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Abstract

This thesis consists of four parts: in the first part, Judith Butler’s theory on
subject and subjection is-analyzed and interpreted within the framework of classical
liberal tradition represented through the work of Isaiah Berlin, as well as within the
anthropological and psychoanalytical thought of Mary Douglas and Julia Kristeva in
order to outline the space for liberty within the world of socially constructed subjects.

‘Butler’s insights on socially constructed identities and possibility of freedom
then serve as a ground for interpretation of three works of literature which are usually
considered almost unapproachable: Samuel Becket’s Unnamable, David Albahari’s
Koan of the Story and Judita Salgo’s Road to Birobidzan. The aim is to demonstrate
that some theoretical problems of interpretation of works of literature could be solved
within the theoretical contexts that are broader than the context of literary criticism
itself. For example, if we are talking about the features of a narrator or other fictional
characters, we implicitly or explicitly assume a whole set of definitions of what the
person, self, or identity is. On the other hand, once we choose a broader theoretical
framework, we ought to use all of those tools developed within literary theory for the
purposes of interpretation. At the beginning of the chapter on Beckett’s The ‘
Unnamable it is said that we could not use “old-fashioned” tools to interpret
twentieth-century fiction. However, at the end of that chapter it turns out that it is
possible to interpret The Unnamable in terms of the “classical” knowledge of literary
criticism and particularly within the genre framework of the novel of formation. It
. becomes possible to do this by choosing an appropriate, broader theoretical -
framework, in this case — Butler’s theoretical discussion on the possibility of agency
of social constructed subjects.



1.INTRODUCING TERMS

THIS THESIS has the following structure: 1n the first part I -descrtbe the R
theoretical framework within"which, in"the second and third part of the
thesie', I interpret th;ee works of litera"ture—- a short sentence Apres’ented a's' a
.story, an uhﬁniéhed’ novel pre_sented as a complete work of 1itetature, and
: another novel that ie ih.literary- criticism n.lainlyl_presehted' as an anti-hovel.
| “Literary critics often conei&er these three wotks of literature as ﬁetion that
}1s nearly unapproachable for mterpretatlon My intention is to demonstrate :
| ;that by choosmg an appropnate theore’ucal framework an 1nterpreter can
j apptoach these works in an ahnost tradmonal way, that is, in a way
“traditional, realistic ﬁcuon is usually approached although we are Speakmg
about hterature that is. cons1dered h1ghly anti- tradxtlonal On the other hand
the method I shall use to mterpret these three works of hterature is the same
as the method I shall use to deﬁne the appropnate theoretlcal framework for
. my mterpretatlons ThJS rneans that I try to place a h1gh1y groundbreakmg |
theory w1t_hin a Vrather trachtlonal, humamstlc-hberaleontext m order to |
emphasize some ‘chara.cteri‘st-ics of a theory that coﬁlq otherwise be

.neglected.

TH_h AMERICAN PHILOSOPHER and social anthropologist Judith Butler put -

forth the innovative theoretical_ view I am talking about. Agaihst the idea -



that‘f'em.inist politics needs a firm notion of feminine identity; Butler' argues |
.t'hat every identity is Aactually a social or cultural produCt. Developing the B
. -concept of the social construct1on of subJect1v1ty, Butler also defines a.
world that is opposed to the world of socially constructed subjeets and that :
is created S1mu1taneous1y with and as the very condmon of the existence of
the latter. Th15 other world ‘that Butler calls the “zone of umnhabltahon |
a domain of 4-“ab]ect bemgs.” And f‘ab_]ect beings” are those who are not
recognized as suhjects.with.in" the frarnewor'k of the “law,” although the -
‘tlaw’_’ produces them as well. In other worde, “abject beings” are _“rnarginal
genders’; that are excluded from the -domain of cupjects, that is, that are.
precluded from partakmg in pohtrcs

Yet, there is a sudden turn in this theoretlcal plot: although
supposed to be 1nv151ble,.“abject beings” emerge like “dread identification™
as .the. ‘uery e_ondition of .one’s being a -subject, every -tirne .wh.en one
_ questions one’s own suhj'ectivity. The polit‘ical'_i'ssue of 'recanition of
. 7“abject"being.s” as subjects uvho are legitimate members of a_ society is one
of the main 'top'ics Butler theorizes uviﬂlin_the t'rarnevuork of queer theory.
,Her elaboration of the' concept of “the citatic_n of the law” is meant to create
a nolitical space within which abj ect beings or marginal ‘genders ought to be
recogmzed as subjects Through its three aspects — performatmty,
re1terat10n, and abjecuon - the concept of c1tat10n opens a theoretical
space w1th1n whlch Butler temporahzes the apparently eternal “law,’; and
~ thus creates ‘the poss1b111ty of agency w1th1n the seemingly completely

determmed world of socmlly constructed subjects.



- WRITING ABOUT THE INHABI'I‘A’l'ION of the “zone of unmhabltation” I d1v1de '
my. thes1s into three sections, plus one mterlude In the ﬁrst chapter “Is
There Freedorn in the World of Socially Constructed Subjects,” through the )
.comparison of Butler;s concept of agency with Isaiah l3erlin’s famous two
.concepts of liberty, I giye an account on what. the zone of uninhabitation:is;
“and, as it tums out; it is that inhabited by marginalized beings...ln the
chapter “The. Hysteric yersus the.-Herrneneutic éircle,” I construe Judita
§algo’s. novel The Road .to'B.irbb'idz'an, whoSe main character Ais Anna O,,
" the l'amous p'aticut ol‘ the Viennese psychiatrist J oseph ﬁrcu(:r as a story of
the falled attempt of the formation of a new 1dent1ty In the chapter
..“Fonmng the Identlty of the I-narrator in Samuel Beckett s The.
Unnamable "1 analyze Beckett s novel in order to demonstrate the validity ,
of Butler’s theorizing of possibility of agency. Butler’s theoretical insights
’ 'on the subversion of identity serve as-a suitable framework for an
interpretation of Beckett s novel which is usually thought hearly
E unapproachable.‘ Sur_pri'singly, Butler’s discussion on the issue of identity_
allows me to construe Beckett’s novel in a rather .traditional Qay. It is
possible to say that. Beckett’s novel, ,.:although it has been 'commonly
regarded as. a novel of all kinds of. disintegration (of the story, of ‘the .
charac':ters .of the narrator‘ of the fictional time and space) could be read in |
‘a completely opp031te way asa novel of formation Beckett’s unnamable
speaker and Salgo s Anna O can both be described as abject bemgs who
are trymg to establish themselves or to be recognized as subjects within
their ﬁctional worlds Beckett s ‘protagomst w1thm hlS own zone of

unmhabitabihty and Salgo s main character w1thm the domain of

- 4



N recogrlized 'subjects of ."h‘er - ﬁctlonal world._ Yet, u(hile the. unnamable}.
speaker’s .effort- can be“ considered 's"ucoes"sful, §a1go’s. Anna O. fails to
' achreve recogmtron asa subJ ect. |
- From the theoretlcal standpoint the ﬁrst part of my thes1s is of great '-
irnportance. The validity of the whole thesis.depends. on a clear and sound .
E _'deﬁnitton.ot; the zone of uninhabitation. On the_one hand, I am trying to
define tt through »th'e comparison of Berlin’s and But'ler’s theori‘esv on
poht1ca1 sub_]ects and poss1b1ht1es for thelr freedom and on the other :
| through the exammatxon of the Bntxsh anthropologxst Mary Douglas s and
'the' French-Bulganan theorlst “Julia Knsteva s theones ‘of the self.
: Accordmg to these. theones it is possible to closely relate the zone of ‘
uninhabitation to the body 1tself Furthermore itis possrble even to equate ;
_the body and ‘the terntory of umnhabltatlon To put it-more premsely it is B
.pOSSlble to demonstrate that the body is d1v1ded into two zones that actually
fully o'verlap: the_zone of mhabltatlon and the zone.of umnhabltatlon. The
.' body itself | as well as the identity orthe idea of the self, is the focus -of |
severe pohtlcal or-cultural coerc1on that keeps society together and preventsb
it from fallmg apart I would argue that the parts of the body that resist
| social constralnts form the zone of unmhabltatlon and, as Butler explams ‘
" provide the posmblhty for agency, and hence for pollucal recognition- of
: “abject bemgs | ‘ | ' ' |
I ﬁnd that Jud1ta Salgo s Ihe Road to Blrobzdzan and Samuel1
: Becltett s The Unnamable - the two novels that I take into consideration -
in a-cextain way confirm Butler’s concept of ‘;tx'.tlly" subversive parody
which enables .“abject,. beings” to undermine the ‘_‘IaW’; in order to be

5.



: recogiﬁzed as subjecfs i)y the séliie “la\;\;.;’ This"c-onﬁ.nnatiqn.is ioossiblé. on
N the gsounds (if a .-cl_ear analogy’ betv_yeen 'the ﬁciional World and the
o chqraéiers 'c_reat.ed w'ithin_.thé frame of the narrative tsxts, on tﬁc_oné liahd,
" and‘the so,—calied regl world and subje’cis u.nd‘erstood' w1thm the framework
oi' the theo;igs oi" “sociaLConstmctiyism,” on the cither. In both cases
fictional characters and real persons are seen as a kiri(i of artificial
construciion. R '
In his bobic Litéi'ary :Th'eory‘, -which 1s aictu_ally his latest ‘f\.'ery short
L introc:luction” to !:hc‘subjcct (after the two moi!s detailed introductions to
structuralism and deconstruction), the British critic J onathan Culler devotes
. a whole ciiapter to the issues of identity, idéntiﬁcgtioii and the subject.'
Culler affirms ‘th‘at “iiteratiiré has always be'.en‘ concerned w1th questions
about identity,' ansl' literéry works sketch answers, impli.citly:or explicitly, to
these questions” (Culler -2000: 106). “Literai'y works,” Culler continues,
“offer a range of implicit models of how identity is formed” (Cliller' 2000:
106). Fiirthsrmore: "-‘Lite.rature has not only made identit); a tiieme;'it has
plasléd a ksigniﬁcanti role in the consﬁucﬁon of the identity of readsrs”!
(Culler 2000: 1 08). Even thoug_}i'}ie pays close attenticin.k to Judith-Builer’s
thebfgtical framework' — amimg other thmgs, he stresses that “as Judith
- Butler explains, ‘ths reconceptualization of identity as an eﬁ‘ést, that is, ss

: pfoduced' or genefated opens up possibilities of ‘agency’ that are

' It is very interesting that Caller devotes some ten pages to Judith Butler’s
theoretical work in an overall introduction to literary theory that does not exceed
a hundred pages. This is even more striking if we take into account that, on the
one hand, Judith Butler is not a literary critic or theorist and, on the other, some
important critics and thcorists who contributcd much to litcrary theory and
criticism are not even mentioned in Culler’s Introduction.



ms1d10us1y foreclosed by posmons that take 1dent1ty categones as .4

' _' ' foundatlonal and ﬁxed’“ (Culler 2000 113) Culler falls to make a strong g ~‘
. connection between ‘models of how 1dent1ty is formed” w1thm fictional
B worlds end hoyst 1ctent1ty is produced or generated " w1thm the “world of
.‘soeiallly. cons&ueted subje_cts He mamtams that he percelves literature
merely as 5 source of “rich matenale for 'comphcatlng political and-.
- 'sociological'aceountsl,of the.role 'of siteh [oolitical and sociotogicel] factors
in the constmcticht of identit}f’v.(Culler 2000:° 106). However, within the
theoreﬁeel .frarxiewtrork of Judlth Butler, literature could’ assume a mu.ch'.

' “more important role.






3. 'Is THERE FREEDOM ‘N THE WORLD
OF SOCIALLY CONSTRUCTED SUBJECTS‘? | .

: 1 ,
IN HIS ESSAY. “Two Concepts of Liberty,” stressing that probably there isno
need to. demonstrate something that is so obviously true,. the liberal '
phllosopher Ismah Berhn asserts that “conceptlons of freedom d1rectly
’ denve from v1ews of what constitutes a self a person, aman’ (Berhn 1969
| ,1‘34). However, although he gives and elaborates two preclse definitions —
positive and negative —of libexty;- Berlin does not engage in trying to define -
“what constitutes a self, a person, a 'man,” or, one woulci say, eventually, a
woman. Regarding different theoretical 'st.andpoints, this lack of a certain
-notion'of a self.could be seen as a weak spot in Berlin’s discussion on
E 11berty that foregrounds h1s relativism, as well as, on the contrary, the sxgn.'
ofa phllosopher s dehberate av01dance of the metaphys1cal 1mphcat10ns of
such a concept that in fact strengthens his argumentatlon
Berhn approaches two senses of hberty posmve and negatlve -
_ through answermg the followmg two questlons respectlvely What is the ,'
arca within which the suhject —a person or group of persons is ox should _
"b‘e left to tio or be "what _he is abte to do or be, tv,_ithout interf_er‘_ence by other
fpersons?” a'nd .;‘What, or who, is the source of. contfol orv,int‘etference thatl
~ can determine someone to do, or be, this rather (han that?"’ (Betlinkl969:
121-2). It is not necessary to read these questtons carefully to see why

- Berlin avoids defining the subject and why he maintains broad and vague



. ";'con’cepts of “his natural facultles” (Berhn 1969: 124 my 1ta11cs) or “the _
| ‘essence of his human nature” (Berlm 1969: 126; my 1ta11cs) |
It is obvmus that someone who would c1a1m ‘that Berhn s concepts' '
" of l1berty lack.a firm ground because he does not define what “natural
' facultles and “the essence s of human nature” actually are, ought to argue
'that _1t‘ is pos51ble to say what the essence of human nature exactly is.
Furtherrrtore, not only should sorneone assert that this is possible; but it has
‘ .oﬁe'n -happened that- people who “know™ this”“essence’.’ thmk that this :
' “kn0wledge" gives them the ultimate nght —to be precnse it happens from
‘time to time that some of them thmk that it glves them the nght -to control
.or determine individuals as weil a's group_s to do, or be,.this (“the essence of _
_human 'nature”) rather than that (a malformation of “the essence of humane
nature”). And that is exactl}t what Berlin tries and manages to axfoid by
. leaving the concepts of man’s “natural faculties™ and.“the essence oi‘ human
B nature” rather under'stated. “What is'this essence? What are the standa_rds
. ‘which it entails"” Berlin asks and then continues, ‘ﬁs has been and

perhaps always w111 be a matter of mﬁmte debate” (Berhn 1969 126)'.
' - Thus, one of the aspects of hberty unphes that we must preserve a
' rmmmum a.rea of personal freedom” (Berhn 1969: 126), w1thm which vt'e |
.can pursue Berlin claims by quotmg I.S. M111 ‘our own good in our own_
, way’ (Berlm 1969: 127) In other words Berhn argues that partlcularly |
. because it is “a matter of mﬁmte debate we must preserve a minimum
varea of personal freedom within which one can be vrhat one thinks that one

has to be according to one’s own notion of the human essence.



' In a way, it could be said that Berlin’s understandirlg of freedom
" _partly relies on the fact that thedebate on the essefice of human nature is

E inﬁnite that is, that man’s “natural faculties” cannot be defined. Th1s is

how the American phllosopher Richard. Rorty reads Berlin’s readmg of

Mill’s phrase expenments in hvmg in such an mterpretatlon the lack of _
a prec1se deﬁmtlon ofa self a person, a man, becomes the corner stone of
-_ _Berlin’s defense of liberty “against telic conceptions of human perfection”
| (Rorty 1989: 45). ﬁowever, this indetermixiate notion of the subject expoées
Berlin’s conéepts of hbertir toa hnore scrious criticism. |
. ‘To put it | simp-ly, Berlin’s: concepts of liberty presupp‘ose the

"2 (one of the aspects of “negative

existehce of the subj'ect “before the law
‘liberty” is that one should be left to be what one is already able to be). .
Furtherrnore; this subject is already capable'of doing som_ething regardless
of mé “law” (the other aepect of “negative liberty” is that one should be left
. to do'what one is alrearly able to do). Finally - and this is the whole concebt.
' ‘of negatrve liberty — the subj ect should be leﬁ to do or be what s/he is able
. to do or be within a certa.m area. Thus we have the subJect before therefore
out o'f the “law,” arrd then the same subject wuhm the framework of the
;‘taw” —the “law;; that should leave'to a certain eXtent and in a certain"arela' .

- her or him to be what s/he was before and do what s/he did before. “Before”

in, this context should be related to the adjectlve “natural” and the noun .

2 This is Butler’s phrase. She uses “before the law” to allude to Derrida’s
interpretation of Kafka’s story “Before the Law.” Further in the text I will use

~ the word “law” in quotation marks to highlight that its meaning in this context

cannot be reduced to the meaning of the strictly juridical term. Here its meaning

should be much broader to encompass general meanings of words such as

“language,” “symbolic order,” “discourse of power,” “thought style.”

1n -



“nature.” Tha't is, “before” is thought to foreground that the words “natural”

‘and “natnre”-denote shmething that precedes the “law” and sornething that

" is exposed to the “law.” Therefore, “natural” and “nature” have to be

understood in oppdsitioh to the “law.”

' ~. Thus we haye the_'suhject’s “natural faculties” and “human nature”
that cannot be defined. .At’t.he same time, tollewing Berlin, it is nossible to
- 4 claim that the subject’s “natural faculties” and “hurnan nature” oppose and .

precede the “law.” indetenmnacy of the subJect’ “natural faculties” and
“human nature” is thc very conchtmn for her o_r his hbcr‘ty within the frame -
.of the “law.” It turns out that Berlin’s concep'ts-ef liherty are grdunded .eri
two prennses ﬁrst that there is the subJ ect before the “law and, second,
‘ that the sub_]ect cannot be deﬁned If this is the valid mterpretatron of o
Berlin’s ‘writings, it seems that one question can challenge the whole
‘structure of his concepts of liberty: Is there really a eubject that' precedes the.
"“law’’? What happens to liberty if the “law” in fact forms the‘subj ect? If the

N

self is a creation of society do Berlin’s concepts of liberty rnake-any sense?

I
: SIMILAR QUESTIONS about Berlin’s thoughts on liherty could be posed from

a shghtly different standpomt offered w1t1un the theoretlcal ﬁamework of-

- . the Bl’ltlSh anthropolog1st Mary Douglas Although thrs is not a d1rect way

- to dxscuss these questrons, it w111 help us to better understand Judith

Butler’s theoretical insights, which will be discussed later.

12



| ' Wntmg 'about',the idea’” of the self, Mary l)ouglas uses, a.gain‘,3
LudW1k Fleck’s_ corl_cept. of “thought style.” AFleck argues, as vDouglas .
e)‘cplains',' that in any commurtity,' or “thought-collective . there is “a more
" or less d1$clplmed consensually agreed set of pnnclples about how the
~ world is, and what 1s a fact and what is speculatlon » that Fleck calls'
' "‘tho'ught style” (Douglas 1992: 211). l?leck’s term “thought style,'”.as
- Douglas construes and develop.s'it, denotes a general ﬁameWOrk of norms
‘and principles _within which .ruembe'rs.' of a ‘cornmuhity place their
.exuericncc in ordcer to irltcrpret it aud_ estahllsh: its'meaulng. Since thought
.stylediffers from one 'con'lmuni‘tyvto another, it is obvious that it is not-
universal or ultimate knowledge, although within a certain community it is
usually ‘manifested or represented as such. Therefore, lt is, possible to say
that it is not.meant either to provide truth., or serve as a firm grourld for the.
search of truth Thought style can be’ \-iie'wed'instead as a web of -
: ‘ presumptlons pnn01ples norms, and .value's that keeos a ‘certain
: commumty together that is, prevents it from falhng apart. In th1s way it
- becomes clear why every culture protects so_me of these presumptlons,
bprinc‘iplesh ‘norms, or values ﬁ'om questioning, by ideclaring that it is no.t
. .poss1ble to scrutlmze them “Such av01dance Douglas explams “is known -

as taboo behavior” (Douglas 1992: 212).

3 In her book How Institutions Think, Douglas relies on Emile Durkheim’s and
Ludwik Fleck’s theoretical insights in developing her own theory of socially .
grounded cognition. Without going into details, it could be said that it is :
possible to make a parallel between Douglas’s use of the term “thought style”
and Butler’s use of the “law.”

13



F leck develops h1s concept of thought style by usmg examples from

k scwntiﬁc commumties However, Douglas ﬁnds that F leck’s thought

collectives can be understood in a much Abroader‘ sense. To exemphfy this,

Douglas uses.knowledge of or the broad consensus. about the nature of the

self and the person as “one of those areas of protected pubhc 1gnorance m..

“Westem mdustnal culture” (Douglas 1992: 212). In other words, Douglas

| views Western 5001ety asa type of thought collective, and the notion of ‘the
- umtary, rational, once and for all embodled person” (Douglas 1992: 211) as

. a matter that is protected from qucstiomng w1thm the framework of its own

particular thought. style. In other :words, the idea of the self is tabooed -by

Western culture. “The case of maintaining that nothing can be argued about

the self,” Douglas asserts, “is .that the idea of the self is heavily locked into

~ ideology” _(Douglas 1992: 212). That is, “the idea of the self driven by self-
regarding motives is undoubtedly an ideological and cultural construct”
(Douglas 19.92: 213). To dernonstrate this, Douglas clair_ns,' one needs to
“identify _other self concepts, responding to ’other ideological demands,

| within a typology of possihle ideolog.ies” (Douglas .l992: 213). In her essay
"‘Thought Style linernpliﬁed,” Douglas proyides such a concept of the self,
and thus demonstrates her idea' of Western cultureas a thought ¢ollective,
and the notion of the unitary, rational,’ once and for all embodied person as
a taboo. Consequently, the thought style‘of | Westeni eulture is shown as
neither uniyersal nor ultiniate. Howeve'r,_ this proyisional concept of the self .
will not be discussed here. What I am going to do 1s hrieﬂy retell Douglas’s ‘

account'of what constitutes the taboo of the self in Western culture.

14



H‘ow"euer, this is _lnot an 'easy teek.; Although it ls btal.(en for .gtantecl
' that uve are talking about e"‘unitary, continuous responsible self” '(Douglas
1992 215), it turns out that we are actually talkmg about the “meffable .
self”’ (Douglas 1992: 215) An ineffable or unnarnable self can be v1ewed as
a product of a twofold process. On the one hand, the concept of the
ineffable self is meant to prevent any definition of a person that is “apt to -
become an instrument of coercion” (Douglés | _19"92: 214). D'i‘seuss‘ing _'
Berlin’s two concepts of frée&lbm as an attempt of avoi,(lance of such a.
deﬁnition and its conée'quenoes,l- Do'uglas- infcre tllht: B'er_lin deliberately

etnpties tlte conceptr'of the person. And that is e)tactly what we find on tlie"'
other hand the stretegy of tabooing tne'notion of oersonllood by placing an
inner selt; the reel perso.n,‘beyond knojwledge. Henoe, tllere is a doomed
.-attentpt to'évoitl deﬁnitions in ordet to preseﬁe the- po;slbility ot‘ freedom

- for the.eelf, since: -

The idea of the ineffable self is just a blank spacc; a no-go area for logical
 discourse. It gives no ent:ry for reasoning and no hold in r_ational debate
' against our. own possible wishes to esiaouse arbitrary, coetcivé theories of

. selfhood and personhood. (Douglas 1992: 216) ‘

' And 1t turns out that “thls idea of the self could be Just as coercive as any" -
_Aother” (Douglas 1992 214) Actually, it is coercive in a partlcular way

Douglas explams that over the paat three hundred years, the notlons of the

self and the person have been dlylded- in the discourse of Westem .

-civilization: .

- 15,



The category of self has been classified as the subject, inherently -
unknowable. The category of person has been filled by the need to meet
the forensic requirements of a 'law-ablidingA society and an effectivé;

" rational judicial system. (Douglas 1992: 214)

' .Follow.ing Douglas’s di.scussion it could be said that the cetegory of person .
has not only been filled by the need to meet forensm requlrements the.'

category of person has also been filled by the need t6 be embodled In other |
. Vwords, in order to meet the forensic ljequlrements_a person " needs to have -

a “body.” -

. 'This demand imboses a non-negoﬁable ,link between the ‘p'érson_ and the
person’s' living body; Because of erubodiment, we cannot claim to be able
to be in three places, or two, at the same time. For the Jury the cepacities
of the self have to conform to theacccpt.ed constreirits of space and time.

(Douglas 1992: 216)

' Tms has se\)eral consequences'. First, the concept ef the multiple self ;is
| ccmpleceiy unacceptable, .for »“ﬁe jury fooul has no use'for a concept of
'person with-several constituent selves because responsibility must not be
| dlffuscd” (Douglas 1992 217) Further the concept of the passive self-
. cannot be accepted wh10h means that it is rather useless to excuse m court |
someone’s behavior as being influenced ‘. by'.: “ﬁlries, capricious gbds,

dcmons, pcrscniﬁcd cmotions” (bouglas 1992:'21_7). If yi/c are to accept -
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such explanatlons Douglas argues, 1t would “enta11 a great.deal of rewntlng .
of the law-books” (Douglas 1992: 217) Even 1f we feel, to use Douglas’s
words “at the level of our gut response that there is sornetlnng
‘ ‘inappropriate‘about such a concept of personhood we are drsabled from :
saymg that exactly because the 1dea of the inner- self has been placed
beyond the limits of lcnowledge and ratlonal mvestlgatlon (Douglas 1992 .
217). Thus it tums out that “the idea of a umtary self because it concords |
S0 well w1th .our legal and economxc' institutions, exerts a str_angl.ehold on
: pu'bu; dialogue" (Daagns 1992; 217), Douglas’s account of (his specific
version of self, ,“unitary land fully <embodiedi... [as] the comerstone of our
civil libertles a'bloclr 'aga-inst arbi'trary defarnation ? rn'akes one Wonder
| how somethmg metaphoncally descnbed as a stranglehold on pubhc
dialogue can at the same t1me be. cons1dered a comerstone of our c1v11 ‘
liberties. It is hardly,consoling that this understandrng of the self put an end
to '.verdicts, of Wltchcraft, an example Douglas uses to explain her account

(Douglas 1992: 217).

. Nonetheless 'Dougla‘s’s claims'could be rephrased considering the . -.

- 1mportance of the body It is poss1ble to say : that the idea of the unified body
somehow precedes the 1dea of the umtary self Smce 1t is 1mpos51ble to say .
. anythmg about the self as such we can form a notion of a umtary self only'

. through a fully embodled self whmh means only through an idea of the

' body Therefore becausé of their strong rnutual dependence it is pos51ble ‘ =

. to perform a metonymlc replacement of the ‘umtary self’ W1th the “body’

in the followmg way The body, because it concords so well w1th our legal

. and economrc institutions, exerts a stranglehold on public dlalogue justas
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B is ~th'e comerétoné of oﬁr civii ﬁberfieé, é_ 'blo;:k agaiﬂst arbitrary o
defamatlon, an armo.r whwh protects oﬁ emptled inner self.
| Furthermore, 1f the * soul” and the “body’ are 1n a certaln way
: mutually replaceable it me;(a.ns that it is also poss1b1e to restate Douglas s
claims about the self asa cdnsjtruct of ideology in the following way: The
" idea of the ﬁnifmd, ,organize(i bc;dy is ur.ldou.btedly an ideological and*
hﬁltural construct. Al;dt "The idea of the body is .heavily locked - irll’tp.,A -
. i'dt‘aology.4 Taking this in'to’ ‘accoitint, the qﬁestions asked about Berlin’s.
"clc':n‘cepts of libefty »aud‘thc subject could be reformulated in the follqwi_né_
- .wa'y: Is there rgally é body that prébedes'tﬁe “law™? V\:’haf happens t<; Iibeﬁy .
if the ‘flaW" in fact fonps the Body? If thé body is é <;'reation of the “law,”

do Berlin’s concepts of lib'efty make any sense?

I
AlﬁfROACHLNG THESE ISSUES from a feminist perspective, Judith Butler

writes:

- *In her classical works Purity and Danger and Natural Symbols, Douglas opens a
- way for viewing the symbolic significance of the body as a metaphor of social .
relations within a given community. Douglas follows Marcel Mauss when she . ..
~ claims that “the human body is always treated as an image of society and that
- there can be no natural way of considering the body that does not involve at the
same time a social dimension” (Douglas 1996: 74). Furthermore, Douglas gave
-an account on how the “social body,” the organization of community as a system
" .of relations, performs a coercion on viewing and understanding the human body,
- and social behavior as well. And, the other way around, a particular perception
.of the body constrains the perception of society (Barnard 1998: 75). Writing
about the “two bodies” in Natural Symbols, Douglas argues: _
- The social body constrains the way the physical body is perceived. The physu:al
experience of the body, always modified by the social categories through which
it is known, sustains a particular view of society. There is a continual exchange
of meanings between the two kinds of bodily experience so that each reinforces
the categories of the other. As a result of this intcraction the body itself is a
highly restricted medium of expression. The forms it adopts in movement and
repose express social pressures in manifold ways. (Douglas 1996: 69) '
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-.Tt'lc prevailing assmpi:tion of ttle orttologtcal integrity of the subject '
Ab'efor'c thc law might be onderstood as the contontoorary trace of the oMté
of nature hypothesm, that foundatlonallst fable constitutive of the
. Jundlcal structure of classwal 11berallsm The performatlve mvocatlon of
a nonhxstoncal “before” bécomes the foundatlonal premlse that
'-guarantees ‘a preaoclal ontology of persons who freely consent to be -
govemod and, thereby, ‘constltute the 'le'g'ltlmacy of the soclal COntract...i .

(Butler 1990; 3)

.. Like Berlin; Butlé;r stressoé that “the ‘qoesﬁoo ot tho'suojoct ia crucial for -
" poiiﬁos” (Butlér 1990: 2); yet her reasoos‘ato ciuite different froro Betlin’s.
‘She claims that “jun'dioal ;ubjects are invariably prodﬁceo ﬂﬁough certain
exclusionary practic‘ea_that do not ‘sho_wf once the jutidicat structuro of
| politics has b_con established” (Butler 1996; 2). However, at this point, one
- 18 tenipted to demonstrato a cettain simtlarity between Berlin’o anc't' Butlet’s
".'stapces, in spite of ,:tho. api:;arent differencoé.' Butler’s use of the ‘t_ermo
“etcclusio_rtarj Ih)r'acticf;s’.’~ implies that there is so'n‘léthingv that " can be
 excluded in the proceos of foﬁnthg “Suridical subjecta.” It can bevsaiq _that;- «
in Butlor’s terr'ns; we have, on the one liand “juridical subj ects” an'a onthe
| other, somethmg excluded - somethmg that we. can defme m Berhrt s
terms, as' “natural subjects ” The a.rgument can follow Roxty s short
cxammatlon of Foucault’s cla1m that “our imagination and w1ll are so

limited by the.socialization we have rece1ved that we are unable even to
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. propose an alternatiye to the societyfwe ‘have now” (Rorty 1989: 64).

Undemeath th1s clarm Rorty ﬁnds that Foucault “stlll thinks in terms of

o .somethmg deep w1th1n human bemgs whlch is deformed by acculturatlon

. although on the other hand he agrees that the human subject “is sunply _
whatever acculturatlon makes of it” (Rorty 1989 64) The key term in this
dlscussmn is obviously the “subJect” agam And Butler can sunply answer
these obJectlons by statmg that she is speakmg exactly about subJects that '_

. do not _ex1st.befor.e .and are ‘produced by the “law.” There are no other o

"subjots, apart from these. For something thal is excladed we cammol use the

term f‘subject,” because this term is already inscribed in a certam way.' . .

Juritlical power inevitably “nrotluees” what it claims merely to represent;
henee, rpolities must be concerned wrththls dual function of power: the:
juridical and the product_iye. In effect, the law orocluces and then ‘conceals
‘the notion “of the subject ,before"the law” in order to invo.ke’that_
(llscursive .formatiOn as a naturalized foundational' ‘premise- that
subsequent}y legltxmates that law s own regulatory hegemony (Butler ,

1990: 2)

" In other words, it is eventually possible. to use the term ‘_‘subject” to denote -

'sor_nething or someone that 1s or who is e;tcluded'or not reeognized as such
by the “law,” but first we Should stipulate the term’s new mearilné
’ Howeyer, Butler is inelined to use the terms “abject beings”-.or ;‘rnarginal
genclers" for those excluded by the .“'law'-’ ratlrer than to. define -a new’

_meaning for the term “subjeet," because_a'ny new definition of the term
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| could unply that it is posslhle to ‘ha,ve a subject' who escapes ‘or is excluded
by the productive and- rcgulatory_ hegemony of the “law,” Eventually, -
| .‘ Butler’s ﬁnal argument that there is nothing that precedes the “law could - -
be taken to mean that what is excluded by exclus1onary pract1ces is at the-
' same time produ(:ed by the “law™ i_tself. |
- Considering the concept ot‘ a'socially.’constructed subj ect; what can |
~ we say abot liberty? ‘Can we rely on Berlin’s ,discusSloh of the: two
concepts of liberty in such a- context? It.‘is possible to say that Eerlin’s
| deﬁrﬁtlou of liberly does not work within this context. In Butler’s lterms,..it.‘
does not vmal(e‘. sense to say that one should_he Teft ,to do or be whatoue 1s
| able to'd_o or be,'if social consttalnts are already il'nposed.on “one”'in'or.der
_to ‘tnake “one” out of one or'whatever. “One” comes to being..through or i's
r‘nade by the ‘klaw,” ‘hence “one” is able to be or do only v.vhat‘ one is
supposed to be or do. “
Berhn would probably say that such a' view is ‘a kind of
'deterrmmsm and he would be partly nght In fact, it would be unfalr to say ’
that Berlm was not aware of such a cnt1c1sm In his essay “Pohtlcal Ideas in

the Twentieth Century,.” he writes about “a _newconcept of the soclety’ :

There i‘s.one and .only 'one.direction A‘in yvluch Aa' giveu aggreéate of -
' iridi'viliuals is. conceived to be uayeling, clriVen thither by"quasi-occult'
impersonal forces such as -their class structure or their collectxve -
.,‘unconscmus or their racial ongm or the ‘real’ socml or physwal roots of
' this or that popular or group’ ‘mythology The dlrectlon is alterable

but only by tampermg w1th the lndden cause of behawor - those who>
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o tvrsh to tamper being, according to this vierv, free to a limited degree‘to
' determine their own direction and that of others not by the increase of
. 'mﬁonalrty_ and by argument addressed to it, -but by having a sup_erior '
_understanding of the machinery of "social behavioryeand sldll in

" manipulating it. (Berlin 1969: 32)

Berlin_’s" arguments aéainst such a determinisrn are rather e_xpected:ouotin.g o
. .S't -.Sir‘n.on’s prophecy he points out that "‘the’-‘governrnent‘of man willll-be |
| '.replaced by the administration of thmgs” (Berlin- 1969: 33) The word _h :
-- ‘thmg,” denotmg somethmg that Is art1ﬁclal reveals that Berlin rejects such
2 view because it 1s- directly agamst one’s natural-facult_les and the

“essence of human nature 5

Berlin underlines fthe great possibility that
sorneone who holds such a view will be inclined to use' violence to change
an existing order. Thus, there are two steps in his argument aéainst' this
concept. The first concerns ;‘theessence of human nature,""and the second:
the use .of violence. However, there is no direct casual connection between
the concept of somally detenmned subjects and the tendency to .vrolence
' AFurthermore there is no firm connectlon betvt/een the concept of somally :
: determrned subjects and deterrnim'sm though “the controversy over the
.' mearnng of construcrzon appears tov founder on the conventlonal
phrlosophlcal polanty between free will and deterrmmsm” (Butler 1990 8).

.In other words, there is a space for hberty even in theories of the soc1a1

construction of subjectivity. Yet, liberty, according to such theories, cannot

: $ Butler would probably clalm that Berlin’s “ndtural” and “nature” are “denoting a
* universal capacity for reason, moral dehberatxon or language” (Butler 1990:
10). - : : . .
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- _be achreved through subJects wider | representation. 'b'ecause. th1s
_representatlon has an ironic consequence, ‘which is unavmdable if we take

h into’account. “the constitutive powers' of their own representatlonal claims”
(Btttler 1990: 4) Butler explains that “the articulation of an identity within

avallable cultural terms mstates a deﬁmtlon that forecloses in advance the

E 'emergence of new 1dent1ty concepts in and through pohtlcally engaged -

actlons” (Butler 1990: 15)_. Inother words, requests for wider representatlon
as well as requests for being 'accepted as a new subject; that is, a subject
' different from recognized ones, must fail because there is no possibility of
emergence and recogmtlon of a new 1dent1ty within the framework of the
ex1st1ng “law ? A new identity cannot be recogmzed and therefore cannot

be represented as a sub] ect.

IV
IN HER TWO .BOOI:('S, ‘Gender Trouble' (and:Bodies that Matter, -Butler

provides a ground for establishing a concept of liberty that is quite different

. .ﬁ'om Berhn s. Thrs drﬁ'erence can be explained' by takmg into account -

Butler’s sh1ﬁ in the debate from the pohtrcal issues in the narrower sense,
E discussed by Berlin to the issues of sub_]ect and 1dent1ty. Her focus on the
sub_]ect is a loglcal consequence of hers, as well as Berlm s, point that the
questron of the subJect rs a crucial one for pohtlcs Furthermore it seems
.that that is the only poss1b1e way to explain how pohtrcal engagement and,

_‘partlcularly, clauns for political nghts and freedom make sense in a world '. h

“of socially constructed subjects.__It‘ i posslble to say that Butler steps into
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e the area that Berlin defines as a space where the subject should .be left to

: do or be, uvhat s/he is able to do or be To put it in Douglas s terms, Butler
steps into a forbldden or tabooed area of a ‘protected” self. While Berhn 1s
_ concerned wtth_pro,tectmg this area as a space of freedom within a broader
: ~‘fnolitical space of c.oercion?‘Butl_er wants to see whether th.ere}is freedom in
. .this area at all. It is"ob.vious that this area is a space where subjects become
_ _cand1dates for takmg part in the p011t1ca1 lrfe ofa commumty But it is also
obv10us although Berlm tries to avo1d such a view by leaving “human
essencc” undcﬁned,‘ that being a subject, accordmg to theones of social
constructivism, alreadyr‘ implies the 'imposition of ‘so'ci,al and polittcal X
constr_'aints. The _ question is how vonc can make room for freedom by
theorizing socially constructed subjects. |
Butler starts with the claim that “obviously, the political task is not-

_' to refuse representational politics,” and proceeds_:

The Jurldlcal structures of language and polmcs constltute the
contemporary ﬁeld of power hence there rs no posmon out51de th1s field,
but only a crmcal genealogy of its own 1eg1t1mat1ng practlces (Butler

.. 1990: 5)

Thus “the taslc is to formulate w1thm this constituted frarne a (:n'tique of the
categones of 1dent1ty that contemporary Jundmal structures engender
, naturahze, and mnnoblhze, and to trace “what quahﬁes as the Jundu,al

‘su.hjec_t” (Butler .1§_90: 5)..' ’l’hen .the second step is to deconstruct the
' assumptio_n “that an identityl must ﬁrst be'in place 1n order' for political
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~ " interests to be elaborated and, subsequently, political action to be taken”

H(Butle‘r 1990: 142). Butler emphasizes that “there need ‘not be a “doer

R : behind the (leed".‘ (Butler 1990: 142). Tt is wrong to associate";aéency’ with -

| “the v1ab111ty of the subJect where the ‘subject’ 'is understood to have

| 'some stable ex1stence pnor to the cultural ﬁeld that it negotlates" (Butler

. .1990 142) On the contrary, “the reconceptuahzatlon of 1dent1ty as an |
eﬂect, that is, as produeed or generated, 'o_pens up possibilities of * agency
that are insidiously foreclosed by positions 'that take identity' categories as

foundatlonal and fixed" (Butler 1990 147) |

Butler refuses to compromlse she re]ects. the poss1bt11ty that a
culturally'constructed sub_]ect could be vested with agency, which is to be

its cognitive ability independent- of its cultural deterraination. Butler |
- h1ghhghts that accordmg to this view, such a subject is “mired,” rather than
. ) " fully constltuted by the “culture” and “dlscourse and exp_lame that “this’

: move to quallfy and enmire the preexrstmg subJect has appeared‘neces‘sary. '

| to establish a pomt of agency that is not fully determmed by that culture and

. dlscourse" (Butler 1990: 143) However

‘[.4..] this kind of reaeo‘ning ‘falsely nreeumes (a) aéency can. onlyh be
.established.through‘ recourse to'a prediscurslve .“I ” even if that “I” is |
e found in the rmdst of a dlscurswe convergence and (b) that to be.
| :,constltuted by dlSCOllISC 1s to be deterrmned by dtscourse where

,determination foreclose the po_smbxhty of agency. (Butler 1990: 143)
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‘ Butler’poi-nts, otit the diﬂ'erence between the concepts of “being constituted”

~ and “being determined” by discourse:

. Indeed, when the subject is said to be con'stituted, that rneans simply that.
the subject is a consequence of certam rule-govemed discourses that
govern the mtelhgrble mvocatron of 1dent1ty The subJect is not

. determmed by the rules through which it is generated because ‘
s1gmﬁcat10n is not a foundmg act, but rather a regulated process of '

" repetition that both_ conceals itself and enforces 1ts rules precisely through -

' the production of substantializing effects. (Butler 1990: 145)

It is clear now ’why it 1s. SO 1mportant for Butler s theoretical rescue of the
possibility of agency that there be no preex1st1ng subj ect a doer before and
~beh1nd a deed. The subJeet is an effect of constant repetition of the rules -
and, “‘agency, then, is to be located within the poss1b111ty of a vanatlon on

. that repetmon” (Butler 1990 145) In Gender Trouble Butler suggests that
practices of parody can serve to reveal the way in whlch culture and -
discourse constltute‘ thev subject through the repetrtlon of rules. Butler uses’.‘ '
| “the rhetorical term to' denote the nraotice that shoutd help us disclose how
.the su’oject. .i,s made by the “taw’_’: srnce parody is a techrﬁque of laying bare |
the device, or, in- other words; .‘a deliberate disclosure ot basic discursiye '
techniques, it seerns that Butler’s oﬁdque of the -nroduc'tion of Aidentity and
its categories' has vto laylbare those basie discursive techm'ques of forming
subjeots, 1n order”to demonstrate that there is 1o ontological ground for

" being a human subject. o
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Practices of parody can serve to reengage and reconsolidate the very
_ distinction between a privileged and natu_rali'zed gender configuration and .
one that:appears‘as derived, phantasmatic, a‘nd' mimetic — a failed cooy, as -
" it were. [...] Hence, there is a subversive laughter in the pastiche-effect of
; parodic practices‘in. which the’ original, the authentlc, and the rcal are

themselves constituted as effects. (Butler 1990: 146)

One is tempted to ask how can tlns kind of cntrc1sm or parody change‘
sornethmg? Ifwe are aware of these discursive techmques it does not mean
that we can change them. There is no co_mpulsory loglcal sequence in wlnch :
an awareness' of sometlling is followed by a possibility that it can 'vbe;
changed The awareness is obv10usly a necessary condltron but it is not a
sufliclent one for a dehberate change Indeed Butler mvestrgates a
theoretlcal and political space w1th1n which those who have been excluded
could be recognized as subjects. And she is fully aware that ° [...] surely
| parody has been used to ﬁ.lrther a pOllthS of despa'lr, one which affirms a .
j seemingly'inevitable exelusion ot' rnarginal genders from the territo‘ry ‘of th’e |
natural and real” (Butler 1990 146) However she-claims that there is “a
subversive laughter in the pasnche effect of parodic practices in whlch the
| ongmal the authentrc and the real are themselves constrtuted as effects

' Furthermore Butler argues that the cntlcal task is to dlSClOSC the strategles
N of repetltlon and make them subverswe These dJscurswe strategles 1mp1y
the poss1b1hty of contestatron and subversron of 1dent1t1es since 1dent1t1es

are not pre glven, but produced through the d1scourse Eventually, tlus.'

27



eubversrve repetrtron ought to- depnve the .hegemomc culture of the' _
possibility to speak of naturahzed or essentialist gender 1dent1t1es
: Yet, does this demal mean that marginal genders_are finally enabled
to acquire an idehtity andvbeCQme subjects recognized by the “l_aw"? Il'lthis‘ -
| .is the rneaning of Butler’s argument, 1t seems, according to her own the'o.ry,.. .
.that by deploying,‘parodic strategles inarginal gendera paas 'thro'ugh;' Athe- _- ,
‘p'rocess of the subjection to the “lavl/” in which they lose their marglnal‘
| features, “because the artlculatlon of an identity wrthm ava11able cultural
terms instates a deﬁmtlon that forecloses in advance the emergence of new '
: 1dent1ty concepts.
This ls .exactly what Berlin 'writes about. He stat.esvvthat. the ‘_
recognition of our vown clarm to be fully independent hurnan beings

depends on its recognition by others. -

For u/hat I am is, in large part ‘de‘termined by ;vhat I feel and thinlr' and
what I fcel and thmk is detemuned by the feelmg and thought prevarlmg -
in the soclety to whxch I belong, of whrch in Burke’s sense, I forrn not an |
lsolable atomn, but an mgredxent (to use a perilous but mdlspcnsablc
metaphor) ina socral pattem I may feel unfrec in the sense of not bemg |
? recogmzed as a self-govcmmg mdmdual human being.. .(Ber]m 1969

157)

' However, it is not clear, even in Berlin’s terms, how one can be- an
~ independent and self “governing subject if one has to be recognized by

" others as such a subject iniorde'r to become such a subject. And what are the
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B terms of recognition? Prohahly, éne has to feel and think in accordance
h/ith the feeling and thought that prevajl in the Socie& ,to*.which cne
- belché’s. LikéWise,AButl-er’s “marginal genders” will be iﬁv'ieible,.‘ hence,‘
unﬁee, mhl they become reco ghized as “human beings” by others, 'and they
' w_illt he pecognihed when their feelings and thoughts become similar to er-
the séme as the prevailing ones. It éeemc that Berlih does nohconsi,der this a o
problem. As far ae'Butler’s Gender Trouble is concerned, it seems that she
" does not succeeci .ccmpletely to preser\}e the theoreﬁcal possibility of
margmal genders to be recogmzed as subJ ects and to rescue the concept of
agency through the unplementatlon of parodying strategles A few years

~ later, Butler poses the questlon that sounds like a comment on her. first

. book:
What do we make of a re51stance that can only underrmne, but which
appears to have no power to rearticulate the terms, the symbohc terms -
© to use Lacaman parlance — by whlch subjects are constltuted by whlch
subjectlon is mstalled in the very formatlon of the subject? (Butler 1997
' 89).
v’

- THE AUTHORESS of Gender T; rouble is not the only one who finds herself in
"such a v101ous clrcle A sumlar case can be found in Toril Moi’s

interpretation of J ulia Kx'isteva"s work:
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. If the Kristeva_n subject is always already m the symbolic order, how can
* _ suchan implacahly authoritarian, phallocentric s.tructure be‘hroken up’? It

g obviou'sl-y. cannot- happen. through a stl'aightf'orward rejection . of the

. syrnholic order, since ‘such a total vfailure to enter into human relations |
.would in Lacanian terms, | make us psychotic We have to accept our
posmon as already mserted mto an order that precedes us and from which
there is no escape There is no other space from whmh we can speak 1f '

we are able to speak at: all, it will have to be w1thrn the framework of

symboli¢ language. (Moi 1985: 170)

lee Butler Knsteva also does not want to accept the final conclusmn of

“‘such prem15es that there is-no Opportumty for resistance. Therefore she *

creates the concept of the “revolunonary subJect”

- [ .] a subject that is ahle to allow the jouissance of semiotic motility to
| dlsrupt the smct symbohc order The example par axellance of this kmd

. of revolutlonary activity is to be found in the writings of latc-nmeteenth
"century avant—garde poets llke Lautreamont and Mallarme or modemrst

wrlters such as Joyce (M01 1985: 170)

) One ‘more solutlon of a s1m11ar kmd is suggested by R1chard Rorty, who

"develops the concept of a “strong poet ”? There is an interesting analogy

, [13

between Knsteva’ “revolutlonary subJects” and Rorty strong poets. In

Rorty s term, a strong: poet isa person “who. uses words as they have never .

A Rorty’s “strong poet” is in fact a reworked concept that was orlgmally developed
. by the Amencan 11terary critic and hrstonan Harold Bloom.
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. ‘before been used” (Rorty 1989: 28) A strong poet is capable of creatmg
' metaphors and “when a metaphor is created 1t does not express somethmg
‘whrch_prevmusly existed, although, of course, it is caused by somethmg :
that has previously existed” (nony' 1989: 36). - '
‘ The same goes - for Kristeva’ s reyol‘utio‘nary. subjects™" and -for. '_ :
.Butler s “margmal genders the very moment. a reyolutionary' subject is. -

| accepted and ,understood as a poet, s/he ~beco‘r’nes an element of the .
symbolic order: One would.expect Kristeva to be aware of this since she ‘
relies heavrly on the work of both Mlkhall Bak.htln and Russran formahsts |
Bakhtm and the formahsts foreground the a.mbrvalence of parody as well as
of other literary devrces that distort or lay bare ex1st1ng 11terary and
- ‘hngulstlc patterns By laymg bare a device, the techmque of parody distorts |
and at the same t1me renews, reestabhshes remforces an, ex1st1ng pattern
lee any other hterary dev1ce parody is 1mposs1ble outs1de of an ex1st1ng
literary order; hence the very p0551b111ty of parody isa structural element of

the system. The same goes for metaphors:'

Metaphors are unfamitiar uses of old words, but such uses are possible
_only agairlst the background of other old words being- used 1n old familiar
ways A language whrch was “all metaphor would b'e a‘language which
had no use, hence not a language but Just a babble For-even if we agree ,
that languages are- not medra of representatlon or cxpresswn they will -
remam media of cornrnumcatron,.tools for soelal mteractlon ways of

' tymg onesclf up with other human bemgs (Rorty 1989 41)

31



". Similarly, in_Bodiés that Matter Butler explztins why it is impossible for the
subject to resist norms through the occupation of 'a'space that is not

, encorrlpéssed by the “law”;

The paradox -of subjectivation (assujetissement) is precisely that the o

' subject who would resist such ‘uor'ms is itself enabled, if not produced, by
. such noims_. Althoug'b this constitutive constraint does not foreclose the

.possi.bility : of a‘lgen'cy,' it does locate ‘agency_ as a reiterative or
! rearticulatory bréctice, inrruanent to poyver; and not a relation of external

“opposition to power. (Butler 1993: 15)

At first sigbt, pauody' seems li‘ke a oead-end in Butler’s theoreticai efforts to -
- rescue possibilities of ageney in Geri_dér Trouble. 'What. Butler says about
Kristeva’s notion of disruption of the “taw” could also be said about
Butler s elaboratlon of parody in Gender Trouble her (Knsteva s) strategy‘ 3
of subversron “proves doubtful” (Butler 1990 80). Butler is qulte aware of

" this:

Parody by itself is not subversive and there must be a way to understand
what makes certain kmds of parodrc repetitions effectlvely drsruptlve
: truly troublmg, and which repetmons become domest1cated and .

| reclrculated as mstruments of cultural hegemony. (Butler 1990: 139)

Yet, in Gender Trouble Butler does not develop ﬁ.lliy the concept of a truly

- troubling parody: her implicit understanding of the “law” as a static, never
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‘chan‘gihg structure pret/ents her .from aehieving the set goal. In Gender
Trouble she views the position of a subject as atlready inserted into a pre-
.gi\}en and uncharrgesble order‘ﬁom__which there is no escape. In-her next
boolr Bodies that. Matter, she finds a theoretical way out by developirig
Fouoa'ult’s ’conoept ot’ the “law” asa discursive sh'u'cture that is in a
contim.tous ‘p:rocess of change: “To r'eeast the symbolic as capable.of this
kind of restgniﬁcaﬁon, it will be necessary to think of the symbolie.. as the
temporalized regulation of signification, snd not'as a quasi-permanent .

structure” (Butler 1993: 23).

VI
THIS CHANGE is not unexpected if we take 'into. account one of the main .
.r:haracteristics' of Butler’s worki— she is :k_eerl on decorlstructing every
- binary’ oppo'sition' :that is pres'ented as natural, etemal; csscntia_t.
' rnetaphysical. She deconstructs these oppositions by showing that tlrey are
established within the ﬁa.mev(rork_of a cértairl discourse and that they cannot
_exist outside that framevt'ork-. Every binary o'ppo.sition'is also a hierarchichl |
one. This .means " that one part of the opposition is in a certam'way' '
subrmtted to the other part The pomt is, as Judlth Butler successfully,
~ demonstrates that there are no two parts in a bmary opposition, but only
, one whmh dommates the h1erarchlca1 structure The other part is produced}
by the drscourse as a kmd of ontologrcal metaphys1ca1 essential ground.
K that justiﬁes the domrnatron of the ﬁrst one. Thus, unlike the French

' philosopher of deconstruction Jacques Derrida, who mainly turns
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'h1erarch1cal oppos1t10ns ups1de down and thus . actually preserves the
| exrstmg structure of power Butler undermmes 1t by reducmg binary
: oppositions' to the one element only. Examples- of such 'opposmons. are
‘ culture and nature, gender and sex, acculturated sub]ect and natural subject.
'For example, Butler explalns that in the sex/gender d1st1nct10n sex is '_

referred: to_-as sometlung that precedes gender whlle it is actually a .
.. constr'uction oﬁ"e'red within language, “as that whrch is pnor to language,
~1pnor to constructlon” (Butler 1993 5) Apparent oppos1t10n between the
 Waw” and the subJect is of the same kind. That is, the subject isa product of
a Vdiscourse that has to Justrfy the dormnatmnof the “law within the. '
hierarchical'binary structure of the “foundationalist fable constitutive of the '_ )
juridical structure of classical liberalisrn.”. The same goes forA the term
“construction” itself. Although “construction’_’ is'seen as something that the

subject is irievitably exposed to, Butler argues: -

And hcre it would be no rnore right to claim that the term “construction”

belongs at the grammatlcal site of the subject for constructlon is neither a

: subJect nor its act, but a process of relteratlon by wh1ch both * subJects o

and “acts” ‘come to appear at all. There is no power that acts, but only a
rerterated actmg that is powcr in 1ts persrstence and mstabrhty (Butler

B 1993: 9)

7  Here I have in mind John Ellis’ critique of Derrida’s interpretation of Saussure’s '
linguistics, and, particularly, of his deconstruction of the so-called
‘ “logocentnsm " See Ellis 1989 18 66.
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'. Malqng the existence of the “law” dependent on repetition — both subjects -
and the “law” appear sirnultaneously through the process of reiteration — |
Butler temporalizes the “law.” The process of reiteration is posSible only if

9, €¢

we'understand “construction” as “temporahzed regulation”: construction
not only takes place in time, but is itself a temporal process whlch operates
through the reiteration of norms” (Butler 1993: 10) The same goes for the
‘symbolic law for which Butler claJms after Nietzsche’s critique of the
notion of God, that “the power atmbuted to tlus prior and ideal power is )
’derived. and deflected from the " attribution itself” (Butler 1993: 14). -
'lnterpreting Lacan’s ndtion of the access to the. syrnbolie law as a kind of
) “citing” the “law,” Butler finds it possible to oppose the presurnption that
the symbolic law “enjoys a separable ontolog;l prior and autonomous to its
. assumptlon” by the notron that “the crtatlon of the law is the very -
.mechamsm of its product1on and artlculatlon” (Butler 1993: 15). The
. “01tat10n is also a k1nd of “temporahzed regulation” — “a temporal process
whrch operates through the re1terat10n of norms.” | |

Butler deﬁnes three aspects of the : citing-”: preformativity,

Teiteration, and abj ection,

% In his account of Mary Douglas’s dcscnptlon of latent groups offered in her
book How Institutions Think, Richard Fardon, among other things, writes:
L On Douglas’s account, a functionalist argument basically requires two elements.
One is the idea of circularity: behavioural patterns exist that sustain a pattern of -

collective organization, which in turn reproduces the same behavroural patterns, - .

which in turn sustain the collective organization — and so on, and so on. In other
words, a functionalist argument requires a causal loop that explains the
persistence of patterns of activity (hal tends (o stabilize the malrix responsible
for generating them. The second criterion of a functionalist argument is that this
casual loop goes unrecognized by the social agents who make it happen
: (Fardon 1999: 230)
It seems to me that there is a 1 clear analogy between Douglas s unrewgnued
causal loop” and Butler’s concept of relteratlon
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. In the first instance, performativity must be uudersto_od not as a singular
or deliberate “act,” but, rather, as the reiterative and citational practice by .

. “which iiiscourse_ produces the effects that it names. (Butler l9§3: 2)

This exrilahation‘ of performativity is rather different from 'Johu_Austin’s'
deﬁriitiori of the successful perfonnati\re that‘includes certain'conditions .
that have to be fulfiled, and it is in accordance with Derrida’s’
' mterpretation or rather mlsmterpretation of Austin’s hnguistic theory In
_'Butler s terms, performatlwty itself sets the conditions through the
i performative act. For example “regulatory norms of sex’ " Butler writes,
“work in'a performative fashion to constitute the materiality of bodies and,
more soeciﬁcally, to materialize the' body’s sex, to materialize sexual
~.dlfference” (Butler 1993: 2) Performat1v1ty is, also “always a reiteration of
- a norm or set of norms” (Butler 1993 '12). Actually, it becomes effective
 that is gains power through reiteration. The power of the perfonnative is
not the function of an ongmation but is “always denvative” (Butler 1993:

13) Reiteratlon ofa norm isalso a process of excluswn

: This exclusionary matruc by which subjects are formerl thus requires the
: sirnultaneous productioh of a domain of abiect beings, those who are not
yet “subj ects,” but 'who form the constitutive outside to the d_omaih of the
subject. [.V. ] This zone of 'uninhabitability will constitute the deﬁning
limit of the subject’s domam it will constitute that site of dread

4 '1dent1ﬁcatlon agamst which and by v1rtue of which — the domain of the
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‘subject will circumscribe its own claim to autouomy and to life. (Eutler_

1993: 3)

. Thus one becemes the subject threugh the perfbmative act, which becotnes'
effectlve through the process of reiteration and is determined. by abJectlon
. The questlon is: “If performatwlty is construed as the power of d1scourse to
_produce effects through relteratlon, how are we to understand the limits of '
such pt'Oduction, the eonstraints under which such production ‘occurs?”
(Butler. 1‘993: 20). In 'othe; wbrds, is there any space for ‘fr-eedo.m in this
| -cchcept? | | ll | |
| ~ ~O>ne cbulti determine this area of freedom or agency as the'very
“zone »of uninhabitability.” As Butler emphasizes, this aoue is at the.same-

time outside and inside the subj ect: '

~ In this sense, then, the subject is constituted through the force of
exclusion and abjection, one which produces a constitutive outside to the
- *_subject, an abjected outside, which is, after all, “inside” the subject as its

own founding repudiation. (Butler 1993:3)

, “.Thisis'the reason why we can view this “outside” not -only a,s‘ .something?

that * ‘perruanently resists d1scurs1ve elaboratlon ” but, at the same t1me as
“a vanable boundary set and reset by specific pohtlcal mvestments” (Butler |

- 1993: 20). This changeable boundary,_ which cannot be grasped and (teﬁned
.- by the discoutse; frames the space in which hew identities can emerge. And |

. since it is chaugeable and dependent on. specific poliﬁcal investnients it
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makes space for agency wrthm the framework of practrcal pohtlcal issues.
.. Only in tlus -regard, does Butler’s use of parody actually become effectlve
By laying bare already established procedures of forming subjects it is
pos'sible to change them, Since they have- to be reiterated to become

- effectlve By refusmg to reiterate them as they are already estabhshed

o margmal genders can succeed in being accepted as subjects who can take

part in pohtrcs, and thus are able to argue for their nghts. :

v
ACC-OR.DING TO BUTLER, \yhenever a subject questions its subjectivity, -
: abject'u beings emerge' as dread identiﬁcations A dread -identiﬁcatton is
"actually frightening in a partlcular way. It is dreaded because it cannot be'
accepted as a new 1dent1ty, hence glven a status of the subJect within the
:_ framework of the “law.” Thereforc' the subject is forced to accept a
subJect1v1ty offered w1th1n the range of allowed 1dent1ﬁcat10ns If the .
L subject passes through the process of quest1omng by conﬁrmatron of its
" prevrous sub3ect1v1ty, it means that ‘citation” was successful However
what happens if the subject chooses the 1dent1ty of an abject bemg"l.,
Furthermore, what happens if this abject being wants to regaln thc status of -
|  the subject within the framework" of the “law™? In her ess'ay “Subj'ection,. .

Resistance, Resignification,” Butler asks:

How does the process of subJ ect1vat10n the dtsclphnary productron of the
subJect break down [...]? Whence does that failure emerge, ‘and what are
-its consequences? (Butler 1997: 95)
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‘In erder to .answer these >questi.6ns Butler discusses the Althusserien no'tioh. o

of interpellation. The French philesopher Louis Althus'ser "believed‘ thet a.

"subje-et is formed through. the perfonnative 'urocesses of uddressing,'
naming. He argued that social demand in fact _produced the subjeets. it N
- rrarned. However, there is always a. p.ossibil,it'y that somethlﬁg goes wrong
and causes misidentiﬁcation‘: “If one misrecognizes that'effort.'to produce’ .
B the subJect the productron 1tself falters” (Butler 1997 95) Here we have a
case smular to ‘thosc cases that Austm used to" call unsuecessful '
performative ects. Implicitly Butler adrmts that performativity itself is net :
' e'rlou'gh for producing:subjects.'There are some conditions that should also
) be fulﬁlled‘: for example the condition of correct recdgnition. However,.in
| this discussion Butler is not concerned with performat1v1ty itself. She is
' lookmg for the poss1b1hty of producmg new- 1dent1t1es Therefore she.
contrnues to analyze these possible cases “of rmsrecogmtlon as an'.
opportumty for new 1dent1t1es to emerge Althusser placed the poss1b1l1t1es.

of rmsrecogmtron info the domam of the 1magmary, and ‘that dxrects'

Butler s exammatlon to the fol_lowmg conclusron: |

The 1mag1nary thwarts the. efﬁcacy of the symbohc law but cannot tum_

back upon the law, demandmg or effectmg its reformulatlon In thls sense, 4'
"psych1c resistance thwarts the law: in its effects but cannot redirect the '
law or its effects Resrstance is thus located in a domain that is virtually
powerless to'alter the law that it opposcs Hence psychlc resrstance.-

'~ 'presumes thé continuation of the law in 1ts antenor, symbolic form and, in
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that'sense, contributes to its status quo. In such a view, resistance appears

" doomed to perhetual defeat. (Butler 1997: 98) -

_”l"herefore we face agairrthe same ouestions: How can these new identities

. be recogrlized b& the ‘_‘law”?.What makes resistahoe to the law possihle?
MoreOver, .Where does 'this.-need to he identified as' ‘;dread” eome from? .
And vlrhere does the possibility of agency of abject beings come from? .
At  the. beginning - of her essay .“Subjection, Resistance, -
,Resignilioatioh,”. Butler repeats after Foucault that “this proces_s. of |
subjeoti‘vation‘ takes place centrally through -the body” (Butler 1997: 83). |
" The self is constituted through.the 'production of the body. The subject can
emerge only “at the expense of the body’ (Butler 1997 91) Hence Butler
tries to examine the “body itself in order to find a place of resistance. This
" is not surpnsmg at all we have already seen that the body can be g1ven an.
important role when the idea of the self is discussed. Furthermore in the
. analys1s of Mary Douglas s essay on the 1dea of the self it became clear that
- ina certam context the self and the body are’ mutually replaceable although
in her exemphﬁcahon of thought style Douglas does not follow tlus |
d1rect1on However a number of other theonsts espemally fem1mst '
thinkers, do. |
“The various theorists,” the Australian feminist | philosopher
Eliiabeth Grosz wﬁtee, “have helped make e'xpli'oit the claim that the body,
as much as _the osyche or the subject, can he regarded as a cultural and
historioal | product” (Grosz 1994: 187). In her- .Volatile Bodies, Grosz
.cli'stinguishe.s two major groups of fenlinist theorists who cohsider the body
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a soc'isI' construct. On the ".one hand '.we' have'those 'yvhom Grosi calls
.ccnstructionists, for-vyho:m' ‘_‘t_he distinction betweentthe ‘reai’ bio'logicsl
i body' ahd the body . as object of 'represen'tation' is '.Aa timdarnentcl
= presumptlon” (Grosz 1994: 17). They do not questlon the superseding of -
the blologlcal body or 1ts functlons “the task is to give them dlfferent

'meamngs and .values” (Grosz. 1994: 17).' ,

K Correlatively.there is a presumption of a base/superstr'ucture model in -
which biology provides a self-contained “naturai'_’ base and ideology
provides a depenydent parasitic “second story” which can be added —‘or ‘

not — leaving the ba'se more or less es it is. (Grosz 1994: 17)

On the other side Grosz ﬁnds theorists of A“sexua.il difference,” those for~
‘whom ‘“the body is no longer understood as an ahlstoncal biologically
) glven acultural object” (Grosz 1994 18). They theonze “the lived body,

» the body msofar as it is represented and used in spemﬁc ways in partlcular

~

' cultures” (Gros'z 1994; 18).

‘ ' For them; -the body is neither brute nor 'passive but is interwoven with and
constitutive of systems of meamng signification, and representation. On ~

' .the one hand it 1s a s1gmfymg and S1gmﬁed body, on the other it is an. .
' obJect of systems of soclal coercion, legal mscnptlon and sexual and

_ econonuc exchange (Grosz 1994 18)
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- P The dlfference between these two groups is not s0 obv10us It is poss1b1e to'
say that at the level of soc1a1 or cultural mscnptlon and codlﬁcatron of the ‘
- body,. the dlfference is rather ms1gmﬁcant. What i 1s at stake is the body
. itself. The l‘orrner understand the body as"“an inert, passive; .noncult.ural and
.' . alustorlcal 'tenn”; accordi-ng to the latter‘ “the body may be seen as .[...] the
site ‘of contestation in- a series of economic, pohtlcal sexual, and ..
intellectual struggles” (Grosz 1994 19).

Still, it is not clear how it is poss1ble to view the body as a site of |
| contestatlon A number of questxons can - be posed: What kind of ».
' contestat1on‘7 Who or what is strugglmg? What is the struggle about? Is the‘ .
" body just the site of the conflict or one of the partles involved in the

: conflict?

\4i18 ;
’LET US START, once again, from a new begmmng In her book Purzty andf
| 4 Danger Mary Doug]as argues agamst the sharp distinction between SO
called pnrmtxve rehglons and the great rehglons of the world She
undertakes “to vmd1cate the so- called prumtlves from the charge of havmg
a'd1fferentv loglc or method of thmkmg” (Douglas 1992: 3). She:claims that
Citis hot possible to dernonstrate that moderns “follow a line of reasoning :
_ from effects back to matenal causes, ” wh11e “pnmmves follow a lme from
.mrsfortune to sprntual bemgs” (Douglas 1992 3). Both pnrmtlves and h
, Am.oderns follow the same.loglc that can be comprehended as a “concern to

protect society from behavior that w111 wreck it” (Douglas 1992: 4). In other - -
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words this log1c could be explamed as- “thought style " namely, as “a _.
creatlve movement an attempt to relate form to function, to make umty of .
- .experience” (Douglas 1988: 2)., |

Unity of experience is created, as Douglas demonstrates irr Puri'ty
- rz)rd Dartger, throttgh .n;tuals of puntyand unpunty (Dougvlas' 1988: 2).
These rituals establish symbolic patterns‘ wrthm and be which ‘;disparate , |
'elerhents are related and c}isparate experience is gi"v‘en> mean.ing””(Douglas .
1988: 3). Ideas of impurity are also effective'in'the followmg'ways:‘ orr the |

" one hand as a means by which members of & certain society try to @nﬂi@m:e '

one another’s behavior, and, on the other, as dangers that protect society by

threatening transgressors. Pollution ideas can thus be viewed as the means . .

_through yrhich' certain norms and vahres are established as a system that
gives meaning to experience, as well as a system of protection that ought to
prevent a society’s malftlnetion. ..
| Dotrglas explains that there is ‘no society that is all-erreorrrpassing or
completely inde‘pendent of 'its ‘surroendings .'therefore every society is
.exposed to external pressure, “that whrch is not with it, part of it and -
vsubJect to its law, 18 potentrally agarnst it” (Douglas 1988: 4) Therefore an . |
area around a border and the border itself are of hrgh‘nsk, that is, hrghly
" tabooed. 'Furthermore, aceording toADougias, every soeiety is established on.

a hostile teljr'itor)}f

For 1be]ieve that ideas about separating, pui'ifying, demarcating and
_ punishing transgressmns have as their main functron to impose system on

an mherently untidy expenence It is only by exaggeratmg the difference |
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- betu/een within and without, _about and below,' male and _female, with-and

"~ against, that a semblance of order is created. (Douglas 1988: 4)

In otheriuyords,il’.)ouglas claims that the creation of an order is 'poss_ible only
.through formi.ng~ strong .hierarchical- binary oppositions. An inherently
- untidy experience thu‘s‘ denotes an experiencc which is equivocal, uncertain,' .
'undecidable and in.o‘rder to avoid “a chaos of shifting irnpressions,” each
of us seeks to construct “a stable world in which objects have recogmzable

| shapes, are located in depth, and have permanence” (Douglas 1988: 37),
_ that is, a world of univocal, demdable meanings. It is possible for us to
make such a world .because ‘our interests are govemed by a pattem-makmg :
‘tendericy, sornetixnescallcd sclzema a (Douglas 1988: 37). Anything that
_ does not fit into an estab'lished scherna violates that order and ought to_be
, 'se.en as a matter out of place, or dirt. However; the very notion of dirt
.imblies a system -of defined relations as well as an opposltion- to that :
system wh10h means that d1rt is somehow an element of it: “Where there is
dirt there 1s system” (Douglas 1988 36) Therefore pollutlon could be' _
v1ewed as one element of the general bmary oppos1t10n the other element
bemg order._ Does- this mean that .pollutlonls cr_eated by order as the very '
condition of its eXistence? ‘And how is this_‘ related to :those :questions |
concennng the body?
It is poss1ble to say that an element is m1ssmg m Douglas sf '
' ,exammatlon of rituals of punty and 1mpunty She does not explam how is 1t
* that we have the capacrty to respond to punty and 1mpunty How is it that.
we view thc idea of 1mpur1ty as: somethmg dangerous and threatenmg, so."
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that it can be used to ‘protect an- estabhshed order from transgressmn‘?
Where does our capamty for disgust come from? Why are we afraid of the
~ chaos of shiﬁmg 1mpresslons and seek to .place ourselves within a stable
‘ world of binary oppositions, in which objects have recognizable sh:ipes, 4are~ .
" located in depth, and have permanence?
In her. book Powers of Horror Julia Knsteva claims that Mary |
: Douglas seems to view the human body as the “yltimate cause of the socio-
econom1c causality’ (Knsteva 1982: 66), v'vhere “soc1o -economic causahty’
,. m Douglas s lorms wuld ‘be understood as an oider However although‘
’Kristeva maintains that Douglas provides a sound explanation for the
' establishment of order by drewi_ng attention to the human body, this claini |
_ seerris like an overinterpretation. Rather Grosz is right when she states that‘
Kristeva shifts Douglas’s work -Von' pollution ‘» and deﬁlement froml “a
soc1olog1cal and anthropolog1ca1 into a psychologlcal and sub_]echve ,
‘ register”’ (Grosz 1994: 193). Ina way Kristeva is aware of this when she
obJects‘ that Douglasb “naively rejects Freudlan prer_mses .at the moment
‘ when “‘ab..concem to. integrate Freudian déte as SCme.nﬁo i'alues connected _,
w.ith.the psychosomatick ﬁinctionihg of the speaking.suhject” emerges in her -

thinking'(KxisteVa 1982: 66). Therefore it is possible to say that while she

. *Inher essay “Self-evidence,” openmg mth a quotatlon from Hume, Douglas

makes the firm connection between causality and an universe of principles or

order: :
Over two hundred years ago Dav1d Hume declared that there is no necessity in

- Nature: ‘Necessity is something that exists in the mind, not in objects.’ In other -
words, he insisted that knowledge of causality is‘of the inwitional kind, guts
knowledge; causality is no more than a ‘construction upon past experience’; it is
due to ‘force of habit’, a part of human nature whose study, he averred, is too
much neglected. As anthropologists our work ‘'has been precisely to study this
habit which constructs for each society its special universe of efficacious
principles. (Douglas 1999: 252)
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| speaks about 'Douglas,’Kristeva actually speaks about ‘herself,' t'hat. is, abcut
" her lnteuticn tc view- the human hody .as the ultlmate cause of socic-
economic causahty In ‘other words, Knsteva explams the establishment of
order by takmg into account the psychosomatlc functlomng of the speakmg
sub]ect. Kristeva poses the hyp_oth_es18 .that ‘a soclal (symbolic) system-_*
'corjrespo_hds‘ to a .speciﬁ.c strueturatioh of the. speaking suhject» m the
- symbolic order" (Kristeva 1982: 67).'10 This means that Kristeva 'assumes -
that the symbohc system and the speakmg subject are sumlarly structured ‘
Furthermore llus means that it 1s p0$$1ble to explam tlte founatron of thet .
human body as a web of psychosomatrc functions through an analogy WIth' '
i the creation of o_rder. Finally, this means that in order to describe the
~ formation of the human body, one .cau'rely heavily on “the fundamental
- work of Mary Douglas” (Kristeva 1982:'65). However, it is also possible'tc
Asay that by shifting the .discussioh into a usychcl_ogical and- subjective
-reglster Knsteva provrdes an appropnate framework ‘for Douglas s study
on defilement, that 1s on the estabhshment of order and gives the answer
" to the questlon where our capac1ty for dlsgust comes from

| ~Kiristeva replaces Douglas s ‘terrn “deﬁlement by the French ‘word -A
“l’abjection.'; In an interview on femi_rxism and psychoanalysls, Kristeva

- undertakes to explain its meaning:

L abjectton is somethmg that dngUStS you, for example, you see ‘

somethmg rottmg and you want to vomit — it is an cxtremely strong

feeling that is at once somatic and symbolic, which is abo_ve all a revolt

* The symbolic order in this context could be understood as a thought style.
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agains"t an external méng;:,e ffém Whiéh one wants t6 d_ist;nce or{e_sélf, but -
of which om% has the 'impression that it may menace us from thé inside.
- The relation t'o' abj.ecti'on is 'ﬁnaily r,o'ot'ed in’ the comi)at that every human

: being carries on with the mother. For in order to bﬁecom.e a.utonorpou.s, it is

necessary that one cuf the instinctual dyad of the mother and fhe chilc_l and

‘that one become .so‘me.thing other. '(Kristevé 1996: 118)

N Acéording to'thié explanation, soﬁxe&hg that is gbject éaus;es_ at the same
' txme s';rong. bodily as §vell as symbolic respons'és that can be understood as -
| an extreme réaction agamst the threat that comes from the outside, and, as it
turns ou-t,‘fromrthe ihside as well. And the example of the abject thmg is
f‘somethiﬂg .rotting,”' How are we o understand th13‘7 Soxhethiﬁg ti;af_ 1s
.rotting is somethiné ﬂlé.t' losgs its shape, ‘thus éomething that cannot be
_clearly.de.ﬁped'. As somethixig.that is unciepidabl'e it'violgtes oppositions
estéblishqd within_' the order, thus jédpa?dizing the o;'der itself by turning us
toward the chaos of spi.ﬁing. impreséions. Therefore .t1.1ere is a strong
symbolic résppnse agdinst thjs external menace. However, what abéut the -
: _m'enac"e from 'tiié'inside and the somatic reaction? This is obviously reiated
to the combat t'hat‘every hu;ﬁaﬁ being carries on with the mother in order tc.)'

| l%ecpmé aﬁ aﬁtonomous, subj éct. Thué- we.st.;:ﬁ ipto the space of the chofa.
It is 'possiblt.a to say thét Kristeva’s term “chora” encompasses
. boﬁglas’s “chaos c';f shifting impressions._”.At the'sax_ne time Kristeva’s
term um5§s c;ancép"fs of soc‘iéty and its surrouﬁdings éeparated and 'opposéd

to each other in DougIas’s theory. This is a very important theoretical step
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' towards hutler’s theory':i'n which.there is no point external to the “1_ayv.”
Kristeya takes t}ns conoe'pt frorn Plato and'rede'ﬁnes it in a wa'y that Toril
- Moi describes as follovys: it'is “neither sign nor a position, but v‘a .wholly- :
provisional articulation that is essentially mobile and oonstituted of
moyeinents and théir ephemeral stases”” (Moi. 1990: 161). To establish
_'meailing, a chaotic continuim must be split. Splitting the chora enobles the
' subj'ect, as Toril Moi explains in her essay on Kristeva, ‘_‘to attribute
differences and thus signiﬁeation to what was the ceaseless hetero geneity_ of
the chord * (Moi 1990: 162). Ncycrﬂlcless, l.his‘altxibulion is possible only.
-aﬁer the “xnirror stage."d’ This means that the chora also denotes the
instinctu.al dyed of the mother and the child that needs to be cut if one is to
becorne something other. In the “mirror phase” one re'_co'gnizcs' one’s own -
~ image in a mirror as one’s first self-image. Stebiiization of one;s identity is
_. finished yvhen one beoomes capable of pronouncing sentences that conform
to the rules, that is, to the “lav‘v.”' The point is that one’s ﬁrst seIf-irnsge is -
: exactly the i unage of its own body. The moment when one becomes able to

’ dxstmgmsh one’ s own body is the moment when one is enabled to enter the
symbohc order. But that is also the moment of the formatlon of the domain
-of abJectlon The first undge of .one s self is not stable, the 1mage of the
.body is not the real one It is only an image. Therefore, anythmg that can

violate its unstable shape has to be reJected placed into the domain of

abjectlon Knsteva descnbes the human body as “the prototype of that -

.translucid being constituted by society as symbolic system” (Krjsteva 1982:
66) Consequently, we can descnbe the abjected parts of the body as the:

dark or dlI’ty side of the “transluc1d belng ”
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It is p'os‘sible now to make an analogy .b_etw.een Kristeva’s
description of ‘forming the human .bo.dy and Douglas’s description’ of

< eStabli_shingﬁan order: Elizabeth Grosz elaborates this as follows:

Relymg heav11y on Mary Douglas s mnovanve text Punty and Danger
Knsteva asks about the conditions under wh1ch the clean and proper
".body, the obedlent law-abiding, - social body, emerges the cost of its

ernergence wh1ch she de51gnates by the term abjectzon and the functions.

that demarcatmg a clean and- proper body for the soc1a1 subject have in -

' the transrmssron and productxon of specrﬁc body types. The abJect is what
K Aof the body falls away from 1t while remammg 1rreduc1ble to the'
,suchct/ob_]ect ‘and inside/outside oppositions. The abject necessarily
partakes of both ,;olari;ed terms but cannot be clearly identified with

either. (Grosz 1994: 192) -

: We can"also relatev Kri_steva’s concept .of the _chbra to Douglas’s idea of an
_ inherently .untidy errperience. The. contrast between. the ‘citora and the
symbohc order could be compared to the dlstmctlon between the_chaos of
shlﬁlng 1mpresswns on the one hand and the clear d1v1sron between‘punty '

'and. nnpunty- on the other. Sphttmg the chora resembles the process of

deﬁlement through whrch purity and 1mpur1ty are deﬁned Therefore it is -

possible to conclude that order is estabhshed and structured hke the hurnan'
h body, as well as the other way around that the hurnan body is estabhshed -
' vand structured like order. As Kristeva suggests, we can leave out* questlons

of cause and effect,” that'i_s,k whetherl the social is dete_rmlned by the .
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.-subject'ive, or if it is the .other vray around (Kristeva 1982: 67).' Yet, within
- the theoreticat context,of Butlcr’s writings it seems that there is no doubt
that the sub]ect is formed by the “law” through the formation of the body
Furthermore th1s relatlon between the body and the order is of great
' -- importance.in another way: those parts of the body that are the objects of
deﬁlement provide a ground for re51stance and change "' The body thus
becomes a 51te of conflict between two tendenmes one that tries to preserve |
- the existing order,A and the other that strives to change it. Moreover, the
. body is not justa eitc; it is at the sarnc tune a cause of the conflicl.

There is one more question. that should be asked. Even if we locate =~ = -
the so_urce of resistance in the “law,” we still have to explain how this
resistance can be succeséful. ‘This is the question that Judtth Butler tries to
answer in hér essay‘ “Subjection, Resistance, Resignification.” In this essay"
Butler repeats her main assumptions about the subject who cannot be

 produced in h1s/her .tota_lity ‘through immediate subjectivation. Sthe is,

instead, in a permanent process of its own being produced. S/he is not

! But it seems that sommething cannot be changed: the very pattern of binary
opposition, Writing about “the dilemma of identity,” Amber Ault points out
that a pattern of exclusion or defilement can be traced throughout a society.
Even marginalized groups abjected by the dominant group, Ault explains,

_ “construct the boundaries of their identities and, as a result,"have begun to
explicale processes both counter-intuitive to us as social and political actors
and predictable to us as sociologists: marginalized, stigmatized, and deviant
groups themselves engage in their own processes of stigmatization” (Ault 1996:
311). It could be said that we find ourselves in a vicious circle of binary
oppositions at any level of a society or within patterns of identity of individual
subjects or groups. It seems that the establishment of any kind of identity
demands certain exclusion of something else. And if that something is to be

~ recognized, something else must be excluded again. However, the question
whether it is possible to avoid these binary patterns of the establishment of
order, the body, and the self, misses the point. These binary patterns actually
permanently prov1de conditions for agency, change, and the emergence of new-
1dent1t1es -
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' réproduced repeat_edly‘;; .s/he is ‘produced m ré;éetition.:. Th1s repetition
'.prevents th'eA dissociategi' umty, ‘ the - subjgct, from ;:onsqlidation ~$.nd ‘
; norma.lizatioq. }Y.ct," a;lthoﬁgh this repetition can underﬁﬁrie thé rules of |
~ producing subjects, it doés not méém that it can change them. Neither doeé
tfip .failu;e of the “law” at “the level of the .psycile” (Butler 1997: 98).
Psycﬁic _resistaric':e' can never displace-or .rcformuiéte thé‘ “law.” The _oniy B
source of poQér w1th1n Bﬁtlet’s the’oréﬁcal,Work is power .itself, ﬁat is; the
“law” itself, and théfefore only tltlex“laiw” has énoﬁgh power to undermine
itself. And it can do that through its own investxﬁént in the body, since, as
' vs;e. have seen, the body is the s_ite of the gfeatestﬂ investment of the power 6f
the “law.” The other word for this investment is *sexuglity.” Sexuélity
“prévides pro_duétive contradictionfi‘r.l terrns;’ that ene;bles Butler to create a

space for successful resistance:

If thé véry Apro'cess of su‘bject-f:'ormation, howeyver, requires a preemp}cion'
-of se);;lalify, a founding prohibition that prohibits a’ certain desire bui _
itself becomes a focus of desﬁc, thqn a subject is’ formed".thro'u‘gh~ the
prbhibition:of sexuality, a pr;)hibitioh that at the same time forms this”
sexﬁality — and the~subjh'ect who is sa'idvto bear it. [...]‘.In this sense, a
| “sexual identity’; is a pio&ugﬁye contra_diction in terms, for 'idehtity is
féﬁned t}.irough.é pfohibitﬁm on 's..ome dimetision of the very sexualiﬁ it .
is s;id t.o.bear, and sexuality, when it. is tied to identity, is always in some

sense undercutting itself. (Butler 1997: 103-104)
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This prohibited, or abj eeted,' se)'ruality that' emerges through the prohihitiorr
| 'ttselt; causes .injurious. interpellatione or deﬁtement, which “could also be.
the ‘site of radical reoccup.atiorl. and resighiﬁcation”.' This .process of |
‘resigniﬁcation' could heviewed in terms of productive contradiction again. '
Called by an ir]jurious name, I come into social heing, and because:I' have
a certam inevitable attachment to my _existence, because a c',ertaih ‘
. marcissism tal;eS'hold of ‘an.y term that confers existence, I 'am led to |
embrace the terms that »i‘njure me because t.hey constitute me sociatly. [. ; .].
As a further paradorc,»then, only by occupying - h_eing occupied by - that_ .
. injurious terrrr can I resist and oppose it, recasting ‘the power that

constitutes ine as the power I oppose. (Butler 1997: 104)

‘It 'seerns aﬁer all that the possibility. of agency is the consequence of a
‘ malfunctlon of the “law * Nevertheless, it is the only loglcal conclus1on.
: w1th1n the sequence of Butler s assumptlons As already saJd her method of
deconstruetlon of binary opposrtlons is to reduce them to one of the two -
elemente, namely the one that dominates the hierarehieal‘ opposittorr. Thus,' N
it is not surpﬁshlg that m arly bihary opposition' whose“ohe element‘ is'

power, the other element is to be ehmmated through Butler’s deconstructive
' way of reasoning. On the other hand it is also expected that the “law” as an
) eruanatlon of supreme power cannot be opposed effectlvely by anythmg but
.1_tself. However, it seems that in her essay on sub]ectlon, re31stance, and
resigtuﬁcaﬁon, Butler leaves room for a cohclusiou that there must be

something else, apart from the “law,” something that heips, or causes the
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malfunction of power the body 1tself or, as Judith Butler likes to put it, -

“bodies that matter o R o

’ IF WE ARE to summarize the relatlons’between the methaponcal phrase‘A
- “zone of unmhabltation » the body, the “law,’ and the possibility of agency, |
oor ,between. theones of J_udith Butler, Julia l(nsteva, Mary Douglas, and,
‘e'v'entually, Isaiah Berlin; the following lissues. ought to be pointed out. |
'Dnven by .her pohtlcal engagement in the fight for the legal nghts of '
margmal genders (a struggle that is completely in accordance wrth the
class1cal hberal tradltion and values that Berlm argues for), Butler '_
'theo'retically produces the concept of citation of the “law” in order to open
- the way for effective pohtical action. By assurmng that the “law” an
emanation of supreme power that can be opposed only ﬁ'om within its own‘
| operat_ional framework, Butler needs to, (a) temporalize the “law,‘ and (_h) .
. make 1t dependent on its. own eﬁfet:ts. She manages to achieve these
‘theo.retiCal'goals' b‘y developing the concept of citation through its three
‘aspects performanvrty, reiteratlon and abjection | |
‘1t is obv1ous that the th1rd aspect - abjectlon - is of greatest
- irrrportance con51der1ng.the salvation of the possiblhty of agency within the -
ﬂamework Of the -th-e.orie‘s ot' social constructiyism. At:cording to l3utler"s.
theory, abject beings as well as recogmzed sub_]ects are repeatedly and
s1mu1taneously produced through the same performativc act of the “law”;

| therefore there is nothmg that precedes the “law.” If we are to ﬁnd weak
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spots in 'Butler’s theory,.I arn'inclined to argue that this is one of them A o
thorough exammatlon of Butler’s assumptlons pomts out that eventually,
she ma.mtams the distinction between. the real brologlcal body and the socral '
body, the body as it is represented and used in specxﬁc ways (I cannot see

: another way of 'understanding Butler’s phrase “a founding prohibitionthat
' prohlbxts a certam desrre’) Therefore I felt .a'need to introduce‘Julia
Knsteva s theoretlcal msrghts in my work. Knsteva developed the’ concept :
of abjectlon through its relatlon to the body, and within Kristeva’s theory it |

_ is possible to- equate the body with- the niethaporical phrase “zone of

. uninhabitation.” On the other hand ‘Butler’s use of the term “law” has some

:mystrcal connotatlons and therefore it seemed to me that it would be of
_. some help 1f I introduce the term “thought style ” construed and developed. '
by Mary Douglas as an equivalent of Butler s “law.”

‘This is the theoretlcal ﬁ'amework within whlch Itry to mterpret two
particular works of hterature These mterpretatrons have a double goal. On
.the one hand, they are mtended to be a kind of additional proof for the
: theoretlcal assumptrons and msrghts exammed in this chapter On the other

“hand, they are mtended to demonstrate that some theoretlcal 1ssues, viewed
' Aas problems w1tlnn the narrower framework of l1terary criticism; could be

'. approached, explained and resolved within broader theoretical contexts, and

"2 1t is interesting that my conclusion about Butler’s theoretical views concerning
. the body is exactly the same as Butler’s conclusion about Foucault’s theoretical
insights. Namely, in her early essay about the paradox of the body in Foucault’s
History of Sexuality. Vol. I, Butler wrote that, although Foucault maintains that
~ the body is literally produced by discursive power, there are some metaphors in
. his writings that suggest that he assumed that there is a body before the “law,”
the body that precedes and opposes the “law
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in this particular case — w1thm the context of Judith B_utler’s.,thedrizing. on -

subject and bidentit'y.
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3. AN INTERLUDE:
" “IFI RAISE A HAND... WHEREWILLMYHAND
GO‘7”

THE TITLE of this.“interlude” is, m fact, almost the whole’ story that I am
' gomg to analyze here The complete story, ‘written by the Serblan-J ewish

_ writer Dav1d Albahan goes hke thlS

" If I'raise a hand, he said, where will my hand go? (David Albahari, Fras u

Supi, Beograd: Rad, 1984, p. 56)

. The title of the story is “The K_oan.of the Story.” That is all.
Many ‘qu'estions, of course' can be asked about this short-text by'
: Albahan Obvmusly one rmght begm by asklng Is this really a story? What
’ makes ita story? What is it about‘? What happens in it (the questlon related
~to the common and, one would say, vahd assumptlon that in every story
something should happen)? What does’lt mean? How. can it 'be interpreted? |
In other words: What can one do tavith this ‘short sentence that the author
: presents as a story? Or, to: pnt it another way.:.What does this short sentence -
’ presented as a story do? | - |
| .'The last qnestion makes ' it obvious that I' in_tentl to approach
AAlbahari’s terrt from a more precisely defined standpoint — the nartiéular'
" .standpoint of the ,reader‘- as defined in the theory of “reader response -
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criticism.” Thﬁs, it seems that I shall try to answer the following questionsf _
. How does this eentence rnake me think that it is the story? Moreover how

-~ does it make me think it is a good story worth analyzmg" Partly relymg on‘

v the mterpretatrve procedure estabhshed by Stanley F1sh I will try to answer

rhese questlons, _but before I begm to analyze the story I am gomg to
_explain in what way 1 shall use the interpretatiye method established by

_ “reader response criticism,”

Stanley Fish’s interpretative theory can be ‘divided in two parts; o

Fisst, Fish defines the conditions of communication and -imderet.anding.. We
eornmunicafe,. aecordiné to Fish, not because we “share a lanéuaée; in the,
‘ _'sense of knoyving the rneanings of individuai words anri the rules of; |
combining them but because a way of thmkrng, a form' of 11fe, shares us,
and nnphcates us in a world of already—m—place-objects purposes, goals,‘-
'procedures yalues and so on; 'and it is to the features of that world that any
‘words we utter will be heard as necessanly refemng” (Flsh 1980 303 -4). | :
2 As members of a so-called “mterpretatrve cornmumty’ ‘we speak Frsh
. clarms, “ﬁom yyzthm. a set of rnteres_ts and concems, and it is in _relatron to
' those interesfs 'ano conoernsf’ tlrat :wé can .assume that we:'Avs'Ii.ll understand
* each othei‘ .(Fish 1980: 303). '
The very nrocess~ of interpretatron and .understandin.g. of texte Fish_ -

grounds in his 'exp‘lanation of the proeese of reading:

In .an utterance of any length, ‘there is a ‘point at which the reader has
' taken in only the first word, and then the second, and then the third, and

so on, and the report of what happens to the reader is always a report of
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what has happened to that point, (The report mcludes the reader ] set. '

toward future expenences, but not those experiences. )13

This rneans that the :reader understands the word or the words she or he has |

already read by trymg to guess what will come next in the text. Although it
will o often turn out that the reader s surmises are false, they still remain part

i’l'of the rneanmg of the text. In other words, the. sequence of the’ rea"der‘ s
| _- mostly false surmises actually constitutes the meaning of the teirt.

R However as M H. Abrams demonstrates in his essay “How to Do :
Things with Texts,”14 one has to follow Fish’s instructions only toa certain |
extent in order to establish a relevant — one would say valid - = mterpretation..
Abrams argues that Fish himself reads in Ia way slightly' different from the

: one he’ aotually prescribes. That is, .Fish’s procedure of-'construing the ,‘
meaning of the text is always preceded by the previous reading of the whole

' _‘ te)rt and 1t is grounded in hJS knowledge relevant for the understandmg of |
" the chosen text. In other words Abrams foregrounds that the choice of the
| -points in the text where FlSh stops to guess what wﬂl come next shows that

" he already has certain notions. about the whole text and that that is the i *

reason why he manages to choose exactly those pomts that are really

- relevant for the already, although tacrtly, establlshed meaning oﬁthe text. |

| In the following 'paragraphs._I am going. to. construe “The. Koan of

the Story” by using Fish’s “start-stop strategy,” in a way that Fish ‘himself,

.’3 Quoted from Abrams 1991- 282-3

4 M. H. Abrams “How to do Things with the Texts, in Damg Thmgs with Taxts,
edited by Michael F1scher (New York, 1989).
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| as Abranrs deécribes, actually rlées it? :thrls taﬁng into‘ ar:coﬁnt 'somé of the
- 'possibie éurrniseg' .arrld -prlrticrularly : er’nphas;izing the .exis.ting ténsion..
. betwéen falsé: guesses and the final meamng of the story. I am also going to A_ '
. corrtéxtrralize rhe stéry to &ernonstréte hbw its meanir;g or si-gniﬁcarlc’eléan _
 be chénged acc‘o.rdi‘ligvt.o differént c&ntexts, or, to use 'E:rsh’s terms, “ways of

 thinking” or “forms of life” that form “interpretative communities.”

“THE STORY, to say it again, goes like this:

David Albahari -

" “The Koan of the St.ory;’ ’
'If I raise a hand, he said, where will my hand go?

First: the.author
. DAVD ALBAHARI is one of the best Serbian writers of short stories. He is

especiélly well lmoWn for hjsf.extremely short “stories. Thus, a reade‘r

- familiar w1th Serb1an fiction would not be surpnsed to find a one-hne-story

* under the name of Dav1d Albahan Furthermore Albahari’s ﬁctlon can be

descnbed as a good example of the stream in contempcrrary Serbian
narrative' Hterature that is oﬁgn called ‘postmoderrust ﬁctlon,. or’
“rxretaﬁctiqn;” Ar_hdng otrxer thjngs; (as far as Serbian literature is concenred;
“other” in this contgxr implies cénam'very nég_ative connotations and

values if it comes from so-called ‘_cqnservative critics), these labels mean
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that it is ﬁctlon written by authots very well aware of theoretlcal and poetlc ._

| issues in wntmg and readmg literature. In the case of David Albahan thls is
- conﬁrmed hy Albahari’s many essays and mtemews on the poetics of short
stories. Thus, noticing Alba.hari’s' name above the story, ‘the reader can
suppose that ltllere is a good' reason why Albahan 'presents o.ne short

sentence as the complete story. '

| .'Second: the title .
| THE READER assocjates the ﬁrst term in the tltle - ;koan — with a.very '
' speclﬁc genre and tradmon of Zen. Thus, itis poss1ble to read the ﬁrst word
of the story’s title as an exp11c1t instruction about how to read the.rest of the
story. The koan is “a nonsensicat or oaradoxical queeﬁon poeed to va Zen
, stu'd_ent asa subject for meditati_on, intended to help the student break free
of reason and develop ihtuition in order to achieve _enlightenment” .'
(Random ‘House ‘Webster s Dictionary).' Howe\(er, the reader will be -
sufprised by the next word ot‘ the title - “‘story.” The term ‘‘story” has the.
: eante function as the term “koan.” It is also t'he‘ name of a speciﬁe genre ;
with its own tradition. In a way, the readeij is told}to read the sentence asa-
koan as' well as a 'story.ft‘hé. problern is that the meanings of these two

terms a‘re'mutually exclusiv'e infa ceztain way. A koan is definitely not a

.story, and the other way around one would say that any text pretendmg to o '

“be a story must cons1st of more than one simple questlon (to put 1t sunply, it

. should have a beginning, a middle, and an end)

Furthermore, the connectlon betwcen the two words in the ntlc is
an‘ibivalent, because of the various meanings of the preposmon “of” whloh -
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relate the two words to each other On the one. hand it 1s possrble to say ,
that the content of the story will be “a nonsens1ca1 or paradoxrcal question,”
- 'that 1s the question is placed w1th1n the story as a part of it. On the other .
hand we can understand the relations between the words in the title as a" .
comment on-the story as a koan, that is, the story as such is a klIld ofa '~
riddle posed to the read'er."The title suggests that the whole story is in a way -
“nonsensical and paradoxicai.”-consideiing the common notion of what a
_story should be which 1mphes that the reader should break free of the usual- -
meamng of the term * story in.order to understand the text ma proper way.
Thus, one can say'that in the title we can-find the trace of an unstable
( hierarchy at the same tlme the word “koan isina way subordmated to the
word “story, and, the other way around, the “story’ is subordmated to the :
- “koan,” All these rneanmgs have to be taken mto account when construing

" the story.

Third: the story

BECAUSE OF 'mE TERM “koan"’ the. reader will. not be _surpﬁsed by.t'he
questriont “Ii'I raise a hand... where will my hand go?” 'i‘he title r)repares
the reader for this question — for .the ‘;nonsensical and - paradoxical,
. question.” However, when consi_dering only the “koan,” the.nliddle part of
the sentence - f‘he said” — is completely reduudant. If the koan is a genre
: deﬁned as the question nosed to the student by the Zen teacher, it is not -. '
._nec’essary to add “he said.” Y_et, 'agairi,‘ this‘is_ not only the koan, this is, at

. the same. time, the story, and that is the reason .why one can ask the
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following questions; Who'.is “he”? \.ft’hy “said” .instead of, forl exar'nple;
. f‘asked”f;’ _“‘_Said” to whorn: student; hi.ms‘elf,' psychiatrist, reader? |
’ "‘He said” is the, break in the'_sentence. It divides the ~sentence into |
 two parts. The first part of the sentence — “If I raise a hand...’: — is
conlpletely understandable ina way that no'thing strange happens. We can
askv of course, many'questions such' as: Who is “T*? Where is “? Whorn
~ does “T” talk to? — but those questlons are ordmary, and we can ask them )
almost every time we start to read a story Then after the first half of the
questlon there isa pause, and then comes a complete change of the s1tuat10n .
where will my hand go?” In the first part it looks as if the hand is a
part of the speaker s body, and that he can control his 11mbs 1t seems this is
the only way we can understand the first part of “I”‘s cond1t10na1 utterance
about “ralsmg a hand ” On the contrary, in the last part it seems he cannot
control his body and that if ‘he moves he w111 fall apart. It looks like th1s
change occurs dunng the pause of “he sa1d ” “He” implies that there is a.
certain klnd of 1dent1ty of the “T” or the speaker At least the speaker is not‘
| “she,” but “he.” However, in the }ast part of the sentence this 1dent1ty is-
challenged ‘as soon a.s it is established' This challenging of the speaker’s |
1dent1ty is emphasized by the word “my ” In the first part we have ]ust “a

hand.” It is unphed that it is the speaker s hand But in the last part akind

.of process of dlsmtegratlon is suggested by treatmg the hand as an

autonomous subJect that can move mdependently of the speaker s w111 and .
‘intention, and this — speaker s uncertainty about his own body - is

. underlined by his need to say “my hand.” In fact, it is not obvious any more
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Ithat it is really his hand, as we have presuoposed yvhcn reading the ﬁrst part
of the sentence | | |

We can conclude that at the same time when the speaker s 1dent1ty- )
is estabhshed by the pronoun “he,” the process of “his” drsrntegratron and
loss. of identity begins. And thls is the élementary -“plot” of the-story. This is -
| what happens in the story. And the.narrator tells us this story by \ising the'
koan the nonsenswal and paradoxrcal questron And s/he tells us this story '
ina way that is also nonsensrcal and paradoxrcal that i 1s, in a way which

. challcnges (he usual notions of story-telling, as well as of the narrator. -

I
IT.IS PossInLE to say that this s'tory.on hoth levels — on the ievel-of the .-
qilestion and on the level‘ of the story — challenges our notions of certainty
and 1dent1ty Here, one could ask why I think it is possrble to understand - B
this story m thrs way. The answer is: I read it within partlcular contexts
Frrst of all, I am thmkmg of Ludwig Wlttgenstem s book- On
,Cer‘ta'mty as an appropnate ground for understandmg “The Koan of the

Story » The opemng sentence of Wlttgenstem s book is:

_ . 1. I you do k_now that here is oﬁe hand, we’ll grant you all the rest.

" (Wittgenstein 1969: 7)

By this sentence Wittgenstein challenges G. E. Moore’s “defense of
common sense” based on the assumptions' that he knows some propositions
for sure; such as “Here is one hand, and here is another.” Wittgenstein
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- claims that there is no signi‘ﬁcant 'dil?ference hetween ‘;hlowing.” and ‘fbelné
."eer’tatn” and points out that bemg eertain is,‘in fact_, a rrratter of _appropriate o
usage ‘of langnage. “ may be sure of something,‘;'W ittgenste.in‘ ~w;rites; “hut
'istrll know ‘what test rmght convince me of error”’ (Wrttgenstem 1969 66)
', : However if the procedure of testmg is not estabhshed in language andwe

’ still lcnow that something is wrong, that puts in question all our beliefs. o

- 68 (?onld we inragine a man wholceeps on maklng mistalces where we . :_
regarcl a mistake is ruled out, 'and in fact never.,enconnter one? :
(Wittgenstein 1969:" 75) |

. [...]

: 7(l. For months' I have lived at address A,'I have reao the narne of .the.
street and the nunrber of 'the house countless times, have received ‘

‘. countless letters here and given countless.people. the address'. IfI am’ )
wrong about it, thelrmstake is hardly less tha.n 1f I were (wrongly) to
‘ beheve I was writing Chmese and not German.

71.If my friend were to 1magme one day that he had been living for a'.

long time past in such and such a place etc. etc I should not call tlus o '

- a rmstake, but rather a mental d1sturbanee, perhaps a transient one..

(Wittgenstein 1969: 75)

The point is that we can irnagine that someone can he wrongm a way that , |

: Wittgenstein deserihes, but then not know how to cope w1th 1t because -

language 'does " not provicle' appropriate Jtools for such circumstances, -
; 'l'herefore, we can ask: does the following question make any sense wrthm -

| ~ the ertistfng_ language order; _ o |
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9.Nowdo I, iﬁ'the course of iny life,‘lmake sure I know that here is a hand |

. —my own hand, that is? (Wittgenstein 1969: 13)

,.'And«the.aﬁswer would be fhat it prbbably does not m;ake sense, bu’@ we can -
' sﬁll.ixﬁagin;s the sitéatioﬁ m which we éan ask sﬁch a qu;astiori. Th1s
queétio.n".s'.meahing is p@lel to the meaning of the question .'in Albahari’s
story.'It is nons'ensical‘and paradoxical éxatctly because if ié'ouf -of tﬁe usual -
-order and common sense estabhshed by language uqage It is also
mterestmg to notice parallehsm ‘between the uses of “my’ in bothv ' ..
| qugstlons. The polgt is that if such questions do npt'make sense in the ‘

* existing language ofder,'doés'jt mean that théy do not make sensé at all?
. We can say that they lead the reader to .the linguistic border: they are .
| verbalized within a langﬁage (that is the. only way, 'aﬁcr .all), but their
‘ meanjﬁg cannot be defiried within this same language. To Qefnan§Uate this,
' it'. is enough to ask: What gioés it mean that sorﬁebne does not know where
her or his hand. would go-if Qhe raiées it? ,Whg.t do‘ég it mean iilaf VE'l .héu'l_d.

can go (indepéndently)?

I
- HOWEVER, it is possiblé to say that such a ciuestionihg of certainty does not .

jeopardize the notion of idehtity. Yet, Witfgenstein writes that

4. “1 lcnow that I am a human bemg ” In order to see how unclear the_ :

sense of t}us proposmon is, consider its neganon At most it rmght be
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taken to mean “I know I haye the organs of a human.” (Wiﬁgenstein

1969:7)

| Thus, lcnowing that Iama hurnan'being implies, at'least, that I have the .
: organs of a human Furthermore, one can say that it 1mphes that I have“

organs orgamzed as the organism. Fmally, it 1mphes that I can control my .

organs at least my hmbs since they are organized into an orgamsm ina ’

-certam way Talk.lng about the need for estabhshmg the theory of -

techmques of the body i m h1s famous short essay “Les Techmques du corps .

pubhshed in 1936 the French anthropologrst Marcel Mauss asserted that T

- there are tradmonal effectrve techmques of the body through Wthh human R
bemgs learn how to use their bod1es Begmmng with a speclﬁc descnptlon
of swunmmg and drvmg techmques, Mauss comes to the | generali
_ - conclusion that there is no such thing as natural behavio‘r.' The idéa of the -

organs umﬁed 1nto the orgamsm through partrcular techmques calls to mind ‘
G111es Deleueze and Fehx Guattan s essay about “a body w1thout organs |
in thelr book A Thousand Plateaus 15 For them the orgamsm is one of the
main obstacles which persons' ‘face Vyhen trymg “to ‘find themselves

.' (Deleueze and Guattan 156)

'A ~ Let us consider the three great strata concerning us, in otherfvyords, t_he
ones that most .directly bind us: the organism, signifiance, and

) subjectiﬁcatioh. The surface of the organism, the angle of signifiance and '

5 Gilles _Deleueze and Felix Guattari, “November 28, 1947: How Do You Make .
Yourself a Body without Organs?,” in 4 Thousand Plateaus, 149-66. '
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" interpretation, and the pomt of subJ ectification or subJectron You \lVlu be‘
orgamzed you W111 be an orgamsm, you w111 articulate your body -
otherW1se you re just depraved You will be sxgmﬁer and S1gmﬁed ..

B ) 1nterprctcr and mterpreted - otherw15e you're Just a deviant. You will be a
» sub]ect nalled down as one, a subject of the enunciation recoiled mtoa -
4' subject of the statement - otherw1se you’re Just a tramp (Deleueze and‘

'Guattari: 159)'

Itis obvious that here Deleueze and éuattai‘i hat'e.in mmd Lacan’s concept :
of the mirror stage in the chlld’s development that i is, the stage‘ when the
child acqulres the $O called schema of her or his umﬁed body. Through'
acqumng th1s “schema or “image” the Chlld gets the notlon of her or h1s
own 1dent1ty and becomes capable to use the pronoun “L” The pomt is that
this schema or image, as Lacan stresses it, is act‘ually' fictive, unreal.-
' Moreover, in this way the symbolic order is'ii'nnosed on the .child.AAnd. it is
only_through .this ?orde.r' that s’he ;can expresscs herself or himself as a
subject or “L” Forrning avbody without organs, that is, b)t disintegrating ‘the
organism, one is -capable.of experiencing something real, beyond language
- oor syrnbolic order. | o
Thus, we can .read'Albahari’s story' as an account of the process of
"one’s deliberate disintegration in order to reach somet_hing real. And that is
exaetly the meaning of the kbani the'prok:ess of breakmg free of reason or |
symbohc order and of developmg intuition -in -order to achieve
' enhghtenment We can relate this meamng to the prev1ous one and say that

~ “The Koan of the Stor)f’ tells us about a possible disintegration _of the g
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' 1dent1ty of “he” through the dlsmtegratlon of “h1s” body as, the only way for -

h1m” to step out of the symbohc order and achleve enhghtenment

v
THERE .Is oﬁE noaé ‘MéAﬁlNG of tlus story, wh1ch is particularly‘ irnportant
in the context of contemporary Serblan ﬁcuon As I suggested wntmg
| about the author of the story, some cntlcs of Serbran hterature obJect that_
' .-,'postmodermst writers do nothmg but expenment with narratlve forrns that :
they do not try to say anythmg relevant about somety or life expenence In’
._ '-other words these cntlcs nnply that there is no good reason for readmg this
| kind of ﬁctlon, because the reader cannot ﬁnd anythmg that s/he could be
Jinterested in. Underneath such ob_| ectlons there is the tac1t accusat1on that
postmodernist wnters are not engaged in the discussion of social issues‘,-
:namely in oriticism of the social system of the former Yu goslavia..
That this is .not‘ true ca’n be shown even on the example of this short .
| ‘ story During the 1970s and 1980s a system of ‘socialist,” or “\Norkers;"
g ”,“‘self management” was estabhshed in Yugoslav1a Nommally, it put' R '
‘workers in a pos1t10n to make thelr own dec1s1ons about their ]ObS and the
factones they worked in. Drrectors were' supposed only to reahze thetr
dCCISIOIlS Decrslons were made by votmg, by rarsmg hands. There were
X many means by wh1ch poht1c1ans and d1rectors could rnampulate workers
‘ votes partlcularly because vot1ng was not’ secret but pubhc Thus if we
understand “rmsmg a hand” as a means of voting in the first part of the

" séntence, and “my hand” as a metonyrmc replacement of my vote m the .
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 last part, it is obvious that this story alludes to the great posSibili_ty of. .
‘,nianipulating -the workers’ votes. “He” in this case could be a vi/orker who

~ considers the reasons for taking part in an obvious fraud. -

' Is ALL OF 'l‘HIS too much for such a short story" Probably it is. ‘However the
.- ' -pomt is that this story does not constram the reader s response by its
: brevrty On the contrary it is ‘exactly its brevrty that causes the reader s
. 1mpressmn that somethmg is lackmg, Wthh forces her or him to search for
' 1ts., meanmg by placing it in different contexts. On the other,hand, the
story’s complexity, the particular tension lietween t-he' possible meanings of
the parts of the story taken one by one and as a whole serves as a firm

, ground for the different contextuahzatlons of “The Koan of the Story.”
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4 THE HYSTERIC VERSUS THE HERMENEUTIC
 CIRCLE

AS WE COULl) SEE in'the interlude, an apparently simple question can be

. ‘read as a complete story within a partlcular context, or, in Flsh‘s terms,-
. _w1thm a partlcular “form of life.” Wlthm the context of theonzmg about the
relatlonshlp between the subject’s. 1dent1ty and its body, what at ﬁrst.k'
seemed unacceptable asa story, havmg no begmmng, rmddle or end turned
out to be a complete story in the classical terms of Aristotelian poetxcs The '
same method of interpretation will be used in the readmg of Judita Salgo s
novel The Road to Birobidsan. However, the interpretative problem that
this book presents the readers with is of a different kind. Here, we are

talking about an unfinished novel that ought to be read as complete.’

C

, Oﬁlé OF THE. MAJOR HERMENﬁU’HC RULEs foregrounds the relation between
the text as a whole and its speclﬁc parts This relation allows us to mterpret
the text through a twofold process we can understand the whole text by.

:understandmg its parts and we can understand 1ts parts by understandmg‘-

"+ the wholé text. No one of these two complementary readmgs dominates the

other, and, in spite of our reading experience, -it is taken that they are -

r sirnultaneous. Both readings are necessary for the establishment of a valid
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mterpretatlon Takmg into account tlus rule it is easy to clarm that we can e
mterpret and understand only those texts that are completed In other words,
texts that are‘ unﬁmshed prevent an mterpreter from closmg -the hermeneutic
c1rcle However 11terary h1story offers a nurnber of examples of unfinished
" works' that were and st111 are the focus. of hterary criticism, - whrch :
- ’demonstrates that ‘unﬁnished’ does_ not necessanly have to mean

mcomplete

In contemporary Serblan fiction Judlta Salgo s novel The Road to o

Blrobzdian 1S partlcularly mterestmg m- tlus respect Judrta Salgo dled E
“before she managed to ﬁmsh the novel According to her statements. grven
shortly before she d1ed she managed to write half of her novel
Furthermore only half of the wntten manuscnpt was ready for pubhshrng
Judlta Salgo published two completed chapters in literary periodicals, and
two chapters remained. ﬁm'shed and unpublished until. 'vshe :died-
unmedrately after her death these two chapters were also pubhshed This
: means that only one quarter of the whole novel was, ready to be offered to-
the readers Yet, a careful reader could easrly conclude that Judita Salgo leﬁ o
her manuscript at a stage when she st111 thought . about several poss1ble '
versrons of some apparently completed parts of the novel. In sptte of thlS I ..
am mclmed to argue that we can approach Judlta Salgo’s The Road )
. 'Bz‘,r_obidz'an asa completed work of hterature. |

| To ercplain my inclination I“'willl discuss Salgo’s novel on two levels..
The ﬁrst one is the level of the novel’s structure; the second is the thematic: L
level. It could ea‘sily be argued that The Road to Birobidz'an was supposed
| to have an embedded (ring likej narrative structure. The story about.the» -
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Novi Sad farmly Rot, unfoldmg in the aﬂermath of the Second World War | :‘: .
encompasses several stones the story about the poet Nenad Mltrov the '

| story about the American branch of the Rot fa_rruly tree (both stories begin’ -

o prior to thetsecond World War, and they end in the narrative time of the-

'overarchmg story) and the most volumdnous story,' about Bertha '

' Pappenheun (one could say, a novel w1thm .a novel) wh1ch covers.a time -
span of four decades — from the ﬁnal decade of the 19th century to the _.
1930s |

The embedded structure. of the novel is repeated at the level of the_
structure of the md1v1dua1 chapters the story about Nenad Mitrov

.encompasses the stones about the Russian emigree Maria Alexandrovna'
and Jthe' S'ovi'et-" revolutionary Larisa Reisner, and the story about the
Ii"osenbergs is inserted i'nto the American Rot family story. | |

| The irnportant characters in the novel, with the exception of-Ma_ria. A
Alexandroyna, are .Jewi.sh. | o |
-. _ -The centrat motif in all the parts of the novel — w1th the exception of.
the Bertha Pappenheirn story, wherethe motif of the “women’s continent” -

: A performs .th'e same function — is the. “Autonomous Jewish Region of .

,. BirobidZan ” Th1s motif is the knot of all lines of narration and meaning. As
~ both sides of the utoplan image of the land once promlsed to the chosen .. -
. .people asa New J erusalem that the protagomsts are obsess1vely seekmg,

a refuge for the poor, the disﬁgured, for t_hdse who are scared, marginalized, _. '

te'rminalhly ill = Birobidaan stands at the beginning, as a distant goal, and at

' the end, a.s. redernption unacht'eved, of the.motivation' sequences of the.

‘ noyel.' Therefore,_ every atternpt at .interpretation ought to -explain the .
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. symholic nlaee of Birohidian 1n the semantic Vstrnctur'e of the novel._;fhe s
semanticall.y priVileged or, hierarchically superior 'position of this motif .
(when compared to other elements of the novel) is conﬁrrned by the ’
mtroductory “Song on Brrobld’z'an _serving as a dramatic prologue whlch: '
mtroduces the protagomsts and suggests the subJect of the novel | o

The novel is mostly narrated in the th1rd person We have here an
ommsc1ent rehable narrator who tells the story cons1stent1y to the very'
end, usmg the reahst techmque most of the time. What is speclﬁc to this .‘
‘narration, however, is that close to the end of both chapters_, as well as 10
the end of the novel itself, the narrative ‘srtuation c'hanges: the.oreviously
all-eneompassmg perSpective of 'the narrator is reduced to the.pers.peeti'ves
_ of individual characters, and the realist narrative framework disintegrates _
into a fantastic one.

The char)ter on lost tribes' ends with the staternentsrby" witnesse's
| whieh were, the narrator tells us, “to a certain extent .mutually er(olusive and '
d1d not contnbute to a solution of the case” (salgo 1997 60). The narrator
herself/hrmself does not mtervene in thrs mstance although the pnv1leged.»
.posmon‘ of the all-knowmg one should oertam]y ‘have offered'her/hnn the |
. :-pos"s_.ibility to telll,us what.had actually happened. Thus :the case of the
disappearanoe of Dora Levin, the primary orotagonrst in the story "abont the
unsolved mystery .of f‘lost;’ tribes, remains n_ne_xpﬂlained. » |

Another important characteristio of Judita ~Sa1.go’.‘s" narration is the

techmque of glvmg md1v1dua1 temporally and spatlally crrcumscnbed

events general meamng whrch is in contrast w1th the above—mentloned S

" device of shifting the narrative perspective from- the omniscient to-the
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limited one' belonginé to an individual character. Thercfore? 1t is possihle to
say that the end ot' es'ery na_rratlve vum't _is charact.eriz_ed by th1s shlﬁ m
R 'narration, from omniscient to a limited ‘persp.ect'ive, and the dislntegration
.of the realist narrative frarneWorlt into a fantastic 'one, ‘but !al'so by the -

.techni'que of glvmg universal meaning to temporally and spatially defined |

- events. This technique is similar to the technique used in filmmaking when |

s

a close-up is folloWed bya panorarnic shot without a cut in the scene.. This

narfative deV1ce however, does not have to be presented only on the level

.of visual i unages at the end of thc story about lost tnbcs the dlsappearance L

. of Dina Levm is reason enough for one of the protagomsts to conclude that. |
the whole world is lost. |
Finally, one could say that there is‘reasbn enough to speak about the
formal and thematic.wholeness of the novel. On the one hand, the repetition o
K _. of the riné—like pattern and the shift in the narrative situation at the"end of
-every narrative umt lallov&'/s us to establish the narrative pattern of Judita
Salgo’s novel On the other hand it is not likely that any s1gmﬁcant
 thematic drvergences mrght occur. For example accordmg to Salgo s notes

the protagomsts of ore of the »unwnttcn chapters should have been the '. 3

E Rosenbergs From a parenthetrcal remark we leam that the * secret plan to -

send the Rosenbergs to Buobrdzan” (salgo 1997 64) was supposed to .
function as an element of the plot, which is loglcal, since: “All,roads to
BirobidZan lead through 'prisons,:poli‘ce quarters etc.” .(Salgo 1997: 64).

Thus, we can claim thematic wholeness for the nbvel with some certainty.

76 -



o

ATTI;IE FIRST GLANCE, perhaps because of the numeronscomrnents “most of
..WhJCh would probably not be 1ncluded in the ﬁnal vers1on 1 of the novel it
seems that The Road to Bzrobzdzan opens up to mterpretatlon and-
'.‘.understan.ding with no dlfﬁculty; For example, it 1s easy to_ assoclate .the
' ernbedclecl 'ﬁngélike structure with the explanati.on of the initial O. _fl'oln ‘

Bertha Pappenheim’s pseudonym: A

The name Anna O. is a synonym for a large, cosmiic hysteric circle (from
- which there 1is no exit), hysteric whirlpool, that draws and sucks in the

. world. (Salgo 1997: 103) _

- What the narfative ring of th‘e novel has “sucked in,’_’ are the-rings from the
novel’s embedded strncture, the rings that in turn “suck in” other rings, and
3 m each ring, as ina _whirlpool,a world is diéappeared; a wo:rld in _whlch lthe, i
destitute', the disfigured, the tlis_en.franohised and the sick are. trymg in vain -
- to leave the circle from yvhich there ls no exitf But, even if there was.a way
- out of it, if, through some miracle, a way out would be shown to them, a

| way out of their own story, their own ring, they would only find themselves

trapped in another ring. Or, in _the words of Sara Alkalaj:

At these fatal pomts it. wﬂl turn out, whwhever bend may already have.
been overtaken, whxchever rock already chmbed one w111 corne to see the
same scenery, the same 'terrain that he had just passed through. No mattelj

"how far one goes, the same .vista;will open up before one’s eyes. So he
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. kécps climbing the same rock he had alréady climbed, and after e'v'ery- '
e | bend he keeps éoming down to the same gorge he had just come out .of.’

. (Balgo 1997: 173-4)

. But, is that everything? Does Judita Sa;lgb talk only of cripp1e$ and the
terminally ill who wandér. from place to place in search of a refuge? If the

stories about Nenad Mitrov and proétitﬁtes with syphilis fit into this model,

 the story of the Ameriqén branch of i‘he Rot family tree deﬁ:ﬁtely does not. . '

i --Bertllla Papbénﬁeim also manages t‘o escape these prescriptioﬁs; émd so do

) Lansa Reisner,. Fiofa Gutman and Ha1m _Azricl. Wha.t forcés these
* characters to keep looking for ﬁirbbidzap? Is Birobidzan sirmply a promised

| land where a éeat Healing wdjuld tgk’e place? Here is a lis;: of .,poSsible |

i'neanings of Birobidiaﬁ_:’

A women’s coritinent or an island?

’Birobidiax_u is an-unknown, repressed core of the human self tt};e :
sﬁbconscidus?). Thé embodiment; the Vea&ﬁly regreati_pﬁ, the coreﬂi of
ﬁeﬁrosis, . | | |
- Birobidian‘ isa country Where there is no murder. This is a dream
of & man (woman) who killed an old Arab in fcar,' W-ithout a reasoﬁ.’

Bi;o‘pidian is a madhouse. - |

o s Birobic.léén: is the FINAL SOLUTION (Hitler’s s?cret plan in | the -
attack on U'SSR.).' | ) o |

Birébidéﬁn as an ideal city (utopia).

- Birobid#an as a homeland one keeps “just in case.” .
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Birobidian'as a swampland, breeding ground for Jewish semen
(A New Zlon‘7)

B1rob1dzan the last refuge (on Earth) of actlve magrcal thmkrng

and living. . (Salgo 1997: 63)

It is obvious that all.the meanings ltsted cannot be s'ubsum<3_d under one, k
comprehensive meaning. Even if they are not mumalty e)tclusive, they do
not converge But since each and every one of them becomes functronal in.
- one part of the novel, none ‘should be neglected So mstead of reinforcing
the 'mterpretanon that seemed graspable for a moment, the series ‘ o.f,.
explanations of what Birohidian is does exactly the opoosite; it makes the
'text impenetrable with its polisemy. However, maybe it is exa'ctly'.this
polysemy that makes it po,ssible for us to make some advances in the
understanding of The Road to Birobidzan, rather than putting an end to all - -
interpretation. | | |

| What kind‘of a polysemy are we dealing w1th? If this was just an
~ .arbitrary attﬁbution of meanings, the impres‘sion of the cornpletene'ss of th'e.. '

. novel would not be possible. Had that been the oaSe the novel would break - -
down into separate stones and there would be as many stories. as there are -
different, mdependent meamngs arbitrarily ass1gned to the same srgn-
symbol: But, since that is not the case, the novel, although u.nﬁmsh_ed, '
leaves the unnressjon of :a complete whole, and we have to corne to a

i conclusion that there is something more to it than sorne arbitrary,'.

unmotivated polysemy.



. T_herefore, the next eluestiononght to'be: is there _aﬂel_'.alll a meaning . )
that conld'encompass 511' other .different meanings-of i3irobio2a11;? ‘And .i .
' 'consequently, on which level can Bu'obldian and the “women s contment” _
be synonyms meamng the same thing, performmg the same funct10n‘7
B1rob1d2an is, in the narrative world of Judlta Salgo. “an unlmown

" repressed core of the human self,” and a “women s contment has. i

[...] come out from Bertha’s excited brain as a Waming ora pronheoy
" before e'mbark:i.ng. on a dangerous journey, as a 'é.ode/sig’t1iﬁer of a long-
forgotten starting point or an unelear, barely discernible goal.... (8algo -

1997: 74) -

So lon the level of the unconsc1ous as well as the subconselous all other_
‘meamngs of B1rob1d2an and women’ s continent can ﬁnally converge be .
‘umﬁe'd - antl it is hystena that ealls them into conscience and makes them
" y real. Similat to the clatm of the author oflnterpfetation of Dreams that the
. whole d1ver31ty of the problem of consc1ence can be made V1S1ble only in.
bthe analys1s of the process of thmkmg in hystena one could say that it is
pOSslble to unde_rstand the “whole diversity” ‘of the ,phenomenon of '
: Birobi'di.‘an m :Juditva Salgo’s novel only .aﬂcr‘ v';e have analyzed the
f “hystenc mechanism” and the way it operates. | )
Inlsome of its _chaiactetisties, the space mﬂze Road to Birobitiian'isl
s'igni‘ﬁcantly different from real space. “The .ﬁavetlefs" to Bnobidim move
in a space thathas some qnalities of the human psyche. iust tike the bsyche
A.is spht into the .oonscious and the unconscious, th1s 'space,. yve coultl say, is
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" .divided' into areas of the 'rea} and the’ imagtnary. We ,shouid, hov_t'ever, keep |

| in mind that the 'area' of the ‘;imaginar}f’ is no tess. reai in the world of the-
novel than the area of “real” 1tse1f Th1s dmsxon into the “real - geographrc N
space, and the “Jmagmar}f space of BirobidZan or the women s contment
corresponds in all aspects to the d.1v1s1on of the psyche rnto the areas of the

. conscmus and the unconsc1ous. All_ other spatlal__ relations in the novel are
| subordinated to this .divisto_nt That is why, in the vs;orld of the noVel, ‘

sentences like

Women’s continent is “there” where Mrs. Frank is going, and where -
women are sailing to, and “here.” To be-here and there at the same time.
That is _the secret of women’s illness. And of the Women’s continent."

(Salgo 1997: 156)

make sense, wh11e, in the world outside the novel they would be absurd.
The coordmates of the real and the unagmary space cannot be
‘ determmed within the world of the novel as if 1t were somethmg that is
“here” or “there,” or “up” or “dom.” Just as Freud claamed that it 1s .
' erroneous to speak ahout the conscious and the unconscious as if the);.were
- two separate and defined Iocatlons w1th1n the psyche the idea of the real
.. and the 1mag1nary as two separate locations within the ﬁctlonal world of
The Road to Bzrobzdzan 1s also erroneous Much more appropnate than the“.
_spatial, i.e. the statlc mode of representmg this fictional . world; is the

dynarmc expressed in the syntagm . “movmg, wandermg (exodus) whlle

remaining in one place” (Salgo 1997: 63). The word “movxng” is also used
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only condrtronally here The characters of Judlta Salgo s novel can travel in
two srgmﬁcantly different ways. One corresponds to the standard meamng

of the.word “travel.” The other way to move, travel or to go ona Joumey is
- hystena The. ]oumey of Bertha Pappenhelm across the Baikans to - |

Alexandna, the narrator tells us

"[ : ] occurs on two leyeIS' the first is utilitarian pr'agmatic - it leaves a
~ trace, it can be read in her letters collected and pubhshed by styphusv -
‘ ‘ Arbezt in Lerpzrg in 1924; and the other is hystenc it is, we could say, the .

]oumey of Bertha s womb the last journey, on whrch that womb is

questromng 1tself summanzrng the decades of its travels (Salgo 1997:

149)

In the hierarchy of values of the ﬁctional world of The Road to Birobidian, |
travelling that occurs on the first level is signiﬁcantly ‘below’ .thel travelling -

that occurs on the second level meaning' - fhysteria. Onlylh'yst'eria offers the .

'most s1gmﬁcant knowledge, dlscoverles emotlons only a hystenc Joumey C

, ‘makes possible an understandmg of the world and of the self (Salgo 1997
: 107). Travellmg on the ﬁrst level is always a one-way process, the traveller -
and the world remam unaffected by each other, unchanged, as if they had
never rrtet.. On the other hand,__ trayelling on the second, other level is a two'-. =

way.process. It can also be represented as Bertha’s abandoning or breaking

of the “customary idea of the worl 7 and as a “hystenc incursion of the B

: :world mto her” (Salgo 1997: 107) Hystena is fraught with. ambrgmty o

strongly tled to two drfferent worlds, it connects them, yet at the same t1me,
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| rt does not belong to"either ot thern. Hysteria is the quivering of the porous,
m_ernbrane ot' the stlboonscious, whieh s‘eparates, '_yet at the same time .elso '
allows two " different worlds to nemreate “each 'other; “The hysterie
. 'incursio.n” is the penetration of‘Birobic.lznn into the “real” world, but also .
. the removel of the 'nrotegonists from the real world into the “irnerginzrry“ -
.WOl‘ld.__,' R | | |
However,_the malogy‘beMeenAErene’s i,tiea of the.conscious and the- _
tlnconscious-On ‘the one he.nd ‘and the “real” and the unagmary‘ space in _
the ﬁcnonal world of The Road to Bzrobldzan on the other, 1s only partlally L
valid. Qu1te on the contrary, although there is no doubt that Freud’s
" division of the_Aps-yche into the areas of the co_n_s_cious and the unc_onseious '
tiid serve as an erga:nimg pn'neiple .in the construction of the ﬁctiona;l,
world of The Road to Birobidz'an,_in s.ome -impofte’.nt- instances and points in
the story, iudita Salgo disregards or even‘t-h'storts some of Freud’s most.
‘ signiﬁcant "eonclusions, jnst like she’ ohmges the facts of Bertha
-Pappenhelm s blography |

“Why d1d Anna O. appear thrrty years ago" What d1d that part of her

personahty want to achieve with that appearance‘7 What was the message of

- its hystena?” wonders the narrator in a chapter titled “The Secret Life of 7 '

Bertha Pappenheim,” and contrnues: :

' Breuer and Freud did not dweli on this. They accepted the message of
therapy that Bertha Pappenhelm leﬁ on their hands. Anna 0. certalnly had
 her. task, mission even, otherwrse she would never let out a word she,. ‘

wouldn’ t have manifested herself. What did she we.nt to tell the world?
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’ What to'create or destroy? To call the sc.ientiﬁc.world’s; and the wider
pubhc s attention to or away from somethmg? Breuer and Freud obscured'
thmgs, they led things to their advantage and Anna followed them —it’

. seemed to her she did this for her own good — but' she forgot her message,

the message of her illness. (Salgo 1997: 103) B

The mam narrattve elements in thrs excerpt are- grouped around the
L character of Bertha Pappenherm she is the person ‘who has a mission, who
carries a message and who, ﬁnally, becornes prevented from the ﬁalﬁllment
-of that task One could also say that Breuer and Freud are nothmg but _'
" penpheral characters whose charactenzatlon is reduced to a. few strokes -
they do not dwell on details in’ therr work, they come to nnportant
- conclusions by pure chance but even on those occasions they miss the most
| 1mportant thlngs therefore they try to obscure thmgs having solely the1r
own mterests in mmd To continue along these hnes we could conclude

. that thelr only functlon is to _prevent Bertha Pappenhelm from - dehvenng -
. her message to the world and once they have done that there is no more

i ,.reason for them to appear in the novel again.'® .Fmally, thetr

“In the novel, Freud appears agam asa character whose.action, to some extent,

. influences the course of narrated events. On this ovcasion, Martha Freud is
attributed with telling her friend Bertha Pappenheim that her husband writes to - .
her about not exactly yearning to come home, which he calls his beloved

. prison. She compared him to Antaeus, who loses his strength when he is close

to his home, and acquires it as soon as he is away from it. But in spite of this, -
 she says, he always comes back. Then comes the sentence: “Unlike Freud,
Bertha herself HAD NO STRENGTH to leave her hometown of Vienna
_ forever, and Freud was mdrrectly respon81ble for this” (Salgo 1997: 72; caprtals
mine). o :
- HAD NO STRENGTH in the quoted sentence I strongly beheve '
should be HAD STRENGTH, and I believe this is either a typing mistake made
in the retyping of the text, or perhaps even an omission on the part of the author
herself. Only in this case the beginning of the sentence (“Unlike Freud...”)
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charécterization seems to be reflective of what thg; are sqpposed to be -
doiﬁg: they are sﬁperﬁcial, possess avérage intellectﬁal_abilities and they
. are occupied with therhselveé ;néstly, so. it is only logicﬂ that they “obscure .
thingé,” th'at, they lead things to theirl advantage, and 'theréby force Anna O.
to forget her message. Stili,ithis is too simplified to b;e cofrec;t. )

I v;fould say that this is one of the' key parts of the hovei — the only
point at which both Breuer and Freud appear as active characters m the

novel.'’ Having in mind that the main protagonist of the largest part of the

makes sense. Especially since the historical Bertha Pappenheim did leave
Vienna in 1888, and moved to Frankfurt. Judita Salgo mostly did not change
similar biographical facts in the novel, and this is why she, on one occasion,
speaks about the “self-sacrificing, rational lady from Frankfurt” (Salgo 1997:
66). :
By the way, we cannot determine what Freud’s “respon51b111ty means here |
from what is narrated in the novel. It is possible, however, if this was really
about leaving, and not remaining in Vienna, that the narrator is thinking about
Freud’s version of the end of the curing process of Anna O., which is’
significantly different from what Breuer wrote in his Studies on Hysteria.
Freud, unlike Breuer, thought that hysteria could hardly be considered apart
and separately from sexual neuroses (Freud, Sigmund and Josef Breuer Studies
on Hysteria, trans. James and Alix Strachey, Penguin Books /1974/, page 342).
Since he did not have this in mind while trying to cure Anna O., Breuer was not
able to successfully bring her cure to an end. Furthermore, this omission put
Breuer in a situation where he was not able to control the relationship that
developed between him and his patient. Freud later said that Breuer decided to
stop the curing process when he started “feeling guilty” because of his wife.
Breuer, however, in his report on the case of Anna O. writes that he -
successfully completcd the curing process, and that the girl had fully recovered

" her health. In this report there is also no mention of the imaginary pregnancy of . ‘

Anna O., which was key in Freud’s version of the whole case. With the ironic
- remark — “indirectly responsible,” the narrator adds another negative quality to
~ Freud’s character in the novel: inclination to spread gossip. :

'7 Of course, having in mind that this is an unfinished work, we should take the
statement that certain characters appear only once in the novel with some
reserve. What I mean to say is that we cannot know whether the finished
manuscript would change something in this respect, that is, whether there
would be other occasions of Freud and Breuer appearing in the text. Still, I

_ believe that even in such a case, there would be no significant changes, -
compared to the original text — the text we have. I already said that based on
what is accessible to us, we can speak with certainty about a formal and .
semantic completeness of The Road to BirobidZan, and then also about the
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novel is Bertha Pappenheii'h, Breuer’s patient who'obened ‘the . way for o

hsycheahalysis, it is somewhat strange that Breuer and Freltd are not more
_ repreéehted within the now}el. T.heir‘ being ieﬂ ottt is also surprisihg tf We.
have in mmd the fictional potent1a1 of the blographlcal matenal on the
mutual relatlonshlps of these three people By 1tself tlus fact allows for‘ '
' certain cpnclusxons. One of them would be: Athe story about the. founders of j
‘ psycheanaiysis. is a narrative strearh that is (teliberately‘ held back, but
‘whosé traces the reader_ can still- follow. | | N
Based on ‘humereus details that t)oiht to this, it is clear that Judita
: Salgo'.was well read in t)syehoe.n;ilytic hterature. This is why we can'hot
read the sentence in which the narrator is irtforming us that Breuer and
‘Freud did not dWeil mhch on Anna O.’s case as.a simple accemmodatien of -
~ factual rhaterial to the structural needs of narration. If so‘meone‘wh_o bis well.
informed abotlt the emergence and 'the devetoptnent ef psychoahalysis,
: - writes that Fteud diti not dwell on the case and that he was'onl)'r interested
©in the therapy—aspect of the case, in sp1te ‘of many of Freud s statements that -

'mentlon the crucial unportance of Anna 0. for further conclus1ons about' |

the functioning of the_human psyche, then the conclus1ons must_ necessarily =

. atlow for something more serious than a sitnele 'accommodatien ef facts to
the needs of the story Because,. if we suppose that the pomt was the | . '
‘preventlon of Anna O from . completmg her nusston, the -sequence in

question could havve‘ been solved dlff_‘erently. quever, some_thmg else is at

~ stake here. What we have is a very clear value judgment. The narrator, in

relatwely stable place of Breuer and Freud in the semantic structure of the ‘
_novel. :
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| these few sentences sunply reJects psychoanalytlc theory as that wh1ch. .-
| B “obscures thmgs |
Another clue that ‘points'to this is the _faCt that there is no reason
whatsoever to rnention Breuer and Freud at this pdtnt in the novel. Anna O. o
- was Breuer’s patient. Freud learned of the case in its entirety only after' the o
. curing process was completed.l :f‘reud himself reproached Breuer _Afor-
' missing the opportunity to reach very hnportant: ,conclusions', out of respect.
for conventions. The clatm 'that Bertha Pappenheim discovered how to "
e'liiminate the syrnptoms of hyster.ia' ’herselt‘. is also not to be contested;
Ereuer c.outd not do .mu.ch' but support her in those attempts. So, had the,
narrator ment.ioned only'. Breuer and not both doctors thlS would haye been
a simple adoptlon of material, without s1gmﬁcant mterventlons In other
words the only mterventlon the author made, when compared to the
original rnat_enal, concerns Freud — he is constructed to play 2 rote _that
Breuer alone played in the real world. 3 o

Now we rmght answer the questlon why is the theory that promotes

the very pnncrples that the ﬁctlonal world of the novel rests upon, why is

~ that theory presented as that wh1ch “obscures th1ngs"‘7 Put more mildly, thls '_ _.: ’
questlon might become what are the aspects of Freud’s work that the'
author has accepted, and whwh of them d1d she, based on her own behefs | |
R want to reJect? There is no doubt that the d1v1s1on between the consclous
: and the unconscious is never -questloned;lhad this happened, the structure of -

the whole novel would have been disrupted, and..the central motifs of -
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'.Birobidzan, the women’s continent _and-hysteria would have been deprived 3
of 'meaning. .
The answer mlght be found in a careful readmg of the excerpt about '

Bertha Pappenhenn s cunng treatment

Th"at‘cure (or ‘cure ) from hysterla actually put an end to her hfe -
. Everythmg stopped then Oh. that perverse Greek, who understood that
» 'hystena is actually the womb s wandenng through a woman’s body' Her

‘ womb Bertha 5 womb had just matured and embarked on a Journey,

‘went off wandenng with cunosﬂy, convulsrve and 1nsolent self-sufﬁclent' [ :

‘and rebelllous - and without ‘a goal' hystencally' — when she was
| suddenly'and shrewdly stopped on the brink of her gr,eatadventure, her
gre'at. life joumev. So abandoned she stood,'. forgotten, restrained, ‘
confused and obstructed by illusorv Health for. whole three decades.

(Salgo 1997: 93-4)

: Although in his report Breuer wrote that Anna O. was cured, her 1llness
kept returmng to her, i ina very serious form at that Th.lS is why the narrator )

calls it the “cure” and also stresses Bertha Pappenhe1m’ “111usory health 7

“In tlus respect ‘the facts of the ﬁctlonal and of the real, hlstoncal world o

comclde : However at another' pom‘t in the novel Bertha’s 1llness Is .

" described as “mcurable unknowable” (Salgo 1997 84) Th1s isa senous -

'departure from the h1stonca1 matenal Freud later analyzed the case of
Anna O. to the sma.llest deta11 offermg among other tlnngs the reasons why "

Breuer could not cure hlS patient. Furtherrnore Freud also strongly beheved . _ b
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- that psychoneuroses were curable Jud1ta Salgo knew thrs well. And st111
the narrator stresses that thrs is an mcurable unlmowable hystena
. Naturally, what 1s at stake'here is not the scientific validity of Freud's )
'conclusions and explanations so it would not make much senselto claim

that Judlta Salgo reJected Freud’s postulatlons after carefully examining

and studymg the smentrﬁc sub_] ect herself Had it been so, there would have . - |

been a trace of it in the text On the contrary, the narrator msrsts on . '

| “‘mcurablhty and unlcnowabrhty’ in general And prec1sely this i is. the reason
behmd the rejectlon of Freud’s conclusmns. What is at stake here is not
) thelr (1n)correctness but the .very intention of the Viennese doctor to cure .
the mcurable ” to know the ‘unknowable ” In other words, what the. :
E ,narrator exp11c1tly_ contests here is Freud_’s. deterrmmsm concermng thel-

matters of psychic life. Because events want to ;fbetray, -'decelve the record,” _

explains the narrator,

[ eyentsseek to not be written'down to be free, to float freely, wander
through trme and space S0 that they c¢an be attributed to one and the h

K other, to here and there, to yesterday and tomorrow (ﬁalgo 1997 69)

The spaces of freedom in the novel are the “women s contment " the

1mag1nary B1rob1d2an and followrng the analogy, the area of the_ :

unconscmus Those are the locatlons of mdeterrmnacy, and every attempt to

introduce order into them is actually an act of v101ence 1nh1b1t10n betrayal R

' Only from this wewpomt can we understand why the cure of hystena is at Lo

the same- time an act of vacatmg, 1mpovenshment followed by the feelmg _
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" of defeat, of having been deceived; and used (Salgo '1997:.109). Therefore -

” ¢

“life without hysteria” is a “life without qualities,” “common llfe,” which
excludes the real eontent of Bertlta’s life and peréotmlity (Salgo 1997: 109).
By dlscovenng a “locatlon of freedom mdetermmacy, or unhmlted
pohsemy, Freud tried to mtroduce order into it, to set the rules, to hmlt the
.multlphclty of meanings, and that, from the v1ewpomt‘of the nartator of o
Z‘Zté_Ro.ad to Birobizan, oosctlres the “most authentic.tc'nowled'ge. .o-f the
_wo‘rld and of the' self,” accessible only tttrough a fit of h);steria (Salgo 1997:

107). Because: _

Dream and consclousness birth and death, sexual mtercourse and dymg,
“all are Just forms of a hystenc ﬁt The umverse is hystencally bent

stooping. (Salgo .19.97:’ 107)

- Thus it turns out that the “most authentic knowledge” is the awareness_ of :
the boundary between the speakable and the unaglnable on the one hand,
and the unspeakable and the ummagmable on the other, — hystena itself.
‘.Nothmg can be sa1d about the women s continent, or about the unagmary
| Buobldian, or for that matter about the.uneonsmous,_and thus nothing ‘
specific shotdd' be said about them,; orte can onliy' soeak .ab.out 'tlte :
experience of the boundary,"and an awateness of it reptesente aothentic o
knowledge. Th1s 1s Aw.hy"Birobidéan can carry a | variety_ of diffetent _
" meanings, and at the same"time, no meaning ini parti..cular. That is why on ;I
'tthe level of the novel that‘ concems the .social' ‘_'activit)t _of ‘Bertha
P_appenheim, that is, the messiar_lio or utopiao aspect' of her pubiic Awork, the
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| follovving sentence sounds like a final eonclusion:..“Now. I know freedom is

about ‘self- demal w1thdrawal now I reahze the only utop1a worth' '

strugglmg for, worth hvmg, is the utopla of total 1solat10n ‘of the =

renunciation of pos1t1ve utopla” (salgo 1997: 154) 18
|  The death of Nenad Mltl'OV, the dlsappearance of D1na Levm the _ j
fleeing forest, allof these events are,supposed to remain unexplamed', these: .
. . are }the border'c.ases ahysten'c permeation'of worlds and that is why the

| realistic narrative framework has retreated before the fantastic ore. These".
' .are the events that also want to "decelve the record that want to remam.
“free to ﬂoat freely, wander through time and space ». that seek to- be‘
“attributed to one and the other, to here and there,i to yesterday and
' tonlorrow,” and on the narrative level this .is suggested by a generalization .
of the narrative nerspective; | | .. |
k Birobidian is not a truth that can be repeated in the same form, and )
that is why it cannot be a subject of cornmo'n knowledge. To cut aoross the
space that is Brrobldian in order- to establish an order of lmnted meanrngs e
~ just hke Freud’s explanatron of the nnconsclous ‘is necessanly followed by |
S an: exclusron ormss1on censorshrp of authentlc quahtles of the real
content of hfe and personahty ” Th1s is only one step away from a view of |
'language ’understood in Saussunan terms as the clandestme system of -

expressxve 51gns, wh1ch builds its umts by constztutmg ztself between two

amorphous masses.

- ' The ironic comment about the social mvolvement of Bertha Pappenhelm canbe -
recognized in the name-of the publisher — Sisyphus Arbeit — that published her
letters from the journey “across the Balkans to Alexandria,” the journey that

‘ylelded no results” and that “will have no effect” (§algo 1997: 66)
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III.

WRITING : AiBOLlT THE CASE. of 'Anna O 1n her ,essay “Hysteria,
-‘P’sfchoanalysie, and Femimsm,” Dianne Hunter stresses - likewise the .
narrator of Salgo;s novel — that Dr B_reuer “nei'er fully recogruzed the
meaning of his encounter'with Pappenheim.” Thls statement could be "
understood in two ways. First, it seem's' that it is possible to sa}i that lIunter '
- merely repeats Freud’s comment on the case of Anna O.: namely, Freud

AobJected that in trymg to cure Anna O Breuer farled to recogmze the

, phenomenon of transference that could have led him to the core of the new

-psychiatnc method named psychoanalysrs. Hunter writes:

When Freud beém, to uncover the role of transference loi'e in hypnosis
and 'psychoanaly'sis and to stress the importance of 'the' sexuality in -
neuroses, Breuer dlssocrated hlmself from his controversral colleague
| Although Pappenheim had led the ‘way to the unconscious through her -
' mventlon of the “talkmg_ cure” and her dramatization.of transference loye . '
in tlie -doctor-patient relation, Breuer resisted the'irnplications of their

encounter. (Hunter 19‘97:-26‘2)' '

However, this way .of reading Hunter’s cla_irn.could.be seen as a kind of
overreatling.ormisinterpr_etation. Na.rnely,l Hunter s'.peciﬁes that both “Ereutl_ K ‘
and .B.rcuer offcr anjinadcguatc cxplanation for Papponheim’s .li.ng'ui'stic
symptom.” It thus turns out — according to Hunter, as well as 'accordmg to -

the narrator of the novel — that not only did Breuer never fully recognize the-
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meamng of his encounter with Pappenhelm but that both of them, Breuer '
and Freud, dld not manage to prov1de a valid explanatron for Pappenherm s
lmgulstrc symptom. | -
From this second possihle reading of her claim orie can infer that ‘
_Hunter'presuppos"es that the valid explauation of the'lmgutstiC‘ symptom_is
more ~important than the recoghit_ion of transference: ot_herwisethere would
have been no reason to claim that both Breuer and Freud failed to"p‘rovi‘de
the valid explanation of the case of Anna O. Now it is possible to ask, wh;'. |
is'the.lin‘gldstic syrnptom so import'ant? And how is it related to the case of
Arrna. 0.’s hysteriat’- o '. ‘
| Writirtg about ‘_‘the blind spot of an old d.ream of syrnmetry,” in her A
book Speculum of the .Other Womdn Luce h'igaray defines hysteria asr o
follows “Hystena is all she has left” (Ingaray 1985 71) Th1s is Just one of |
" a number of ironic comments and conclusrons that Irigaray . deduces -
seemmgly bs' the way - from her exarmnatlon of Freud’s wntmgs about

. “women. Ingaray s conclus1on is preceded by an analys1s of the woman’s

' -pos1tlon w1th1n the framework of language She clalms that woman is’

- subject to the norms of a s1gmfymg -economy, she is an outsrder and
therefore she cannot com her own S1gmﬁers “She borrows 51gmﬁers '

: Ingaray explams “but cannot make her- mark or re-mark upon them

- (Ingaray 1985: 71). This keeps her Ingaray concludes “deﬁcrent empty, |

' lacklng, ina way that could be labelled psychotrc : a latent but not actual ‘
psychos1s for want of a practlcal s1gmfymg system” (Irrgaray 1985: 71)
There is no way, accordmg to Ingaray, in whrch woman can express her -

.mstmcts Her 1nst1ncts are “in abeyance in hmbo in vacuo” (I.rlgaray 1985
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,l 71). W_bman_ihug 'éan choose eifhéf_ to censor. her iristincts c‘ompletply, or to
-_&cat them as — coﬁw)qﬁ,tﬁem into.'; h&steria (Irigaray 1985: 72). Hére o
o in'gaféy réliés i.mp,lici'tly'on Lacan’s wﬁtmgs, _és'.Well as 'on Kriste\./é’s._ By '
“lmgq;ge” she 'o.bvio.usl'y aésuihes the Lgcgnian S};mbolic order. or the
"“laAW.”'As far as f‘her .instincts” are ~éoncem¢d, it is pqssibie to rela.te_ them
td Kﬁstevé’é'condept of c}zord. Smce tﬁe symbolic; order, "or language, is by . '
] definition ﬁﬁaliocenirig, if woman‘,wénts to'bé 'accgp;ted and r’gi;og;nized as a R
‘subject within the estabiished _linguistic systéxh, she ought tc;'sq‘t;ﬁﬁt herself -
to.ﬂﬁs ;)rde;, which meens (liai she has to-censor her indetex'min;a.c‘y'and_'
~,1indebidabiﬁfy, tflét are in Kristeva"s tén’né inherent to the state of chgfa, or--,
| to treat them as, or éon\{ert bt.her_n into, hﬁteria. In this way hysteria,becdmcs '
~ a means ﬁough whif:h the wbman can ‘expre.ss herself by avoiding't;r
" undermining language of the symbolic ofdér. |
Dianne Huntér analyzes the cése of Anna 0. withiﬁ fhe same |
: Lacaman and ,Kriste\"ién ﬁgrneWo;ks. .S'he emphasize_s tha'.t .“linguisti.cal'ly |
coﬁstitute& "subjéctivity (‘I’ versus ‘yqu,’ ‘he’ versus ‘she,; and syntégtical
__ relaﬁoné) ié sﬁpeﬁmpdsed upon our >rhythmi.c_al., ,cprppreai rapp;)f_t \}vi,th~the

-mother” (Hunter 1997: 265), and then confcinues,- |

Prior to oﬁr ;ccessiqn to the grar;nnatical c->rder. pf iangﬁagc, wé‘ exist in a
dyadic, scmiotic; world of ﬁﬁre sound ‘and .‘bogily rhythms, océﬁniéally at:
one W1th our nurturer. [] Our s?rlse of ourselves as separate béiﬁgs, as
“subjecfs,;’ is bouﬂd up ﬁm oﬁr entry into-the order of léngﬁage ix.l"whicb

" speech becomes ‘a substitute for bodily connection. The world We as
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chrldren enter is: always already . constituted. and governed by the -

language. (Hunter 1997: 265) .

Wlthm such a theoretical ‘framework, Hunter is able to establish the

. following interpretation of ,Bertha.Pappenheim’s hysteria:

'A chrld reared in a family such as Bertha Pappenherm s makes her

A ‘transmon to specch as part ofa process accordmg to whrch she recogmzes
the father’s pnvrlege_d relatron to the mother. In the order of language, “I”

- and ';‘you”'conceptualize and‘mark_ separate persons, as “she” and “he,” "
“mother” and “father,”_ differentiate genders and'. roles. (Hunter 1997: '

265)

“In this ligh_t,’.’ Hunter concludes, “Bertha Pappenheim’s hnguistic'dis.cord .
- and conversion syrnptoms, her use of gibberrsh anct geslures as means of
_expression, can be seen’as a regression t'rom the‘cultural order represented
, " by her fath_er as an orthodox patr'iarch” (Hunter 1997: 266). 'However, itis =
not quite clear why Hunter'uses .the term “regression” in the previous cla.im. .
It is poss1ble to say -that. Bertha Pappenheun for- example av01ds or
undermines, or subverts the exrstrng “law in order to express herself
‘ mdependently of the patterns that are nnposed 'on her through the process of .
y acqulsmon of language Namely, it'is not clear how the replacement of the
mother tongue by the forergn languages in the case of Anna O. can be seen.
| as a_regression. Yet, ,it is possible to understand Hunter s term if one relates

_ it to Kristeva’s concept of chora. .
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.- According to- Kristeva, chora is 'the prelinguistie stage in the-. ’
development of a child, which precvedes the mirror phase'and 'the_ Oedipal‘
phase. It is .possible .to descrtbe.chora as .the"chaotic state of shifting,
.undecidabie itripressions There are no stable meanings and .id'entities in
chord. To establish stable meamngs and identities it is necessary to split the
chaotic contmuum of chora into a sequence of definite parts. This sphttmg“
is done by language, or the symbolic order that is irnposed on a continuum
.-of shifting intpreSsions. According to'this; Hunter’s term "‘re;gression”
v deno.‘tcs a temporal backward movement to the stage of choru, that is;.:to .the |
| state of undecidable meanings and unstable ,identities. Such a mos'?ement
can be seen as a subversive ac‘t”that undermines the “law.” Therefore it
should be strictly controlled and constrained. |

Writing about the “stories of the 'i‘nsane,” Roy Porter claims that Ny
- “the history of madness is the history of ,power”. d’brter 19'88.: 39).
.Although it is rather dim, Porter’s claim could 'be understood in the - |
followmg way: since madness is somethmg that stands out of or on the
- very border of the symbolic order or the “law and thus demonstrates the
‘hmrts of the order that manifests 1tse1f as eternal and umversal madness
becomes a matter of a continuous effort of defining and detenmmng the
boundanes For. example if we deﬁne hystena within the exrstmg order, it
loses its capablhty of bemg subversive and becomes an element of the
' already established system And that is exactly what Freud tned to do, or at .
least he did within the i 1magmary world of Salgo s novel

It seems- that it is now possible to construe the full meaning of the

quoted passage on Breuer and Freud. Whlle it is easy to explam the explrcrt' h
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‘accusation as far as Breuer is concerned, things are much more complicated

in'the case of ‘Freud. However, one explanation seems' plausible. In ‘the :

fictional world of The. Road to B.irobidz’an‘Freud represents — in fact,
'protects - the syrnbohc order He blurs the message of Amna O. by_
B mtroducmg the concept of transference, tra.nslatmg thus the partrcular -
‘ .language of Bertha Pappenhelm into the ex1st1ng phallogocentnc language -
| of the estabhshed “law »” Bertha Pappenheun’s “hystenc” language enabled
her to express her shJﬁmg impressions by underrmmng the stable meanings
. | and 1dennt1es of her “mother tongue. Probably thls was her message, and
3 \her mission — that it is possrble to subvert the “law.” Howeuer the “lauv”

A responded through Dr. Breuer and Dr. Freud by claunmg Amna O. as

insane. Th1s may also explam Dr. Breuer s astomshmg fabncatlon of the' R

successful treatment of Bertha Pappenheun One just has to ask, whose
health Dr. Breuer was concerned about: was he speakmg about the recovery -

of Bertha Pappenheim or about the recovery of the “law” itself?
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‘ALTHAOUGH N SALGO S NOVEL Freud and Breuer were exphcltly accused of :
' preventmg Anna O from dehvermg her message and although they were_
ultimately presented as the defenders of the “law, at ‘one moment the : -
narrator claims that Anna O’s mission was doomed to failure. How are we "
to'understand this claim?Is it m contradiction to the accusationsiiagainst_
Breuer and Freu_d? If it is'true that Anna O,.;’_s‘ mission‘ was doomed to
failure, then the role Breuer and Freud have in the noy_el is not essential and -
| it is rather insigniﬁcant: she would have _t‘ai'led regardless: of. who‘was :
curing her and how | |
| Withm the theoretical framework that I chose as a ground for the
interpretatlon .of The Road to Birobidzan, the meam_ngs of the two
apparently opp051te ‘statements do not necessanly have to be in
contradicnon It is possrhle to say that Anna QO.’s res1stance was of a kmd
" -that allowed Breuer and Freud to obscure her message and preclude her '
. from fulﬁlhng her InISSlOIl To put it precisely her re51stance was placed in
; _the space of the i unagmary and therefore predetermmed to be unsuccessﬁ.ll
.- A hystenc res1stance is a kind of resrstance w1thm the psyche that is not '
f directed towards the external world ln terms of Salgo S Bertha_._ |
' Pappenhelm it is “wrthdrawal - “the utopia of total 1solat10n ” In Butler s
-terms, psychic resrstance is “located i in a ‘domain that 1§ v1rtua11y powerless
: to alter the law that it opposes ” For this res1stance it is necessary that the

' “law precedes 1t in 1ts symbolic form Wthh means that i ina specific way
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o it stren'gtheh the '-""law.’_’ Evehtually, these are the; reasonsjwhy p_sychic ‘
resistance is “dootne& to perpetual defeat.” . |
~Amna O. s ~ t'ebellioh is a kind -of rebellion’ of tKristeva’s:
irevolutlonary sub_]ects A revolutxonary subJect opposes the world of
i _umvocal and dlscrete meanings by producmg a language of multxple sounds
and meanings. That is the way in wh1ch The Road to Bzrobzdzan by using.
particular narrative devwes afﬁrms two amorphous masses between which
a clandestine system. of expresswe s1gns bullds its units and constztutes
ztself Nevextheless, although th.lS multlphclty of sounds and meanmgs - the -
'afﬁrmatlon of .“two amorphous masses’’ — thwarts the “law” m, its effects, 1t
'is inevttably soborciihated to the “law.” As Judith Butler puts it: if the
multlphclty of sh1ftmg 1mpress1ons ‘promotes the poss1b1hty of the
_ subvers1on, d1splacement or dlsrupnon of the patemal law, what meamngs. '
- can those terms have if the Symbohc always reasserts its hegemony”
(Butlet 1990: 80), as'a clandestine systetn 'of expressive signs, whmh builds

its units by constituting itself between two amorphous masses?
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. 6. FORMING THE IDENTITY OF [-NARRATOR
"IN SAMUEL BECKETT’S “THE UNNAMABLE”

A . IF “HE” FRt)M THE SHORT KOAN of the .story by Albahan' is onlyr able to A
questlon his 1dent1ty through questlomng the ablhty to control his 11mbs
~and 1f Anna O. tned and eventually falled to acquire her new 1dent1ty then’
Beckett s unnamable narrator succeeds in estabhshmg hrmself as'a subJect ‘
. different from those subjects hitherto produced by the “law 1f this is the
correct interpretation of Beckett s novel then it turns out that The
_ Unnamable‘can be read within the genre of the _novel of formation. Bead in
-a nurnber of various ‘contexts Beckett’s novel often proved to be nearly
unapproachable However read in the context of d1scuss1ons about body

.: and 1dent1ty, The Unnamable opens itself for more tradltlonal readmgs

. WkrrmG"nBOU"r THE MEAI;tS that an author'can' use “to impose'his' ﬁctional
| 'world upon the rcadcr” m hlb The Rhetonc of cmtwn Wayne Booth .
" : partlcularly pays attention to Laurence Sterne s novel Trzstram Shandy
Arguing agamst sorne cntlcs obJectlons that, Steme s novel bemg a
fragmented, mcomplete temporally drsordered dlscontlnuous sequence of |
narrative‘units; lacks umty and _wholeness, Booth states 'that.the. carefully"
.deSig.'xred “votce,” or the character, ‘o‘f the' narrator of Steme’s noye1'. -
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providés the firm ground for the integrity of Tristram Shandy’s fictional ‘

world. Nowadays, sofne forty years after. the publication'of Booth’s The

Rhetoric of Fiction, it is a common place to say that the characteristics of -~

" "tlvle narrétor' deterrfﬁne the ﬂéture of the ~narr'.':lt.ion and the narrative world.
However, the poetics of contemporary. ngnative ﬁgtion in .m;cmy wayé
cﬁallenge_ this cor;imon notion.-A number’ o'f ﬁmaﬁvc étratégics deplo-yed ,
‘ll)y contemporary- yvriters are direct conls?‘e_.quences of the questioning of the.
r.u:u"ra'.tor’sidor_ninant p&sition within the na;'rafiire world. Yet, it seems that -
.- .ihe analytic tools provided by conter'nporary. narratcﬁoéy are ho’t s_ufﬁcienf
to describe and_ eXplﬁn ‘thé'se;strate.g'ie‘s.:One coulci‘ sa‘.}.'-:that in é cérta..in‘_wvay
it is hripps;sible to comprehend conteilﬁpbréry" fiction in terms of
cpntempdfary narratology developed th;bugh .ihterpretations of thg'
| niﬁétcenth-century‘r‘ealist and the early twehtie:th'-‘century ,mc;dernist fiction.
‘To demonstrate (this it \;v;)uld be enduéh_ to look over the particular
.termi.nology meant to describe the narrat;)rsf f)lace_ within the fictional
| worlds.‘ Terms like “point of view,” ‘f‘pcrspecti\'/e,” “far_igle of_'vvis'ion,” and
f;focalization” nc;t' only have;. 'a “purely visual sense” and “6pti§al ;,

: Aphé.t‘d'gréphic cqnnotatiopé” (Rimmon-Kenan 1~‘988’: 71), but a'lso-Aimply_tha't

there is a certain,’ determinable subject enabled by narrative means to- - - -

- perceive, that there is something that can be perc'eived,_andAthat there is

" someone capable of verbalizing what is percei‘)éd, ‘and, finally, that what is .

perceived can ,‘be_' verbalized. Hence, a kind of mimetic "vie.w of literature
_’can‘be !revealéd ‘undernea"th' these- terms, althcl)ughl one of tﬁe dor;xinant
feépue;;‘of,chnte’mpo.rary ﬁétioh is an. exblicit undermining apd p}?ying
w1th thé concep; .of mimésfsland all its imp.licaéions‘.' g |
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. Even‘ ‘some of the"erities who are very well aware' of differences
between eontemporary fiction and previous ones —.;realistic and modernist |
g fiction — fail to be consistent in their descriptions' In Postmodernist Fiction
E Bnan McHale distmgulshes between modemist and postmodermst fiction .
_ by fonnulating two general theses. The dommant of modermst fiction, he .
.states “is epzstemologzcal” (McHale 1987: 9), wh11e “the dommant of 3
-postmodermst ﬁction is’ ontologzcal ! (McHale 1987: 10) He claims that '
A modermst ﬁction deals with questions such as those posed by D1ck Higgms .
“How can [ mterprel this world of Wthh lam a part" And what am I in 1t’?”
Then he continues. by- adding other “typical modermst questions,” snch as
: “‘What is there to be known?; Who knows it?; How do they know it, and .'
with what degree of ceitairity?.; How is‘.knowledge transmitted from one
knower to another,'and With what degree of reliability?; How does the

obJect of knowledge change asit passes from knower to knower? What are

the limits of the knowable"” (McHale 1987 9) On the other hand

N [...] postmodernist fiction deploys strategies which engage and

,'foregrou'nd questions like the ones Dick Higgins calls"‘post-cognitive“:

“Which world is this? What is to be done in 1t’7 WhICh of my selves isto = . -

do it Other typ1ca1 postmodermst quesuons bear either on the ontology

of the hterary text 1tself or on the ontology of the world which 1t projects, -

'for instance: What isa world? What kmds of world are there, and how do' .
'they differ?; What happens when dlfferent kinds of world are placed in
confrontatlon, or when boundanes between worlds are violated? (McHale a

o 1987:10)
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‘ | Although quesuomng “I” and quesnomng “world” are both equally stressed , "
: ,m quotatlons excerpted from I-hggms s A Dialectic of . Centurzes Notes |
o towards a Theory-of the New Arts, McHalé emphasrzes only those aspects } '
that concern the world. The ontology of a hterary text 1tself as well as the :
ontology of a world 1t pro;ects in McHale’s terms are completely'

‘ dependent on an “r° wh1ch has to remain untouched in order to be able to

ask all these questlons This is probably the reason why McHale does not .~

‘ nonce an interesting contradrcuon in one of H1gg1ns s questions that he
cites, namely;' what.the .mea'ning- of “myf’ is when'pthere are a lot of “selves.”
It seems that Higgins also maintains a notion of .av unified, individual "‘I”
whlch can use “my” even in the questlon Whlch of my selves is to do 1t‘7” :
.' In tlus respect it is poss1ble to say that both Higgins and McHale
understand_postmodemrst art a_nd 11te_rature in terms of modernist thought,~ :
. as they define it.

"The same does not go for Lmda Hutcheon S ‘studles of ‘
.‘ postmodem1st art and hterature In her books A Poetzcs of Postmodermsm
'and The Polltzcs of Postmodernism, Llnda Hutcheon focuses on the ‘v

problem of representauon in contemporary art and llterature She pomts out”

that the ‘parodlc art of postmodern underhnes ‘in. -its ironic way' L

. , reallzatlon that all cultural forms of representat1on — literary, v1sua1 aural -
in high art or the mass med1a are 1deologrcally grounded, that they cannot
A' av01d 1nvolvement w1th social and’ poht1cal relatlons and apparatuses

‘:(Hutchcon 1989 3) In this regard “postmodernism works to ‘de-dox1fy ‘.

Cour cultural representattons and the1r undemable pohtlcal 1mport
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"‘(Hutcheon 1989 3). L1kew1se postrnodemrst poetrcs challenges ‘any
aesthetlc theory or practlce that elther assumes a. secure, conﬁdents
knowledge of the subject or ehdes the subJect completely’ (Hutcheon 1988 N
15 8-159). For that reason, postmoder_n art and literature do not try to deny' i
‘ v‘ the “humamst not1on of the umtary and autonomous subject » actually they
both mstal and subvert it (Hutcheon 1988: 159) The notion of the umtary'
Aand autonomous- subject 1s questloned by -placmg the d1scuss10n of
subjectivity, inherent in any dlscurswe act1v1ty, mcludmg their o»yn, into
_the context -of both hrstory and 1deology (Hutcheon 1988 159) To :
. contextualzze the subJect Hutcheon explams means to s1tuate 1t that is, to
recognize drfferences of race_, gender, class, sexual orientation (Hutcheon
v19-8'8: 159). A result of such contalctualization ' Hutcheon points ont',' Would
be Luce Ingaray s. insight . that the “so-called umversal and timeless
humanist Sllb]CCt” is in fact “bourgeors whrte individual, western ‘Man
(Hutcheon 1988: 159).

. The two processes de—doxz]jzm;g and contextualzzatzon of a»subject
~ — cannot be separated from each other. On the contrary, still argumg within
. the frameyyork of fermmst thought_, L1nda Hutcheon claims that .“human
: reality, for ‘hoth seXes, 1s ahconstruct,” and that “such a yievi/ is bound to .
pose prohlemsfor tradi‘tional hnmanist'notions of the stability of the self .
and of the equatlon of the self thh consc1ousness” (Hutcheon 1988 159).
.Postmodem hterature foregrounds an - awareness that soc1al1ty and

subjectmty are unphcated in “the producnon and reproductlon of meamng, :

value and 1deology‘ (Hutcheon 1988: 166). .In her analyses and' .

mterpretanons of contemporary ﬁctlon Hutcheon demonstrates how
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postrrlodern- literature questions the : established | ways of histortcal.
representattons by dissolving the subject or the “voice" lof the n.arrator.who.,
. 1s supposed to be the bearer of the synthetrc activity that prov1des coherence B
and meamng to the story “On one hand ? Wntes Hutcheon, “we ﬁnd overt,
.dehberately rn_ampulatrve narrators; on the other ‘hand, no. one single -
pcrspecti\re but niyriad voices, ,o_ﬁen“ not corrrpletely 10ca1iztb1e in the
textual urrivers.e”‘(Hutcheon 1§8§: 160). However; 'by implying ‘tha‘t we

. need to question and undermine the concept of.:the narrator las a unified .
subject in order to question different types of representations,‘ Hutcheon '

presert/es a hotionof zt.hjer'archicallstruc.ture in which the ngrrator asa point
of origin domirrates the narration and the ﬁct‘iOna'lv' world creeteri by her or

him:

The metafictional stress on writing, readirrg, and interpreting emphasises
the fact that the gendered subject is where meanings are formed, even -

though meanings are what constitute the subject. (Hutcheon 1988: 166) .

It 1s not' 'clear'- why Hutcheori 'emphasizes that “the’ subject is vrhere
meamngs are formed P whereas she .1s aware that “meamngs are ‘what
constltute the subJect " Nevertheless, further in her text she stresses agam
" that “sub_]ectlv1ty is a fundamental property of language and repeats after |

Kaja S1lverman

" If the speaking subject is constituted in and by language, s/he cannot be

totally autonomous and in control of her or his own subjccﬁvity, for
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dlscourse is constramed by the rules of the language and open to mult1p1e :

" . connotations of anonymous cultural codes (Hutcheon 1988: 168)

| At this point one vuould expect at least‘ a brief ‘de_scri'ption' and explanation
2 .'ot-' the means by which tanguage constratns the narrator’s discourse and hoW'
| the protagomst is “hterally produced” through her or h1s own and others
‘ dlscourses (Hutcheon 1988 169); but Hutcheon does not prov1de such a
".descnptlon However her mterpretatlons of postmodem fiction and v1sual
" arts provide a'wide space for ﬁ.lrth_er anal_yses of contemporary.ﬁction,
-concerning -par.ticular'ly. the question of how the narrative. subje'ct is "

produced through its own and others’ discomses.

A’ Onnow to serious lnatters. No, not yet. Another of Mahoovd’s yarns
perhaps:, to perfect my besotment. No, not worth the troubie, it will corne ‘
at its appointed hour, the record is in position frorn time immemorial. Yes -
_the big words must o_u't too, all be tak:en as it. comes. The problem of
libert).' too, as sure as fate, wiil cor'ne'up for my consideration bat‘ the pre-

.established moment. (Beckett 1979: 310)

. SAMUEL BECKE'IT S ‘lmnamable” speaker foretells tl'us somewhere in the .
middle of his speech However although he pledges that he will talk

because, aﬁer all, 1t 1s unavoidable, it is pre estabhshed and therefore it is

L h1s fate to talk about 1t he does not say a word about hberty untll the end of .

h1s speech.- In fact,’ this utterance is the only .one in which he mentlons
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i hberty Therefore 1t 1s poss1b1e to ask: Why does he mentlon 11berty’7 What
- does he speak about mstead of hberty" And who is he, after a11‘7 Whlchever ..

: ‘,of these questlons one chooses to answer, one has to adrmt that 1t is not'

E , poss1ble to g1ve a deﬁmte answer. To be prec1se it is possrb-le to say that

.for example he is an unnamable undetermmed “L,” who speaks about
'anythmg that comes to hlS mmd hence about nothmg that can be retold ina
'” coherent sequence of events that makes sense; therefore mentromng hberty :
- 1s justa colncldence that cannot be mterpreted within an _mcoherent ﬂow of -
speaker’s Words and utterances. Or one canbsay that by a'v.o,iding to mention |
‘ 'hberty as somet}nng that seems mev1tab1e for. h1m the speaker in a way
.demonstrates h1s ab111ty to be free Yet 1s it necessary to write a hundred..
| pages to demonstrate this? He could end ‘his speech with the_sentences
. quoted to achieve the same effect. Even more, is it necessary to write such a |
long, rather incomprehensible monoiogue to demonstrate the possib'i'lity to-
| ._be free? Finally, is. it really possible to read this speech in a way that

foregrounds the issue of hberty?

In Postmodermst cmtzon Bnan McHale suggests that The oo

Unnamable can. be construed as a narratlve model of “the dlscontmurty
. between our own mode of being and that of whatever divinity we may wish
" there were” (McHale 1989: 13). The Unnamable reveals this discontinuity

ﬁby foregroundmg “the fundamental ontolog1cal d1scont1nu1ty between the.

" fictional and the real” (McHale' 1989: 13). The Unnamable not only creates . |

characters McHale construes “.he‘also tries to im'agine hirnself as the -
('hararter of someone else“ (McHale 1989 13). “But wha?” McHale asks

“and asserts that “the ultxmate creator, the God whom the Unnamable can

107



L ovagomens,

never reach, is “of course Samuel ‘Beckett himself” - (McHale 1989: 13)...

There' is “the'unbreachable barrier between‘ the ﬁcttonal wortd of the '

. Unnamable and the real world wh1ch Samuel Beckett shares w1th us, h1s

g ~ readers” (McHale 1989 13). There isno doubt that McHale can support his '

interpretation by a number of quotations from Beckett’s “fictional world.”
However, there is one important element that McHale’s interpretation fails

to ,expla.in,f namely, who is the Unnamable. Who. wants to reach God?4 In

_fact, McHale'explains itin a way- that can be seen as an overinterpretation. :
_McHale uscs the “Unnamable" as any other proper -hame to mark the
" character of Beckett s  fiction. It is poss1b1e to say that McHale presupposes '

~ two things: first, that there is a det'ernﬁnable speaker of Beckett’s The

Unnamable; second, that the speaker can be named as the Unnamable

although it isAcategorically said that he is unnamable. Thus McHale
- provides answers to the openmg speaker s questlons Where now? Who

" now? When now" ? in splte of the exphclt comment that not only are there -

no answers to these questlons, but these questions cannot be asked as such

(Beckett 1979: 267). The point is that McHale’s answer is too simple: he

makes an aﬁaloéy between the Unnamable, on the one hand, and Beckett .

"and us, his readers on the other b'.y ‘introduci'ng Beckett into his own
_ ,ﬁctlonal world and then usmg him as a firm ground to establish the identity
~of the speaker as somethmg opposed to the author The fact is that the.

whole speech of the unnamable speaker can be read as his contlnuously

repeated effort to establish his own 1dent1ty that st1ll remains- hlghly vague, :

‘until the end of his speech. In this sense, McHale s construing of The"

Unnamable does not leave.room for the speaker’s indeterminacy.
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Howeyer, McHale’s interpretation .points out two important .aspec'ts' |
_ 'of Beckett’s text: first, it could.be, saxd that the speaker - whoeyer.or
'whatever'he is — tn'es to “irnagine himself as the character”; and; second, it .
could be ‘said that he tries to reach the world of real existence, the one |
' whlch. “Samuel Beckett shares w1th us, hlS readers.” In other words, it could" '
"be said that the 'speaker wants to estabhsh himself as a character a subJ ect
“I ” 1n a way that Beckett and we, his readers, are recogmzed as subjects
in a real world Yet the unnamable speaker in sprte of McHale s
mterpretatlon does not want to be the same subj ect as we are — he wants to:
: he recogmzed as a dlfferent one ThJS is the reason why he. should remam' -
unnamable why he resists bemg named Any name would deﬁne him, force
| <h1m to ﬁt w1th1n ex1st1ng patterns of subJect1v1ty nulhfymg thus his

dlﬁ'erence. He clauns:

It’ sa poor trlck that consists 1n rammmg a set of words down your gullet

on the prmcrple that you can t bnng them up without being branded as:

belongmg to thelr breed (Beckett 1979 298)

- Thus the questron Stlll remains: Who is he? What 1s he talkmg about? And

how come that although he 1s unnamable, an undetermmed “L” it is
' possrble to speak about h1m asa umﬁed subJ ect?

One of the 1 reasons why it is not easy to answer these questlons is
that we seemingly do not have the appropriate tools to analyze Beckett ]
" fiction. The very term. “fiction” .implies that we view Beckett’s text.as a -
kmd of narration. All Questions that I“ha.ve posed here imply that I,con}‘siderv |
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: Aﬂle'unnamahle' speaker as a kind :of a narrator who tells some'tlhinglthat '
.’ probably can be called a story. What makes me read Beckett’s tept_t in this

. way? What Causes my impression that, although it seems to be a flow of K

_ unrelated incorhplete incoherent words and utterances, this text Inakes
sense‘7 Otherwme it is poss1ble to say that 1t is much easier to demonstrate
,that Beckett s The Unnamable is not narrative ﬁctlon at all and therefore
cannot be interpr_eted as 'a kind of “ﬁction.” For example, Shlomit Rimmon- .
Kenan is explicit: “unless it told a storf’ a text “tvould not he a narrative”
'(lemon-Kcncm 1988 4). And story should bc, le.mon-Kenan explams
- by relymg on Russran formahst Bons Tomashevsky, av succession of
.events” (Rimrnon-Kenan 1988: 2) Further, since .it' is a narrative,. “it.
implies someone v_vh'o‘ spea'k.s’.’.(Ri:mmon-Kenan 1988: 3). Thus, to have a
-stor.yi we need a succession ot events,‘ someone who .sees. them, and
someone who speaks about thenl. The one who sees and the one who
Speaks can be one and the same person This person is also cons1dered a
i character “A umﬁed construct called character ’. lemon-Kenan
'explams cons1sts of elements combmed under the aegls of the proper N
name (Rxmmon—Kena.n 1988: 39) Havmg in mind these deﬁmtrons we :

“can try to read two thhly representatlve excerpts from Beckett’s text:

| [...] what conﬁrslon; someone mentions conﬁzslon, 'is it a sin, all here is
. sin, you don’t 1cno§v why, you don’t lcrtow' whose, you don’t know against
i whom, someone says you, it’s the fault of the pronouns there 1s no narne
~ for mie, no  pronoun for me, all the troubles come from that, that it* s 2

lcmd of pronoun too, it isn’t that c1ther, I'm’ not that elther, let us leave all

110



“that, forgét about all that, it’s not difficult, our co.ncem‘is with someone,
or our concern is With‘semething, now we’re getting it 'someone or
- something that i is not there or that is not anywhere or that is there, here,

why not, aﬁer all [ ] (Beckett 1979: 372)

[.. ] if only I could feel somethmg on me, I Il try, if I can I know 1t s not
.I, that s all I know, I say I, knowing it’s not I, I am far, far, what docs it

'mean, far, no need to be far, perhaps he’s here [...] (Becket 1979: 372)

- Do wehavea story here? Is there any- snccess_ion of events here, _or; at least,
‘two of thern (twe is rmmmum to have succession, although, according to

Gerald Prince and Rimmon-i{enan, a “minimal story” —that is, a eernplete
' 4’stery — should colnsist “of three conjoined e\tents” [Rimmon-Kenan 1988:

18])? And who narrates this? Likewise in Booth’s interpretation of Stern’s

. Tristram Shandy, is there any armor — if we exclude that one of the

“Unnamable” in McHale s mterpretatlon - to protect this “story’ from - |
falling apart? In Runmon—Kenan s terms, answers to these questions are
- 'likely~ to he' ne'gatirre. Yet, I still have an impression 'that th‘e quoted _
Beckett’s lines do make sense And, I still thmk that we can read them asa
story. Why" It seems that there are no answers to these quesnons Wlthm the
framework of Runmon-Kenan s- rather normatlve descnpuon of the
' contenrperary poetics ef narraﬁr/e fiction.

As far as ‘Becl'cettfs work is concerned, it seerns that in his writings
on narratiye fiction, and particularly in Marxism and the Philosephy of -

Language, Mikhail Bakhtin provides a better greund for . interpretation.
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:).hlStead ot asldng about a succession of euents,- it is po.ssible to ask, in

Bakhtin’s terms, whether there is any event in the quoted passages%' And 'the ,
: answer”is: obvious: there 18 the'event ‘of the 'enunciation. Is there any. :
successmn" Indeed there is the succession “of words as well as of
utterances What makes the story" The tension between the drfferent and |

| rnostly opﬁosrte meanmgs of words, as  well as of utterances. Furthermore
the tension between the d1£ferent meanmgs mscrlbed in one and the same -
word by repetition. Accordmg to’ Bakhtm, one word denotes dlfferent h
concepts wilhin dlﬁ'erent genres and texts, that is, the word’s meanlng 1s.-
- changed by the change of context Yet thls change of context cannot annul
the prev1ous meanings of the word. On the contra.ry, all rneamngs of the
~ word are effechve toa certam extent in every context. Usually, a context 18
structured to _enforce, or establish as the domrnant,; on-e'. among severalv
. possible'meam'ngs of 'the'_wor'd. But sorneti_mes it can be_'structured.to
loosen any eonstraint and 'allow free ﬂotaﬁon of all meanings of the_ word.. - '
‘The words “conﬁlston” and “sin” in the .context' of the excerpt'ed passagel
" can be read in this way On the other .hand meanings of the pronouns “that”
‘ and “I” are’ changed by their repetltlon w1thm quoted utterances, and the
E conﬂlct of dlfferent and sometlmes mutually excluded meanings w1th1n the
nonhierarchical s&ucture of Beckett s ﬁctlonal world in a way erases their
' meamngs almost completely -For example What does “I” mean mc the

‘ sequence “Isay], knowmg 1t s not r? Whereas there is a contradlctron here

1 - the meamngs of “I’f and_ “not I are mutualljlf excluded, for both cannot' be

‘true and both cannot be false — it is possibie to say that in this utterance the
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mean'ing' of the “T” is und.ecidable. as vuell as that “I” does not mean
anything. | |

* Ifit is not possible to construe the meaning of the “I” in Beckett’s
text, why do I ask who tells the story?'How come I have a notion that
someone is-telling the story of the unnamable? Is it possihle to. imagine-a :

: speech without a'speaker' just a flow of unrelated words and utterances ;

o wrthout an ongm and an end" Though it is naive to think that there isa s1gn

‘ that does not have a subJect (Knsteva 1980: 129), I suppose that something
' 'Ahke that is possrble, but then I would not ' call that a‘story. I read The

Unnamable as a story, wh1ch means that I thrnk that the succession’ of '

utterances and words in the speaker ] speech is coherent .hence makes o

' sense. Fmally, this means t_hat I see the unnamable speaker as a kind of a
unified subject who is capable of telling the story. In fact, I clairn that the
seeriiingly incoherent sequence ot' words and utterances, that in a way.

' undermine.eac'h others’ meanings finally make sense, and that the speaker

who refuses to be named and given an 1dent1ty, hence to be recognized-as a -

subject is finally estabhshed as a subject, the different one, by the very_

'_ sequence of words and _utterances. The Unnamable isa story of one’s bemg‘

established as. al' lsubject.‘ It 1s possible to constriie the sense of .the

succession of the speaker’s ‘vrords. and utterances as a process of forming:'

. ’the speaker’s own 1dent1ty |

: At one Imor'n_ent_, near the end of the speech, the siiccession of words ;.

_is interrupted by the sequences of murmurs:
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[ .J no ‘need to wrsh that’s how it will end, in heart—rendmg cnes, in
.artlculate murmurs, to be mvented as I go along, 1mprov1sed as | groan

. along, l’ll laugh, that’s how it wﬂl end, ina chuckle, chuck, chuck, ow, '
ha, pa, I’ll. practice, nyum, hoo',’.pllop, psss, nothing ‘but:emotion, bing
bang, that’s blows; ugh, pooh, what else, oooh, aaah, tha.t"s love;. enough, '

it's tiring, hee hee [...] (Beckett 1979: 375-6)

‘How are we to "understand this? It seems that Julia Kristeva’s distlnction _
bétween. “the serrlio'tic”. and “the 'symbolic” provides a ground for.
) construmg th1s excerpt from Beckett s text. In her essay “A Questxon of . "
HSubJectmty," Knsteva says that she is partlcularly mterested in cases |
" s1rmlar to that of Beckett’s' lines, that is, she is mterested in cases in whlch'
.language is pushed to its limits or when it does not function any more. She
| A explores those situations in which language signs of language or identity
‘1tself become mstable and are put mto ‘process’. These are the moments
when norms break up Th1s modahty or condltlon of meamng Knsteva calls |
- “the‘senuotlc.” Sh‘_e explains that the sermotxc '1s related closely to the pre-
B 'llnguistic states of ‘chi‘ldh'ood, when.t.he child imitates and articulates 'the _
| "sounds and rhythrns of her/his surroundings. On the other side we have .
another modahty or - condmon of meamng that Knsteva calls | “the
symbohc ” “'I’he symbohc” follows the mirror phase and that is the stage in
wh10h the md1v1dual is enabled to acqu1re language to arhculate 1t as it has~ |
been glven Movement from “the semrotlc into “the symbohc” is the :
'process of “stab1hzrng the subject " In the “mlrror phase one recogmzes.

one’ s own unage in a mirror as one’ s self-rmage, but this ﬁrst self-ldenhty
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s _'not .stahle. Stabllizaﬁon .of one’s ‘id.entity, | in _“the ideal cese,” is
completed. when one becomes capable bo_thl of usmg ‘language 1n 'é‘ '
' . prescribed way. and articulating one’s own story. However? it is illusory to 3
think that one can assume a fixed iclent'ity,' since it is mede upon one’s first
self-lmage wh10h is not real and wh1ch stablhty is p0331ble only through '
sub]ectlon of our desxre for the mother, that - is, through suppress1on of
somethmg that is also a part of one’s self Regardmg this, it is poss1ble to
say that the only way for one to become a subJect an “I ” is to get rid of -
.one’s own self, although this “self“, in a way does not exist before the “
o In thlS sense, the meanmg of “Isay I, knowmg it’s not I” becornes clearer

- now it is not a contradiction, but a pa.radox Th1s utterance is a good
example of ‘ vuhat Kristeva defines as “moments of 1nstab1hty_, where
'_ language,. or. the signs of'llan'guage, ot subjectivity itself -ai'e put mto '
‘process,"” .or_ “the signifyin_g phenomenon for,th'e crisis or the unsettlz'n‘g-Y
pro'cess of nleaning nnd subject” (Krlsteva l980: 125). Thus, “the subject in
process, in Knsteva s terrns is the subject who through takmg into |
. account the heterogenelty of language as 2 double modahty of “the-
senuotlc” and “the symbohc ” »takes into account his/her own heterogenelty, : '
hls/her “false” 1dent1ty and his/her suppressed “self.” |
| | ‘In her essay. “From One Identlty to an Other » Knsteva explains
. that, although the symbohc is the “mev1tab1e attnbute of meanmg, s1gn, and .
the s1gn1ﬁed object » both dJspos1t1ons “the seniotic” and “the symbohc
are necessanly presupposed by Ianguage as social practlce (Knsteva 1980:
:134). Nonetheless, “univecal, ratlonal, sc1ent1ﬁc d1scourse has a tendency
“to hide “this undecidable character of any so-callec_l"natural language” |
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. "(Knsteva 1980 135) Poet1c language produced by the “expenence of the ’ |

semlotrc ” by 1ts rhythms alhteratlons, metaphors metonyrmes muswahty. '

B (“oooh aaah that s love, enough , foregrounds the heterogeneous
.character of language (Knsteva 1980: 135) that is, its undeczdableness

Yet:

However elided; attacketi, or corrupted the symbolic function might be in
poetic.language, due to the impact of semiotic processes, the sjmbolic
ﬁ'mction' nonetheless maintains its p.re.sence.'It’is for this reason that itisa .
' _ianguage. First',iit'persists as ‘a iuterhal limit of this b.ipolar‘econom.y,"
s ‘since a mulﬁple‘ arrtl .sometrmes ‘ev'en uncompreheusible sigrrfﬁed is
"nevertheless comrnunicated' secondiy, it ‘persists' al'so .because' the.

“ semiotic processes themselves, far from bemg set adrift (as they would be-

in insane dlscoursc) set up a new formal construct "a 'so-called new' o

I'ormal or 1deologwal “wnter s universe,” thie ncver-ﬁmshcd undeﬁned

. productlon of a new space of s1gmﬁcance (Knsteva 1980: 134- 5)

- It is not c‘lear.uvhat “a.nev;.‘space of sighiﬁcauce’?'means-in ,terrhs of.'a :
language that ‘persrsts as “an' interual limit.” Ques'tidning Kristeva’s c_or.lc.ept”
of “the »serhiotrc” in‘ her Gender T rouble, Judith, -Butler‘asks:' “If the
’- ‘_ sermotlc promotes the posslbrhty of the subversron displacement, or
d1srupt10n of the paternal law, what meamngs can those terms have if the

Symbolic always reasserts its hegemony‘?” (Butler 1990 80) Knsteva.

’.F._would probably answer that any creatlve act is made poss1b1e by the '

" ' operring of the norms. But the point is:.What is really the ‘result of puttirlg: e
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' the subject m the process? And ‘v»"hat does the ohrase “openirig the notms”_‘t
mean in terms o:f,‘ aga_in, internal limits? Is :“the_subjeot in proc_ess” thete
just for the sake of questioriing its identitil and uﬁdeﬁnining its stability asa '
| subJect'7 What is the purpose of that? Does the subject go through thlS
process Just to reveal that it can be nothing but “the ‘subj ect who emerges
as a conisequence of this repress1on and.“becomes a bearer-or pro_ponent of -
this repressive tauv” (Butler. 1990: 79)? Does -one open the uortns just to :
reveal that ;their internal limits cannot be changed? Regarding :TheA
‘Unnar.nable,. these ‘questions can be 4restated. .as foltovtls: boes ‘the
uhnarﬂable speaker_ >speak just to reveai that he cannot express himself as a
- different subject,‘v that he cannot spéak at all -“without being branded as
belonging to their breed”? And tf he emerges as a conse'quence of this
repress1on of bemg branded, does it mean that he becomes a bearer or
' 7 proponent of this represswe law? Is this the reason why he does not speak
‘about hberty, but just mentions it in passmg‘7 In other words, why do I st111
thmk that thls isa story about the formmg of a new identity, or about the
_'poss1b111ty of belng a dlfferent subject or about usmg words without bemg
branded or about settmg oneself free of the represswe 1aw‘7 Namely after
all — about freedom?
Accordiné ‘to Kristeva,. “it is impossible’ to treat problems of.
‘ _s1gmﬁcat1on senously, in hngmsttes or senhology, without 1nclud1ng in
these conslderatlons the subj_ect thus formulated as: opehatmg
consciousnéss ” (Kriste’va 1980: 13‘1). “A deﬁnite subject,” ‘fthe speaking |
subject,”. “the subject of enunciation, Kristeva clahns, “is preseht as soon
" as there is consciousness of signiﬁcation” (Kristeva 1980: 124). Henoe,
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.conscrousness of 51gmﬁcat10n estabhshes speakmg subJects w1t}un the‘
frame of the mternal limits of pronouncmg sentences wh1ch conform to the
" rules, to the law, that is, to artlculatron as it has been -preScnbed. Thus,_ in
»Kristeva’._‘s’terms,, the unnarnable speaker cannot avoid being branded as
soon‘as he uses uvords that have been rammed down to his guilet. Still, the '

unnamable speaker states very. clearly: )

. 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, that’s all know who 1 cannot say'l am, I can’t

' say anythmg[ ](Beckett1979 370)

'Here we have consciousness of siéniﬁcaticin and thus we have the subject
of enunclatlon, but then who is he? Accordmg to Knsteva, he can be erther

deﬁmte subject ora subject in process Since it is obv10us that he is not a
.deﬁnite subject, the unnamable speaker can be, within the framework of -
Kristeva’s theory, only a subJect in process As a subJect in process he is
.capable of usmg, and actually uses, both poss1b111t1es of Ianguage “the
: symbohc” as well as “the semlotlc,” staymg w1th1n the frame of 1ts blpolar '
eeonomy. “Therefore, although an unstable _’ one, he s stitt a subject,

according to .Kristeva. But that is exactly'what the unnarnable sp'eaker.

denies in the quoted utterance: someone speaks but it is not “he,” nor “I Yo

~.moreover, it doesn 1 matter T h1s is an exphcrt refusal of being deﬁned asa
subJect in a prescnbed ‘way. Knsteva s theory does not. allow such a’

breakmg of the norms: the nonns can be opened, but not broken. There is -

118



only one sotution to “understan_d the 'hrmamable'spe'aker in Krivsteya’s terrns :
: sinee the semiotic processes therrrselves are “far.t‘rom beihg set adrift,”
- otherwise it *“would be an in.sa’n'e'discourse,”_ it ttirns out‘.th.at the ttrtnarrrable
'.s:peaker can be understood"only,as an insane subject'. Indeed, this is one
' possibitity.' Moreover, the only one, bdt within a.ce'rta.ih. framework: within
the framework of the norms of the repressive law_.
| Being insane is, of eourse, one of the possibilities of breaking the -
. horrhs. But does it imply freedorn? It 1s not enough to break the .'rix'orrhs. The
A brealring. of the norms has tt).w be recoghized asa formir_lg of new norrris. In
: other w.o‘rds‘,ﬂit is not enoﬁgh» to be differerit, one has tohe'recognized' as
.diﬁ"ereht. Is that possible‘? Does the unnamable speaker accomphsh it?

~* Atone moﬁlent, the s_peaker tells us the foilowing story:

- , .They love each other, marry in order to love each other bétter, more
convemently, he goes to the wars, he dies at the wars, she weeps with
emotlorx, at having loved hlm,,at having lost him, yep, marries again, m.'
order to tow;e again, more convemently again, they love each other you

: love as many tlmes as necessary, as necessary in order to be happy, he S
~ comes back, the other comes back, from the wars he dldnt die at the
wars aﬁer all she goes to the statron, to meet hun, he dies in the train, of
emotion, at the thought of seemg her again, havmg her again, she weeps
weeps agam, with emotion agam at havmg lost h1m agam yep, goes back
to the house, he s dead, the other is dead the mother-m-law takes h1m .
“down, he hanged himself, with emotion, at the thought of losmg her, she .
- weeps, weeps Alouder, at haviné loved him, at having lost him, there’s a-;
. -'story for you‘, ‘that was to teaeh- me the nature of ,emotion., what emotion
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;:an dd, 'given favorable conditibns, what love can do, well well, so that’s

" emotion, that’s love, and trains; the ‘nature of trginé, and the meaniné of
your back to gngfne, and guards, statioﬂs, platforms, wars,:heart-'rgndi'r_lg

' . cries, that must be mofhcr—ih-'law, her cﬁes rend the heart as sﬁe takés ’
down‘ her son, or herAson-in-].aw, 1 don’t know, it must be fler son, since
‘she cries, and the door, the holuse'_doovr,is Bolted, who bolted it, when Ashe
got back from the; station éhe fouhd the house-door 'bolted, who bolted it,
he fhe better to hang himself, or the mother-in-law the better to tak; him
down, or to prevent iuer da_ughterLi:n-law from rt.:—éntcri-ng fhe prémiség, .

there’s a story for you [...] (Beckett 1979: 374)

. And then he cbmments: “t....] the door, it’s the door interests me, a wooden
_.'door,‘ v_Qho bolted the door[..;]f’ (Beckétt 1979:'375)'. One ca;n say thaf this
story' is at least interesting. Apd one can ask something ab'out .the notions of
| love, mnoﬁon, wars, even traips{, in this story. Bui, what about — the door? T
suppose one hardlj} needs to ask anything ab.out the door in_’tﬁis story. Y_et,
that is the ohly thing that interests thé speaker. Why? Ahnosf ;at the end of
'_his speech, thé speaker -sa.ys: “[..'.]‘it’s the door, perhaps I am ;t the d-oor,
that would surprise me, [...] it’s I now at the door, whaf door, what’s the
. door doing here, [...]” (Be_ckett 1979: 381). C;'«m v;e construe thé 'meaning. of .
 the door m thése utterances? It is possibie to say that ther‘ door .ca.n be;'the
metaphor of a border, a kind o.f ahlithres.hoId between the two spaces? Can
'-v.ve' ciistinguish the;e spaces? Just before hé says tlll'at'he‘ is interested in the
door, the speakerArecpunts: “I. .'.]‘ it was to teach me.how to reason, if was .to‘

tempt me to go, to the placé where you can come .t‘o an end, I must have
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.l;;een a gbbdipupil up toa point, I ,couldn’t get beyond a certain noint,'l can
understand their annoyance, ‘[...]”,. (Beckett 1979: 375). It seems. that it is

posslble to equate “a certain point” w1th “the door.” Regar_ding. this,-we'ca_n
idistinguish two spaces as follows; there is a nlace where.they are, where

| one is taught houv' to reason, and Where you can come to an'end; and there is ‘
-~ aplace where the speaker is. When he says “there is a story for you " it can
"be understood like tlus he, from thhm his space glves the story to “you "
who are W1thm an other space Further, it can be understood that he says‘ -
that he knOws how to tell a story, wlnch can come to an end, for thoac.
B you ? but that is not his story, that is then story Thus he gives up telhng
N th1s story and starts to talk about the door That is his story. And this means
| that within each of these two dlfferent spaces symbohcally divided by the
‘door there isa partlcular kind of story, each different from the other one.
| Sometlnng more can be said about these two spaces: they do not . _

exist one beside or parallel to the other w1thout any. connectlons and.
- exchanges On the contrary, there is a k1nd of relation between them — a |

. relatlon of “annoyance or to say, of “abJectlon ” So it could be sald'that i '
- thereis a poss1b111ty, or rather a tendency that these two places are mutua.lly
' excluswe. But, are .they really? I am mchnedto understand. the relation |

~’.~between these two places in terms of Judith Butler’s discussion, on the

. “zone of umnhabxtablhty ” The “zone of umnhabltablhty’ is the domam of .

“abJect bemgs” (Butler 1993 3) And the functlon of tlus “zone of
- umnhabltablhty’ is to “constitute the defining limit of the subject s
domam” (Butler 1993 3). The subject’ s domam or, in Beckett s words, the

domain of the breed is regulated by the norms. Actually, the norms m a -
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‘ “perfoimative fashion” constitute subjects, and they can be effective as
performatlve acts only through re1teratton Thus, one becomes a subject'
. through the performative, wh1ch becomes effectlve through reiteration and

is determined by abjection. Butler asserts:

I:i this sense, then, the subject is constituted through the force of
exclusion and abjection, one which produces a constitutive oﬁts_ide‘ to the
" subject, an abjected outside, which is, sfter all, “inside” the subject ss its

~ own founding repudiation. (Butler 1993: 3)

' "““Ihner;f‘and ‘outet,’” Butler expleins, “make sense only with reference to a
tn_ediating boundary thst strives for stabilit)f’ (Butlet 1990: 134). The
' “rriediating boundary that strives for stability,” or, in Beckett’s words, “the
door is the very boundary between the “outer” of the unnamable speaker .
and ‘inner” of them to whom he speaks And th.lS can be said the other way
around: the ‘:‘inner” of the unnamable speaker and “outer” of them to whom
. he spea.ks; becaose this turning the tothe-r way is what the unnamable
| speaker in fact does, or what is '(.ione.,to him. He is established as the subject R
alrhost in the@tme Away'as oth'ets'are established: through.a 'performatiire'
teiteration of the.nornis. The difference is that what is “iimex;“ in the space |
of the. unnamable speaker becomes “outer,” and, the other w'a); ai'oond;
‘ what' is ‘%oxiter” becomes “inner."" Therefore it is oossible to say that the
' pro{cess of constructihg the unnamable .speakler asa stlbj ect w1thm Beckett’s
ﬁctional : worid mirrors the process of constructing subjects within the
ﬁ'an_lework of hoims. ‘What is recogn_izeti asa subject within the framework
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:of norms becomes abjected w1thm the fictional world of the unnamable
_ speaker and what 1s abjected by the norms becomes a subject within the -
_ fictional world by the-use of the same procedure. “On their own ground,,
o w1th their own arms, I’ll scatter them, and their miscreated puppets,” the
" unnamable speaker claims (Beckett 1979: 298). The ‘unnamable speaker
: estabhshes himself as a subJect w1ttun the “zone of umnhabltablhty ” or
within the domam of “abJect bemgs by a very srmple permutatlon orbya '
‘mere renaming; he sunply deﬁnes the domain of the subjects as the domam
of abject bemgs And thrs renarmng becomes performative, that is, effectrve

o through continuous reiteration throughout his speech
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HOWEVER, Tt-IERE ts tzEASON enough to ask what condmons need to be
-fulﬁlled so that the unnamable narrator s performatlve acts eventually
‘become effectwe” Is this rebellion of Beckett’s protagomst conducted only
| at the level of speech acts? Unhke Salgo’s Anna o, the narrator of The
) Unnamable does not w1thdraw into a complete 1solat10n In hlS strange way, |
he puts h1mse1f ina permanent relatlon‘ and mteractlon with the external
4 "wor'ld of Beckett’s fiction. Yet, is it snﬂicient for assnming‘a new icientity? -'
As we have seen, resistance in the ‘domain'of the psyche is doo,medr
to t‘ailure. So, ‘vt/hat is the oomatn in whiichﬂthere is a possibility for
: ‘successful fesistance, povt'erful enough to change the norms of acceptance :

of new identities?. According to the prevmus discussion, the answer ‘ought

to be that the body provides the ground for an effectlve rebellion. In the . -~

. | particular case of Beckett’s unnamable narrator it is not only the matter of a
.body in.the ptocess of disintegration that‘could be given “the shape, if not
: -..th.e consistency, of an egg, w1th two holes no matter where to pre\/ent it
- from bursting, foi' the consistency is more like' that of mucilage” (Beckett
| 1979 279) or one-armed one-legged” body, or the “wedge-headed trunk
| that is just another phase “of the same carnal envelope” (Beckett 1979:
. : 303),,here we are talking about the body that is losing its masculine features

- as well:

_ The tumefaction of the penis! The penis, well now,< that’s a nice surprise,
I'd forgotten I had one. What a pity I have no arms, there might still be
" something to be wrung t'rom it. No ’tis better thus. (Beckett 1979: 305) -
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Thc sequence of thé..quily. malfunctions is eﬁded by.the cbmplgte ZIOS't of
- masculinity: R

[..;] 1601;, hére;s:'t‘.rle medicél report,' spasmodic-.talses, painlesé ulcers, I ‘
rc;peat, paﬁhlcs_s', aﬁ is i:ainigss, rr‘mltiplie softenings, manifold harde.:nir;gs, i
insensitive to biows, sight failing, heart irregular, swé;et-tampergd; s;n‘cll
failing, heavy sl,eei:er, no efections, woul& you liké yééme' more [] '

- (Beckett 1979: 347) -

Such a Bodsl q@ot se;'\(g as grbﬁn'd for establishing an ide.ntity ‘acccpt.able - '_
w1t1un the ﬁarncwc;rk of tﬁe “law.” As soon as the body’s gendér i'sl

qu.estioncdl,. a new identity'is about to be formed. This formation of a newv‘,
._identity is " then: possible through .the .de,liberate implerpentatibn" of
pe;'fonna;tive pra;ct.iCES of 'c'liscursive‘ techniqueé -disclose'd by paro.dyhilg'
-st'ra'tegies.'. “On. the'ir "own éomd, w1th their owﬁ ms,” cl;imsl the-
unnamable na%ratbr., foré‘;elling Judith Butler’s inéight that the.‘;law” could

- be opposed sudceSSﬁllly only by 1tself . |
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6. CONCLUSION

THERE ARE rwo ASPECTS of this thesis that I would like to highlight at the
-end Both aspects are related to some important  theoretical 1ssues' -
cons1denng methods of mterpretatlon To explam this, I will start from my °
“interlude” chapter. By construmg or playing with Dav1d Albahari’s
', extremely short story I wanted to show how unportant a theoretical
framework is for understandmg even one short sentence presented as a
4story By changmg mterpretatlve contexts T’ tned to offer several possible
'mterpretanons that may not be ih any obv10us or ﬁrm mutual relanon and.
yet, at the same time, that do not exclude each other. | "

On the level of the whole thesxs I did exactly the same: I chose the
‘.theoretlcal dmcussron on subjectlvny and 1dent1ty as the framework for
construmg Jud1ta Salgo s and Samuel BeckKett’s novels At the same time, I
did wuh Butler s theory what I d1d w1th the ﬁct10nal works that I .
, 'mterpreted I chose to understand Butler’s. work. w1th1n the context of :
Berhn s, Douglas s, and Knsteva s works. I del1berate1y did not take 1nto‘

, account Foucault, who is Butler’s main source and point of departure. I o
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| 'thodght that it would be nseful to draw paralleis between Butler’s
. gremdbreakiné thovug.hts,' and ideas of some conservative thmkers like
Berlin and Douglas.. "Wh_atever Butler sa)}s a:hont‘ the liheral-hun'lanist
trach'tion, her insights are heaﬂlily' directed by that. tradition, just as her
'polliti'cal engagement is deeply inspired by and rooted in the iiheral politics
: of humah rights and equality. | |
As far as my interpretations are concerned,.I Want fo foreghonnd my
“interlude” aéain. The structure of the “interlude” is' as 'follows':' I start with
a theoretical p;'oblem and then elabdrate it by using an appropriat'e example
VA from hterature Indeed T do not think that by mterpretmg one short sentence
presented as a story, as well as by mterpretmg a whole novel, I could
» . manage to _offer the ultimate solntion. And that was not my intention, after. 4
" all. What I \;vanted. to demonstrate is that some theoretical prob_lexns of
' _interp;etation of works of literature could be solned within the theorehcal '
" contexts that are broadef than the eontex-t, of 1iterafy cridcism itself. For
- example if we are talkmg about the features‘ of a.narrator or other fictional
characters we unpllcxtly or exphcltly assume a whole set of deﬁmtlons of B
what the person, self, or 1dent1_ty 1s.‘ On. the other hand, ence we choose a
broader.theoretical framework, we ought to nse'all of thoee tools developed
w1thm hterary theory -.for the pnrpeses of internretatien.. SomeWhere at ‘the
beginning of the ehepter on Beekett’§ The ‘Unnarnhble I wrote that we-could
| not use old-fashioned .t‘ools to interpret tn'entieth-cen.tury fiction. Howe.ver,
'at the end of that chapter it turns out that I manage to interpret. The

Unnamable in terms of “eléséical” kriowledge of literary criticism. And, as I
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-, -nointed out 1n my introduction, 1 managed to- do it bsl chooeing an

apptopriate; oroader theoretical t‘x'amework. | |
The issue of identity is of great ifnpo_rtanée in ﬁterature as well as in

- literary criticism. I. am inclined to oelie\te that there isi:no better"and tnore .

- obvious exalnple of ttte_ c‘onstr_uction'of identities than those nurneroue

‘ WOI‘i(S of literafy ﬁction. However, 1n hterary criticism as well as in otner

| fields of humamtles an identity is taken to be somethmg pre—glven already .

existing, rather than somethmg formed, produced by and w1th1n a given text

.or discourse. . | | '

: 'Itxe feminist discussion on the issue of identity, focused mainly on
the question whether feminist politics 'neeo a ﬁrmv _concept of ‘ferr'lini.ne |
| ~identity, opens a way to the conclusi_on that evér} identity accepted within |
and by society is in fact a social or cultural product. This insight _eventually
*. provides usA with an apPropriate groun(t for understanding and 'interpreﬁng

'.works of contemporary 1itefatute, ‘and particularly the | works' of

,contemporary ﬁchon that are usually cons1dered almost unapproachable I

chose three hterary works of that kind and read them n accordance with the .

chosen theory. The fact that W1t1un a certam context I.managed to estabhsh' .
thei_r meanings not only conﬁnns that the chosen theoretical framework was
. appropriate for interpreting these wofks,-but-'demonst.rates.that the theory

itself ﬁﬂctions as a sound explanatory model as 'welll.
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