, since‘Witth‘%tein
does not recommend that we delve into sublimated or buried12?§ses of
philosophical probléms. Indeed, thishvery aspect of probing for re-
pressed thougﬁts would most likely be discouraggd by Wittgenste{p as a
method of handling philosqphical issues;'since it is all too common in
traditional wayvs of doing pﬁilosophx (and we know ;hat sort of problems
that created!). Hefgives us a warning: ..

*

+++ 1t 18 easy to get into that dead-end in philosophy,
where one believes that the difficulty of the task con-~
sists in our having to describe phenomena re hard

1OK. T. Fann, Wittgenstein's Conception of Philosophy, (Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1969), p. 72.

.
-
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to get hold of, the present experience that slips quickly

<. by, or something of the kind. (PI, 436)

Furthermore, Wittéenstein emphagizes that the investigation is
into something which is an active pa?t of life: the language we use is
not to be approached as if it were a statfﬁ body of inert expressions
wgich get manip:lated according to a rigid structure of rules. WHe
likens language to awgame and speaks of different "language-games" over-
lapping and intertwined with one another. And jﬁ%ttas thede afe many -
types of games, with varyipg degrees of similarities and differences, so

too are there many sorts of language games. The conckpt of a language

game is crucial to the later Wittgenstein and receives considerable
attention throughout his works.

Wii;ﬁenstein frequently speaks of language games, developing a?d
modifying the concept in his discussions. Initially, he refers to lan-
guage games as primitive forms of "language, or aé’primitive languages.

(See PI, 7¢§nd 23) As such, these are'ways of using signs simpler than

¢
those in which we use the signs of our dense and complex ordinary lan-

guage. For instance, "Language games are the forms of language with

which a child begins to make use of words". (BB, p. 17) Ostensive

v

teaching of words represents one language game used with children in
language training. Furthermore, we can think of the whole process of
‘ . - o ..

] -

playing word games, naming stones, gages of word repetition, etc., as
: . .

language games. Wittgenstein indicates that the.cancept is to include

the language, as well as the actions into which it is woven. (cf.,
<

PI, 7)

’

The idea of a language game as a complete language .system gets-,

broadened Lgter to include a specific form of language*wéthin the con-~

-

”

-
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\\ )
text of a languaé;\hy§§em; as, §b:“gxample, technical languages would

¥

xfapresent. (See BB, p. 8l) Since our language is so incredibly compli-

cated and multi-dimensional, thgiability to narrow our focus, by employ-

A

\ .
ing the notion of 'language-games' can be highly beneficial. This
advantage 1s explained by Wittgenstein as follows: '

If we want to study the problems of truth and false-
hood, of the agreement and disagféément of propositions
with reality, of the nature of assertion, assumption,
and question, we shall with great advantage look at )
primitive forms of language in which these forms of //
thinking appear—witrfiout the confusing background of
highly complicated procgsses of tﬂought. When we look
at such simple forms of language the mental mist which
seenms to enshroud our ordinary use of language dis-
appears. (BB, p. 17)

.

Wittgenstein offers many examples of language games (see PI, 23,
k: )

27, 288, 654), some of which are: giving or gbeying orders,'providing
a description, play-acting) making up or telling a joke, solving arith-
metic problems, translating languages. The list could go on_and on.

b
Not only do games like '"ring-a-ring-a-roses" fall under the heading

?

'language—game', but, Wittgenstein asserts further, "I shall also call
the whole, consisting 3 language and the actions into which it 1s

woven, the 'language-game'". (PI, 7) £~ é
]

Wittgenstein points to the game of chess as being like a laneyége‘

game, with the words like chess pleces. Analogous to chess, language

L

games have rules which are applicable,. but only to the extent that

L8
they act as a general struchre, within which numerous very different

g

sorts of moves-can be made. The rules are complex, though fairly

a

¢
flexible, with the gpeaker (player) having an active role in the manner
- » ",

in which words (pieces) are used and rules applied. vSémeone who hqs

acquired facility with the language (1like chess) can operate in such a
Fersy .
k .




. scoring, challenging an opponent, etc.
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way and with a sufficient number of moves that the game itself is
actually added to, or expanded. 'To understand a sentence", Wittgen-

- »
stein writes, "means to understand a language. ToYunderstand a
)

language .means to be master of a technique”. (PI, 199) The degree of

facility can be qﬁxdeveloped, in its way, as tﬁat of a chess-master.

As Kenuny notes,II Wittgenstein's once favorite expression 'calcu-

7
lus' has been replaced, in the transition to his new view of language,
J .

»

by the term 'game'. This shift symbolizes Wittgenstein's turn away

from an approach trying to emulate the rigidity and "crystalline purity"

of calcqiu; to one which sees language as a part of human activity,
N

where .the model comes under the less-structured and more diverse head-
. \

ing of 'games'. Even the most demanding of games is not strictly rule-

bound, however much there may exist general rules for ‘making moves,
7

One might say that the concept 'game' is a concept with
blurred edges. - "But is a blurred concept a concept at
all?" - Is an indistinct photograph a picture of a per-
\§on at all? 1Is it even always an advantage to replace
an indistinct picture by a shaPp one? Isn't the indis~
tinct one often exactly what we need? (PI, 71)

These commen{; point to one of the troubles with the logical
|

* ¢
atomists: they demanded too much sharpness in their concepts, and
narrowed their focus in a detrigkntal way. The denotative theory of

meaning, -with its stencil view of names and objécts, along with its
4 .

4 v

accompanying pictureftheory, simply had to go. In its place was offered
. N Il aad
something blurted, but for a purpose; viz,, to handle those wvery areas

. %

1Y
1]Anthg;y Kenny, Wittgenstein, (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1973), p. 162. ;

s
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M .
that the atomist theory coudld not deal with. In that respect, Witt- -

[N

' . x
".’.genstein may have substituted blurred concepts for brittle ones, but

1

the very aspect of being slightly ambiguous was cq¥sidered advantageous.
.
The elements of language which the atomists had to sweep underﬁe rug,

because of the problems created by their presence, could not be

4

examined.
A/

' At this point, it should be apparent just how much ha; been
chippgd—awai‘from the theory of language held in Wittgenstein's early
work.‘\As helbroadens his view beyond logic (and the logically perfect
.language), his philosophical inquiry exteﬁds to other disciplines (and
to other aspects of language). He acknowledges thé:;\bhanges when he
says, *ee

We see that what we call "sentence" and\maanguage" has

' not the formal unity that I imagined, but is the family
of structures more or less related to one another. - But ~-,
what becomes of logic now? Its rigour seems to be giv- i
ing way here. (PI, 108)

As the rigour gives way, language comes to be accepted as an activity

that is inherently a part of our lives.

3

We can also look at it as an Instrument and its concepts as in~
strument; which we employ. (PI, 569) Sometimes bg may think of lan- \
guage as p}aying a specific role or having 3 particular appl%pation and,
likewise, we nay think of concépts as having a prescribed employment.
Like instruments, however; aspects of language, such as concepts, may
have, not just one, but a whole range of'functions, and prescriptions
may hav? only limited valu%;~

K\a\"’ -

Language does not appear tolyave the simple structure that Witt-

genstein once envisaged. The diversity of language games and the

-----

N
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varying realms of aéplications to many types of discourse indicate a

'.(pomplex network nginterwoven elements. And there does not seem to be

any common element which is threaded through all the language games S,
that constitute‘our language. Indeed, we might say of language games

that "... they are related to one another in many different ways. And

it is because of this relationship, or these relationships, that we

call them all 'language'". (PI, 65) Wittgenstein compares all the

different sorts of games ~ board games, card games, ball games, etc. - °

and remarks that, if we look at the class of games, "... we see a
complicated network of similarities overlapping and criss-crossing:
Sometimes overall similarities, sometimes similarities of detail”,

(PL, 66)

Wittgenstein pursies the similarity with games to develoﬁ his

1

idea of ?family resemblances"”, a concept which, in éﬁfﬁ: is correlated
to language games. Speaking of the complex web of s;milaritiea'and
dissimilarities‘running through members of a family, he notes Ehac, 4
as with a family, games are characterized by certaiﬁ family resem-
blances. "I can think of no ﬁetter expression to characterize these
similarities than 'family resemblances'; fgf the various resemblances
between members of a family: build, features, colour of eyes, gait,
temperagent, etc. etc. oyerlap and criss~cro;s in the same way. - And
1 shall say: ‘games' form a family." (PI, 67) Here this iﬁ common, *
there another thing, with traces of this and that interconnecting the.
various members and identifying them all as members of the family. .As

with games, so too with language games. "Like threads of a rope, there

is a continuous overlapping of fibers and, with respect to language, a
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continual overlapping of 1anéuage games with common threads running
*.” from one to another. This concept is even extended to individual words,
as iadicacgd!by Wittgenstein's comments: ‘"How did we_lgggg‘the meaning
of this word ('good' for instanée)? Frﬂh what sort of examples? In
what language-games? Then it will be easier fogmyou to see that the
word must havk a family of meaniﬁgs." (P1, 77) L
s+ One of the principal means qf’tra%ing the relationships between
elements of language is to examine the way in yhich the term is used.
This led Wittgenstein to a significant claim whereby thée meaning of a
word, in the majority of cases, i1s to be ascertained by looking at its
use or uses in our language. (See PI, 43) With sweeping ramifications,
this view brushes aside E?e denotative theories of meaniﬁg founq‘in
philosophers from Plato to the early Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein now
wishes to dispel the view that a word's meaﬁing can be strictly de~
fined, as 1if froﬁ/;gzsﬁle of data or by means of specified rules. In
\ . its place, we are told to look for the meaning of a w&rd in the context
of its everyday use. "The use of the word in practice is 1t§ mean~
ing." (BB, p. 69) (Furthermore we cannot say that a word has a given
meaning if it is never used. |

-

The‘meaninguof a phrase for us is characterized by the
y use we make of it. The meaning 18 not a mental accom-

y paniment to the cxpression. Therefore the phrase "I

think I mean something by it™, or "I'm sure I mean some-
N thing by it", which we so often hear in pilosophical
discussions to justify the use of an expression is for
us no justification at all. We ask: '"What do you mean?”,
i.e., "How do'you use this expression?" ... I want to
play chess,.and a man_gives the white king a paper
. crown, leaving the use of the piece unaltered, but tell-
ing we that the crown has a meaning to Iim in the game,
which he can't express by rules. 1 say: "as long as it
doesn't alter the use of the piece, it hasn't what I call
a meaning”. (BB, p. 65)

a




P T e IR 1% . SR LR

", ’.their use. Think of the use of a hammer, the use of a chisel, the use-

. prescribe how our words function, no method to ascertain meanings in '

no investigation into what a word really means. The meaning of a word

_ SNBSS - -
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Think of words, Wittgenstein suggests, as Instruments characterized by

of a square. (Se; BB, pp. 65-67) “Look at the sentence as an instru-
ment, and at its sense as its employment." (PI, 421) Kenny discusges
this metaphor and argues that - since tools work on the world in isola-
tion, whereas words must be, on the wh;le, put together in sentences to

affect the world - it would have been more helpful if Wittgenstein

had said that in our language we have a kit for assembling tools

rather than a topl~bag.12

Words come’ to life as we employ them to express our thoughts;
convey our suspicions and doubts, deny or affirm statements, write

documents or create poetry, conduct anthropological studies or under-
— _

take philosophical investigations. "Every sign by itself seems dead.

What gives it 1ife? - In use it is alive. Is life breathed into it

there? — Or is the use its life?" (PI, 432) There are no rules to

.

order for us to grasp the use or significance of a term. What we need

to do is to look at its use and learn through our observations. Let us
& L
not forget, Wittgenstein warns us, that a word has no meaning given to \

it by some power independent of us and, consequently, there could be

is given to it and,” as Wittgenstein notes:

There are words with several clearly defined meanings.
It is easy to tabulate these meanings. And there are
words of which one might say: They are used in .a thou-
sand different ways which gradually merge into one

-~ 12
Ibid., pp. 167-168. {

- . *
.
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another. No wonder that we can't tabulate strict rules
for theilr use. (BB, p. 28) ’

\

t Wittgenstein realizea that prejudices and preconceptions stand in
the way of our learning from observing‘%he use of an expression and;
consequently, there are diéficulties in trying to achieve a use-
oriented description, (Sée PI, 383) These prejudices create a piéturé
around the word or expression to form, so to épeak,'a mold which pre-
vents us from understanding or acknowleﬁgimg th fact that there are
numerous possible uses, "You cannot survey the justification of an
expression unless you survey its employment; which you cannot do by
looking at some fac;t of its employment, say a picture attaching to it."

(R, p. 63) This had been a problem with the logical atomists. A mold .

of interpretation had taken hold and caused their perspective to narrow,

leading them into an inquiry which they had not ptoperly assessed. It

was "... like a paif‘of glasses on our nose through which we see what-

ever we loock at. It never occurs to us to take them off'". (PI, 103)
One picture which ensnared the atomists was that of seeing némes

pointiug, as it were, to objeéts in the world. Now Wittgenstein offers

the following analysis:

"To mean him" means, say, '"to talk of him". Not: to

point to him.” And 1f I talk gf him, of course there is

a connexion between my talk and him, but this connexion

resides in the application of the talk, not in an act of
pointing. Pointing is itself only a’sign, and in the ‘
language-game it may direct the application of the ' .
sentence, and so shew what is meant.

- 113Ludwig Wittgenstein, Zettel, eds., G.Z.M. Anscombe and

G.H. von Wright, trans. G.E.M. Anscombe, (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1970), section 24, Henceforth, all references will
be to this edition, denoted Z, followed by the section number(s).
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" ‘rule-bound. Even though rules have significance for the employment of
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. In addition, the logical atomists had misled themselves about

2 >

the power of rules. Witt%enstein is concerned\ZA show the nature of 3
the mistakes made regarding the role of rules, with the intent of re~-
moving the spell under which he and Russell h@d fallen. To accomplish
this, he-sets out to demgnstrate the ways in which rules do or do not
pre8c§ibe how language i; used. Once again pointing to games, he notes
that someone may say he is playing a game and following definite ruleg -
but aren't the¥e also cases wh;re we play and make up rules as we go
along? Or even alter the rules as we play?  (PI, 83) We mustn't get

stuck, as did Wittgenstein in the Tractatus period, with seeing the

application of a word as being everywhereép0und by rules. As he gomments

. in The Brown Book, 'But what does it mean to follow the rule correctly?

How and when is it to be decided which at a particular point js the cor-

rect step to take?" (BB, p. 142)

»

. There is no justification for the belief that our language 1is

o o

words and sentences, there are mneither definite. patterns in existence -
nor rigid prescriptions for language uge: If&we look at the applica-
tions of rules, we find muéh more flexibility and room for creative
employment than had been previously recognized. This is just the point,
“ittgenggein claims. 'The rule which has been taugbg,apd is subsequently
;éplied interests us only so far as it is involved in the application.
A rule,\so far as it interests us, does not act at a_distance." (BB, p.
. s .
14)
: -
In Wittgenstein's assessment, both he and Russell had been

Y

caught in their own system of rules. They did not try to describe

o«

v

- -
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things by making note of the applications of rules, but rather they
-attempted to use rules to discuss and explain, as 1if the rule came
T -
first and language were secondary. This 1s upside~down.
The fundamfntal fact here is that we lay down rules, ~— ,
a technique, for a game, and that when we follow the
rules, things do not turn out as we had assumed. ' That
we are therefore as it were entangled in our own rules. -

( This entaﬁglement in our rules is what we waqF'to under-
stand (i.e. get a clear view of). (P1, 125)

Philosophy should not be approached as a method for resolution or

for explanation, but as a procedure for putting "everything before us",

)

and in "assembling reminders". (PI, 126, 127) By trying to set out N

and follow a system of rules (as it were, trying to fit language into
J/ the system and then finding it the wrong size, we try to ‘force the one -

‘\ into or around the other) we rum into problems and this, implies Witt—

genstein, 'should not take us by surprise. We get entangled without

1

having assessed, at the first indication of difficulty, where the pro-—
. cedure mi§ have gone askew or been out of place. We cannot assume that
the inquiry a pgibt; makes sense.

If you use a rule to give a description, you yourself
do not know more than you say. I.e. you yourself do
. not foresee the application that you will make of the 4
rule in the particular case. If you say "and so on", :
you yourself do not know more than "and so on". (R,
p. 116) . '
£

wittgenslgjn introduces the concepts of 'criterion' and 'symptom"

-l o

-

,as a way o? dealing with a certain philosophical problem and loosening
the hold on a picture of the working of language. The latter is the

v 0

"~ and that there exists some common element in all applications of a

-

idea that words are 1earnedgas well as used hccording to sttic;qxﬁges

5
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general tetm.l4

- +
In Tﬂé\nlue Book, Vittgenatein indicates that he 18

" introducing the. terms ;:;Iterién' and 'symptom', "in order to avoid
P <

N A
certain elementary confusions" that arise out of asking questions about

what is knowledge or what is expeqting,and so on, while trying to find
a core that fits each of the different uses. (BB, pp. 24-25)
| In thinking that the use of a word could be prescribed by any

given rule, that there is such a thing as definiﬁg criserion, we would
have to say of a particular case that there would be evidenng, a symp-—
tom, to show that the term is applieab}e: (Sée BB, p. 27)7 Wittgen ~
stein's investigations, however, point to the fact thﬁy the;e can be no
such thing as défining criterion, for we rarely use language as though
it were a calculus and, subsequently, there are no clearly-set defini-

tions for the concepts we use. We do not "... use language according

to strict rules — it hasn't been taught us by means of strict rules,

' either". (BB, p. 25) There does not\exist one criterion that would

Justify or prescribe th2 use of a word in ]specific instance.. For

pérticular cases in everyday life we coulq find details that might be
relevant to the word's applicatiaﬁ and, for this reason, Qe could con-
sider bqhéviov, thoughts, sensations, etc. to be among things Hittgenf

stein would count as criteria. (gcf. PI, 160, 179, 354) If'we try to

.

pin down what may qualify as criteria and eliminate from our consider-

ation anything that seems like a varying detail of a particular case,

14

This view is supported by lecture rematks given to me by John
Cook (to whom this section is indebted) and more fully explicated in
his article, "Wittgenstein On Privacy”, in Philosophical Review, Vol.
LXXIV, No. 3, July 1965, pp.-281-314. Cook argues that Wittgenstein's
denial of the private language grgument is, simultaneously, a rejection
of the Cartesian notion of the human being. .

Vg > ' -

[EY
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we may find that we have little left. Comfi‘ére the atripp‘ing-—offﬁ of
o . s R

3 -

» .
artichoke lehves; . . .

Ir case (162) the meaning of the word "to derive" stood
¢ "out clearly. .. But we told ourselves that this was only
@ a quite special case of derivi¥y; deriv%ng in a quite -
special garb, which had to be stripped from it if we
) wanted to see the essence of deriving. So we stripped
those particular coverings off; but then deriving it-
self disappeared. - In order to find the real artichoke,
" we divested it of its leaves. For certainly (162) was a °

special case ‘of ‘deriving; what is essential to deriving, , o
however, was not hidden.benaeeth the surface of this case, -
but this surface\ was one cause out of the family of y

cafes of, deriving. 1 _
LN .
And in.the same’'way we also use the word "to read" for .
-a family of cases. And in different circumstances we
apply different crﬁeria for a person's reading. _ P1,

164)\ ; , ) _

»

If ve wunt, thexi'efore,to unJerstand how a concept is used" ifthe 1an-

= !

A
_ “guage game, we should look at the slmilarit.ies (family resemblances)
/

ﬁand dissimilarities running throughout.the varicus uses we might hake
. Vi - ,
of the word and, a&ewards, survey its application. If, however, we

4 ) & - i .
" gearch for a‘hidden thread, the common element woven in and out of
1 a

evex.ry instance of a concept's applicatio'n, we risk 1osing sight of the '

concept it.’self »THAt, is, we wr 11 have taken so mw\t: ‘away that what
N\

remaihs will be left in confusion. Wittgensteﬁx finds th{ in his

= 6

P

>

We are trying tc get hold of E\he,.mental ﬁocess of .
understandfng which Séemg to be hidden behind those
coarser ardl thérefore more reagily visible accompani-
ments. Bit we do not’sucdeednor, ‘rather, it does not

+ get as far as 'a.real attempt. For even supposing I had {
found som¥thing that happened in all those cases of * -
understanding, - why -should it be the understanding? .
And how can the process of understanding have beerr ' <
hidden, vhen I said,” "Now I understand” because ‘1

., understood?! And if I say it Is hidden ~ thep how d

+ I know what 1 have to Yook for? Iemina muddle. >
"(PIISZ}) - e - n

P

]
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The point here, and cne made tﬁrogghout the Philosophical IﬁVestiga-“

‘tions,”is that there 'is no body of rﬁles or defining criteria to pre-

H

scribe the application of words anh sentences. Wittgenstein denies any

connectiqg between the learning of language and th%)acquisition of an

v o
o

whicﬁ\pould compel us to use a term/IRka specific way.

(/ .How could human gghavior be described? Surely only

N /by sketching the actions of a variety of humans, as they
are/all mixed up together. What deteumines our judge~
ment, our concepts and reactions, is not what one man is

. doing now, an individual action, but the whole hurly-burly
of human gctions, the backgroJ‘?’against which we see any
action. ©

. N )

Seetng life as a weave, this pattern (pretence, say) is

not always complete. and is vamied in a multiplicity of

ways. But we, in our conceptual world, keep on seeing

the same, recurring with variations. That is how our

concepts take it. For concepts are not for use on a

single occasion. ¢

And one pattern in the weave is int Twoven with many

others. .(Z, 567-569) D

\\\3 We find in the direction of this discussion the groundwork fpr
e

.
v

—
one of Wittgenstein's central .concerns, viz., the rejection of a private
language (that of sensations, e.g., pain)., It is {mplfcitly and exﬁlic—

itly a focus of his later works, with ramifications for personal
é . (‘Q ! *
identity, the problem of other nminds, and many other corref&;&xfkfteas.

!

*We can slide ipto his discussion'nf/private language by noting
’ A ' b ;

< :
Wittgenstein's suggestion that we get a grasp of more complex language
. . !

games by looking at simpler versions, the so-calléd primitive language
. . <

-ye[find this theme more fully developed, as_the

% . . v

following case may 1 lus rate. Wittgenstein remarks that we infer
o - i

from observing a person 8 behaviér'that he should go to the\doctor, but

games. In Zettel,

.0

‘we do -not make any such 1nferences about our ‘own. behavior, at least not




1

W

‘pain behavior.

176

in the same way. He goes on to emphasize primitive language games
regarding 'pain’, and speaks of our teiddency to respond to another's .

He calls this prer-linguistic, »

in tHe sense that "it is
the prototype of a way of thinking and not the result of thought":

(Z, 541) Language itself is to be understood against this back-
grou‘;xd: "Our ianguage-—game is an extension of primitive behavior.

e
(For our languag?—gamé is behavior.) (Instinct)." (Z, 545)

Y

"By.considering language to be a part of lif%, as behavjor, Witt-
genstein has 'effectively moved ayay from the restricted poi)n.t of view

held by the logical atomists, as well as by other philosophers. Prim-

itive language games and pre-linguistic activity atre seen as the
sun”
foundation or precursors of more advanced (i.e., more complex) lan-

guage games.
L]
develop in our lives, language has” to be considered

!

And since we learn these advanced\ Janguage games as we

as auxiliary part

. of human 1ife. ¢

-
“

This positidn is extended and strengthened by rejecting the

_notion of a private language and its accompanying view of what a per-

son must be 1ike. Wittgenste:'ln seems to oppese a dualistic approach,

by implying that svbch a posltion appears preposterous once we have

observed (imitive language games, eSpecially of children. Wittge/

stein deals extensively with the'private language argpment in..(’

-

attempt to dispel what he considers a mis?ﬂcen approach. .

g

‘RHe claims that we find as much gense in a person givirf“himself ‘

)

.a private definition of a word - as "if he has said the word to him— v

’

self qnd at the same time has directed his attention to a semsation"*

) ) ! , ) .
(PI, 268) - as the sense made out of the idea that a person's right .

¢

.
oY { .
¢ \ * v ot .
. ..
N . oot '
. % -
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hagd can give his left hand a gift. Though the left hand takes the

ot . » thing, it would be absurd to see the pract;wical consequencas as that of

a gift. We really do not speak like this at all, it i’s quite ludicrous
and, consequently, we should’reject "t&grammar which tries to force
itself ’on us‘ here". (PI: 373) what is reciuired is a broader view of
language: we must brdak wi.th the idea that language functions\gnlj( in

one way or another and leave behind the fixed‘ concept of .language gerv-
¢ .

+ ( ing only the purpose of conveying thoughts. (See PI, 304) 2

\ ,
Look at thg blue of the sky ar’xdqsay to yourself "How
blue the sky is!" - When you do it spontaneously —
without philosophical intentions - the idea never
crosses your mind that this impression of colour be-
longs only to you. (PI, 271)

] : Sensations shdhuld Ye considered natural states of the human,

N

being and, similarly, words of sensations should be seen as woven into
7

the natural expression of sensationg. .It is the person, not the body,

'v,‘vho' experiences pain. Try to ima{gine otherwise and see what problems

arige. ™... if sotﬁteone has a pain in his hand, then the hand dges not

' say so (unless it writes it) and one does not comfort the hand, but the
. ” .

st

sufferer: one looks into his face.”" (PI, 286) The hand is not in
z . -
pain. Theé person is. Nor is the body in pain, the persor: is. "It @
. e
4
comes td this: only of a living human being and what resembles (be-

haves 1ike), a 1iving human being can one say: it has sensations; it

SR TR AR e T
'y

N (— sees; is blind; hears; is deaf; is conscious or unconscious.” (p1, 281)

MO

With the rejection of‘: private language, Wittgenstein's inves—
}

¢ - - ¢ ' ) X
& /A. . tigations have lead to significantly broader and more dixerse territory
=1 i} . - ' - i .
than a simple denial of the logical atomist's enterprise. B’I attempting

. ! — . =" \ '
to moye from error imto truth, having a methodology with }myriad of
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approaches and ways of casting an ever sharper light onto the philo-
* *sophical issues that language touches upon, he has greatly contributed

to a dismantling of the conventions and the ""habits of thinking" that

have so frequently beset a philosophical inquiry. And, although Witt-

genstein insists that,

N Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use Q/y
of language, it-can in the end only describe it.
It leaves everthing a;s it is ... (PI, 124) S
his p;anetrating questions and insights into the "obvious" have resulted
in a much clearer view of philosopfxy, mathemat fcs, conceptual systems,
language games, and aspects of our language. Furthermore, Wit.:tgenstejn ‘
has helped sharpen “the manner .in which we unde\rstand "the actual use of
language”" and, in so daing, Wittg:nstein did‘ not "lea;%e everything as »
it is". If in no other way, his :lnvgstigations have had an enormous

impact upon the realm of philosphical axyl’ysis and his methods, have

>

already altered thé ways in which philosophy is done,
The concepts explored in this chapter - those of Wittgenstein's

gbilosophical concerns and met}g&is, his confroirtation with the "grave\

" ¥ AT
.mistakes of the :I‘Eactatus period ?f his devlelopm nt, the ref’us‘ileto
see language as a rule-bound system wherecorrelative elenents can be
Y clearly defined and their appiicati&xs prescribed, his view of the
meanding of a word as being its use withir}/a given context, his idea- ‘of
language games and family resemblances woven together in our language,
and the attack omr private language and its metaphysical implications -~
,by~no means exhaust the areas which Wittgenstein's investigat?tons have
directly and indirectly tou;:hed upon. Both thg range of his contern

i \ ) ‘ ‘ .

«

[ , ’ ; v , % / t >
'/ - - .

s &
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and t}/ne fine detalls of the topics we have examined must lie outside

L 4

2 brief exposition of this kind.

" If we wanted to make critical remarks about Wittgenstein's

approach to language in his later work, we could dg 80 by considerfing
his philosophical advantages in a disadvantageous light. The very
breadth of his inquiry leaves many particular cases and individual
problems for others to’confront. His methods are bo diverse and often
‘so‘ atypical of conventional Jphilospphical reasoning and analysis that
subsequent confusion may be created over what hé intended or ;hg;s‘ a

_ specific example may be said to signify. The fact that,many questions

- /

raised by Wittgenstein are left unanswered, only exposed to view, meahs

i:hat others trying to understand the questions and thelr applicatipns
must be willii\g to seek those answers themselves. We have to face the

reality that much of Wi)ttgenstein's investigations is left for us to

B

continue. It is, as with Wig image of family-likenesses, like a rope

. without end and the fibers of #hich thread into each other, overlapping

{

and intertwined, with elements running through each - here connected,
-

- there at odds - wi\sg‘the result that, though we can cut the rope, we

s \ .
arethe ones who have\r&elded the axe. The inquiry itself has no fine
£ '

~

finish.

s | )

cepts, principally those of '1ang:m?€ames' and 'family resemblances'

and. the theory of meaniné as use, to apply to The Unnamable. We will

L4

In the next chapter, we will utilize some of the issues and con-

see how e stru'ctural( ekements of the novel and fheir extensions within

the context-of Ehé work can be clarified using Wittgensteinian tools.

> ’ A ‘ ) 3 -
Sz - \ \
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We nmust do away with all explanation, and description
alone must take its place. And this description gets

" its light, that is to say "its purpose, from the philo-

sophical prbblems.,.. The problems are solved, not by
giving new information; but by arranging what we have :
always known. Philosophy.is a battle against the be-

Ludwig Wittgenstein

Strange notion, in any case, and eminently open to sus-

* picion, that of a task to be performed, before one can

be at xest. Strange task, which consists in speaking
of oneself, Strange hope, turned towards silence and
peace. Possessed of nothimg. but my voice ...

: . B

Samuel Beckett
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ye CHAPTER V

THE METAPHOR AS THE FORM: THE UNNAMABLE

. H .
IN LIGHT OF THE LATER WITTGENSTEIN

b4

"Applying the insights of the previous chapter, we can consider

the structure of the novel as a whole and the overall situation of the "

character. The Unnamable professes to be nameless in the sense that

;

) <
the only names he has are assigned by others_and, consequently, his
b

central strugglé is with-his own didentity,, or lack of it. The struggle.
takes form :lx/ the encountgr of the Unnamable with his language. He is
¥

tornvbetween words and §11ence, where silence is just a word away. His

is a testimony of words to silence. ,The novel presents us with a ser-

. . <
ies of narrat¥es, packed upon and within one another, with the characters -

’

expressing concerns and telling stories which are interwoven in the

variofis narratives. It is a veritable layer of stories, subjec

t?, and
dissertations upon language. )

w
*

In The Unnamable we find a character obsessed with language to’

Pl

: “
such degree that he must constantly fight from becoming so bewitched by

language that he cannot complete his inquiry. The novel can be seen as

+
an att?npt by the Urnamable to come to Werms with his own language, where
experiments with language occur in the structure of the text énd wi‘.thin

.

the text's multiplicity of ‘s'tories. An examinatidén of The Unnamable, Ve

with respect to these areas, can be achieved by bringing the philosophy

. - . VY
-

;

£
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R means for insight into Beckett's novel.

3 v

., The later Wittgenstein is specifically valixable here — as con—
trasted with other theories of language, such as those of the logical

atomists and Heidegger - because of his insights in&o the interrelated

. aspects of lénguage, which were discussed in the last chapter. To .

tighten our understanding of Beckett'ﬁﬁrésk in The Unnamable, we will

draw upon Wittgenstein's mnotions of 1anguaée game, family resemblance,
meaning as use, along with .:wil:tgenstein‘s awareness of the net of lan-
guage and his emphasis on ‘ciescription, rather than explanation, as the
correct, methodology. Thes“’e elements will be taken to the novel ig
order to obtain a fuller picture of Beckett's concerns with language,
as expressed through both the character’s task, and the novel's
structural aspects. With a view to getting a sense of the structure of
the novel and its correlative elements, we shalliproceed, by consider—~

? . ing first the methodology employed by the character. Subsequently, we

-

will €xamine the way in which language games operate in the novel, the

e et e @ v

structural results of,the literary form of Wittgenstein's meaning-use

P assessment as well as the%nte‘rrelatéd topic of family resemblances.

e L

These concerns come together in the net which the character sees lan-

I

guage forming gyound him, as expresséd in the telling of his stories.

4 - T

© 0 L

Throughout the ?hilosophical ’fnvestigations, Wittgenstein makes a

3 _detailed .and illur;inl'atiné search, generall& ::\f a dsscriﬁtiv? nature, ) -.
: into the levels of language, the kinds of language, the many differing
aspects of 1anguage.. The issues which he brings to light, in addi(t-{on
to the methods involw'r’ed in a philosophical iqq'hiry of this kind, have a

»

dire%t beari}tg upon ‘the situati‘qn of the Ur\namable, who has focussed
i . ’
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upon the aspects/of language and the roles language plays in his

".domain. The way in which Wittgenstein attempts to "cure" philosophical

cramps provides us with the means for examining the Unnamable's linguis—

tic malaise. , ) ’

—

Language is of paramount significance in The 'Unnaﬁable, where the

unnamed subject is'riveted to his relationship to language and to the

. struggle to obtain a sense of his own identity with respect to language.

In a desperate attempt to reach a level of silence beyond the sway and

-

power of words, the character undertakes an investigation into his own
unde?standing \with a hope of putting an end to all his questions,
* .
(
"The search for the means to put an end to things, an end to speech, is

vhat enables the discourse to continue." (U,'p. 299) ¥

» -
The path which the inquiry takes in The Unnamable can be seen in
3 ¥

light of the VWittgensteinian method, where the quest for a clarity

vhich permits of silence and peac?/ is faced by one nameless individual

whose confrontation with the net of language in which he has gotte

- . ¢

ensnared is one where the only release ~ silence - he .cannot permit
himself. Wittgeﬁz/s?ein sought the discavery whicl/would give philcsskoph\y
a peace beyond the torment of q(xestioas/ calling itself into question‘

((PI, 133) and the Unnamable seeks the discovery which would set his
! - -

mind at ease so. that so that he woild no longer be tormented by

quegstions which bring his entire personage into doubt and leave him an

_urmamed sulziect . (

The\spprdach must be one without preconceptions: both Wittgen-

stein qd' Beélf?’f assert this. A§ discussed in the chapter on ogical
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atomism, where the Cartesian method was elucidated,l the later Witt-
' 14

" genstelin held to it by saying, “There must not be anything hypothetical

‘1n,¢our considerations'. (PI, 109) Although this is something the

Unnamable destres, he cannot seem to actually attain such a level of
thought. However he tries to strip them awa;?” the hypotheses keep
popping up. They have such an illusory nature. The Unnamable surmises
that hypotheses are as fabrication the presence of which Is intended to
help him along, but which he would like to dispel. He is constantly c;n
the alert, afraid that he will box himself in by his language or end up
fixed in a theoretical position or state of mind %1cﬁ’3’would cloud his
vision, obscuring his understanding. He is nervm\xs that he may end up
the prey of his own language. Almost every statement that he niskes is
doubted, causing t}ﬁe discourse to pro’ceed by fdts and starts, with
assertions frequer}’tly being questioned, or complegely scrapped, by
denials. He can/ti'ot ‘always articulate what seems to be a running fear:
"The thing to avoid," he notes, "I don'g{m/ow why, 1s the spirit of
system", (U, p. 292) r /
The Unnamable d?es not appear to seek explanations about hi;s
situation, indeed, it ig' p‘ot cleay that, as far as he is concerned,

thére is anything to explain. Nevertheless, he 'wants to give a de-

scription which would, given sufficient accﬁ‘tacy, act to situate himself
i .

and provide a sense of definition. In this regard, his undertaking can -

be understood against the background of Wittgeﬁstein's declaration:

"We must do away with all explanation, and description alone must take ' §

“

its place.” (PI, 109) To Wittgenstein, explanation was merely theory

.

-

1 7
See pages 85-86, above.

7

{f

L.
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cast in an interpretive mold, whereas description could provide a
. statement on the geography "as it is now". Description would enable
us to bring the aspects of a thing into light, Wittgenstein implied,

and make apparent the various roles and uses which a thing has.

Wittgenstein did not hesitate to present philosophical scenarios,

invent new ex})reésions, or approach problems in new and ingenious ways

in order to carry on his in;restigations. ", .. the point of a new

technique ...", Wittgenstein wrote, '"is to supply us with a new picture,

a new form of expression; and there is nothing so absurd 'Bs to try and
describe this new schema, this new kind of scaffolding,»by means of the

Y

old expression”. (R, p. 61)'

This is of extreme relevance to the Unnamable, who is in a

constant struggle to describe each new schema, when all he has at his
’ l
disposal, it sometimes seems, is the old expression. Wittgenstein

N ]
realized tfhat one course open to Kim was to invent new terms of efpres—
w2,

‘ )
sign to talk about the scaffolding. This he discussed in the Blue

- Book, saying "... our method is not merely to enumerate actual usages

of words, ;Ut rather deliberately to invent new ones, s\cin—l—e of them

' S I ,
because of their absurd appearance". i (BB, p.-k28) Indeed, his terms
are"now famoup and have them‘selves been incorporated into th: lhanguage“
; ‘ of philosophy. The Unn;mable did not seem to/ see this course‘ as an
option. For the Unnamable, it was but a source of frustration and
gatcasm, as hg é:'(pr‘essed with phrases such as "Live and invent",
"Rhetoric!", and said ir} apparent exasperation, "... my mouth spent i:n

vain with vain invention all other utterance but theirs". (U, p. 308)

.- " 7 !
The move that Wittgenstein took - that-is, to invent new expressions

« ~ T S0
f RN
\\ : o <
A j"
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for describing the ''geography" - did not seem to be open to the char-

L)

acter. Instead of expression, he turns to fable, the invention of
stories in an attempt to get to a description of the aéaffqiding of his
situation. We will soon see the way in which these stories unfold.

<

Description can take various forms, play different&roles and ha;e

., different uses. Wittgenstein points out the many kinds of sentences and

the diversity in uses of words within our language system. Thé particu-

lar use we make of any given wogd "{s only one use within a family of
usages" (BB, p. 119) and, thus, 4it av;ils us to recognize the possible
range of meanings. 1In the "family of gsageg” of a term, there exist
various criss—'crossing similaéities, or.traits, wi\th the result that we
gaé‘some meaninés resembling each other in this way, ?ome in that way.
Wittgenstein réfers to this phenomenon as the "family resemblgnces"
existing within the body of a word's meanings. "As we saw in the last
chapter, the concept of family reseﬁblaﬁces is connected to Fittgen—!
-8tein's view of what he calls "language-games". B . '
More or less akin "to what in ordinary language we’call games"
(BB, p. 81), the cgnéept includgs‘fimplg ("primitive") language systems,
as we might find in cNlldren's woré games or in the language of a,n
primitive society, as well as "special technical'languages", as we
might see with chemicaltsymboliém, descripti&g geomeéry,*the use of
charts and diagrams, "It has come to mean the study of ény form -of uée
\of language against a ?ackgrouﬁd context of a form of life."2 WLEtgen;

stein offers many examplesy bf language games, some of which are: -

*children: calling out names for a group of objects, repeating &agds

N : ~ N
. .

2Kenny, Wittgenstein, p. 166. . ’

ro.
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easily see langusge games in operation, owiﬁg to the comple/x:lt:y_of everi—. !

o
" cussitn of hypotheses’, telling stories, singing, crgating puns, asking

187 ) - ’ |

J

aﬂter someone, speculating, formipg h pothesea, guessing riddles,

translating, praying, desa-ibing someone , queationing, comnding, and
A ’ ‘ i

exclaiming, etc,

There i% a veritable mulft.iplic:lty of language games, about ug\ich

Wittgenstein notes: "... this multiplicity is not fi:xéd, \g:ly;an once 1

for all, but new types of language, new language-games, as we may say,

i

* A
come 1Into existence, and othe zbecome obsulete and get forgotten."

(P1, 23) Wittgénstein's comment) underlines his recognition of the

changing quality of language and emauatza;es his desfire tg avoid the

rigid, e preponderani in his logical -

4
Just as }nportant%ly, he realizes that we migﬂt not .
\.«’/J -

W
"This 1is the way things are" atti

atomist period.

day language. Wittgenstein explains this point as follo;vs:ﬁ' "We | -

Ry »
.

remain unconscious of the prodigious diversity of all the e\’?eryday
language-games because the clothing of our language mskes everything

alike. Something new’ (spontaneous, 'achific') is alvays a language—- . -

gﬁme." (P1, p. 22e) » ’
d <

Within the stt:'ucture of The Unnamable, we see a range of 'employ‘b

[l

-

neht‘s of words, 1many of ) l}ich we fnigbt consider to be 1iterary language
: 4

gawes. There is descrjption, asserting and denying statements'f dig- ?

questions and seeking solutions. There are countléss channels through

-

which the Unnamable tac::kles hig search and attempts to get a tighter -

hold over the inquiry. Sdme of the specific uses of language madb by

L)

. ' g R -~
Beckett could possibly bg seen as language games, althopgh Wittgenstein
\ '

himself only indirectly touches upon literéry uses of words and o ’

I .
. ~ .
- . n .
) ,
-~ * " . - o '
v 4\ w® .- r
.
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sentences. (As, e.g., in PI, 23) °
T e ST - .

i .

- The range of Beckett's'experimen

logy. W& could, therefore,

. language in such a game-like" fashion (albeit a rafh‘ér‘ dangeYous game,
- . - ' Y
with what K would éegm to be t'xéarly fatal consequences should he fail to

use his language In the "right" way). With that in mind, let us examine

~ ) e
the more interesting, and certainly extensive uses and literary language-

.

. . v
games operating in the text: C

(1) Contradiction of’assertions. - - -
No more questions. 1Is not this rather the place
vhere one finfshes ‘vanishing? Will thi€“day come
when Malone will pass b‘fore me no more? Will

- the day come when Malone will pass before the
spot where 1 was? Will the ddy come when another

. will pass before me, before the spot where I was?

I have no dpinion, on these matters. (U, p. 293) ,

(2) Controlling the narrative.

’

-

"'But not so fast. First dirty, then.make clean." . .
~ (U, p. 300)
I could also do, incidentally, with future and
conditional participles.” (U, p. 300)

. AT | ~ -
RN . "Next instalment, quick.” (U, p. %14)
(3) Repetitiom of word or phrase’
Qs. "o 'The supreme perhaps.... perhaps ‘I malign him

unjustly, my good master, perhaps he is not'soli-
tary like me ..." (U, p. 313)

1

"Idle talk,-1dle talk, ..." (U, p. 314)

"For if by dint of winding myself up, if I may .
venture that ellipse, it doesn't often happen to |
me now, if by dint of winding myself up, I don't

. . seem to have gained much time, if by dint of wind-

\

\
s
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| ing myself uvp I wmust inevitably find myself. stuck
in the end ..." (U, p. 317) 3

. N )

(4) Pumns. - N , ‘
"No, we have no conversation, never a mum of his
mouth to me." (U, p. 313)

« ¢

"While there's life: there's hope ..." (U, p. 333)

+»» unravel my tangle ..." (U, p. 3f5)

-

"Innate kt_xm&_ledge of my mother, for example, is
that conceivable?" (U, pp. 297-298)

(5) Black humour. .

-+ ™. my next vice-exister will be a billy in the
| bowl, that's final, with his bowl on his head and
his arse in the dust, ..." (U, p. 315)

/wrhen a little hell after my own heart, not teo
’ ruel, with a few nice damned to foist my groans
on, ..." (U, p. 306)

(6) Double Entendre.

{

|

i

"Come, my lambkin, join in our gambols, ..." (U, PR
p. 316) ¢ .
(

"My speech-parched voice ..." (U, p. 310) i

"Then I'd know for certain and giving up the ghost
be born at lagt ..." (U, p. 342)

o —cR e

"What balls is going on before the impotent crys—
talline ..." (U, p. 362)

B A s e
N

(7) Alliterstion.

N .
' 5
"... fomenters of fiasco ..." (U, p. 333) co A

"... among my compdtriots, contemporaries, core-—

ligionists, and companions in distress." (U, . s
p. 326) 7

(8). Warmed-over

L]

«so inciting to alms\.,." (P, p. 327)

-
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C s ; "I'm a big talking ball, talking about thins that

i . + do not exist ..." (U, p. 305)

®. "'ﬁf their billions of duick, their trillions of
dead, ..." (U, p. 335)

(10) Metaphor. .,
... 1t looks well, sprinkled through the perjury.
. (U, p. 329)
2
" .. the terror-stricken babble of the condemned to .

silence." (U, p. 354)

. ¢ ’
LA this dead tongue of the living." (U, p. 337)

"... I'm something quite different ... 8 word-
less thing in an empty place ... like a c#fed beast
. born of caged beasts born of caged beasts born of
caged beasts born in a cage and dead in a cage, born
and then dead, born in a cage and then dead in a cage,
M in a word like a beast, in one of their words, like
such a beast ..." (U, pp. 386-387)

In The Unnamable, Beckett took upon. himself the task of breaking through

the maze of voices with a new route of linguisticlﬁxpression. As the

v

above list suggests, there are many different possible routes, many,

>

different modes of expression modes of experimentation and application

ofubkes to which language might be put in the literary medium, Some of

these uses are familiar and well worn, some are unfamiliar or unusual

-

in their implementation within the work and the role they play 1% the
- 7

novel.

It would seem that Wittgénstein‘endorses the ways in‘which
Beckett's literary display of language games makes demands upon the
reader, for Wittgenstein himself sought more fhan a passive receptacle
on tﬁe part of his own reade;s when he indicated that: "I should not

like my writings to spare other people the trouble of thinking. But,

e
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»

" 1f possible, to stimulate someone to thougPts of his own." (PI, pix)

‘,ﬁittgenstein does this witﬂvan extensive display of questions, sagges—
tions, imagined situations and philosophical vignettes which bring a
topic up for discussion by many diverse methods.

e %
Beckett similarly requires—am active audience, The work has a

voluminously compressed quality, with its dense and interlaged imagery.
The result is a‘near detonating effect on the mind of the reader, who

becomes a participant in the character's seérch, whereby any break~

throughs in the inquiry are ones which the reader is only too painfully
rE%NLJ@i

aware of. xt demands that the reader take part in the Unnamfple's

quest for an underftanding of the way in which language has a strangle-
~r

held on the character. We find him constantly wishing he were able to

get out from underneath the weight of his words long enough to grasp
where he stands with respect to language,‘alllthe while hoping to attain
a level beyond speech‘and into silence. Réfusal on the reader's part

to join in the search is only possible by setting the novel aside. The
extensive struggle of the character to:gome to terms with his medium o£ : j
expression and its enactment through the numerous and multi-layered /?

applications of language within™sle text necessarily enlist the reader/ .

into becoming an accomplice. '

Beckett puts his task into effect by examining and employing the

many faceted aspects of language, the fact that language can be used to

o B s e o 5 g ity ATMRG AR

do far more than present paltry verses or assert legical truths. This

position echoes Wittgenstein's own approach to language and the ways he

shows that language has descriptive roles that it can play. Beckett moves

L
language from the role of passive voice to that of active voice, where

C /‘Q . ]

-
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language is being made to do something as a’totality. The novel

‘0

functions as a unit, in which its effectiveness and the impact of

ts expreésion ranges beyond the individual words, phrases, and sen-
tences of which it is constituted. We find, for example, images that

appear early in The Unnamable occuring later, often without referenée

or diXection. Symbols that we metaphors in the beginning stand alone,
‘ )

as if symbolically, at the end. For the reader, the resulting layer

of imagds must be grasped as a whple. . Although the novel is dense and
. -

highly complex, it is, as a mode of expression, as strongly interconnected

as one long sentence, or one long metaphor. Tt is for this reason that

Wittgenstein's concept of family resemblance is appropriate in viewin
g 0 pprop 21

the text.

~

The interplay of language games, their diversity and relation

TV e et e i S R e ke

s

to the novel as a whole must be kept in mind when trying-to outline the '

¥ various types of expreéssion in operation. These items act within the o
- A .

greater framework and, thus, cannot be examined atomistically. In fact, S
/ i

« their very quantity affects the reader, as does their combination. Fﬁt
this neasoﬁ, we stand: to lose by carrying the process of dissection
too far. The forcefplnesé of the language games is depreciated by

the .separation from the organic whole.

]

iy T B e 3o+ |adas e

What is surely the greatgft‘obstacle to the unarmed reader i;
that the novel is not only complex, it is also an intricate web of
all the various ideas and dissertations. They act as a web around the
reader, too, by entangling him in the novel's sometimes exhaustive

language. Obviously, The Unnamable is not a novel made of words consti-

. tuting plot, action, etc. It is an experiment with language of such a

va .
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vast extent that the novel itself falls victim to the results of the

.exXperiment. Whether or not we might even term The Unnamable a novel is

a matter for dispute.
It is more like a metaphor, a long and laygred metaphor of the
novel and a metaphor of language itself. The novel stands as a state-

ment of language upon language, and it does so in metaphorical form.

As an extensive metaphor, it symbolizes both the words and the

images that it encompasses and, in so doing, points to another level of

linguistic reality. The Ungamable, as metaphor, uses words and images
to prese;t a nameless character in search of himself, having only lan-
guaée'as the vehicle for his quest. In another sense, the text, as
metaphor, transcends the level of the character's story (or his attempt
to tell one) to the level of the non-story. hs such, it cghfbe seen as
a statement on the attempt to come to terms with language, to rise

enough above its limitations to get a sense of its boundaries, and

" gome idea about where the individual stands beside those limits. We can

also see the novel as reflecting upon the role which silence can be said

to play in this quest.

We might view this ;gggiﬂigtgeg§gginianAway,jJLJuLxuuu;Lder4£he—~”——‘;”—’—'“

extent to which the Unnamable has fallen under the power of his own

" words. It looks as though‘he were caught in a net which language has

formed around him and is now holding him captive. We can learn from a

story that Wittgenstein tells abhout a man who got jtrapped by language:

. |
Now - if someone tried day-in day-out "to¢ put all

irrational numbers into a reries' we could say: ‘"Leave
it alone; it means nothing; don't you see, if you estab-
lished a series, I should come along with .the diagonal
series!” This might get him to abandon his undertakifig.

o
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Well, that would be useful. And it strikes me as if . ’
. this were the whole and real purpose of this method. It *
.t makes use of the vague notion of this man who goes on, as

it were idiotically, with his furious.work, and brings him
to a stop by means of a picture. (But one could get him
to resume his undertaking by means of another picture.)

THe procedure exhibits-something -~ which can in a very
vague way be called the demonstration that these methods
of calculation cannot be ordered in a series. And here
the meaning of "these" is just kept vague.

« . s "

A clever man got caught in this net of language! So it T
must be an interesting met. . (R, pp. 54~55) ‘

“

v
~

The Unnamable is not, like the man above, concerned with putting
irratiogal numbers\i;to a series, although he has set up a project for
himself that, however interesting, risks ensnaring him. This is the
task he set himself. Just as irrational numbers are tie obsession for _ ~°
Wittgenstein's man ~.the Unnamable's relationship td&%is own words
fanatically concerns him, for he fears that he will be coritered by the
use he makés of words - words which he suspegts that, to a great degree,
his very existence depends upon. He is drawn by the very thing that he
fearg the most - words. On the one hand he cites his dependence.

"... blank words", the character exclaims, "but I use them, they keep

coming back, all those they showed me, all those I remember, I need

——-———-—"""""them all, to be able to go on L (ﬁ;Aﬁ. 408) On the other hand,

Vamrgagen - 4 L

WIS

-

.

their lure seems to be like that of sirens calling the sailors to

leap over board: "And yet I am afraid of what my words will do to-

me." (U3 p. 303) v

!

This is a fear that Wittgenstein also felt, as his criticism of
his work from the Tractatus period attests, for he regards that to be

a case in which he and Russell had_gotfeq cornered by their language.

"A picture held us captive", Wittgenstein reasoned later, "And we could .

L
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not get outside 1it, for 1t fay in our language and language dekmed: t6

.
L

‘répeat it to us inexorably”. (PI, 115)

%

The Unnamable seems aware~of this danger of entrapment and is'

terrified that he may be captured by one of the pictures which hié‘
wafds create. He simply does not feel that he has enough control over

* his language, as the following suggests:
J . -

- \
... all the words they taught me, without making their’
meaging clear to me, ... these nameless images I have,
these imageless names, ... (U, p. 407) ; !

b

+ A

-

However much he uses words, the Unnamable frequently withdraws

from implications as to their meaning. He hesitates to use wotds, he
} ‘ '

worries about their applications and he doubts that he has conttol over

3

their meaning and‘power.

~

: that's all words)/t\hey taught me, without making

theit meaning clear to me, that's how I learnt to reason,

I use them all, all the words they showed me, there were:
columns of them, oh the strange glow all of a sudden,

they were on lists, with images opposite‘, I must hrave ;
forgotten them, I must have mixed them up, ... (U,

p. 407)

Each word is like a loaded weapon that may, at any moment, explode. The
Unnam:able cannot use words suavely; he is si}nply too uneasy about their

'range and the extent of their power.
Wittgenstein's discussion of the way we manifest our attachmerit

to words has relevance to the Unnamable's linguistic angst. For Witt-

genstein:,

The familiar physiognomy of ?word, the feeling that

it has taken up its meaning into itself, that it is an

actual likeness of its meaning - there could be human

beings to whom all this was alien. (They would not

have an attachment to their words.) — And how are these
. feelings manifested among us? - By the way we choose and

@ = value words. (PI, p. 218e)

[y
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. may end up meaning something else altogether  never allows him any satis-

196

'lfhe Unnamable certainly seens to manifest an alienation from his own ®

words, as exhibited by his method of handling words and the sort of .
attachment he has to them. It cannot- be surprising that the Unnamable
{ N -

is unable to tell the "right" story: With his apparent loss of control
over his words,bﬁ would inevitably be frustrated in story—telling.‘
His way of choosing and valuing words' simply suggest that t::he're are no

right-werds, in his estimation. Consequently, his fear that a, word 7

faction that his stories won't undergo transformation. Wittgenstein says:
" How do I find the 'right' word? How do I choose among
words? Without doubt it is sometimes as if I were com-—
paring them by fine differences of smell: That is
too ......, that is'too ......, - this is the right
one. ~ But I do not always have to make judgements,
give explanations; often I might only say: "It simply
Voo isn’t right yet". I am dissatisfied, I go on looking.
' At last a word comes: "That's it'" Sometimes I can
say why. This is simply what searching, this is what
!‘ find, is like here. (PI," p. 218e)

Consider the.Unnamable's relation to words, how he searches for the

| right word, but, dissatisfied, must go on looking. He cannot rest

assured that he will ever be able to'cry, "That's it!l" for any of the
words that he uses. Such an exclamation seems outside his domain.

.++ there's nothing to be got, there was never anythimg
to be got from those stories, I have mine, somewhere, let
‘them tell it to me, they'll see chere's nothing to be got
from it either, nothing to be got from me, it will be the
end, of this”hell of stories ... (U, p. 380)

There 1is a boomerang effect to the way in “;hich words come back‘ to us.
\

At one point Wittgenstein said that, "We talk, we utter words, and only

later get a picture of their life”. (PI, p. 20%¢) This is a real

problem for the Unnamable, who, one havring spoken, cannot escape the

“~
-~




difficult it is to come to terms with tf}e character's identity and qual-
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resounding, ‘proactive and retroactive effects of his wordsj their

. -dbility, once used, to retyrn: "... they keep coming back." (U, p. 408)

Wittgenstefn left behind traditional philosophical views of lan-
guage by stating that the meaning of a word is its use, Look at a

word's use in the language game and we will be able to get' an under-
] : ' R '
standing of 1ts meaning. Wittgenstein would probably see the Unnamable's

'

.confusion and discomfort with the use of his words as understandable, in
-

light of the lack of such precision within our language. According '-:0

}Jittgenstein ‘s analysis:

<
e

Itpmls only in normal cdses the the use of a word is

clearly prescribed; we know, are in no doubt, what to

" : - say in this or that case. The more abnormal the case,

n the more doubtful it becomes what we are to say. And

" if things were quite different from what they actually. '
are = ... - this would make our normal language-games

| lose their point. (PI, 142)

'
’

- ¥

,Our general lack of understanding is traced by Wittgenstein to our

& . -
:‘failure to command a clear view of the use of our words® By his asser~

- ’ tion, our grammar does not have this sort of perspicuity. (ef. PI, 122)

7 .
It is, nevertheless, crucial, as Wittgenstein indicated: .
/
The conceépt of a perspicuous representation is of
fundamental significance for us, It earmarks the form
+ of ad account we give, the way we look at things. (is
\this a 'Weltanschauung'?) (PI, 122)

‘ “Thts very earmarking touches upon the Unnamable's fears; and we

can infer from his exclamations that it is just cause for his obsession

vith the power of words and their ability to define and limit a person.

a
Y
'

He tries to assume control over the accounts he gives. This'is demon-

-

strated in his telling of stories: the more stories told, the more

/
-

ities. 'One of the central problems is whether the stories are about

ey
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him or others. His accounts are all of an elusive kind, for they _,f/

- -appear to be about him as wsli as others who are distinct from himself.
) L . ri

- It'is as 1f the others were mere "puppets'’, as he sometimes suggests;

creatures invented as diversions to escape the task of facing the

.

issues of his exiété;ce and handling the sprts of doubts he.fjs about
his relationship tos language and the way in which hiﬁ inquiry is go?ﬁg.

This elusiveness illustrates the Unnamable's approach to® his
- ‘

grammar, Furthermore, the way in which he views words, with their
14

ominous and active power is extended to the way in which he uses wordseg—

L

the form of accounts that he gives and the stories that he tells. Con-—
- ' . , . »
tinually worried that he will be (or is already) cag&hé in the net of
/// language, he creates stories to elude such entrapment. fhe storles can
I be seen as reflecting his "Weitanschégung" and as presenting a cat-and-
mouse game, with the characters escaping definition. This forces the
reader into a position of uncertainty regarding who is actually telling
the story and who are the characters, as distinct from one another - or

. o
to what degree they are in any way distinct.

- e As already been‘noted by Pearce3, this technique of h?ving frames +
within frames 13 often employed in BecketE's works (ana is also’ found
« in Wittgen;tein), iaving perhaps its greatest signifiéghce in Ehgj
Unnamable. The ‘frame acts as a literalization of the Unnamable's
mental configurations, his cwn éntrapment in the net of language, which,

of course, the later Wittgenstein is trying to lead us out of. With

" the novel's focus upon the layers of language and the character's

* ’

3Pearce, Richard, "Enter the Frame", from Tri-Quarterly No. 30,
" Spring 1974, pp. '71-82.
l .
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attempf to situate its source, we find the source always seems outside

., his grasp. It comes from and leads to the words of others - words that ‘
. . N

seem to stem from voices other than his own. Within the text, we find

the frames, the levels of narrative, also to be of an elusive nature,

with each frame tangential to the character's sense of self, each frame
. \ Fy— -

approaching a description or definition of his situgtion and his con-

cerns, but each escaping onto another level with other 'subjects. Witt-

genstein heips us recognize that these are not at all distinct ox

<
loose threads, or bereft of a common link.

¥

{ The picture is of intertwining, interwoven lﬁﬁgpagé, stories,
s + L)

characters, voices running over, under and through other narratives,

frames within frames, characters within characters usurping other

characters. The resulting web forms the very substance and life of the

/
L]
.
.
Y
"‘ .
B

novel. The Unnamable may be regarded from the perspective of a "family -

) resemblance”; i.e., the metaphor which Wittgenstein employs to discuss -

the ways in which language games interact within the context of a lan-—-

R,

guage system&7 Admonishing us, when drawing the analogy of language

games to pames, z%th his comment, 'don't think, but look!" (PI, 66),

L WA b s e

Wittgenstein suggests that our looking would reveal a complicated net—

PUTR Y

work of similarities. Because we would see "sometimes overall similari- i
| Y

ties, sometimes similarities of detail}’ (PI, 66), we can characterize
/ . .

these similarities as a "family resemblance”. That is, they operate in
# a manner analogous to the overlapping similarities (such as looks, ¢
» b AN )
temperament, gestures, etc.) of the members of a family. Such family

>
¥
“
¥
*
X

resemblances run in and out of thekifories and frames, as well as the

other structural. elements of the novel.
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~ * .
. The Unnamable corresponds to Wittgenstein's rope wWetaphor: it
L] «

- ®
v

is, so to speak, made up of fibers intéreonﬁecting and ove;lappiﬂg to

‘ form a whole. The relationship of one fiber and the next, one frame.
and another, one stotry or charadéer andﬁnﬁer stories or characters,
are ;s members of a family. Themes run\iq and out of these const;tu—
tive elements. in ways in which names, images, characters, and concerns
are completely interwoven. You cannot separate fibers from the rope
and have left anything which even/réﬁbmples a rope, or functions as one,:

. .

Nor can you separate the literary fibers of the novel and retain a -pic~

ture of what The Unnamable is about. It fuhctions so much as a totality,.

“ I

that any attempt to pull apartits elements brings disintegration. The

character's own quest is affected by the interweaving of his perceptigpg.

memor}es, ideas which causes his own method of analysis difficulty.
. ' "
",.. you must go on thinking too, the old thoughts, they call that think-

ing, it's visions, shreds of old visions, that's all you can see, a few

| .\ ) » *

\\\\ 0ld pictures, a window, ..." (U, p. 405

. Themes and storieﬁklage in and out of one another, epcompas§23°
f g .
-~ and encompassing. Thus we find Beckett telling us the story of the
Unnamable, who tells us the story of Mahood, telling us the story of

‘ hig relatives who tell one another the stoxry of Mahood. And we find
o t

- the story of the Unnamable telling us the story of Worm. We find both

of these stories being]amended and altered by Malone, Murphy, Watt, or

someone else. Througbout the novel we find this structure: stories

instde one story are outside another and tellers of one story are being

-

Al

told by another.
™~ “

1

e In addition, the nearer the Unnamable comes to silence, to the
” R
end of his story, or rather to the “threshold of my story" (U, p. 414 ).,

\ ‘ .
_the more stories there are. A multiplicity of stories frantically

« i
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being told, as though it were a laﬁt ditch effort. tTao do what? To .
: T - ‘
‘get out of one story and into another? To elude entrapment within the
~ s '
iﬁ' cantext of one story? ,

.

1

‘ »>
- The horrid fear of the power .and limitation of words. fﬁ;s is a
< Pt .

"N

)

. - .
. fear which both Beckett and Wiftgenstein had to grapple with,

-

Thus we find Beckett.t%}ling us éﬁe story of the Unnamalle who,i;

K)

in Curn, tells,us the stofy of Mahood, who tglls us the story of his o
. % p (
“family who, waiting for his arrival, tell stories about Mahood. This’

begins with the story of the Unnamable offering a "Preamble"” in an
* LN

+  attempt to situste. himself before ‘another story begins, before "... the

- w

+ statement ... that w \dispose of me": (U, p. 302) Describiﬁg the . E
. . . ‘
lights, the place, the beings around him, the Unnamable wonders if the %
e mé?giy the igsideﬁof my distant skull where once I %

.wandered, now ‘am fixed, 1oé£ for tininess, or straining ‘against the %
/ - d !

o - e

a

- about him or talk t rougﬂ Rim. "And I see myself‘slipping”, he notices, . 5

, .
Mthoigh not yet at the last extremity, towards the resorts of fable".

"»f) v L
(u, p.308). - A . - ) '

. So the Unnamable tells us about Mahood, who, in turn, tells his
" - Ty . . M ¢
.own storiés about the Unnagable. As the Unnamable realizes, "It was he -

¥
\ s

tcldvmg stortes about me, lived in my stead, issqed forth fme me, cane

n D
.back to me, entered back into me, heaped stovies on my head". (U,
. o

v

p. 309) ﬁiitgeﬁstein{s metaphor of family resemblances as threads in
ceos ’ . \

-
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a rope seems apropos here, as the voices intertwine and the narratives

’bécome more difficult to separate. The Unnamable, for' éxample, offers

to "tell one of Mahood's stories" (U, p. 309) - but it is as if Mahood

were speakipgqthrougﬁ him. The uncertainty, however, is suff ent for

Agpl\ .
him to conjecture that it may be another speaking, for he says, "This
sounds Iike one of Malone's anecdotes". (U, p. 312) At this point, it

is becoming 1hcreasingly unclear wherein lies the source for the words

he speaks and for the stories he tells.
It conginues.‘ Within the Unnamable's stqry about Mahood - or is

4]
* " 4
it Mahood's story about the Unnamable? ~ other stories are told, the

- Ll
narrators now the family membe;s who are assessing his progress. Mean—

¥

' while, another assessmeut is being made, stemming from a character out-

- ¢
side this story, yet inside another entirely distinct from this story

here. This character is Maldne, whol has had his story told in the,

Y

second book of the trilogy, yet who has something to say about the.

®,

story here and about the character in this novel. The Unnamable turns
o .

. . '
to Malone, R Yy
... Wwhat were my own feelings' at this period? What was'*

I thinking of? With what? Was I having difficulty with
morale? The answdr to all this is this, I quote Malone,
\ that I was entirely absorbed in the business on hand ..."

(U, p. 320)

-

dStb;ies within stories. kAnd so the stpries multiply throughout °
the novei, ;ith épch story a kina of language game in itself, vhere the
words act as pawns. The character, like the king, must be def;;;ed,
his battles fought, with the§e pieces, ThF fear of an endggme holds
him in check. But the kingthere has bécome a p;rt of the(g;me, It is '

st111 possiblé to knock the pieces over and start anew. A new game
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thks time and with new rules. But the rules must be known or there
e .
.. ..could be no game and no way of playing. Given new rules, it would be

“_/%>P9551b13 for another game to start - and\this one be different from the

last. But' it is still a game.

. o~
a

The novel proceeda\ from one nairgFiQe to addfher, being told

i

by one narrator or another -~ or simultapeously by several narxators, or

;evefaiﬁggrratiVes being told by one, or s@vetal, narrators, Th

narrative volces become ind}easingly difficult to tell apart.

The Bnnamabie, purposely it seems, reinforces, 1f not ‘credtes,

!

such confusion. This is most evident.at the end of the novel, where

ﬁﬁé séories accelerate and accumulate. In conjunction,vtherg is a

ayalanche of the Unmamable's fears of the power of language, fears of

its 1imitstvand fear;;of being packaged at last by a finige nuéber of
A words. It 1s as if he is sending out a smoke screen of stories. The

%nnamable seems fgantic in hiéﬁg:arch for a way out, out of words into

. ‘ ~ N S
silence, out of these words into other words, or out of these stories
. .

- into other stories. There are so manﬁ fibers, and it does not seem as

if this rope has an end. .

Notice the confusion of identities in character and speaker

(teller and told). Notice whether what is being said is a story or
\4——— N
memory, imaginary or real. Notice how-one of the threads ir the early

art of the text -~ "... another question, what am I doing in Mahood's
P s 8no ,

story, and in Worm's, or rather what are they doing in mine, ..." (U,
hY 1

p. 377) - is woven inta these later threads. We find the Unnamable

+ \

&hserving that, ' \

\

And yet 'L have memories, I remember Worm, ‘that is,to . .
say 1 have retained fhe name, and the other, wh?f,is
= ’ \ . . .
' A
A\ -
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his name, what was his name, in his jar, ... Mahood,

-~ he was called Mahood, ... I must have talked about him,

‘the same words recur and they are your memories. It is
I invented him, ... (U, p. 395)

The confusion of identities is linked to the Unnamable, who is
confused about their connection to himself. Again, there is th“con—
fusion over the story; i.e., whether it is of him or of another,

... what's this story, it's a story, now I've told
another little stogy, about me, ... But once again the
fable must be of another, I see him so well, coming and -«
going among his casks, trying to stop his hand from ,
trembling, ... it must have been I, but I never saw my- .
self, so it can't have been I, I dom't know, how can I

" recognize myself who never made my acquaintance, ...
{U, p. 398)

Iri the search for an escape from his,words he offers yet another story,

suggesting that:

«es 1f I could put myself in a room, that would be the
end of this wordy-gurdy ... first the place, then 1'll
find me in it, I'11 put me in it, a solid lump, in
the middle, or in a corner, well propped up on three

" sides, the place, if only I could feel a place for me,
I've tried, I'll try again, ... (U, p. 329}/”ﬂf

~

" He thus sets the stage for another story, needing another story to -set

: ?

up a stage for himself. So he imagines a differegstplace, where other
tales could be told: ... if I could be in a forest, ‘caught in a
thicket, or wandering round in circles, it-would be the end of this

blither, I'd describe the leaves, one by one, ..." (U, p. 399)

-

The, stories can at best be used to construct boundaries of iden-

tity and, as:guch; forw both the answer to his questions and the N

[}

grounds for ending his search. If he could just be assured that the

M :

story was really about him. If he could only feel certain that the

story was really about him and not another. If he coul only place
. \j

himself, or be placed, in a story, then tﬁe'search could end and he '
. 1

JURTE I SN Jer P i RO S
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/ >
could put a stap to all these doubts. He is cautfous:
S ... you try the sea, you try the town, you look for
yourself in the mountains and-the plagins, it's only .
‘natural, you want ydurself, you want yourself in your
own little corner, it's not love, not curiosity, it's
because you're tired, you want to stop, travel no more, ,
seek no more, lie no more, speak no more, close your

eyes, but your own, in a word lay your hands on your-
self, ... (U, p. 400)

-~

Consequently, more stories are told. One "to teach me the nature of

emotion" (U, p. 406) and gnothé} one "who bolted the door" (U, p. 407).

_But he has lost the definition that these stories would provide. He

wonders, "... is it the return to the world of fable, no,’juss a re~
minder, to make me regret what I have lost ..." (U: p. 407) \
If there could reglly be a story about him, a story which could
say his words at last, then he would know that his story would have
been told. ""f pick your~fancy, all these stories about travellers,
thesQ‘stories about paraly&ics, all are min;,‘] must be extremely old,

or it's memory playing tricks, if only I knew I've ldved, ..." (U,

ﬁ. 412) Unfortunately, his story has eluded the grasp of the teller,

his is yet to be told. His words are still to be said; those said

have not said enough.

... his story the story to be told, but he has no

story, unimaginable, unspeakable, that doesn't matter,

the attempt must be made, in the o0ld stories incompre-

hensibly mine, ... in the end I'll recognize it, the story

of the silence that he never left, that I should never

have left, that I may never find again, ... (U,|p. 413)

With this we come to the end of the novel andi/ ough structur-
ally at its completion, we have no sense of any gré;d finale, any reso-

lution, any closure. Instead, the rope implicitly continues, since, as

the character indicates, we are only at the edge of "... the door that
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Lopen on my story ...". (U, p. 414) The structural piﬁture, on that
‘ ;oFe,Lgives us an imége of interwoven fibers which could, conceivably,

!

kéep right on going.
If we look within the context o&flhe novel, we can see how
Wittgenstein's concgpts of'{ﬁnguéé% éames and famil& resemblances
can be utilized in ways to shed light, upon the level of the search
itgelf. The literary structure of this ;earch is a reflection of
the character's.inquiry. 0f particular interest is the interplay of °
the narrative voices and tge ways in which they occur in the novel.
Just as we skirt the edge of madness in trying to separaté the
voices, so does the character. The desire to sort them out tugs at
him constantly and will not leaﬁe him ag)peace. 1t ﬁecomes a central
focus for him and increasingly an obsession, The form the problem
takes 1is this. how can he separatelthe many v;ices and find his

own?

‘o

Wittgenstein considers the way in which we'relate to our‘own
! Yy

speech and observes just how peculiar it becomes. -

‘ My own relation to my words is wholly different from \ '
other people's. ' '

)
C..!.I..llDCOOllllltl.llulﬂotltitl....l."a...‘l'llll‘l

If I listened to the words of my mouth, I might say
that someone else was speaking out of my mouth.’

"Judging ¥rom what I say, this is what I believe."
Now, it is possible to think out circumstances in
which these words would make sense.

1
’

And then it would also be poﬁsible for someone fo say
"It is rairing and I don't believe it", or "It seems
to me that my ego believes this, but it isn't true."

———

[ T
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One would have to fill out the picture with behaviour
. indicating that two people were speaking through my

N mouth. (PI, p. 192¢)

1

\

If we look at the rules we've set and try to {ixate on the language
we speak every day and is spoken to ﬁs, it would seem that the more

obsessed we became, the more we would tend to listen to the voices:

around us and our own voice. However, the more we listen, the more un-

real it seems, till there arises am uncanny féeling about the voices
and the words being spoken, Wittgenstein g comments in th? above,

with its accompanying 1mplications, can be viewed as an underlying

activity of The Unnamable. This is demonstrqted in boih'the topic of

.ﬁiscussion of the novel's monologue (or multilbgue)aas well as 1nfthe

'succession of the characters. Namely, the subject expressed and the

&

subject expressing are literary enactments of the sqxt'of solipsistic

listening process raised in the Philosophical Investigations, with thé,

&

style of the overlapping voices an enactment of Wittgenstein's family

resemblance .theory.

o

Turning to a consideration of the manner in which this is

t

,accomplqshed we f1nd that throughout the novel, there is-a continual
‘remindeJ that the Unnamable is listenxng te his own voice. It is as if

he is spokeq through by others. Picture a kind of speaking in tqngues,

with the words’intelligible. This is a recurtiﬁg'image in The Unnam-

able, where Beckett can be seen as imgg{»iﬁg the case, ralsed by Witt-

. v i
genstein, of relating to one's own words. .Here is the situation:
, \; ’ . :

" It is-his.voice which has often;félwéys, ningled with
.mine, and sometimes drowned it completely, ... But his
- voice continued to testify for-fe, as though woven into
mine, preventing me from saying who I was, what I was,

s0 as to have done with saying, done with listening.
And still today, as he would say, though he plagues me

o

L o
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no more his voice is there, in mine, but less, less.
And being no longer renewed it will disappear one day,
1 hope, from mine, completely. But in order for that
to happen I must speak, speak. And at the same time,
I do not deceive myself, he may come back mgain, or go
away again and then come back again. Then hy voice,
the voice would say, That's an idea, now-I']l tell one
of Mahood's stories ... But it would no my voice,
not ‘even in part. That is how it would be done. Or
quietly, stealthily, the story would begin, as if
nothing had happened and I still the teller and the told.
But I would be fast asleep, my mouth agape, as usual,
I would look the same as usual, And from my sleeping
mouth the lies would pour, about me. No, not sleeping,
. 1listening, in-tears. (U, pp. 309-310)

Voices of others seem to be woven into the voice of the character, to
X .

the extent that, when.he turns his attention to himself and-listens to
his voice, it seems as if it is not he, but others, who are Epeaking
through his mouth, where all that is left fomhim is to hear them

speaking, through him. The expression of ‘this theme appears frequently,

. statgg in varying degrees nf emphasis..

I e

2

From the sténdpoint of the Unnéhable, each recurrence glves rise
to doubts about the authorship of the voice or voices and he is left to
wonderAwhergih 1ies their'SOurcé - in,otg;ls or in himself.

We can see the manner in g?ich-&his operates by watching the
theme develop. “The theme's direction, yis—Brvis the character, appears
helicoidél, for it acés as a kind of’spirai around the Unnamable.
First; we a%e aware of tﬁe ;ign%ficance in the character's eyes of the
yoiées of others. TFrom the way’he speaks, it is as if they are over-

A

vhelming him and his own voice is lost in all the "babble" created by

them. (See U, pp. 306-348)* He has doubts about the strength of his

/ " )
4

This.is merely a rough, very rough, approximation of the

tightening spiral and a gradual pjzggss, s0 a delineatfon of this sort

. -
.
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own voice and seems uncertain about hi’s avn position, suggesting that

. 2
he has'been, as it were, blown up by their voices, like a balloon.

[

(U, p. 335) The result is that it.does not seem that he is the authgr
of his voice, for he suspects that he more likely resembles a ventril-
oquisﬁ's dummy: ''Do they believe I believe it is I who am speaking?"' -
5 (U, p. 345)
"As the spiral begins to tighten, we find the Unnamable searching

-

for his position as distinct from Bthers and attempting to clarify where
~

he stands in relation to his words. (See U, pp. 349;3‘¢;7 He announces ///

this goal, by asking, "Where am 1?7 That's my first question, after an

\ ,
R age of listening'". (U, p. 349) The more he listens,

‘ra
N

to feel that he can claim his words as his own: his ear 1is the first
*

. J
oxrgan for his speech. "... I who am on my way, words bellying out my

he less he seems

sails ..." (U, p. 3525 He wants their voice®to stop, they have got
him surrounded, enfolding him, covering him, ungeasingly. He seeks
release long enough to locate himself, seemingly to mo avail, ¥
needs their help in separating thgir ices from his own, pgiiing him

away for just enough time so that he locate himself. 'Let them

put into my mouth at last", he pleads, "the words that wiii save me,

[ramee

A damn me, and no more talk about it ..;" (U, p. 368) But this relief

e, Lt

is not coming. There is no helping hand. o

\ ‘ “The spiral closes in on the character, as he senses their voilces

. ) N
. . overcoming his own, even’though he cannot actually feel it. " I

don't feel the jostle of words in my mouth ..." (U, p. 382) The words

=
'is beside the point and only meant to indica;e that there are some
changes taking place in the way in which he perceives his situatio

.
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own volce and seems uncertain about his own position, suggesting that

" he has been, as it were, blown up by their voices, like a balloon. S

PR

(U, p+ 325) The result is that it does not seem that he is the author
of his voice, for he suspects that he more likely resembles a ventril-
i oquist's dummy: "Do they believe I believe it is I who am speaking?"

- ~

2 . (U, p. 345) " '

TN

As the spiral begins to tighten, we find the Unnamable searchin§

for his position as distinct from others and attempting io‘clarify where

\

- he stands in relation tg bis words. (See U, pp. 349~380) He anpounces
this goal, by asking, "Where am I? That's my first question, after an
age qf’listening". (U, p. 349) The more he listens, the less he seems
to feel that he can claim his words as his own: his car is the first

e
organ for his speech. "... I who am on my way, words bellying out my

sails ..."

(U, p. 352) He wants their voices to stop, they have got .
him surréunded, enfolding him, covering him, unceasingly. He seeks
release long enough to locate himself, seemingly to no avail, =
needs their helg in separating their voices from his own, pulling.him
awéy for just enough time so that he can locate himself. "Let them
put into my mouth at last™, he pleads, "the words that will save me,
damn me, and no more talk abo;t it ..." (U, p. 368) But this relief
is not coming. There is no helping hand.

4The spiral closes in on the chéracter, as‘ye genses their voices

overcoming his own, even though he cannot actually feel it. "... I

f < .
don't feel the jostle of words in my ?buth ..." (U, p. 382) The words

s,

' {8 beside the point and only meant to indicate that there are some
changes taking place in the way in which he perceives his situation.
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are given an almost tangible presence fvbr him, so literalized has the

‘ }eéling become that he 1is now thoroughly encompassed by the net of A
¥ I ¢ v
language. He cannot seem to get free of this net; he 1s caught:

... Strange, you don't feel a mouth on you, you don't
» feel your mouth any more, no need of a mouth, the words

ate everywhere, inside me, outside me, ,.. I'm in words, '
) made of words, others' words, ... I'm all these words, .
\“J all these strangers, this dust 25 words, ... (U, p. 386)

And though he tries to reason that the volce he hears, which seems not

to Be his own, must belong to others, he cannot justify this position

‘ané he exclaims:

No, 1 didn't think anything and I didn’t say Lnything
to myself, I did what I could, a thing beyond my strength, .o f
and often for exhaustion I gave up doing it, and yet it e ]
went on being done, the voice being heard, the voice

¢ which could not be mine, since I had none left, and yet -
could only be mine,. since I could not go silent, and

since 1 was alone, in a place where no voice could )
, reach me. (U, p. 396)

Thq\Unnamabie has” the sensation of being caught in a whirlpool,

/;r_/r/ﬂl being dragged down further and pulled about, with the momentum alfeaQXFJ

- - s <o i

!
. set and he powerless to slow it down.” "... you don't try any more, no

. need tu try,” he says, "it goes on by itself, it drags on by itself, #

from word to word, a labouring whirl, you are in it somewhere, every-

v.r:,' . " ' !

where, ..." (U, p. 402) -

The more the net tightens, the more the Unnamable resembles '

géi{li:i}B Wlttgenstéin's man who tries to count out the itr@tigzal'numbers: a

clever man caught in an interesting net, and becoming in that sense,

equally irrational. The Unpamable fsn't trying to éount irrational

Ay g

numbers, however, he's trying to call out others''voices ipd Q&?ers'
stories and, ultimately, by their\negation, he will be left alone, with

1 hi&self; with his own voice, and the silence that he may choose, At , .
. { .
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this péint, he ig, as it were, caught in a swirl of words, about to

AN

"drown. The more he attempts to listen to the voice(s), the more they

seem to be outslide him, speaking to or through him. For it dogsn't

seém possible that he could have given rise to these words, someone
alse,must be speaking. If the latter were the case, however, it should

be apparent to him where the words are coming from; the Ynow]edge

~ should be empirically obvious. Wouldn't he feel a mouth 'on him, shoot-

ing words into him? He feels nothing, nofﬁich mouth. He cannot believe *

e n

that the'éource of words is external, but he' doubts their source lies

in hiﬁself. Nevertheless, the faét remains that the words are there,
the words are everywhere.

; The voice is there.l Though he doubts its source, he';annot doubt
its effect. , The words aré everywhere, he feels surrounded. The voice
is there; the volce in search of a mouth. ",.. a voice like this, who
can check it, it tries everything, it'; blind, it seeks me blindly in
the dark, it seeks a mouth, to enter into, ..." (U, p. 4I0) The

-~

image is becoming macabre.
&

A pure voice. And he a puré ear. There is a point at whiéh the
Unnamable describes himself: a pure ear in the midst of sound. (U,
p. 354) Furthermore, it seems as if the sounds constituted ;hé only
prerequisite to come into being. '"These millions of differeﬁi sounds,
always tg? same, recurgg?g without pause, are all one requires to
sérout a head, a bud to geg%&gz?th, finally huge, ...} (U, p. 354)

The picture is one of gié inflating a balloon. Such is the

portrayal of the character., Deflatable to a mere subject of conversa-

tion, all he needs is the sounds of voices to blow him up again, a bud

F ‘ )
/ - | i ~
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first, then a head and final{y a body, equipped with limbs, appendages
. and all the accoutrements of the human form. We can trace this develop-

ment to better grasp thié, shall we say, sub-structure of the novel,‘

and see hgu the concerns of The Unnamable are interwoven ‘into the

expressiqn here. By doing this, we can see how tﬁé characterization %

reflects and complements the overall structure of the f&xt; That is,

(N

the language games muYt{iply and act'togethef to form a net within which

a clever man may just get trapped, by failing to keep clear his rela-~
tionship with language and the use_pe is making of hig word;. it is

. complicated by the character turning inward to 1ispen to his own
speech, which 1s perhaps, in itself, a queer process and bbupd to lead

tor difficulties and confusion. That the voice seems alien and that the

not

character feels spoken-through by ‘pthers may be uncanny, but should
J

x

be that unexpected,

~

\
These issues are at the forefront of the curious role of personae -

_in the novel. The character progression of Basil-Mahood-Worm can be

\ e e oo e =
N e
e e b

.- '
seen as a metaphor of the Unnamable's relationship to langu
. \l 3

<p M

age and the
correlative copcernfw The stories of these three personae form the

Y

core fables whith the Unnamable employs (as compared, earlier, to

Wittgenstein's turn to inventive expression as a means to proceed with &
8 n' P

N .
his investigation). Through these fables we can also see1ﬂow Wittgen:

-

L
»
P

stein's notion of family resemblances is applicable to another aspect
. -
,of the text, Like the structural elements and the language concerns

in the novel, the characterizations themselves are interwoven.

.
"

... another question, %hat am I doing in Mahood's story, and in Worm's,

or rather what are they doing in mine, ..." (U, p. 377)
. LY
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Beckett extends the notion of the subject's relation to his

PR t

.
words and ends up' with a picture ‘of the subject as a personificatiou of

his concern with words. His’'sense of self is so tied to his sense of
language, that situating the one involves sifuating the other. Simi-
larly - especilally from the perspectiveﬁgf the character - confusions
with one bring confusions with the other.

Between ear and mouth, that is where his true self liés, amidst
a swarm of words. Situated first inside a head, he expands with the
voilces and diminishes -as they fade. Deflation, not inflation, is the |
situation of the novel's "character,de¢e1§pment". The subject pro-
gressively deflates to qvfhin layer between voices. He is formed by o
the voices he hears, or at least that- is how he comes to pe;ceiQe ic:

If I speak of a head, referring to me, it's because 1

hear it being spoken of. But why keep on saying the

same thing? They hope things will change one day, it's

natural. That one day on my windpi or somé other

section of the conduit,.a nice littﬁg abscess will

form, with an idea inside, point of departure for a

general infection. This would enable me to jubilate

1ike a normal person, knowing why. And in no, time 1'd

be a network of fistulae, bubbling with the blessed

pus of reason. (U, p. 353) o

We first find Basil épiralling about the rotunda, being_pullea
inward, His limbs are lost in conjunction with the voices drawing him.
Once inside, however, fe finds onlky the dead remains of the narrating
family. He next appears, limblesg, inside a jar, though the situation

e ‘

shortly progresses tg the further stage (entrenchmént) where he 1s on -«
the verge of being swallowed up.’ "For a collar, fixed- to the mouth -of
the jar,#pow encircles my neck, just below the‘chin." (U, p. 332) The

next evolution, seemingly inevitable, is that he is encompassed.

... this feeling of being entirely enclosed, and yet nothing touching

g PRSI S a E ———
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- " . me, is new. The sawdust no longer presses against my stumps, I don't’
. » know where I end.” (U, p. 345) ' J

. This marks’ the end of Mahood's world of the slaughterhouse and ’

E the street and the beginning of IJorm s voi\ce and a new é‘ttempt to

o

jjéua’te himself. "And sometimes I say to myself I am in a head, it's ~
i .
) ~ferror makes me say 1it, arrd\Q longing to be in safety, surrounded on

, all sides by massive-bone. {u, p. 350) The images “are explosive' as

“« ' / -

the character conceives himself to be a "pure ear” or trapped among
~ i . ‘ -’
words between ear and moyth (U, p. 355); in a pit (U, p. 358); on vast,

gentle slopes (U, p. 358); lost in\smoke (U, p. 359); rooted in what
- - sounds like entraﬁs (v, p. 366), in a dungeon (U p. 369); in a head
(U, p. 372), in Mahood's story (U, p. 377). _ Or “perhaps he 13 a

w.. drying sperm in the sheets of an innocent boy ... some people are -

r'd “ *

Co ‘ \ . ’lucﬁy, born of a wet dream and dead before morning, '..." (U, pp. 379-

{ ) 330)‘ Maybe he is the partition, a tympanum, dividing the world in two.

< (U, p. 393) But what he.truly fears, the terror from which he has tried

<

i . Coee . to escape by means of all these images and fables is that he is caught.

,A‘

. , ' Trapped by his words, he is captured within his own, net. ... no need

of a*head ... I'm in words, made of words, others' words, ... I'm all

. " these words, all these strangers, this dust of words, ...'J (U, p. 386)
PO . ..
# A man out of dust, a dust of words. He wonders whether or not, ... 1 _ ™

"am words among words, or silence'in the midst of silence ..." (U,
) . . . .
2 & . e - A4

p.‘388)

.

And to think it all started with an act of doubting, in which
he;grew so obsessed with’his language and his own speech th;tt he could
not see beyond it pr get;-out&side of it.

Y

~ [ ' - . 4
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... when I think of the time 1'ye wasted with these é

\, bran-dips, beginning with Murphy, who wasn't even the

, RS first, when I had me, on the premises, within easy .
* reach, tottering under my own skin and bones, real ongs,
. rotting with solitude and neglect, till I doubted my
own existence, and even still, today, I have no faith
in it,}... (U, pp. 390-391)

"
The Unnamable has been reduced to words. The doubtiné that arose in
relation to the words frem his mouth is» mirrored by the characterizatién
in t},\e,nével,'as the c;\aracter deflates to the level of wdrds, In

tha£ respect, the very sense of character identity j.s‘-in simultaneous -
‘flux, from the speaking Basil to the spoken of, but never speaking,
Worm. Indeed, it is sure}y significant that this final persona, Worm,

never speaks, but is only spoken of. Worm has no voice of his owm. -

The character progression has taken us from man back to dust.

14

The image we Y¥ind complements the novel's structure by providing us with

a statement m; }anguage.in metgi:horical form and, in so doing, acts tq
support the other aspect of this text to make it a long, layéred meta-
‘p‘nor of the novel. -

Wittgenstéin's later investigations into language have pn;hled us

to obtain a sense of the novel as a totality of form and econtent. It

<

works as a‘unit to undertake an inquiry into the Unnamable's medium of

exprpfssion, trying to find where he stands in relationship to his words,

-

et

f? N
. ‘fearing, all the wvay, that one slip and he'll be sw?llowq(lwhole. A

¢, clever fan caught in a web of words: Interesting, but terrifying;

N

with words spiralling around him, pulling him down. "... my poor

a
AP T e

thoughts, bent beneath my words ..." (U, p. 305)
" The character listens to his own speech, hoping his words‘-can

help situate himself and, thereby, provide hip yith a sense of defini-

-

-~ . . 3
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tion and boundzrievs.« However, his listening leads him into a strange
) ;;rocess in which he loses perSpicuity'a;bout his language, the rolé
words play and the use to which words may be put. What his listéning
protess uncovers is his feeling that others are speaking and, conse-
quently, that what he .hears is not his own voice but the voi'ce of others.
The more obsessed he becomes and the longer the process is continued,
the more the Unnamable‘ sufferg increasing feats that his words are not
his own\, .t:h.at .his‘ voice has been usurped.,” The more turns he tries to
' make wiéhin this framework, the more ensnared he becomes_, until he
falls completely under the'sway of his words. By the final frame, his
;;tory still has yet to be told. Because of tflis,swe can inf;zr that

what remains untold implicitly continues the fﬂl)wers of the xope - a

! ) .
rope, as this novel seems to indicate, without end.

[ T

There are a number of key elements of Wittgenstein's later

remarks on philosophy that have helped to shed light on Beckett's

S, < ahzn

/\ ‘ approach to language, as expressed in the overall structure of The

s

Unnamable, as well as its interrelating concerns of the frames within

i\ : frames and the ¢haracters oveflapping other characters. Of signifi- } 4

1% W
-

cance in clarifyi."r;g the labyrinthine effect of Beckett's experimenta-

‘tion with language and the character's attachment to his own words axg

P Y
—

k2
Wittgenstein's notions of language games, family resemblance, the use

. > (=
i / of words, along with the way in which the individual chooses and values
woxrds, and the solipsistic process involved in listening to one's own

. words. .These concerns apply to the unity which gets expressed in the
. ~ , v
ways that the aspects of the novel work together to {eflec_t an obsession

with the fear and limitations of words - an obsession which the later
'Y
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Wittgenstein seems only too aware of and which he devotes much of his )

,Work to facing. And where Wi’ttgengi:ein‘s aim was "to shew the fly thé

way out of the fly-bottle" (PI, 309), the Unnamable's is strikingly

similar in the desire to escape entrapment:

«+» quick now and try again, with the werds that remaitn,
try what, I don't know, I've- forpotten, it doesn't matter,
I never knew, to have them carry me into my story, the
words that remain, my old story, which 1've forgotten,
far from here, through the noise, through the door, into

" the silence.... U, p. 413)
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Man acts as though he were the shaper and master of
language, while in fact language remains the master of

- man, When this relation of dominance gets inverted,

man hits upon strange maneuvers. Language becomes the
means of expression. As expression, language can decay
into & mere nedium for the printed word. That even 4n
such employment of language we retain a concern for care
in speaking is all to the good. But this alone will
never help us to escape from the inversion of the true
relation of dominance between language and man. For,

. strictly, it is language that speaks. Man first speaks

when, and only when, he responds to lafiguage by listen-
ing to its sppeal. Among all the appears that we human -
beings, on our paxrt, may help to be voiced, language is
the highest and everywhere the first. Language beckons
us, at first and then again at the end.

Martin Heidegger

~(

’
"ty
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~ds implicit in the monumental Being and Time; where Heidegger's concept

P

- CHAPTER VL

\

HEIDEGGER_ ON LANGUAGE
. AND BEING
"Three of Heidegger's works center on language, the essence of
1anguag;=., the nature of languaée, the being of language, the language

of being, Being and language. Since Heldegger's view of languagé, in

4

contrast to that of logical atomism and the- later Wittgenstein, so
directly and thoroughly entails an investigation into the mature of
being and personal identity, it offers both a new perspective on .

language, and thus another influence on contempérar,y views q\f language, !

A Btk b T

as well as providihg a new set of tools for examining Be'cket@'s novel.

Since the subsequent chapter will consider the latter, this chapter
’ ’

”

S Tt b B A% gk ¥

will concern itself with a look at Heidegger's theory of language and

the inherent concept of being that it entails, .

Language is not only the explicit conWoetry, Language,

Thou htl and On the Way to Lan&uage,2 but 1t also underlines the
2houpht

-

implicit concern of being in these central rphrases: "i'ppeticaliy man

dwells" and "the being of language: the language of being.! Language
g i

2

ll&artin Heidegger, Poetry, Languape, Thought, trans. and with an
Introduction by Albert Hofstadter, (New York: Harper & Row, 1971),

p. 215. Henceforth, all-references will be to.this edition, abbreviated
PLT.

2 Martin Heidegger, On the Way to language, trans. Peter D. Hertz,
(Rew York: Harper & Row, 1971). Henceforth, all references will be to
this edition, abbreviated OTWTL. ’
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of being directly entails a view of 1anguagg.3 Words bring thingé into
Béing. Language brings being to man. - Language acts as the defining

charécteristic of man. Man is man because of languagk. Heidegger's

. , L
now famous phrase, 'Language is the house of Being" .acts as a testimony

IS

to the conneéction drawn between language and ﬁéing'in his work, a

cannection wh%ch the discussion ﬁere will attempt to.tlarify.

The interreiétionship between language and beiﬁg/seems 80 para-—
mount to Heideéger that an examination of his theory qf'lgnguage né;éési—
tates a co&sideration of his\theory of being: Similarly, a considera-
tion of his notion of an authentic/inauthentic language entails a con-
sideraiion of authentic/inauthentic ways of being. As a result, we A

will ‘approach the matter in terms of language and being, modes of being

(authenticity and inauthenticity)nand, finally, being and language
, . , ”

" (authenticity and inauthenticity). It is with this exposition that we

will attémpt to come to an 9ndersténding of Heidegger's philosophical
approach to language, which we will use ds a base, later, for -looking

at The Unnamable. 4‘f

[

From Being and Time to Heidegger's later works, there vnfi;r'shift

in focus from being to language. In Béing and Time, we find extensive

@ i M/
discussions of man's heing, referred to as Dasein by Heldegger,-and the

way in which language constitutes hls understanding, staté;—of-miné,

and the very mod€s of being. Being is seen by Heidegger to be either

. 8

' / N
authentic or inauthentic according to the way in which man has listened.

e

\

Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and
Edward Robinson, (New York: Harper & Row, 1962). Henceforth, all ref-
erencé®s will be to this edition, abbreviated BT.

3
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.to, or alternatively ignored, the appeal of language calling him back

, to himself, to his own possibilities.

In Poetry, Language, Thought and On the Way to Language,

-Heidegger becomes more engrossed with language as an entity, something

which calls to man, 1s above Bnpd beyond.man, and which man can under-

‘ c e

stand only when he 1s so permitted. Lanpguage is the dominating presence,
man the subservient. Heidegger considers the discussion in Being and

Time to be a bit clumsy, suggesting, upon reflection, that he may héave

LN

ventured too far too soon. (OIWTL, p. 7) The later works seem to

LR

extend the discussion in Being and Time to a more radical and abstract

level, placing more emphasis on the poetic experience and poetic lan-

guage, - -

PR

4 -~
In Being and Time, much of the discussion about language focuses

on inauthentic, "abused" language, what Heidegger calls the “idle talk"
or the language-of the "théy". In contrast, the later works deal with
the authentic, fertile language of poetry. Because of the %ength and
nature of this chapter, it will be divided into three parts and hope-
fully thereby simplified: Part One draws mainly from the later
Heidegger's reflections on language; Parts Two and Three offer a cloééx

examination, based for the most part on ﬁeing and Time, in order to

deal with the effects of language on man and the nature of being with

respect to language.




*

' veiled, obscured, misunderétood and neither spoken nor spoken of in a

/Part One: lLanguage and Being

\

k4

Language plays a very important role for man by providing the
key and the vehicle to truth. :Heidegger considers it to be a func-—t
tion of language to bring man befg{i truth. Traced etymologically,

truth is seen in the manner of thé ancient Greeks as an unveiling, a

bringing of things into light. For Heldegger, "... language, under-

" stood rightly, is the original way in which beings are brought into

the open clearing of truth ..."4 Given this qualificatfon, 4t is by

way of language, then that man can obtajn understanding apd get at ‘the

v

truth, which is spoken offfby Heidegger as something hidden away frof
. man and which necessita;tes a concerted effort to reach.

Heidegger does not believe most men to be in posgsession of the

truth, and sees thi% as a b.as;ic obstacle to obtaining the right sort

of understanding of language. Language itself, He'idegger contend'g, is
4

correct and thorough manner, Language needs an unveiling, for language
. * 4 ?

ds often hidden in everyday speech, Heidegger asserts, and in the foun-

' da:ions of thought and in theories about its own nature.
Thig particularly holdslwhen we are examining language. That is,
A .
in whétev.er we speak of, esbecially language, language itself is not

brought out into the open, into liéht. "... at vhatever time and in

4A1bert Hofstadter, Introcuction to Poetry, Language, Thought,
p. xidi.
B ) ’ - . ]
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vhatever way we speak a language, language itself never has the floor."
& :

" .(OTWTL, p. 59) The nature of language continually eludes us and

though an investigation into language is necessary, previous inveW

gations have always fallen short or run agroypd. To Heidegger, con-

ventional approaches, however comprehensive, have never brought us to

language as language. No amount of speaking about language’ will provide,

an understanding oftits nature. For Heldegger, the identiﬁi:ca‘tion by \
philosophers of language in terms of utterance, the expressi&\l of {inner
emotions, as human activity, or as 'representat‘ivon has only re%ulted il; ’
obscuring the nature of language. This is in contrast to the later

VWittgenstein's contention that philosophers were bewitched amd had

failed to understand the nature of language precisely by failing to see
its conmnection with human activity.' And ﬁ;eas Wittgenstein sougllu: to

show the fl\ the way out of the the fly-bottle, Heidegger declares

(,
that, "What is decisive is not to get out of the circle ["The ‘circle!

e ,
in understanding belongs to the structure of meaning' (BT, p. 195)] but
o
to come into it in the right way". (BT, p. 195) In Heidegger's view,
philosophers have cast a veil over "the oldest natural cast of lan-
[

'guage". (PLT, p. 193) Unlike Wittgenstein's Iater investigations,

Heldegger's approach lead to a search for the essence .of language - a
- 4

quest which, as we saw in the fourth chapter, Witpges%e’in had obn= |
sidered misg:;ided. For Heidegger, however, it is sees to be the only
!
approach which could uncover the nature of language and being.
Heidegger wishes to avoid speaking about languaée, for this

[ ‘ .
very approach is misguided. Naflly, it "turns language almost inevitably
into an object”™. (OTWIL, p. 50) It is in the act of turning language

?
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into object that there is a denlal of the essence of language, for the

“« 3

dct denies the fact that language itself speaks. "We speak of language,"
Heidegger claims, "but constantly seem to be speaking merely about lan-
guaée, while in fact we are” already letting, fxom within, language
speak %o us, in language, of itself, saying its nature”. (OIWTL, p. 85)
What is meant by this is that the speaking of languagé oxr the
speaking about language will not ‘bring us to_language. ‘;;eidegger

believes that in everyday speech language does wbt bring itself to lan-~

guage, but holds back., It is unveiled, not in any object of study, but
a .

" by its own working. Thus, no study of language would bring us to an

understanding of language, for that would be arrived at only by allow-
ing language to speak for itself. Man touches upon the essence of lan-~
' A

guage by undergoing what Heidegger would say was a true experience with

language.

But when does language speak itself as language?

Curiously enough, when we cannot £ind the right word

for something that concerns us, carriées us away,

oppresses or encourages us. Then we leave unspoken

what we have in mind and, without rightly giving it

thought, undergo moments in which language itself has

distantly and fleetingly touched us with itstessen- = <
tial being, (OIWIL, p. 59)

v

Human speech rests in relation to the speaking of language. Man
does not create language - man is man because of language. Language is
dominant in man's relationship to language. Language is the master of

man, that wl\[cﬁ defermines man's very %eing, ari‘d, according- to Heldegger,

&

is "the house of Being". . *

i

N =
Denying that he is doing any sort of metaphysics and adamant in
the desire to avoid metaphysics altogether on the issue of the nature

of language, Heidegger nevertheless creates a metaphysical image. He

-,
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ref(ers to language'as if it were h/{her than and outside man., 'Lan—

~

guage, he says, speaks only when gan listens to its appeal. It is ‘here,

—

in th‘&‘g speaking, that language reveals its true nature and the being

’

of lapguage becomes the language of being. Language is the subject
whose being is to be determined when we can understand the role of the
subject that possesses language. The language of being says that lan-~
guage belongs to this persisting, abidéng being and language 1is its

most distinctive property. The guide word "to'..speak" acts to beckon

+

Heidegger away from current notions of language and toward an experience
with language. He emphas.izes the experlence of languaée as saying,

where poetry and thinking are the pre-eminent modes. (see OTWTL, pp.
b

94-96) <,
HY% investigation demands that language be a "given" and that it

make itself available to man. Heldegger speaks in terms of what he

calls the grant of language, where man's authentic attitude of think-
ing is not any sort of questioning, but a listening.

If we put questions to language, Questions about its
rature, 1its being, then clearly language itself must
already have been granted to us. Similarly, if we
want to inquire into the being of language, then that
which 1s called nature or being must also be a dy
granted t2us. (OTWTL, p. 71)

And furthermorel -~

No matter how we put out questions to language. about
its nat\.n:e, first of all it 1s needful that language
vouchsafe itself to us. If it does, the nature of
language becomes the grant of its essential being,
that is, the being of language becomes the language

of being. (OTWTL, p. 72) : ' '

Iy the latter claim in the above statement Hgidegger means that

language bestows being in its essence. There is a solid relationship

- ;
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4 between word and thing, whereby the word bestows'.being on the thing,

p where 'thing' designates that which exists, about which we can say

'there is'. Heldeggér notes a.line from Stefan George: + "Where word
A d ’

breaks off no thing may be". (D¥WiL;-p. '77) For ﬁeidegger, this signij

13

_+ fies that the word itself is the relation, it is the word which brings

tfglngs into being. Heidegger expresses \this by saying that the word

holds everything forth into being and there upholds it. And if the word
j:i:ld not have such a bearing, then everything, the world, would sink into

|
obscurity. In short, the word gives being.

- Traced in an etymological way, the relationship between word and
being can be seen in even stronger terms. That 1s, the concepts of

being and saying intersect at the point the Greeks called logos.

... the relation between thing and word is among the

earliest matters to which Western thinking gives voice
and word, and does so in the form of the relation bet-
ween being and saying. This relation assaults think-
ing in such an overpowering manner that it announces

itself in a single word, The word is logos. 1t speaks
simultaneously as.the name-for Being and for Saying.

& (OTWTL, p. 80)

The term 'logos' reinforces the i‘elatio}rship between being
L ] N

‘-

N ~. and saying, where a true understanding of the one unveils the essenre
f the other. In turn, this reinforces the idea of our starting point
.a thatecf language bringing man into the clearing of truth, before the

$. b4 <
/ unveiling of essential being.

As mentioned earlier, the unveiling of the essential being of lan;"

gupge is like the peeling away of a multitude of ‘veils, where the re-
. _ )

ngval of one layer reveals another yet to go. The relationship between

*

, stan'di‘ng pf language, we must be willing tg trace its constitutive
- .

\//*f . J

“being and saying only took us so far: if we want to get a basic under- -~ .

Gt e

P e




. elements and find the intercomect ion making up what is gssentially

language. * )
\
“The essential being of language", writes Heidegger, "is Saying

as Showing". (OIWTL, p. 123) Heidegger suggests that we follow vonm

Humboldt in beginning with the speaking process and then forming an . '

idea of the nature of language. From there it becomes necessaz%r to <

ascertain all that belongs to the design of the bheing of language
" and then come to 1anguagefas sayihg. (see TLNP- 125) . In order

tcg“ clarify this, Heidegger continues thé process of unveiling by tak—

in§ a step back to reveal the moving force behind the showing. Heldegger

calls this "Owning"”, explaining that the showing brings beings into

their own and who thereby show themselves, "in what they are, and vhere

they abide according to their kind". (D’I“WTL, pP- 127? Unfortunately, -

any confusion over what "abiding according to their kind" may exactly

signify or, indeed, exactly what "Owning" means, will get no ciarifica— !

\ tion from Heidegger. He contends that, "We can do 'no more than name it &

EOwning], because‘it will not be discussed, fcn; it is the region of all i

places, of all time-space horizons'. (0TWTL, p. 127)
Heidegger claims that the moving force behind the disclosure made | '1"
possible by the "Owning” is what he terms, "the Appropriation™. This

&

gg . he sees as a kind of prime mover, that which cannot be derived from any-
o thing else and' that which cannot be explained in terms of any other con-
b - -

cept. The appropriating event, Heidegger explains, is what gives us
such things as a "there is"; a “there is" of which even being itself
¥

stands in need, in order to come into its own as a presence. It is

*®

o o e s e B 0 . AT AR, st =

E
~ - t o e
e e A e ——— A i e T € -



-

P
. }

&

A -

Com s

*
\' -
~
¢ .
'
"
5
o
c
a
o
N
s
"
f
LN
N ki
PR
LN
"“ R
. R -
& -
3
s N
‘é ! \
& y *
-
[ ~

-
228
. : £

r
i

-because of appropriation that humahs may be cdpable of being those who
-speak, We speak our own appropriate already spoken language. ''When

mortals are made appropriate for Saying, human nature is released into

':haﬁ néedfuiness out of which man is used for bringing soundless Saying

to the -sound of linguage." <0TWTL; p. 129) Appropriation alloqg say—~

ing to reach speech. Appropriation is the.way-making for saying to

7 -

come into lénguage, since all true language is assigned, sent and

‘destined to man by the way-making movement of saying. Ultimatelyg it

would seem that we cannot really compreheﬁa this general picture,

because: .

' We are not capable of seeing the nature of language
in the round because we, whp can only say something
by saying it after Saying, belong ourselves within
Saying & - The monologue character of the nature of

o language finds its structure i{g§ the disclosing de-
.sign of Saying. (OTWIL,.p. 134) ’ '
, v

—

So that it is language alone whiqh‘speaks authenticalli,and we

LS

can understand the nature of language, only to the extent that it is re-

g B

vealed to us.
N N

"In order to be wﬁo‘;Z\are, we human beings remain
committed to and within the being of language, and
. . - tan never step out of it and look at it from somewhere
‘ else. Thus we always see the nature of language only
to ¢he extent to which lan¥ifage itself has us in view, T
has appropriated us to itself. (OTWIL, p. 134)

» ~ M

’

In the neighborhood of saying-lies the essential nature of{languagé,

vhere poetry and thinking are both considetéa to be modes of saying.

4 -

2

Heideggér relates this to the old Norse term; 'saga', in yhich to

say meant to show, to make appear, to set free, to light and to conceal

4
\

whpt we call the world. -Thinking heeﬁ'not be any more effective

. ’ . T
than poetry in bringing. the essence of language to light. Exactly what

-

3
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™~
thinking can do depends §? man's ability to listen. This applies as

- well as to speaking. Heidegg%r coﬁsiders speaking to be the articulated

vocalization of thought. And speech, like thinking, is a listening to
the language which is speken. Man does not merely speak a language;, he
speaks 'by way of language. What thinkiné,and speaking can do depends

on whether the being of language is heard speaking as the language of

being.

Speaking# qua saying something. belongs to the design of the

being of languagé, where the modes of saying bring to light what consti-

\
tutés the world. In its ability to do this, Heidegger calls languagé

"the relation of all relatiomns", for At is by the very relation of word

—" to thing that the world is brought to light, that things are given theif’ gv -

being. e L

foetry and the poetic experience play special roles in, the speak-
ing of langu;ge.‘ Hei&egger speak§ of'authengicity with regafﬁ to poe-
try, for he believes péetry has a purity liké that of no other expres~
;bion of langu;ge. This is explained by Hofstadter in this way:

Authentic language, which has not lost its magical

potency by beilng used up and abused, is poetry; there

is no significant difference.between them. What is
spoken purely is — a poem ...> ; ~

S

In his response to try, man "authev&ically listens" to the

appeal of language. Heidegger contends tﬁ;‘ the purity of poetic speech

A

achieves a level of langu e unattainable’by égtryday speech. Where
N

ﬁeidegger speaké\of poetry in terms of mxgic.dnd potency, he speaks of

everyday speech in terms of;impotency. For the most part, everyday

A

il
v il

S
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speech is seen by Heidegger as jnauthentic énd more oy 1éss a dead
ianguage. The poet is regarded as attuned to language and the poet's
relationship to language a more painstaking one than is otherwise found.
In everyday SE?ECh’ howeyer, man does not truly listen to language, but
speaks wisﬂout really hearing‘what is being said, where thought is as
stale as the words and phrases it trails behind. In 1ogicg linguis-
tic;, and philosophy, man d;es not really hear language either; for he
%s too busy with his dissection and too captivated by a preconceived
idea of what language is, and this results 1in h£§.dealing in a narrow

realm of propositiéns and truth values.

Language is neither expression nor activity. Language speaks.
; : ¢

‘Language brings being to ma%, not man to language. For Heidegger, ‘the

best place to find the sgeaking of language is in the poem. "Accord- -
ingly, what we geek", Heidegger aggerts, "lies in the poetry 2§ the

spoken word". (PLT, p. 197) It is poetry that can unveil language t§

s, Just as language provides the house,~;pe keeper, ofbbeing pr;sent; Y
poetry brings man onto the earth, bringing him into dwelling. Heidegge;
quotes Holderin in sayiﬁé "poetically man dwells". (PLT, p.v213) g
Because of poetry, man belong; to the earth.-

Heidegger speaks of poetry, just as he .does of language,:as if it
were a kind of entity that man can come to, ‘draw upon, respond to, but
even then only when he is called up, when he "authentically listens”.

At no time can the relatfonship of man to fanguage r man to poetry be >
taken for granted. Rather, it is something which language ha; made

open to man. In discussidg man's capacity for poetry, Heidegger writes,

The poetic is the basic capacity for human dwelling.
But ‘man is capable of poetry at any time only to the
o Yo 2

W
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\
degree to which his being is appropriate to that which
itself has a liking for man and therefore needs his’
.- presence. Poetry is authentic or inauthentic according
to the degree of this appropriation. (PLT, p. 228)

Authentic language is poetry. Authentic poetry, it seems, is a kind of
language ~.language at its purest. Poetry brings man into its circle,
draws him into the open clearing of truth, in which the essence of a

thing is made clear, unveiling, by means of the word, the true nature
A0y ‘ ‘
of the thing which it has named. ~

We speak and speak about language. What we speak of,
language, 1s always ahead of us. Our speaking merely
ﬁﬂlazijanguage constantly.... Accordingly, when we
speak(of language we remain entangléd in a speaking

‘ that i rsistently inadequate. This tangle debars
us from the matters that are to make themselves known
to our thinking. But this tangle, ... drops away as
soon as we take notice of the peculiar properties of the
way of thought, that is, as soon as we look about us in
the country vwhere thinking abides. This country is
everywhere open to the neighborhood of poetry. (OTWTL,
p- 75)

This emphasis by Heidegger, which considers the poetic experience and
the language of poetry as revealing the essence of language and the
Y . . >

nature of being, take® us on a track distinct from our two eaflier
. -

. theories, In contrast to the logical atomists, Heideggef turns away

from ‘logic, with analysis as the base for getting at the essence of

language and the wpfld. Heidegger's path is also in contrast with
Wittggnstein's p for a description of everyday language as the route

Lo the most fruitful ifvestigation into language while,simultaneously,

deploring the struggle to dig under the surface in an attempt to un-

“cover hidden essences. Heidegger, like the atomists, thinks that talk

of essénces makes sense and the search is both possible and potentially

fruitful; yet, unlike Russell and the early Wittgenstein, he rejects

J
2o
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traditional logical or philospphical analysis as the preferted method-

+ ology. Heidegger opts for an almost mystical emphasis on poetry, while

. underlining the interrelationship of language and being and, as we shall (:::J

see, the modes of authenticity ?ﬁa inauthenticity. ~



N

Part Two: Modes of Being, Authenticity and Inauthenticity

Everyone is the Other, and wo one is himself. The
"they", which supplies the answer to the question of
the "who" of everyday Dasein, is the “mobody" to whom"
every Dasein has already surrendered itself in Being-
among-one-another. (BT, pp. 164-166)

Heidegger sees most individual persons as lost, or as he says, dis-~

g -

N
N\,

persed into the "they", the crowd, the masses. It is not necessarily

the case, it just proximally and for the most part is the case. Indi-

viduals are fallen, scattered, carried away by the "they". This is

the everyday state of affairs in the life of a human being, or so

\ -

Heidegger conterds in Being ;hd Time, which dclves into the question

of being, what it meZns to be. By such delving, we find the different” .
a

modes in which one. can be. The focus of this and the suﬁéequéﬁp section,
which concern'authentic;ty and inauthenticity in being and, later, lan-
guage, proviées muéh of the groundwork for examining Beckett in the next
chapter; Thefe we consider the extent to which the notion qf the they-

1 -

self applies to the position of the character in The Unnamable.

Two of the most crucial mogifications of being, in Heidegger's
view, are the authentic and inauthentic ways in which éne can be a i
Dasein. Heidegger uses the term 'authenticit¥' any numbher of times,
\\ although he never explicitly defines the term or tells us how this con~
cept 1s to be emp{;yed. We might consider this‘to be no oversight on
Heideggéylg part, but consistent with-the manner in which he approaches

the nature of being or the two modes of being. From Heidegger's claim

that being is "in each case mine", we can infer that it is the lived,

233 .. . 7




e o

234

(IR
the active being and not the abstract or theoretical concept which

..éﬂould be of interest.

Certainlf the authentic and inauthentic modes of being have no real

meaning apart from Dasein. THis is the reason why the terms appéar in
p .
the discussions of Dasein's everyday)e€5gnd those of the concerned .

stances of Daseiﬁ\ such as Being-towards-Death, conscience and care.

Any understanding of the authéntic and inauthentic modes will only re-

sult from ak integration of the ways in whieh the terms are discussed

with regard to Dasein.

It is in accordapce with the kernel, 'eigen', of the composite
German word 'eigentlichkeit' that the translation, authenticity, is
first considered in qujunction with 'mineness’, a term used ;o convey
a particular state which characterizes Dasein. fhis is the fact that
Dasein is "in each case mine", or, simply, that Dasein refers to
individual persons; you, me, him, rather th?n general notions like
'mankind’'. The latter term, unlike 'Dasein’', is an abst;act concept l
applicable not to individuals but'to the éollective mass of human
beings. ‘'Dasein’, however, rélateﬁ to each particular person, ;nd the
significance of the German word is that there is no English corfclate
that can so aptly convey the sense of being there, a hﬂﬁan being
tﬁrown into the world, within which he must live and, thereby, devélop
ﬁimself as a person thr;ugh his plans and projects and ways of being.

This is another Sgasoﬁ the weight of 'eigentlichkeit' is upon the
‘eigen', for this underligzg:%g;‘individual element of DaseiﬁT;“'Eigen'
means own or owned and, thus 'eigentlichkeit' can be translated as "the

»

state of being one's own'"., This is the direction Heidegger takes, as

]

b
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he says in the following way:

.
>

«es only in so far as it [Daseimﬂ is essentially some-
thing which can be authentic - that 1is, something of its
own - cag it have lost itself and not yet won itself.

As modes of Being, authenticity and inauthenticity (these
expressions have been chosen terminologically in a strict
sense) are both grounded in the fact that any Dasein
whatsoever is characterized by mineness. (BT, p. 68)

Heideggé& specifies that 'authentic' is to indicate "something of id;"
own' and, as we might expect, the notion of a possessor 'thereby enters
in. That is, Heidegger considers the "its own" in the most possessive

sense, by contrgsting the authentic Dasein with the they-self, who,
e, '

-—

most literally it would seem, has been possessed by the 'they'; that is,
f

the general others, the nobody and everyboﬁy of the general public who,

as possessor, act to control and dominate the Dasein who, in turn, is

no longer "its own". In this latter case, the Dasein can be said to
24 2

have "lost itself". ~.. .

N
Basic to the concepts of ‘authenticity' and 'inauthenticity' is
that of 'mineness'. Heidegger contends that, "any Dasein whatsoever is

!

characterized by mineness". (BT, p. 78) Mineness provides the ground-
BN . ) '

ing, the framework'of authenticity and inauthenticity. Furthermore,

i

"mineness belongs to any existent Dasein, and belongs to it as the con-

dition which makes authenticity and inauthenticity possible". (BT,

-

) .-
p. 78) Mineness exists wherever Dasein exists. Specifically, mine- v

ness is something which is only found in a Dasein. Other entities do

not possesg'this state or condition.
Y

Y, .
The 1fh¥ between ‘authenticity and mineness is that mineness is the—
condition making-euthenticity and inauthenticity possible, and, in

that sense, it is a priori. It fs a condition which underlines any

w

vk
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authentic state, It is as if one has to be alfe to be ovned, lost or

g

o
- won beforeone can ever speak about someone being "one's own" or having

PR 1

| 3

"lost itself". It is mineness which makes the conditions of authenti-
city and inauthenticity conceivable and actual. But mineness, itself,
is neither a familiar nor a readgly comprehensible concept. The actual
construction of the word resembles words like ‘shortness', ‘fatness’',
‘meanness', 'kindness', and so on. In all these cases, it is a state
of being (short,‘fat, mean, kind, etc.) which has been consummated.

But what of ‘mineness'? Following the formula, we would arrive at a
notion of mineness as the state of being mine or, in other words, the

state of being one's owr self or one's own pefson. Yet this is, in

effect, what,authenticity seems to encoumpass. Since mineness is to be

found in every Dasein, i:\is therefore found in eévery inauthentic Dasein
' 3

and, thus, it would be absurd to speak of a Dasein who is his own person

A}
h

but hasllost himself.

Let\fs try another approach. If it is, as the construction
suggests, a state of being ... what the ‘... would actually signify is
dealt with by Heidegger, when he claims that, "Dasein is an ;gﬁity which
{s in each éase I myself; its Being is in each caée mine.... this tells
us, ontically (though in rough and ready fashion) that in each case an
'1' -~ not Others - is this entity” (BT, p. 150)6

We might conclude that mineness can be sg;ﬂ to be the state of

being my own being. Heidegger's point seems to be that speaking of

Dasein is speaking abput oneself and that Dasein's being is my own

A 4

6'Ontical"is used by Heidegger to refer to entities and -the facts

* about them, whereas 'ontological’ is concerned with being.

%




» would more comfortably say that to be a Dasein is to be me, myself.
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being. And if ve think of 'sein''as "to be' ratheg‘Fhan 'being', we
With the introduction into consideration of the dther,'and par-
ticularly the they-self, the question of authenticity, being "something .
of 1&? own', becomes a question of identity. It is here with the they-
self that finauthenticity gets its fuilest explication. Much of
Heldegger's investigation into being relates to the significa;ce of the
they in helping mold the inauthentic mode, with its most prevalent
instance being the they-self. We will now turn to an exam%natioﬁ of

]
this concept; but, first, we should note that the inauthentic Dasein is

>

not to be equated with the they-self. ' The they-self is inauthentic by

virtue of being an instance of inauthenticity. This is mentioned,

since confusion is created by Heidegger's frequent use of the terms
'inauthentic' and 'they-self' as'if they were interchangeable. Indeed, <
it could be argued that the distinction between authentic and inauthen~

tic gets transformed in the discussion of the they-;elf to one between
authentic and they-self. To the extent that this takes place,\the

- b

terms are made to be interchangeable. -
v \

Heldegger starts his discussion'@f the they-self with the warn-

RO i

ing?45"1t tould be that the 'who' of everyday Dasein just is not the 'I

myself'.”" (BT, p. 150) Everyday Dasein is the most prevalent.way'in

which a Dasein is inauthentic and, as such, it‘is not “something of its
own'. It has no identity as an individual.

+«» Daséin, as everyday Being~with-one-another, stands
in subjection to Others. It itself is not; its Being
has been taken away by the Others. Dasein's everyday
possibilities of Being are for the Others to dispoge of
as they please. (BT, p. 164) o

- A
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".thag it "is not“, Heidegger is not trying to suggest that this Dasein
b g

N
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§ [ .
In saying that the Being of everyday Dasein has been "taken away" and

is no longer a person or no longer a living human being. Rather, it
/
"id not" in the sense of not being open to its own possibilities and

v

choices. Evéryday Dasein only perceives in actualities, not possibili-

ties, and is not open to what is possible for it. Since Others are

making those possibilities known to it by being.in control of 1he Dasein,

the channels which are open are, as it weré, pre~set by these Others. ' /'
4

eliminate them. As a consequence, it seems that once a Dasein has had '

The Others "dispgse of" everyday Dasein's ﬁossibilities and, in so doi

its possibilitiesi"taken away", in essence its very identity would be

annihilated.

The term "they-self' is used by Heidegger to providela markégr
*
contrast with the oneself of an authentic Dasgim and, in so doing, con-

vey a sense of no-identfty or mass-identity. Because of this; Heidegger - |

can speak of the everyday Dasein as a nobody, for its "lostness in the

they" indicates that it has no hold on its own se¥ or, inclusively, its ]

own possibilities, Look at tne contrast: the authentic Dasein who is
"something of its own" and who "hag been taken hold of in its own way"
is digtinguished from the inauthfntic everyday Dasein, the they-self,

who has "lost itself” in the the& and been "dispersed".

. 4

By virtue of having "lost itself" into\zﬁg\ttowd and thus Hhving

! -
the being of é&veryday Dasein "taken away" from it, everyday Dasein, the

they-self, is a specific instance of inauthentic Dasein. This is borne

~ .
out by Heidegger's way of referring to the they-self. He speaksYof .
*
getting carried away by the Others, dispersed and scattered amidst '
’ : o -

N ) ’ ‘ ‘c’
% ’ . o

. ™ A e
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them. On the other hand, the authentic Dasein has "hold of itself".

As Heidegger explains, =~ 4. .
The Self of everyday Dasein is the they-self, which

we distinguish from the authentic Self - that is, from
the Self which has been taken hold of in its own way.
As they-self, the particular Dasein has been dispersed
into the 'they', and must first find itself.... (BT,
p. 167)

!\h
r'd

The 'they' is seen by He%idegger to be the anonymous' member of the
masseg, the conforming gnd unquestiohing self that is most present in
% ; | . the individual. It is the 'they', writes Heidepger, who "... suppizes
% the énswer to the question of the 'who' of everyday Dasein, is the 'no-
body' to whom every Dasein has already surrendered itself in Being-
-among—one*anotherri (BT, pp. 164-~166)

rurtherqggg, there is dangeF in the elusiveness of this persona.
"The more openly the 'they' behaves, the harder it is to grasp, and
the siier it is, but the less is it nothing at all." (BT, p. 166) The
trouble is that the 'they' is the most real subject of everydayness.
The they is not a genus to which individual Dasein belongs, but is it-
self an existentiale, or what Héideggef called a brimordial phenomenon.
That -is, the they is an ontologichl:category, a mode of being open to
Dasgin. It has ways and different possibilities of becoming concrete
as characteristics of Dasein. Presumably, two such ways are the they-
self and the authentic self. 1In the former mode, the they acts to
prescribe Dasein's way of interpreting the word. The‘they—self takes
.‘a over, unchecked, in this mode. In the mode of the ;uthentic self,
however, Dasein acts to %;;lb away the presc;iptions of the they and

. 3 .
gee its world on its own terms. The authentic self removes, metaphori- -
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cally, the blinders set"by the they-self. The way in which the they

J

_act is discussed by ‘Heidegger, Who says, 4
 Proximally Dasein is 'they', and for the most park it
remains so. If Dasein discovers the world in its own
way and brings it close, if it discloses to itself its )
own authentic Being, thén this discovery of the 'world'
and this disclosure of Dasein are always accomplished !
as a clearing-away of concealments and obscurities, as /
a breaking up of the disguises with which Dasein bars |
-- itgpown way. (BT, p. 167) |
¢ Heidegger thus establishes a significant relatiomship betwee? the \

authentic Dasein and the they, wherein the one is but a modification of

i -

the ofﬁer. The interconnection 1s that the they, as an existentié@e

} . )

and, hence, a state or mode of being,! 15 primary. The self of an évery~

|
day Dasein i{s the they-self and, as such, is no real modification of

the essential mode. The authentic Dasein is ontically but a modifica-
tion of this they. . ' “

There seems to be some ambiguity about thé term 'they' in
Heidegger's discussién, for he uses it in widely diyerging ways.
Ramely; it is the' answer to the question 'who?'; a ;ubject that can
exhibit certain behavior and is difficult gb grasp;(;omething that can
be sly, yet not accessible like a stone, and finally it is an exis-

tentiale of which authentic self is a modificftion. Quite a range.
-y 7

Heidegger himself jbncedes, *
That even traditional logic fails us when confronted
with these phenomena, is not surprising if we bear in
mind that it has {ts foundation in an ontology of the
present-at-hand - an ontology, which, moreover, is still
a rough one. So no matter in how many ways this logic"
may be improved and expanded, it cannot in principle

'

be made any more flexible. (BT, pp. 166-167) |
The issue - seems to have g?owu in cfmplexity. First, Heideggér‘s

v
explication of authenticity was "something of its own" and, later,;as
. * :
. - . | |
. . f
.
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having "hold of itself", while the inauthentic Dasein is "lost" and

"+ “dispersed”. In both' cases, the grounding is provided by mineness, .

<

vwhich gives boéh modes their possibility. Now he has expanded the

. pi¢ture by bringing the they into the explication of the concepts. 1In

. ¥ -

Heidegger's defense, however, this introduction does not invalidate or
obscure the force of thg previous delibeTations, fqr the they, as an
existentiale, is just an ontological fact of a subiedt. Authenticitya
made possible by the mineness which charaeterizes Dasein, is obtained
when a modification has been made upon this basic, essential'state.

The questiod:ihen is, who mékes this modification? Certainly not
the they, since it is already a primrég state and the they-self is in-
authentic, not authentic. It would seem that any modification into

-~

authenticity would be done by the Dasein itself. Our next question

must then be, how is this possible? It is, as we shall consider .

shqrtly, a '"¢all" of conscience which acts as the catalyst to roust the
Daseln frow the they—selk mode into which it has fallen,

the explication integrating thé concepts of authentic self,
they-sélf d they, there seems to be a difficulty with Heidegger's

attemp} to assert the 'ownness”, so to speak, of the authentic self

- T

and contrast it with the they-self, which has no sense of being its

own. At the samg time, be does not wish to ‘imply tha&*ﬁe\authentlc

self is one separatedfrom the world. For that matter, even Being-
. 4

v

alone is a way of Being-wibtk others, Heldegger wants to establish

1
Dasein's relation ®o Others and to the world, and yet distinguish how

d T

it is to have hold of itself through iés authenticity and be released

i

~
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/ from the subjection to Others. A
»oo. . . “\ . ’
- .~ . One of the ways that he tries to -clarify\t}xis is with respect to
' understanding. Understanding, Heideggerﬂ attests, can be "..., either.
o & ’ .
.. ‘ authentlic, arising out of one's own Self as such, or inauthentic. The

; “'in—-' of 'induthentic' does not mean that Dasein cuts itself off from

. : o — ¥
its Self and understands 'only' the world q,"\ (BT, p. 186) Obviously,
the inauthentic Dasein neither cuts itself off from the yorld nor only

L understands it. .This can be shown by the "fact" that mineness .provides

<

e the grounding of both authenticity and inauthenticity. Conséquently,

[ v3

it ,is not that inauthentic Dasein has cut itself off from its Self, but

that it has ‘more likely lost contact. With that Self. Others are now

directing it, ’ # y -

S - ‘ .
£ P - e

The ifauthentic self is not in control of its own possibilities,

* -‘ M i

} for it has lost itself to the Others and, as a result, can no longer say,
- § . , i i
.« . "I myself". But this does not signify that the inauthentic gelf is in

- »

attunement with the world dnd has forsaken "self~know1edge" for -

¥ \
~

‘ "worldly—knowieq%"'. Hardly. They are tonsidered\ inseparable to

. ’ Heidegger. Being is not an isolated entitﬁy, nor can it be isolated

& . ‘ ‘
©. from the worid. "The fact of being dispersed into the world, as happens
to the they-self, ,ﬁntails no increased acquaintance with the world. In
. .4 - . -
fact, there is more likely to be a decreased awareness of it. What
Ld / —
' Heidegger calls Dasein's "opaqgeness’" “} rooted as much in a‘lack of ' 4
acquaintance with the world as in any egocentric Eelf-deception. (see
-* BT, p. 187) - C R ' 3
" M 1 4 o /‘ v
Tﬁs is a concern which xeaches he level of obsession in The
Unnamable and, hence, will be’ examined in the next chapter.
b ]

L 4
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. - Heidegger associates the everyday state of belng with being
i N R ,
, "fallen". "Falling" is a kind of being which belongs to everydayness

/ aixg is meant to indicate that Dasein is “... proximally and for the most

' & * part alongside the 'world' of its concern". (BT, p. 22Q) Dasein has
- ‘ ' v v + * ¢
P~ thereby fallen away from itself as regards it\s authentic pot‘éntialities

-

\am{ has f#llen into the world. Although Heidegger asserts that this is

’ not a fall from a higher status, nevertheless  he speaks of the move-

N . :
‘ment as a "dox;mwara plunge". This fall or pngxge ig, "out of itself

into itself, into the groundlessness dmd nullify of inauthentic every-

3

dayne;s". (BT, p. 223)

It might be asked how Dasein can plunge intc a state 'of ground-

lessness, when we have already been: infom%d that inauthenticity, in

«\4

K ’ rd V‘M
g ad(%ion to authenticity, is grounded (by virtuewof the.characteriza-

b « @ tion of gninen'ess»which is present in every Dasein). Apparently the
* - -

;
¢
|
&
i

sense of 'ground" is used differently here. Heidegger mugst mean that
everydayness 1s groundless in that Dasein is absorbed ‘il:fto the world.
It has lost its Self."in Others and no ground can be obtaided until
Dasein has recovered its Self.and has t;\ereby become ‘an authentic being.
At that point, it would no longer be an everyday Self. Thg“‘:fa‘ct.of

U nullity 1is simply that\of the "is notl" of everyday Dasein, ﬁere is no ¢

longer  any Eeing-one's-Self, for here in the condition of the ”:everyday

Dasein 1is the fact that there is no self of which the Dasein has hold.

e

Be?se of this, Heideg'.ger speaks of inauthentic{ty as "Not-being-its~
Self". o

Another way in which Heidegger characterizes the nullity of

-

e_verydéyness is by referring to the everyday Self as being in the ‘
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"untruth"s> "Because Dasein is essenfially fglling, its state of
' ° /

Being is such that it is in 'wntruth'." (BT, p. 264) As well,

Heidegger says, "... Dasein, as factical,- is in the ’'untruth"'), (BT,
P. 30# ‘ ’

t

It is in thils correlation, that Heidegger establishes a connec-
tion bexéle'en authenticity/truth and inauthenticity/untruth. As noted
in the first part, Heidegger resorts to an ancient Greek: conception of
truth as disclosure, of unveiling, of laying things bare and bringing
the essence of a thing into the light., He the_n, proceeds t; interpret
untruth-as a covering—up, a making something hidden, a disguising of

the truth. He cites Parmenides, who, under the guidance of the goddess

of Truth, is offered paths TE uncovering (tiuth) and of hiding (un-

truth), from which Heidegger concludes that this signifies to us that A

Dasein is already in both truth and untruth. (BT, p. 265)

If we attempt to integaxe this with the consideration of every-
day Dasein as being in axstate of groundlessness and nullity, we might cop-
sider Heideggé} to be arguing that everyday Dagedig is not lit.erally
without ground, but that it has hidden its gr?\{\::g from itself. Simi-
larly with nullit/;, wherein the 7'is not" does not signi:fy that Dase'ix;
is no longer in existence, but that it is no longer transpareng to
itself.- Its opaqueness, like the untruth, has acfed vo veil the Self

from ifself. It is for this reason that Heidegger can speak of the

falling of Dasein as being "out of itself into itself". It is not

~that it has cut itself off from its own self, but that everyday Dasein

8This is a concept that, as we will see in the discussion of the

next chapter, has relevance to The Unnamable.

o

P S

A
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has lost itself, has hidden 4ts Self away by an absorption into the
they.
The analagy between truth and authenticity gets extended further.

It ohly makes sense to speak of untruth against a background of truth,
Y ) »
of hiding only when there 1s something that can be hidden, and, simi-
[ 3

larly, it ié only possible to speak of inauthenticity against a frame-

work of authenticity. Heidegger expresses @m terms of possibili-

ties., He says, '"... inauthenticity is based on the possibility of

-
authenticity. Inauthenticity characterizes a kind of Being into which

4

Daseln cai divert itself and has for the most part always diverted it~

self ..." (BT, p. 303) i

We can onl¥® spe’ak of\ inauthenticity if we have the alternative;

authenticity, open to us, Jist as we can only speak of dishonesty

against @ background of honesty, unhappiness’ against a backgrpund of

happiness, untruth against a ackgro:;‘r\ld of truth.

LY

The instamce in which the modes of aythenticity and inauthencitity '
are mos't) significant for Dasefin is in the case of dealing with death..
;10,‘” ghe autl;entic Dasein seeg*its own- death is crucial. "Death is
Basein's ownmost possibility. Being towards this possibility discloses

to Dasein its ownmost potjét'iality-for-—ﬁeing, in vhich its wery Being

is the issué"./‘/(,BM./ 307)
i /i'he a;xt‘hentic Dasein must project itself upon this ownmost
potentiality-for-Being. The key word here 1:s potent.iality. ‘For ‘the
‘they—-self, death 1is an actua}itz, i’t is not'a‘possibility with which we
are faced. To the 'they' death is a fact, gomething with whichrowe are
all faced ;t one time or another, it is morbid to dwell on .1t, sure you

1

will die sometime, but not right now, it 1s a vague certainty, ho hum.
: 7
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The everyday manner towards death is an evasion of the conffontation

with serious consideration for what it means: for one's own life. It is N

-

stripped of its uttermost significance to Dasein. For the authentic
, .

Dasein, however, death is something to be anticipated. It is seen as

[N

an ever-present possibility, whose actualization will signify Dasein's

4
end. The authentic Dasein chooses to accept this fact and, subsequently,
t cts as a perspective against which decisions are made. When
Dasein is able to make its own cholces, decide for a potentiality-for-

Being, and pull itself from the they, then "... Dasein makes possible,

first and foremost, its authentic potentiality-for-Being". (BT, p. 313)

In Heidegger's view, there exists something which attests to thiq

potentiality, namely the "yrice of consclence" which acts to "call"

Dasein back to itself and thus back to its own possibilities and authen-

’
¢

ticity. That which "calls" Dasein back from its lostness in the they

[ ¢ .
and which has hitherto gone unrecognized and unnamed is the conscience.

Conscience is a fact for only Dasein, it exists for no other entity.

Furthermore, Heldegger claims that,

b Y *

The demar\d/t.hat an 'inductive empirical proof' should

be given for the 'factuality' of conscience and for the

legitimacy of its 'voice', rests upon an ontological
perversion of the phenomenon ,.. Among such proofs and
counterproofs, the Fact of conscience cannot present

itself at all. (BT, pp. 313-314)

Heidegger explains how the conscience manifests itself by intro- L :
ducing another of his crucial concepts — care. Conscience, says
Heidegger, manifests itsplf as the call of ‘care, where the caller 'is
Dasein calling, through care, to itself. Dasein is summoned out of its
falling into the 'they' by the appeal made by this call. Its effec-

tiveness may be linked to its rootedness. Namely, "The call of

f. ' ‘ 2
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conscience - that 1is, conscience itself - has its ontological possi-
g .hility in the fact that Dasein, in the very basis of its Being, is

care". (BT, p. 322)

L

As a consequence,.we need not look away from Dasein to find the
f/// source of the conscience, for it lies in Dasein's own being. “'... con- ¥

science, in its basis and its essence, is in each case mine ..." (BT,

p. 323) Thus it is the conscience that acts upon Dasein to find it-
self and become an authentic being. In so doing, the inauthentic they-

self gets modified to become an authentic Being-one's-Self. It is by

e R B

J 'virtue of the call of consclence that the modification is accomplished
f anq\Efsein has brought itself back from being lost in the they. The

they-self is modified when the Dasein brings itself back from the they

J){ .

and then becomes authentic. This takes place when "... the Self of the
they-self gets appealed to and brought to hear voul! and then the they

collapses, (BT, p. 317) In thie way, the Self is brought to itself by i

~ ~

the call of conscience. ‘\\\ :
. , - ]

-
Heidegger emphasizes that this call is not a call to\juggemenc or

to "fussy introspection", but more of a summons. It is a summons to

Dasein's ownmost possibilities, its "ownmost potentiality-for-Being-

oivee s

its-Self". (BT, p. 318) This is manifested in a kind of uncanniness,

something which is unfamiliar to the oblivious they-self. The call is 3

then individuvalized, not issuing forth from_any public conscience, which

would merely be a voice of the they and only another way of blin@ing

Dasein to its possibilities.

[rg

Let us now try to coordinate this picture with the earlier con- -

ception of the interrelationship of the authentic self, they-self ang
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the they. We must recall that the they-self is b&t an inauthentic

‘sglf, albeit a particular kind. Previously it was claimed that the

authentic self is a modification of the they, then later that inauthen-—

ticity is based on the possibility®of authenticity, and is a kind of
being.from which Daseiga:sually diverted itself. Although the issues
of authenticity and inauthenticity seem hopelessly intertwined, we may
see the assimilation as it has slowly evolved throughout the progress
of Heidegger's treatise. -Namely, authenticity is a modification of the
they, but is so by virtue of an action taken onn the they-self. That
is, it is the they-self, more specifically, of which the authentic seif
isPa modification and ;s s;~because of the dissolution, the collapse of
the they when the Self of ihe they-self receives the call. This implies
that ¥f we strip away the they from the they-self, we will have left a
Self which, so modified, becomes the "authentic Being-one's-Self".

The picture is one of Eruth hngsn under the layers of untruth
in such a way that it has been effectively disguised. Analogously, it
seems that.the authentic Self was 1quing all along under the they-self
which,‘wheg stripped of the they, is changed in a way that is now
authentic.

Dasein is as much in truth as in untruth. And with mineness a;
the groundwork? Dasein has authenticity as opeh to it as ;nauthenbicity.
Furthermore, just as Dasein is factically fog SP% most part in tHe uns
truth, so too is Dasein p*oximally for the most part inauthentic (in
the guise of the they-self). The untruth disguises and hides the truth
whiéi is still no less :) sent, but merely obgcured. Similarly, in-

»

authenticity, Yy the persuasiveness of the they, hides, disguises gnd
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otherwise obscures authenticity from Dasein, even though all along the

¢

" possibility of authenticity remains open to the Self. It only awaits
—~—— \ :

the jarring ("uncanny") call of conscilence to reveal that the potenti-

A
ality for being has been there all this time, -

Pasd A ' o
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Part Three: Being and Language, Authenticity and Inauthenticity-

[\—
4

S

* Language has been called "the house of Being". It is

th keeper of being present, in that its coming to light

remains entrusted to the appropria%g show of Saying.

Language is the house of Being because I®nguage, as

Saying, is the mode of Appropriation. (OTIWIL, p. 135)
Languag® is not a shelter or dwelling of being, as in something whic}i_

. .
hides being, disguising its properties. It is more a house, in the
way of a foundatiorf which brings being to light. Hedidegger suggests
that the confusion caused. by this phrase rests on an ambiguity about
fBeinE' . The expression «ras not meant to signify a metaphysical repre~
<

sentation of beings, but rather the presence of being, or, more pre-

cisely, the presence of 'Being' and being. Heidegger claims\hat what

really mattered in Being and Time and his later works was the attempt '

to bring-out the "Being of beings", i.e., the pFesence of present beings,
the fact that something is, in Dasein, the kind of being which man 19.‘\
And it is language which brings being to man. Language is the reason vhy

man is man. -1

™

When Heidegﬁer discusses man's existence, Dasein, Being—in-the~
world, he speaks of language in terms of discourse or talk. (see Being

and Time, section 34) Here it is that Heidegger contends that, "The
* h

existential-ontological foundation of language is discourse or talk”.

(BT, p.*203) Discourse is coﬂs[t:itutive for Dasein's existence, since
language provides the defining character of maﬁ. Language is the way
in which discourse gets expressed, a totality of words, an entity within

the world. Discourse is thé artictilation of man's intelligibiliéy.

250
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"Discoursing or talking”, Heidegger explains, ''is the way in which we

articulate 'significantly' the intelligibility of Being—(in-t:he-—world".

(BT, p. 204) - -

s

Ve

Discourse, or talk, has a very‘\ imi:ortant. unveiling quality, which
is the help it gives in discloesing Daéein in its ;elationship with
others in the world and in permitting & disclosure of being to take
place. Heldegger emphasizes that an existent Dasein is a Being-in-the-
world and, as such, is always open and openedQup to the worlci. It is
specifically through discourse that Being-w‘ith becomes explicitly

shared. Heidegger does not consider Da

does he consider talking an express

locked—-away from the world to be/brought out through speeth. This
b N S

would deny what Heidegper seeg ds the fact of Dasein's predence in the
world, the fact that Dasein

!

thrown into the world.

. Dasein is a Being-in-fhe-world in its very existence. Talking,

as expression, reveals this

In talking, Dasein '_e_gc_pr:asses itself, not because it ‘
has, in the first instance, been encapsulated as some~
thing 'internal' over against something outside, but :
because as Being-in~the-world it is already ‘outside’
when it understands. (BT, p. 205)
Heidegger contends that ;:hat is actually expressed in the discourse is
this Being-outside and that this *(; the way in which Dasein has a state-
of-mind, or mood. This state-ofpmind is made known by discourse and '
indicated by the way one sgeaks - the intonation, tempe, modulation,

etc. ‘»Tl'vaftv happens In poetic discourse is that the communication of the

possibilities of Dasein's state-of-mind can become an aim in itself

-~




«of disclosing, poetry's unveiling qualities are, further enhanced and
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4

which in }urn, amounts to a disclosure of existence In this manner

again’ the significance of thg poetic in the expression of language is )

underlined.
Two important possibilities open to discursive speech are hear- .

t

ing and keeping silent. If Dasein fails to hear correctly, its own

understanding is going to be impaired. Hearing, as constitutive fo

discourse, is basic to Dasein's openness to others, as well as for [ts

~
own potential.

A
Listening to ... is ein's existential way of Being-—

- open as Being-with for Others. Indeed, hearing consti-
tutes the primary and authentic way in which Dagein is
open for its ownmost potentiality-for~Being - as in
hearing the voice of the friend whom every Dasein car-—
ries with it. Dasein hears, because 1t understands.
(BT, p. 206) ) ‘

The other possibility for discourse is connected. That is, silence
same existential foundation as hearing: both are based 'up’on understand—- .

ing. Only the person who already understands can listen'and only he who

already has something to say can keep silent. Neither talking at iéngth
nor keeping cox\:fpletelir sil;ent offers any guarantee that underétanding

is being advanced {as our own exper;ience may confirm). In order to.get
an understanding <;f discourse, Heidegger suggests that we inqu;‘.re into
the basic forms in which it is possible to articulate anything under-

standable and resolve to ask what kind of being goes with language in

9This would probably be seen. by the later Wittgenstein as beiﬁg

both an over—simpllficatlon by virtue of all thé different roles and
properties of poetry, and misguided, by virtue of ignoring all the other

aspects, and uses to which language might be put and the varying lan-
guage games that are found.

<
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.*,'of language as resting in Dasein’'s state of being and, thus, any analy-

N ~-~-inauthentic state of being(\; is erucial to odr_consideration, and will

Wis means, is that we must look at the everyday kind of being of dis-

. 253
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» . .

general. The emphasis is.upon the ontological locus of the phenomenon *,

.

-

sls of language must take as a clue the fundamental kind of being be-
longlng to discourse. Consequently, much of the significance is placed
on the everydayness of D/L&Lm And the ‘fact t.hat this is generally an

£

- be applied to The Unnamable in the next chapter.

’

Since Daselin is, for the most part, absorbed in ‘the they and con~
‘trolled by it, we need to turn our examination to an analysis of the

way of understanding and interpreting which belongs to the they. What

course, sight, and interpretation as the ways in which the they is dis-
closed in its inauthenticity. To do this, we will focus upon the

"i{dle talk" of the they, with the accompanyi:?éutiosity and amblguity
and the way in whic}; they come together in,the fallenness c;f Dasein,
taking it to the depths which respondus only to the‘ call 'of consclence

'to'bring Dasein back to authenticity, How this gets laid out by

Heidegger is our next concern.

"Idle talk" constitutes the kind of being of everyday Dasein s .
\mderstanding and interpretin,g For the most part, discourse is
expressed by being spoken out, as language and discourse which ex~
presses itself in commimication. In Heidegger's assessment, the;'e lies
in la&guage an averagawintelligibility and what is spoken of gets under-
‘stood c;nly ap‘prqximately and superficially. Communication obscures
the re.:t’é,tionship betw‘eer; Dasein and the subject of the discourse.

5

Because of the breakdown that communication has undergone, discoursing

.
-

>

4 »1'9 .
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... does not communicate in such a way as to let this
entity [:galked about] be appropriated in a primordial
manner, hut communicates rather by following the route
of gossiglng and passing the word along ... Idle talk
ia ¢constituted by just such gossiping and passing ‘the
word along ... {and] even spreads to what we write,

where it takes the form of 'scribbling'. (BT, p. 212)

Idle talk is groundless, there is no sense of any bearing or truth
to what is- being conveyed by it.lo It encourages being\passed on to
'others, be;{ng made public. Furthermore, with idle talk taking place on
such a public level, there is no genuine understanding at its root. i
Although everythin‘g gets more and more obscured, it is, at the same
time, accessible and familiar to everyone. Idle talk allows Dasein to
understand everything with;)ut taking it to heart, "without previousl);
ﬁaking the thing qne"s mir’f"\ (BT, p. 213) Any attempt at genuine

understanding is discouraged:;s fdle talk develops, because of its acces-

)’

sibility, an 1ndiscriminate, undiﬁierentiated kind of intelligibility,
!

‘l
wherein there are no requirements nor g;;%xpectation that Dasein will

give much thought to what is being sLaid. ' -

- | Idle talk is like‘the untruth: it closes things off, obscures
end veils entities within the world. Instead of aisclosing or bringing
things into light, idle talk acts as a perversion of language, closing

off any real understanding.

One of the repercussions of idle talk is the manner in which
DPasein is affected. 4The everyday way idle talk has interpreted things

determings the average understanding, claims Heidegger. Furtfxéxmore),
*

N loldlé talk, as the general level of discourse, is a useful con—
cept in understanding some of the character's concerns in The Unnamable,
so we shall be seeing its application in the next chapter.

< . ' P 2
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it is tt/\,is understanding which provides the framework against which and
§ -, ) :
within which all genuine ,Iu'nderstanding, interpreting, communicatipg and

approprlating takes place. Consequently, Dasein is dominated by/the .

»

they as it gets its expression in the average understanding. It becomes
a quagmire in which Dasein has gotten caught and from which there.is

little possibility of extrication. Heidegger discusses the powerful

influence this has on Dasein: \\ ’
\ . P
Jhe dominance of the public way in which things have
been interpreted has already been decisive even for the ,
possibilities of having a mood - that is, for the basic et
way in which Dagein lets the world "matter'vto it. The )
“"they" prescribes one's state-of-mind and determines i
what and how cne 'sees'. (BT, p. 213) ) ’
.
The extent of the influence of the they is matched by the anony- ;

mous ways in which it gets voiced. Heideggep discusses hov the insid-
jous power of the they takes hold in the following passage:

In utildizing public means of transport and in making use
of information services such as the newspaper, every
Other is like the next.,+Thia Being-with-one-ancther dis- /
solves one's:own Dasein comf}tel'y into the kind of Being
y, indeed, that the Others,
as distinguishable and explicit, vanish more and more.
In this inconsplcuousness and unascertainability, the
real dictatorship of the "they" is unfolded. We take
pleasure and enjoy ourselves as they take pleasure; we )
. regd, see, and judge about literature and art as they -
see and judge; likewise we shrink back from the ‘'great
mass' as they shrink back; we find 'shocking' what they
find shocking. The "they", which is nothing definite,
and which/all are, though not as the sum, prescribe the
¢ kind of Being of everydayness. (BT, p. 164) ) -

;
i

Dasein falls into idle talk whdn itg understanding has been uprooted.

That is, idle 'talk cuts Dasein off from any genuine relationship of

D 0

being toward the world, others and itself. Heidegger -sees this as
"floating unattached", a condition which is Dasein's everyday state and

its most persistent reality. It is .mot a form of "not~Being", but. the
' P

w I Y

© e —————— —— o 7 -
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. »they guarantee Dasein a "lively"

" op. 218)

b
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iﬁu a falling which belongs to the everydayness of ‘being.
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P
.

mos!EstubBorn-and common way in wﬁich Dasein is. Yet it is a way of
“.beihg which is completely inauthentic.
/-
Along with ﬂdle talky Heldegger notéggthat curiosjty and ambi-

' guity are, basic to é‘erydaydyasein. Curiosity is a-way of seeing and a

general approach to the world. It is based on a desire to‘look around,
seeking né%élty ‘Ely lon:yenough to leap bnward to anothef novelty.
There is no desire ffr a’ true understéndzng of the wo?ld, no search for
truth ~ only f6r4ﬂiskraction. Jumpiné f;Lm‘one éhing to another means
4:

that Dasein is constantly uprooting itself." Curiosity and idle talk go

handﬂigﬁhand with the one draggi g the other along with it, Together

ime and together they aracterize the

LA
-

1nauthéntic,‘everyday way d% being; The otﬁ:; trait which accompanies

1

idle talk and curiosity as inherenb'to everyday Dasein iz ambiguity.

This pertains not only to the world but to Dasein's way of being with

others, as well as with itself. ‘ ‘ »

, [y

I1dle talk, curiosity and ambiguity are all interconnected, work-
“b

Y

ing together, to keep everyddy being at a fast pace, racing from one

Y .
thing to the next without afiy real understanding of what is happening.
Nothing is lasting ip the public eye, gince the they creates a done¢inual
4 . :

"Idle talk and curiosity take care in their

serles of conceptﬁal fads.
' <

;mbiguity" heideggen says, "to ensure thaf'what is geguinely and ‘hewly
created is out of date as soon as it emetges be%oxe the public",

\ L

(BT,

4

There is a significant outcome to the relationship between these
%

~
three characteristics, for together they reveal the "falling" of Dasein,

In the absorpcion

»

I

- o
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into the they, D;sgin has "... fallen away from itself as an authentic

yotentialiéy for Being its Self, andJﬂSB\(illen into the ‘world'", (BT,
p- 220) 1t is throughlthefinterpretation f falling that inauthg;—

ticity can be defined. Heildegger codtends that inauthenticity amounts

to a‘distinctive kind of Being-in-the-world, "... the Dasein-with of

Others in the"they'". (BT, p. 220)

In the act of falling, Dasein falls into the world. Altbough <
Heldegger is notlprecise, falling seems to be Interpreted more figura-
tively than literally (in the physical sense). Nevertheless, it is seen «
;iterally in the onéological sense; with regard to the being of Dad®in.
Daseip, as Being-inlchebﬁorld, falls away from itself, its own Being,

and into the werld. Heldegger explains this in the following way:
Idle talk discloses to Dasein a Being towards its world,
towards Others, and towards “itself - a Being in which

. these are understood, but in a mdde of groundless float-

ing.+ Curiosity discldhea\everything and anything, yet
in such ‘a way that Being-in.ds everywhere and nowhere.
Ambiguity hides nothing from Daseiri’s understanding, but
only in order that Being—inwthe-wotld should be 8up~

" pressed in this uprooted “everywhere and nowhere". (BT,
p. 221) )

L3 o \

Floét&ng and falling, Désein'gets_teﬁgted by the they and attracted to
its tranquilliz@hg mode of being, It.seems so easy, s0 undemanding.

So seductive is the tranquilliggpof inauthenticit& tﬁat any genuine
understanéing scems unnecessary, superfluous. "Through the self- -
certainty and decideness oé the 'théy’, it gets spread abroad incre;s— 4
1ng1y that there 1{s no need of authentic undetstandigs_or the state~of-
nind that goes with it." (BT, p. 222) However,~we a;e not to think

4

that the tranquillizing effects of‘inaqthenticity,briqg Dasein pny
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quillization aggravates the falling". (BT, p. 222) In fact, it has an

. alienating effect,. e

This alienation closes off from Dasein its authenticity \
and possibility, even 1f only the possibility of genuine ‘.
foundering, It does not, howeger, surrender Dasein to
. - an entity which Dasein itself “is not, but forcesgit intd
its inauthenticity ~ into a possible kind of Being of
itself. The alienation of falling -~ at once tempting
and tranquillizing - leads by its own movement, to
Dasein's getting entangled in itself. (BT, pp. 222-223)

In a downward plbnge. falling, alienated, tempted, tranqu?llized, en—
tangled, and "ducked‘?gfo the turbulence of the 'they's' inéuthgnticity",
- Dasein's everyday state\of being i; clearly not without drawbacks.
Dasein's everyday kind of being is‘said bf Heidegger to be

, characterized by idle talk; curlosity and ambiguity. "These show us

-

the movement of falling, with temptation, tranquillizing, alienation,

and entanglement as its essential characteristicg!“ (BT, p. 224) The

———

picture 1s one of entrapment, like an Alice tumbling Mpm the rabbit

hole, uncertain as to  exactly how she got herself into the situation

\
and not at all élear what the outcome will be or whether, in fact,

there ls any escape.

The parallel to Alice is not without metaphorical similarities,

P

for Dasein is seen by Heidegger as "thrown" into the world in such a

way that its Being-in-the-world is always fallen. (BT, p. 225) It {is
‘ ' g

then absorbed into the they, which then makes manifest Dasein's turn-

ing away, its fleeing from itself and its own possibilities for

autﬁﬁnticity. "It turns away from ftse ", Heidegger-explains, "in

.

accordance with its ownmost inertia. of falling". (BT, p. 229) This
’

turning away is grOpndéd in aanxiety. And,‘although‘anxiety once sub-

\

gided gets spoken of in the everyday sense as if it re;e really nothing,

.




. which is that “anxiety discloses Dasein as Being-possible”.

- of Being").
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this is an evasion of the fact that anxlety has a very real functien,

-

(8T, p. 232Y

Anxiety reveals in Dasein its beipg free for the freedom of choice, of

choosing itself and taking hold of itself. Anxiety brings Dasein to

face the fact that authenticity is a possible way of being.

In the state of anxiety, according tx Heidegger's analysis, we
g, 8ge y

I3

find Dasein feeling "uncanny', "not-being-at-home'" (a concept taking us

back to Heidegger's "poetically man dwelis" and "language is the house

-
By carrying-Dasein to an extreme, anxiety has a pivotal

role, particularly through a capacity to receive the ¢all of conscience:
As Heidegper suggests, o |
/' When in falling we flee into the "at-home" of public-
ness, we flee in the face of of the 'not-at-home”; that ” -

is, we flee in the face of the uncapniness which lies
in Dasein ~ in Dasein as thrown Being-in-the~world,
* which has been delivered over to itself in its Being. \
(BT, p. 234)°

- ¢

Anxiety plays an important role in Dasein's awareness of the suthentic

and inauthentic modes of being.

Specifically, anxiety individualizes

Daseln and thereby can disclose 1ts possibilities.

.

is that Dasein is brought back from the falling, making it evident that

What then happens

authenticity and ihauthenticity are possibilities of its own being,

" .
Since Dasein has been lost in the they, ensnared in 1nauthen~
v (S
ticity, it must first find itself before it can get on the road tor

authenticity. But in order for this to happen, Dasein must first be

shown to itself in its possible authenticity., What is needed, Heideggerg

says, is an attestation of Dasein's potential for 'being its Self. 'Tﬂis

functian is provided by' the "voice of conscience! or the "call™, as

Heidegger says.- ‘ S




o s

o

[ IR |

260

|
i
—~ - ‘ \

[y

If'laﬁgﬁége, in the guise of idle talk, sets the stage for the
%nauthenticity of the e;etyday self of Dasein, so too does language,
in the ggise of the call of conscience, set Dasein straight ab&ut the
authentic mode as a possible way of exisqiggt "Calling 1s a mode of
discourse”, Heidegéer claims. Calling acts as an appeal, summoning C R
Dasein to its'guilt (a subject é;ich Heidegger discusses extensively,
meanwhile contending tﬁat the whole approach to authenticity and in-

/

authenticity is mérally neutral.} . o
Having been lost in the'they, too busy listening to idlé talk,
D;seinlfailed ;o hear its own Self. This "listening-away" to the they-
sqlf has to get broken &ff before Dasein can pay atteption to its own
conscience; }ts cwn Self., The call is to Lhe self of the they-self and
its effectiveness s achieved "becadse only the Self of thé they-self
‘ |

gets aﬁpealed to and brought to hear, the 'they' collapgesf. (BT,

. ¥
p. 317) Heldegger attempts to deal with the question of what actually

2
constitutes the call, to discern the exact message it conyeys, by the

folléwing: ¢

What does the conscience callrte him to whom it ap‘ als?
Taken strictly, nothing. The call asserts nothing, gives.
no information about world-events, has' nothing to e%é/g
Least of all does it try to set going a 'soliloquy! 1%
the Self to which it has appealed.... It calls Dasein

.s forth (and 'forWard')‘into its ownmost possibili-

ites, ...

The call dispenses with any kind of utterance.. It does
not put itself inte words at all ... conscience dils~

_gourses solely and constantly in the mode of keeping
silent, (BT, p. 318)

1f the call fails to hake its point, should it’ seem merely
delusion, there has then taken place an oversight, a mis-call which has
been perverted §§’the they-self and cannot be authentically understooéd.

B 3
£{‘ . Y 3
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If the summons is a proper call -ksuccessful in reéchiﬁg the Self of

Dasein - it has effectively drawn the Self back from its lostness in

T

the they. The actual caller is Dasein itself; that is, Dasein in its
)

uncanninegs, who, nevertheless seems like a stranger to the everyday
being. "~he caller is unfamiliar to the everyday they-self; it is
something likﬁfaﬁigligg voice." (BT, p.-§21) Indeed, the Voice of
the individual Self is alien to éhe they-self, who hgavs only the veoice
of éhe herd, the they, the OtheEs. '

»

The tall Cfi;s from Daséin's gyn conscience, calling to Dasein's
‘}‘ 13

own Self, a‘Self which has been lurking all along amidst the ;hey~
éelf. It calls Dasein\back to its own possibilitieé, its "reticence
of his existent potentiality-for B;;ng", and all this is achieved with-
out saying a word. | ‘ | A

) Ultimately, tﬁ%refore, iF is silence, that mode of discourse
which is a non-discourse, which speaks the most to Dasein. For it is

by means of the "call", the hearkening with no verbal content that
: b }

\\awakens Dasein to its Inauthemticity and puils it back from the they to oo

itself and, in so doing, places it before its authentic mode of being.
'a a
There are twg.basic criticisms that we should consider, before
‘*,reviewing the major points of this chapter that will weigh upon our

examination of Beckett :h"ig the next. Fir?t, there is®an attitude which,

e

Y

to the extentﬂﬁﬁat thére was a similar search for essefce, also
occurred in the early Wittgenstein and Russell. Both in Meidegger's
eqflief'work, which focusggd OB being, or Dasein, with respect to
1éngu<éi.and also in his later works, which fogussed on language,

AN
particularly poefic language, with respect to man's being, there is the
. s

’

|7

@

\




262

priviliged position of Heidegger's oﬁnisgience. Although he claims
. K SN

-

. that any thinker has access to truth, it frequentiy seems as if

Heidegger is the only person who has accem;%o»basic information and ° "

es;sential tiuths which form the fodndation of hisA philosophﬂl theory.

Another matter of concern is that Heidegger's language, his
terminology is ypiot as neutral as he would have us beiieve. Heldegger
makes several points about the "fact" that authenticity and inauthen-
ticity are not to be stratified, where authenticity 1s higher or more
athically desirable than inauthenticity. This is difficult to go along
with,‘as Heidegger proceeds to’discuss authen 1gity in glowing terms,
while inautGEnticity 1s cast in the greyest light possible. Look at
his languége: ‘terms associated with aquthicity are "its own",

. "found itself', "taken hold of in its o&n way", "ownmast potentiality
for—Being”, "arising out of one's own Self as such" and so on. But the
terms of discussing inauthenticity are "they-self", "dispersed",
"absorbed”, "scattered", "lost", "groundlessness”, “nullity", “plunge",
"turbulence", "fallenngss", "untruth"”, "evasion", "ensnared", "tran-
quillized", "alienated", and 'rdisowned".

By the time the call of conscience (alias tﬂe call of care!)«
enters the scene to help bring the Seﬁf back froé the rather deSpicable
character of inauthenticity to the considerably purer authénticity; it
becomes difficult to see the discussion in non-judgmental terms. On;e
the conscience is introduced into our consideration, the discussion
apgggrs»in a moralistic light. This i5, of course, ngt meant to in-

’ .
validate any significance invthe issues which Heidegger so painstak-

ingly deals with. It is only intended to question the premise that the

—t N
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discussion is morally~-neutral.

Wheths: we agree with Heideggér's approach to lahggage or with
his philosophical method, it is difficult not to admire the undertaking.
Its sheer.intensity, the breadth of the inquiry, and the monumental
effort make considerable demands on the reader and call for our own
powers of phiiosophizing in order to assimilate the discussiqn. The .
terms, ghe use of 1anguage’and concepts, and the mode of discussion are
often unique, unuspal or presented in a manner which asks us to suspend
our presuppositions, His works draw us into participation, forcing us
to consider issues and concepts which we have typically either taken for
granted or interpreted differently. And though all of Heldegger's
works are difficult or even obscure at times, it cannot be questioned
that the influence of his thgught has been considerable ;nd his ;pproach
to being and, inclusively, language, has alr 5;/;ontributed to

\
twentieth-century philosophy.

There are severai significant conceptg within the.context of ¥
Heidegger'f discussions on language and beinékthat are particularly
relevant to Beckett's novel, ‘bf particular importance in gaining
further understanding of the task angm%}ements of the 1nquify in The

Unnamable are Heidegger's concepts of the they and the they-self, witﬁ

the link to inauthenti&ity, as well as aﬁthenticity and the collapse’

N .
of the they from the they-self. Furthermore, we find interlocking con-

cerns, such as the attempt to locate the source of one's own voice in-
side oneself, separate from Others, and the way in which the call of

e

conscience and the importance of silence act together in making

Dasein aware of its own Inauthenticity. These are clearly significant

-
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. ﬁand{i' for grasping important elements of The Unnamable.
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in Reidegger's thought and, as we shall soon see, they provide us with
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Everyone is the Other, and no one 1s himself., The
they, which supplies thesanswer to the question of N
the "who!' of everyday Dasein, is the 'nobody" to d
+ whom every Dasein has already surrendered itself in
' Being-among-one-another.
. Martin Heidegger
13 ' q‘.“ . , -
++s there i3 no name. for me, no pronoun for me, all the
. troudble comes from that ,.. i
A ' . Samuel Beckett N
y ’
. o B ) e - o - ————— ¥ ]
« - .
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CHAPTER VI
THE UNNAMABLE AS THEY-SELF: A HEIDEGGERIAN
INTERPRETAT&ON /”
. \ . (
Heldegger coﬁsiders most persons to He lost or, as héﬂsays,.dis—
persed in the "the;". It 1s not necessarily the case, it just proxi-
mally and for the most part is the case. Individuals are fallen,
scattered into the crowd, carried away by the they. This is the every-
day state of affairs in the 1life of a human being, or so Heidegger_ con-
tends in Being and fime, which delves into the questign of being, what
it means to be.‘
Al o <&

This is also the state of affairs of one individual in Beckett's

novel, The Unnamable; which delves into the question of being, what it

-~

meaps to be. But where Heldegger speaks of all human beings, Beckett
looks at one unnamed individual, an instance of the group of persons

Heidegger addresses himself to. The concerns, however, are much the

same; 1i.e., fhdividua}s, modes of being, being and language, words and

gilence. Heidegger speaks of the they-self as an everyday condition of

being. Beckett presents us with one example, an individual searchiﬁg

PP

for his own identity, dominated by the voices of others. But he has

enough awareness, enough anxiety to realize that only he can find him- :

self, define himself, situate himself and find péace, the true silence,

&
at last.

2
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Heldegger contrasts the authentic self with what he considers the
most usual instance of inauthienticity, the they-self. The they-self
bas surrendered control over his owﬁ life to the they, thé ganeral
Others who, as possessor, dominate the they-self and detgrmine vhat are
to be his possibilities. When this Happens the' person has 'Jlost itself".
Oghers set the direction for him now, And the result ;;n;n inauthentic
way of b;ing. As iong as others are allowed to dom#nate and make deci-
sions, a person cannot even be aware of what the options actually are.
He cannot know himséié as long as others are calliné the shots and
setting the goals for how he is to live. Heidegger speaks of the they-
self as "“dispersed" into the they, the herd, the masses. Instead of
being its own self, it is a they-gelf - its very identity 1s consumed
by others. A person can have no sense of his own Jniqueness or his own
identity as an individual until he has asgertaingd where they end and
he begins. To do that, he must separate the they from his Self and

assert his own values, his own thoughts, his own identity.

- -~
o

Heidegpger makes a strong link with language in the question of
being. Language provides the framework, the house of man's being and
defines his very existence as. a humar}k being. In everyday discx;\irse,
man is usually dealing with what Heidegger calls "idle talk", language
at its most persistent, everyday usage. It is aq.employment of lan-
guage which is abased and abused. It is iggytheAﬁic speech, where-
what is actually being said is rarely ever heard, much less listened to.
It just gets passed along, like the‘passing of a tray of chocolates af
a so;ial gathering. The tray is accepted; a chocolate removed, popped

: 7

into the open mouth, and the tray passed on. The whole thing trans-

pires with few words and even less thought. This is-the case with the

*
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"idle talk" of everyday speech: we speak and are spoken:to with little .

¥

+ awareness of what is actually being said. The effect is both alienat-

N
ing and tranquillizing, for the person is detached from the words he

hears and speaks and there are no demands made on his understanding or

reason. At the same time, it is so easy, there is no strain or neées-

sary mental output. What is heard acts as guide and what is said trans-

‘mits the words and thoughts of others. Their voices seem to take over,

»

all we have to do is transmit.

™

"I begin by the ear, that's the way to talk", (U, p. 352) says

the Unnamable, who feels the power of the voices and his own seeming

N

willingness to tramsmit. '"If he wants me to say sémething, for my good
naturally, he has only to tell me what it is and I'11 let ;ut a roar
straight awg;T"//;U, p- B8131) A picture of complicity is he, "A
parrot, that's what they're up against, a parrot." (U, p. 335) At one
point he even refers &o ﬂimself as a "pure ear" and notes his own lacg
of parti;;;;Eion in the process of speaking. (U, p. 354) How little

N

he knows of what is going on. He senses the extent of their domination,

"My master ... S0 used to givlng orders and to being obeyed“,-ngkes the

Unnamable. (U, p. 312)

j;I‘he Unnamablg realizes that he has lost control over his words

-
V

iﬁaaféels that their meaning has escaped him. "If only I knew what 1
have been saying", he says. (U, p., 335) Like the they~self, he has

fallen and has gotten himself entangled in a net of inauEHthiciQy and

dtsho€;st speecﬁ. Others are speaking for him now. "... tﬁﬁse voices o

are not mine, nor these thoughts", he suggests, “bh}zthe voices and

thoughts of the devils who beset me;'ig (U, p. 347) They are in conﬁrolt

Y
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» & “~
\ﬂ ’ H
= now. His words and his speech are to the “self-accompaniment of a -

e

N ’ . . ‘ »
. tongue that is not mine”." (U, p. 306) It seems that he is performing

N their Litanxf Or perhaps it is just their voices blowing through him,
‘ |
like wind tﬂrbugﬁ a tunnel., "They've blown me up with their voices,
" 1ike a balloon, and even'as I collapse 1it's them I hear." (U,.p. 325)

Their volces|define him, determtne his thoughcs and pérceptions,

with the result th t the link between their voices and his own is firmly
L2

n they go-silent, so do I. A second later, I'm a
i

established, '

second beﬁigd/

em, I remember a second, for the space of a second,
/

.that ﬂ@i;g/gay long enough to blurt it out as received LT,

A}

, /-v"“«o
p. 168)

£

And his power to reason? Yes, theﬁ have get limits on that too,

[

by means of the words they choose for him.

... all the words they taught.me without making their
- meaning clear to me, that's How I learnt to reason, I -
use them all, all the words ey showed me, theré were

columns of them. (U, p. 407
r .

The Unnamable does?not see the possibilities open to him, he feels

that the channels have been ditermined already. They have set the -

Sae T

N .
tone, they have set the confines on his ability to conceptualize. A

4

;
{
"’g‘
i
b

giut of lies. ".., they have.tried to deceive me”, he claims. 1mply—
v +ing tﬁat there is little he can do to fight, or even to defend himselfi
The only tools open to him are wofds, fhcir“words, the ofdes he has been
taught. In efs moments of awareness, he sees that he has dispersed
. himself and let their vbices overpower his ownl And he realizes that
no one will come to his‘resepe. He can count only on ﬁimeelﬁz e

where then is therhand, the helpin} hand, or mefely charitable, of the

hired hand, it's a long time coming ..." (U, p. 382) ’ L%\ ’

. -
. [
= .
’ . ‘\“
. .
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. . ¢ .
.. . We must try and see what it 1#*that the Unnamable 1s dealing with,
. ) * i . . s v i ,
. . > - how the voices drown out Kis own voice and create a turbulence of swarm-
<D - ' - . .
" » ing words which threaten tp overpower him completely. He is in a major

g9 struggle to assert his own idsﬁ;ity,tw{&e‘re'his t:a'sk is .to separate his
» own Self off from the chey—self which has him entrapped.

Heidegger emphé‘sizes how Othars have such a prescriptive effect.a

) - M §ov

o A petson s rentire state-of-mind “can be pre-set, as Heideggar descrihes

—_— . ‘

s ‘% in d,iscussing-ths power of t.he they: _ .y . .
¥ ) ) - \

o The dominance of the public way in which things have .

». v ' e .

been interpreted has already been decisive even for the

possibilities of having a mood - that is, for the basic

vay in which 5Dasein 1ets ‘the world "matter! to it. The "

"they" prescribes one's state~of-mind, and determines \_ }
, \what and how one *'sees'. (BT, P 213)- bt -

“ v P

\ h Thik certainly appl’!es to the Unnamable ,aWho has taken what )
) . others have said and 1ncorpotated it into himself. Once 1nsid;, their
N r~ '
words are repeated over and }aver until they have been assimilated as ”

.o ;he followin"])assage il}ustrates‘

&
*
L]

Yy o ... tell me what 1 feel and I'll tell you who I am, l ', ¢
o~ , » they'll tell me who I am ... tliey'll have said who I am, .
Coe - and 1'll have heard, without an ear I'll have heard, .
g : . and“E'M have ‘said 1t, vithout a mouth I'll have said
‘ - T N dt, I'll have said it inside me, then M the ¢ .
A i -, . breath outside me ... (U, pp. 382-383) , %
‘- . . .
4 -~ & -
i = . " The capaqity to prescrfbe thoughts and feelings is inberent in ’
p g "7 74 - the way .they work. Y he\has‘,told me Qhat he is like, what I am
Z . " like, thex/have all told me that, il: must be one of theit principal
I >
""; Do ' + functions." (U, p. 315)/ Ali he has to do is 1isten. { b~
- o . you '
. ’ ’ In .underliningfthe authori%ative cﬁaracter of what they say,
v " » ¢ % !
L]

/
Heidegger indicates that the more that is said, the }hore factual things

; . appear. What they Rsay. becomes ','reality". The .Unnamable 1s painfully
: . ) ¢ ~ . .
Lo o I : , _ "
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aware of this. { s . ‘
. They have told me, explained to me., described to me, g v
what 1t all 1s, what it looks like, what it's all for, °
one after the other, thousands of times, in thopusands of
connexions, until I must have begun to look as 1f I
. understood. Who would ever think, to hear me, that
{"‘ve never seen anything, never heard dnything, but
their voices? ... What I speak ‘of} what I speak with,
* all comes from them. (U, p. 324) '
. -4 2
The] fact of his indebtedness and the extent to which they govern his
words and thoughts deepfy troubles the Unnémable, and it is something "
to whichgshe makes frequent re?érence. It seems so vile. "Low types
they muét”‘havle,been, their pockets full of poison and antidote." (U, -
- v L Y
pP. 298) He feels the way thdir voices have acted upon him and he is
aware .that he has succumbed to their inauthenticity, their "poison”. ’
The Unnamable is<disturbed by the way in which the voices have
expressed themselves to him, the 1aol£" of any intimacy or humanity. The %
speakers are all nhameless, anonymous. - Furthermore, no one actually :
encounters the Unnamable anywhere in the novel. He is%alone. He never
. f{
meets anyone face to face and, consequently, it puzzles him how they
: e
have managed to communicate sp effectively.
e through what channels did I communicate with these = '
gentlemen? Did they intrude on me here? No, 'no one '
has ever intruded on me here., Elsewhere.then. '
have pever been elsewhere.” But it can only have been .
from them I learnt what I know about men and the ways . :
they have of putting up with it.... What puzzles me is : ’
the thought of being indebted for this 1qformat10n to .
persons with whom I ¢an never have Been in contact. ’ )
. Can it he inpate knowledge?  LiRe that of good &and h
. evil. seems improbable to me. (U, p. 297) _
) - , . . ' °
It is r¢ference to this anonymity of Others, as Heidegger
L. & ! N .
tells us, that the real dictatorship of the they is,unfolded. Others .
. : , : R '
seem less and less individualistic and Heidegger accordingly observes
A 4
¥ - [ ) . ]
7 / }
-
. , Lo e
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that ",.. Others, as distinguish;ble and explicit, vanish more and

’

more." (BT, p. 164) 1t is" precisely becausé of this anonymous, *
amoebic qualiti/pf Others that what they say can obtain such a position
of authority. What they say might as well be céming from one mouth, so

effectively are they merged.
o g ‘
How this operates is brought out most clearly in the discussion

J

of the character Worm who is, ironically, himself speeéhless; only

spoken of. The manner in which they actually speak to Worm is de-

scribed in the following passage:

. They are nuﬁbrous, all round, holding hands perhaps,
an endless chain, taking turns to taTk. They wheel,
in jerks, so that the voice always comes from the
same quarter. But often they all speak at once, they
all say simultaneously the same thing exactly, but so
perfectly together that one would take it for a single
voice, a single mouth, 1f one did not any that God
alone can\fill the rose of the winds, without.moving
from his place. (U, p.. 356)

AY

¢ : ‘
It is as though they are one, -so amalgamated are the voices, so per-

\ *
fectly intertwined, A perfect chorus,
o 1 T
The image of the chorys, particularly in the Greek semse of nar-
rators and commerttatoms, is certainly appropriate within the(:fgjszﬁ
of the novel. For the Unnamable, the voices frequently playc/a stronger
role than that of a chorus. He sees them setting the direction and the
tone with thel? voices or with what.tﬁey say. The volces are every-
where: o ' - '
. - T o0 / T .
"Unfortunately it's a question of words, of voices, . ‘
, one must not forget'that ..." (U, p. 384) -y .ﬂ
) "I think Murphy spoke now and then, the others too per- 9'\¥~\i
haps, I don't remember, but it was clumsily done, you v
could see the ventriloquist," (U, p. 348)
’ . . . « " .
c ";.. hgaring nothing, I say nothing." (U, p. 351) .

' : i %

LK
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"... I who am on my way, words bellying out my sails...."

. W, p. 352) . . :
"But it “is "solely a question of voices, no other image
is appropriate.” (U, p. 347) -

’

"No, they have fiothing tol\fear, I am walled round with
» their vociferations ..." ,» P. 325)
"It must not be forgotten, semetimes I forget, that all

is a quedtion of voices." (U, p. 345) P

A}

The chorus is constant. The voices are persistent. And the Unnamable kg
. . .

is constantly aware of their presence. He feels his own idedtity is at
| . S '
stake, that‘{g ‘they persist long enough, he may one day fully compre-

hend and incorporate their words inside of him. At this point of N

surrender, he would be a they-self, anonymous even to himself.

N

They are all cer.tainly anonymous, for tgley are as dispersed and

lost as the particular’ thef—-self wif® has fallen under their sway.
p .

"What can you expect": says t-he'Urma;mable, "they don't know who they
are either, nor w}1ere they are, noz.r‘ wvhat they're doingf*nor why every-
thing is goi/Sgrso badly, so ai:ominably badly ..." (U, ps 372)
Everything is so ljotched and he ia" completely entangled, in up
to his ears, so to speak.'~ Th:z ;langer is th;au: it will only get worse

until he can stop and take a long, cool look at the, situationl. met is

S . o ,
required is that he take hold of himself and pull himself back from the

0 o / »
they, But in this briar-patch of entanglement, their voices have

' ~

become intertwined withr or have overrun his own. The act of separat-

A3 . .
ing his own Self from the mass that is theirs 1is extremely difficult,
' +

s A M

for the inflqenc; has had its effect, 'the incorporation has already

), ) . 5 o 4 )
begun. As the character observes, "He knows they are words, he ig not
4
1 &\ \ Py

’sufe they are not his, that's how it begins, with such a start no one
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ever looked back, one da¥ he'll make them his ..." (U, p. 354)

N He is completely confused about his identity, suspecting that }xe

has relinquished all control to Others, afrafd that what he says no

3

longer issues from him. The Unnamable feels dominated by their voices

and._at their mercy: "I shall transmit the words as received, by the

ear ..." (U, p. 349) He does not know the source any more, whether 1t

1s in Others or in himself, Expressing confusion, he says:
..+ I've always been in a dungeon, I hear everything,
every word they say, it's the only sound, as if 1 were
speaking, to myself out loud, in the end you don't know
any more, a volce that never stops, where it's coming
from. (U, p. 369)

. -
- “

He doesn't even know what he, is \1ooking for -~ the voice'seems to

a,ﬂ

have taken over, giving noé sense of directioﬁﬁor guidance. "Ah this

blind voice, and these momenfs of held breath whén all listen wﬂdly,
and the voice that begins to fumble again, without knowing what it's
looking foxr. ..." ~(U, p. 372) "’ﬁipping over his own words, their words,

the entanglement is nearly complete. ) ' 3

But how can® you think gnd spe t the same ti_,me how \
.can you think abou¥ what you h \sﬁd may say, are say-
. ing, and at the satme time go on the last-mentioned,
you .£hink about any old thing, you say any old thing,
more or less, more or less, in a daze of baseless ‘un-
- answerable self-reproach ... (U, p. 374)
i

.The fesult is the turbulence, thé ‘downward plunge that ﬁei&egger 8o

dramatically outlines in Being and Time and here, in The Unnamable, we ¢

see the painful' results, 'Ah a nice mess we're in, the whole pack of
s, is it possible we're all in the same boat, nowe're in a nhice mess, j

each one in his own pecﬁliar way. 1 myself have been scandalously
| ' '
bungled ,.." (U, p. 372) .

AN
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"untruth”, everything gets closed-off and covq%ed ovef, hidden and

point, that only the "uncantiy" call of conscience couldcpgbvide the
necessary jolt to send the Self of the Unnamabie on the road to ¥e—
covery. He mubt be brought back from his so~called innocence, his
chosen blind;éss, ﬂf% lostness -in the they, for his own identity as a

human being is on the line.

cussion og\iééntity. The everyday mode of being is ;A inauthentic cofi-
. ;1tioP, whereiﬁ the person stands in subjection to Others. Heidegger
contends of a person in the ?veryday mode that “its Bging ha§’beéq_‘
taken aQay by the Others". (BT, p. 1643 The result is that Others can
estgblish and diSpéée of possibilities whenever they please. By for-
aking control, a person forsakes his identity to Others. He runs into
d éusidn. quiﬁg qqlinqugshed control over his own life, choices and

possibilicies,'it is difficult to’assess the boundaries separaﬁing him '

275

By now the Unnamable ig completely alienated from himself. He is

in such a’state of inauthenticity that, like with Heidegger's

avoidedﬁ And everyone has fallen in it together.

... after me it will be the end, thdy'll give up, say-
ing, It's all a bubble, we've been told a lot of lies,
he's been‘told a lot of lies, who he, the master, by
whom, no one knows, the everlasting third party, he's

the one to blame, for this state of affairs, the master's
not to blame, neither are they, neither am I, least of
all I, we were foolish to accuse one another, the master
me, them, himself, they me, the master, themselves, I
them, the master, myself, we are all innocent, enough.
Innocent of what, no one knows, ... of this long sin

~against the silence that enfolds us ... this inndeence

we have fallen to, it covers everything, all faults,
all questipns, it puts an end to questions. (U, p. 375)

Heidegger would surely say, once tﬁings have reached t;is low

. !

As we note& earlier, a discussion of the they-self is also a dis- ¢

I3
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from all the Others. The elements constituting his own personal idenr

ax

» ¢ity are blurred and his bersonal/kétributes begin toybleﬁd wikh the
. nobody/everybody of the they. The S?lf is only g:éught home once again,
rg~claimed as the individual's own, when the person is succéssful in
collapsing the they from=the they-self, as Heidegger would assert and,
thereby, separating the idggﬂ%ty of his own Self from theirs. It is a

particularly diffic task once things have gotten to the "bungled”

state we find in The Unnamable.

. Here we find the Unnamable at wit's end, so to speak, fighting

. for an identity against a backlash of confusion, with no breakthrough
» AP

in sight. "Yes, more than once.1 almost took myself for the Other, all

. . o ‘;'3
\\:ut suffered after his fashion ..." (U, p. 316) On the ot&gr hand,

A,

'Perhaps ald they have told me has reference to a single existence, the

confusion of identity being merely apparent and due to my inaptitude to
R L ! '

assume any ..." (U, p. 330)\ This is demonstrated inm the trouble hé has

~

in trying to speak of himself in the first person. At one péint he
;?Bshes it aside by declaring, "I shall not say I again, e;er again,
it's’too farcical". (U, p: 355) Again, later, he says, "I éay |
‘knowing it's not I ..." (U, p. 404) There are so many doubts, His

. idéntity is thoroughly confused apé he language he must use to express
- ’ 4

himself, the ,only language that he has, seems inadequate. He's not

-

sure any more wholis actually doing the talking, who is‘§peakiﬁg on

this question of identity. As he expresses "... in the end you don't
- - A 4

[ / ’
know any more, a voice that never stops, where it's coming from".
. o
(U, p. 369). Furthermore, "They say they, speaking of them, to make me

’

]

think it is I who am speaking. Or I say they, speaking of God knows

I
<
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what, to make me think it is not I who am speaking ..." (U, p. 370)

Who 1is speaking, anyway, just who is it creating this confusion. T

S
. } Someone speaks, someone hears, no need to go any further,

it is not he, it's I, or another, or others, what does it
matter, the case is clear, it is not he, he who I know

I am ... (U, pp. 4014402)

‘... I never spoke, I seem to speak, that's because he says

I as 1f he were I, 1 nearly believed him ... perh’aps it's
not he, perhaps a multitude, one after another, what con-
fusion ... (U, p. 403) ] .

Who 1is speaking, anyway, just where can distinctions be drawn between

him and 411 the rest. "... I've looked everywhere, there must be some-
J
one, the voice must bong to somecone ..." (U, p. 408) =

L

It is surely interconnected with language, their language, for

it seems so impossible to make sense out of this confusion when what he
= \ -
speaks of, what he speaks with "all comes from them'. The more he
- l " ' v b
talks, tkse more they talk, the more confused it becomes. And whereas ¢

1.

T

his quest started with the statement, "I, say I. Unbelieving." (u,

p. 291) It WYisintegrates to "... someone says I, unbelieving". (U,
€

p. 402) 1t finally hits the low point, "... you'speak of yourself,

someone speaks of himself, th.at's it, in the singular, a single one, p

the man on duty, he, I, no matter, the man on duty speaks of him~ '
N

- . ’
self ..." (U, p.404) And, at an even lower point, ... someone said
. < - .

nothing ..." (U, p. 404)

s -

The man on duty speaks of himself. What the two spbjects

actually ak, who the two subjects actually dre, {5 no more evident
e

than it ever was. The only route open to him - {.e., the only route

Heidegget would tell us is open to Khim < and, indeed, the route Wwhich

I3

the Unnamable chooses to ta&ce, is t,L begin the extricatioﬁ: to sepa-

'

e
‘Z ‘ . -
. .
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rate his identity from theirs, to try to set some limits. »
4

Lo In order for this to happen, for the Unnamable. to establish his
owh identity, he muét remain fully aware of the ways in which othexs
have dominated him and have determined how lgnd what he should say.
That their voices have dominated his is certain. Finding himself means
that he must now assert himse}lf; speak for himself, for only then will
the testimony be his own. He articulates this realization:

But his voice continued to testify for me, as though

woven into mine, preventing me from saying who 1 was,

what I was, so as to have done with saying, done with

listening. And still today, as he would say, though
. he plagues me no more his voice 1s there, in mine, ﬁt

less, less. Aad being no longer renewed it will dis-

appear one day, 1 hope, from mine, completely. But

in order for that to happen, I must speak, speak. i
U, p. 309)

By expressfrxg himself through speech, the Unnamable hopes to
ensure the primacy of his Self over the t\TEy'—self, the authentic above
and beyo.nd the inauthentic and, in so doing, the voice of the Others
will be removed. However, a constant threat is that the voice of
Others has notaBeen extinguighed* E?e knows that the voice can return

.t hd

" again at any time that he slides back into inauthenticity, which would

N happen whenever he lets OtHers dictate how he is to.be. 'I‘fle "dictatet-

ship « og\]xe they" is on the watch, day and night, ready to take over

at the slightest indication. This he must not lose- sight of for he

1 ~

. . - \,7
reminds himself that, "And at the same time} I c&not deceive yyself,

he may come back again, or go away again and then come back again”.

a

(U. p. 309) ,

The Unnamable believes that what he has to do in order to keep /

~

L} -
s them from comi’ng back is to say who he is and,‘also, who he,is not.
P ; -« * ‘

Ay, et s cem =
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They too must be defined. '"There's no getting rid of them without

naming them and their contraptions, that's the thing to keep in mind."
, - N
(U, p. 326) He thinks that perhaps they will cease to plague him once

they realize that there is no use that they can make of him, {whether

from his own incomprehension or from another of his traits.

Once

abandoned, he will be restored to himself.

Before any self-assertion can be accomplished, the Unnamable

v

. . -
wante to clear the slate as to who he can more or less safely say he is

not. He tries to name them and so define his limits:

«.» I am neither, I needn't say, Murphy, nor &att, nor . !
Mercier, nor -~ no I can't bring myself to n them,

3, nor any of the others whose very names I fogzt, who
told me I was they, who I must have tried to be, under
duress, or through fear, to avolid acknowledging me ...
(U, p. 326) .

1
The fear of acknowledgement strong, he starts by a proclamation of the

quest. "Where am 17 That'{é my first question, after an age of listen- -

ing." (U, p. 349) He feels that the way to prevent his being their

mouthpiece is to be the speaker, the one at the controls. "Now it's 1 .

the orator", he exclaims,/ "the beleaguerers have departed,'fl am master
. . P ,

\ ot
on board ..." (U, p. 392) By following this route, he. hopes to estab-

.

1ish his own identity. ' @

f

He feels that he cap, eliminate them if he can just situate the

voice inside himself, place the source of his words and thoughts as

coming from 1nside; rather than outside, him. He feel§ this is a neces-

Bar@ to take. - g

< Agdume notably heng:efort?ﬁrd that the thing said and
. the thing heard have a common source ... Situate /this ' '
source in'me,; without specifying where exactly, n
finicking, anything is preferable to the consciousness
of thixd parties and, mére generally speaking, of an
outer world. (U, p. 390) : o

/. R B
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Of course, it is not that ¥ will simply be able to assert his own

- fdentity by the act of situating the voice ineside of him. There are

other considerations, as he notes:

Equate me, without pity or scr®pde, with him who
exists, somehow, no matter how, no finicking, with him
whose story this story had the brief ambition te be.
Better, ascribe to me a body. Better still, arrogate

to me a mind, (U, p. 390) ;

However, this quest is not easy for the Unqémable, who is often over-'

come with doubts and uncertainties. Many of the statements he makes he

- <
“

soon retracts from lack of faith in their validity. - . )
It is incredibly difffcult for him to determine where they end
and vhere he bééins, whether they are the orhy ones speaking or whether

he is the only one there, that maybe they never existed, or, if they

)
{

did, they left long ago. ’l‘hese,\doubts, uncertalnties, statements, ‘and

retractions are throughout the novel, They seem to be inherent in the

A

task he has set for himself.

-

The process moves by fits’;;’d/ starts. Assertion. Retraction.
This is how it goes. Just when he asserts that they are the ones in

) . M
ower, he says, '... there was never anyone, anyone but me, anythjin
P ) N
. ,

but me, talking to me of me, impossible to stop, impossible to go on

-
e
1"

von (U, pp. 394-395) But, no, that 1is not the case, it's not him at

all, "it's not I speaking, 1t's not I héaring, let us not go ,fnto that,
\

let us go on as if I were the only one in the world, whereas I'm the

.:mly one absent from it ..." (U, p. 401) But he may be wrong; .magvbe

he is there, in their midst. Maybe he can actually find a place, put -

someone in it and define himself. . —
;...‘1'11 make a place, it won't be mine, it doesn't
matter, I don't feel any place for me, perhape that *
) ’ v

4/
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will come, 1'11 make 1t mine, I'll put myself in it,
. 1’11 put someone in 1t, 1'11 find someone in it, 1'1l
put myself in him, 1'11 say he's I, perhaps he'll
keep me .., (U, p. 400)

If only it would work. He wants a 1life for' himself; so he makes an
appeal to come home to himself at last, find his home the:e, inside
"hipself. He considers himself to ‘be like a horse ready to race home to
its s;:able, except that ln his case the horse and the stable are

one. "... I smell the ‘stable"”, he claims, "I a(lways smelt the stable,
it's 1 smell of‘ the stable,, ti\ere’s no s?:able_ but me, for me'. (U,

p. 401) He has had enough of being away. He wan‘s a home, and him in

it. "... ah misery, will I never stop wanting § life for myself?" (U,
)

p. 393) ‘ o :
In Heidegger's assessment, the process of finding oneself, of

, collapsing the they from the they-self and con{ing tola sense of one's

-

own self~identity takes place in a manner which bears with it a certain LN
N\ a <y : ‘
amount of suffering and anxiety. In fact, for Heidegger this anxiety

+

3 'is inherent to the structure of asserting one's Self again and attai

o

ing an authentic state of being. It is as though anxiety we.nt hand in

hargg Witll the awareness of Smx\\(ething havir'xf goneur_r,ong, the sense.that
things have fallen into a state of lieg and falsehoods. !

*
.
Fréquent refergnce.is made by the Unnamable to ipauthen(cicity by A
/ . N .

/ N

» speaking about the lies he has been told and vhich he must now face.

He speaks of the feelings of anxiety which overtake him, aware that he

4

has listéped—away wuch of his time and teo wmany of his possibilities. )

-

"And from my sleeping mouth the lies would pour, about me. No, not . g

sleeping, listening, in tears.” (U, p. 310) He has victimized him~
- d ~

sel f,

. \\‘ ' 7 £
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- There are a number of references to weeping throughout the novel.

* From thelr very quantity, we can infer their significance to his present

282

quest. Indeed, it is the first thing that the Unnamable notes about
himself, that he can be said to know‘abouc himself. "I know my eyes

are open", he assérts, "because of the tears thaF pour from them un-
-ceasingly". (U, p. 304) Although he contends; that he is "exceptionally
given 'to ~;:he tear', he weeps more over certain things than others. (U,
p- 373) "... the )tesse% make it weep, the noes too, the perhapses
particularly .,." (U, p’.‘ 373) There are no clear boundaries to per-
haps, it dex;otes suchambiguity. As well\we( know from Heidegger what

“that wmeans; how ambigu“ity brings inauthenticity, how the lack of

commitment closes things off. , ' 4

The state of anxiety also has an ambiguous effect, because it is
not about any one thing. Nor can a person delineate the reasons anxiety-
( /

has overshadowed his consciousness. It ig not fear of this or that: ft

-is a condition, a malaise without specific causes or definite symptoms.

The Unnamable realizes this, saying, "So I have no cause for anxiety., 1
And yet 1 am anxious", "'(lj. p. 302) Mis anxiety has brought an aware- ¢
“ ~ .

A
ness of the way he has lived, how he has fled from himself into the .
' e

open arms of Others. B v
Speak, yds, but to me, I have never spoken enough to
me, never listepned enough to me, never replied enough
‘to me, never had pity enough on me, I have spoken for
my master, listened for the words of my master never
spoken, Well done, my child, well done, my son, you may
stop, ‘you:may go, you are' free, Jou are acquitted, you
are pardoned, never spoken. My master. There és>a
vein I must not lose sight of., (U, p. 330) ' 2

\

" And though he feigns innocence under the «wpretense of ignorance - "Per- N
- h: ]

haps bne day 1'11 know,ﬂ say, vhat I'm guilty of."" (u, p.‘ 368) - at

\ e r 2

s T
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, Ty cljime is my puniéhment s he makes the only necessary judgement

. 1nstanceX0f inauthentic being, the they-self. The basic tralts of the
1

A

e

relates what transpi;:és with the character's own physical and mental E\\

23){ ‘ A
I

heart he realizes that the onus has been on him all along. By saying, ’

(see U, p. 368) It seems that his one hope for atonepent would be
&
"simply to discover, without further as,sistan’éq from yjithout. ‘the

alleviations of flight from self, that's all e (U, p. 367)
At this point, it would give a {broader plcture and more clarifi~ ¥
cation if we took note of best example of flights from self found in

the novel. This 18 in the stories of the character(s) who evolve from
\ e

; ; : LN
spirallling-about @& rotunda with family members inside to being situated
* i €

\ \ : ;8
inside a jar.outside the slaughcer/h/og;e to being completely enclosed.

Here is a striking siries of they-selves who allow others to completely
’ Vi - Lo
define their existence. Whather a series of different persons .or one

®

in a met:amorphosi‘s the chamcters exemplify Heidegger's most common

, they-se \' get literalized (perso‘ ified) as the central concerns-aye
| p

"carried to their }ogical extreme, that of the most physical light.

possiblg\\

First, \find the character circling the rotunda with Mahood ~
L

not quite the narrator, s#nce the story is purportedly 1!1 the first .

»

. _
person - a co4narrator, so to speak., He reports on the progress and '

-

conditions. He remarks, g . " T
. : ‘g
there we are face to face. Matood and’'l ... I never
saw him, I don't see him, he has told me vhat he i ~
1ike, what. T am like ... 1t isn't enoygh that I should

4 knowX; at 1'm doing, I must also know what I'm locking

like. This time I am short of a leg ... Having K °

brought me to death's door, senile /gangreng, they whip

of\leg and ylp.off 1 go again s (U, p. 315) @

4 ’ S . . »
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The character tells this as if he did not know aﬁd perhaps could not ,

know the information first hand. He learns it from Mahood, or others.

. \ .
Malor‘\l)e, ‘for example, is said to contribute, as he suggests, "... what

0]

wvere my own feelings at this period? What was 1 thinkingi of? With

N

whz;s? Was I having diffjcylty with my morale? The answer to all that

¢

. ¢ ‘ * w .
‘§s.phis, I quote Malone ..." (U, p. 320) Mahood makes further
b ; :

additions to th& general knowledge of the character: "Mahood mist
0 . : : 4
have remarked that I remained sceptical, for he aasually let fall that

1 was lacking not only a lég, but an arm also." “(U, g. 321) Notice

¢

ths, manner” in which\ igfofmatjon is relaved. 'g\eﬁh'aracter is litefally:
disappearing b)e_gore his own eyes, yet this fact'is obtained from out-

—
side of himself, )

It is as if he exists by virtue of the perceptions of others. He

Is_because others perceive him. He knows:what he is {ike because .
: e y

others tell him, They report to hihm the knowledge which he .may then

quotewfrom. He seﬁses that they cushion his state of mtndLholding

3

him back from any extremes of pleasure or pain, "What they all wanted",

-

he comments, "each acébrding to his particular notion ‘of what is endur-

.\ Vd #

~
able, was that I should exist and at the same time be only moderately,

or perhaps I should say finitely pained”. (U, p. 322) They set the
limits,

-

A

The* character in the next stage is even more resﬁigted; the

£ -
inevitable result, perhaps, of the limbs falling by the wayside. " The

¢

cha‘racter's physical presence is here that': of a trunk, "Stuck like a

.gheaf of fléwers in a deep jar, its neck flush with my mouth, on the’

side of a quiet street near the shawbles, ..." (U, p. 3‘2'7) Now speech- 4

ol
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\ can'speak‘for him no&. *
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less, the only volces are puaranteed to be those of Others. Only they
g .

A

- v

Whereas the initial positiop permitted his head to pop in and out
of the jar, decreasing ﬁobikity is established by a further’step in the
metamorphosis. A collar now braces his neck, so that he <an move his
‘head no longer, only his eyes. His self-perception is defii;d by
others. This fact disturbs him: "I felt the -cang, thg‘flies, the saw-
dust under my stumps, the tarpadlin on ﬁy skull, wheﬁlthey were mentioned

to me. But can that be called a life which vanishes when the'subject

-4s changed?" (U, p. 353)

The jar can be said to represent the Other; a metaphor of all

" their voices. In the first case, that of the rotunda-jar, the Others

are Inside, cheerihg him on toward them. Later he 105es.himse1f,
1imbs and all, i order to join them. Others completely‘surrouﬁd him
with their voices., This image i% supported by the manné;/in which *
Beckett refers to voices throughqut the novel, Voicg§ are in a
"dungeon" (U, p. 369), “vault" (U, p. 409), “abyss" (U, p. 409),
"pitison® (U, p. 410), "parlou;" U, p. 410); Ail are walled-in, all

are containers, all ggkiations on a jar. " .

It is no surprise that, with the next evolution, they character ys

i N

'encapsulated inside the jar, swallowed dp,"as it were, by theii.voices.

He describes the transformation, in the following way:

It is cold, this morning it snowed: And yet I don't {//’J
feel the cold on my head.... I hear nothing. I placed

them before their responsibilities, perhaps they have

et me go. For this feeling of being entirely enclosed,

: et nothing touching me, is new.... I don't know

end. (U, p. 345) S

alled ’Worm, can now only be spoken of and his fate is

B A
b e . (%4 AR, v 4
e e e .
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,very being. "Feeling nothing, knowing nothing, he exists nevertheless,

" since we conceive him ..." (U, p. 346)
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. LV »
‘to be a topic of somepne else's conversation. They have usurped his
M ]

LY

\

but not for himself, for others, others conceive ®im and saf, Worm 1s,
We get a;yisicn‘of the character as a "pure ear".t (U, p. 354)
‘Be is because” he hears. Or, as the Unnamable suggests, "A head has
» . ‘ =
grown out of his ear ..." (U, p. 356) He is formed by their voices,
in one ear and out the head, like a balloon which expands at the éwell

¢
of a voice and flattens as it falters,

¢ By this time, the characteahpas no real identity left, having
gradually forsaken it as they took over, giving the%;_reports on him,
(] . ! .

telling his story. Tgs consequence is that they cannot see him as an

. »
individual, In fact, it seems as if they have trouble seeing him at

all. He is going, going, gone befdre. their eyes:-
¥ . '
Going from: "He is nothing but a shapeless heap,
without a face capable of reflecting the
niceties of a torment ..." (U, pp. 356-357)

!
i
!
:
i
H
:

@

"fhat tiny blur, id"the depths of the pit,

- is he.... ,They say they see him, the blur
is what they see, they say the blur is he,
perhaps it is." (U, p. 358)

To: "... they see nothing, they see grey, like
still smoke, unbroken, where he might
be ..." (U, p. 359)

&

And gone: "... Worm, he's an idea they have, a word
and gone y ’
they use ..." (U, p. 366)

From heap to blur to puff of smoke to an idea théy had, Worm's fate
has followed the path of the rabbit pu;isd out of the magician'’s hat
and swallowed up in a glove. He has no indiviﬂﬁality, no personhood

for the Others. He is not even perceived as a human being. The name
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u

) .
'Worm' eﬂggests his stature in their eyes. He is simply something

* Which hears them and, hearing them, is. "Worm hears, though hear is

not fhe word ..." (U, p. 358) For that matter, "He hears, that's all

- 19

abobt it—77." (U, p. 359)
“ K

TE-w€ view the function of the character-evolution as beingﬂfo

. [ 3
demonstrate the progressive decay, the inherent self-destructive mechan-

ism operating in the they-self, we may similarly view the function of

the stories in the novel. That is, the stories play an important role

~

in creating. and sustaining turbulence, particularly in, the confusion of

.

identities which transpires. It is extremgly difficult to ascertain | C

>4

who is telling the story, who is theusubjdct of gﬁe'story, where one
* 4

s
story ends and another begins,

. S
It seems as though the stories have a distractjing effect, taking

the Unnamable, at least temp?rarily, from the quest that he segzhim—
self, that of answefiﬁg, Where now, Who now. "yo tell the truth -~ no,
first the story." (U, p. 326) The stories are often seen ég't%~
authentic, lies ge has been told or that he himself is telling. He
refersﬂtﬁ’them ds a means of Eprture: "this hell of sto;ies", hiwsays,

-~

reflecting on their impact. (U, p. 380) He fantasizes that he, in
*

turn, could. use stories for revenge: "... I'll let down my trousers

and shit stories on them ..." (U, p. 38Q) He sees their escapist .(éggr

quality, although he notes their limieﬁgions: "... no point in teiling ,

yourself stories, to pass the time, stories don't pass the time, nothing

passes the time ..." (U, p. 385) The stories are meaningless, mere
[} '

3
filler.

And 1 see myself slipping, though not at the last B *
extrewnity, towards the resorts of fable. Would it

e
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not be better if I were simply to keep Sn saying
babababa, for example, while waiting to ascertain the
N true function of this venerable organ? (U, p. 308) [ﬁ

The stories, however, do have a function, be 1t only a negative

one., "... is it the feturn to the world of fable, no, just a reminder®
f
to make me regret what I have lost ..." (U, p. 407) They function as
a means of escape, an avoidance of more important issues. -"... I
) - ™

invented love, music, the smell of flowering currant to escape from me."
(U, p. 305) And again, "It 15 I invented him, him and so many others,
... in order to speak, since I had to speak,kwithout speaking of me.'™
(U, p. 395) Again, "... I igxgntgd my memories". (U, p. 396) But

he is the\oné doiné it to himself:

... all these stories about travellers, these stories

about paralytics, all are mine, ... never stopped tell-

ing stories, to myself, hardly hparing them,  hearing

something else, listening for something else, wondering
. nov and then where I got them from ... (U, p. 412)

" However the stories proliferate at the end of the novel, frantic in

the attempt to escape, the Unnamable realizes that the stories act as a
! \

-

smokescreen of-words in front of the silence, for he says:

i ... quick now and try again, with the words that e
remain, ... to have them carry me into my story, the
words that remain, my old story, which I've forgotten,
far from here, through the noise, through the door,
into the silence, ... (U, p. 413) - ¢
|

The hour finally strikes when the sum%oning call of conscience

I

can walt no more. When the Unnamable needs‘to face his "long sin againmst
the silence that enfolds us". (U, p. 375) |He must look at the depths
to which he has fallen and the extent to which things have gone beserk.

He comes to see that he cannot run away any more.

... 1'11 make myself a head, 1I'll make myself a memory,
I have only to listen, the voice will tell me every-
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thing, ... 1it's like a confession, a last confession,

... no it's something else, it's an indictment, a

dying volce accusing, accusing me, ... it speaks of my

gins, it speaks of my head, it says it's mine, it says

that I repent, that I want to be punished, better than

I am, ... I have only to listen, it will show me my

hiding-place ... (U, p. 411) ;

When Heideggér speaks of the collapse of thej'ﬁrom the they-self,
he emphasizes the call of conscience as dealing the greatest blow
toward awareness. Here it is not what the conscience says that is
important, but what is not said. That 1is, the conscience speaks by
virtue of silence. It summons the individual to his own situvation, his
guilt of living inauthentically. And it does this in a way which
entalls no words at all,

It is the siledce which speaks and it is to this silence thaE the
individual must listen and, in ‘so doing, he listens to his Self. For
it is through the silence that he is brought face to face with himself
and can then determine what possibilitieg are open to him in his life.
This call of conscience, as expressed in the mode of keeping silent, 6
is not any fdrm of communication, per se. It is a sumions of the
individual into his own reticence before his possibilities of being.

It unvells the decisions which he can make.

As the Unnamable's search for identity becomes mofe chaotic and

the storizs and words reach an explosive level, there is, ironicaiiy

perhaps, an increasing conceen for silence. The more the Unnamable

devotes himself to his quest, the more significant xilence seems to.be.

~There 1s a direct correlation between the concern with 4ddentity and

o

that of silence. We might even infer.the existence of an abiding rela-

tionship whereby to find the one is to find the other. The Unnamable

a

Qe
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will find himself when he listens to the silence, for it can say what
» mo words ever can. He senses that one of the outcomes of thé-siIence,

, ‘the true silence, will be peace at last. He comes to this ﬁosition

slowly but surely as the novel develops, until it becomes the central
concern. - ‘ ’
Early in the novel, thetﬁnnamable épeaks about going silent,
first as the result of having said something that is not false. (U,
- p. 321) This is amended latgr to indicate that going sileﬁt "will be
"'because the words have been said". (U, p. 369) Then, again, he sees
that silence is like a reward after a lesson and he speaks of the right
torbe done with sgeecﬁ once he Mas safd "}he thing thatlhgéggo be
| said'l. (U, p. 393) SilénceA;s seen as their gift: they décide whén
he has said what is appropriate. (U, P. 325) The Unnamable cannot
help but equate silence with peace (U, p. 394) and the end of madness
(U, p. 324). His inauthenticity was an act against silence, one long
sin wbich ended up covering everything. It Qa;’as if all their and his

” -

words vere lies, disguising\tﬁe truth which only the silence could

.

reveaI: . .
N

Silence is seen as something beyond each of them, an almost tan-

gible pfesence. It is curiously similar to the silence which Heidegger .

speaks of in his discussion on conscience, where it is presented as
»

something which comes f;om but is beyond each individual.
The Unnamable speaks of silence as enfolding,'encompassing: (u,

p- 375) Later, he’éays, "The silence, speak of the silence before

going into it ..." (U, p. 407) - It'is also seen as a state, a condi-

tion, a place in which he dwelled: "... in the end 1'll recognize it, uz;\\
. i N . -
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tﬁ'stéry of the silence that he never left, that I should never have

, left, that I may never find again ..." (U, p. 413) Toward the end of

the mbvel the Unnamable feels the strength of silence, as we see in

me tapﬁor: '

. ... all this time on the brink of silence, I knew it,
on a rock, lashed to a rock, in the midst of ‘silence,
' . -its great swell rea:)s toward me, I'm streaming with it,
, {t's an image, those are words, it's a body, it's not
I, I knew it woulda™ be I, I'm not outside, I'm inside,
I'm in something, 1'm shut up, the silence 1s out-
side, ... nothing but this voice and the silence all
round ... (U, p. 410)

Like the character stuck in the voice-jar, nothifig buﬁmand

the silence all round. " So insepargble yet so distinct - they are

worlds apart yet only a word a

ray. Each world represents a way of
. being to the Unnamable; the one dishonest and inauthentic, the‘other
\ peaceful and-authentic. He worries, though, that he may fall into a
kind of silence which is not the real silence, one which is merely a

l1ull in the tonversation (monologue). This frightens\aj{. The

Uhhamable Seeks a silence that need not be broken.

‘ \
.The Unnamable worries that his fate will be a silence of muted

5 sounds. When he first speaics of silence, going silent, he suggests

that it is a state in which he no longer speaks, just listens and yet
cannot hear enough to mimie or parrot the sounds:

. " My voice. The voice. I hardly hear it any more. I'm
’ going silent. Hearing this voice no more, that's what
I call going silent. That is to say 1'll hear {t still,
' if 1 1tsten hard. 1I'll 1listen hard. Listening hard,
o tha’s what I call going silent, I'll hear it still,
broken, faint, unintelligible, 1f I listen hard. Hear-
ing it still, without hearing what it says, that's what
I call going silent.... Hearing too little to be able
to speak, that's my silence ... (U, p. 393)

But there are too many demands being made upon him in this kind of v

—

*




" it would seem that any attempt to put it into words.would fail, he

Fom cmms d e f o e

292 - v

silence, such’/as having to listen sd that hé can hear” enough to speak.

b .
The true silence makes no such demands. Furthermore, the true silence

is not simply a missed beat in the tempo of sounds. 1t is not a cre-

vasse with words piling up on eitler side or a pause between breaths.

.

The Unnamable wants more than a momentary silence. "o, I've
looked everywhere,!there l;xust be someone, the voice must belong to
someone .., I want it to go silent, it wants to go silent, ’it can't:,’ it
does for a second, then it starts again, that's not the real silence ..."”
(U, p. 408) The real silence is boimnd neither by words nor by time, for
v

it is :;; silence that won't have to be proken. Here he will b: left
alone, with no one to taunt him and no voices to plague him. 'Unless
tt_fis *ime it's the true silence, the one I'll never have to bresk any
more, when I won't have to listen any more, when I can dribble in my
corner, my head gone, my tongue dead, ..." (U, p. 393)‘

From the beginning. the Ur:rlamablie poses questions about the link
bétween\si}ence and his search, between éinding himself and putting an
end to his (o'r their) speaking., If his identity lies outside words,

NS e

would lose hold of it. Perhaps his Sétf_lies in that true silence.
Therefore, to try to capture it by any Verbal maneuver would be to losge

EN .

gight of it comoletely. He asks, : -

In a word, shall I be able to speak of me and of this
place without putting an end to us, shall I ever 'be
able to go silent,, is there any connexion between these
two questions? (U, p. 303) (

\The question 1s, can he find himself in words, by means of words or in

silence, a fortiori, beyond the reach c\f words. This is the problem

L

that haunts him,. And it underlines the cSnfusions. ... it has not

A

i
:
4
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been our good fortune', he notes, '"to establish with any degree of
: »

. L]
. -accuracy what 1 am, where I am, whether 1 am words among words, or
. » ) 1

silence in the midst of sifence ...'™ (U, p. 388)

\ The more he says (;)1; they S@y), th;a more he suspects‘;hat, AR
speak <->f me when I s}aeak no more". (U, p. 392) ( His peace will came
when silence reigns.. Nothing he\can say will put an end to madness, -
Yet rié\?t’to the end of the novel the UnnamabI®*s: pea;e remains out-

side his grasp. He is close to his goal, he's "on the brink of

silence’ (U, p. 410); just short of his goal, "I'm not suffering a’q(ough

yet, it's not yet my tgrn” (U, p. 412); he should never have left the
: ’
silence which he may never find again. (U, p. 413) Maybe words can

‘take him to the.goal-line, “to the threshold of my story"™. (U, p. 414)

¥
Maybe words can find him, say what he is and carry him through the

noise, through the door, into s*‘lence.

«s. You must say words as long as there are any, until
they find me, until they say me, strange pain, strange
sin, you must go on, perhaps it's done zflready, perhaps
they have said me already, perhaps they have carried
me to the threshold of my story, before the door that
opens on my story, that would surprise me, if )it opens,
"1t will be I, it will be the silence, where I 'am, I
don't know, I'l11 never know ... (U, p. 41%)

. And no one else, none of the Others can tell him. They cannot reach
, &
him {n the silence, their voices cannot enter that door. Silence is.a

one-man show: th{s the Unnamable finally realizes.

+.. it's a public show, you buy your seat and you wait,
perhaps it's free, a free show, you take your seat and
, * you wait for it to begin, or perhaps it's compulsory, -
a compulsory show, you wait for the compulsory show to
begin, it takes time ... that's the show, waiting for the -
show, to the sound of a murmur, you try and be reason
able, perhaps 1t's pot a voice at all, perhaps it's the
air, ascending, descending ... and the spectators, where
are they, you didn't notice, in the anguish of waiting,

)
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" never noticed you vere waiting alone, that's the show, -°
! waiting alone, in the restless air, for it to begin, for

something to begin, for there to be something else but

yOU ves (U, p‘P- 381-382) . .
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) I take no sides. T am interested in the shape of
E ideas. There is_a wonderful sentence in Augustine:
i S 'Do not despair; one of the thieves was saved. Do .
;‘ ; : not presime; one of the thieves was damned.' That
A . ' gentence_Ras a wonderful shape. It is the shape '
g — that matters. ) ' .
§ = v Samuel Beckett T
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CONCLUS TON

. -
- -

All the wxiter has open tovhim,'suggests Beckett, is the explora—

tion of his ovm medium, unrelenting as this may be, Tﬁe trilpgy

epitomizes that exploration. 1In these three works we fir;d ‘the gradual

evolution-of & character writing in a rc:om‘,‘ presumably At‘ellin'g his own

. story; to one dying in a room’,{ tell:tng'hjlmsel'f stories to pass the time
and, concurrently, writing his own story; to one,—-mew a nameless pe1“-

e — . -

. sond, in a timeless place, possibly a room, maybe a jar, probably his \

.
o e e et

own skull, trying to tell his own story, but o,\uﬁrcome vith the naggingw

-

sense. that he cannot do so, that the right words are beyond him, some- )

thing has been left c;ut, or to many iies,have qvershadqwed‘t:he enterprise,
The first, ym, runs afoul and avoids culmination becﬁuse of

psycholdgical deterioration. The seco%d, )?alone Dies, is left g\angling,

) .
- oWing ,to physical deterioration. The trilog?\s final statement, and

B

.

' . the focus of this thesis, 18 one of near-total disintegration,

™

¥ The Unnamable beging with a sort of Cartesian doubt over the

.

{ . character's sense of self that grows’ in an exponential manner to encon-
; - .

. . . pass the fictional environment. That" 1is, every‘t:hiné is placed into {

epoché and, as a result, conventional fictional elements g;xnnot }Ze

3 &c;:orded thelr cystomary significance. | | *
Mollc;y: tries to telll hs own story: he ends up telling both hisr
story, as well as i:he story of Moran's search for ﬁolloy. Malone tries

to avoid telling his own story by telling three, aboyt a man and a
» : )

womlan, an ;\ﬁimal z\xlg a thing: he ends uf) telTing stories which, seem-
h . . ) N
! ¥
\
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) ingly, reflect his own situatfon and converge upon his story, The
. \ g
]

Unnamable seems unable to tell his story. Capable of neither silence

.

nor peace, driven by a compulsive quest to find the story that will be

his own, he ends up in a Borgesian hall of mirrors refleﬂting his own

- \\ t

<
impotence* telling“ﬁ story about his inability to tell, his story about

the difficulty in' telling his story about the impossibility of finding

Y the right words to say the final statement on himself so that, having

- LY

told hié stct; with no words’ieft out, he'would bhe permittéafsilence

3y

.

et

v

and peace. He does not succeed. : .

.- )
- . N A K . R
v . ) The noyel™is a structural extension of the Unnamable's own afflic-
' tion, namely, that of having been born of caged beasts born of caged

» . .
(( S beasts, cleverly caught in the net of his own language, much hike

-

’

¢ \\Eittgenstein's man counting out irrational numbers. The text represents

- ’ .

Beckett"s struggle with language at its limits, skirting a silence which
- ) y o

he seems obsessed with and yet cannot allow himself.

L de ) Language at the extreme, So much so, in ¥act, that the central

character - barely even that - cannot bé named. He tries to find a

< name for himself, since the author failed to da"so, but all the names
. . r . ]
simply do not adhere. The‘;esult is a nominalistic mudpie which can
. . : 'ﬁ“ -
best be assessed in light of logical atomism. I know of nmo better way

. L,
to consider the Unnamable's namelessness. How the logical atomists

a 9

. dealt with the role of subjectivity and placed the sybject at the
perighery of language, helps us to grasp this major'a;ea of the text,

N . ~ Ever since‘peckett c%}led into queatibn the concepts of 'form' and

—_ ‘content' in "Dante... Bruno. Vico.. Joyce" and asserted theif indivis:
A o*
: ibility, his fiction has defied their separation. This wag pursued,

, along with the issue of the language of ‘the text and the character's
P, L
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relationship to language, by means of witt teinian agséssment.
. , ¢
~ .
The character can be seen as a peffgn;iication of hig own words, where

the telling of his stories constitutes an attenipt to describe the scaf-
folding of his situation. With Wittgensteinian tools, we can understand

the Basil-Mahood-Worm character progression as a metaphor of tHe Unnam-
P

able's relationship to language. The form and content of the text work'

"together to reflect an obsession with the fear and limitation of words.

" /

The very fact that Others seem to be speaking through him leads
the Unnamable to a state of fekar and ‘fascination about the role Others

play in his life and, especially) in his language.

[y

How can he get to

hifself {f "}hey" are in control? How can he get control if the only

e
route open to him is the use of éﬂlanguage which "they' have taught him?

‘ Siﬂégfthis fs of crucial importance to the character and is expressed as

¢

a theme overlapping all others in the text, we turn to Heidegger as a

way to handle these issues, Heidepger's digcussions on language and

~

being,” with the correlative concerns of 'they-self', authenticity and

o

inauthentieity, offer a way to approach Beckett's novel.

;Where do we go from here? What is left out? What areas of

The Unnamable have escaped examination? Probably many, \No doubt. the
final word on the novel is provided by the character's own assessment:
given a hundred scOrieglhaﬁd*need a hundred-and-one, given a hundred-
and-one he'd need.another, or bthers, to tell ﬁ&s story at last. So

too for the reader: 1I don't think any amount of analysis can gapture

the beauty and monumental sgignificance of The Unnamable. And, ultimate-

"ly, any. effort to capture .the novel leaves us outside, as with the case

og‘wéfm in his jar, peeping in, seeing only words among words, a dust of

s -
- . ' F’ .
N 2
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... all I've said, said I've done, said I've been, it's
they who said i¢, I've said nothing, I haven't stirred,
they don't understand, I 'can't stir, they think I don't
want to, that their conditions don't suit me, that they'll
hit on others, in the end, to my liking, then 1'1l stir,
WI'11 be ip thelbag, that's how I see it, I see nothing,
they don't understand, I can't go to them, they'll have to
come and get me, if they want me, .a, (U, p. 378) ]

f‘d" ' Y
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The magic and joy of the work lies outside the classifications:
¥
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