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PREFACE

The essays that have been collected here for English-language readers were
written over a span of some ten years; to the extent that their aim does not
presupposs the writer's neutrality but, on the contrary, her involvement,
presenting them today amounts o a test of memory for me. Furthermore,
as they embody a form of research that recasts several disciplines tradi-
tionally kept apart and therefore proceeds witn effort, tension, and a kind
of passion familiar to pioncers—presenting them in another language,
wilhin a different culture, surely leads one to measure, more than one ordi-
narily would, the difference in mental and {niellectual habits that persist in
spite of recently increased cultural exchanges between the United Startes
and Furope.

The memory I alluded to is of course a perscnal one, but it is also his-
torical. Following upon the phenomenological and existentiatisi shock of
the posiwar period, the sixties witnessed a theoretical ebullience that
could roughly be summarized as Jeading to the discovery of the determi-
native role of larguage in all human sciences. If it be true that the light
thrown on the enigma constituted by meaning as well as by soclfery came
from the relationships discovered between them and the structures of lan-
guage (to the extent that it is an object of linguistics), one did neverthe-
less, from then on and in parallel fashion, question the metaphysical
premises on which rest not only the sciences of language but their
exportation to other domains. Thus, next to structuralism, a critique of
Hegelian, Heideggerian, Marxian, or Freudian derivation jolted its occa-
sionally simplistic elegance and carried theoretical thought to an intensity
of white heat that set categories and concepts ablaze—sparing not even
discourse itsclf. Semanalysis, as 1 tried to define it and put it to work in
nuerwrryy, meets that requirement to describe the signifying
phencmencn, or signifying phenomena, while analvzing, criticizing, and
dissolving “phenomenon,’” “‘meaning,” and “‘signifier.”
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Two radical instrumentalitics occurred to me as being germane 1o such
a project in analyiical semiology.

The first, located within that selfsame theoretical thought, involved a
gueslioning of meaning and its structures, giving heed to the underlying
speaking subject. Such an insertion of subjectivity inte matters of lan-
guage and meaning unfailingly led one to confront a semiology slemming
irom  Saussure or Peirce wilh Hegelian logic and with Husserl's
phenamenology as well, in a more specifically linguistic fashijon, it
resumed Benveniste’s masterly undertaking and necessarily led to a lin-
guistics of enunciation. Finally, mindful of the splitting of subjectivity
implied by the discovery of the unconscious, and taking advantage of
the breakthrough accomplished by Lacan in French psychoanalysis,
semanalysis attempted 1o draw out its consequences with respect to the
dilferent practices of discourse (in literature and particularly in the novel
and in the coniemporary novel). Thai means that references to “dia-
lectics,” “‘practice.” “‘subject,” etc., are to be understood as moments
within an analytical process, one involving the analysis of meaning, struc-
ture, their categories and relationships—not at all in the purity of the
source from which they sprang.

I envisioned the second instrumentality of this analytical project as
having to be made up of the specific object it needed to assign itself in
order to emphasize the limits of a positivist knowledge of language and
10 Induce research, harried by the specificity that the subject of the
theory believes it can detect in that object, to aitempt to modify its very
theoretical apparatus. That uncanny object, pre-text and foil, weak link
in human sciences and fascinating otherness for philosophy, is none other
than art in general, modern art and literature even more particularly,
The essays of Zqperwriyn (1969) and even more so those of Polylogue
(1977) are committed to it {and to works by Céline, Beckett, and Sollers
among others).

One will perhaps better understand, now, why the essays presented
here, even though they often deal with literature or art, do not amount to
either “art criticism™ or “‘literafy criticism.” Their concern remains
intratheoretical: they are based on art and literature, or more precisely
on a desire for art and literaturc on the part of their writer, in order to
try to subvert the wvery theoretical, philosophical, or semiological
apparatus. I hope the reader will also perceive, in this ambitious clanfi-

(LI
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cation, a confession of humility: considering the complexity of the signi-
[ving process, nc belief in an all-powerful theory is tenable; there remains
the necessity to pay atiention to the ability to deal with the desire for lan-
guage, and by this | mean paying attention to ati and Hieralure, and, in
even more poignant fashion, to the art and literature of our time, which
remain alone, in our world of technological rationality, to impel us not
toward the absolute but toward a quest for a little more truth, an
impossible truth, concerning the meaning of spesch, concerning our con-
dition as speaking beings. That, after all, is in my opinion the funda-
mental lesson taughl us by Roman Jakobson, who reached one of the
high points of language learming in this century by never losing sight of
Russian futurism’s scorching odyssey through a revolution that ended up
strangling it,

Readers will also notice that a change in writing takes place as the
work progresses. The starker style, tending toward a kind of formaliza-
tion, of the earlier essays. changes progressively as a psychoanalytic
trend is accentuated (as well as interest in literary and artistic practices),
making way for a more personal style. And yet, this does not go sc far as
identifying theoretical discourse with that of art—causing theory to be
wriften as literary or para-literary fiction. If there is a strong post-
Heideggerian tempiation leading in that direction, the choice 1 have
made is entirely different,

It assumes the nccessity of adopting a stance involving otherness,
distance, even limitation, on the basis of which a structure, a logical dis-
course is sutured, hence demonstrable—not in a banal sense but by giving
serious consideration to the new post-Freudian rationality that takes two
slages into account, the conscious and the unconscious ones, and two cor-
responding types of performances. Such a theoretical stance could well
be termed metaphysical, Still, if contemporary thought is often reluctant
to adopt it. one must recognize that such a stance is the only guarantee of
ethics, that of knowledge as well as of all discourse. Why should this be
507

The most telling answer to that question is provided by what will also
be the second arguraent it favor of such a theoretical discourse, one rest-
ing on the brink of fiction without ever completely toppling over into it:
it is provided by my experience as analyst. The daily atiention given to
the discourse of the other confirms, if need be, that the speaking being
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mainsains himself or hersell s such io the extent that he/she allows for
ihe presence of two brinks. On the ene hand, there is pain—but it also
makes one sccure—caused as one recognizes oneself as subject of
{others'y discourse, hence tributary of a universal Law. On the other,
there is pleasurg—but it kills—at finding oneself different, irreducible,
for one is borne by a simply singular speech, not merging with the others,
but then exposed (o the black thrusts of a desire that borders on idiolect
and aphasia. In other words, il the overly constraining and reductive
meaning of a language made up of universals causes us o suffer, the call
of the unnamable, on the contrary, issuing from those borders where sig-
nification vanishes, hurls us into the void of a psychosis that appears
henceforth as the solidary reverse of our universe, saturated with
interpretation, faith, or truth, Within that vise, our only chance to avoid
being neither master nor slave of meaning lies in our abilily to insure our
masiery of it (through technique or knowledge) as well as our passage
through it (through play or practice). In a word, jouissance.

Having recourse to psychoanalysis, as I attempt to do, in this work, in
order to shed light on a number of borderline-practices of meaning and
signification (practices of art and literature), bears, I hope, no relation to
that “plague” that Freud, once more the prophet, promised America
when he brought his discovery of the uncenscious to its shores, Grafted
on to semiclogy, analysis here is not restricted to themes or phantasms;
rather, it scrutinizes the most subtle, the mosi deeply buried logic of
thosez umnities and ultimate relations that weave an identity for subject, or
sign, or senteree.

What was necessary was undoubtely a desire for language (is this
ancther way of saying, “sublimation™?}, a passion for ventures with
meaning and its materials (tanging from colors to sounds, beginning with
phonemes, syliables, words), in order to carry a theoreiical experience to
thai point where apparent abstraction is revealed as the apex of archaic,
oneiric, nocturnal, or corporeal concreteness, to that point where mean-
ing has not yet appeared (the child), no longer is (the insane person), or
else functions as a restructuring (writing, art).

It was perhaps also necessary to be a womean 10 altempt to tske up
that exorbitant wager of carrying the rational project Lo the outer borders
of the signifving venture of men. . . . But that is another matter, of which
this volume nevertheless bears the discreet trace.

In short, the problem of truth, truth of language but also of the dis-
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course thai atiempis 10 accouni for if, makgs up the fundamcntial
epistomelogical concern of a2 journey a portion of which American
readers can seo today, Such a “scientific” truth in general, and more so
in the presence of language, comes to us from maslery. Saint Augustine
knew that already when he noted that the possibility {or language to
speak the truth could not corne from ouiside, but it “*governs the inner
workings of the mind itself.” In 389 (De Magisiro) he continues, ““Now,
the one we consult in such a manner, he is the master, the one of whom it
is said that he dwells within the inner man, Christ, that is, the immulable
Power of God and eternal wisdom.” Such “magistrality’” upholds faith
as much as science and interpretations—that is what strikes the ear of the
semiotician psychoanalyst who tries to articulate an utterance of truth
{one should sav a style} without censoring what has been learned over a
period of two thousand vears, but without being confined to it either,
Without censoring: for there is language there, and devices dependent on
scientific thought can describe it more or less masterfully. But without
being confined to it: for there is more than a language object in the
heterogenecus process of signifiance. The conjunction of those two
propositions has a dramatic impact on thought and, more generally, on
the speaking subject. Analytic discourse, by holding to it, is perhaps the
only one capable of addressing this untenable place where our speaking
species resides, threatened by madness beneath the emptiness of heaven.

Julia Kristeva

TRANSLATORS' NOTE

Julia Kristeva’s work at once demands and defies translation. In
responding (o that challenge, our primary concern has been to make her
work as accessible as possible to an English-speaking audience, it may be
that in spite of our efforts a number of awkwardnesses remain. Il our
undertaking has proved to be at all successful, it is in no small part due
to the cditorial sensibility of Leon S Roudicz. We would like to thank
him and Juliz Kristeva herself for their continued encouragement and
support in bringing this project to completion,

Tom Gora and Alice Jardine
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INTRODUCTION

For nothing is secrer, that shall not be made manifese: weither any
thing hid, that shall not be known and come abroad.
Luke 8:07

At a colloquivm on psychoanalysis and politics held in Milan in
December of 1973, Julia Kristeva responded to a question concerning her
own paper by saying, *'i never intended to follow a correct Marxist line,
and [ hope 1 am not correcily following any other line whatsoever.”!
indeed, when dealing with concepts borrowed from various disciplines, be
they called Marxism, linguistics, philosephy, phychoanalysis, or
semiology (with the latter two now the main derivations), she has fitred
them to the object of her investigations. Not “applying” a theory, but
allowing practice to test theory, letting the two enter into a dialectical
relationship. She cannot claim originality in following such a procedure;
just the same, her approach is, intellectually speaking, the only fruitful
way leading to original discovery. I suspect Roland Barthes had in mind
something of the sort when he credited her with delivering a new
knowledge; he wrote, in 1970, “Julia Kristeva always destroys the latest
preconception, the one we thought we could be comforted by, the one of
which we could be proud.””? The impact her articles and books have had
in France (and are beginning to have elsewhere) testifies 1o the elfective-
ness of her strategy.

Born in Bulgaria in 1941 to a middle-class family, she received her
garly schooling from French nuns. Then came the inevitable Communist
Party children’s groups, and, later, the party youth organizalions. As
Kristeva put it n an interview published by Le Nowvel Qbservateur, 1
learned (Lenin's] Marerialism and Empiriocriticism at the same time as |
did the square of the hypotenuse,”? At one point, she wanted to pursue @
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caregr i astronoemy or physics, but 1he main research and training center
was in the Soviet Union, and only children of party cadres could aspire
te enroll there. As it turned out, the first job she held was that of
journalist; she worked on a newspaper for communist youth while pursu-
ing literary siudies at the university. This happened al a time when
Fastern Europe was still reaping benefits from the “thaw™ that followed
ihe Twentieth Congress denunciation of the laie Stalin by Krushchey,
and as a resull she was able (o meet newspaper correspondents [rom
many countries, recetve books [rom abroad. and discuss those idea that
camc from the West. Tt was, however, as a doctoral-fellowship holder
that she went to Parils early in 1966——and stayed.

Tzvetan Todorov, who had emigrated from Bulgaria a few years
carlier, steered her to Lucien Goldmann’s seminar; there began a
research and writing process that has already resulied in publication of
an impressive array of theoretical works, Her first {aithough not the first
0 be published) was Le Texte du roman (1970), an analysis of the birth
of the novel in late medieval times. Using Antoine de La Sale’s Le Petit
Jehan de Saintré (1456) as emblematic paradigm, and drawing from
what she calls the *‘postformalism™ of Mikhail Bakhtin, Kristeva
presents an original view of the concept of “‘genre’; putting that tradi-
tional concept aside, she sees what we call the novel as a narrative tex-
ture, woven together with strands borrowed from other verbal practices
such as carnivalesque writing, courtly lyrics, hawkers’ cries, and
scholastic treatises. She also showed, among other things, how this tex-
ture is infertwined with something akin to what Michel Foucault has
called episteme, for which she coined the neologism “ideclogeme.” The
texture of the novel, as it slowly evolved, managed te become free of the
“ideclogeme™ of symbolismn {within which the medieval epic had
flourished); in that process, however, it became cgught up in the
“ideologeme™ of signs, which she sees as weighing heavily on its entire
history; it has resulted in a gradual and nonconscious elaboration of con-
cepts such as *‘author™ (a person having final “‘authority™ over the
“meaning” of his achievement), “literalure,” “reading public,” and
“oenvre”; such concepts, together with adhcrence to the sign-system, tied
it to bourgeois class values—all of which reached the apex of their
development or acceptance in the nineteenth cemtury, Her sssay, “‘The
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Bounded Text,” a translation of which 15 included here, develops a
numbper of these points,

Kristeva arrived in Paris when literary “structuralism’
fashionable in avant-garde circles and elso (a8 Jean Piaget remarked) at
cocktail parties.* The term, where Hicrary criticism is concerned, does
belong within inverted commas, for I agree with Piaget’s ohservation,
made in the late sixiies, that ““one can only be disturbed by the current
modishness of struciuralism, which weakens and dgistorts it.”"® Krisieva’s
bent of mind, which I emphasized at the very outset, together with an
experience of Russian postformalism dating back to her Sofia days,
preserved her from uncritical acceptance of that fashionmable trend.
Rather than cocktail parties, she [requented the Ecole Pratique des
Hautes Etudes. and the Centre MNational de Recherche Scientifique; she
held the position of research assistant at Claude Lévi-Strauss’s Labora-
tory of Social Anthropology. Fossibly, too, Goldmann’s example played
a part; his own *“‘genctic structuralism’ managed to maintain the
presence of factors such as genesis, history, and subject {i.e., the writing
agent), which many literary “structuralists” ignored. At any rate, the
volume of essays published in 1969, Znueiwrixn / Recherches pour une
sémanalvse, manifests both the presence of genuine structuralist thought
and her own critical distance [rom its literary distortions.

This book, appearing with the Tel Que! imprint, also emphasized an
association with that group thal actually began two years earlier when
her “Pour une sémiclogie des paragrammes” appeared in the Spring,
1967, issue of Tel Quel The review, under the forceful editorship of
Philippe Sollers, had by the end of the sixties beconie quite inftuential
among avant-garde writers and intellectuals.® From the title of Kristeva's
collection of essays, it 18 now clear thal semiotics, the science of signs,
provided her with an important research tool. This came about, 1t would
seem, because of an awareness of the role, both necessary and insuffi-
cient, played by linguistics in a scientific approach to the text. Necessary,
because a writer obvicusly works with and within language; insufficient,
because he is invelved in a signifying process that operates through lan-
guage and cannoi be assimilated (o iis everyday function as insirument of
simple communicalion. The term “semiotics™ (and its Greek counterpart
as used i the title) comes from Charles S Peirce; “‘semiology” was

il

WHS mMost
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deiined by Ferdinand de Saussure; and Roland Barthes had first
published his “Eléments d¢ sémiologic” in the Movember, 1964, issue of
Communicarions. But Kristeva did not merely follow a path that had
been cleared by others. Characteristically, she introduced 4 new word
into ihe second half of her title—""sémanalyse,” defined as a ““critique of
meaning, of its elements and its laws,”” Two essays from that colleciion
have been translaied for the present volume; the already mentioned
“Bounded Text,” and “Word, Dialogue, and Novel,” in which she
expands on ideas introduced by Mikhail Bakhtin and presents the often
misunderstood concept of “intertextuality.”

Perhaps more than modish “structuralism,” what marked the year of
Kristeva's arrival in Paris was the appearance of the nine-hundred-page
volume of Jacques Lacan’s Ecrits. And indeed, in conjunction with
Marxism and linguistics, psychoanalysis was to have a determining
inflience in the development of her theories. She considered it so
important that, some years later, in order to provide a material basis for
her spcculations, she underwent psychoanalytic training and started a
practice that she fitted in with her obligations as & member of the faculty
at the University of Paris V1I. Earlier, in Le Texte du roman, her major
references were Marx, Engels, Lukacs, Saussure, Jakobson, Benveniste,
Chomsky, Peirce, Bakhtin; Lacan is only mentioned once, in passing. In
Zauetwtixn he is, with Freud, the object of frequent footnotes, That she
was headed in that direction might well have been deduced from a read-
ing of the previously mentioned essay, “Pour une sémiologie des para-
grammes,”” written at the same time as her Texre du roman. Her
emphasis on Saussure’s anagrams, which were virtually unknown until
Jean Starobinski brought them to light in the early sixties,” clearly
reveals a convergence with Lacun’s linking of language to the uncon-
scious. Lacan referred to the dual planes on which language operates, to
the possibility we have “*of using it in order to signify something quite
other than what it says.”® Matters are more complex than the simple
ambiguity supgested here, but briefly stated, that duality is such as to
make it possible for semanalysis to be a critique of meaning (assuming
that meaning is part of a fixed, symbolic system). Put another way, it is
what enables instincts to challenge authority without producing
anarchy—what enables authorily to contain instincis without resorting to
coneceniration camps.

T



i

INTRODLCTION

Testifying to Kristeva’s cariy iralning in the scichpees, there are in
Zyperwtiyn 8 number of references, metaphors, and formulas borrowed
irom mathematics. While they are perlinent to her argument, they do
tend to complicate ar even obscure matiers for those readers who do not
share her intellectual background. Fortunately for the latier, surface
displavs of mathematical knowledge subside in subsequent works, while
the scientific urge to make the secret manifest remains ever present.

in a major woik, La Révolution du langage poétique (1974), she brings
together many of the strands that run through earlicr theoretical essays.
While her specific aim is to analyse the alteration, already noted by
Foucault in The Grder of Things and proviously discussed in detail by
Maurice Blanchot from a literary point of view, that marked several
writers” relation to language during the late nineteenth century (and she
does examine, in detail, works by Lauireamont and Mallarme}, the most
valuable portion of this book, in my opinion, lics in its first two hundred
pages entitled “Préliminaires théoriques.” The object of her investigation
in these pages is not called literature, for this is an ideclogically loaded
term that cnables one to exclude any number of writings (for ethical,
political, social, or even miedical reasons) and exalt others by placing
ihem in an untouchable category {something like “masterpieces of all
time™): rather, she starts from the concept of “‘poctic language™ as
introduced by Russian formalists, Poetic language is distinct from lan-
guage as used for ordinary communmication—but not because it may
involve a so-called depariure from a norm; it is almost an otherness of
language. It is the language of materiality as opposed io transparency
(where the word is forgotien for the sake of the cbject or concept
designated), a language in which the writer's effort is less to deal
rationally with those ohjects or concepts words seem to encase than to
work, consciously or not, whith the sounds and rhythms of words in
transrational fashion (in Ossip Brik’s phrase) and effecting what Victor
Shiklovski called “‘semantic displacements.” ' Poetic language includes
the language of Shakespeare, Racine, or Mallarme; it also includes that
of the Marquis de Sade, Antonin Artaud, Louis Wolfson, and of psy-
chotics as well; and, of course, many more in between,

Summarizing the contribution Kristeva has made in Lo Révolurion du
lengage podrigue is bevond the scope of this introduction. Still, one of the
basic working concepts of that volume needs to be presented; I shall do
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so briefly, and readers should be cautioned that brevity necessarily entails
a modicum of distortion.

Herc, as in other essays, she often refers to the “speaking subject.”
One should always bear in mind that this is a split subject—divided
between unconscious and conscious motivations, that is, between physio-
logical processes and social constraints. It can never be jdentified with
anvthing like Husserl’s transcendental ego. The activities and per-
formances of the speaking subject are ihe result of a dialectical process,
something previous linguistic theories, as she examines them, tended to
ignote by emphasizing either one at the cxpense of the other. {.inguists,
by and large, have elaborated systems where one should analyze a
process {and those who do, like Chomsky, tend to preserve a Cartesian
or phenomenological subject); they have described stability where one
should acknowledge mebility, unity where there is contradiction. On the
one hand, what we have becn offercd so far are systems of meaning
depending on consciousness; on the other, she proposes to analyze a
signifving process, which presupposes a split subject—hence two
heterogeneous levels. To state this in different terms, the object of her
invesitgations is no longer language (as in structuralism), or discourse (as
phenomenology would have it), or even enunciation; rather, it is the dis-
course of a split subject—and this again invelves her in psychoanalysis.

Allowing her to account for such splitting, Kristeva has posited two
types of signifying proccsses to be analyzed within any production of
mezning: & “semiolic™ one and a "symbolic” one. The semiotic process
relates to the chorg, a term meaning “‘receptacle,” which she borrowed
from Plato, who describes it as “an invisible and formiless being which
recetves all things and in some mystertous way partakes of the intelligi-
ble, and is most incemprehensible.”? It is also anterior to any space, an
economy of primary processes articulated by Freud's instinctual drives
{Triebe) through condensation and displacement, and where social and
family structures make their imprint through the mediation of the
maternal body. While the chora’s articulation is uncertain, undetermined,
while it tacks thesis or position, unity or identity, it is the aim of Kris-
teva's practice to remove what Plato saw as “mysterious’” and
“incomprehensibie’ in what he called “mother and receptacle” of all
things—and the essays presented in this collection also proceed in the
direction of such an elucidation. The symbolic process refers to the
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cstablishment of sign and syntax, paternal function, grammatical aed
social constraints, symbolic law. In short, the signifying process, as
increasingly manifest in “poetic language,” resulis from a particular
articulation between symbolic and semiotic dispositions; it could be
termed “catastrophe,” given the meaning the word has in Reng Thom's
theory. The speaking subject is engendercd as belonging to both the
semiolic chora and the symbolic device, and that accounts for its
eventual split nature.

The signifving process may be analyzed through two features of the
text, as constituted by poetic language: a phenotext, which is the lan-
guage of communication and has been the object of linguistic analysis; a
genotext, which may be detected by means of certain aspects ar elements
of language, even though it is not lnguistic per se. Different kinds of
writing are variously affected by this heterogeneous process. A
theoretical treatise in mathematics 15 almost pure phenotexi; some of
Artaud’s pages display a genotext that is nearly visible to the naked eye;
fiction, in its traditional narrative guise, was dominated by the symhbolic
(it was mainly a phenotext), but in recent limes it has increasingly been
affected by the semiotic {i.c., the genotext plays 2 greater role; see Kris-
teva's discussion of a Sollers text, in “The Novel as Polylogue,” and of
Celine’s writing, in “From Onec Identity to an Other,” both translated
here); and peectic language covers that wide body of texts where the signi-
fying process can be seen at work —provided one uses the proper tools of
analysis.

In the meantime, Kristeva had joined the editorial board of Tel Quel
where her name appeared on the masthead for the first time in the sum-
mer issue of 1970. 1n the public eye, she can no longer be considered
apart from the philosophical and political stances assumed by the review,
especially those of Philippe Sollers, who, for practical purposes, is the
review, In fact, [ believe matters are a bit more complex; for i one can
obvicusly not dissociate her from Tel Quel, onc cannot completely
identify her with it either, and there is a constant dialectical process at
work. one of intellectual action and iateraction. Thus, in the late sixties,
she was as involved as other members of the group {which ithen in-
cluded Jean-Louis Baudry, Jean Pierre Faye, Marcelin Pleynet, Jean
Ricardou, Jacqueline Risset, Denis Roche, Plerre Rotienberg, and Jean
Thibaudean) in a dialogue with the French Communist Party: there was
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the possibility that such a party, kaving developed within the political
and cultural framework of French democracy, would be more open io
interior discussions or even challenges, and would not follow the path
taken by East European parties, Unlike others, however, Kristeva had a
direct experience of Eastern communisim; this may have been a factor in
the arguments that must have taken place at the time. At any rate, after
developments that were uncomfortably reminiscent of the Surrealists'
affair with communisin forty years earlier, the break came in 1971, caus-
ing a split within the ranks of e/ Quel. The break was abundantly
publicized when an independent-minded lialian communisi, Maria-
Antonietta Macciechi, published De fa Chine late in 1971, a book
ignored by the pro-USSR French Communist Party but heralded by 7e/
Quel. Apparently the Italians were more like what the French were sup-
posed to be: one recalls that, two decades earlier or so, Jean-Paul Sartre
had found it possible 10 have open discussions with ktalian communists
but not with French ones. Rejection of the Communist Party signaled for
Tel Quel the beginning of a period of considerable interest in, occa-
sionally verging on eathusiasm for, Mac Zedong's version of comniu-
nism; this lasted until the Chinese teader’s death in 1976,

In 1974 Kristeva went to China with Philippe Sollers, Roland Barthes,
Mareelin Pleynet, and Frangois Wahl. What strikes me most, in her writ-
ings abount that journey, is her sense of total estrangement.

A large crowd is seated in the sun; they are waiting for us without a word,
wilhout a motion. Their eyes are calm, not really inguisitive but slightly amused
Or urleasy, picrcing at any rate, and sure of belonging to a community with which
we shall never have anything in common. They do not stare at the man or at the
woman in our group, at the young or the old, at the blond or the brunetts, at
some specific feature of face or body. It is as though they had discovered bizarre
and amusing animals, harmless but mad.®

Questions about the relevancy of the Chinese experiment, relevancy to
Luropeans that is, undoubtedly found a way into the meditations. André
Malraux, in 1926, had alrcady understood that the West could not hope
to apply Chinese practice or concepts to selving its problems. That one
can learn from China only in a complex, mediated fashion may well have
been the postulate she took with her on her journey. In specific terms,
she was curious to find out what happened when the anarchist and Taoist
strands of Chinese culture (she was therc at the height of the anti-Confu-
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cius campaigny were grafted on a Chinese version of Marxism. In other
words, she went to China as a semanalysi.

After Mao’s death, when one considers the alimost immediaie reaction
of the party apparaius, an impression was made {(or confirmed) that com-
munists the world over, differences between national parties notwith-
standing, had merely succeeded in replacing (he oppressive regimes they
overthrew with others equally or more oppressive and ““concentra-
tHonary,” Such at leasl, was Sollers’s reaction: he spoke of a Chinese
“drama’ {an American might have said ‘“tragedy’) and asked whether
ithis was what **Marxism™ (his quotation marks) always added up to.™®
Kristeva, however, owing to her Bulgarian experience, probably did not
fecl the shattering disillusion some former Maoists went through in 1977,
Some of those who calied themselves “new philosophers™ had turned
Marxism into an ideal or a mystique. For her, T belicve it was more a
concepiual tool towards social iruth, and now it was blunted. As with the
French Communist Party a few vears earlier, a sort of honeymoon with
socialism was over. Nevertheless, she held on to Mao's saying about
going from defeat to defeat until victory is won-—modifying it 1o read,
“Until truth is attained.” Some form of Socialism is also {0 be preferred,
in her view, over practical alternatives available to the French people; an
intellectial, however, can no longer be counted on as uncritical ally of
the Lefl, and his or her position should be one of dissent. Dissenting from
all political power groups, be they in the government or in the opposition,
the intellectual’s position should be one of continuously challenging all
orthodoxies. He or she is in exile, "“among which I include myself: exiled
from socialisrn and a Marxist rationality but, without bitterly rejecting
these, attempting to analyse them, to dissolve them—assuming that they
are the forceful ideas, the very strength of our times.”

Late in the same year that saw her in China, Kristeva published Pes
Chinoises-—the first book of hers to have been translated inio English
{About Chinese Women, 1977). It is no doubt significant that she focused
on that aspect of the situation in China; subsequently she explained that
“the history of Chinese communism is at ong with a histery of women’s
liberation.”* To understand this, wc need both historical and cultural
perspective; we need to realize on the one hand how little Western
women have in common with Chinese wemen from a social and cultural
standpoint, and on the other what it must have meant for Chinese women
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to cmerge out of a fendal age, of which bound feet and forced marriagss
were the rost visible symbols. And Mao himsell s reported to have said
that “‘man could not be free unless woman was also liberated.”'®

Kristeva's feminist pasition is no more orthodox than her other stands.
Since this i1s a doinain through which [ am hardiy qualified (o roam, !
shall let her speak for herself:

I am quite dedicated to the feminist movement but T think feminism, or any
other movement. need not expect unconditional backing on the part of an
intellecrual womaun, T think the time has come 1o emerge out of the “for-women-
only™ practice, out of a kind of mythicizing of femininity, [...] T have the

impression [some feminists] are relying too much on an existentialist concepl of
woman, & concept that attaches 2 guilt complex to the maternal function, Either
one has children, but that means onc is not good for anvihing cise, or one does
not, and then it becomes possible to devote oneself to serious undertakings.

As far as I am concerned, childbearing as such never seemed inconsisient with
cultural activity, and that is the point T try to make when talking to feminise
groups. | ... ] Mallarme asked, “What is therc to say concerning childbirth?” 1
find that question much wore pungent than Freud's well-known, “What does &
woman want?” Indeed, what dues it mean o give birth to a child? Psychoanalysts
do not much talk about it. | . . ] The arrvival of a child is, I believe, the first and
often the only opportunity 2 woman has to eiperience the Other in its radjcal
separation from herself, that is, as an object of love *?

Essays written between 1973 and 1976 and collected in Polyiogue
(1977) add the problem of sexual difference and that of child develop-
ment (especially its language-learning aspect) to the concerns that were
present in the carlier ones. The scope of her investigation also widens, as
analyses of paintings are added to those of written texts. Of the seventeen
essays in Polviogue, eight are included here,

The essay on Bellini deals with a man’s relationship to the mother and
to woman as mother my means of an original analysis of that painter’s
Madonnas. In “Giotto’s Joy,"” Krisleva examines painting as she did
poetic texis in Lag Reévolution du lfanguge poétigue—at least in part. As
phontc cffects were seen te centribule, in nonconscious fashion, to the
signifying process in the texts of Lautreamont and Mallarmé, likewise
thc retinal perception of the various colors of light {e.g.. which color is
perceived first as darkness recedes, which first as the child develops) is
taken into consideration when accounting for the significance of Giotto’s
frescoes. Mot that alone, of course: readers will soon be aware of the
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complex, interrelated fashion in which different felds of knowledge are
brought to bear, and necessarily so, on literary and artisiic exegesis.

T believe each one of the ten essays [ selected for this volume sheds
light not onty on the object of analysis but on Kristeva's method as well,
The discussion of Roland Barthes’s criticism, in particular, gives her the
opporiunity to stress what, to her, are the positive aspects of his
approach: it so doing, she provides us with a summary ol her own poim
of view. For a capsuled statemnent of the basic principles that underlic her
critical theory, I would go to the ““triple thesis™ set forth in the subsec-
tion entitled “Two Channels of Discovery: Dialectics and Sociology.”

Kristeva brings to our own critical practice and textual theory some-
thing that is unmistakably alien but also, if one is willing to give this
some thought, absolutely necessary. The article Roland Barthes devoted
to her first coliection of cssays was given an ambiguous title; it could he
rranslated either ay “The Stranger’™ or “The Alien” (French language,
with its more restricted vocabulary, sometimes allows for pregnant
polysemy). Barthes’s specific reference is to semiotics, a feminine noun in
French, whose “historical role presently is 10 be the intrader, the third
element, the one that disturbs. . .. ™" His implicit reference is also to
Kristeva's own status, for which the trivial notion of nationaiity is little
more than emblematic. (Ionesco and Adamov., Toderov and Greimas,
Tzara and Beckett, Gris and Picasso, to name a few, are or were
practically indigenous to the French scenc.) She is the stranger because
her writing does not conform to standard French theoretical writing (just
as it is markedly different from other contemporary versions of it, like
toucault’s or Derrida’s), and because she confronts French writing
practice with those emanating from other cuitures, French theory with
that issuing from other countries. Her status as stranger proved to have
been an asset in Framce; 1t should be an asset in this country as well,

English-language critics have, until recently, been reluctant to confront
litecrary lexts with theory; rather, the emphasis has been on practical
criticism (to horrow [. A. Richards's classic title} or on taxonomy
(Northrop Frye); in our occasional forays into theory, we have been
inclined to look for models (as Angus Fletcher did, for his study on alle-
gory, in Freud’s Forem and Taboo). To theory. we often prefer iethod,
as the latter bears a greater likelihood of practical application—for-
getiing, perhaps, that this can lead to sclerosis.
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Now, however, there are signs poiating to a possible change in this
siate of affairs. A perusal of articles published in a periodical such as
Diacritics does reveal an increasing interest in theoretical writing;™ and
there are other journals moving in the same direction. At this juncture,
lest such a growing appeal turn into fascination and lgad to purely
abstract speculation, Kristeva's work reminds us that theory is insepara-
ble from practice—-that theory cvolves out of practice and is modified by
further practice; and that the disciplines that enable us to undertake a
scieniific investigation of written texts, that will make their secret
manifest, can never exclude the writing subject who undertakes the inves-
tigation from the results of that investigation.

NOTES ON THE TRANSLATION AND
ON TERMINOLOGY

Well, here it is, the resuit of much labor. What else can translators say
after working away at a set of original, groundbreaking essavs?

There were days, perhaps only euphoric hours, when, contemplating
the work that lay ahead, they might have entertained hopes of having
Julia Kristeva come out, in English, reading like Edmund Wilson.
Obviously she does not; the chances are that she never will—and
probably should not anyway. If the translation is faithful, and that much,
I believe, has been accomplished, the next thing to wish is that it be
readable (even though not always easy to read) and still preserve some ol
the particular flavor that characicerizes the French original.

I should emphasize that, in most instances, Kristeva's writing is not a
“text” in the strong sense the word has acquired in recent (mainly
French} critical theory. It was not conceived as “poetic language,” it is
not a body of words in a state of ferment and working, like “‘beer when
the barm is put in”” (Bacon, as quoted in Websier 2), And yet, there are
seguences here and there that come pretiy close to it

In the main. nevertheless, it is a form of expository prose that has
something specific to communicate, Coneepts, a method, and, quite sig-
nificantly, a choice of position, situation, or place from which to speak
(or write). She 1s nearly always, if ever so slightly, off-centered in relation
to all established doctrines (Marxian, Freudian, Saussurian, Chomskian,
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for instance). To put it another way, while she may borrow terminology
from several disciplines and theoretical writers, her discourse is not ths
orthodox discourse of any one of them: the vocabulary is theirs bur the
syntax 1s her owe. Such a stance carries inevitable consequernices in return
for the icrminology, which ai first gives the impression of having been
thrown off balance by the shift in discourse—and related difficultics crop
up for the translators, who may be tempted to render matlers nrore
conventionally logical, more commonpiace.

The following glossary was not really prepared with a view {o solving
such problems: the point is rather to identify some of them and explain
why a particular word or phrasc was chosen in translating an expression
used by Kristeva. One should keep in mind that, with few cxceptions,
these are not neologisms; they are also, on occasion, wvsed with their
everyday meanings. Unusual words that are defined within the esgays
where they appear have not, as a rule, been listed here; nor have those
that are part of accepted technical or scientific vocabularies—such as, to
nanmte but a few, base, supersiructure (Marxism); power of the con-
tinuium, next-larger {set theory), catasirophe, fold (catastrophe theory);
signifier /signified, deep structure (linguistics); primal scene, cathexis
(psychoanalysis), for psychoanalytic terms, the translation is that given
by J. Laplanche and J.-B. Pontalis, Vocabulaire de la psychanalyse
(Paris: Presses Universiiaires de France, 1967; revised ed., 1976).

ANAGRAM (@anagramnie). 5ee GRAM.

AUTHOR {auteur). When used, 1t means that the discussion takes place
within a specilic ideclogical context where the wriler is seen as endowed
with **authorial™ attributes, such as full conscious control ol the writing
process and “‘authority” over the mcaning of what has been wriiten.
Whenever possibie the term has been avoided and replaced with the more
neuiral “writer.”

BOUNDED (cfos). The verb clore is rather formal and even slightly ar-
chaic; in everyday usage it has survived in a number ol set phrases such
as clore les débats (formally bring a discussion to an cnd) or Auis-clos
("in camera™), Our verb *‘to close™ corresponds to the French fermer;
“to bound” is less usual and its connotations are not far from those of
clore, while *to limit” would convey (especially in the past participle) the
unwanted connotation of something lacking, William Faulkner, recalling
how he wrote 4s 7 Lay Dying, gave his description of what Kristeva calls
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a “bounded” novel: **Before I ever put pen to paper and set down the
first word, I knew what the last word would be and almost where the lay
veriod would fall.”

BEING. BRINGS {(Bfre, éigni}. Translating such philosophical disiinetion as
conveyed in German by Sein vs, Seiende is easy for the French who can
falk of étre vs. éramt but rather awkward when it comes to English.
Translators of Heidegger apparently agrec that Seir should be rendered
as {capiialized) “Being”; there is less agreement as to Sefende. Rather
than “entity,” it would seem preferable to choose, as in German and
French, angther form of the verb “'to be”—here practically the same
form, “*beings,” but lower-case and set in the piural to avoid any possibie
confusion with the ordinary use of “being.”

MALLECTICS (diglectigue). Those unfamiliar with Marxist theory should
keep in mind that Marx’s “dialectics™ is the opposite of Hegel's, and that
Kristeva refers both to Marx and Hegel in her essays. (Marx: “My dia-
lectical method is not only different from the Hegelian, but is its direct
opposite.”’y In a autshell, and considering orfy one aspect of dialectics as
emphasized by Lenin, with Hegel there is thesis, then antithesis, and
finally synthesis; with Marx there is contradiction inherent in all things,
which results in a cleavage, a struggle between the two clements of the
contradiction, elimination of the weaker elemient, and then, within the
victorious one, there is a contradiction. etc. {Lenin: “The splitting of a
single whole and the cognition of its contradictory parts...is the
essence . . . of dialectics.”} Marx often stressed that he was giving a natu-
ralistic or materialisiic account of dialectical development. One should
note that Kristeva also takes into aceount a post-Heideggerian critique of
dialectics, mtroducing the concept of helerogeneity and referring to
catastrophe theory.

DRIVE (ffsion). This corresponds to Freud’s Trieh, which has been
mistransiated, in the Srandard Edition, as ““instinct.” For those
accustomed to the latter, in order to ease the transition, 1 have often
qualified “drive™ with “instinctual.” To translate pulsionne!, however,
since “drive” does not have an appropriate adjectival [orni, I have had to
use “instinctual™ (as opposed to “iastinctive’™) in a number of instances,
As there are no references to “instinet” as such in these essays, that
should not cause any confusion.

GrRAM {gramme). From the Greck gramrma, that which s written. Used,
especially in Kristeva's earlier essays, to designate the basic, material ele-
ment of writing—the marking, the trage. 1t is the root of both the
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famillar “grummar’ and the more recent ““grammatology,” the scizncs
of writing, defined as such by 1. J. Gelb (A4 siudy of Writing, 1952). Both
“gram” and *grammaielogy” have been girven wide dissemination by
Jacques Derrida. More significantly for Kristeva's work, the same root is
at the basis of Ferdinand de Saussure’s "'anagrams,” which he thought he
discovered in ancient Latin Saturmian verse {Cf Jean Starobinski, Les
Mots sous fes mots), and which was the starting point for her essay,
“Pour une sémiologie des paragramimes’ (Tef Quel, Spring 1967). This
was an early statement of her concern for the nonrational, nonsymbolic
operation of signifying practice in poetic language. “Paragrams” refer
not merely to changing letters {Websrer’s definition) but to the infinite
possibililies of a text seen as an epen network of indicial connections.

IDEOLOGY {idéofogie). The term is uscd in the contemporary dMarxist
sense, The concept, posited by Marx and Engels, was usced by them in a
variety of interconnected senses. Louls Althusser has defined “ideology™
as a system of representaiions (images, myths, tdeas, or concepis)
endowed with a specific historical context and functioning within a given
society. It is related to the culture (in its sociclogical rather than huma-
nistic sense} of that society, and to the sum of its prejudices and precon-
ceptions. In most cases “ideology’ is transmitted on a preconscious level,
since i is usually taken for granted, considered as “natural,” hence
neither repressed {unconscions) nor intentionally propounded (conscious).
“Dominant ideology" is the ideology existing and operating within the
dominant class of a given society so as to further the economic and
political interests of that class,

INTERTEXTUALITY (fntertextualité). This French word was originally
introduced by Kristeva and met with immediate success; it has since been
much used and abused on boibh sides of the Atlantic. The concept,
however, has been generally misunderstood, It has nothing to do with
matiers of mfluence by one writer upon another, or with the sources of a
Hterary work; it does, on the other hand, involve the components of a
fextual sypsient such as the novel, for mnstance. It is defined in La Révolu-
tion du languge poetique as the transposition of one or more sypstems of
signs inte another, accompanied by a new arliculation of the enungtative
and denotative position. Any SIGNIFYING PRACTICE {g.v.) is a field (in the
gense of space traversed by lines of force) in which various signifying
systems undergo such a transposition.

I0UISSANCE (jowissance). The English word “jouissance™ rests in dic-
tionaries, forgotten by all save a few Renaissance scholars. The OFD
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aitests that it was still used by cighteenth-century pocts—e.g., Willlam
Dodd, in a 1767 poem. In Websrer 2, one of the words used to define
“jowissance’” is ““enjoyment.” Indeed, the two words share a common
etvmology, and a few centuries ago beth French and English cognates
had similar denotations covering the field of law and the activity of sex.
While the English term has lost most of its sexual connotations, the
French onc has kept alf of its carlier meanings.

Kristeva gives “‘joulssance” a meaning closely relaied to that given the
word by Jacques Lacan, who discussed it in his 1972-73 seminar, which,
when published in France, bore a photograph of Bernini's sculpture, the
Ecstasy of §t. Teresa, on its cover. What is significant is the rotality of
enjayment that is covered by the word “jouissance,” both in common
vsage and in Lacan; what distinguishes commeon usage from Lacan's
usage (and Kristeva's as well) is that in the former the several meanings
are kept separate and precipitaied, so to speak, by the context, whereas
in the latter they are simultaneous—‘‘jouissance’ is sexual, spiritual,
physical, conceptual at one and the same time. Lacan speaks of
jouissance sexuelle and of jouissance phaflique, but in each case
*jouissance” is both grammatically and conceptually qualified: and that
sort of “jouissance™ “‘does not involve the Other as such,” for it merely
deals with the OTHER (g.v.) and its (her/his) sexual attribuies. The
“jouissance’ of the Other “‘is {ostered only through infinitude™ (ne se
promeui gue de linfinitude). In Kristeva’s vocabulary, sensual, sexual
pleasure is covered by plaisir, “jouissance™ is total joy or ecstasy
(without any mystical connotation); also, through the working of the sig-
nifier, this implies the presence ol meaning (jouissance = fouls sens = 1
heard meaning), requiring it by going beyond it.

MATERIALISM (matériafismey. A brief reminder: just about every one
knows that there are various forms of materialism, hut when dealing with
Kristeva's essays (and even though she also deals with Greek marteri-
alism} twe of these should be kept in mind. First, there is dialectical
nruterialism, that ol authentic Marxism; second, there is mechanistic
materialism, which is related (o determinism, argues from cause to elfect
in lincar, nonreversible fashion, and is sometimes called vulgar Marxism.

NEGATIVITY {négarivité). A Hegelian concept. “The dissimilarily that
ebtains in consciousness between the ego and the substance constituting
its object is their inner distinction, the lactor of negativity in general. ..
it is their very soul, their moving spiril*” (from the Preface to The
Phenomenology of Mind). 1t needs to be distinguished from both “noth-
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ingness” and Unegation”; it is concretz mediation of what it reveals as
smere slases—~the pure abstractions of Being and nothingness: it can be
seen as characterizing the very motien ol heterogeneous mualter, an
“affirmative negativity,” a “productive dissolving.” Kristeva has rein-
terpreied such Hegelisn notions in La Révelution du langage poérigue.

otaer, Oraer {autre, Awprrg), The distinction between the capiialized
and the noncapitalized “other™ is about the same in Kristeva as in
Lacan. The “other” has either commonplace or philosophical meaning
{e.g.. what exists as an opposite of, or excluded by, something else).
When capitalized, the “Qther” refers to & hypothetical place or space,
that of the pure signifier, rather than to a physical entity or moral cate-
gory. Lacan: “The unconscious of the subject is the discourse of the
other” versus ““The Other is, thercefore, the place in which is constituted
the T who speaks with him who hears.” This, however, does not apply to
early essays such as “The Bounded Text.”

PLACE (few), The word **place™ has been preferred over the morg
mathematical “locus™ {liex gdométrique), for it does not convey the lai-
ter’s precise localization. Kristeva's fiew is a hypothetical place, even
though constrained by actual forces or presences.

PrROCESS (proceésy. Both the English term and its French equivalent cover
two areas of meaning. On the one hand, they convey the idea of a
continued forward motion possibly accompanied by transformations; on
the other, they have a legal meaning that has remnaied strong in French
{procés. a legal suit or proceedings), while in English surviving mainly in
a few phrases such as “due process” or *“‘process server.” Since, in Kris-
teva's text, the word s used with varying nuances, an atiempt has been
made 1o render such nuances according to the context, either by using the
word “process” alone or qualifying it with either or boih “unsettling”
and “questionable” —especially when the subject is in “process.” Far the
subject is “‘questionable™ (in the legal sense) as to its identiry, and the
process it undergoes is “‘unsettling” as to its place within the semiotic or
symbolic disposition.

SEMIOFIC, SEMIOTICS {sémiotigue). The French language has had for
centuries the possibility of shifting an abstract word's meaning to its
conerete counterpart by merely changing gender. Thus o physigue,
meanmg the science of physics, becomes fe phAysigie, meaning bodily or
physical altributes. In similar fashion, fa sénziotique is “semiotics,” the
science of signs, a fashionable and semewhat overworked term (what
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semiotics i85 may be discovered in works such as Umberto Bco’s 4
Theory of Semioticy; Kristeva’s concerns have somelimes led her to
prefer “semanalysis™ to semiotics”—owing to the etymology of
“analysis™: anafpein, to dissolve; dissolving the sign, taking it apart,
opens up new areas of signification); /e sémiotique refers to the actual
orpanization, or disposition, within the body, of instinctual drives (hence
the “semiotic disposition™} as they aifect language and its practice, in
dialectical conflict with fe symboligue, 1.€., the S¥MBOLIC (g.v.). See also
the introduction to this volume.

SIGNICIANCT {signifiancey. " Meaning™ corresponds (o yens and “significa-
tion" to signification; “significance™ thus being available for signifiance,
it might seem unneccssary to resurrect the obsolete “signifiance,” espe-
cially since “significance™ carries the connotation of covert rather than
ostensible meaning (“The Rubicon . .. was a very insignificant stream to
Tonk at: its significance lay entirely in certain invisible conditions’—
George Eliot, as quoted in Webster 7). “Signifiance,” nevertheless, has
been retained, partly to avoid other connotations of “‘significance,”
partly because of its very ohsoleteness. Signifiance, as Kristeva uscs this
term, refers to operations that are beth fluid and archaic—with the latter
word restricted to iis Freudian sense (See [Introductory Lectures on
Psyehoanalysis, Lecture 13). 1t refers to the work performed in language
{(through the heterogeneous articulation of semiotic and symbolic disposi-
tions) that enables a text to signify what representative and communica-
tive specch docs not say.

SIGNIFYING PRACTICE [pratigue signifiante). 1 shall call signifying
practice the ¢stablishment and the countervailing of a sign system.
Establishing & sign system calls for the identity of a speaking subject
within a social framework, which he recognizes as a basis for that
identity. Countervailing the sign system is donc by having the subject
undergo an unsettling, quesiionable process: this indirectly challenges the
social framework with which he had previously identified, and it thus
coincides with times of abrupl changes, renewal, or revolution in
society.” (Julia Knisteva, in La Traversée des signes.)

sPLIT (cfive), Cliver is used mostly in mineralogy, and it means to split
mica, for insiance, into thin leaves—or a diamond according to iis
cleavage planes; in cither case the division is inherent and natural. All
this is important for the mctaphorical meaning it has in Kristeva’s work
where ofivé 1s applied mostly (but not exclusively) to the susiEcT (g.v.}.
“Spht s therefore, in theory at least, not the most appropriate render-
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ing of that term; it has been adopted. neveriheiess, because of widespreas
psychoanalytic usage (the German Spelivng translates both “cleavage”
and “splitting™). Primul repression, in founding the subject, also effects
its dirst “splitting™ mlo 1he conscious and the unconscious. and it
institufes the signifier/wignified distinctron. Both. in Kristeva's theory,
are overridden by the dialectical opposition between the semioTic and the
SYMBOLIC (ggan).

SYMBOLIC, SYMBOLICS (swmboligue)., See gencral remarks  under
sEM10TIC, For Kristeva, le symboligue (“‘the symbolic”} is a domain of
position and judgment. Genetically speaking. it comes inte being later
{han the semiotic, at the iime of the mirror stage; it involves the theiic
phase, the identification of subject and its distinction from objects, and
the establishment of a sign systemn. Synchronically speaking, il is always
present, cven in the semiotic dispesition, which cannot exisi without
constantly challenging the symbolic one,

sUBJECT (sujer). Here, his word is constantly used with the meaning it
has in psvchoanalysis, linguistics, and philosophy, Le., the thinking,
speaking, acting, doing, or writing agent. It is never used lo suggest the
topic or theme of a work.

TEXT. GENOTEXT, PHENGEEXT {iexte, génotexte, phénuviexie). See the
Introduction to this volume.

UNARY SUBFECT (sujer unaire). The “unary subject”™ is closely related to
traditional concepls of consciousness, where the s¢lf is scen as a homo-
geneous, consistent whole. It is the subject implicitly posited by science,
sociely, and most political theory and practice. Marx still accepted that
notion of the subject, which he inherited from Feuerbach. The phrase,
however, was introduced by Krisieva in the wake of Freud’s theory of the
unconscious and Eacan’s clabaration of the same. The “unary subject™ is
thus not an outdated notion, but it is seen as a momentary stasis or dam-
ming up of instincteal drives and the transverbal process; the concept is

L.

opposed to those of “split subject”™ ana “subjec! in process.”

WRITING {€criture). This word must unfortunately convey two distinct
meanings as it corrssponds both 10 doric and to éermrure (v the recent,
stronger sense of ihe latter rermy). The situarion is somewhat confusing in
Frencii, but worse In Englishi. Ferinire 15 what produces “postic ian-
guage” or “text” (in the strong sensc of thar word; see the prefatory
statement 1o this glossary). One could possibly use the word “seription”
to convey the sensc of contemporary écriture. But other translators seem
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o have stood by ihe word “writing,” we have here encugh unisuzal voca-
bulary as it is, and “writing,” in thar special sense, 15 used mainly in the
essay on Barthes. Wherever it is used, the context should make the mean-
ing clear. Edmund Wilson once complained that the novels of John
Steinbeck were not “‘written'”: he came close to using that verh with the
meaning deseribed here.

Lecn &, Roudiez
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MNote

All translations are published here for the firse time. with the two {ollowing excepiions (1)
a portion of the essay “The Novel as Polylegue™ wos translated by Cari R, Lovitt and Ann
Railly and published as “Polylogue™ in Comtemporary Literature {Sumrmer 1978),
FG{33:336-50 {the present ravslation was dene independently); and (2) An carlier version of
“Place Mames,” appeared in Qerober (Fall 1978, 693111,



Should a linguist, today, ever happen to pausc and query the cthics of his
own discourse, he might well respond by doing something else, e.g.,
engaging in political activity; or else, he might accommodate ethics to the
ingenuousness of his good conscience-—seeking socio-historical motives
for the categories and relatiens involved in his model. One could thus
account for the Yanus-like behavior of a prominent modern grammarian;
in his linguistic theories he sets forth a logical, normative basis for the
speaking subject, while in politics hie claims to be an anarchist., Then
there are scholars, guite numerous but not so well known, who squeeze
into modern lnguisiic theory a few additional considerations on the role
of ideology: or who go no further than to lift their examples out of leftist
newspapers when illustrating linguistic propositions,

Now, since the end of the nineteenth century, there have been
inteliectual, political, and, gencrally specaking, social ventures that have
signaled the outhreak of something quite new within Western society and
discourse, which is subsumed in the names of Marx, Nietzsche, and
Freud, and their primary goal has been to reformulate an ethics. Ethics
used to be a coercive, customary manner of ensuring the cohesiveness of
a particular group through the repetition of a code—a more or less
accepted apologue. Now, however, the issuc of ethics crops up wherever a
code {mores, social contract) must be shattered in order to give way o
the free play of negativity, need, desire, pleasure, and jouissance, before
being put together again, although temporarily and with full knowledge of
what is involved. Fascism and Stalinism stand for the barriers that the new
adjustment between a law and its transgression comes against.

First published in Cririgue 322 (March, 1974}, vol. XXX reprinted in Pofplogre (Paiis:
Seuil, 1977),
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THE LTHICS OF LINGUISTICS

Feanwhile, linguistics {s still bathed in the aura of systemarics that
prevailed at the ime of its inceplion. It is discovering the rules governing
ihe coherence of our fundamental social code: language, ither system of
signs or strategy for the transformation of logical sequences. The ethical
foundations for this belong to the past: in their work, contemporary lin-
guisis think like sevenieenth ceniury men, while structuralist logic can be
made to work only with primitive societies or their surviving elements.
As wardens of repression and rationalizers of the social contract in its
mosi solid subsiratumn (discourse), linguisis carry the Stoic tradition to
its conclusion. The epistemology underlying linguisiics and the ensuing
cognitive processes (structuralism, for example), even though constituting
a bulwark against irrational destructiion and sociclogizing dogmatism,
seem helplessly anachronistic when faced with the contemporary muta-
tions of subject and society. Even though “formalism’™ might have been
right, contrary to Zhdanov, neither can think the rhvthm of Mavakovsky
through te his suwicide or Khlebnikov's glossolalias to his disintegra-
tion--with the young Soviet statc as backdrop,

For, as soon as linguistics was established as a science (through
Saussure, [or all intents and purposes) its field of study was thus hemmed
in [sirerély the problem of rputh in linguistic discourse became
dissociated from any notion of the speaking subject. Determining truth
was reduced to a seeking out of the objeet-utterance’s internal coberence,
which was predetermined by the coherence of the particular metalin-
guistic theory within which the scarch was conducted. Any attempt at
reinserting the *‘speaking subiect,”™ whether under the guise of a
Cartesian subject or any other subject of enunciation more or less akin lo
the transcendental ego (as linguists make use of it), resolves nothing as
long as that subject is not posited as the place, not only of structure and
its regulated transformation, but especially, of its loss. its cutlay,

it follows that formuiating the problem of linguistic ethics means,
above all, compelling linguistics to change its object of study. The speech
practice that should be its object is one in which signified structure (sign,
syntax, signification) is defined within boundaries that can be shifted by
the advent of a semiotic rhythm that no system of linguistic communica-
tion has yet been able to assimilate. It would defiect linguistics toward a
consideration of language as articulation of a helerogeneous process,
with the speaking subject leaving its imprint on the dialectic between the
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articulation and its process. In short, this would establish poeiic language
as the object of linguistics” attention in its pursuit of truth in language.
This docs not necessarily mean, as is often said today, that poetic lan-
guage 18 subject to mrore constrainis than “ordinary language.” 1t doss
mean that we must analyze those clemenis of the complex operation that
i shall call poetic language {in which the dialectics of the subject is
inscribed) that are screened out by ordinary language, l.e., sociaf
constraint. 1 shall then be ialking about something other than lan-
guage—a practice for which any pariicular language is the margin. The
term “poctry” has meaning only insofar as it makes this kind of stadics
acceptahie to various educational and cultural tastitutions. But the siakes
it enlails are totally dilferent; what is implied is that language, and thus
sociability, are defined by boundaries admitting of upheaval, dissolution,
and transformation. Situating our discourse near such boundaries might
enable us to endow it with a current ethical impact. In short, the ethics of
a linguistic discourse may be gauged in proportion to the poetry that it
Presupproses.

A most eminent modern linguist believed that, in the last hundred
years, there had been only two significant linguists in France: Mallarme
and Artaud. As to Heidegger, he retains currency, in spite of everyihing,
because of his attentiveness to language and “poetic language™ as an
opening up of beings; as an openness that is checked but nonethcless
occurs; as a struggle between world and earth; artistic creations are all
conceived in the image of poetic language where the “Being” of “beings”
is fulfilled and on which, as a consequence, “‘Hislory” is grounded. If
modern art, which is post-Hegelian, sounds a rhythm in language capable
of stymicing any subjugated work ar logic, this discredits only that
closure in Heidegger’'s reflections that systematizes Being, beings and
their historial veracity, But such discredit does not jeopardize poetry's
logical stake, inasmuch as poetry is a practice of the speaking subject,
consequently implying a dialectic between limits, both signified and signi-
fying, and the setting of a pre- and trans-logical rhyvthm solely within this
limit. Similarly, modern art’s odyssey nevertheless remains the tield
where the possibility of History and dialeciic struggle can be plaved out
{before these become a particular history and a conerete struggle), since
this artistic practice is the laboratory of a minimal signifving structure,
its maxirmum dissolution, and the eternal return of both,



24 TUHE ETHIOS OF DINGUIR IS

©One might submit that Froud's discovery of the unconscious provided
the necesszry conditions for such a reading of poetic language. This
would be true for the history of thoughs, but not for the history of poeric
practice. Freud himsell considered writers as his predecessors. Avant-
garde movements of the twenticth century, more or less unaware of
Froud's discovery, propounded a practice, and sometimes even a
knowledge of language and its subject, that kept pace with, when they did
not precede, Freudian breakthroughs, Thus. it was entirely possible to
remain alert to this avant-garde laboratory, to perceive its experiments in
a way that could be qualified only as a “love” relationship—and
therefore, while bypassing Freud, to perceive the high stakes of any lan-
guage «s @fways-already poetic. Such, T believe. was the path taken by
Roman Jakobson. It should not be surprising, then, that it s his dis-
course and his conception of linguistics, and those of no other Hinguist,
that could contribute to the theory of the unconscious—allowing us to see
it being made and unmade—porein [rozeiv]—like the language of any
subject,

There is no denying Jakobson’s contributions toward establishing
phonology and structural linguistics in gencral, toward Slavic studies and
research into language acquisition, and toward epistemology and the his-
tory of linguistic discourse in its relationship to contemporary or past
philosophy and society. Bul beyond these contributions lies foremast the
heed given by Jakobson to poetic language; this constitutes the unigue-
ness of his research, providing its cthical dimension, while at the same
time maintaining the openness of present-day linguistic discourse, point-
ing out, for example, those blockings that cause it to have probiems with
scmantics. Consequently. by virtue of its equally historical and poetic
concern, Jakobson's linguistics appears to bracket the tcchnical nature of
some contemporary tendencies (such as generative gratnmar), and to leap
from the beginning of our century, when linguistics was not yet hemmed
in, to the contemporary period when it must open up in order to have
something to say about the speaking subject. Precursor and predecessor,
Jakobson nevertheless also aceepted the task of providing a concrete and
rigorous description, thereby mainiaining science’s Huntalive require-
ments; in this way, he defined the origin and the end of the linguistic
episteme, which in recent years has taken upon itself to oversee all think-
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ing, although, in faci, it is mercly 2 sympteom of the drama sxperienced
by the Western subject 25 it atterpts to master and structure not only
the logos bui also its pre- and trans-logical breakouts. fronv, alone,
piercing through the linguist’s meialanguage, is the timid witness to this
drama, There is, however, an ofher, modestly filed away asmong the
“objects” of research, as if to safeguard the sovereignty of the scholar-
warden, standing watch over the structures of communication and
sociality; there is an ozher besides tne irony of the learned man; there is
the poem, in the sense that it is #hyrhm, deark, and funere, The linguist
projects himself into it, identifies with it, and in the end, extracts a few
concepts necessary for building a new model of language. But he also and
foremeost comes away suspecting that the signifving process is not limited
to the language systermn, but thai there are also speech, discourse, and,
within them, a causality other than linguistic: a heterogeneous, desiruc-
tive causality.

It is gquite an experience to listen to Harvard University’s recording of
Roman Jakobson's 1967 lecture, “*Russian Poetry of my Genera-
tion"—he gave a reading of Mayakovsky and Khlebnikov, imitating
their voices, with the lively, rhythmic aceents, thrust out throat and {uily
militant tone of the {irst; and the softly whispered words, sustained swish-
ing and whistling sounds. vocalizations of the disintegrating voyage
toward the mother constifuted by the “trans-mental” (“zaum™) language
of the second. To understand the real conditions needed for producing
scientilic medels, one should listen to the story of their youth, of the
aesthetic and always political battles of Russian socieiy on the eve of the
Revolution and during the first years of victory, of the friendships and
sensitivities that coalesced into lives and life projects. From all this, one
may perceive what initiates a science, what it stops, what deceptively
ciphers its models. Mo longer will it be possible 1o read any treatisc on
phonology without deciphering within every phoneme the statement.
“Here lies a poet.” The linguistics professor doesn't kaow this, and that
1s another problem. allowing him blithely to pul forward his models.
never to invent any new notion of language, and to prescrve the sterility
of theory.

I shall not, then, summarize the linguistic models, much iess the iools
of pogtic analysis, proposed by Jakobson. 1 shall only review a few
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ihemes, or mythemes, inherent in his Hstening to fsturist poctry, insofar
as they are hidden recesses-~silent causality and sthies—oi the linguistic

DroCess.,

THE STRUGGLE BETWEEN POET AND 3UM

Two tendencies seem to dominate Mayakovsky's poetic craft; rhyrfamic
rapture and the simuitaneous affirmation of the “ego.”

Rhythm: *} walk along, waving my arms and mumbling almost word-
lessly, now shortening my steps s0 as not to interrupt my mumbling, now
mumbling moere rapidly in time with my steps. 5o the rhythm is trimmed
and takes shape—and rhythm is the basis of any postic work, resounding
through the whole thing. Gradually individual words begin to case
themselves free of this dull roar, ... When the fundamentals are already
there, one has a sudden sensation that the rhythm is strained: therc's
some little syllable or sound missing. You begin to shape all the words
anew, and the work drives you to distraction, It's like having a tooth
crowned. A hundred times (or so it seems) the dentist tries a4 crown on
the toeth, and it’s the wrong size; but at last, after a hundred attempts,
he presses one down, and it fits. The analogy is all the more apposite in
my case, because when at last the crown fits, 1 (quite literally) have tears
in my eyes, from pain and relief. Where this basic dull roar of a rhythm
comes from is a mystery. In my case, it’s all kinds of repetitions in my
mind of noises, rocking motions or in fact, of any phenomenon with
which I can associate a sound. The sound of the sea, endlessly repeated,
can provide my rhythm, or a servant who slams the door every morning,
recurring and intertwining with itself, trailing through my consciousness;
or even the rotation of the earth, which in my case, as in a shop full of
visual aids, gives way to, and inextricably connects with, the whistle of a
high wind.”!

On the one hand, then, we have this rhythm; this repetitive sonority;
this thrusting teoth pushing upwards beforc being capped with the crown
of language; this struggle between word and force gushing with the pain
and relief of a desperate delirium; the repetition of this growth, of this
gushing forth around the crown-word, like the earth completing its revo-
lution around the sun.
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On the other hand, we have the “2go.” sitzated within the space of lan-
guage, crown. system: nc ionger rhyhm, but sign. word, structurs,
contract, constraint; an “egs”™ declaring itself poetry’s sole interest {¢f. the
poem T Am Alone™), and comparing itself o Mapeoleon {(“MNapolson und
[ *Taday, | am Napolcon / 1 am the chief of armies and more. / Com-
pare / him and me!"), Trotsky called this erection of the poetic “I" a
“IMayakomorphism,” which he opposed to anthropomorphism (ore can
think ¢f other word associations on the basis of mayak = “beacon' .

Once the rhyithm has been centered in the fixed position of an all
poweriful “ego’”, the poetic “I" thrusts at the sun—a paternal image that
is coveted bui also feared, murderous, and sentenced to die, a legislative
seat which must be usurped. Thus: “‘one more minute / and you will
meet / the monarch of the skies / if T want, I'll kili him for you, the
sun!” (“Napoleon and I'); “Sun! / My father! / Wont you melt and
stop torturing me! / My blood spilied by you runs along the road™ (*A
Few Words about Myself™).

1 could give many references, evoke Lautréamont, Bataille, Cyrano, or
Schreber; the sirugele between poet and sun, which Jakobson brought
out, runs through such texts. We should understand it as a summary
leading from the poet’s condition to poctic formulation. Sun; agency of
language since it is the “crown” of rhythmic thrust, limiting structure,
paternal law abrading rhythm, destroving it to a large degree, but also
bringing it to light, out of its earthy revolutions, to enunciate itself. In-
asmuch as the I is poetic, inasmuch as 1t wants to enunciate rhythm. to
socialize it, to channel 1t Into linguistic structure if only to break the
structure, this 1" is bound to the sun. It is 2 part of this agency because
it must master rhythm, it is threatencd by it because solar mastery cuts
off thythra. Thus, there is no choice but to struggle eternally against the
sun; the I is successively the sun and its opponent. language and its
rhythm, never one without the other, and poctic formulation wili
continue as long as the struggle does. The essential point to note is that
there would be no struggle but for the sun's agency. Without it, rhythm
incapable of formulation, would flow forth, growling, and in the end
would dig itself mn. Only by vying with the agency of limiting and
structuring language does rhythm become a contestant—formulating and
transforming.

Khlebnikov evokes another aspect of this solar contest; a mother, com-
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ing to the 2id of her children in their fight against the sun. “The otier’s
children™ are squared off against ihree suns, one white, one purple, the
other dark green. In “The God of the Virgins,” the protagonist 1s “ihe
daughter of the sun prince.™ The poem “Ka™ calis forth the “hairy-
armed sun of Egvpt.” All of Khiebnikov's pagan mythology is underlain
with a contest against the sun supported by a feminine figure, all-power-
ful mother or forbidden virgin, gathering into one representation and
thus sebstantifving all that which, with Mavakovsky, hammered in
sonorous thrusts within and against the svstem of language--that is,
rhyihm.

Here, pagan mythology is probably nothing more than rhythm become
substantive: this orher of the linguistic and/or social contract, this ulti-
rnate and primordial leash holding the body close to the mother beflore it
can become a social speaking subject. In any case. what in Khlebnikov
Tynanov called “infantilism’™ or “the poet’s pagan attitude regarding
words™'? is essentially manifest in the glossolalias unique to Khlebnikov.
He invented words by onomatopoceia, with a great deal of alliteration,
demanding of him an acute awareness of the articulatory base and
instinctual charge of that articulation. This entire strategy broke up the
iexicon of the Russian language, drawing it closer to childhood soliloguy.
But above all, it threaded through metapbor and metonymy a network of
meaning supplementary to the normative signifying line, a network of
phonemes or phonic groups charged with instinctual drives and meaning,
consiftuting what for the author was a numerical code, a ciphering,
underlying the verbal signs: for example, *Veterpeme / kogo i o chém? /
neterpenie—mecha stat’ mjachom’ (Wind-song / of whom and for what?
/ Impatience / of the sword to become a buller). Jakobson netes the
phonic displacement mech-njach (sword-bullet) dominating several lines
of Khlebnikov’s poetry, where one notices alse a tendency toward infantile
regresswon and/or toward Iessening ol tension on the level of pronunciation
as well as on the more general level of sexualized scmantic areas.) The
vocalization of language thus becomes a way of deflecting the censorship
that. for rhythm, is constituted by the structuring agency. Having become
“trans-renizl” Khlebnik ov's instinctual, ciphercd language projects itself
as prophetic and seeks for homologues within this tradition: for example,
“Through Zarathustra's golden mouth let us swear / Persia shall become
a Soviet country, thus has the prophet spoken™?



TEE ETHICS OF LINGUISTICS 3
EEYTHM AND DEATH
“But how do we speak about the poetry of Mayakovsky, now that what

Generation That Wasted Ifs Poets.”"* We tend to read this article as if it
were exclusively an indictment of a society founded on the murder of its
poets. This is probably true; when the article first appeared ifn 1931, even
psvehoanalysis were not all convinced that *society was now based on
complicity in the common crime,” as Freud had writien in Torem and
Tuboo.® On the basis of his work on Mayakovsky, Jakobson supgesied
that the crime was more concretely the murder of poetic language. By
“society,” he probably meant more than just Russian or Soviet society;
there are frequent and more general allusions to the “*stability of the un-
changing present,” to “life, hardened along narrow and rigid models,”
and to ““daily cxistence.” Consequently we have this Plalonistic
acknowledgment on the eve of Stalinism and fascism: a (any) society
may be stabilized only if it excludes poetic language.

On the other hand, but simuitaneously, poetic language alone carries
on the struggle against such a death, and so harries, exorcises, and
invokes it. Jakobson is fascinated by murder and suicide as themes with
poets of his generation as well as of all time. The question is unavoidable:
if we are not on the side of those whom society wastes in order to
reproduce iself, where are we?

Murder, death, and unchanging socicty represent preciscly the inability
to hear and understand the signilter as such—as ciphering, as rhythm, as
a presence that precedes the signification of cbject or emotion. The poet
is put to death because he wants to tern rhyihm into a dominant element;
because he wants fo make language perceive what it doesn’t want to say,
provide it with its matter independently of the sign, and free it {rom
denotation. For it is this eminently parodic gesture that changes the
system.

The word is experienced as word and not as a simple substitute for a ramed object
nor as the explosion of emotion| . .. ] beside the immediale consciousness of the
identily existing between the shiject and its sign {A is A), the immediate conscious-
ness of the absence of this identity (A 15 not A) is necessary; this antinomy is
inevitable, for, without contradiction, there is no interplay of concepts. no inter-

play of signs. the relationship between the concept and the sign becomes auto-
malic, the progress of events comes ko a halt, and all consciousness of reality dies
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[...] Poetry protects us from this automatization. from the rust thai threatens
our formulation of love, hate, revoll and reconciliation, faith and negation.®
Taday, the analysi boasts of his ability to hear “pure signifiers.” Can
he hear them in what is known as “private lite”7? There is good reason o
beligve that these “wasted poeis” are alone in meeting the challenge.
Wwhoever uiderstands them cannot “practice Hnguistics”™ without passing
through whole geographic and discursive continents as an impertinent
traveler, a “faun in the house” [faune auv logis = phonologie—Ed.|.

THE FUTURISTS FUTURE

According io Jakobson, Mayakovsky was tnterested in resurrection. It is
casy, at that, to sec that his peems, like those of Khiebnikov and other
futurists, take vp the theme of Messianic resurrection, a priviieged one in
Russian Medieval poetry. Such a theme is a very obvious and direct
descendant of the contest against the sun myth that | mentioned earlier.
The son assumes from his sun-father the task of completing the “selt”
and “‘rhythm” dialectic within the poem. But the irruption of semiotic
rhythm within the signifving system of language will never be a Hegelian
Aufhebung, that is, it will not truly be experienced in the present. The
rigid, impertious, immediate present kills, puts aside, and fritters away
the poem. Thus, the irruption within the order of language of the ante-
riority of language evokes a later time, that is, 2 forever. The poem’s
time frame is some “future anterior” that will never take place, never
come about as such, but only as an upheaval of preseni place and mean-
ing. Now, by thus suspending the presenl moment, by straddiing
rhythmic, meaningless, anterior memaory with meaning intended for later
or forever, poetic language structures itself ag the very nucleus of a
monumental historicity. Futurism succeeded in making this poetic law
explicit solely because it extended further than anyone else the signifier’s
autonomy, restored its instinctual value, and atined at a “trans-mental
language.” Consequenily attuned to a scene preceding the logical
systernaticity of commumnication, Futurism managed to do so without
withdrawing from its own historical period; instead, it paid strong atlen-
tion to the explosion of the October Revolution. It heard and understood
the Revolution only because its present was dependent om a future.
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Miayakovsky and Khiebnikov's pro-Soviet proposals and leaps inio
mythology came from a nonexisient place in the futurc. Antericrity and
future join together to open that histotical axis in relation to which
concrete history will always be wrong: murderous, limiting, subject
to regional imperatives {cconoemic, iactical, political, familial. .. )
Although, confronied with such regional necessities. poetic langeage’s
future anterior is an impossible, “aristocratic™ and “elitist™ demand. it is
nonetheless the only signifying stratesy aliowing the speaking animal to
shift the limits of its enclosure. In *"As for the Self,” Khlebmikov writes:

Short picces are important when they serve as a break into the future, like a
shooting star, leaving behind a trail of fire. They should move rapidiy enough so
that they pierce the present. While we wait, we cannoi yet define the reason for
this speech. But we know the piece 15 good when. in its role as a piece of the
fulure, it sets the present abluze. [ ... ] the homeland of creation is the future.
The wind of the gods of the word blows from that direction.”

Poetic discourse measures rhythny against the meaning of language
structure and is thus always cluded by meaning in the present while con-
tinually postponing it to an impossible time-to-come, Consequently, it is
assuredly the most appropriate historical discourse, if and only if we
attribute to this word its new resonance; it is neither flight in the face of a
supposed metaphysics of the notion of “history,” nor mechanistic
enclosure of this notion within a project oblivious to the violence of the
social contract and evolution's being, above all, a refinement of the
various forms of dissipating the tension we have been calling “poetic lan-
guage.”

it should come as no surprise that a imovement such as the Gctober
Revolution, striving to remain antifeudal and antibourgeois, should caH
forth the same mythemes that dominated feudalism and were suppressed
by the bourgeoisie, in order 10 exploit solely their dynamics producing
exchange valuc. Beyond these mythemes, however, futurism stressed
equally its participation in the anamnesis of a culture as well as a basic
feature of Western discourse. " You have to bring the poem to the highest
pitch of expressiveness” (Mayakovsky, “How are Verses Made™). At
that point the code becomes receptive to the rhythmic body and it forms,
in opposition to present meaning, another meaning, but a future,
impossible meaning. The important element of this “*future anterior™ of
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language {3 “the word perceived as word.” a phenomenaon in turn induced
by the contest between rhythm and sign svstem.

Mavakovsky's suicide, Khlebnikov's disinicgration, and Artaud's
incarceration prove that this contest can be prevented. Does this mean
there is no {uture {no history) for this discoursc, which found its own
“anteriority” within the “poctic” experience of the itwentieth century?
Linguistic ethics, as it can be underslood through Jakobson's practice,
consists 1o foliowing the resurgence of an "I coming back to rebuiid an
ephemeral siructure in which the constituting struggle of language and
society would be spelled out.

Can contemporary linguistics hear this conception of language of
which Jakobson’s work is the major token?

The currently dominant course, generative grammiar, surcly rests on
many of Jakobson's approaches, notably phonological, in the study of
the linguistic system. Nonetheless, it is hard to sec how notions of elision,
metaphor, metonymy, and parallelism (cf. his study on biblical and
Chinese verse) could [it into the generative apparatus, including genera-
tive semantics, except perhaps under the rubric of “‘additional rules,”
necessitating a cutcff peint in the specific generation of a language. But
the dramatic notion of language as a risky practice, allowing the speak-
ing animal to sense the rhythm of the body as well as the upheavals of
history, seems tied to a notion of signifying process that contemporary
theories do not confront. jakobson’s linguistic cthics therefore unmis-
takably demands first a Aisterical epistemology of linguistics (one won-
ders which Eastern or Western theories linked with what ideclogical
corpus of Antiquity, the Middle Ages, or the Renaissance were able to
formulate the problematic of language as a place of structure as well as
of its bodily, subjective, and social outlay). Secondly, it demands a
semiclogy, understood as moving beyond simple linguistic studies toward
a lypowgy ol signifying systemns composed of semiotic materials and
varied social functions. Such an affirmation of Saussurian semiological
exigencics in a peried dominated by generative grammar is far from
archaistic: rather, it is integrated into a tradition where linguistics is
inseparable from concepts of subject and society. As it epitomizes the
experiences of language and linguistics of our entire European century, i
allows us to foresee what the discourse on the signifving process might be
1N times to come,

—
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THE UTTERANCE AS IDEQLOGEME

f. Rather than e discourse, contemporary semiotics takes as its object
several semiotic practices which it considers as transiinguisiic; that is, they
operate through and across language, while remaining irreducible to its
categories as they are presently assigned,

In this perspective, the text is defined as a trans-linguistic apparatus
that redistributes the order of language by relating communicative
speech, which aims to inform directly, to different kinds of antericr or
synchronic utierances. The text is therefore a productivity, and this
means: first, that its reléti-onship to the language in which it is situated
is redistributive {destructive-construciive), and hence can be better
approached through logical categories rather than linguistic ones; and
second, that it is a permutation of texts, an intertextuality: in the space of
2 given texi, several utterances, taken from cther texts, intersect and neu-
tralize one another.

2, One of the problems for semiotics is to replace the former, rhe-
torical division of genres with a (ypology of texts; that is, to define the
specificity of diffcrent textual arrangements by placing them within the
general text (culture) of which they are part and which is in turn, part of
them.' The ideologeme is the intersection of a given textual arrangeiment
(a seruiotic practice) with the utterances (scquences) that it either assimi-
lates into its own space or to which it refers in the space of exterior texts
{(semiotic practices). The ideologeme is that intertextual function read as
“materialized™ at the different structural levels of each text. and which
stretches along the entire length of its trajectory, giving it its historical
and sccial coordinates. This is not an interpretative step coming after

First published in Zpeefwriyy (Paris: Seuil, 19691, pp. 113-42.
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znalysis in order to sxplain “as idcojogical” what was first “*perceived”
as “linguisiic.”” The concept of texi as idenlogeme derermines tne very
procedure of a semiotics that, by studying the text as infertextuality,
considers it as such within {the itext of} socicty and hisiory. The
ideologems of a text is the foces where knowing rationality grasps the
transformation of witerances (1o which the iext is irreducible) into a
totality (the text) as well as the insertions of this fotality into the his-
torical and social text.?

3. The anovel, seen as a text, is a semiotie practice in which the
synlhesized patterns of several utterances can be read.

For me, the uirergnce specific to the novel is not a minimal sequence (a
definitely set cntity). It Is an operation, a motion that links, and even
more 50, coastiies what might be called the arguments of the operation,
which, in the study of a written text, are either words or word sequences
(sentences, paragraphs) as sememes” Inslead of analyzing entities
(semermnes in themselves), 1 shall study the fienetjon that incorporates
them within the text. That function, a dependent variable, is determined
along with the independent variables it links together; more simply put,
there is univocal correspondence between words or word sequences, Ii s
therefore clear that what T am proposing is an analysis that, while deal-
ing with linguistic units (words, sentences, paragraphs), is of a translin-
guistic order. Speaking metaphorically, linguistic units (and especially
semantic uniis) will scrve only as springboards in establishing different
kinds of novelistic uiterances as functions. By bracketing the gquestion of
semantic sequences, one can bring out the logical practice organizing
them, thus proceeding at a suprasegmental level,

Novelistic utterances, as they pertain to this suprasegmental level, are
linked up within the totality of novelistic preduction, By studving {hem
as such, I shall establish a typology of these utterances and then proceed
to investigate, as a second step, their origins outside of the novel. Only in
this way can the novel be defined in its unity and/or as ideologeme. To
put it another way, the functions defined according to the extra-novelistic
textual set {(Te) take on value within the novelistic textual set (Tn). The
ideologeme of the novel is precisely this inrertexrual function defined
according to Te and having value within Tn.

Two kinds of analyses, sometimes difficult to distinguish from each
other, make it possible to isolale the ideofogente of the sign in the novel:
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first, a suprasegmental analysis of ihe utterances coniained within the
novel’s framework will reveal it as a bounded text {with its initial
programming, its arbitrary ending. s dyadic {iguration, its deviations
and their concatenation), second, an fatertextual analysis of these
utterances will reveu] the relationship between writing and specch in the
text of the novel, T will show that the novel’s textual order is based more
on speech than on writing and then procced to analyze the topology of
this “phonetic order” (the arrangement of speech acts in relation to one
another).

Zince the novel is a text dependent on the ideologeme of the sign, let
me first briefly describe the particularities of the sign as ideologeme.

FROM SYMBOL TO SIGN

. The second half of the Middle Ages (thirteenth to fifteenth centuries)
was a period of transition for European culture: thought based on the
sign replaced that hased on the symbol. A semiotics of the symbol
characterized European society until around the thirteenth ceatury, as
clearly manifested in this period’s literature and painting. It is, as such, a
semiotic practice of cosmogony: these elements (symbols) refer back to
one (or several) unrcpresentable and unknowable universal transcen-
dence(s); univocal cennections link these transcendences to the units
evoking them; the symbol does not “resemble” the ohject it symbolizes;
the two spaces (symbolized-symbolizer) are separate and do not com-
municate.

The symbol assumes the symbolized (universals) as irreducibie to the
symboiizer (its markings). Mythical thought operates within the sphere
of the symbol (as in the epic, folk tales, chansons de geste, et cetera)
through symbolic units—units of restriction in relation to the sym-
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bolized universals {“heroism.” ‘‘courage, nobility,
“treason,” ¢ic.). The symbol's function, in its vertical dimension
{universals—markings), ts thus one of restricrion. The symbol’s function
in its horizontal dimension {the articulation of signifving units among
themselves) is one of escaping paradox; onme could even say that the
symbeol is horizontally antiparadexicad: within its logie, two opposing
units are exclusive.® The good and the bad are incompalible--as are the

virtue,"" *“*fear,”
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raw and the cooked, honey and ashes, et ceiera. The contradiction, once
it appears, immediatcly derands resolution. It is thus comcealed,
“resolved,” and therefore put aside.

The key to symbolic semiotic practice is given from the very beginning
of symbolic discourse: the course of semiotic development is circular
singe the end is programmed, given m embryo, from the heginning
{whose end is the beginning) because the symbol’s {unction ({its
ideologeme) antedates the symbolic utterance itseil, Thus are implied the
general characterisiics of o symbolic semiotic practice: the quantitative
fimiration of symbols, their repetition, limitation, and general nature,

2. From the thirteenth to the fifteenth century, the symbol was both
challenged and weakened, but it did notl completely disappear. Rather,
during this period, its passage (its assimilation) into the sign was assured.
The transcendental unity supporting the symbol—its otherworldly casing,
its transmitting focus—was put into question. Thus, until the end of the
fifteenth century, theatrical representations of Christ’s life were based on
hoth the canonical and apocryphal Gospels or the Golden legend {see the
Mysteries dated ¢. {400 published by Achille Jubinal in 1837 and based
on the manuscript at the Library of Sainte-Genevigve). Beginning in the
fifteenth centary, the theater as well as art in general was invaded by
scenes devoted to Christ’s public life {as in the Cathedral of Evreux). The
transcendental foundation cvoked by the symbol seemed to capsize. This
heralds a new signifying relation between two elements, both located on
the side of the *‘real” and ‘*‘concrete.” In thirteenth-century art, for
example, the prophets were contrasted with the apostles; whereas in the
fifteenth century, ithe four great evangelists were no longer set against the
four prophets, but against the four fathers of the Latin Church (Saint
Augustine, Saint Jerome, Saint Ambrose, and Gregory the Great as on
the altar of Notre Dame of Avioth). Great architectural and literary
compasitions were no longer possible: the miniature replaced the cathe-
dral and the fifteenth century became the century of the miniaturists, The
serenity of the symbol was replaced by the strained ambivalence of the
sign's connection, which lays claim to resemblance and identification of
the clements it holds together, while first postulating their radical dif-
ference. Whence the obsessive insistence on the theme of digfogue
between two {rreducible but similar elements {dialogue—generator of the
pathetic and psychological) in this transitional period. For example, the
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Tourtieenth and Sificenth centurizs abound i dialogues between God and
the human soul: the Dialogue of the Crucifix and Pilgrim, Dialogue of
the Sinful Soul and Christ, et cetera. Through this movement, the Bible
was moralized (see the famous moralized Bible of the Duke of Bur-

cgundy’s library). It was even replaced by pasiiches that bracketed and
erased the transcendental basis of the symbol (the Bible of the Poor and
the Mirror of Human Salvation.®

3. The sign thal was ouilined through these mulations rctained the
fundamental characteristic of the symbeol: ireeducibility of terms, that is,
in the casc of the sign, of the referent to the significd, of the signified to
the signifier, and, in addition, all the *‘units” of the signifyving structure
itself. The ideologeme of the sign is therefore, in a general way, like the
taeologeme of the symbol: the sign is dualist, hierarchical, and hierar-
chizing. A difference belween the sign and the symbol can, however, be
seen vertically as well as horizontally: within its vertical function, the sign
refers back to entities both of lesser scope and more coacretized than
those of the symbol. They are reified universals become objects in the
sirongest sense of the word, Put into a relationship within the structure of
sign, the eniity {phenomenon) under consideration is, at the same fime,
transcendentalized and elevated to the level of theological unity, The
semiotic practice of the sign thus assimilates the metaphysics of the
symbol and projects it onto the “‘immedialely perceptible.”” The
“immediately perceptible,” valorized in this way, is then transformed
into an objecrivity—the rcigning law of discourse in the civilization of the
sign.

Within their horizontal functien, the units of the sign’s semiotic
practice are articulated as a metonypmical concatenation of deviations
from the norm signifying a progressive creation of metaphors. Opposi-
tional terms, always exclusive, are caught within a network of muliipie
and always possible deviations (surpriscs in narrative structures), giving
the illuslon of an open structure, impossible te finish, with an arbitrary
ending. In literary discourse the semiotic practice of the sign first clearly
appeared, during the Renaissance, in the adventure novel, which is struc-
tured on what is unforesceable and on surprise as reification (at the level
of narrative structure) of the deviation {rom the norm specific to every
practice of the sign. The itinerary of this concatenation of deviations is
practically infinite, whence the impression of the work’s arbitrary ending,
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This is, in fact. the Husory inpression which defines all “lierature™ {all
=eri”), since such itizerary is programmed by the ideologeme constitui-
ing the sign. That is, it is programmed by a closed (finite). dyadic
process, which, first, institutes the referent-signified-signifier hierarchy
and secondly. interiorizes these oppositional dyads ail the way io the
very level of the artcuiation of terms, put together—Ilike the symbol—as
resolution of contradiction. in a semiotic practice based on the symbol,
contradiction was resolved by exclusive disfunciion {nonequivalence)
— = — or by noncomjunction -— : —: in 4 semiotic praciice based
on the sign, coniradiction is resolved by nondisjunction — ¥ —.

THE [DEQLOGEME OF THE NOVEL.
WOVELISTIC ENUNCIATION

Every literary work partaking of the semictic practice of the sign (all
“literature” before the epistemaological break of the nineteenth/twentieth
centuries) is therefore, as ideologeme, closed and terminated in iis very
beginnings. It is related to conceptualist {antiexperimental) thought in
the same way as the symbolic is to Platenism. The novel is one ol the
charactenistic manifestations of this ambivalent ideologeme {closure,
nondisjunction, linking of deviations)—the sign. Here I will examine this
ideologeme in Antoine de L& Sale’s Jehan de Saintré.

Antoine de La Sale wrote Jehan de Sainiré in 1456, after a long career
as page, warrior, and tutor, for educational purposes and as a lament for
a depariure {for puzzling reasons, and after foriy-eight vears of service,
he left the Kings of Anjou to become tutor of the Count of Saint Pol's
three sons in 144R8). Jehan de Saintré is the only novel to be found among
I.a Sale’s writings, which are otherwise presented as compilations ol edi-
fying narratives (La Sofle, 1448-1451), as “scientific” iracts, or as
accounts of his travels {(Lerres 4 Jacques de Luxembourg sur les
tournois, 1459, Réconfort ¢ Madame de Fresne, 1457)—all of these being
constructed as historical discourse or as heterogenecus mosaics of texis,
Historians ol French literature have neglected this particular
work —perhaps the first writing in prose that could be called a novel (if
one tabels as such those works that depend on the ambiguous ideclogeme
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af the sign). The few studies that have beer devoted 1o 1t° concentrate on
its refercnces to the mores of the time, atrempt 1o find the “key" {0 the
characters by ideniffying them wiith personalities La Sale might have
kaown. accuse the author of underestimating the historical evenis of his
time (the Hundred Years War, et cetera) as well as of belonging-—as a
true reactionary—to a world ol the past, and so on. Literary hislory,
immersed in referential opacity, has not been able to bring to light the
transitory siruciure of this text, which sitvates 1t at the threshhold of the
two eras and shows, through La Sale's naive poelics, the articulation of
this ideologeme of the sign. which continues to dominate our intellectual
horizon.” What is more, Antoine de La Sale's narrative confirms the nar-
rative of his own wriling; La %ale speaks but also, writing. enunciaies
himself. The story of Jehan de Saintré merges with the book’s story and
hecomes, in a sense, its rhetorical representation, s other, its inner lin-
mng,

1. The text opens with an introduction that shapes (shows) the entire
itinerary of the novel: La Sale &nows what his text £ (“three stories™)
and for wha: reason it exists {a message to Jehan d’Anjou). Having thus
uttercd his purpose and named its addressee, he marks out within twenty
lines the first foop® that encloses the textual set and programs it as a
means of exchange and, therefore, as sign: this is the loop wriergnce
(exchange object)/addressee (the duke or, simply, the reader). All that
remains is to tell, that is. to {ill in, to detail. what was already concep-
tualized, known, before any contact between pen and paper—“the story
as word upen word it proceeds.”

2. The titfe can now be presented: “*And first, ihe story of the Lady
of the Berautiful Cousins {of whom I have already spoken) and of
Saintre,”" which requires a second |pop—this one found at the (hematic
level of the message. La Sale gives a shortencd version of Jehan de
Saintré’s life from beginning to end {*his passing away from this world.”
p. 2). We thus afready know how the story will end: the end of the narra-
tive is given before the narrative itself even begins. All anecdotal interest
is thus climinated: the novel will play itself out by rebuilding the distance
hetween iife ana death; 1t will be nothing other than an inscription of
deviations (surprises) that do not destroy the certainty of the thematic
loop {life-death) holding the ser togelher. The texl turns on a themaltic
axis: ihe interplay between two exclusive oppositions. whose names might
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change (vice-viriue, love-hate, praise-criticism: for example, the Apology
of the widow 1a Lhe Koman texis is directly followed by the nusogynisi
remarks of Saint Jeromc) Butl the semic axis of these oppositions
remains the same {positive-negative);, they will alternate according o &
irajectory limited by nothing bui ithe initially presupposed excluded
middle; that i3, the inevitable choice of one or the other term (with the
“or” being exclusive).

Within the ideclogeme of the movel (as with ihe ideciogeme of the
sign), the irreducibility of epposite terms is admitted only to the extent
that the empiy space of rupiure separating them is provided with
ambiguous semic coinbinations. The initially recognized opposition, sct-
ting up the novel's trajectory, is immediately repressed within a before,
only fo give way-—within a mow-—to a network of paddmngs, to a con-
catenation of deviations oscillating between two opposite poles, and, in
an attempt at synthesis, resolving within a figure of dissimulation or
mask, Negation is thus repeated in the alltrmaiton of duplicity. The
exciusiveness of the two terms posited by the novel’'s thematic loop is
replaced by a doubifuf positivity in such 3 way that the disjunctior which
both opens and closes the novel 1s replaced by a yes-no structure (nondis-
junction). This function does not bring about a para-thetic silence, but
combines carnivalistic play with its nondiscursive logic; all figures found
in the novel (as heir to the carnival) that can be read in two ways are
organized on the model of this function: ruses, treason, foreigners, an-
drogynes, uiterances that can be doubly interpreted or have double desti-
nations {at the level of the novelistic signified), blazonry, “‘cries™ (at the
level of the novelistic signifier), and so on. The trajectory of the novel
would be impossible without this nondisjunctive function—this dou-
ble-—which programs it from its beginning. La Salc first introduces it
through the Lady’s doubly oriented utterance: as a message destined to
the Lady’s female companions and to the Court, this utterance connofes
aggressivity towards Saintré; as a message destined to Saintre himself, it
connotes a “tender” and “testing” love. The nondisjunctive funciion of
the Lady’s utterance is revealed in stages that are quite interesting to
follow. Al first, the message’s duplicity is kanown oaly to the speaker
herself (the Lady), to the auther (subject of the novelistic utterance}. and
to the reader (addressee of the novelistic utterance). The Court (neu-
trality — objective opinion), as well as Saintré (passive object of the
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message), arg dupes of the Lady’s univocal aggressivity towards the page.
In the sccond siage, the duplicity is displaced: Saintré becomes part of it
and accepts it; bul n ihe same gesiure, he ceases 10 be ihe object of 2
message and becoines the subject of utterances for which he assumes
authority, in a third stage, Saintré forgets the nondisjunction; he com-
pletely iransforms into something positive what he knew to be also nega-
tive; he loses sight of the dissimulaiion and is taken in by the gamc of a
univocal {and therefore erroneous) interpretation of a message that
remaing double. Saintré’s defeat—and the end of the narrative—are due
Lo this ecror of substiiuting an utterance accepted as disjunctive and uni-
vocal for the nondisjunctive function of an uiterance,

Negation in the aovel thus operates according to a double modality:
alethic (the opposition of coniraries is necessary, possible, contingent, or
impossible) and deontic (the reunion ol coniraries is obligatory, permissi-
ble, indifferent, or forbidden). The novel becomes possible when the
alethic modality of opposition joins with the deontic modality of
reunion.? The novel covers the trajectory of deontic synthesis in order to
condemin it and to affirm, in the alethic mode, the opposition of
contraries. The double (dissimulatien, mask), as fundamental figure of
the carmival,’” thus becomes the pivotal springboard for the deviations
filling up the silence imposed by the disjunctive function of the novel’s
thematic-programmatic loop. In this way, the novel absorbs the duplicity
{the dialogism) of the carnivalesque scene while submitting it to the uni-
vocity (monolegism) of the symbelic disjunction guaranteed by a
transcendence—the author—that subsumes the totality of the novelistic
ufterance,

3. It is, in fact, precisely at this point in the textual trajectory-~that
is, after the cnunciation of the text’s toponymical (message-addressee)
and thematic (life-death) closure (Joop)—that the word ‘““actor” is
inscribed. It reappears several times, introducing the speech of he who is
wriling the narrative as being the utiergnce of a character in this drama
of which he is also the aqurhor. Playing upon a hemophony (Latin: actor-
auctor, French: aqcteur-auteur), La Sale touches upon the very point
where the speech et (work) tilts towards discursive effect {(product), and
thus, upon the very constituting process of the “literary” object. For La
Sale, the writer is both actor and author; that means that he conceived
the text of the novel as both practice (actor) and product {auther),
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process {actery and effect {author), play {actor) and value {2uthor): and
vel, the already sei notions of geuvre {message) and owner {zuthor) do
not sucdeed in pushing the play that preceded them into oblivien.! Mov-
glistic speech is thus inseried inlo the novelistic gitcrance and sccounied
for as gne of its elements. (I have examined elsewhere the itopology of
speach acts in the text of the novelY™ It unwveils the writer as principal
actor in ihe speech play that ensues and, ai the same time, binds together
two maodes of the novelistic utterance, marrarion and citaiion. inte the
single speech of he who is both sudject of the book (the author) and
object of the spectacie (actor), since, within novelistic nondisjunction, the
message is both discourse and representation. The author-actor’s
utterance unfolds, divides, and faces in two direciions: fursi, towards a
referential uiterance, narration—the speech assumed by he who inseribes
himself as actor-author: and second, toward texiual premises, cita-
tion—speech attributed to an other and whose auihority he who inscribes
himsell as acior-author acknowledges. These two orienlations intertwine
in such a way as to merge. For example, La Sale easily shifts from the
story as “‘lived” by the Lady of the Beautiful Cousins {(to which he is wit-
ness, i.e., witness to the narration) to the story of Aeneas and Dido as
read (cited), and so on.

4. In conclusion, et me say that the modality of novelistic enuncia-
tion is inferential: it s a process within which the subject of the novelistic
utierance affirms a sequence, as conclusion of the inference, based on
other sequences (referential—hence narrative, or textual--hence cita-
tional), which are the premises of the inference and, as such, considered
to be irue. The novelistic inference is exhausted through the naming
process of the two premises and, particularly, through their concatena-
tion, without leading to the syllogistic conclusion proper to logical
inference. The function of the author/actor’s enunciation therefore
consists in binding his discourse to his readings, his speech act 1o that of
others.

" The words that mediate this inference are worth noting: it seems o e
at first view that she wished to imitate the widows of ancient times . . . "
“if, @s Vergil says. .. ™ “and thereupon Saint jerome says ... " and so
on. These are empty words whose functions are both junciive and transia-
rive. As junctive, they tie together (totalize) two minimal utterances (nar-
rative and citational) within the global, novelistic utterance. They are

LAY
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therefore internuctzar. As transtative, they transfer an utterance from
one texival space {vocal discourse) into another (the book), changing iis
ideologeme. They are thus intranuclear (for example, the transpaesition of
hawkers’ cries and blazons into a writtcn text).!?

These inferential agents imply the juxtaposition of a discourse invested
in a subject with another wiferunce differcnt from the author’s. They
make possible the deviation of the novelistic uiterance from iils subject
and 115 self-presence, that is, its displacement from a discursive (informa-
tional. communicative) level to a textual level (of productivity). Through
this inferential gesture, the author refuses to he an objeclive “wit-
ness”-~possessor of a truth he symbolizes by the word—in order te
inscribe himself as reader or listener, structuring his text through and
across a permutation of otfier utterances. He does not so much speak as
decipher, The inferential agents aliow him to bring a referential utierance
{narration) back to textual premises (citations) and vice versa. They
establish a similitude, a resemblance, an equalization of two different dis-
courses. The ideologeme of the sign once again crops up here, at the level
of the novelistic enunciation's inferential mode: il admits the existence of
an other (discourse) only to the extent that it makes it {ts own. This split-
ting of the mode of enunciation did not exist in the epic: in the chansons
dc geste, the speaker’s utterance is univocal; it names a referent (*‘real”
ohject or discourse); it is a signifier symbolizing transcendental objects
(universals). Medieval literature, dominated by the symbeol, is thus a
“signifying,” “phonetic” literature, supported by the monolithic prescnee
of signitied {ranscendence. The scene of the carnival introduces the split
speech act: the acror and the crewd are each in turn stmultaneously sub-
ject and addressee of discourse. The carnival is alse the bridge between
the two split occurrences as well as the place where each of the terms is
acknowledged: the author (actor 4 spectator). It is this third mode that
the novelistic inference adopts and effects within the author’s utterance.
As irreducible to any of the premises constituting the inference, the mode
of novelistic enunciation is the invisible focus where the phonetic
(referential utlerance, narration) and written (textual premises, citation)
intersect. It is thc hollow, unrepresentable space signaled by “as,™ “it
seems (o me,” “says thereupon,” or other inferential agents that refer
back, tie together, or bound. We thus uncover a third programmation of
the novelistic text which brings it to a close before the beginning of the
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aciual story: novelistic epunciaiion turns oui to be a nonsyiiogistic
inference, & compromise between testimony and citation, beiween the
voice and the book, The novel will be performed within this empty space,
within this unreprescntable frajectory bringing rogether two types of
utterances with their different and irreducible “'subjects,”

THE NONDHSJUNCTIVE FUNCTION OF THE NGVEL

1. The novelistic utterance concerves of the opposition of terms as a
nonalternating and absolute opposition between two groupings that are
competitive but never solidary. never complementary, and never recon-
cilable through indestructible rhyithm. In order for this nonalternating
disjunction to give rise to the discursive trajectory of the novel, it must be
embodied within a negative {unction: nondisjunction. It is this nondis-
junctive function that intervenes on a secondary level and instead of an
infinity complementary to Mparrition (which could have taken shape
within another conception of negation one might term radical, and this
presupposes that the opposition of terms is, at the same time, thought of
as communion or symmetrical reunion} it introduces the figure of
dissimulation. of ambivalence, of the doubie. The initial nonalternating
opposition thus turns out 10 be a pseudo-oppostiion—and this at the time
ol its very inceplion, since it doesn't integrate ils own opposition, namely,
the solidarity of rivals. Life is opposed to death in an absolute way (as is
love to hate, virtue to vice, good to bad, being to nothingness) without
the opposition’s complementary negation that would transform biparti-
tion inte rhythmic totality. The negation remains incomplete and
unfinished unless it includes this doubly negative movement that reduces
the difference between two terms to a radical disjunctior with permuta-
tion of those terms; thal is, to an empty space around which they move,
dying out as entities and turning into an alternating rhythm. By positing
two opposing terms without affirming their identity in the same gesture
and simultancously, such a negation splits the movement of radical nega-
tion into two phases: disjunction and nondisjunction.

2. This divisicn introduces, first of all, fime: temporality (hisiory) is
the spacing of this splitting negation, i.e., what 1s introduced between two
isolated and nonalternating scansions (opposition-conciliation). In other
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Folgid and the Round Table Tvcies, hero and iraitor, good and evil,
dety and love, pursue one another in irreconcilable hosidity from begin-
ning to end, withoul any possibility of compromise. The “classical™ epic.
by obeying the Taw of nonconjunction {symbolic) can therefore engender
neither personahiles nor psychologies.”® Psychology will appear along
with the nondizjuonctive function of the sign, finding in its ambiguity a
icrrain conducive o its meanderings. [t would be possible, however, 1o
trace the gappearance of the double a5 precursor (o the conception of per-
sonality within the cvolution of the cpic. Near the end of the twelfth
century—and especially in the thirteenth and lourteenth centurics—ihere
spreads an ambiguous epic: emperors are ridiculed, religion and barens
hecome grotesque, heroes are cowardly and suspect (*“Charlemagne’s Pil-
griniage™); the king is worthless, virtue is no longer rewarded (the Garin
de Monglan Cycle) and the traitor becomes a principal actant {the Doon
de Mayence Cycle or the “Raoul de Cambrai” poem). Neliher satirical,
faudatory, stigmatizing, nor approving, this epic is witness to a dual
semiotic practice, founded on the resemblance of contrarnies, feeding on
miscellany and ambiguity.

4. The courtly literature of Southern France is of particuiar interest
within this transition from symbol to sign. Recemt studics have
demonstrated the analogies between the cult of the Lady in these texts
and those of ancient Chinese poetry.'® There would be evidence showing
influence of a hierogiyphic semiotic practic based on “conjunctive dis-
junction” {dialectical negation) upon a semioctic practice based on nondis-
junctive opposition (Christianity, Europe). Such hieroglyphic semiolic
practice is also and above all a conjunctive disjunction of the two sexes as
irreducibly differentiated and, at the same time, alike. This explains why,
over a long period, a2 major semiotic practice of Western sociely (courtly
poetry) atiributed to the Qther (Woman) a primary structural role. In
our civilization—caught in the passage from the symbol 1o the
sign—hyma to cenjunctive disjunction was transformed into an apology
for only one of the opposing terms: the Gther (Woman), within which is
projected and with which is lafer fused the Same (the Author, Man). At
the same time there was produced an exclusion of the Other, ineviiably
presented as an exclusion of woman, as nonrecognition of sexual {(and
social) opposition. The rhythmic order of Oriental texts organizing the
sexes {differences) within conjunctive disjunction (hierogamy) is here
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replaced by a centered system {Gther, Woman} whose center i3 there only
s¢ as to permut those making up the Sawe to identify with it 1t is
therefore a pseudo-center. a mystifving center, a blind spot whose value
is invested in the Same giving the Grher (the center) ta itself in order to
live 45 one, alone, and unique. Hence, the exclusive positivity of this blind
center {Woman), streiching out to infinity {of “nobility™ and “qualities
of the heart™), erasing disjunction (sexual difference), and dissolving into
a series of images {from the angel to the YVirgin), The unfinished negative
gesture 15, therefore, afreadv theological: it is stopped before having
designated the Orher (Woman) as being gt rhe same fime opposed and
equal to the Seme (Man, Author), before being denied through the cor-
relation of contraries (the identity of Man and Woman simultaneous to
their disjunction). 1t eventually identified with religious attitudes, and in
its incompletion it evokes Platonism.

Schotars have interpreted the theologization of courtly literature as an
astempt to save love poctry from the persecutions of the Inquisition;’ or,
on the contrary. as evidence of the infiltration in Southern French society
of the Tnquisition Tribunals® activity, or that of the Daminican and Fran-
ciscan orders. after the debacle of the Albigenses.'® Whatever the empi-
rical facts may be, the spiritualization of courtly literature was already a
given within the structure of this semiotic practice characterized by
pseude-negation as well as nonrecognition of the conjunctive disjunction
of semic terms. Within such an ideclogeme, the idealization of woman
(of the Other) signifies the refusal of a society to constitute itself through
the recognition of the differential but ronhierarchizing status of opposed
groups. It also signifies the structeral necessity for this society to give
itsell & permutative center, an Oiher entity, which has no value except as
an object of exchange among members of the Same. Sociclogy has
described how women came io occupy Lhis permutational center (as
object of exchange).' This devalerizing valorization prepared the terrain
for, and cannot be fundamentally distinguished {rom, the expiicil deval-
orization of women beginning with fourtsenih-century bourgeois literature
{in fabliauy, soties, and farces).

5. Antomne de La Zaie’s novel, situated halfway bepween these two
types of utterances, contains both: the Lady is a dual figure within the
novel's siructure. Ehe is no longer only the deified mistress required by
the code of couttly pociry, that is. the valorized term of a nondisjunciive
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connection, She is zlso disloval, ungrateful, and infamous. in Jefian de
Baintrd, the two attriboiive icrms are no longer semically apposed
through nonconjunction zs would be required in a semiotic practice
dependent on the syimbol (the courtly utierance): rather, they are nondis-
junetive withia a single ambivaleni unity connoting the idecliogeme of the
sigi. Meither deified ner ridiculed, neither mother nor mistress. neither
enamored of Saintré nor faithiui to the Abbot, the Lady becomes the
sondisjunctive figure per excellence in which the novel iz centered.

Saintré is also part of this nondisjunctive funciion: he is both child and
warrior, page and hero. the Lady’s fool and conqueror of soldiers, cared
for and betrayed, lover of the Lady and loved either by ihe king or a
cemrade in arms—Boucicault {p. 141). Never masculine, child-lover for
the Lady or comrade-fricnd sharing a bed with the king or Boucicault,
Saintré 1s the accomplished androgyne; the subfimalion of sex (without
sexualization of the sublime). His homoscxuality is mercly the narra-
tivization of the nondisjunciive function pecuiiar to the semiotic process
of which he is a part. He is the pivot-mirror within which the other argu-
ments of the novelistic function are projected in order to fuse with
themselves: the Gther is the Same for the Lady (the man is the child, and
therefore the waman herself finds there her sell-identity nondisjoined
from the Other, while remaining opaque to the irreducible difference
between the two). He is the Same who is also the Other for the king, the
warriors, or Boucicault (as the man who is also the woman who possesses
tum). The Lady's nondisjunctive function, to which Saintré 18 assimi-
lated, assures her a role as ghject of exchange in male soviety. Saintre's
own nondisjunciive funcition assures him a role as object of cxchange
between the masculine and feminine of society; together, they tie up the
glements of a cultural text into a siable system dominated by nondisjunc-
tion {the sign}.

i

iHr AGRE

Tl

PMUNT OF SEYIATIONS

The novel’s nondisjunctive function is manifesied, 4t the level of the con-
cateniation of its constiluent utterances. as an agreement of deviations:
the two originally opposed arguments (foriming the thematic loops life-
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death, good-evil, beginning-end, etc.) are connectsd and mediated by a
series of utterances whose relation to the originally posited opposition is
ncither explicit nor logically necessary. They are concatenated without
any major imperative putiing zn end io their juxtaposition. These
utterances, as deviations in relarion to the oppesitional loop framing the
novelistic utierance, are /eudarory descripiions of either objects (clothes,
gifts, and weapons) or events (the departures of troops, banquets, and
combats) such are the descriptions of commerce, purchases, and apparel
fpp. 51, 63, 71-72, 79) or of weapons {p. 50). etc. These kinds of
utterances reappear with obligatory monotony and make of the text an
aggrepate of recurrences, a succession of closed, cyclical utterances, com-
plete in themselves. Each one is ceniered in a certain point, which can
comnote space {the tradesman’s shop, the Lady’s chamber), time (the
troops’ departure, Saintre’s return), the subject of enunciation, or all
three at once. These descriptive utterances are minuiely detailed and
return periodically according to a repetitive rhythm placing its grid upon
the novel's temporality. Indeed, La Sale does not describe events evolv-
ing over a period of time. Whenever an utterance assumed by an Actor
(Author) intervenes to serve as a iomporary connagcting device, it is
extremely laconic and does nothing more than link together descriptions
that first place the reader before an army ready to depart, a shopkeeper’s
place, a costume or picce of jewelry and then proceed to praise these
objects put together according to no causality whatsoever. The imbrica-
tions of these deviations are apt io open up—praiscs could be repeated
indefinitely. They are, however, rerminated (bounded and determined) by
the fundamental funciion of the novelistic utterance: nondisjunction.
Caught up within the novel’s totality—that is, seen in reverse, from the
end of the novel where exaltation has been transformed into its contrary
{desolation) before ending in death-—these laudatory descriptions become
relativized, ambiguous, deceptive, and double; their univocity changes to
duplicity.

2. Besides laudatory descriptions, another kind of deviation operating
according to nondisjunction appears along the novel’s trajectory: Latin
citations and moral precepts. Examples include Thales of MMiletus,
Socrates, Timides, Pittacus of Misselene, the Gospels, Cato, Seneca,
Saint Augustine, Epicurus, Saint Bernard, Saint Gregory, Saint Paul,
Avicenna, etc.; in addition to acknowledged borrowings, a considerable
number of plagiarisms have also been pointed out.
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1 is not difficelt to find the extranovclisiic sovrees of ihese two kinde
of deviations: the laudative description and ihe citation.

The first cotes from the fair, marketplace, or public square. 1t is ihe
utterance of the merchant vaunting his wares ov of the herald announcing
combat. Phonetic speech, oral utterance, sound itseif, become text: less
than wriling, the novel is thus the transeription of vocal communication,
An arbilrary sigaffier (the word as phong) is transcribed onto paper and
presented as adequate to its significd and referent. It represents a
“reality’ that is already there, preexistent to the signifier, duplicated so
as to be integrated inte the cirquit of exchange; it is therelore reduced to
a represenfamien {sign) that is managecable and can be circulated as an
elemenl assuring the cohesion of # communicative {commercial) struc-
ture eadowed with meaning (valug).

These laudatory utterances, known as blazons., were ahundant in
France during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, They come from a
communicative discourse, shouted in public squares, and designed to give
direct information to the crowd on wars (the number of soldiers, their
direction, armaments, etc.). or on the marketplace (the quality and price
of merchandise).® These solemn, tumultuous, or monumental enumera-
tions belong to a culture thai might be called phonetic. The cuiture of
exchange, definitively imposed by the European Renaissance, 1s engen-
dered through the voice and operates according (o the structures of ihe
discursive (verbal, phonetic) circuit, inevitably referring back to a reality
with which it identified by duplicating it (by “signilying iU""}. *'Phonetic™
literature s characterized by this kind of laudatory and repetitive
utterances-cnumerations,®

The blazon later lost its univocity and became ambiguous; praise and
blame at the same time. In the fifteenth century, the blazon was already
the nondisjunctive figure par exceilence.*

Antoine de La Sale’s text captures the blazon just belore this splitting
into praise and/or blame. Blazons are recorded inte the book as uni-
vocally laudatory. But they become ambiguous as soon as they are read
from the point of view of the novelistic text’s general function: the Lady's
treachery skews the laudatory tone and shows its ambiguity. The biazon
is transformed into blame and is thus inserted into the novel’s nondis-
junctive function as noted above: the function established according to
the extratextual set {Te) changes within the novelistic textual set (Tn) and
in this way defines it as ideologeme.
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This splifting of the utterance's univocily 15 a typically oral
phenomenon which can be found within the entire discursive (phonetic)
space of the Middle Ages and especially in the carnival scene. The split-
ting that emakes up the very nature of the sign (object/sound,
referent /signified/signifier} as well as the topology of the communicative
circuit (subject-addresses, Same-pseudo Other), reaches the utterance’s
logical icvel {phonetic) and is presented as nondisjunctive.

3. The second kind of deviation—ihe citation—comes from & written
text. Latin as well as other books (already read) penetraie the novel's text
either as directly copled (cilations) or as mnesic iraces {memories). They
are carried intact from their own space into the space of the novel being
written; they are transcribed within queiation marks ar are plagiarized

While emphasizing the phonetic and introducing into the cultural text
the (hourgeois) space of the fair, marketplace, and street, the end of the
Middie Ages was also characterized by a2 massive infiltration of the writ-
ten text: the book ceased to be the privifege of nobies or scholars and was
democratized ** As a resuli, phonetic cuiture claimed to be a scriptural
one. To the extent that every book in our civilization is a transcription of
oral speech,® citation and plagiarism are as phonetic as the blazon even
if their extrascriptural {verbal) source goes back to a few books before
Antoine de La Sale’s.

4. Nevertheless. the reference 1o a written text upsets the laws
imposed on the text by oral transcription: enumeration, repeiition, and
therefore temporality (cf. supra). The introduction of writing has two
MAJOT CONsequUEnces.

First, the temporality of La Sale’s text is less a discursive temporality
(the marrative sequences are not ordered according to the temporal laws
of the verb phrase) than what we might call a seriprural temporality
(the narrative sequences are oriented {owards and rekindled by the very
activaty of writing). The succession of ““events™ {descriptive uiterances or
citations) obeys the motion of the hand working on the empty page—the
very economy of inscription. [.a Sale often interrupts the course of dis-
cursive time to introduce the present rime of his work on the text: “To
return to my point.” “to put it briefly,” “as 1 will tell you,” and “here I
will stop speaking for a bil of Madame and her Ladies to relurn to little
Saintre,” c¢te. Such junctives signal a temporality other than that of the
discursive {linear) chain: the massive present of inferential enunciation (of
the scriptural work).
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Second, the {phonetic) utterance having been iranscribed onto paper
and the foreign iext {citation) having becn copied down, both of them
form a written text within which the very act of writing shifts 1o the
background and appcars, in its foiality. as secondary. as a transcription-
copy, as 4 sign, as a “letter,”” no tonger in the sense of inscription but of
eschange ohject {(“which I send to vou in the manner of a letter™).

The novel is thus situctured as dual space: it is both phonetic utterance
and scriptural level, overwhelmingly dominated by discursive (phonetic)
order.

ARBITRARY COMPLETION AND STRUCTURAL
FINITUDE

1. Al ideclogical activity appears in the form of utterances composi-
tionally completed. This completion is to be distinguished from the
structural finitude to which only a few philosophical systems (Hegel) as
well as religions have aspired. The structural finitude characterizes, as a
fundamental trait, the object that our culture consumes as a finished
product (effect, impression) while refusing to tcad the process of its
productivity: “literature”—within which the novel occupies a privileged
position. The notion of literature coincides with the notion of the novel,
as much on account of chronological origins as of structural bounding.®
Explicit completion is often lacking, ambiguous, or assumed in the text
of the novel. This incompletion nevertheless underlines the text’s
structural finitude. Every genre having its own particular structural
finitude, I shall try to isolate that of Jehan de Saintre.

2. The initial programming of thc book is already its structural
finitude. Within the figures described above, the trajectories close upon
themselves, return to their point of departure or are confirmed by a
censoring element in such a way as to outline the limits of a closed dis-
course. The book’s compositional completion nevertheless reworks the
structural finitude. The novel ends with the utterance of the author who,
afier having brought the story of his character, Saintré, {o the point of
the Lady's punishment, interrupts the narrative to announce the end:
“And here I shall begin the end of this story . .. 7 {(p. 307).

The story can be considered finished as soen as there is completion of
one of the loops (resolution of one of the oppositional dyads) the series of
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which was opened by the iniiial programming. This loop is the condem-
nation of the Lady, signifying a condemnation of ambiguity. The narra-
tive stops there. T shall call this completion of the narrative by a
concrete foop a reworking of the struciural finitude.

But the struciural finitude, once more manifested by a concretization
of the text’s fundamental figure (the oppositional dyad and its relation to
nondigjunction) is not sufficient for the bounding of the authoer’s dis-
course. [MNothing in speech can put an end—except arbitrarily—to the
infinite concaienation of loops. The real arresting act is performed by the
appearance, within ihe novelistic uiterance, of the very work that
produces 1if, here, on the actual page. Speech ends when its subject dies
and it is the act of writing (of work) that produces this murder,

A new rubric, the “actor,” signals the second—the actual—reworking
of the ending: “*And here | shall give an ending to the book of the most
valiant knight who ... " (p. 308). A bricf narrative of the narrative
follows, terminating the novel by bringing the utterance back to the act
of writing (*'Now, most high, and most powerful and excellent prince and
my most feared lord, if 1 have erred in any way either by writing too
much or too hittle [...] 1 have made this book, said Saintré, which |
send to you in the manner of a lester”—p. 309, emphasis ming) and by
substituting the present of script for the past of speech (*And in conclu-
sion, for the present. my most feared lord, 1 write vou nothing else”
[p. 309}—emphasis mine).

Within this dual surface of the text {story of Saintré—story of the writ-
ing process)—the seriptural activity having been narrated and the narra-
tive having been often interrupted to allow the act of production to sur-
face—(Saintre’s) death as rhetorical inage coincides with the stopping of
discourse (erasure of the actor). Nevertheless—as another retraction of
speech-—this death, repeated by the text at the moment it becomes silent,
cannot be spoken. It is asserted by a (tomblike} writing, which writing (as
text of the novel) places in quotation marks. In addition—another retrac-
tion, this time of the place of fenguagpe—this citation of the tombstone
inscription is produced in a dead language (Eatin). Set hack in relation to
Erench, the Latin reaches a standstill where it is no longer the narrative
that is being completed (having been terminated in the preceding para-
graph: “*And here 1 shall begin the end of this story .. .”") but rather the
discourse and its product—"literature”’ fthe “letter” (“And here I shall
give an ending to the book . . .™).
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3. The narrative could again take up Saintré's sdventurcs or sparc us
severst of them. The [act remains nevertheless that il is bovaded, bom
dead: what terminates it structurally are the hounded functions of the
sign’s ideologeme, which the narrative repeats with variation. What
bounds it compostiionally and as cultural artifact is the expliciting of the
narrative as a written text,

Thus, at the close of the Middle Ages and therefore belore consclida-
tion of *literary” ideology and the sociely of which it is the supesstruc-
ture, Antoine de La Sale doubly terminated his novel: as narrative
{structurally) and as discourse (compositionally). This compositional
closure, by iis very naiveté, reveals a major fact later occulted by
bourgeois literature,

The novel has a double semiotic status; it is a linguistic (narrative)
phenomenon as well as a discursive circulr (letter. literature). The faci
that it is a narraiive is but one aspect—an anterior one—of this particu-
larity: it /s “Yirerature.” That is the difference characterizing the novel in
relation te narrative: the novel is already “literature’™; that is, a product
of speech, a (discursive} object of eachange with an owner {author),
value, and consumer (the public, addressee). The narrative’s conclusion
coincides with the conclusion ol one loop's trajeciory.” The novel’s
finitude. however. does not stop at this conclusion. An instance of speech,
often in the form of an epilogue, occurs at the end to slow down the nar-
ration and to demonsirate that one is indeed dealing with a verbal
construction under the contrel of a subject who speaks.® The narrative is
presented as a story, the novel as a discourse (independent of the fact
that the author—more or less consclously—recognizes it as such). In this,
it constitutes a decisive stage in the development of the speaking subject’s
critical consciousness in relation to his speech.

To terminate the novel as narrative is a rhetorical problem consisting
of reworking the bounded ideclogeme of the sign which opened it. To
complete the novel as literary artifact (to understand it as discourse or
sign) is a problem of social practice, of cultural text, and it consists in
confronting speech (the product, the Work) with its own death—writing
{textual productivity). [t is here that there intervenes a third conception
of the book as work and no longer as a phenomenon (narrative) or as
literature (discourse). L.a Sale, of course, never reaches this stage. The
succeeding social text eliminates all notions of production from its scene
in order to substitute a product (elfect. value): the reign of /iterature is
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the teign of markel value occuliing cven what La Sale practiced in a
confused way: the discursive origing of the literary event. We shall have
to wait for a reevaluation of the beurgeois social text in order for a
reevaluation of “litcrature™ {of discourse} to take place through the
advent of scriptural work within the text.*®

4. In the meantime, this funection of writing as work destroying
literary represeniation (the Iiterary artifact) remains latent, misunder-
stood, and unspoken, although often at work in the lext and made
evident when deciphered. For La Sale, as well as for any so-called
“realist’” writer, writing is speech as law {with no possible transgression).

Writing is revealed. for him who thinks of himsclf as “*author,” as a
function that ossifies, petrifies, and blocks. For the phonetic conscious-
ness—irom the Renaissance to our time™—writing is an artificial limit,
an arbitrary law, a subjective finilude. The intervention of writing in the
text 15 often an excuse used by the author to justify the arbitrary ending
of his narrative. Thus, La Sale inscribes himself as writing in order to
justify the end of his winting: his narrative is a lelter whose death coin-
cides with the end of his pen work. Inversely, Saintré’s death is not the
narration of an adventure: La Sale, oftcn verbose and repetitive, restricts
himsell, in anoouncing this major fact, to the transcription from a tomb
in two languages—Latin and French.

There we have a paradoxical phenomenon that dominates, in different
forms, the cotire history of the novel: the devalorization of writing, its
categorization as pejorative, paralyzing, and decadly. This phenomenon
is on a par with its other aspect: valorization of the ceuvre, the Author,
and the literary artifact (discourse). Writing itself appears only to bound
the book, that is, discourse. What opens it is speech: ““of which the first
shall tell of the Lady of the Beautiful Cousins.” The act of writing is the
differential act par excellence, reserving for the text the status of orher,
irreducible to what is different from it; it is also the correlational act par
excellence, avoiding any bounding of sequences within a finite ideolo-
geme, and opening them up to an infinite arrangement. Writing,
however, has been suppressed, evoked only to oppose “obiective reality”
(utterance, phonetic discourse) to a “‘subjective artifice” (scriptural
practice). The opposition phonetic/scriptural, utterance/text—at work
within the bourgeois novel with devalerization of the second term {of the
scriptural, textual}—misled the Russian Formalists. 1t permitted them to
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interpret the imsertion of writing into narrative as proofl of the text's
“arbitrariness” or of the work’s so-called "literariness.”” 11 1s evident that
the concepts of “arbitrariness™ or *‘iiterariness” can only he accepied
within an ideology of velorization of the ceuvre {(as phonetic, discursive)
o the detriment of writing (textual productivity): in other words, only
within a8 bounded {cultural) texi.

Motes

1. When considering semiotic practices in relation to the sign. one can distinguish three
types: first, a svstematic semiotic practice founded an the sign. therefore on meaning; con-
servative and limited, its elements are oriented toward denotata; it is logical, explicative,
interchangeable, and not at all destined to transform the other (the addressee). Second, a
fransformaiive semiotic practice. in which the “signs™ are released from denotata and
orienied toward ihe other, whorn they modify. Thicd, a paragrammatic somiolic praciice, in
which the sign 15 eliminated by ihe correlaiive paragrammatic sequence, which could be
seerl as a tetralemma—cach sign has a denotatum: cach sign does not have a denotatum;
each sign has and does not have a denortatem: it is not true that each sign has and docs not
have a denctatum. See my “Pour une semiclogie des paragrammes,” in Sopueinriyy:
recherches pour une sémanalyse (Paris: Seul. 1969), pp. 1964T,

2. *“Literary scholarship is one branch of the study of ideologies [which] .. . embraces
all areas of man™s ideciogical creativity.” P N. Medvedev and M. Bakhlin, The Formal
Method in Literary Scholarship: A Critical friroduction 1o Seciological Poetics, Atbest J.
Wehrle, trans. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 19783, p. 3. 1 have borrowead
the term “ideologeme™ from this work.

3 T use the term “sememe” as il appears in the terminology of A, ] Greimas, who
defines jL as 4 combination of the sernic nucleus and conrlextual semey. He considery 1L oas
belonging to the level of manifestation. as opposed to the level of immansnee, which is thai
of the seme. See A, J. Gromas, Sémantigue Srructurale (Paris: Larousse, 1966), p. 42

4. Within Western scientific thinking, three fundamental currents break awav from the
svmhbol’s domination, one after another. moving through the sign to the variable. These
thige zre Plaionism, conceptualism, and nominalism, See V. Willard Quine, *'Reification of
Universals,” in From u Logical Point of Wiew {Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
19333, T hove borrowsd fram this study the differentiazion between iwo meanings of signiiv-
ing units: one within the space of the symbol. the other withia that of the sige.

S0 Emile Male, LA relicieux de Jo fin du Moven dge en Frunve (Paris AL Colin
10031,

6. The following are among the most impartant: ¥, Desanay, UL Peiit fohan de
Saintre.” in Rewver dn Seiztene Stecle, (19273, 14:1-48 & 203-80; “Comment un ecrivain sc
corripentt au X Ve sigcle.” in Revue Bofire de Philologie er & Histodre, (19270 0:81-121; 7Y,
Otaka. " Etablizssernent du texte définicl du Petit Jehan de Saintred,” in Etwdes de Langue ei
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Lirtgrarure Francaises (Tokvo, 19653 1528, W, 5 Shepard, “The Syntax of Antoine de
La Sale,” in PAFL4 (1905). 20:435-501: W, P. Soderhjelm, Lo Nowvelle francaice au X Ve
siécde (Paris: H. Champion 1980); Votes sur Antaine de La Sale of sex penvires {Helsingfors:
Ex o[Ticina tyoographica Societatis Litterariac fennicae, 1904}, All my references are to the
text edited by Jean Misrahi {(Fordham University) ard Charles A Knudson {University of
Tlhinais) and published by Droz (Gencva 1967).

7. Aay contemporary novel that siruggies with the prablems of “realism™ angd “writ-
ing™ is related 1o the structural ambivalence of Johan de Swiniré. Contemporary realist
lterature is situaied at the othor ead of the history of ihe novel, at a point where it has been
reinvented in order to proceed to a scriptural productivity that keeps close to narratipn
wilhout being repressed by it N evokes the task of orzanizing disparate utterances that
Antoine de La Sale had undertaken at the dawn of the novelistic journey, The relationship
between the twa is obvious and, as Louis Aragon admits, desired in the case of his own
novel, La Mise a smort (1963), where the Author (Antoing) sets himsell apart from the
Actor {(Alfred), going so far as (o take the name Antoing de La Sale.

8. This term is uscd by Victor Shklovski in the chapter of his hook, & reorii pro-y
{Moscow 1929}, that was transtated into French as “La Construction de la nouvelle et du
roman™ in Tzveian Todorav. ed.. Theorie de fa liriérarure (Paris: Seujl, 1965), p. 170.

9. See Georg Henrik von Wright, 4n Fssqy on Made! Logic (Amsterdam; North-
Holland, 19513,

1. Lam indebted to Mikhail Bakhtin for his notion of the double and ambiguity as the
fundamental figure n the wove/ linking &t to the oral carnivalesque tradition, to the
mechanistn of lagghter and the mask, and to the structure of Menippean satire. Ses his
Profiems of Dostoewkv's Portics (Ann Arbor: Ardis. 1973), Rabelaly and his World
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1968). and my essay, “Word, Dialogue, and Neowvel™ in this
volume.

11, The notion of “auther” appears in Romance poetry about the bepinning of the
twelfth cemtury. At the time. a poet would publish his verse and entrust them to the
memory of minstrels of whom he demanded accuwracy. The smallest change was
immediately nottced and criticized: “Jograr bradador™ {(Ramon Menendez-Pidal. Poesig
Juglaresca y origines de fas fireramras romdnicas [Madepd: Tnstituto de Estudios Politicos,
1857), p. 14, note 1. **Erren ¢ juglar!” exclamaba condenatorio e! trovador gallega v con
eso v con el cese del canto para la poesia docta, ef juglar queda excluido de la vida literaria;
queda como simple musico, y aun en este oficio acabe siendo sustitoido par el ministril, tipo
det musico gjecutante venido del extranjero v que en el paso del siglo XIV al XV, convive
con el juglar” (/bid.. p. 380, In this way, the passage {rom minstrel as Actor (a character
in a dramatic production, an accuser—-cf. in juridical Latin: actor, the accuser, the con-
troller of the narrative) to minstrel as Author (Jounder, maker of 4 product, the one whe
makes, implements, oreanizes, generates, and ¢reates an object of which he no longer is the
producer but the salesman—ef, in juridical Latin: aucior. salecsmand.

12, See my book L¢ Fexte di roman {The Hague: Mouton, 1970, 4 semiotic approach
to a transformational discursive stroctare,

13 For these terms borrowed from structural syntax. sec Léon Tesmigre, Esguisse d'une
syatave structurale (Paris: Klincksieck, 1953).

14, Michel Granet, La Penyée chinojse (Pariy; Albin Miche], 1968, chapter 2, “Le
Style.”" p. 30 {Originally published in 1934 )

13 Im the epic, man's individuality is limited by his linear relationship to one of twao
categorres: the good or the bad people, these with positive or negative attributes.
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Teychological statcs scem 10 be Ufree of personalities. Conscguently, they are free to changs
with extraordmary rapidity and to aitain unbelievable dimensions. ©Man may be
rransformed from good to bad, changes in his psycholegical state happening i a flash™ D.
S, Lichachov, Chetovek v literature drovitej Rusi [Dian in the Literature of Hd Russial
{Moscow-| eningrad 19557, », 8]

16, See Alois Richard Nvkl, Hispano-Argbie Poetrr and fis Relarions with the Olid
Provencel Troubadours (Balumore: J. H. Furst, 1946). This study demonstrates how,
without meclanicalty *inftuencing™ Provengal poctey, Arabic pociry contribured by contact
with Provencal discourse to the fortmation and development of courtly lyricisi; in regards 1o
bath its content and {vpes, as weil as its rhythm, rhyme scheme, internal division. aad so
on. The Russian academician Nikolali Konrad has demenstrated that the Arab worid was in
contact, on the other side of Isiam, with the Orieat and China {in 751, ¢n the banks of the
river Tatas. the army of the Halifat of Bapdad met the aroy of the Trang Empire). Two
Chinese collections, “Yideh-fu™ and “Yii-r"ai hsin-vung,” which date from the third and
fourth centuries 4.0, evoke the themes and arganization of courtly Provengal poctry of the
twelfth through the fifteenth centuries. Chinese songs, on the other hand, constitute a dis-
rince series and stem from a different world of chought. Nonctheless. contaet and contami-
nation are a fact of those two cultures—rhe Arabic and the Chinese (Islamization of China,
followed by infiltratton of Chinsse sigmifying siructure [art and literature] mto Arabic
rhetoric and, consequentty, inte Mediterranecan culture). Sec Nikolai Konrad, “Contempo-
rary Problems in Comparative Literature,” in fovestija Akadeniii nank SS5R, “Literattre
and Language™ series (13597, 18:lusc 4, p. 335

17. 1. Coulet, Le Trovbadouwr Guithem Montahagal (Toulouss: Bibliothéque Merid-
ionale, 1928}, Series 12, 1V,

18, Joseph Anglade, Le Yroubadowur Guiraudi Riguier. Ftude sur Ju décadence e
lancienne poésie pravencale (Paris: U, de Paris, 1903,

19, Antoine Frangois Campaux, “La (Juestion des femmes au XVe siecle,” in Rewvue
des Cours Linéraires de fa Fraonce er de PEtranger (Pariz: [ P 1884), p. 4381 P. Gide,
Emde sur la candition privée de la fenime dans fe droit ancien er moderne (Paris: Durand et
Pedone-Lauriel, 1883}, p. 381

20, Suech are, for instance. the famous “Paresian hawkers” eries” —repetitive utterances
and laudatoery enwinerations that fuifilled the purposes of advertisement 10 the society of the
time. See Alfred Franklin Vie privée d'autrefois: 1. L Annonce er la réclame {Panis: Plon-
Nourrit, 1897-1902Y; and J. . Rastner, Les Voix de Paris essal uie hivtoire iredraire ot
rmiusicate des oris populaires (Paris: G, Brandus, 1857}

2l See Le Mystére de Vieux Festumen: (fteenth ventery), in which the officers of
Nebuchadnezzar's army enumerate forty-three kinds of weapoas: and Le Martvr de sain
Canten {late filteenth century). in which the teader of the Roman troops enumerases forty-
five weapons; and s on

22 Thus. in Grimmclshausen's Der Sadvrisciie Puierad (16646). there first appear twenty
semantically positive utterances that are later restated as semantically pegjorative and,
firally. as double {neither pusitive ner pejoracive). The blazon appears {requently in
mysteries and satirical farces. Sec Anatote de Montaiglon, Recueil de poesies frangoises des
AV er X Vie siectes (Pans: P Jamnet-P. Daffis, 1865-1878), b:11-16, and 3;15-18; and Dirs
des pays, 5:110-16. In the matter of blazons, see H. Gaidos and P, Sebillot, Blason popu-
laire de o France (Paris: L. Cecf, 1884} and (. D'Haucourt and &, Durivault. Le Blasan
{Paris: Presses Unaversitaires de France, 19605

23, Congcerning berrowings and plagiarisms by Antoine de La Sale. see M. Lecourt,
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“Anitoine de La Safe 2t Stmon de Hesdin™ in Afélanges offeres & 3. Emife Chitefain
{Parig- H. Champion 1910}, pp. 34 1-30, and » U'ne Souree d"Antoine de La Sale: Simon de
Hesdin.”" in Ronmania (19557, 76:35-83 & 183-214,

24, Tollowing a period when books were considered as sacred nbjects (sacred hook =
Latin book). the [ate Middle Apes went threugh a period when books were devalorized, and
this was accom panied by texts being replaced with imagerv, *Beginning with the middie of
the twelfth centurv. the role and fate of boolks changed. As the plage of production and
xchange, the city had undergone the impact of books and stimulated their appearance.
Deeds und words had an ccho in them and were muoltiplied in a proliferating dialectic. The
book as a produet of prime necessity entersd into the evcle of Medieval production. Tt
hecame a profitable and marketable product: but it also became a protected product.”™
Albert Flocon, LM linivers des fhvres (Paris: Hermann, 19613, p. | Secufar books suon began
to appeal; the Roland evele, courtly novels (the Novel of Alexander the Great, the Novel of
Thebes). Breton nevels (King Archur, the Grail), the Romance of the Rose, troubadour and
trouvere poems. the poetry of Rutebeul, tabliaus, the Roman de Renart, miracie plays,
fiturgical drama, etc. An acival frgdfe in manuseript booky sprang up and suw considerable
expansion in the fiftecnth century tn Paris, RBruges, Ghent, Antwerp. Augsburg, Colognc,
Strasburg, Vienna. In markets and fairs. near the churches. paid copyists would spread oot
their offerings and hawk their wares. See Svend Dakl, Histoire du fivee de Fantiguité a nos
Jowrs [Paris: Poinat, 19603, The cult of books extended into the court af the kings of Anjoa
(who were clogely linked (o the ltalian Renaissance) where Antoine de 1.a Sale worked.
René of Anjoa (14800 owned twentv-four Turkish and Arabic manuscripts, and in his
chamber there hure “a targe panel on which were written the ABC's with which one can
write throughout all the Christian and Saracenic countries,”

25 Tt seems natural [or Western thought to censider any writing as secondary, as com-
ing after vocalization. This devalorization of writing harkens back to Plato. as do many of
our philosephical presuppositions: *There neither is hor ever will be a reatise of mine [on
my teaching]. For it docs now admit of expaosition like other branches of knowledge; but
after much converse about the matter iself and a life lived together, suddendy a light, as it
were, s kindied i one soul by a flame that lcaps to it from another, and thercafter sustains
itseff” {The Platonic Epistles, . Harward, trans. [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1932), 7-135%. Such is the case unless writing happens 1o be assuntlated to an authority
figure or 1o an Immutable truth, unless it manapes “to write what is of great secvice to
mankind aad to bring the nature of things into the light for all to see™ (ipia’). Bur idealist
reasoning sceptically discovers that “ferther, on account of the weakness of language [. .. ]
no man of intelligence will venlure o express his philosophical views in language, especially
not a languape that is unchangeahle, which is trug of that which is set down in written
characters™ (ibid.. pp. 136-37). Historians of writing penerally agree with that thesis, Suve
James G, Fevrier. Histoire de Pécrire (Paris: Pavot, 1948). On the other hand, seme his-
torians insist on writing’s preeminence over spoken language. Sce Chang Chen-ming,
L FEeriture chinoire ef 12 geste humaen (Paris: P, Geuthner, 1937y and ) Van Giancken, La
Reconstimrion npofogigue des fangages archatyues de homanieé (Amsterdam: Noord-
Hollandsche uitgevers-maatschappij, [9391.

26, See Medvedey and Bakhtin, The Formal Merhod in Literary Scholarshin.

27, *Bhort story® s a ferm refercing exclusively to plot, one assuming a combination of
two conditions: small size and Lhe impact of plol on the ending™ (B. M. Eikhenbaum, ~C.
Henry and the Theory of the Short Story,” |0 R Tuunik, trans.. m Readings in Russian
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Poeticy, Formelisi and Struclwralist Views [Ann Avbor: University of Michigan Press.
1978]. pp. 231-323.

7% The poetry of troubadours. Jike pooutar iales. stories of voyages. and ather kinds of
aarratives, eften introduces at the end the speaker as & witness 1o or participant in the nar-
rated “facts.” Yeu in novelistic conclusions. the anihor speals not as a witness o some
“event™ (as in fotk tales), not w0 express his “feelings™ or his “ant™ {as in troubadour
poetry); rather, he speaks in order (o assume ownership of the discourse that he appeared at
frst to have given Lo someone else {a character). He envisions himsell a8 the zctor ol speech
{and not of 4 sequence of events). and he follows through the Joss of that speech {its death).
after all nterest in the narrated svents has cnded (the deatn of the main character, for
instanca).

39 An exampte af this would be Philippe Sollers’s book, The Park, A, M, Sheridan-
Smith, trans. (INew York: Red Dusi, 1969). which inscribes the producdon of its writing
before the concervable effects of an “‘ocuvre” as a phenomenon ol {representative) dis-
COUTSE.

30, Asto the impact of phonctism in Western culture, see Jacques Derrida, Of Gram-
matofogy (Baltimore: Tohns Hopking Unwversity Press, 1976).



3, WORD, DIALOGUE, AND NOVEL'

if the efficacy of scientific approach in “human” sciences has always
been challenged, it is ail the more striking that such a challenge should
for ihe first time be issued on the very level of the structures being
studhed —structures supposedly answerable to a logic ether than scien-
iific. What would be involved is the logic of language (and all the more
so, of poetic language) that “writing” has had the virtue of bringing to
iight. 1 have in mind that particular literary practice in which the
elaboration of poetic meaning emerges as a tangible, dynamic gram?
Confronted with this situation, then, Jiterary semiotics can gither abstain
and remain silent, or persist in its efforts to elaborate a model that
would be isomorphic to this other logic; that is, isomorphic to the
elaboration of poetic meaning, a concern of primary importance (o
contempordry semiotics,

Russian Formalism, in which contcmporary structural analysis claims
to have its source, was itself faced with identical alternatives when
reasons beyond literature and science halted its endeavors. Research was
nonetheless carried on, recently coming to light in the work of
Mikhail Bakhtin. His work represenis one of that movement’s most
remarkable accomplishments, as well as one of the most powerfnl
attempts to transcend iis limitations. Bakhtin shuns the linguist’s
technical rigor, wielding an impulsive and at times even prophetic pen,
while he takes on the fundamental problems presently confronting a
structural analysis ol narrative; this alone would give currency to essays
written over forty years ago. Writer as well as “scholar,” Bakhtin was
one of the first to repiace the static hewing out of texts with a model
where literary structure does not simply exisr but is generated in relation

First published in Snpetcarexd (Paris: Seuil, 19693, pp. 143-73,
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10 arether structure, What allows & dynamic dimension to structuralism
iz his conception of the “lierary word™ as an iatersection of lexiual sui
faces rather then a poins (a fixed meaning). as a dialogue among several
writings: that of the writer, the addressee {or the charaecter), and the
contemporary or earlier cullural coniext.

By iniroducing the stains of the word as & minimal structural unit,
Balhtin situates the text within history and society, which are then seen
as texts read by the writer, and into which he inserts himself by rewriting
them. Diachrony is transformed into synchrony, and in light of this
transformation, finear history appears as abstraction, The only way 2
writer can participaie in history is by transgressing this abstraction
through a process of reading-writing; that is, through the practice of a
signifving structure n relation or opposition te another structure. His-
fory and morality are written and read within the infrastructure of texts.
The poetic word, polyvalent and multi-determined, adheres to a logic
exceeding that of codified discourse and fully comes into being caly in
the margins of recognized culture. Bakhtin was the first to study this
togic, and he looked for its roots in carnival. Carnivalesque discourse
breaks through the laws of a language censored by grammar and seman-
tics and, at the same time, is a social and political protest. There is no
equivalence, but rather, identity between challenging official linguistic
codes and challenging official law.

THE WORD WITHIN THE SPACE OF TEXTS

Defining the specific status of the word as signifier for different modes of
{literary} intellection within different genres or texts puts poetic analysis
at the sensitive center of contemporary ‘“‘human” sciences—at the
intersection of langwage (the truc practice of thoughty® with space (the
volume within which signification, through a joining of differences,
articulates itself). To tnvestigate the status of the word is to study its
articulations (as semic complex) with other words in the senience, and
then to look for the same functions or relationships at the articulatory
level of larger sequences. Confronted with this spatial conception of lan-
guage's poctic operation, we must first define the three dimensions of
textusl space where various semic scts and poetic sequences function,
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These three dimensions or ¢oordinaies of dialogue are wriling subject,
addressee, and exterior (exts. The word's staius is thus defined Zori-
zontelfy {ithe word in the texi belongs to both writing subject and
addressec) as well as verticafly {the word in the text is oricnted toward an
anlerior or synchronic literary corpus.?

The addressee, however, is included within a book’s discursive universe
only as discourse itself. He thus fuses with this other discourse, this other
ook, in relation to which the wrtier has wriiten hbis own text. #Hence
horizontal axis (subject-addressec) and vertical axis {text-coniext) coin-
cide, bringing to light an important facl: each word (text) is an intersec-
tion of word (texts) where at least one other word (text) can be read, In
Bakhtin’s work, these two axes, which he calls dialogue and ambivalence,
are not clearly distinguished. Yet, what appears as a lack of rigor is in
fact an insight first introduced into literary theory by Bakhtin: any text is
construcied as a mosaic of quotations; any iext is the absorption and
transformation of another. The notion of interfextiality® replaces that of
intersubjectivity, and poetic language is read as at least double.

The word as minimal textual unit thus turns out to occupy the status of
mediator, linking structural models to cultural (historical) environment,
as well as that of regwlaror, controlling mutations from diachrony to
synchrony. Le., to literary structure. The word 1 spatialized; through the
very notion of status, it functions in three dimensions {subject-addressee-
context) as a set of diglogical, semic elements or as a set of embivalent
elements, Conscquenily the task of literary semiotics is to discover other
formalisms corresponding to different modalities of word-joining
(sequences) within the dialogical space of texts.

Any description of a word’s specific operation within different literary
genres or texts thus reguires a rransiinguistic procedure. First, we must
think of literary genres as imperfect semiological syslems “signifying
beneath the surface of language but never without it"™; and secondly, dis-
cover relations ameong farger narrative units such as sentences, questions-
and-answers, dialogues, ¢t cetera, not nccessarily on the basis of lin-
guistic models—justified by the principle of semantic expansion. We
could thus posit and demonsirate the hypothesis that eny evelution of
fiterary genres £s an unconscious exteriorization of fnguistic structures qi
their different fevels. The novel in particular exteriorizes linguistic dia-
logue.®



WORD. DIALCGUL, ARD ~NOVEL &7
SORD AMND THai GUTE

Russian Formalisis were engrossed with the idea of “linguistic dialogue™
They insicied on the dialogical chavacter of linguistic communication”
and considered the monologue, the “embivonic form™ of common lan-
guage.® as subsequent to dialogue. Some of them distinguished between
monological discourse {as “equivalent to a psychic state’™® and narrative
{as “‘artistic Imitation of monological discourse™}.*® Boris Eikhenbaum’s
fumous study of Gogol's The Overcoot is hased on such premises.
Eikhenbaum notes that Gogol's text actively refers to an oral form of
narration and to its Hoguistic characteristics {intonation, syntactic
construction of oral discourse, pertinenl vocabulary, and so on). He thus
sets up two modes of narration, fndirect and direct, studying the relation-
ship between the two. Yet, he seems 10 be unaware that before referring
to an orgl discoursc, the writer of the narrative usually refers to the dis-
course of an erher whose oral discourse is only secondary (since the oiher
is the carrier of oral discourse).”

For Bakhtin, the dialogue-monologue distinction has a much larger

signiftcance than the concrete meaning accorded it by the Russian For-
malists. It does not correspond to the direct/indirect (monologue/dia-
logue) distinction in narratives or plays. For Bakhtin, dialogue can be
monological, and what is called monoiogue can. be dialogical. With him,
such terms refer to a linguistic infrastructure that must be studied
through a semforics of literary texts. This semiotics cannot be based on
either linguistic metheds or logical givens, but rather, must be elaborated
from the point where they leave off.
Linguistics studies ‘“language™ and its specific logic in its commronalicy
{(“'obshchros™) as that factor which makes diatogical intercourse possible, but it
consistently refrains from studying those dialogical relationships themselves,
[...] Dialogical relationships are not reducibic to logical or concrete semantic
relationships, which are in and of themselves devoid of any dialogical aspecr.
[...]Dalogical relationships are totally impossible without logical and concrete
semantic relationships, but they are aot reducible 1o them: they have their own
specificity.'®

While insisting on the difference between dialogical relationships and
specificalty linguistic ones, Bakhtin emphasizes that those structuring a
narrative (for example, writer/character, to which we would add subject
of epunciation/subject of utterance) are possible because dialogism is
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inherent in language itsel{. Without explaining exacily what makes up
this double aspect of language, he nonetheless insists that “dialogue is the
only sphere possible for the life of language.” Today we can detect
dialogical realiionships on several levels of language: first, within the
combinarive dyad, langue/parole; and secondly, within the systems either
of languc {as collective, monological contracts as well as systems of cor-
relative value actealized in dialogue with the other) or ol parole (as
cssenlially “combinative,” not pure creation. bul individual formation
based on the exchange of signs).

Cn still another level (which could be compared o the novels
ambivalent space), this “double character of language™ has even been
demonstraled as syntagmatic (made manifest ihrough extension,
presence, and metonymy) and systematic (manifested through associa-
iion, absence, and meiaphor). It would be important 1o analyze linguis-
tically the dialogical exchanges between these (wo axes of language as
basis of the novel's amhbivalence. We should aiso note Jakobson's double
structures and their overlappings within the code/message relationship,™
which help to clarify Bakhting’s notion of dialogism as inherent in lan-
guage.

Bakhtin foreshadows what Emile Benveniste has in mind when he
speaks about discourse, that is, “'language appropriated by the individual
as a practice.” As Bakhtin himself writes, *'In order for dialogical rela-
tionships to arise among [logical or concrete semaniic refationships], they
must clothe themselves in the word, become utterances, and become Lhe
positions of various subjects, expressed in a word.” " Bakhtin, however,
born of a revolutionary Russia that was preoccupied with social problems,
does not see dialogue only as language assurted by a subject; he sees it,

crather, as a writing where one reads the other (with no allusion to Freud).

_Bakhtinian dialogism identifies writing as both subjectivity and com-
munication, or better, as intertextuality. Confronted with this dialogism,
the notion of a “person-subject of writing” becomes blurred, vielding to
that of “ambivalence ol writing.”

AMBIVALENCE

The term “ambivalence” implies the insertion of history (society) into a
text and of this text into history; for the writer, they are onc and the
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same. When he speaks of “two paths merging within the narrative”
Bakhiin considers writing as a reading of the anterior literary corpus and
the text as an abseorption of and a reply 1o another texi. He studies the
polyphonic nevel as an absorption of the carnival and ihe moenclogical
novel as a stifling of this literary sizucture, which he calis “Menippcan”
because of iis dialogism. In this perspeciive. a fext cannot be grasped
through linguistics alone. Bakhting posiulates the necessity for what he
calls a sranslinguissic science, which, developed on the basis of language's
dialogism, would enable us to understand intertextual relationships; rela-
tionships that the nineteenih century labeled “social value™ or literature's
motal “message.” Lautréamont wanted to wrile so that he could submit
himself 1o a high morality. Within his practice, this morality is actualized
as lexlual ambivalence: The Sangs of Maldoror and the Poems are a
constant dialogue with the preceding literary corpus, a perpetual
challenge of past writing. Dialogue and ambivalence are horne out as the
ouly approach that permits the writer to enter history by espousing an
ambivalent ethics: negation as aflirmation.

Dialogue and ambivalence lead me to conclude 1hat, within the interior
space of the text as well as within the space of texis, poetic language is &
“double.” Saussure’s poetic paragram (“Anagrams™) cxtends from zero
to iwe: the unit “one” (definition, “truth™) does not exist in this field.
Consequently. the notions of definition, determination, the sign *“ ="" and
the very concept of sign, which presuppose a vertical (hierarchical) divi-
sion between signifier and signified, cannot be applied to poetic lan-
guage—by definition an infinity of pairings and combinations.

The notion of sign (8r-8d) is a product of scientific abstraction
(identity-substance-causc-goal as structure of the Indo-European sen-
tence), designating a vertically and hierarchically linear division. The
notion of double, the result of thinking over poetic {not scientific) lan-
guage, denotes “spatialization’ and correlation of the hterary (linguistic)
sequence. This implies that the minimat unit of poetic language is at least
double, not in the sense of the signifier/significd dyad, but rather, in
terms of one and other. It suggests that poetic language functions as a
inbular moedel, where each “unit” {ihis word can no longer be used
without quotation marks, since every unit is double) acts as a multi-
determined pegk. The double would be the minimal sequence of a para-
grammatic semiotics to be worked out starting from the work of
Saussure (in the ““Anagrams’) and Bakhtin.
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instead of carrying these thoughis to their conclusion we shall
conceniraie here on one of their consequences: the inability of any logical
system based on a zero-ene sequence {irue-false, nothingness-notation) te
account for the operation of poctic language.

Scientific procedures are indeed based upon a logical approach, itself
founded on the Greek (Indo-European) senience. Such a sentence begins
as subjeci-predicate and grows by identification, determination, and cau-
sality. dModern logic from Gotilob Yrege and Giuseppe Peanc tc Jan
Lukasiewicz, Robert Ackermann, and Alonzo Church evolves out of a
0-1 sequence: George Boole, who begins with set theory, produces
formuiae that are more isomorphic with language—all of these are ineffec-
tive within the realm of poetic language, where 1 is not a limit.

1t is therefore impossible to fermalize poetic langrage according to
existing logical (scientific) procedures without distorting it. A literary
semiotics must he developed on the basis of a poetic lugic where the
concept of the power of the continuum would embody the 0-2 interval, a
continuity where 0 denotes and 1 is implicitly transgressed.

Within this “power of the continuum™ from 0 to a specifically poetic
double, the linguistic, psychic, and social “prohibition™ is | (God, Law,
Definition). The only linguistic practice o “escape” this prohibition 1s
poetic discourse. It is no accident that the shortcoinings of Aristotelian
logic when applied to language were pointed out by, on the one hand,
twentieth-ceniury Chinese philosopher Chang Tung-Sun (the preduct of a
different linguisiic heritage—idecgrams—wherc, in place of God, there
extends the Yin-Yang “‘dialogue™) and, on the other, Bakhtin {who
atlempted to go beyond the Formalists through a dynamic theorization
accomplished in revolutionary society). With Bakhtin, who assimilates
narrative discourse inte epic discourse, narrative is a prohibilion, a
monologism, a subordination of the code to 1, to God. Hence, the epic is
refigious and theological; all “‘realist™ narrative obeying 0-1 logic is dog-
matic. The realist nowvel, which Bakhtin calls mmonological (Tolstoy),
tends to evolve within this space. Realist description, definition of *‘per-
sonality,” “character™ creation, and “‘subject” development—all are
descriptive narrative elemenis belonging to the 0-1 interval and are thus
monoiogical. The only discourse integrally 1o achieve the 0-2 poetic logic
15 that of the carnival. By adopting a dream logic, it transgresses rules of
linguistic code and sociai morality as well.
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in faci, this “transgression’” of Haguistic. logical, and social codes
within the carnivalesque only sxists and succesds, of course, because it
accepis arather faw, Dilalogism is not “freedom o say everything, " it is a
dramatic **banter’” {Lautréamont), an other imperative than that of &
We should particularly cmohasize this specificity of dialogue as
transgression giving fiself a law s0 as 1o radically and categorically dis-
tinguish ii from the pseudo-transgression evideat in a certain modern
“erotic’ and parodic literature. The latter, seeing iiseif as “libertine” and
“relativizing,” operates accordiag to a principle of law anticipating ifs
own iransgresston. 1 thus compensates for monologism, does not dis-
place the 0-1 imterval, nor has anything o do with the architectonics of
dialogism, which implies a categorical t=aring from ihe norm and a rela-
tionship of nonexclusive opposiles.

The novel incorporating carnivalesque struciure is calied polyphonic,
Bakhtin's cxamples include Rabelals, Swiit, and Dosicievski. We might
also add the “modern’™ novel of the twentisth century—Joyce, Proust,
Kafka—while specifying that the modern poivphonic novel, although
analogous in its statws, where monologism is concerned, to dialogical
novels of the past, is clearly marked off from them. A break occurred at
the end of the nineteenth century: whiie dialogue in Rabelais, Swift, and
Dostolevskl remains at a representalive, fictitious level, our cenlury's
polyphonic novel becomes “unreadable” (Joyce) and interior to langusge
(Proust, Kafka), Begiaing with this break—not only literary but also
social, political, and philosophical in nature—the probism of iner-
textuality (intertextual dialogue) appears as such. Bakhtin's theory {tself
(as well as that ol Saussure’s “*Ansgrams’) can be traced histor 1631;}-‘ t0
this break: he was able to discover textual dialogism in the writings of
Mayakovsky, Khlebnikov, and Andrei Bely, to mention only a few of the
Revolution’s writers who made the ouistanding imprints of this scriptural
break. Bakhtin then extended his theory into literary history as & prin-
Liple of all upheavals and defiant productivity.

‘Bakhtin’s term dialogism s a semic complex thus implies the double,
Ianguagc, and another logic. Using that as point of departure, we can
outline a new approach to poctic toxts. Literary semiotics can accept the
word “'digiogism’; the logic of distance and relationship between the dif-
ferent units of a sentence or narrative structure, indizating a becom-
fng—in opposition to the level of continuity and substance, both of which
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obey the logic of being and are thus monological. Secondly, it is a logic
of analogy and neaexciusive opposition, opposed ic monological levels of
causality and identifying determination. Finally, 1t is a logic of ihe
“transfiniie,” & concept horrowed from Georg Cantor, which, on the
basis of peetic language’s “power of the continuum’™ (0-2), introduces a
sceond principte of formation: a poctic sequence is a “next-larger” (not
causally deduced) io all preceeding sequences of the Aristotelian chain
(sciemiific, monological. or narraiive). The novel's ambivalent space thus
can be seen as regulated by two formative principles: monological (each
following sequence is determined by ithe preceding one). and dialogical
(transfinite scguences that are next-larger to the preceding causal
series) s

Dialogue appears most clearly in the structure of carnivalesque lan-
guage, where symbolic relationships and analogy t(ake precedence over
subsiance-causality connections. The notion of ambivgience pertains lo
the permutation of the two spaces observed in novelistic structure:
dialogical space and monoclogical space.

From a conception of poctic language as dialogue and ambivalence,
Bakhtin moves to a reevaluation of the novel’s structure. This investizga-
tion takes the form of a classification of words within the narrative—the
classification being then linked to g typology of discourse.

CLASSIFICATION OF WORDS WITHIN
THE NARRATIVE

According to Bakhtin, there are three categories of wards within the nar-
rative.

Tirst, the direct word, referring back to its object, expresses the last
possible degree of signification by the subject of discourse within the
limits of a given context, It is the annunciating, expressive word of the
writer, the denotative word, which is supposed to provide him with direct,
objective comprehension. Tt knows noihing but itself’ and its objeci, to
which it attempts to be adequate (it is not “‘conscious” of the influences
of words foreign to it),
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Seuond, the objeci-orienied word is ihe direct discourse of “char-
acters.” ¥t hus divect. objective meaning, but is not situated oo the sanie
level as the writer’s discourse; thus, it is at some distance from the latter.
1t is both oriented towards its object and is itsclf the object of the writer’s
grientaiton. It is a foreign word, subordinule to the narrative word as
object of the writer’s comprehension. But the writer's erientation towards
the word as object doeg not penetraie it but agcepts it as a whole, chang-
ing peither meaning ror tonality: it subordinates that word to its own
task, introducing no other significaiion. Consequently, the object-
orienied word, having become the object of an other {denotative) word, is
nol “conscious’” ol it. The object-oriented word, like the denotative word,
is therefore univocal,

In the third instance, however, the writer can use another’s word, giv-
ing it a new meaning while retaining the meaning it already had. The
result is a word with two significations: it becomes amébivalent. This
ambivalent word is therefore the result of a joining of two sign systems.
Within the evolution of genres, ambivalent words appear in Menippean
and carnivalesaue texts {1 shall return to this point), The forming of two
sign systemns relativizes the text. Stylizing effects establish a distance with
regard to the word of another—contrary to #nitgrion (Bakhtin, rather,
has in mind reperition), which takes what is imitated (repeated) seriously,
claiming and appropriating it without relativizing it. This category of
ambivalent words is characterized by the writer's exploitation of
another’s speech-—without running counter 1o its thouwght—for his own
purposes; he follows its direction while relativizing it. A second category
of ambivalent words, parody for instance, proves to be quite different.
Here the writer introduces a signification opposed lo that of the other’s
word. A third type of ambivaleni word, of which the hidden inrerior -
polemic 1s an exarnple, is characterized by the active (modifying)
in{fluence ol another’s word on the writer’'s word. It is the writer who
‘““spealcs,” but a foreign discourse is constantly present in the speech that
i distorts. With this aciive kind of ambivalent word, the other’s word is
represented by the word of the narrator. Examples include auto-
hiography, polemical confessions, questions-and-answers, and hidden dia-
logue. The novel is the only genre in which ambivalenl words appear;
that is the specific characteristic of its structure.
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INHERENT DIALOGIEM OF DENOTATIVE
OR RISTORICAL WORDS

"the notion of univocity or objectivity of monologue and of the epic o
which it is assimilated, or of the denotative object-oriented word, cannot
withstand psychoanalyiic or semantic anglyvsis of language, Dialogism 18
coextensive with the deep structures of discourse. Notwithstanding
Bakhtin and Benvenisie, dinlogism appears on the level of the Bakhliman
denotative word as a principle of every enunciation, as well as on the
level of the “'story™ in Beovenisic. The story, like Benvenisic’s concept of
“discourse™ itself. presupposes an intervention by the speaker within the
narrative as well as an orientation ioward the other. In order 1o describe
the dialogism inherent in the denotative or hisiorical word, we would
have to turn to the psvchic aspect of writing as trace of a dialogue with
onesclf {with another), as a writer’s distance from himself, as a splitiing
of the wriler into sebject of enunciation and subject of utterance.

By the very act of narrating, the subject of narration addresses an
“other; narration is structured in relation to this other. (On the strength of
such a communication, Vrancis Ponge offers his own variation of I
think therefore T am™: *1 speak and you hear me, therefore we are.”™ He
thus posiulaies a shift from subjectivism to ambivalence.) Consequently,
we may consider narration (bevond the signifier /significd relationship) as
a dialogue hetween the subjeci of narration (3) and the addressee (A)—
the other. This addressec. quile simply the reading subject, represents a
doubly oriented entity: signifier in his relation o the text and signified in
ihe relation between the subject of narration and himselfl This entity is
thus a dyad (A, and A.) whose two terms, communicating with each
other, consiiiute a code system. The subject of narration (8) is drawn in,
and therefors reduced to a code, 10 8 nonperson. 10 an arorypiTe (as
writer, subject of enunciation) mediated by e third person, the je/she
character, the subjecl of viterance. The wriier 1s thus the subject of nar-
rution transformed by his having included himseil within the narrative
system: hc is neither nothingness nor anybody, but the possibility of
permutation from 5 to AL [rom story o discourse and fTom discourse {0
story. He becomes an anonymity, an absence, a blank space, thus permit-
ting the structure to exist as such, At the very origin of narration, at the
very moment when the writer appears. we experience empiiness, We see
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the oroblems of death, Girth, and sex appear when Hicraiure touches
upon this strategic point that writing hecomes when it exieriorizes lin-
guistic systems through naitative siructurc {genres), On the basis of this
anonymity, this zero where the author is situated, the ke/she of the
character is born. At a later siage, it will become a proper ngme (M),
Therefore. in & literary text, 0 does not exist; emptiness is quickiy
replaced by a “one™ (a he/she, or a proper ngme) that is really twofold,
since it is subject and addressee. It is the addressee, the other, exteriority
{whose object is the subject of narration and who is at the same time
represented and representing) who iransforms the subject into an author.
That is, who has the 5 pass through this zero-stage of negation, of exclu-
siofl, consiituted by the author. In this coming-and-going movement
hetween subject and other, between wrniter (W) and reader, the author is
structured as a signifier and the text as a dialogue of two discourses.

The constitution of characters (of “personality’™ also permils a dis-
junction of S into S, (subject of enunciation] and Sy (subject of
utterance). A diagram of this mutation would appear as diagram 1. This

/S’
— W{zero)—he =N = 5§
Sn

N

Miagram |

diagram incorporates the structure of the pronominal system®® that
psychoanalysts repeatedly find in the discourse of the object of
psychoanalysis (see diagram 2).

At the level of the text (of the signifier)—in the 5.-5, relationship—we
find this dialogue of the subject with the addressec around which every
narration is structured. The subject of utterance. in relation to the subject

I 3
he, N
e T s
{some} one -_S,;_

Diagram 2
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of enunciation, plavs the role of addressec with respect to the subject; it
inserts the subject of enunciation within the writing system by making the
latter pass through emptiness. ballarmé cailed this operation *‘clocu-
tionary disappearance.”

The subject of utterance is both representative ol the subject of enun-
ciation and represented as object of ihe subject of enunciation. It is
therefore commutable with the writer’s anonymity. A characier (a per-
sonality} is constituted by this generation of a double entity starting from
zero, The subject of utterance is “dialogical,” both & and A are disgulsed
within it.

The procedure 1 have just described in conflronting narration and the
novel now abolishes distinctions between signilfier and signified. It
renders thesc coneepts ineffective for that literary practice operating
uniquely within dialogical signifier(s). “The signifier represents the sub-
ject for another signifier” {Lacan).

Marration, therefore, is always constituted as a dialogical matrix by
the receiver to whom this narration refers. Any narration, including his-
iory and science, contains this dialogical dyad formed by the narrator in
conjunction with the other. It is translated through the dialogical §./54
relationship, with S, and 5, filling the roles of signifier and signified in
turns, but constituting merely a permutation of two signifiers.

It is, however, only through certain narrative structures that this dia-
logue—-this hold en the sign as double, this ambivalence of writing—is
exteriorized in the actual organization of poetic discourse on the level of
textual, literary occurrence.

TOWARD A TYPFOLOGY OF DNSCOURSES

Bakhtin’s radical undertaking-—the dynamic analysis of 1exts resulting in
a redistribution of genres—calls upon us to be just as radical in develop-
ing a typology of discourses.

As il is used by the Formalists, the term “ngrrative’ is too ambiguous
to cover all of the genres it supposedly designates. At least two different
types of narrative can be isolated.

We have on the cne hand monological discourse. including, first, the
representative mode of description and narration {the epic); secondly, his-
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torical discourse; and thirdly, scicatific ciscourse. In all three, the subject
boih zssumes and submits to the rule of 1 (Jod). The dialogue inherent
in all discourse 1s smothered by a prodibition. a censorship, such that this
discourse refuses to iurn back upon iiself, to enter into dialogue with
tself. To present the models of this censorship is (o describe the nature off
the differences between two tyvpes of discourse: the opic type (history and
scicnee) and the Menippean type {carnivalesque writings and novel),
which lransgresses prohibition. dMonological discourse corresponds 1o
Jakobson's systematic axis of language, and its aralogous relationship to
grammatical affirmation and negation has also been noted.

On the other hand, dinfogical discourse includes carnivalesque and
Menippean discourses as well as the polyphonic novel. In {ts structures,
writing reads another writing, reads itself and constructs iiself through a
process of destructive genesis.

EPIC MONOLOGISM

The epic, structured at the limits of syncretism, illustrates the double
value of words in their postsyncretic phase: the utterance of a subject
(“I') inevitably penetrated by language as carrier of the conerete,
universal, individual. and collective. But in an epic, the speaker (subject
of the epic) does not make use of another’s speech. The dialogical play of
tanguage as .correlation of signs—the dialogical permutation of two sig-
nifiers for one signified-—takes place on the level of narration (through
the denotative word, or through the inherency of the text). 1t does not
exteriorize itself at the level of textual manifesiation as in the structure of
novels. This is the scheme at work within an epi¢, with no hint as yet of
Bakhtin’s problematic—the ambivalent word. The organizational prin-
ciple of epic structure thus remains monological. The dialegue of lan-
guage does not manifest itself except within a narrative infrastructure.
There is no dialogue at the level of the apparent textuai organization {(his-
torical enunciation/discursive enunciation); the two aspects of enuncia-
tion remain limited by the narrator’s absolute point of view. whick coin-
cides with the whoieness of a god or community. Within epic
monglogism, we detect the presence of the “transcendental signified” and
“self presence’” as highlighted by Jacques Derrida.
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it is the systematic mode of language (similarity. according to
Jakobson) that prevails within the epic space. Metonymic coniiguity,
specific to the syntagmaiic axis of language, is rare. Of course, associa-
tion and metonymy are there as rhetorical figures, but they are never a
principle ol structural organization. Epic logic pursues the general
through the specitic; it thus assumes a hierarchy within the structure of
substance. Epic logic is therefore causal, that is, theological; it is g befief
in the literal sense of the word,

THE CARNIVAL: A HOMOLOGY BETWEEN THE
BODY, DREAM, LINGUISTIC STRUCTURE, AND
STRUCTURES OF DESIRE

Carnivalesque structure is like the residue of a cosmogony that ignored
substance, causality, or identity outside of its link to the whole, which
exists only in or through relationship. This carnivalesque cosmogony has
persisted in the form of an antitheological (but not antimysiical) and
deeply popular movement. It remains present as an often misunderstood
and persecuted substratum of official Western culture throughout its
entire history; it is most noticeable in folk games as well as in Medieval
theater and prose (anecdotes, fables, and the Roman de Renarf). As
composed of distances, relationships, analogics, and noncxclusive opposi-
tions, it is essentially dialogical. It is a spectacle, hut without a stage; a
game, but also a daily undertaking; a signifier, but also a signified. That is,
twao iexls meet, contradict, and relativize each other. A carnival par-
ticipant 1s both actor and spectator; he loses his sense of individuality,
passes through a zero point of carnivalesque aclivity and splits into a
subject of the spectacle and an object of the game. Within the carnival,
the subject is reduced to nothingness, while the structure of the author
emerges as anonymity that creates and sees itself created as self and
other, as man and mask. The cynicism of this carnivalesque scene, which
destroys a god in order to impose iis own dialogical laws, calls to mind
Nietzsche's Dionysianism. The carnival first exteriorizes the structure of
reflective literary productivity, then inevitably brings to light this struc-
ture’s underlying unconscious: sexuality and death. Out of the dialogue
that is established between them, the structural dyads of carnival appear:
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high and low, birth and agony, Tood and excrement, praise and curses,
laughter and tears.

Figures germane to carnivalesque language, including tepetition,
“Inconseguent” statements (which are nonetheless “connected” within an
infinite context), and nonexclusive opposition, which function as empty
sets or disjunclive additions, produce a more flagrant dialogism than any
other disconrse. Disputing the laws of language based on the 0-1 interval,
the carnival chailenges God, authoriiy, and social law: insofar as it is
dialogical, it is rebellious. Because of its subversive discourse, the word
“carnival’”’ has understandably acquired a strongly derogatory or nar-
rowly burlesque meaning in our society.

The scene of the carnival. where there is no stage, no “theater,” is thus
both stage and life, gamc and dream, discourse and spectacle. By the
same token, it is proffered as the only space in which language escapes
lineanity {law) to live as drama in three dimensions. At a deeper level,
this also signifies the contrary: drama becomes located in language. A
major principle thus emerges: all poetic discourse 1s dramatization, dra-
matic permutation (in a mathematical sense} ol words. Within car-
nivalesque discourse, we can already adumbrate that “'as to mental con-
dition, it is like the meanderings of drama™ (Mallarmé). This scene,
whose symptom 15 carnivalesque discourse, is the only dimension where
“theater might be the reading of a book, its writing in operation.” In
other words, such a scene is the only place where discourse attains its
“potential infinity” (to use David Hilbert's term), where prohibitions
(representation, ‘‘monologism™) and their transgression {dream, body,
“dialogism™) coexist. Carnivalesque tradition was absorbed into Menip-
pean discourse and put into practice by the polyphonic novel.

On the omnified stage of carnival, language parodies and relativizes
itself. repudiating its role in represeniation; in so deing, it provokes
laughter but remains incapable of detaching itself from representation.
The syntagmatic axis of language becormes exteriorized in this space and,
through dialogue with the systematic axis, constitutes the ambivalent
structure bequeathed by carnival to the novel. Faulty (by which f mean
ambivalent), both represeniaiive and anitirepresentaiive, the carni-
valesque structure is anti-Christian and antirationalist. All of the most
important polyphonic novels are inheritors of the Menippean, car-
nivalesque structure; those of Rabelais, Cervantes, Swift, Sade, Balzac,
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fzuiréamoent, Dostolevski. Joyee, and Kafka. Its history is the hisiory of
the siruggle against Christianity and its representation; this means an
exploration of language {of sexuality and death), a consccration of
ambivalence and of “vice.”

The word “carnivalesque” lends iiself to an ambiguity one must avoid,
In contemporary society, it generally connotes parody, hence a
strenglhening of the law. There is a tendency to blot out the carnival’s
degriatic {murderous, cynical, and revolntionary in the sense of dia-
fectical transformation) aspects, which Bakhtin emphasized, and which
he recognized in Menippean writings or i Dostoievskis The laughter of
the carnival is not simply parodic; it is no more comic than tragic; it is
both at once, one might say that it is serfous. This 1s the only way that it
can avoid becoming either the scene of law or the scene of its paredy, in
order to hecome the scene of its orher. Modern wriling offers several
striking examples of this omnified scene that is both flew and
other—where laughter is silenced because it is not parody but murder
and revolution {Antonin Artlaud),

The epic and the carnivalesque are the two currents that formed
European narrative, one taking precedence over the other according to
the times and the writer. The carnivalesque tradition of the people is stil}
apparent in personal literature of late antiquity and has remained, to this
day, the life source reanimating literary thought, orienting it towards new
perspectives.

Classical humanism helped dissolve the epic monologism that speech
welded togelher so well, and that orators, rhetoricians, and politicians, on
the one hand, tragedy and epic, on the other, implemented so effectively,
Before another monologism could take root (with the triumph of formal
logic, Christianity, and Renaissance humanism),' late antiguity gave
birth to two genres that reveal language’s dialogism. Situated within the
carnivalesque tradition, and constituting the yeast of the European novel,
these two genres are Socraric dialogie and Menippean discourse,

SOCRATIC DIALOGUE: DIALGGISM AS A
DESTRUCTION OF THE PERSON

Socratic dialogue was widespread In antiquity: Plato, Xenophon,
Antisthenes, Aeschines, Phaedo, Euclid, and others excelled in it,
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aithough only ihe dialogues of Flaio and Xenophon have come down to
us. Mot as much rhetorical in genre as popular and carnivalesque. it was
originally a kind of memoir {the recollections of Zacraies’s discussions
with his siudents) thai broke away from the constrainis of hisiory, refain-
ing only the Socratic process of diatogically revealing truih, as well as the
structure of a recorded dialogue framed by narrative. Mietzsche aceused
Plato of having ignored DMonysian tragedy, but Socratic dialogue had
adopied the dialogical and defiant structure of the carnivalesque scene,
According to Bakhtin, Socratic dialogucs are characterized by apposition
to any official monelogism claiming to possess 4 ready-made truth.
Socratic truth (“‘meaning”™) is the product of a dialogical relationship
among speakers; it is correlational and iis relativism appears by virtue of
the observers’ autonomous points of view, Its art is one of articulation of
fantasy, correlarion of signs. Two typical devices for triggering this lin-
guistic network are syncrisis (confronting different discourses on the
same topic) and anacrusis (one word prompting another). The subjects of
discourse are nompersons, anonyms, hidden by the discourse constituting
them, Bakhtin reminds us that the “event” of Socratic dialogue is of the
nature of discourse: a questioning and testing, through speech, of a
definition. This speech practice is therefore organically linked to the man
who created it (Socrates and his students), or better, speech is man and
his activity. Here, onc can spcak of a practice possessing a synthetic
character; the process separating the word as act, as apodeictic practice,
as articulation of difference from the image as representation, as
knowledge, and a5 idea was not yet complete when Socratic dialogue
took form, But there is an important “*detail” to Socratic dialogism; it is
the exclusive position of a subject of discourse that provokes the dia-
logue. In the Apofogy of Plato, Socrates's trial and the period of await-
ing judgment determine his discourse as the confessions of a man “on the
threshold.™ The exclusive situation liberates the word from any univocal
objeclivity, from any representative function, opening it up (o the sym-
bolic sphere. Speech affronts death, ineasuring itself against another dis-
coursc; this dialogue counts the person out,

The resemblance bstween Socratic dialogue and the ambivalent word
of the novel is obvious.

Socratic dialogue did not last long, but it gave hirth to several
dialogical genres, including Menippean discourse, whose origins also lie
in carnivalesque folklore.
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MENIPPEAIN DISCOURSE: THE TEXET AR
SCCIAL ACTIVITY

1. Menippean discourse takes 1ts name from Menippus of Gadara, a
philosopher of the third century B.¢. His satircs were lost, but we know
of their existence through the writings of Diogenes Laertius. The term
wias used by the Romans to designaie a geare of the [irst century B.C.
{Marcus Terentius Varro's Satirae Menippeae),

Yet, the genre actually appeared much earlier; its first representative
was perhaps Antisthenes. a student of Socrates and one of the writers of
Socratic dislogue. Heraclitus also wrote Menippean texis {according to
Cicero, he created an analogous genre called Jogistoricus); Varro gave it
definite stabilitv. Other examples include Seneca the Younger's Apoco-
locynthosis. Pelronius’s  Safpricon. Lucan's satires, Ovids Meta-
miorphoses, Hippocrates” Novel, various samples of Greek “‘novels.”
classical utopian novels, and Roman (Horatian) satire. Within the
Menippean sphere there evolve diatribe, soliloquy, and other minor
genres of controversy., It greatly influenced Christian and Byzantine
literature; in various forms, it survived through the Middle Ages, the
Renaissance, and the Reformation through to the present (the novels of
Joyee, Kafka, and Bataille). This carnivalesque genre—as pliant and
variable as Protcus, capable of insinuating itself into other genres—had
an enorntous influence on the development of European literature and
gspecially the formation of the novel,

Menippean discourse is both comic and tragic, or rather, it is serious
in the same sense as is the carnivalesque; throuph the status of its words,
it is politically and socially disturbing. It frees speech from historical
constraints, and this entails a thorough boldness in philosophical and
imaginative inveniiveness. Bakhtin emphasizes that “exclusive™ situa-
tions increase reedom of language in Menmippean discourse. Phanta-
srnagoria and an often mystical symbolism fuse with macabre natu-
ralism, Adventures unfold in brothels, robbers” dens. {averns, faie-
grounds, and prisons, anlong crotic orgies and during sacred worship,
anG s0 forth. The word has nc fear of incriminating itself. It hecomes
free [romn presupposed “values™: without distinguishing belween virtue
and vice, and without distinguishing itseif from them, the word considers
them its privaic domain, as one of its creations. Academic problems are
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<wthout distin g,us}n-w on‘tolog} ﬁom COSITIOEONY, n unites them inic a
practical philosophy of life. £lements of the fantastic, which never appear
i epic or tragic works, crop forth here. For example, an unusual
perspective from above changes the scale of observation in Lucan’s
fearo-meninpea, Varro's Endymion, and later in the works of Rahelais,
Swill, and Voliaire, Pathological siates of the soul, such a5 madness,
split personaiities, daydreams, dreams. and dsath, become part of the
narrative {they affeci the writing of Shakespeare and Calderon). Accord-
ing to Bakhtin, these elements have more structural than thematic signifi-
cance; they destroy man’s epic and tragic unity as well as his beliel in
identity and causality; thev indicate that he has lost his totality and no
longer coincides with himself. At the same time, they often appear as an
exploration of language and writing: i1 Yarro's Bimarcus, the two
Miarcuses discuss whether or not one should write in tropes. Menippean
discourse tends towards the scandalous and eccentric in language. The
“inopportune’” expression, with its eynical frankness, its desceration of
the sucred, and its attack on etiquette, is quite characteristic. This dis-
course is made up of contrasts: virtuous courtesans, generous bandits,
wise men that are both free and enslaved, and so on. It uses abrupt tran-
sitions and changes; high and low, rise and fall, and misalliances of all
kinds. Its language scems fascinated with the “double” (with its own
activity as graphic rrace, doubling an “outside™) and with the logic of
opposition replacing that of identity in defiming terms. It is an all-incl-
sive genre. put together as a pavement of citations. It includes all genres
{short stories, letiers, speeches. mixztures of verse and prose) whose
structural signification 1s to denote the writer's distance from bis own
and other texis. The multi-stylisth and multi-tonality of this discourse
and the dizlogical status of its word explain why it has been impossible
for classicism, or for any other authoritarian sociciv, to express itself in 2
novet descended from Menippean discourse.

Put together as an exploration of the body, dreams, and language, this
wriling grualis onio the topical: il is a kiad of political journalism of s
tiine, His discourse exteriorizes political and ideological conflicts of the
moment. The dialogism of its words 45 practical philosophy doing batile
against {dealisii and religious metaphysics, against the epic. It con-
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stitutes the social and political thought of an era fighting against
theology, against law.

2. DMenippean discourse {5 thus structured as ambivalence, as the
focus for two tendencies of Western literature, representation through
language as staging, and exploration of language as a correlative system
of signs, Language in the Menippean tradition is both representation of
exierior space and “an experience that produces ifs own space.” Ia this
armbiguous genre appear, first, the premises of realisin (& secondary
activity in relation to what is lived, where man describes himself by mak-
ing of himself an exhibition. finally creating “‘characters” and “per-
sonalities"); and secondly, the refusal to define a psychic universe (an
immediately present activity, characterized by images, gestures, and
word-gestures through which man lives his limits in the impersonal). This
sccond aspect relates Menippean siructure to the structure of dreams and
hieroglyphic writing or, possibly, to the theater of crueliy as conceived by
Artaud. His words apply equally; Menippean discourse “is not equal to
individual life, to that individual aspect of life where characters triumph,
but rather to a kind of liberated life that sweeps away human indi-
viduality and where man is no more than a reflected image.” Likewise,
the Menippean experience is not cathartic; it is a festival of cruelty, but
also a political act. It transmits no fixed message except that itself should
be “the eternal joy of becoming.” and it exhausts itself in the aet and in
the present. Boirn after Socrates, Plato, and the Sophists, it belongs to an
age when thought ceases 1o be practice; the fact that it is considered as a
techne shows that the praxis-poiesis scparation has already taken place.
Similarly, literature becoming “thought”™ becomes conscious of itsell as
sign. Man, alienated from nature and society, becomes alienated from
himself, discovering his “*interior” and ‘‘reilving™ this discovery in the
ambivalence of Menippean writing. Such tokens are the harbingers of
realist represeniation. Menippean discourse, however, knows nothing of a
theclogical principle’s monelogism {(or of the Renaissance man-God) that
could have consolidated its representative aspect. The “tyranny™ it is
subjected to is that of iext {not speech as reflection of a preexisting
universe), or rather its own structure, constructing and understanding
itself through itself. It constructs itsell as a hierogiyph, all the while
remaining a spectacle. It bequeaths this ambivalence to the novel, above
all to the polyphonic novel, which knows neither law nor hierarchy, since
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it is a plurality of linguistic elements in dialogical relationships. The con-
junciive principie of the differsnt paris of Menippean discourse is cer-
tainly similitude (resemblance, dependence, and therefore “realism ™), but
also contiguity (analogy, juxtapositicn, and therefore “'rhetaric” —not in
Bensdetio Croce’s sense of ornament, but rather, as justification through
and in language). Menippsan ambivalence consists of communication
between two spaces:' that of the scene and that of the hieroglyph, that of
represenintion by language, and that of experience /n language, system
and phrase, metaphor and metonymy. This ambivalence is the novel’s
inheritance,

In other words, the dialogism of Menippean and carnivalesque dis-
courses, translating a logic of relations and analogy rvather than of
substance and inference, stands against Aristotelian logic. From within
the very 1nterior of formal logic, even while skirting it, Menippean dia-
logism contradicts it and points it towards other forms of thought.
indeed, Menippean discourse develops in times of opposition against
Aristotelianism, and writers of polyphonic novels seem to disapprove of
the very structures of official thought founded on formal logic.

THE SUBVERSIVE NOVEL

1. Inthe Middle Ages, Menippean tendencies were held in check by the
authority of the religious text; in the bourgeois era, they were contained
by the absolutism of individuals and things. Only modernity—when freed
ol “God"—releases the Menippean force of the novel.

Now that modern, bourgeois society has not only accepted, but claims
to recognize itself in the novel," such claim can only refer to the category
of monoclogical narratives, known as realistic, that censor all car-
nivalesque and Menippean elements, whose structures were assembled at
the time of the Renaissance. To the contrary, the Menippean. dialogical
novel, tending to refuse representation and the epic, has only been
tolerated; that js, it has been declared unreadable, ignored, or ridiculed.
Today, it shares the same fate as the carnivalesque discourse praciiced by
siudents during the Middle Ages outside of the Church.

The novel, and especially the modern. pelyphonic novel. incorporating
iMenippean elements, embodies the effort of European thought to break
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cut of the framework of causaily deiermined identical subsiances and
head toward another modality of thought that proceeds through dialogue
{a logic of distance, relativity, analogy, nonexclusive and transfinite
opposition). It is thercfore not surprising that the novel has been
considered as an inferior genre (by neoclassicism and other similar
regimes) or as subversive (I have i mind the major writers of polyphonic
novels over many centuries—Rabelais, Swift, Sade, TLautréamont,
Xaflka, and Bataille—to mention only those who have always been and
still remain on the fringe of official culture). The way in which European
thought transgresses its constituent characteristics appears clearly in the
words and narrative structures of the iwenticth-ceniury novel. Identity,
substance, causality, and definition are transgressed so that others may
be adopted: analogy, relation, opposition, and therefore dialogism and
Menippean ambivalence.™

Although this entire historical inventory that Bakhtin has undertaken
evokes the image of a museum or the iask of an archivist, it is nonethe-
less rooted in our present concerns. BEverything written today unveils
either the possibility or impossibility of reading and rewriting history.
This possibility is evident in the literature heralded by the writings of a
new generation, where the text is claborated as rhegrer and as reading.
Mallarme. one of the first to understand the Menippean qualities of the
novel (let it be emphasized that Bakhtin's term has the advantage of
situating a certain kind of writing within history), said that literature “is
nothing but the flash of what should have been produced previously or
closer to the origin.”

2. 1 would now suggest two models for organizing narrative significa-
lion, based on two dialogical categories: (1) Subject (5) — Addressee (A);
and (2) Subject of enunciation = Subject of utterance.

The first model implies a dialogical relationship, while the second
presupposes modal refationships within this dialogical formation. The
first model delermines genre (epic poem, novel) while the second
determines generic variants,

Within the potyphonic structure of a novel, the first dialogical model
{5 = A) plays itself out entirely within the writing discourse; and it
presents itself as perpetvally challenging this discourse. The writer's
interlocutor, then, is the writer himself, but as reader of another text, The
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It doss noi strive towards transcendence but rather toward harmony, all
ihe while implying an idea of rupture {of oppesition and analogy) as a
modality of transformation.

Dialogism situaigs philosophical problems wirhin language; more
precisely, within language as a correlation of texts, as 2 reading-writing
that falls in with npon-Aristoielian, syntagmaiic, correlational, “car-
nivalesque™ logie. Consequently, one of the fundamental problems facing
contemporary semiolics is precisely to deseribe this “other logic™ without
denaturing it

The term “ambivalence” lends itself perfectly to the current transitory
stage of European literature—a coexistence (an ambivalence) of “‘the
double of lived experience” {realism and the epic) and “lived experience’”
itsclf {linguistic exploration and Menippecan discourse)—a literature that
will perhaps arrive at a form of thought similar to that of painting: the
transmission of essence through form, and the configuration of {literary)
space as revealing (literary) thought without “realist”” pretensions. This
entgdils the study, through language, of the novel’s space and of ifs
transmutations, thereby establishing a ¢lose relationship between lan-
guage and space, compelling us to analyze them as modes of thought, By
examining the ambivalence of the spectacle (realist representation} and of
lived experience (rhetoric), one might perceive the line where the rupture
(or junction) between them takes place. That line could be seen as the
graph of a motion through which our culture forsakes itself in order to go

beyond itself,

* The path charted between the two poles of dialogue radically aholishes
problems of causality, finality, el cetera, from our philosephical arena. It
suggests the importance of the dialogical principle for a space of thought
much larger than that of the novel. More than binarism, dialogism may
well beceme the basis of our time's intelectuat structure. The predomi-
nance of the novel and other ambivalent literary structures; the com-
munal, carnivalesque phenomena attracting young people; quantum
exchanges; and current interest in the correlational symbolism of Chinese
philosophy—to cite only a few striking elements of modern thought—all
confirm this hypothesis.

1966
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Flaure |

{on the status of the word, dialogue, and ambivalence), as well as on the
importance of certain new perspectives opened up through them.

By esiablishing the status of the word as minimal unit of the text,
Bakhtin deals with structure at its deepest level, beyond the sentence and
rhetorical figures. The notion of status has added to the image of the text
as a corpus of atoms that of a text made up of relationships, within which
words funection as quantum units. If there is a model for poetic language,
it no flonger involves lines or surfaces, but rather, spece and
infinity—concepts amenable to formalization through set theory and the
new mathematics. Contemporary analysis of narrative structure has been
refined to the point where it can delineate functions (cardinal or
catalytic), and indices (as such or as information); it can describe the
elaboration of a narrative according to particular logical or rhetorical
patterns. Without gainsaying the undisputed wvalue of this kind of
research,? one might wonder whether the presuppositions of a metalan-
guage that sets up hierarchies or is heterogeneous to narrative do not
weigh too heavily upon such studies. Perhaps Bakhtin’s naive procedure,
centered on the word ard its unlimited ability to generate dialogue {com-
mentary of a quetation) is both simpler and more productive.

The notion of dialogism, which owes much to Hegel, must not be
confused with Hegelian dialectics, based on a triad and thus on struggle
and projecticn {a movement of transcendence), which does not transgress
the Aristotelian tradition founded on substance and causaiity. Dialogism
replaces these concepts by absorbing them within the concept of relation.
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2 Rakhbtin. Problenis of Dostoevsly’s Poerfes. pp. 151-52,

3 “Shifters, Verbal Cetegories and the Russian Verb” in Sefected &ritiner IF (The
Eague: Maocron, 1971}, pp 130-47.

14 Bakhtin, Prodless of Dosroevsky's Poetics. g 151

15, 7 should emphasize that introducing notions of set ikeory inio considerations on
poetic language has only metaphorical velue. It 1s legltimate to do so because one can draw
an analogy between the Arnistotehan Ingic/poetic logic relationship oa the one hand. and the
quantifiable/ulinite relationship oa the other.

16, See Luce brigaray, “"Communaication lirguisliigue el communicaiion speculzirg,”™ i
Cahiers pour M Anaivre. no. 3. {May 1966). pp. 39-55.

b7 T should like Lo stress the amblguous role of Wesiern individualism, Invelving the
concept of identity, it is linked to the substantialise, causal, and atemist thought of Aris-
totelian Greeee and has strengiheded chroughout centuriss this activisi, sclentistiz, or
theologica] aspect of Weslern culture. On the other band, since it is founded on the prin-
ciple of a difference between the “self™ and the “world,™ it prompts a search for mediation
between the two terms, of (o stratifications within cach of them, in order to allow tha
possibility of & correlative jogic based on the very components of formal logic.

t8. B was perbaps Lhis phenomenon that Bukhtin had in mind when he wrote, “The
language of the novel can be lecated neither on a4 surface nor on a line. Tt is a system of sur-
faces that intersect. The 2uthor as creator of everything having to do with the novel cannot
be located on uny of these linguistic surfaces. Rather, be resides within the controlling
center constitured by the intersection of the sutfaces. All these surfaces are tocared at vary-
ing distances from that autharial center” ("8levo o romane.” in Poprosy fireratury, |1965].
vol. &, pp. 54-00). Actuadly, the writer is nothing more than the [fnking of these centers,
Attributing a single center to him would be to constrain him within a monological,
theological positiva,

9. This point of view is shared by all theorists of the novel: A, Thihaudet, Réffexions
sur de roman (Thoughts on the Movel; Paris: Gallimard, 1938): Koskimies. “Theorle des
Ruomans™ (Theory of the Novel), in Annales Acadesiae Scientfarum Finnicae, 1, serigs B.
{1935) 35:5-275. Georg Lukdes. Theory of the Novel (Cambridge: MIT Press. 1971), and
others,

An interesling perspective on the concept of the povel as dialogue is provided by Wayne
Baoth's The Rhetoric of Fietion {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, t961). His ideas
concerning the refighle and wnreliable writer paiallel some of Bakhtin's investigarions into
dialogism in the agwvel, although they do not posit any specific relationship between nove-
listic **illusionism™ and linguistic symbolism.

20, Such a mode shows tp in modern physics as well ay in ancient Chinese thought, as
the two are equally anti-Aristotelian, antimsonoclogical, and dialogical. See 5. I, Hayakawa,
“What Is Meant by Aristetelian Structere in Language,” in Language, Meaning, and
Meturity (Mew York: Harper. £93%); Charg Tung-sun, *A Chinese Philosapher’'s Theory
of Knowledge,” in S, 1. Havakawa. od.. Our Language and Our World (Mew York: Harper,
1939y, Joseph Needham. Scierce and Civilizetion i China, vol. 2 (Cambridge: The
Liniversity Press, 1963).

2], See lhe imporlant collection of studies on narrative strocture in Communications,
no. & (19663, which includes contriburions by Roland Barthes. A, J. Greimas. Claude
Bremond, Umberto Fco, Jules Gritt, Vieletie Morin, Christian Metz, Tzvetan Todorov,
and Gérard Genstle,

i
i
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1. The point of deparlure for this essay lies in two dooks by Mikhail Bakbim: Sabefais
and Hix World, Helene Tswolsky trans. (Cambridze: MIT Press, 19835 and Probleny of
Dosioevsk s Poetier, R W, Rotsel, trans. (Ann Acbor: ardis. 1273, Bakhtin died in 1973,
the year of the publication of his collection of cssavs. Foprosy leraner | esiotikf
{Moscow). published in French ay Esthétigue et theorie du roman (Parts: Galbmard. 1975).

3 Derrida uses the word gram {from the Greek graepna. “that which is written™) to
designate the irreducible materiat slement of writing, as opposed to the vast amount of ex-
truneous connotations curvently surrounding thal woed. See his OF Granmatofogy. Gayatri
Spivak, trans. (Beliimore: Johns Hopking Press. 1976). [Ed.)

3. “language is as old as consctousness, language is practical consciousness thai sxists
alsa tor other men, and for that reason alone it reatly cxisis fer me personably as well.”
Karl Marx. The German fdeofogy, S, Ryazanskaya, trans.. in The Marx-Engels Reader,
Robert C. Fucker, ed. {New York: Norton. E972). p. 122 |The Urench translation quoted
By Kristeva s less faithful to the German text, although. in the latter part of the sentence,
the German word for “zenuine” does modily “consciousness™ % .. auch [ mich selbst
cchi existicrende Bewuftsein.™ The French version begins, “Le langape esr Iz conscience
reelle . T=Id.]

4. 1 shall refer to only a few of Bakhtin's notions insofar as they are congrucnt with the
conceptions ol Ferdinand de Saussure as related to his “anagrams™ (sce Jean Starobinski,
Les Mots sous fer moty [Pars: Gallimard., 197H]) and suggest a new approach to literary
texts.

5. See Julia Kristeva, Lo Révoliiton du languge poetigne (Paris: Seuil, 1974). pp.
39-60, and the *Iotes on the Translation and on Terminelogy™ in this velume. [Ed.}

6. Indeed, when structural semaniics refers to the linguistic foundartions of discourse, it
poinls out that “an expanding sequence is recoznized as the eguivalent of a syntactically
simipler communication’ and delines “expansion’™ as “one of the most important aspects of
the operation of natural languages.™™ A, ). Greimas, Sémantigue siruciurale (Paris:
Larousse, 1966}, p. 72. T concetve of the notion of cxpansion as the theoretical principle
authorizing me Lo study in the structure ol geores an exleriorization {20 expansion) ol sirue-
res inkerent to language.

7. K. F. Boudé, K istorii velikorushix govarav (Toward a History of Russian Pialects)
(Kazan: 1869).

8. L. V. Czerba, Vastotchno-luzhickoe narechie {The Eastern Loujiks® Dialect)
{Petrograd: 1915).

9. V. V. Vinogradov. “O diatogicheskoj rechi” (On Dialogical Discourse), in Russkafa
rech, 12144,

10, V.V ¥inogradov, Poerika (Moscow: Nauka, 1920}, p. 33

il. 1t seems that what is persistenlly beinyg called “interior monologue™ s the most
indomitable way in which an entire civilization comcsives tself as identity, as organized
chaos, and finally. as transcendence. Yet, this “monologue™ probably exists only in texts
that pretend to reconstitute the so-cailed physical reality of “verbal flux.” Western man's
state of “interioeity” is thus a Hmirted literary effect {confessional form, continuous
psychological speech, automatic wriringy. In a way, then, Frend's “Copernican™ revolution
(the discovery of the split within the subject) put an end to the ficiion of an internal voice by
positing the fundamental principles governing the subject’s radical exteriority in relation to,
and within, language.
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12, Bakhtin, Probleins of Dostoevik §'s Poetics, pp. 151-52.

13, " 3hifters. Verbal Czleporics and the Russian Yerb.” in Sefecred Frikings 17 (The
Hague: Moutan, 19713 pp. 130-47,

14, Bakhtin, Prabdlems of Dastoevsiy’s Poetics, p. 151,

15. 1 should emphasice Lhat introducing notions of set theoty inte considerations on
poetic language has only metaphorical value. Ti is legitimate 1o do so because one can draw
an analogy between the Aristotelian logic/poetic legic retationship on (he one aand. and the
quantifiable/infinile relationship un the olaer.

16, See Luee Irgaray. “Commuajeaion laguistigue gl communication speculaire,” in
Cahiers powr & Analvse. no. 3, (May 1966). pp. 39-33.

17, T should tike to stress the ambigoous role of Western individualism. Tavolving the
concept of identity, it is linked to the sebstantislisl, causal, and aiomaist Lhouphi of Aris-
toielian Greece and has strengthened throughour centeries this activist, scieatistic, or
theological aspeet of Westernt culture. On the other hand. since it 1s founded on the prin-
ciple of & dilTerence between the “self™ and the “world,” it prompts a search for mediation
hetween the two tenms, 0f for siratificatdions within each of them, m arder to allow the
possihility ot a correlatve logic based on the very components of formal logic.

ER. Tt was perhaps this phesomenon that Bakhtin had in mind when he wrote, “The
language of the aovel can be located neither oo a surface nor on g line, M is 4 sysiem of sur-
faces that intersect. The author as ereator of evervthing having to do with the novel cannot
be loczted on any of these lingmstic surfaces, Rather, he resides within the controllag
center constituted by the intersection of the surfaces, All these surfaces are located at vary-
ing distances from that authortal center” ("Slovo o romane.” in Voprasy lireratury, [19631
vol. 8. pp. 84-90). Actually, the writer is nothing more than the Seking of these centers,
Attribuling g single center o him would be to constrain bim within a tmonelogical.
theologica) pasition,

19, This point ol view is shared by all theorists of the novel: A, Thibaudet, Réflexions
sur le roman (Thoughts on the Nowvel: Paris: Gallimard, 1938); Koskimies, “Theoris des
Romans” (Theory of the Movell in Anrnales Academias Scientiarum Finnicae, 1, serics B,
{1935} 35:5-275. Georg Lukacs, Theory of the Novel (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1971), and
others.

An interesting perspective on the concept of the novel as dialogue is provided by Wayne
Booth’s The Rheroric of Ficdon (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 19613, His ideas
concerning the reliable and warelioble writer parallel some of Bakhtin's investigations into
dialogism in the novel, although they do not posit any specific relationship between nove-
fistic “iHusigniam™ and linguistic svmbetism.

20, Such a mode shows up In medern physics 4s well as in ancient Chinese thought. as
the two are egually anti-Acistoteltan, antimonologiczl, and dialogical. See 5, 1. Havakawa,
“What Is Meant by Aristoteliat Structure in langnage.” in faugugee. Meaning, and
Marriny (Mew York: Harper, 1958 Chang Tung-sun, A& Chinsss Philosopher’s Theory
of Knowledge,” in &, I, Hayakawa, ed.. Our Language and Our World {New Yorl: Harper,
b59); JToseph MNecdham. Science and Civitization 1 China, vol. 2 (Cambridge: The
University Press. 1965),

2L Ses the imporiant collection of studies on parrative structure in Comeunications.,
ao. & (1966). which inciudes contributions by Roland Barthes, A, J. Greimas. Claude
Bremond, Umberto Eco, Jules Gritd, Violette Marin, Chiristian Metz, Tzvetan Todosov,
and Gérard Geneite.
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LITERATURE?

... a Passion of wiiting, which recounis siage by siage e
disintegrarion of bowrgeols consciousness.

Redand Barthes, Writing Degree Zerp!

As capitalist soclety is being ecomcmically and pelitically choked to
death, discourse is wearing thin and heading for collapse at a more rapid
rate than ever before. Philosophical finds, various modes of “teaching,”
scientific or aesthetic formalisms follow one upon another, compete, and
disappear without leaving either a convinced audience or noteworthy dis-
ciples. Didacticasm, rhetoric, dogmatism of any kind, in any *“field”
whatsoever, no longer command attention. They have survived, and
perhaps will continue to survive, in modified form, throughout
Academia. Only one language grows more and more contemporary: the
equivalent, beyond a span of thirty vears, of the language of Finnegans
Wake.

It follows that the literary avant-garde experience, by virtue of its very
characteristics, is slated to become the laboratory of a new discourse
(and of a new subject), thus bringing about a mutation, *perhaps as
imnortant, and involving the same problem, as the one marking the
passage from the Middle Ages to the Renaissance™ (Critigue e verité,
p. 48). 1t also rejects all discourse that is either stagnant or eclectically
academic, preempts its knowledge where it does not impel it, and devises
another original, mobile, and transformative knowledge. In so doing, it
stimulates and reveals deep ideological changes that are currently search-
ing for their own accurate political formulation, as opposed to the break-

First published in Tel Ouel 47 (Fall 1971), reprinted in Pofplogue (Paris: Seuil, 1977,
po. 23-34,
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down of a bourgeois “liberalism™ that ncver ceascs o sxploit ar
dormiinate, 1o the revisionisin aad hasiy integration of a dogmatisim that
dis

acver ceascs to be repressive and me-too-ist under its frevolutionary]

gulsc.

How does literature achieve this positive subversion of the old
universe? How does there emerge, through its practical expericnce, a
negativity germane to the subject as well as to history, capable of clear-
ing away ldeologies and even “natural” languages in order to formulate
new sighifving devices? How does it condense the shattering of the sub-
ject, as well as that of seciety, into a new apportionment of relationships
between the symbolic and the real, the subjective and the ohjective?

The invesiigation of these contemporary ideological upheavals hinges
on a knowledge of the literary *“‘machine.” My review af the work of
Roland Barthes is situated in this perspective. He is the precursor and
founder of modern literary studies precisely because he located literary
practice at the intersection of subject and history; because he studied this
practice as symptom of the ideological tearings in the social fabric; and
because he sought, within texts, the precise mechanism that symbaolically
(semiotically) controls this tearing. He thus attempted to constitute the
concrete object of a learning whose variety, multiplicity, and mobility
allow him to ward off the saturation of old discourses. This knowledge is
in a way already a writing, a text.

I shall now review what I consider a major portion of the work of
Roland Barthes, which aims at specifving the key role of literature in ihe
system of discourses: the notion of wriring: language seen as negativiry:
the desubstantification of linguistic ideals; the operation of inscribing the
a-symbolized real into the fabric of writing; the desire of the subject in
writing; the impetus of the body and. ulitiimatcly, the reckoning of history
within the written text; and the status of metalanguage within the possi-
ble knowledge of literature {the split between “‘science’ and “criticism’).

This will be a “classical,” indced a didactic review, whose only ambi-
tion is to call attenrion and refer to the texts of Roland Barthes; how
could 1 match his talents as a writer? Intending to write neither a scien-
tific analysis of any one specific text, nor a global evaluation, { shall
attempt to choose a “point of view"”—a displacement that perhaps jus-
tifies this undertaking. In other words, since I shall necessarily effect a
sifting of the whole of Barthes's texts, i shall do so from the standpoint
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of ayani-garde texls, of current avani-garde ¢sndencies ofien subscquent
ig the writing of Barthes, thus displacing his framework. My “point of
view,” therefore, (s that the avant-garde allows us (0 read in Barthes's
weork (itself part of that movement) contemporary elemenis ol the cur-
rent discursive-ideclogical mutation.

THE DISCOVERY

The notion of writing { Briting Degree Zero) fashioned the concept of
lirerary practice as well as the possible knowledge of this practice.

“Literature”™ becomes writing; “'knowledge” or “'science™ becomes the
objective formuplation of the desire to write, their interrelationship
implicating both the “literary” person and the quibbling "'scientific” spe-
cialist, thus setting the stakes where the subject is—within language
through his experience of body and history. Writing then is a section
effected by history in the language already worked on by a subject.
Realizing the desire for writing requires of the subject {of metalanguage)
the double motion of adhesion and of distancing wherein he curbs his
desire for the signifier through the sanction of a coede (linguistic, semio-
logical, et cetera), itself dictated by an (utopian?y ethics. This is to insert
within society a practice that it censors: to communicate what it cannot
understand or hear; and thus to reconstitute the cohesion and harmony of
a social discourse, inherently ruptured.

The knot is thus tied by which literature will be considered from
various viewpoints at the same time: language, subject-producer, history,
subject of metalanguage. These are all “entries” into it for sciences that
are either established or in the process of being established, such as lin-
guistics, psychoanalysis, sociology, and history. They are not oniy
inseparable from one another, but their specific mode of blending is the
very condition of this possibility of knowledge. The originality of
Barthes's writings probabily lies in this double necessity: (1) that scientific
approaches be simultanecus and that they form an ordered set giving rise
to Barthes’s concept of semiclogy; (2) that they be controlled by the
discreet and lucid presence of the subject of this “possible knowledge” of
literature, by the reading that he gives of texts today, situated as he is
within contemporary history.
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The Techniciy: {Husion

YWithout the first of those necessities, ws witness tihe fragmeniation of
the literary cntity inio “‘disciplines,” grafiing themselves onio ltcrary
practice, living off it {history, sociology, but also. in & mote modern and
devicus way, the various formalisms, cither linguistic or not, Russian or
New-Critical). Literature confirms all the hypotheses of all the human
sciences; if gives the linguist as well as the historian its surplus value, on
the condition that it remain in the shadows of knowledge as a passive
thing, never as an agent. This means that, not specified as a precise
objeci, delineated in its totality by an autonomous, cirgumscribed theory
looking for its truth, literature does not give rise to specific knowledge,
but to applications of doctrines that are nothing but ideclogical exercises
since they are empirical and fragmented.

Without the second necessity, we have the technicist illusion that
“literary science” need only reproduce the norins of Science (if possible,
of lingnistics, of sven more ‘‘rigorously,” of phonology, structural
semantics, or generative grammar) in order to inseri itsell into the dig-
nified but amorphous domain of “studies in mass communication.”

Possibly, not all of Barthes’s writings obey (or at least not all in the
same way) these necessities gxtracted from the whole ol his work. It is
rather certain that his colleagues or disciples tend to neglect them.
Nonetheless, compliance takes place in the aggregate of Barthes's texts.
These writings. often appearing as “‘essays,” model literature and
make of it the object of a new kind of eobjective discourse; bui the
same discourse fails in the works of those—more scientific or more
essavistic—who, in the wale of Barthes, omit one or the other com-
ponents of the operation. The term “essays” should not be perceived
eithcr as showing rhetorical humility or as admission of weak theoretical
discourse (as the wardens of “rigor” in the human sciences might be
tempted to think}, but as a methodological exigency of the most serious
kind; the science of literature is an always infinite discourse, an always
open enunciation of a search for the laws of the practice known as litera-
ture. The objective of this search is to make manifest the very procedure
through which this “‘science,” its “object’” and their relationship are
brought about, rather than to apply cmpirically such and such a tech-
nigue to an indifferent object,
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What epistemological, ideological. or other requirement doss Rarihes's
discavery meel—a discovery that armounts to a recasting? Would it not be
more prident to manage with modestly coupled divisions: literature and
linguistics, leraiure end psychoaralysis, lterature and sociology, litera-
ture gind ideclogy, and so forth. The list goes on and on.

If the coniribuiion of Barthes, who secks to identify what is specific
and incomparable in literary praclice, seems to heed the technocraiic
requirements of our time (10 constitute a specialized discourse for all of
the so-called “human” domain), and to lollow empirio-critical postulates
(all signifying practices can be subsumed vader a formalism borrowed
oIt an exact science), in fact, it goes counter to these appearances,
maiching them so as to overturn them. For subjects of a civilization who
are altenated in their language and blocked by their history, the work of
Barthes shows that literaiure is precisely the place where this alienation
and this blockage are thwarted each time in a specific way,

As the borderline between a signifier where the subject is lost and a
history that imposes its laws on him, literature appears as a specific
mode ol praciical knowledge. Here is concentrated what verbal com-
munication and social exchange put aside, since they obey the rules of
econo-technical evolution. This concentration, this deposit, is thus, by
definition, a nonexistent object for the sciences of communication or
social exchange. Its place is transversal to the one the sciences assign
themselves. It goes through them and locates itseif eisewhere. The cur-
rent stage of capitalist, industrialist soclety, having delineated, if not
dominated, the global pessibilities of communication and technology, has
allowed a portion of its anabytical activity to grapple with this “absence
of place.”

Whether decadent or worked upon by what it has repressed, ouor
society can see that art is as much, if not more, an index for the underly-
ing rules governing it as is the structuration of kinship for so-called
primitive societigs. It can then make of this “art™ an chject of “science™
in order to sce that it cannot be simply reduced, like the myths of
antiquity, to a fechnre-procedure of cogitation {to be manufactured
according to this or that linguistic device) or to social functions (io be
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related {0 some economic nesd). 5ui on the comirary, Tart” revcals a
specific procrice, crystallized in a mode of production with highly
diversificd and multiplied manifestalions. I weaves into language (or
other “signilving materials”) the complex relutions of 2 subjeci caught
between “nature” and culture,” betwecsn the immlemorial ideological and
scientific rradition, henceforth available, and the presens, between desive
and the law, the body, language, and “metalanguage.”

Yhat we discover, then, within this texture, is the funcrion of the sub-
ject caught between instinctual drives and social practice within a lan-
guage that is today divided into often incommunicable, multiple systems:
a Tower of Babel that literature specifically breaks open, refashions, and
inscribes in a new series of perpetual contradictions. This is Lhe subject
that has reached its apex in the Christian-capitalist era, to the point of
being its secret motor, powerful and unknown, repressed and innovative,
iiterature distills is barth and its struggies. The science whose possibilities
Barthes outlines secks the subject’s lines of force within this literature,
that is, this writing,

We have not yet grasped the importance of a change of venue that
involves thinking about the subject on the basis of literary practice rather
than on the basis of neurosis or psychosis. The project outlined by
Roland Barthes. while in faci sanctioned by psychoanalysis, nonethelcss
opens out on a different “subject,” which, as we know, psychoanalysis
stumbled against while examining the meanderings between *I” and
“other.,” “Literary” and generally “artistic” practice transforms the
dependence of the subject on the signifier into a test of its {freedom in
relation to the sigmfier and reality. It is a trial where the subject reaches
both its limits (the laws of the signifier) and the objective possibilitics
(linguistic and historic) of their displacement, by including the tensions of
the “ego” within historical contradictions, and by gradually breaking
away from these tensions as the subject includes them in such contradije-
tions and reconciles them to their struggles: 1t is precisely this inclusion,
an essential specificity of the *arts,” by which an asserted *‘ego”
becomes outside-of-sclf, objcctivized, or better, neither objective nor sub-
jective, but both at the same time, and conscquently, their “other,” to
which Barthes has given its name: writing. As infra- and ultra-language,
as translanguage, writing is the ridge where the historical becoming of
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ie subject iz affirmed; thai is, an a-psychological, sz.-subjective sub-
ject—an historical subject. Wriiing thus posiis another supject, for the
first time a definitively antipsychological one, for what determines it 2/4-
mately 1sn't the problematic of communicarion {relationship 1o an othes)
but thal of an excess of “ego”™ within an experience—a necessary
praciice. Barthes can say, therefore, that ““art is a certain conguest of
chance™ (Critical Essays, p. 218) and that, like the structuralisi project, it
“speaks the place of meaning but does 2ot name 17 {Criticg! Essays,
p. 219 "3

Literature: The Missing Link of Human Science

Because it focnses on the process of meaning within language and
ideology—from the “ego™ to history—literary practice remains the
raissing link in the socio-communicative or subjective-transcendental
fabric of the so-called human sciences. MNothing more “natural,” for this
*place” of meaning that it enunciates but docs not nawie is the very place
of the materialist dialectic that no hwman science has yet approached.

The insertion of this practice into the social science corpus necessitates
a modification of the very notion of “science,” so that an analogous dia-
lectic may operate. That 1s, an area of chance will be reserved and
delineated within the procedure, whose purpose is to understand this
practice: a localized chance as condition of cobjective understanding, a
chance to be uncovered in the relationship of the subject of metalanguage
to the writing under study, and/or to the semantic and ideological means
of constitution of the subject. Once this area has been determined,
Hterary practices can be considered as the object of a possible knowledge:
the discursive possibility emerges out of a reality impossible for it
although localizable Ay 1it. What is involved here is the problem of
impossible metalanguage, which makes up the second panel of Barthes’s
inaugural work. On the subject of literature, Barthes js the first to
demonstrate this impossibility, thus opening the way for philosophers or
semioticians.

This device in fact calls for the introduction of linguistics, psycho-
analysis, ¢t cetera, but only if they respect the constraints of the device.
Barthes’s work has proposed a new field—a new object, a new knowing
subject——for these sciences. They are just beginning, sporadically, to
notice it,
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Discovering a new object through a metalanguage claboraied halfway
between chance and necessity seems to be the rule today in all the
sciences. These limits, in inemseives, appzar irequently o be the
ideclogical alibi for a barely modernized Kantisnism, whose intrascien-
iific productivity topples, having barely crossed the threshold of the
“exact stlences,” into a gnoseological dam holding back the scientific
theory of the speaking and knowing subject {psychoanalysis)y and of Ais-
tory {hislorical materialism).

At the same time, it is clear that it is the Hegelian dialectic (whose
transcendence veils the objective progress it has achieved since Descartes,
ICant, and the Enlightenment) that first pointed to the masterly lines of
this interplay between lmit and infinity, rationale and objectivity—a
siumbling block for contemporary sciences. It succeeded in this by
imposing at its foundations the knors, invisible without it, where the
opposites—subject and Aisiory—are interwoven., They are indeed the
ones that we encounter at the crossroads of Barthian reflection.

Knowledge in the Text

For already a century, literature has unfolded and held these opposites,
with purposeful insistence, through language and within the ideology of
our society, thereby wielding a “knowledge™ that it does not necessarily
reflect. B it thereby operates on the side of discursive reason, it avoids,
above all, Hegelian transcendence by practicing contradiction within the
material element of language as the generator of ideas or meaning
through the biological and historical body of a concrete subject, Any
phonic unit is thus number and infinity, plethora and as such signifying,
because at the same time it is a differential of infinity. Any sentence is
hoth syntax and nonsentence, normative unicity and disorderly multi-
plicity; any sequence is both myth and the melting pot where it is
engendered and dies through its own history, the history of the subject,
and the objective history of superstructures. Any chain of language is
invested with a sending-focus that links the body to its biological and
social history. Specific subjects cipher the normative language of every-
day communication by means of extralinguistic, biological, and socially
unforeseeable, chancy codes, which camnot be evidenced by a finite
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number of deductive or “rational” operations but operaie within the
necessity of “‘objective laws.” This particular subjeci~—neither of cogita-
tion nor of Saussurian fanguage, but of a texi, shattered and coherent.
tegistated by an unforgsceable necessity—this “subject” is precisely the
object that Barthes is looking {or in the Hierature called writing. It is
then clear that the practice of writing and its subject are immiediate
comtemporaries, indeed forerunners, of the modern, scientific upheaval;
ihelr ideological and practical correspondentis; lhe units thal ensure
coherence beiween the way in which the subject enunciates, “feels,” and
“lives,” and what objective knowledge achicves without him elsewhere:
operative symbels that suture the rifts between archaic suhjectivist
ideology on the one hand, and the development of productive forces and
means of knowledge on the other, while hoth preceding and cxceeding
these rilis.

Two Channels of Discovery: Dialectics and Sociology

Brought to our atiention by Maurice Blanchol through his studies on
Hegel, Mallarmé, and Kafka, writing and its subject sccure with Barthes
a new epistemological status. They abandon the speculative labyrinth of
absoluie mind and the contemplation of the essence of language 10
achieve—with Fourier, Sade, Balzac; mythic, political, and journalistic
discourse; the new novel; Tel Quel; and, thanks to an alliance between
sociology (Marxism, Sartre), structuralism (Lévi-Strauss), and the
literary avant-garde—a new status based on an implicit triple thesis:

{a) the materiality of writing (objective practice within language)
insists on confronting the sciences of language (linguistics, logic, semi-
otics), but also on a differentiation in relation to them,

(&) its immersion in history entails the taking info acceuni of social
and historical conditions;

() its sexual overdetermination orients it toward psychoanalysis, and
through it toward the set of a corporeal, physical, and substantial
“order.”

Writing as an object of knowledge emerges out of the transformation
of dialectics in the field of language (meaning), and Barthes is the
rational empiricist who comes to make a science of it. The productive
ambiguity of Barthes's writings resides, it seems, precisely there. It is
from that position that he radically opposes himself to any transcendent
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or positivist phenonienology; just a&s 1t 8 true thal this sams ambiguous
stance can someiimes proffer a2 “naive” formalist iemptation toward
totzl symbolization of ihe real and symbolic world.

[l

Linguistics and Phenomenological Tdeafities

Signifylng systems, according to Barthes, both do amd do snot pertain
to linguistics. The deep unity of such seemingly divergent books as Wrii-
ing Degree Zero, Efemenis of Semlofogy, ang Le Sysigme de fa mode,
evidence this constantly operative contradiction in Barihes.

Signifying systems are so strongly linguistic that Barthes proposes to
modily Saussure’s well-known position accordingly: “Linguistics 1s not a
part of the general science of signs, even a privileged pari, it is semiclogy
which is a part of linguistics” (Elements of Semiiology. p. 11). The need
for this is visibly dictated by a concern for rigor and positivity, since lan-
guage is the primary signifying system and the most easily apprehended.

But gt the same time. signifving systems are trans-finguistic. They are
articulated as large unjts that run across phonetic, syntactic order, and
even stylistic order, to organize an other combinative system with the
help of these same linguistic categories operating to the sccond power in
that other system impelled by another subject.

The loop is looped: the passage through Russian Formalism served
only to return us more firmly than ever to the translinguistic and even
antilinguistic positions of Writing Degree Zero (“There exists funda-
mentally in writing a ‘clrcumstance’ foreign to language”—p. 20), and to
enable ws to substantiate then.

We might criticize the “ideology’ of this procedure if we see it only as
a reduction of complex signifying practice to a neutral and universal
mntelligibility. Bul that would amount to neglecting Barthes’s itinerary,
which is dictated by the desire to specify a tepology (communication does
not equal writing) and thus confronts semiological systematization with a
critical writing {we shall return to this point} that breaks with the “‘neu-
tral and universal’ status of metalanguage.

Barthes’s semiological texts—they all are semiological (exts if we
choose 1o retain the term to designaic not formalization, but research
into the dialectical laws of the signifying process—demand ahove all a
desubstantification of signilying ideality. Their bearing is negative at first
{"“No semiology exists which cannot, in the last analysis, be acknowl-
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edged as semioclasm” [Mythelogies, p. 9% ihis negativity works
against the transparence of language and of symbolic function in general.
The phenomenological idealities that @ linguistic approach discovers
there are, for Barthes, a facade concealing another order that, precisely,
remains to be established. Behind substantified, opaque linguistic cate-
gories and structures, there funciions a scene where the subject, defined
by the topos of its communication with an other, begins by denying this
communlcaiion in order to formulate another device, As negative of the
earlier so-called “natural’ language, this new “language” is consequently
no lenger communicative, 1 shall call it transformative, or even morial,
for the I as well as for the “other”: it leads, in borderline experiences,
10 an antitanguage (Joyce), 1o a sacrifical language (Bataille), indicating
in other respects but simultaneously a disrupted social structure.
Although it is still understood as signifying, this other scene is only
partially linguistic. That is, it enly partially depends on the ideahties
established by linguistic science, since it is only partially communicative,
On the conirary, il has access to the formative process of i1s linguistic
idealiiies by unfolding their phenomenal substance. Linguistic units and
structurcs no longer determine writing, since it is not orly or not specifi-
eaily discourse directed at someone else. Displacements and [acilitations
of energy, discharges, and quantitative cathexes that are logically
anterior to linguistic entities and (o their subject mark the constitution
and the movements of the “sclf,” and are manifested by the formulation
of symbolic-linguistic order.® Writing would be the recording, through
symbolic order, of this dialectic of displacement, facilitation, discharge,
cathexis of drives (the most characteristic of which is the death drive)
that operates-constitutes the signifier but also exceeds it; adds itself to
the linear order of language by using the most fundamental laws of the
signifving process (displacement, condensation, repetition, inversion); has
other supplementary networks at its disposal: and produces a sur-niean-
ing. As Barthes wroie,

Writing on the centrary is always rooted in something beyond language, it
develops like a seed, not like ¢ line, it manifests an essence and holds the threat
of a secret. it is an amtieommunication, it 1s intimidating. All writing will
therefore contain the ambiguity of an object which is both language and coercion:
there exists fundamentally in writing a “circumstance” foreign 1o language, there
is. as it were, the weight of a gaze conveying an intention which is no longer lin-



HOW DORS LGNE SPREA TG BTTLRATLRLY 103

guistic. This gaze may well express a passion of language, as 10 literary modes of
writing: it may also express the threat of retribution, as in palitical omes [ .. |
literary modes of wriding, in which the unify of the signs is ceuselessty fascinaied
by ozodes af infra- or wltra-language. (Weiting Degree Zero. p. 20, emphasis
mine).

Written in 1953, these lines were to become the analytical method of 5/7
in 1969,

Myth, History, Aestheiics

An analogous desubstantification is undergone by mythic idealities,
reconstructed like crystals from the practice of subjects in history. “Myvih
1s not defined by the objecl of ils message, but by the way in which it
utiers this message: there are formal limits to myth, there are no
substantial ones” (Mythologies, p. 109).

Although this position has a marked affinily to the structuralist
procedure with which Barthes readily happened to fall in, his project is
radically different. While it may be a structure, myth is intelligible only
as historical producticn; its laws will thus be found noet in phonology, but
in history. “One can conceive of very ancient myths, but there are no
eternal ones; for it is human history which conveys reality into speech,
and it alone rules the life and death of mythical language. Ancient or not,
mythology can only have an historical foundation, for myth is a type of
speech chosen by history: it cannot possibly evolve from the ‘nature of
things'” {(Mythologies, p. 110; emphasis mine). Contrary then 1o a
structuralism that seeks in myths the “permanent structures of the
human mind” and perhaps closer to a recently reasserted Lévi-Strauss,®
Barthes pursues, through and beyond the discursive phenomenon, iis
social and historical overdetermination. But because he begins with
analher experience, Barthes's position differs from that of structuralism:
history, with him, is inseparable from the unfolding in depth of the signi-
Sying subject through which, precisely, it is legible. “History, then,
confronts the writer with a mecessary option between several moral
attitudes connected with language, it forces him to signify Literature in
terms of possibilities outside his control™ (Writing Degree Zero, p. 24
emphasis ming).

This compulsary but not masterable necessity that commands the obli-
gation fo signify is delivered by a privileged experience: “structuralist”
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reflection Ieads to it by unfolding the symbolic function “in depth,”
thanks te the sebject and to history. This is the “assthetic.” “Structo-
ralism does not withdraw history from the world: it seeks to link history
not only to contents {this has been done a thousand timtes} but also io
ceriain forms, not only the material bul also the intelligible, not only the
idcological but alge the aesthetic” (Critical Essays, p. 219}

To Fascingte and Objectify: Blanchot amid Sartre

Two differeni copfrontations will perhaps help us o perceive more
clearly the strategy of ihis desubstantification that produces writing in
Barthes. Ag a transhinguistic formulation, it comes close to Blanchot’s
“fascinated™ “act of writing” as well as to Sartre’s “work as objectifica-
tion of the person.” Beiween thesc apparently irreconcilable limits,
Barihes points out the dialectical kinship, or rather, the common element
of a transformed dialectic; he posits writing in the space of their separa-
tion, as an epergrion admitting of being clarified by understanding.

The notion of writing, firsi formulated in Weiting Degree Zero and
continually analyzed in its various modes, partakes (as literally seen in
the previous guotation from p. 20 of that work) of the “fascination” that
Blanchet centemplates in an *‘act of writing” “committed to absence of
time™ and which, crossing through the negative and the affirmative,
posits itsell outside of diatectics, in 2 ““loss of Being, where Being is lack-
ing,” in a blinding light, without figure, unfigurable, an impersonal
“One' whose Qedipal mother seems to be the substralum.* Writing,
according to Barthes, is familiar with this return of teleological dia-
lectics, 4 return that allows the negative modc to be absorbed into a sem-
blance of affirmation (the moment of inscription), but only a semblance,
because what is inscribed is always already broken up within the
ungraspable, impersonal, transsubjective, anonymous, musical plurality
of the paragrammatized text.® Such a text is §/Z, whose semniotic net-
work, by means of the representative cut of castration, simultaneously
vells and reveals the voice of the castrate, the music and the art that
appear as lights freed by an incision. Yet, if this break permits the daz-
zling lighi of the scriptural position to flash “where space s the vertigo of
spatial positioning,”® by suggesting that it is a maternal beaming that
activates the subject of writing, then such a light can only be thrown on the
horizen of the investigation. Sheltered by this dazzling light, the semi-



Gy DOFES ORNE SPEAR O LITERATURE? 105

ciiclan carrics on 2is survey on ihis side of biindnsess, in the cpaque night
{the form he is to 'llu*ﬂmah’ For Barthes then, wrltmg iz less & dazzle-

&)

ment where the subject faints into the mother than an operation logically
“preceding” this fainting: he follows iis serformance through the semantic
volume of language and presents it in the rigor of iis formalisms.

It is precisely upon the traces of this semantic operation that {ascina-
tion appears as objeciivation. The subjectal cloud crystallizes into ihe
praxis of a “person” with a stovy and In history, and the iext emerges as
the work of a subject {Michelet. Balzac, Loyola, Sade, Fourier), a work
that exceeds life, hut whose life shares its siructures. Formalism is thus
iempered by the iniroduction of an objective subject for whom this for-
malism 1s the praciice. & double approach is consequently necessarv to
deal with the fext: it must be seen through the firguistic networlk, bui also
through biogrophyv. The proportion of each is aiready we1ghted in favor
of the wrircen element, which nevertheless merely releases. inscribes, and
understands *“lived experience.”

Thus. there is no “absolute” anonymity of the text, except in the first
stages of research and only inasmuch as the impersonal constitutes the
“upper” limit of the operarion involved. But there is objectivation of
spacing within a subject, endowed with biography, body, and history,
which are to be inserted in the text in order to define its “lower™” limit.

This dialectical conception of writing as objective praxis is again
sought after if not achieved in Sartre.” Barthes first substantiated it in his
essay on Michelet, Language thus becomes not only a germination of
empty and infinite meaning making its way through linguistic and semio-
logical relationship and units, but at the same time it becomes a practice, &
relationship to heterogeneity, Lo materiality.®

And yet, if writing s the objectivation of the *‘person,” surpassing it
and begueathing to it its historical intlelligibility, and if by the same
token, it serves as the basis for the largely semiolosical congeption of
“praxis” {and not for an interpretation of semiosis based on a theory of
“praxis”, as seems to be the generally accepted existential approach),
Barthes's goals are radically analytical and dissolve those entities charac-
teristic of existential thought and inherited from speculative philosophy.
In their place, mentioned in passing, it inaugurates a signifving work
through which these entities are constituted. The *“totality” (of “work™
and “person”} as well as “expression” and “lived experience™ are doubt-
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less the existential pillars that suffer the greatest damage in that kind of
procedure. It is henceforth naive, if aet impossible, to iry io generalize
from the seesaw motion linking blography and works without having
minutcly serutinized the devices that the signifying texture offers to the
semiotician’s gaze.

Clariiy, Night, and Color

Caught between objectivation and fascination, between involvement
and a-theism, writing will be exposed to the light ol scientific investiga-
tion. The modelization proposed by Barthes, apparent in his strictly
semiological writings as well as in the systematizing layer inherent in all
his texts, operates lor and through this light. Deductive, prudent, con-
segquent, patient, it proceeds by demonstration, analysis, and synthesis; it
cxplains, proves, and c¢lucidaies. The symbolic process is affected in its
articulations.

The light that Barthes throws on the praxis of writing on the edge of
the impersonal avoids the Might of meaning—its righr-side, at one with
anonymous dazzlement—as well as the historical juggernaut—the event-
ful sequence of “forms” accompanying the sequence of base and
superstructure in zme. The light of such a semiological reason leaves in
the shadows the loss of the subject into nonsense as well as his loss into
what is beyond meaning. This rationalism knows neither negativity as
poetry ner objectivity as movement.

The light of understanding that animates this semiotic and ethical dis-
course pushes the poet aside, “He who hears a language without under-
standing” {Blanchot). Is this because the poetic work, as Hegel would
say, is withdrawn from ethical substance? A work where any fixed defini-
tion is absorbed nio the unconscious and where any (linguistic or subjec-
five) substance is fluid and incandescent, like an ink that is eaten away?
# work where the subject is not “empty” under the appearance of
multiple meaning, but is a *surplus of subject”™ exceeding the subject
through nonsense, in contradiction to which a symbuolic formality comes
along to posit the meaning(s) as well as the subject? Faced with this
form’s night spreading across poetic surplus, faced with this nocturnal
form not Hlumirated by a subject master of language, Barthes's light faiis.
Of the subject’s dark appearance within the impersonal, within the
maternal “One,” it retains only the classic systematicness, but not the
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repressed poetic intensity of {helr siruggie; the pleralized doeminaiion, bt
not the pluralizing negative. In analogous fashion, history as & suceession
is partitioned inio expericnces. Sketched out, 14 is replaced by groas of
fhux, full of desires that are legible through their oral (Fourier) or object-
related (Barrasine) aitachmeni. These atoms are preseni in their own
time, but in 4 time that doss not flow, 2 time that brings them o7 takes
them away but docs not transport them. does not bind them, does noi
empiy them except to fill them up all the more. Bistory {real or literacy),
then, is what Barthes calls 1n his essay on Michelet a “cordial history,” a
softening of the rigid legistature of social or fiterary svstems, a supple-
ment of iniimacy that Barthes sees, with Michelei, taking the shape of
“virtue hatching the ambisexual Masses” (Michelet par [lui-méie,
p. 53} Sifted by understanding, tirme and motion are incarnated by
“personalities” or ‘‘utterances™: a historicity peppered with imeless
“types’-~in 11, there 15 no more duration: a minute equais a century,”
or rather, “'no more centuries, nor years, nor months. nor days, nor
hours [ ... ] Timec no longer exists; time has perished” (ibid., p. 55).

And yet, this supplement of night and motion that escapes the light of
semiological understanding will be produced by the critic's writing within
the very linguistic texture that gives rise to light, mixes into writing,
shadowing it and coloring it.

Language as Negativity: Dearh and Irony

Consequently drained of substance and ideality, language becomes the
border between subjective and objective, and also between the symbolic
and the real. Tt is understood as the material limit against which the one
and the other are dialecticaliy constituted: *"The language functions nega-
tively, as the initial limit of the possible™ (Writing Degree Zero, p. 13).

Fromm within “'structuralisin,” Barthes was probably the first to
consider language as negaiivity, less because of a philosophical option
(deconstruction, antimetaphysics, etc.) than by reason of the very object
of his investigation. Literature is for him the experience and proof of the
negativity specific to the linguistic process: A writer is someone for
whom lunguage is a problein, who experiences ils profundily, not iis
instrumentality nor its beauty” (Cririgue er vérite, p. 46). Experiencing
the trajectory of this negativity, writing is contestation, rupture, flight,
and irony. Negativity operates within it upon the unity of Language and
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upon the agent of this unity. Acting with the subject, it breaks its indi-
vidual, contingent, and superficiul represeniations and makes of them an
fnprganic nature, a pulverization of fragmented elements. “There is no
fanguage sile outside bourgeois ideclogy. [...] The only possible
rejoinder is neither confroniation nor destruction, butl only theft; frag-
ment the old iext of culture, science, literature, and change its features
according to formulas of disguise"; writing is able to “exceed the laws
that a socieiy, an ideology. 2 philosophy establish for ihemselves in order
to agree among themseives in a fine surge of historical intelligibility”
{Sade, Fourier, Loyola, p. 10).

Yet, this negativity reaches the edges of a positivity because it operates
within language and the subject. By obeying strict, abstract rules also
involving corporeal and historical materiality, signifying materiality
stops the movement of absolute negativity that might exist in the sig-
nified alone and by means of a negative theology. In writing, the negative
is formulated. The new signifying process welcomes negativity in order to
remodel language into a wniversal, international, and transhistoric writ-
ing-language. The writers that Barthes chooses are classifiers, inventors
of codes and languages, topoleogists, logothetes. They enumerate, count,
synthesize, articulate, formulate; they are architects of new languages.
This, at least, is the axis that Barthes seeks in them, from Writing
Degree Zero through S/Z into Sade, Fourier, Loyolg, threading his way
it and out of the “flesh” of their writing te find new syntheses of new
languages.

As for the critic, he brushes against and then passes by this shattering
of meaning in language with no pole of transference other than linguistic
and/or self-referential. But the formulating operation of critical writing
needs to be distinguished from that of the writer. The operaling
negativity of writing is grasped, in criticism, by One Affirmation. It is utii-
mately blocked by one mecaning clearly revealing the critic’s writing as
being entirely triggered, sustained, and determined by the discourse of
the other. That is, it operates within the dialectic of transferential rela-
tionship. *Although we don’t know how the reader speaks to a book, the
critic himself is obliged to produce a particular ‘tone’; and this tone, in
the final analysis cannot be anything but affirmative™ (Critigue et vérité,
p- 78). The critic “openly assumes at his own risk the intention of giving
a precise meaning to a work™ (ibid., p. 56). Unable to dissolve the “self”
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into this whirling and seli-regulated inorganic nuture that produces
logothetes, the crific remains riveted to his “'I7 thai hoards polyvaiences,
and sigas them. “The critic is he who is incapable of producing the
novel's He, but who is also incapable of tossing back the § into pure,
privaie life, that is, who cennot give up writing. This is an aphasia of the
7. while the rest of his language vemains, iniaci, yet marked by the
infinite detours thai {as in aphasia} the constant blocking of a particular
sigit impases on speech™ ({bid., p. 17). Through a perfectiy homonvaiic
course, starting from his opaque 1™ and moving towards the writings of
an other, he returns to this same “1,”" which, in the process, has become
language: the critic “confronts [ ... | his own language™; it is not the
object which must be oppesed o the subject in criticism. but its predi-
cate” (ipid., p. 69); “The symbol must go looking for the symbol™ {ibid.,
p. 73).

Implicating himself, therefore, in the negative operation that is lan-
guage, through the intermediary of the other, the critic retains from
scripiural negativity a weakened, but persistent, etfect. The deqrh drive of
the writer becomes irany in the critic, because there is irony cach time an
ephemeral meaning crystallizes for such a reader. Freud demonstrated
precisely this economy of laughter in Jokes and Their Relation to the
{inconscious: it is a discharge with two meanings between sense and
nonsense. In order for this to happen, a semblance of meaning must
appear at a lugitive moment. [ s the critic’s task, and there is hardly a
more comical one, (o coagulate an island of mecaning upon a sea of
negativity. Thus, for Barthes, the critic may “develop what is precisely
lacking in science and could be summed in one word; irony™; “Trony is
nothing more than a question put to language by language™ (Critique et
vérité, p. 74). This irony, by which the critic, sure of his { and without
abandoning it. participates in the scriptural operation, constitutes only
one momentl (among others) of the operation. For Rabelais, Swilt,
Lautréamont, and Joyce are ironic only when we posit them (or when
they posit themselves) as subjects tapping a meaning that is always
already old, always already out of date, as funny as it is ephemeral.

The Objectification of the Negative

Sipce language is negativity, a movement exceeding its subjective
center and encoimpassing the enlarged center making up the object, it is
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amenable—cven 11 i3 negative mobiiity—to laws., Writing would be the
inscription of other laws, although they be inseparable from the ruies of
negativity imherent in the symbolic functior. Barthes points to these laws
when he speaks of “formeal truth”” “equaiion,” “recessity,” and jndeed
“law.” “The man is put on show and delivered up by his language,
betrayed by a formal reality which is beyond the reach of his lies,
whether they are inspived by self-interest or generosiiy” (Writing Degree
Zero, p. 81). "Il the writing s really mewiral, and if language, instead of
being a cumbersome and recalcitrant act, reaches the state of a pure equa-
tion, which is no mote tangible than an elgebra when 1t conlronts the
innermost part of man, then Literature is vanquished” {ibid., p. 78);
“social or mythical characters of a language are abolished in favor of a
neutral and inert state of form (ibid., p. 77). “If Flaubert’s writing
enshrines a Law, if that of Mallarmé postulates a silence, and if oihers,
that of Proust, Céline, Quenezu, Préverl, each in its own way. is founded
on the existence of a social nature, if all these modes of writing imply an
apacity of form and presuppose a problematic of language and society,
thus establishing speech as an object which must receive tregrment at the
hands of a craftsmun, a magician or a sculptor”™ (ibid.; all emphases
mine).

¥1oLa

Dialectical Law, Scriptural Law: Writing of the Real

The practice of writing becomes the edge separating and uniling
the subjectivity to which style atiests—"starting from a sublanguage
glaborated where flesh and external reality come together” (ibid.,
p. 11}—with the objectivity represented by social history. Writing, then,
is considered as a kind of totality “in itsell” and “*for itsell.”” Better
delined than the negative unity of individual language. it denies it, More
precise than an exterior objectivity that is nothing in itself, it specifies it
precisely by returning through and across negative language to the sin-
gular speaking being. In short, it brings one back to the other, neither
subjective individuality nor exterior objectivity, it is the very principle of
Hegel's “'self-movement’” and offers the very element of law: “‘the
determinaieness of this animating principle, which 15 the difference if the
Motion itself is Law ™"

Although it is dialectical, the law inscribed by writing according to
Barthes is not Hegelian. One will recall that in Hegel “law [as) the stable
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oresentment or piciurs of unsiable appearance”™ ™ must, in order to
palliaie this difTerence inlernal io the thing nself, and to place itself on g
par with the phencmenon, appropriate infimty to itself To do that, ina
first stage, “understanding thus learns that i is & faw in the sphere of
appearance for disiinctions to come about which are not distinctions. In
other words, it learns that what is sclf-same [Gleichnimige] is self-repul-
stve. ... 7Y Tn a second stage, and alier o precise course, an mveried
world {the in-itsel{ of the sensiblec world) is posited and remains picsent
in the sensible world. Buch a dialectic of inversion leads to Megelian
infinity, situated, because of this self-sameness, beyond representation, 't

Writing establishes a different legality. Writing is upheld neot by the
subject of understanding, hut by a divided subject, cven a pluralized sub-
ject, that occupies, not a place of enunciation, but permutable, multiple,
and mobile places; thus, it brings together in a heteronomions space the
naming of phenomena (their entry into synibolic law) and the negation of
these names (phonetic, semantic, and syntactic shattering). This supple-
mentary negation (derivative negation. negation of the homonomic nega-
tion) leaves the homogeneous space of meaning {of namng or, if one
prefers. of the “symbolic’) and moves, without “imaginary” intcrme-
diary, toward the biological-socictal “hasc™ that is its excess, towsard
what cannot be symbolized (one might say, toward the “real’’).

In other terms, the heteronomical negativity of writing operates, on the
one hand, between agming (utterance/enunciation) carried out by the
subject of understanding (meaning) and polyromia, that Is, the pluraliza-
tion of meaning by different means (polyvglottism, polysemia, ete.) tra-
versing nonsense and indicating a suppression of the subject. Writing
Degree Zero identifies this type of heteronomy by the term “‘writing™,
&/Z analyzes in the text the contradiction between naming and poly-
nomiy, the subject and its loss. At the same time, but on the other hand,
heteronomic negativity operates between polyvnomin and its fastinciual
cathexis. Polynomia is the index, the ideogram of biological and social
orders. 1t is a kind of asymmbolic memory of the body. In Writing Degree
Zerp it is styfe that represents this heteronomia included in writing.
Indeed, style as a “frame of reference is biological or biographical, not
historical [ . .. ] indilferent to society and transparent to it, a closed per-
sonal process [ ... ] a sublanguage claborated where flesh and external
reality come together™ (Writing Degree Zero, p. 1), “iis secret is
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recolleciion tocked within the bedy of a writer™ {/67d., p. 12). "By reason
of its bhiological origin, style resides outside art. that is, cuiside the
pact which binds ihe writer o society” {(ibid.. p. 12, Emphasis mine).
Barthes's studies of Fourier and Sade suggest the possibilities open io
ihis blological-corporeal, transsymbeolic, and transhistorical cathexis.

In ihese two aspects {coniradiction between naming and polynomia,
contradiction between symbolic and asymbolized), scriptural hetero-
nomia does not come into play between two “sames” that repulse one
another or dissolve within onc unity. So, too, it avoilds Hegelian and
post-Hegelian “aesthetic religion.”” Never producing ex nikifo, without an
origin, it includes = production. “Without origins” means that it is a
superimpression or a suppression of a firsi, primordial meaning, which is
always for Barihes a neutral symbolic, an unmarked code, an unwritten
language, a void meaning. “It includes a production™ means that the
polynomic superimpression {suppression of first and, when all is said and
done, null meaning), identifiably within language, is a supercathexis of
the symbolic “void” by a biclogical-social, instinctual substratum left
intact by the first symbolization (by natural language) and thus, in a
sense, preceding it 30 as to look back upon the scripiural act through the
interplay of “primary processes,” of the “‘signifier’s logic,” bursting
across and through the language of a book-free dramatized subject.
Thus, it appears that for literature, language is “the whole of History
[...]unified and complete in the manner of a Natural Order” ( Writing
Degree Zero, p. 10). “A language is therefore on the hither side of litera-
iure. Style is almost beyond it” (ibid.); “another notion of writing is
possible: neither decorative nor instrumental, ie,, in sum secondary but
primal, antecedent to man, whom it traverses, founder of its acts like so
many inscriptions”™ (Sade, Fourier, Lovola, p. 40}

Clearly, naming and its negation in wriling operate on heterogeneous
scries and split the totality of One homonomic Meaning (prescribed by
the [irst negatioen-symbolization) in order to reproduce the production of
the subject between the real and the symbolic backwards, after the fact.
The conditions for a theory of writing are therchy posited. Scmiolegy
could be this discourse if, by recognizing the heleronomy of meaning, it
started from linguistics and went to meet with psychoanalysis and his-
tory; consequently, its name (“‘semiology’) matiers little.

The path is clearly marked along which writing organizes, but dif-
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{a pscudonym), an satiname and pronominal, “cuts obliquely through
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the instances of discourse as well as through ‘penres.”™ It effecis the
anamnasis of “Hterary history” only by dint of undertaking an analysis
of the place of enunciation within ihe very clement of language. The first
study of Barthes that records the multiplications of the space of snuncia-
fion within writing, relving on Benveniste's linguistic analyses of the sub-
ject in language, was devoted to Philippe Sollers's novel Drame
{*Drama, Poem. Novel”).'® Here, the drama of personal pronouns
reveals the staging of a subject plurzlized on the chessboard of writing.
Neiiher {vric “L™ ritwal “you,” nor eplg—or more prosaicaliv—novel-
istic “*he,” the “plural subject” of writing simultancously iraverses the
sites of these three discursive agencies, involiing their conllicis and under-
going their divergent appearances.

Now, since writing breaks the “subject™ apart into multiple doers, into
possible places of retention or loss of meaning within “discourse’ and
*histery,” it inscribes, not the original-paternal law, but ofher laws that
can enunciate themselves dilferently beginning with these pronom-
inal, transsubstantive agencies. Its legitimacy is illegal, paradoxal,
heteronymic; heteranomous in relation to Hegelian Law, it struggles with
constancy and originality, Although one can discern in writing a move-
ment that seems to recall ideated dialectics condensing the phenomenon
and inverted infinity, seriptural logic brings it about specifically in a frag-
mented space that transforms the idealistic matrix. Writing provides the
act of reading with an asymbolic “‘phenomenon,” left unnamed because it
is "real,” and whose novelty is due to the infinity emanating from the
rupture of the symbolic, unifying instance. A process of naming is substi-
tuted for this impossible to symbolize real, whose transformation and
future nevertheless allow themselves to be inscribed (in the pronominal
device, among others).

The Return of Representarions

It 15 also in departing Itom totalizing homonymy that scriptural laws
postulate, not a beyond of representation, but a transfusing and renewal
ol it. To the exient that they are inscribed through and across the enun-
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cistions emanating from the multiple and unnamable places of mezning
occupied by the book-free subject, and to the sxtent ihat they combine
these cnunciations together with their agencies, thev liberate new
representations slaborated by the subject of thess enunciations. Such new
representations of a world “in progress” translate ihe suppression of the
iopos of One Subject of understanding {a new symbolic responds to the
new fopology articulated by the instinctual drives organized by desire) as
wetl as a violent erizicisni of ideologies, habits, and social rules {a new
world through and across the negation of the present world that writing
denies according 1o its immancat logic).

For semiofogical metalanguage, this new representation appears as a
“double coding.,”"™ as a redistribuiion of language amenable to “extra”
or supplementary rules. Tt preseats itself as a simply nominal negation,
and thus as a homonymic negation, rejecting the name outside of itself
into other pluralized names. But what the literary avant-garde grasps of
this rejection is situated outside of naming itself; it is no longer language,
or is so only metaphorically, because what 1s involved is the material
that—through drives—accomplishes 1n each writing according 10 a
specific topos, a sentence always in the process of hecoming **

This warrants repeating. Although one can detect in Barthes's works a
kinship with dialeclical principles, portenis of avant-garde activitics, and
the foundations of a program for a contemporary literary theory, it is
largely because we read them in the light of what is being written today.
The terminology we are using, the very problems that we keep facing
with Barthes, arc called forth by this avant-garde, whose epic rhythm
hreaks apart social and phantasmatic mythology by synthesizing in 2 new
way a criiical tradition whose subversive impact has been tgnored {Rabe-
fais, Joyee) with the formal experience of the avant-garde of this century
and with a revolt against the language and order of a society on the
Wane.

Conafronted with this text, and if one accepts the nccessily of Barthes's
grhical project. the question stifl remaing: how docs one constituie a new
heterogeneous signifving body, for which literaiure, and cven more so,
this new “literaiure™ ihat has us read in a new and different manner, can
a0 longer be merely an “object™? Mo work other than Barthes's better
opens up a path of investigation that might vield an snswer to this ques-
tion.
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In the place of & metalenguage generally recognized as powerless, the
discourses of the “critic” and of the “scholair” become differentizted and
linked to spell oui the legislaiing heteroncmy of writing.

“The scholar™ describes nepativity within a iransreprescniative and
transsubjective homogencous systern: his discourse detects the linguistic
formality of a shattered, pluralized meaning as the condition, or rather,
as the fndex of a heteronemous gperation: “gencral discourse, whose
object is not a particular meaning, but the very plurality of the work’s
meanings” (Critique et vériié, p. 36}, "*science of the conients’ conditions,
that is, science of forms: what will concern it are the variations i mean-
ings engendered and, in a manner of speaking, engenderable by the works
themselves, It will not interpret symbaols, but their polyvalence alune; ina
word, its object will no longer be the full meanings of a work but, on the
contrary, the empty meaning that supports them ail” (/bid., p. 57) “"We
shatl not classify the entirety of possible meanings as an immutable order
but as the irzces of an immense ‘operating’ arrangement [...]
broadened from author to society™ (ibid., p. 58).

As for the “critic,” he takes on the task of pointing out beteronomy.
How? Through the pressnce of enunciation in the utterance, by introduc-
ing the agency of the subject, by assuming a representalive, localized,
contingent speech, determined by its "I and thus by the “I"” of its
render. Speaking in his mamie to an orfer, he introduccs desirer “Clarity
[...]isall this desire that lies within writing” (Critique et verité, p. 33);
one showld ask the critic to “make me believe in your decision to speak™
(fBid., p. 753 “To move from reading to criticism is to change desirtes; it
15 no longer 1o desire the work but to desire onc’s own language™ (fbid.,

79y “works crtsserossed by the great mythic writing in which
humanity tries outl s significations, that is, i desires” ((Fid., 5. 61Y
erary works than a cerial
Ersavs, ».oavil “the wame

“therc i3 no other primary sigafficgrunt in 1
desira: to write is a mode of Eros” (Critical
writing: the same sensual pleasure in classificalion, the same manis for

i

cutting up [ ... § the same covmerative obsession [ .. ] the saime Image
practice [ . .. | the same erotic and phantasinatic fashioning of Lhe social

gystem’” Jﬂd-?‘ Fourfer, Lovoia, », 3); “'the accounting passicn transmii-
fed 1o the exercitant™ (#bid., p. 70% “the znergy of language (ol which the
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Exercises is one of the exemplary theaters) is a form—and the very form
of a desire of the world™ (ikid., &, 08). © What is indeed remarkable about
such an imagination, with desive as iis purpose {and one would hope that
semiological analysis shows this abundanily}, is thai its substance is
essentially intefligible; a name prompts desire, an object does not; mean-
Ing prompts a sale, a dream does rot” (Sysiéme de la maode, p. 10},

The network to be deciphered seems to split in halfl Desire, where the
subject is implicated (body and hisiory), and symbolic order, teason,
intelligihility. Critical knowledge ties and unties their imbrication,

Desire as Index of Heterogeneity

Desire causes the signifier to appear as helerogencous and, 1nversely,
indicates heterogeneity through and across the signifier. To posit that the
subject is linked by its desire to the signifier is 1o say, therefore, that he
has access through and across the signifier to what the symbolic des not
make expiicit, even if it translates it: instinctual drives, historical
contradictions,

One can thus understand how Barthes’s work is not only a translation
into scientific law of the literary text. His knowledge of literature is
precious precisely because it joins to these “traces of an immensc operat-
ing device™ that science punctuates, the irruption of desire in the signifier
as an index of “rcal” heterogencity. Perhaps one can posit that, for
Barthes, “‘desire’” seems to signify the recognition of a heterogeneous ele-
ment in relation to the symbolic—ihe space of a material contradiction
where the “‘ather” is another ropos of the subject, an other practice of the
sexes, Consequently, there ts ““desire’” between language and writing. but
also “desire”™ between writing and criticism-knowledge, and so on. Thus
is made up not a hierarchy of overlapping metalanguages but a mobile
system of {ree signifying devices, alert, in a state of perpetual initiative.

This revealer-desire of the ereros (érepos) is not only a mode of eros
{épws) that then finds its categorial explanation. It is equally and
simultaneously the mark of Barthes’s prudence that brings together
knowledge and the process of truth—a prudence whose moral connotation
is erased if we admit that the irruption within the neutral truth of science
of a subject of cnunciation does not invalidate this truth but calls attention
to its operation, its objeclive genesis. The statements of all great scholars
in the ““human sciences,” from Benveniste to Lévi-Strauss, statements sup-
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g in any kind of subject, give evidence of
Seing contaminated by this tyne of “modesty™ and affected by “writing.”
Within such 2 method, the unicity of the enunciating rativacle
contradicts the heieronomeous development of writing. The “model™
isel, a paragon of demonstration, becomes caught in this contradic-
fion. Extracted from lingaistics, {or example, approprialed and thus
iransformed according to the object under scrutiny (a miyth, poem, or
novel), its intelligibility does noi merely lie within the ruies of pure
mathesis or any other systematicness on which it depends in order to give

cosedly legiglstive and lscking in
e

coherence to metalanguage and a meaning to its object. The formal net-
worlk that such a model & can only be the exterior facet of this mass
whose hidden side made up of asymbolic “remnants” comes to light
within the negativity of desire. Without the latter, the model docs not
touch upon the extrahomonymic objectivity of the signifying operation
that tk2 critical knowledge of Barthes proposss to address. With it, the
eventuality of a possible understanding of this aperation is preserved.

Desire as An Objective

“The critic of verisimilitude,” Barthes writes, “normally chooses the
code of the letter.” while the nowvelie critigue “'grounds the objectivify of
its descriptions on their coherence™ (Critigue el véritd, p. 20).

The desire of a subject that ties him to the signifier obtains through
this signifier an objective, extraindividual value, void-in-itsell, other,
without, for all that, ccasing (as it does in science) to be the desire of a
subject. This happens only in lterature. Writing is precisely this “spon-
tancous motion” that changes the formulation of desire for a signifier
into ohjective law, since the subject of writing. specific like no other, is
*“in-tsell-and-for-itself,” the very place, not of division but, overcoming
it, of motion. Consequently, it is the place where the subjective/objective
distinction proves invalid, where it is erased, where it appears to be
dependent on ideology, Since Freud noticed in the subject the failure of a
desire for the signifier to achieve objective value, it is possible to con-
clude that literary practice is not situated within the field explored by
psychoanalysis.

Barthes’s work is not an investigation into Aow this “‘objective-becom-
ing of desire” comes about within the literary text. Revealing literature
as a possible sclence, by way of example, te paves the way for such a
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irictiv scientific investigation. His own undertaking makes it clear that

]

Hierature's speciliciiy resides in the passage between this desive 1o signily
the asymbolized and the asymbolizable, where the subject coalesces, and
historically sanctioned objeciivity,

That constifutes a radical discovery of which no lierary history, no
aesthetic or stylistic approach could ever conceive, as they remain Hmited
by their fragmentation. Moreover, on each of thesc planes (desire/
objectivity), Barthes seeks whalever can be mastered and experimentied
upon in schematic form: whatever is regularity, code, formality, neces-
sity, and algebra: in short, semiology. Yet, we must never forget that
these peaks of Barthes's semiological grapb rise up from a base that
cannot be made axiomatic and is summarized by desire and hisiory.
Thus, Balzac, Sade, and Loyola can be grasped within a semiological
diagram that summarizes the regular objectivity of their writing, whach
permecates the biological subject and descriptive history. But, at the same
time, each of these rules depends on corporeal, biclogical, vital, and his-
torical elements. The empirical, vrmasterable, aleatory, hazardous object
appears from beyond the diagram—it supports it, gives it {ts buoyancy,
and engenders it. The salicnce of Barthes™s discovery lies preciscly in this
alliance between regularity and unclassifiable, objectival multipiicity;
an alliance of unification and pluralism, a passion for objectivity
simultaneous with a subjective desire for objects. The laws that Barthes
taught us to bring to light from within literary practice always exhibit
ihis duplicity, ihis assymmetry, and this dialectic. He discovers thom to
be the essential principles of texts, since, as we have already pointed out,
they constituie hiz own way of proceeding.

Laws and Rules

What apparently begins to emerge {rom within Barthes's textual
anaiyses is the rough draft of a dialectical conception of law. The laws
that e formulates for signifying systems do not carry the weight of rufes
governing a formal, logical procedure; but they do convey a sense of the
“precision” of a dialectics, a *motion,” or a “hmit" (these are Barthes's
words) between the two levels that writing makes objective (sym-
bolic/real; subject/history}. Barthes's scmiological laws delineate the
objectivation of the subjective through and across history and within the
signifying texture (language, image, et cetera). One can thus understand
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that Barthes's semiology is not 2 jormalization his formulations {het so
irritaie the purist are zll on the order of diaiectical laws,

This kind of theoretical aititude allows Barihes to skirt psychoanalysis
without making mistakes on writing. In his writings, his knowledge of
literature, his reading of if, cccupies ihe position of 2 theory of the
unconscious and of its role in writing. But Barthes’s conception and
praciice of “writing,” us a norion substituted for “literature” and as a
procedure, is not alien to the Freudian discovery. The belng-in-itself-and-
for-itself of the “objective” other thar negates and determines the “sub-
jective™ is active within Janguage and adheres to certain faws; stating this
should be enough to establish a common ground for psychoanalytic and
dialectical laws.

Yet, for Barthes, this position proves to be less a theoretical platform
than what we might call a “practical knowledge” of wriiing.

Music

The readitg of a text is doubilessly the first stage of theoretical
giaboration. A reading, whose conceptual supports are muted, is the ter-
rain of the reading subject’s desire, his drives, sexuality, and attentiveness
toward the phonematic nelwork, the rhythm of the sentences, the
particular semanteme bringing him back to a feeling, pleasure, laughter,
an event or reading of the most ““empirical” kind, abounding, enveleping,
multiple, The identity of the reading 7 loses itself there, atomizes itself; it
i3 a time of jouissance, where one discovers one text under another, its
other. This rare capacity is & condition of Barthes’s writings on the
frontiers of “sclence™ and “‘criticism™ (Barthes is probably the only one
who can read his students). *“The text is an object of pleasure” (Sade,
Fourier, Loyola, p. 7); "1t 18 a matter of bringing into daily life the frag-
ments of the unintelligible “formulas™} that emanate from a text we
admire” (ibid.).

At the same time, already, a reguiarity comes forth 1o gather these
atoms: 2 grid lays out jouissance, and “makes pleasure, happiness, com-
munication dependent on an inflexible order or, to be even more offen-
sive, & combinative” (Sade, Fowrier, Loyela, p. 3. A harmony organizes
sounds around uws. The “I"" is not the one who reads: the impersonal time
of regularity, of the grid, and of harmony takes hold of the “*L,” dis-
persed for having read. Then, one reads just as one listens to music: “ihe
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measure o1 critical discourse is it8 geceracy. Just as in muosic .. " (Tre
tigue er véritd, . 72). There is only one {inal siep lelt before we reach
explicative discourse. We must find a way to communicate this music by
finding a code, while allowing what is said and what is not sai¢ to float
haphazardly.

The External Inclusion

The goal here is 1o capture the law of desire that makes music, that
produces writing, But it is also fo experience the desire of the one who
reads, to find its code and to note it down. Metalanguage. then, is not
everything. Theoretical discourse is not the discourse of a2 repudiated sub-
Jject, hut of one searching for the laws of its desires, operating as a hinge
hetween immersion in the signifier and repudiation (it is neither one nor
the other), its status unknown. ks novelty is measured in the change of &
preposition. He doesn't speak about literature, he speaks fo literature as
to his other as instigator. Through this change, Barthes’s discourse posits
ttself outside the circumscribed discourse ol the scholar and calls forth on
his part the charge of “jargon’ as an objective necessity: *‘jargon’ is a
product of imagination (it shocks as does the imagination), the approach
to metaphorical language thai intellectual discourse will one day need”
(Critigue et vérite, p. 34); *“‘jargon’ is the language of the other; the other
(and not others) is what is not self; whence the trving character of its lan-
gnage™ (7bid,, p. 31). But where, then, is objectivity? What “guarantee”
have we against the possibility of desire to “deform™ the “truth” of the
“object’ itself, the literary text?

The diglectical objectivity of this discourse stems from its “truth,”
constructing itsell in the operation of an inclusion exterior to its
“object.” Its truth is to produce the motion of this inefusion (contrary to
the excluding procedure of classical science) that posits and goes beyond
its subjective center (repudiated in science, hypostasized in ideology) by
addressing itself to a difference (writing) recognized and always main-
tained as exiernal (heterogeneous) to knowing discourse, while revealing
the dialectical laws formuiated by this discourse. Thus, this new
continent of knowledge that approaches ideology, religions, and the
““arts™ articulates itself through an external inclusion in its object.

Through its function, which Barthes calis “critical,” that is, by reason
of the desire and heteronomy it brings to light and inte play, this possible
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understanding of licrature herzlded by BEarthes possesses a knowledge
that science does not atiain. I+ implicates ithe knowing subject within an
analytic relationship to language, within a constant questioning of the
svmbolic and of its subject, with a perpetval siruggle with no possible
philosophical relaxation. Such a discourse announces what scems re-
quired by an eventual idcological renewal: the awakening of subjeets,

This awakening occurs simultancously with the putting into play of the
desire for a signifier to symbolize a “veal” that has fallen into the sub-
jeci’s past or is questionable Yor socicty. It is also simullaneous with the
opening up of the homonymic corral of the totalizing and repudiated sub-
ject toward the questioning of active, corporeal, and social materiality.
This simultaneity is accomplished in literature and especially in the
literature of the contemporary avant-garde. Indecd, on account of that,
such a literature assumes its efficacy in present time.

What can literature accomplish today? This ethical and political ques-
tion has never failed to be present under the formalist appearances that
journalistic and academic rumors have pasted onto the avant-garde.
What can literature accomplish? Perhaps no one knows, but one is
nonethetess obliged to draw up an answer if one docs not want to abdi-
cate time: the time of history as well as thal microcosmic time, the other,
where the text is claborated. An answer: Where from? When? Barthes's
work and the trend that he tmitiated, and which still carries him, are
perhaps the symptom indicating that this power of writing penetrates, in
our time and according to historical necessity, all discourses that do not
shirk their topicality: “knowledge,” “politics,”'* and in general any art
that carrics meaning. The constitution of a possible knowledge of this
writing is, for Barthes, the symptom of a deep social mutation, “as
important, and involving the same problem, as the one marking the
passage from the Middle Ages to the Renaissance™ (Cririgue et verité,
p. 48).

1R

Notes

b, References to books by Koland Barthes appear in the bedy in the text. fotlowed hy
paze numbers, The following editions have been used:

Crizical Essays. Richard Howard, trans. Evanston. [1.; Northwestern University Press,
1972 | Translatian ol Essafs Critigues. Paris: Seuil, §964 ]
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Critiguee et vérisé, Paris: Sewil, 960,

Clewients o} Semiclopyr. Amnette Lavers acd Colin Smith, trans. Mew York: HilY and
Yang., 1968, [Translation of Eldmenis de séminlopie. Paris: Bditions du Seuil. 1964 ]

Michelet par ful-mémme. Pans, Seail, 1834,

A vthologies Annetie |avers tears. and od New York: Hill and Wang. 1272, [Transla-
tion of Medhologies. Paris: Seuil. 1937 )]

Sade. Fonrier, Lovela. Ricnard biller, frans. New York: Hill and Wang, 1976, {Transla-
ton of Sade. Fourier, Lavole. Panis: Seuil, 1971)]

Svereare de fa mode. Paris: Seuil, 1967

Sf7. Richard Miller, trans, New York: Hiil and Wang, 1974 {Translatios of 5/7. Paris:
Seuil. 1970.]

Writing Degree Zero, Annetie Lavers and Colin Smith, trany. New York: Hill and Wang,
1867, [Translation of Le Degré zéro de Iéoriture, Paris: Scuil, 19331]

2. “The concepts of “psychical energy’ and ‘discharge’ and the treatment of psyebical
eneIgy 4s a quantity nave become habitual in my thought sinec I began to areance the fzots
of psvchapatholopy phitosophically™ Sigmund Frewd, Jokes and their Relution to the
Usiconscious, James Strachey, trans. {MNew York: Norion, 19603 p. 147,

The reference o Freud is recent and never clabovated in Barthes's works. Tt does not
involve the economic conception of psychic activity 1 Froud {theories 10 instinctual drive,
metapsychology): rather. diafectical seraaiics, which controls the notion of writing, and its
explicil relationship wilb the speaking subject arguably place Barthes's undectaking within
a thinking that is congruent {or could be made congruent) with these Freudian positions.

3.0, . . a mythology that may be causally linked to history by each of its elements, but
that, considercd in its entirety. resists the course of the lotter and continually readjusis its
own grid to atfer the lesst resistance against the torrent of events. which, expericnce has
shown, is rarely strong enough ta smash it and carry it away in its momentumn™-—Claude
Lévi-Strauss, “Le Temps du mythe.” dnnales {May-August 1971), 26(33:340.

4, “‘Perhaps the power of the maternal figore derives its explosivity from the very power
ol fascination. We could aise sav that if the Mother implements her fascinating atiraction,
it is only because the child previously lived entirely under lfascination's glance: it
concentrated in itself all the powsr of enchantment. [ ... ] Fascination is fundamentally
linked to the newtral and impersanal presence of the indeterminate One, the immease Face-
less someons [ ... ] To write is to enter into ar aflirmation of solitude where fascination
operates 4s 4 threatening element”™—Maurice Blanchot, L Espace lirtéraire (Paris: Galli-
mard, 1955}, p. 24

5. The notion of “paragram’™ is related 1o Saussure’s “anagrams.” Kristeva discusses this
in her essay, "Pour une sémiologie des paragrammes™ in Znpeceriys. {Ed.]

6. Blanchot, page 22,

7. “The work poses questions to the life. But we musi understand in what sense: the work
as the objectification of the person is, in facil, mare complete, more total than the life. 1t has
its roots in the life, to be sure; it iluminates the life, but it finds its total explanation only in
itself. Vet is iv stiff roo soon for rhis rowad explanaiion o becorme apparent o us. {kmphasis
mine.] The life is illuminated by the work as a reality whose total determination is found out-
side of it. both in the conditions that bring it about and in the artistic creation that realizes it
and finishes it off by expressing it Thus, the work-—when one has searched it—becomes a
hypothesis and a ressarch tool to clarily the biographby. | ... ] But we must know also that
the worle never reveals the scorcts of the biography™—Jean-Paul Sartre. Search For a
Method. (New York. Kaopf, 1967). pp. 142-43.
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4. anguage &3 the praciical velation of one man (o aaciher s pravis, and praxis s
always lapguage {whethay lrethiul or deceptive) because it cannet luke place without signi-
fying diself. [ .. ] *Human relations™ are in fact interindividual steucturss whose common
bond is danguage and which aqcrvadly exists at every moment of History™—Jlean-Paul
Bartre. Critlque of Dialecticad Reason, 1 Alan Bheddan-Smiil. srens. {London; Mew Left
Books. 19740 p. 99,

9. “That first reflection out of immediacy is the sebjeci’s procass of distiaction o itself
from its substance”™—Georg Wilhslm Friedrich Hegel, Phenomenclogy of Mind. 1. 5.
Baillie, trans, (Mew York: Macmillian, 1949), p S0

0. (hid o 35,

1. Hegel Science of Logic. A0 V. Miller, trans. (New York: Humanities Press, 1968),

l_'.

)
&=
a

[

Hegel, Phenamenologt of dind p, 193,
Ibid., p. 202,

14, *[Tlhis absoluie notien of distinction must be set forih and apprehended purely as
inner distinetion, self~repulsion of the self-same as seli-same, and likeness of the unlike as
untike. We have to think pure flux, oppesition within osposition wseif, or Contradiction.
For in the distinction, which is an internal distinction, the cpposiic s not only ane of two
factors—if so. it would not be an opposiie, bui a bare existent—it is the opposite of an
opposite, or the other is itsedf directly and immediacely present within it. Wo doubt T puat the
opposite here and the Other. of which it is the opposite, “here; that is, [ place the opposite
on one side, raking it by itself without the other, Just on ihai account, howsver, since 1 have
here the vpposite alf by itsell] it is the opposite of its own sefl. that is. i has in point of fact
the other immediatety within isell, Thus the supersensible world, which is the inverted
world, has at the same time reached oui beyond the ather world and has in itself that other;
it s to itself conscioss of being inverted ([Ur sich verkehrte), e it {5 the inverted form of
tiselfs it is that world liszIF and ts opposite in a single unity, Only thus is it distincrion as
internal distinction. or distinction per se; In other words, ondy thus is i 0 the form of
Ingimite Ibid,. pp. 2006-7,

13, Tel Quel, Théorie densernble (Paris: Seuil. 1968), pp. 2339,

16, 1 Fonagy, "Double Coding in Speeck,”™ Semtiotica (1971}, 3(3): pp. 189-222,

17 Oan the subject of the ingcription ol instinctual drives through and across language in
a unique texr controlled by a precise siteation of the subject in relation (o castration, cf,
Philippe Sellers, “La matierc ¢t sa phrase,” Critigue, July 1971,

18, Mao Zedong i1s the oniy man [n pelitics apd the oniy communist Jeader sincs
Lenin to have frequendly insisted on the necessity of working upon tanguage and writing in
order to transform ideology. He obviously considered working on fanguage as 2 funda-
mentat element of any idsologizai impact. and thus, of ideclogy and politics. His remarks
are certainly motivated by the particuwlarities of the Chinsse language and its literature, by
thair disrancigrica from writing and by an inequality betwzen ihe oid and the tew on these
two fevels, Yer bayonc these concrete implications, Muaa's remarks hdve a more nunera]
worih that we cannot grasp without a “heoretical reevaluotion of the subject within signiiy;
ing praciice Vhus. for examnple: "CaJ ing little for grammar or rhetoric, they velish a style
which iy 4 cruss bedwssit ing Hieraoy and ihe colloguiai”™—"0n Literary Sivle™ in Mao Tse-
Tung on Literatiure and Are (Peking: Forcign Langvags Press, 19603 po 132 “Whenever a
man spaaks to others, he is doing propagands work, Uuless be s dumb, he always bas a
few words to say. it I8 thersfore imperative that our comrades should all study lan-
guage--Gpoose Stereatyped Party Writdng,” ibid. p. 102
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5. FROM ONE IDENTITY TO AN OTHER

1 shall altempt, within the ritual Himits of a one-hour seminar, 1o posit (if
not to demonstrate) that every language theory is predicated upon a con-
czption of the subject that it explicitly posits, implies, or tries to deny.
Far from being an ‘“epistemological perversion,” a definite subject is
present as soon as there is consciousness of signification. Consequently, [
shall need to outline an epistemological ilinerary: taking three stages in
the recent history of linguistic theory, [ shall indicate the variable posi-
tion these may have required of the speaking subject-support within their
object language. This—on the wheole, technical—foray into the episte-
mology of lmguistic science will lead us 1o broach and, [ hope, clucidate
a problem whose ideological stakes are considerable but whose banality
is often ignored. Meaning, identified either within the unity or the multi-
plicity of subject, structure, or theory, necessarily guarantees a certain
transcendence, if not a theology; this is precisely why all human
knowledge, whether it be that of an individual subject or of 2 meaning
structure, retains religion as its blind boundaries, or at least, as an
internal limit, and at best, can just barely “'explain and validate religious
sentiment’” (as Lévi-Strauss observed, in connection with structuralism).!

Second, [ shall deat with a particular signifying practice, which, like
the Russian Formalists, T call “poetic language.” in order to demonstraic
that this kind of language, through the particularity of its signifying

Originally a paper read al a seminar organized by Jean-Marie Benoist and directed by
Claude 1.&vi-Strauss at the Collége de France, January 27, 1973; first published in Tef Quef
(Summer 1975). no. 63; reprinted in Polpfogue (Parisz Scuil, 1977, pp. 149-72. “D’une
identité I'autre,” the original titde of Kristeva's susay reffects and makes vse of the title of
Celine's novel un chatean foutre. Although this has been translated as Castle to Castle,
the more literal “From One Identity to an Other” has been chosen in order to keep the
ambiguous fecling of the French as well as the word “other.” an important ong in
phitosophy since Hegel and also in Kristeva’s work.



FRUM UNE IDENTITY TG AN OTHER 23

operations. is an umseitling process—when 201 an outright destruc-
tion——of the identity of meaning and speaking subject,? and consequently,
of transcendence or, by derivation, of “religious sensibility.”” On that
sccount, it accompanies crises within social structures and institu-
tinns—ihe momenis of their mulation, evelution, revelution, or disarray.
For if mutation within language and institutions finds its code through
this signifying practice and its questionable subject in process that
constitutes poetic language, then that practice and subject are walking a
precaricus tightrope. Poctic fanguage, the only language that uses up
transcendence and theology to sustain itself; poetic language, knowingly
the enerny of religion, by its very economey borders on psychosis (as for
its subject} and totalitarianism or fascism {as for (he institutions it
implies or evokes). | could have spoken of Vladimir Mayakovsky or
Antonin Ariaud; I shall speak of Louis-Ferdinand Céline.

Finally, 1 shall try to draw a few conclusions concerning the possibility
ol a theory in the sense of an aralvtical divcourse on signitying systems,
which would take into account these crises of meaning, subject, and
structure. This for lwo reasons: first, such crises, far from being
accidents, arc inhcrent in the signifying funciion and, consequently, in
sociality; secondly, situated at the [orefront of twenticth-century politics,
these phenomena {which } consider within poetic language, but which
may assume other forms in the West as well as in other civilizations)
could not remain outside the so-called hurnan sciences without casting
suspicion on their ethic. T shall therelore and i conclusion argue in favor
of an analytical theory of signifving systems and practices that would
search within the signifying phenomenon for the crisis or the uasettiing
process of meaning and subject rather than for the coherence or identity
ol etther one or a mulliplicity of structures,

Without referring back to the stoic sage, who guaranteed both the
sign’s triad and the inductive conditional clause, let us return to the con-
gruence between conceptions of language and of subject where Ernest
Renan left them. We are all aware of the scandal he caused among
nincteenth-century minds when he changed a theological discourse {the
Gospels) not into a n2yprk but into the kisfory of 2 man and 2 people, This
conversion of rheclogical discourse into hisiorical discourse was possible
thanks to a tool {for him, scientific) whose omnipotence he never ceased
praising—nphilology. As used by Renan or Eugene Burnouf in Avestic
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Studies, Tor example, philology invorporaies the comparativisin of phi-
fologists Franz Bopp or Aupust Schleicher. Whatever the difference
between comparativists sceking those laws unigue to famifies of lan-
suages and philclogists deciphering the meaning of one language, 3 com-
mon conception of language 2s an orgesic ideniiiy unites them. Litile
does it matter that. as comparativists believed, this organic identity
articulates lisclf thanks to a lgw that crosses naticnal and historical lan-
guage borders making of tham one family {¢f. Jacob Grimm's phonstic
laws), or that. as philologists believed, this organic identity articulates
itself thanls to oune meaning—singular and unique—inscribed into a text
still undeciphered or whose decipherability is debatable. in both cases
ihis organic idenrity of law or meaning imphes that langnage s the
possession of a kome loguens within history, As Renan writes in 4veroés
et P Averroisme, “for the philologist, a text has only one meaning”™ even
if it is through "a kind of necessary misinierpretation™ that “the philo-
sophical and religious development of humanity’ proceeds.® Closer to the
objectivity of the Hegelian “‘consciousncss of self”" for the comparativists,
embodied into a singularity that, be it concrete, individual, or national,
still owes somcihing to Hegel for the philologists; language is always one
svstem, perhaps even one “‘structure,” always one meaning, and,
iherefore, it necessarily implies a subject {collective or individual) to bear
witness 10 its history. If one has difficuliy following Renan when he
affirms that “rationalism is based on philology”—for it is obvicus that
the two are interdependent—it is no less obvious that philological reason-
ing is maintained through the identity of a historical subject: a subject in
becoming. Why? Because, far from dissecting the internal logic of sign,
predication (sentence grammar), or sytlogism {logic). as did the universal
grammar of Port Royal, the comparativist and philological reason that
Renan cxemplifies considers the signifving unit in itself (sign, sentence,
svliogism) as an unanalyzable given. This signifying unit remains implicit
within each description of law or text that philologists and comparativists
undertake: linear, unidimensional descriptions—with no analysis of the
sign’s density, the logical problematic of meaning, ete.——but which, once
iechnically completed. restore structural identity {for the comparativisis)
or meaning (for the philologists); in so doing they reveal the initial
presupposition of the specifically linguistic undertaking as an ideology
that posits either the people or an exceptional individual as appropriating
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ihis struciure or this meaning. Becausc it i3 in itself unaznalyzable (ke
ihe sign, senlsnce. and syliogism, it has no density, noe economy), this
subject-support of comparativist laws or of philological analysis does not
lend iiself 1o change, that is to say, to shifting from one law to anoiher,
from one siructure (¢ another, or from one meaning to ancther. except
by postuiating the movement of becoming, that is, of history. In ths
analysis of a signifying function (language ot any “human,” social
phenomenon), what is censured at the level of semantic complexity
reemerges in the form of a becoming: that obliteration of the density that
constitutes sign, sentence, and svilogism {and consequently, the speaking
subject), 15 compensated for by historical reasoning; the reduction of the
complex signifying economy of the speaking subject {though obliquely
perceived by Port Roval) produces without fail an opaque I that
makes history. Thus, philoiogical reasoning, while founding history,
becomes a deadlock for language sciences, even ihough there actually is
in Renan, beyond countless contradictions, an appreciation of universal
grammoar, a call for the constitution of a hnguistics for an isolated lan-
guage (in the manner of the ancient Indian grammarian Pénini), and
even surprisingly modern propesals that advoecate the study of crisis
rather than normality, and in his semitic studies the remarks on “‘that
delirious vision transcribed in a barbaric and undecipherable style’” as he
calls the Christian gnostic texts, or on the texts of John the Apostle.*
Linguistic reasoning, which, through Saussure, succeeded philological
reasoning, works its revolution precisely by affecting the constitutive
unity of a particular language; a language is not a system, it 1s a svstem
of signs. and this vertically opens up the famous gap between signifier
and signified, thus allowing linguistics to claim a logical, mathematical
formalization on the one hand, but on the other, it definitely prevents
reducing a language or iext to one law or one meaning. Structural lin-
guistics and the ensuing structural movement seem to explore this episte-
mological space by climinating the speaking subject. But, on a closer
ook, we see that the subject they legitimately do without is nothing but
the subjcct (individual or collective) of historico-philclogical discourse I
just discussed, and in which the Hegelian consciousness of self became
stranded as it was concretized, embodied into philology and history: this
subject, which linguistics and the corollary human sciences do without, is
the “personal identily, miserable treasure.’”® Mevertheless, a subject of
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enunciation takes shape within the gap opened up bebween signifier and
signified that admits both suucture and interplay within: and structural
linguistics ignores such a subject, Moreover, because it left ite place
vacant. structaral linguistics could not become a linguistics of speech or
diseourse; it lacked a grammar, for in order to move from sign to
sentence the place of the subject had {o be acknowledged and no ilonger
kept vacant. Of course, generative grammar does reinstate it by rescuing
eniversal grammar and the Cartesian subject from obiivion, using that
subject to justify the generative, recursive functions of syntactic trees.
But in fact, generative grammar 18 evidence of what structural Linguisties
omitted, rather than a new beginnming; whether structural or generative,
lirguistics since Saussure adheres to the same presuppositions, implicit
within the structuralist current, explicit in (he generative tendency that
can be found summed up in the philosophy of Husserl.

I refer modern linguistics and the modes of thought which it oversees
within the so-called human sciences back to this founding father from
another ficld, but not for conjunctural reascons, though they are not lack-
ing. Indeed, Husserl was invited to and discussed by the Circle of Prague;
indeed, Jakobson expliciily recognized in him a philosophical mentor for
post-Saussurian linguists; indeed, several American epistemologists of
generative grammar recognize in Husserlian phenomenology, rather than
in Dwgscartes, the foundations of the generative undertaking. But it is
possible to detect in Husserl the basis of linguistic reasoning (structural
or generative) to the extent that, after the reduction of the Hegelian con-
sciousness of self into philological or historical identity, Husserl master-
fully understood and posited that any signifying act, insoflar as it remains
capable of elucidation by knowledge, does not maintain itself by a *me,
miserable treasure” but by the “transcendental ego.”

If it is true that the division of the Saussurian sign (signifier/signified),
unknown to Husserl, also introduces the heretofore unrecognized possi-
bility of envisioning language as a free play, lorever without closure, it Is
also true that this possibility was not developed by Saussure except in the
very problematic Aragrammes.® Moreover, this investigation has no lin-
guistic followers, but rather, philosophical (Heideggerian discourse) and
psychoanalytic (Lacan’s signifier) contemporaries or successors, who
today effectively enable us to appreciate and circumscribe the contribu-
tion of phenomenological linguistics from a Husscrlian perspective. For
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post-Saussurian siructural lnguistics still encloses the signifier. even if
nonmotivated, within patterns of a signification originally destined for
faultless communication, either coinciding with the explicit signified or
set off a short distance from it, but still fastened to ths unalterable
presence of meaning and, similarly, tributary to phenomenological
TCAs0M,

It is therefore impossible to (ake up the congruence belween concep-
tions of language and of subject where Renan left off without recalling
how Husserl shifted ground by raising it ahove empiricism, psycholo-
gism, and incarnation theories typical of Renan, Let us examine for a
moment the signifying act and the Husserhian transcendental ego, keep-
ing in mind that linguistic reason (structural or generative) is to Husserl
what philelogical reason was to Hegel: reduciion perhaps, but also
concrete realization, that is, failurc made manifest.

As early as Logical fnvestigarions of 1901, Husserl situates the sign (of
which one could have naively thought that it had no subject) within the
act of expressing meaning, constituted by 4 judgment on something:
“The articulate sound-complex, the written sign, etc., first becomes a
spoken word or communicative bit of speech, when a speaker produces it
with the intention of ‘expressing himself about something’ through its
means.”’”

Consequently, the thin sheath of the sign (signifier/signified) opens
onto a complex architecture where intentional life-experience captures
material (hylic) multiplicities, endowing them first with noctic meaning,
then with noematic meaning, so that finally the result for the judging
consciousness is the formation of an object once and for all signified as
real. The important point here is that this real gbject, first signified by
means of hylic data, through noesis and noemis, if it exists, can only be
transcendental in the sense that it is elaborated in its identity by the judg-
ing consciousness of transcendental ego. The signified is transcendent as
it is posired by means of certain concatenations within an experietice that
is atways confined to judgment; for if the phenomenologist distinguishes
between intuiting and endowing with meaning, then perception is already
cogitation and the cogitarion is transcendent to perception.? 8o much so
that if the world were annihilated. the signified *‘res” would remain
because they are transcendental: they “refer entirely to a consciousness”
insofar as they are signified res. The predicarive (synilactic) operation
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comstitutes (Ais judzing consciousness, posiling al the same time the sig-
nificd Being {and therefore. the object of meaning and signification) and
the aperating consciousness itsell. The ego as support of the predicative
sct therefore does not operate as the ego-cogiio, that is, as the ggo of a
logically conceved consciousness and ““fragment ol the world™; rather,
the transcendental ego belomgs io lhe constituting operating conscious-
ness, which means that it takes shape within the predicative operation.
This eperation iz taefic because it simuitaneously posits ihe thesis (posi-
tion) of both Being and ego. Thus, for cvery signified transcendental
object, there is a transcendental ego, both of which are givens by virtue of
thetic operation—predication of judgment.

“Transcendental egology™? thus reformulates the guestion of the signi-
fving act’s subject: (1) the operating consciousness, through predication,
simultaneously consiiiutes Being, the (transcendent) signified real object,
and the ego (in so far as it is transcendental); the problematic of the sign
is also bound up in this question; (2) even if intentionality, and with it,
the judging consciousness, is aiready a given in material data and percep-
tions, as it “resembles” them (which allows us to say that the tran-
scendental ego is always alrcady in a way given), in faci, the ego
constitutes itsell only through the operating consciousness at the time of
predication; the subject is merely the subject of predication, of judgment,
of the sentence; (3} “belief™ and “judgment’ arc closely interdependent
though not identical: "“The syntheses of belief {Glaubenssynthesen} find
their ‘expression” in the forms of stated meaning.” '

Neither a historical individvual nor a logically conceived consciousness,
the subject is henceforth the operating thetic consciousness positing cor-
relatively the transcendental Being and ego. Thus, Husserl makes clear
that any linguistic act, insofar as 1t sets up a signified that can be com-
municated in a sentence (and there is no sign or signifying structure that
is not already pari of a sentence), is sustained by the trunscendental ego.

It is perhaps nol ummportant that the rigor of Judaism and the
persecution it has been subjected to in our time underlie Husserl’s
extraordinarily firm elucidation of the transcendental ego, just as they
are the foundation of the human sciences.

For the purposes of our discussion, we can draw two conclusions from
this brief review:
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Lo It 15 bmpossibie 1o trzel probiems of signification seriousiy, in {a-
guistics or semiclogy, without including in these considerations rde sub.
Jeer thus formuinied as operating consciousness. This phenomenoclogical
conception of the speaking subject s made possibie in modern linguisiics
oy the introduction of logic into generative graplnal &nd, iR a much
more lucid manner, through a linguistics (developing in France afier
Benvenisiey which
includes in the latter's operating conscicusness noi only logical
modalities, but also interlocutory relationships.

2. IM 1t s true, consequently, thal the question of signification and
therefore of modern linguistics is dominaied by Husserd, the attempts to
criticize or “‘deconstruct™ phenomenoiogy bear concurrently on Husserl,
meaning, the still transcendential subject of enunciation, and linguistic
methodology. These criticisms circumscribe the metaphysics inherent in
the sciences of signilication and therefore in the human sciences—an
important epistemological task in itself. But they reveal their own short-
comings not so much, as some believe, in that they prevent serious,
theoretical or scientific research, but in that such “deconstructions”
refuse (through discrediting the signified and with it the transcendental
ego) what constitutes one function of fanguage though not ihe only one
to express nieaning in a communicable sentence hetween speakers. This
function harbors coherence (which is indeed transcendental) or, in other
words, social identity. Let us first acknowledge, with Husserl, this thetic
character of the signifying act, which esiablishes the transcendent object
and the transcendental ego of communication {and consequently of socia-
bility}y, before going bevond the Husserlian problematic to search for that
whick produces, shapes, and exceeds the operating consciousness (this
will be our purpose when confronting poetic langvage). Without that
acknowledgement, which is aiso that of the cpisteme underlying structur-
alism, any reflection on significance. by refusing its thetic character, will
continually ignore its constraining, legisiative, and socializing elements:
under the impression that it is breaking down the metaphysics of the sig-
nifted or the transcendental ego, such a reflection will become lodged ina
negative theology that denies their imitations.

Finally, even when the researcher in the field, beginning with what is
now g descriptive if not scientific perspective, thinks he has discovered
givens that may escape the writy of the transcendenial ego {because each

5 altuned to the subject of enunciuiion and which
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identlty would be as if flaked inic a multiplicity of gualiiies or
sppurtenances, the discourse of knowledge hat detivers this multiplied
identity to us remains a prisoner of phenomenclogical reason for which
the muliiplicities, inasmuch us they signify, are givens of consciousness,
predicates within the same eidetic unity: the unity of an object signified
by and for a transcendental ego. In an interpretive undertaking for which
there is no domain heterogeneous to meaning, all material diversities, as
muitiple attributes, revert to a rveal (transcendental) object. Even
apparently psychoanalylic interpretations (relationship lo parents, et
cetera), from the moment they are posited by the structuring learning as
particularitics of the transcendental real object, are false multiplicities;
devrived of what is heterogeneous to meaning. these multiplicities can
only produce a plural identity—bui an identity all the same, since it is
cidetic, transcendental. Husserl therefore stands on the threshold not
only of modern linguistics concerned with a subject of enunciation, but of
any sciegce of man as signified phenomenon, whose objecthood, gven if
multiple, is to be restored.

To the extent that poelic language operates with and communicates
meaning, it also shares particularities of the signifying operations eluci-
dated by Husserl (correlation between signified object and the tran-
scendental ego, operating consciousness, which constitutes itself by
predication——by syntax—as thetic: thesis of Being, thesis of the object,
thesis of the ego), Meaning and signification, however, do not exhaust
the poetic function. Thercfore, the thetic predicative operation and its
correlatives (signified object and transcendental cga), though valid for the
signifying econemy of poetic language, are only one of its imiis: cer-
tainly constitutive, but not all-encompassing. While poetic language can
indeed be studied through its meaning and signification (by revealing,
depending on the method, either structures or process), such a study
would, in the final analysis, amount to reducing it to the phenomeno-
togical perspective and, hence, failing to see what in the poetic function
departs from the signified and the transcendental ego and makes of what
is known as "‘literature” something other than knowledge: the very place
where social code is destroyed and renewed, thus providing, as Artaud
writes, A release for the anguish of its time’ by “animating, attracting,
lowering onto its shoulders the wandering anger of a particular time for
the discharge of its psychological evil-being.”' "
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nsequenily, one should begin by positing that there is within poctic
e {and thersfore, alihiough in 2 less pronounced mianner, within
anguage) & hererogensousness to meaning and signification, This
helerogeneousiaess, detected genetically in the first ccholalias of infants
as rhythims and intonations anterior to the first phonemes, morphemes,
lexermes, and sentences; this heterogeneousness, which is later reactivated
as rhythms, intonations, glossalalias in psychotic discourse, serving as
ultimate support of the speaking subject threatened by the collapse of the
signifying function: this heterogeneocusness to signification operates
through, despite, and in excess of it and produces in poetic language
“musical” but alse nonsense effects that destroy not only accepted beliefs
and significaiions, but, in radical experiments, syntax itself, that
guarantee of thetic consciousness (of the signified object and ego)—for
example, carnivalesque discourse, Artaud. a number of texts by
Mallarmeé, certain Dadaist and Surrcalist experiments. The notion of
heterogeneity is indispensable, for thowgh articulale. precise, organized,
and complying with constraints and rules {especially, like the rule of
repetition, which articulates the units of a particular rhythm or intona-
tion). this signifying disposition is not that of meaning or signification:
no sign, no predication, no signified object and therefore no operating
consciousness of a lranscendental ego. We shall call this dispeosition
semiiotic (le sémiotique), meaning, according to the elymology of the
Greck sémefon (anpeior), a distinctive mark, trace, index, the premoni-
tory sign, the proof, engraved mark, imprint—in short, a distincriveness
admitting of an uncertain and indeterminate articulation because it does
not vet refer (for young children) or no longer refers (in psychotic dis-
course) to a signified object for a thetic consciousness (this side of, or
through, both cobject and consciousness). Plato’s Timeus speaks of a
chora {xwpe), reeeptacle (fwodoycior), unnamable, improbable, hybrid,
anterior to naming, to the One, to the father, and consequently,
maternally connoted to such an extent that it merits “not even the rank
of syllable.™ One can describe more preciscly than did philosophical
intuition the particularities of this signifying disposition that I have just
named semiotic—a term which quite ciearly designates that we are deal-
ing with a disposition that is definitcly heterogeneous to meaning but
always in sighl of it or in either a negative or surplus relationship lo it.
Research I have recently undertaken on child language acquisition in the



134 FROM GmE IDENIIIY T AN OTHER

nrephoneiogical, one could say prepredicative stages, or anterior to {hs
“roirror siege.’’ as well as another concomitant study on particulariiies
of psvchotic discourse aim noiably ai describing as nreciscly as possi-
bie—wiih the help of, lor example, modern phono-acoustics—these
seritiotic operations {rhythm, intonaiion) and their dependence vis-a-vis
the bodv's drives observable through muscular consiraciions and the
ibidinal or sublimated cathexis that accompany vocalizations, It goes
without saying that, concerning a sigrifving practice, that is, a socially
communicable discourse like poetic language. this semiotic heterogeneity
posited by theory is inseparable from what 1 shall call, to distinguish it
from the laiter, the symibofic function of significance. The symholic (/e
syriboligue), as opposed 1o the semiotic, is this inevitable atiribute of
meaning, sign, and the signified object for the consciousness of Husserl's
transcendental ego. Language as social practice necessarily presupposes
these two dispositions, though combined in different ways te constitute
tvpes of discourse, tvpes of signifying practices. Scientific discourse, for
example, aspiring to the status of metalanguage, tends to reduce as much
as possible the semiotic component. Oun the contrary, the signiiying
economy of poetic language is specific in ihat the semiotic is not only a
constraint as is the symbaolic, but it tends to gain the upper hand at the
expense of the thetic and predicative constraints of the ego’s judging con-
sciousness. Thus in any peetic language, not only do the rhythmic
constraints, for example, perform an organizing function that could go so
far as to vielate certain grammatical rules of a national language and
often neglect the importance of an ideatory message, but in recent texts,
these semitolic constraints {rhyihem, phonic, vocalic timbres 1n Symbolist
work, but also graphic disposition on the page) are accompanied by
nonrecoverablc syntactic elisions: it is impessible to reconstitute the
particular elided syntactic category (object or verb), which makes the
meaning of ihe utterance undecidable (for example, the nonrecoverable
elisions in Ua Coup de D45).'% However elided, attacked, or corrupted
the symbolic function might be in postic language, due to the impact of
semiotic processes. the symbolic function nonetheless maintains its
presence. It is for this reason that it is a language. First, it persists as an
internal limit of this bipolar economy, since a multiple and sometimes
even uncomprehensible signified is nevertheless communicated; secondly,
it persists also because the semiotic processes themselves, far from being
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never-finished, undefined production of 2 new space
Figeserl’s “thetlc function™ of the signilying wol is ihus re-assumed, bui in
ditfercnt form: though poetic language unsattied ibe position of ine sig-
rified and the transcendental ega, it nonetheless posits & thasis not ol &
particular being or meaning, but of 2 sipaifving apparatus; it posits iz
owin process as an undecidable process betwesn scasc
between language and rhyihmr (in the sense of linkage that the word
“rhythm™ had for Aeschylus's Prometaens sccording (o Heidegger's
reading), between the symbolic and semiotic,

For a iheory ativined to this kind of funciioning, the langnage object
itself appears quite differently than ir would from @ phencmenological
perspective. Thus, a phoneme, as distingtive element of meaaing, belongs
to language as symbetlic. But this same phoneme is invaived in thythmic,
intonational repetitions; it thereby tends towards sutonomy from mean-
ing so as to maintain itself in a2 semisiic dizposilion near the instinciual
drives’ body; it is a sonorous distinetiveness, which therefore is no longer
either a phoneme or a part of the symbelic systern—one might say that
its belonging to the set of the language is indefinite, beiween zero and
one. MNevertheless, the set to which it thus belongs cxists with this
indefinition, with this fuzziness.

Tt is poetic language ihat awakens our attention to this undecidabla
character of any so-calied naturzl language. a featurs paivecsal,
rational, scientific discourse tends to hide—and this implies cousiderabls
consequences {or its subject. The support of this signifving economy
could not be the transcendental ege alone. i it is true that thers wouid
unavoidably be a speaking subject since the signifving set exists, it is
nonetheless evident that this subject, in order to tally with ifs
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heterogeneity, musi be, let us say. a questionable suljeci-in-process, i is
of course Freud's theory of the unconscious thar allows the apprehension
of such a subjeci: for throvgh the surgery 1o practiced ir the operating
consciousness of the transcendental ego, Freudian =nd Lacanian
psychoanalysis aid ailow, rot for (as certain simplifications would have
it} a few typologies or siructures that might accommeodate the same
phenaomenological reason, but rather for heterogeneity, which, known as
the uncenscious, shapes the signifying funciion. In Hghi of these siate-
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ments, [ shall now make a Tew remarks on the questionable subject-in-
process of poetic language.

1. The semiotic activity, which introduces wandering or fuzziness inio
language and, @ fortéiord, into poetic language is, from a syachronic point
of view, a mark of ihe workings of drives (appropriation/rejection,
orality /anality, love/hate, life/death) and, from a diachronic point of
view, siems from the archaisms of the semiotic body. Before recognizing
itself as identical in a mirror and, consequently, as signifying, this body is
dependent vis-a-vis ithe mother. At the same time instinctual and
maternal, semiotic processes prepare the future speaker for entrance inio
meaning and signification (the symbolic). But the symbolic (i.e., language
as nomination, sign., and syntax) constitutes itself only by breaking with
this anteriority, which is retrieved as “‘signifier,” “primary processes,”
displacement and condensation, metaphor and metonomy, rhetorical
figures—but which always remains subordinate-—subjacent o the prin-
¢ipal function of naming-predicating. Language as symbolic function
constitutes itself at the cost of repressing instinctual drive and continuous
relation to the mother, On the contrary, the unsettled and questionable
subject of poetic {anguage (for whom the word is never uniquely sign)
maintains itself at the cost of reuactivating this repressed instinctual,
maternal element. If it is true that the prohibition of incest constitutes, at
the same time, language as communicative code and women as exchange
objects in arder for a society to be established, poeric language would be
lor its questionable subject-in-process the eguivalent of incest: it 1s within
the economy of signification itself that ithe questionable subject-in-
process appropriates to itself this archaic, instinctual, and materna! terri-
tory, thus it simultaneously prevents the word from becoming mere sign
and the mother from becoming an object like any other—forbidden. This
passage into and through the forbidden, which constitutes the sign and is
correlative to the prohibition of incest, is often cxplicit as such (Sade:
**Unless he becomes his mother’s lover from the day she has brought him
into the world, let him not bother to write, for we shall not read
him,”—lIdée sur les romans: Artaud, identifying with his “daughters”;
Joyce and his daughter at the end of Finnegans Wake; Céline who takes
as pseudonym s grandmother’s first name; and innumerable identifica-
tions with women, or dancers, that waver between fetishization and
homosexuality). I stress this point for three reasons:
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(2} 7o emphssize thet the dominance of semiotic constraint in pociic
language cannot be soiely htemrcicd as formalist poetics would have it,
asapt eoccupauon with the “sign,” or with the “signifier™ at the expense

f the “message’; rather, it 1s more deeply indicative of the nstinctuai
drives activity relative to the first structurations {constitution of the
body as self) and identifications {with the mother).

{b) To elucidate ihe intrinsic conneciicn between literature and
breaking up socizl concord: because ii utters incest, poetic language is
linked with *“evil™; “literature and evil” {I refer to a title by (Georges
Bataille) should be understood, bevond the resonances of Christian
eihics, as the social body’s self-defense against the discourse of incest as
destrover and generator of any language and sociality. This applies all
the more as “great literature,” which has mobilized unconsciousnesses
for centuries, has nothing to do with the hypostasis of incesi (a perty
game of felishists at the end of an era, priesthood of a would-be
enigrma—the forbidden mother); on the contrary, this incestuous relation,
exploding in language, embracing it from lop to bottom in such a sin-
gular fashion that it defics generalizaiions, still has this common feature
in all ounistanding cases: it presents itself as demystified, cven disap-
pointed, deprived of its hallowed function as support of the law, in order
to become the cause of a permanent trial of the speaking suhject, a cause
of that agility, of that analytic “competency™ that legend attributes to
Ulysses.

{cy Tt is of course possible, as Lévi-Strauss pointed out to Dr. André
Green, to ignore the mother-child relationship within a given anthropo-
togical vision of society; now, given not only the thematization of this
relationship, but especially the mutations in the very economy of dis-
course attributable to it, one must, in discussing poetic language,
consider what this presymbelic and trans-symbolic relationship to the
mother introduces as aimless wandering within the identily of the speaker
and the economy of its very discourse. Moreover, this relationship of the
speaker to the mother is probably one of the most important factors pro-
ducing interplay within the structure of meaning as wel as a questioning
process of subject and history,

2. And yet, this reinstatement of maternal territory into the very
econoiny of language does not lead its questioned subject-in-process to
repudiate its symbolic disposition. Formulator--logothete, as Roland
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Barthes would say—ihe subjzet of postic language continuaily but nover
definitively assumes the rhetic function of naming, ssiablishing meaning
and signification, which the paternal function represeats within reproduce
Yve relabion. Ron permanently at war with father, not in order to take his
place, ner even to endurs it. srased from reality, as a symbolic, divine
menace and salvation in the manner of Seagisprasident Schreber. But
rather, o signify what s untenable in the symbolic. nominal. paternal
function. if svmbolic and sociat cohesion are maintained by virtue of a
sacrifice (which makes of a somra a sign towards an upnnamable
transcendence, so that only thus are siginliving and social siructures
clinched even though they are ignorant of this sacrifice) and if the
paternal fuaction represents this sacrificial function, then it is not up to
the poet to adjust to it. Fearing its rule but sufficiently aware of the legis-
lation of language not 1o be able to fturn away from this sacrificial-
paternal function, he takey 1t by storm and from the flank. In Maldoror,
Lautréamont struggles against the Omunipotent. After the death of his
son Anatole. Mallarme writes a Foembeay, thanks to which a book
replaces not enky the dead son, his own father, mother, and fiancéc at the
saine time, but also hallowed bumanism and the “instinct of heaven™
itself. The most analytical of them all, the Marquis de Sade, gives up this
battle with, or for, the symbolic legislation represented by the father, in
order to attack the power represented by a woman, Madame de
kiontrenil, visible figurehead of a dynasty of matrons toward whom he
usurps, through writing, the role of father and incestuous son: here, the
trapsgression is carried out and the transsymbolic, transpaternal funciion
of poetic language reaches its thematic end hy staging a simultaneously
impossible, sacrificial, and orgasiic society—never one without the other.

Here we must clearly distinguish two positions: that of the rheiorician
and that of the writer in the sirongest scase of the word, that is, as Celine
puts i, one who has “‘style.” The rhetoriciun does not invent a language;
fascinaied by the symbolic funciion of paternal discourss, he geduces it in
the Latin semse of the verb—he “floads it astray.” inilicts it with a few
anomalics generally taken from writers of the past, thus niming a iather
wig remembeors having heen » son 2nd oven o davgijer of his father, but
1ot to the point of leaving cover. This is indeed whai is happening to ihe
discoursc of contemporary philosophers, in France particularly, when,
hemmed in by the breakthroughs in social sciences on the one hand, and
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izl uphazvals on the sther, the philosopher baging performeing ierary

tvicks, thus arregating to himsalf a power over imaginations: a power
which, though minor in appearance, is more fetehing than that of the
iranscendental consciousness. The stylist’s adventurs is totally different;
fe 10 tonger needs to seduce the father by rhetorical affeciations. As win-
ner of the baitle, he may cven drop the name of the father 1o take 2
pseadonym (Celine signg with his grandmother’s first name), and thus, in
the place of the father, assume a different discourse; neither imaginary
discourse of the self, nor discourse of iranscendental knowledge, but a
permaneni go-between from one to the other, a pulsation of sign and
rhythm, of consciousness and instinctual drive. I am the father of my
imaginative creations,” writes Mallarmeé at the birth of Genevigve. ©' am
my father, my molher, my son, and me,”” Artaud claims. Stylists al, they
sound a dissonance within the thetie, paternza! funciion of language.

3. Psychesis and [etishism represent the two abysses that threaten ihe
unstable subject of poectic tanguage, as iwentieth-century literaiure has
anly too clearly demonsirated. As to psyehosis, symbolic legality is wiped
out in favor of arbitrariness of an instinctual drive without mmeaning and
communication; panicking at the loss of all reference, the subject goes
through fantasies of omuipotence or identification with a totalitarian
leader. On the other hand, where fetishism is concerned, constantly dodg-
ing the paternal, sacrificial function produces an objectification of the
pure signifier, more and more emptied of meaning—an insipid for-
malism. Mevertheless, far from thus becoming an unpleasant or negligi-
hle accident within the firm progress of symbolic process {(which, in the
footsteps of science, would eventually find signified elements for all sig-
nifiers, as rationalists believe), these borderline experiences. which
coniemporary poetic language has undergone, perhaps more dramatically
than before or elsewhere, show not only that the Saussurian cleavage
(signifier/signified) is forever unbridgeable, but also that it is reinforeed
by another, even more radical ong hetween an instinctual. semioticizing
body, heterogeneous to signification, and this very signification based on
prohibhition {of incest), sign, and thetic signification establishing signified
object and transcendental ego. Through the permanent contradiction
between these two dispositions {semictic/symbolic), of which the internal
setting off of the sign (signifier/signified) is merely a witness, poetic lan-
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barity of his discourss, but also because, ithough they funcilon differenily,
Roth of them involve constitutive operations of the judging consciousness
(therefore of identrty) by simultanecusly perturbing iis clarity and the
designation of an object {objscthood). Morsaver, if they constitute a nei-
work of consiraints that is added 1o denotative signification, such a net-
work has nothing to do with classic poeticness (rhythm, meter, conven-
tional rhetorical fgures) because it is drawn from the drives’ register of a
desiring body. boib ideniilving wiih and rejecting a community {familial
or folk). Therefore, even if the se-called poetic codes are not recognizable
within poctic language, a constraint that I have termed semiotic func-
tions in addition to the judging conscicusness, provokes its lapses, or
compensates for them: in so deing, it refers acither to a literary conven-
tion (like our poetic canons, contermporary with the major national epics
and the constitution of nations thermnselves) nor even to the body irsely,
but rather, to a signifying disposition, pre- or transsymbolic, which
fashions any judging consciousness so Lhat anv ego recognizes its Crisis
within it. It is a jubilant recognition that, in “modern” literature,
replaces petty acsthetic pleasure,

Sengential rhythms. Beginning with Death on the Installment Plan, the
sentence is condensed: not only deoes Céline avoid coordination and
embeddings, but when different *‘object-phrases™ are for example
numercus and juxiaposed with a verh, they are separaied by the charac-
teristic “‘three dots.” This procedure divides the sentence into its constitu-
tive phrases; they thus tend to become independent of the central verb, to
detach themselves from the sentence’s own signification, and to acquire a
meaning initially incomplete and consequently capable of taking on
multiple connotations that no longer depend on the {ramework of the
sentence, but on a free context {the eotire book, but also, all the addenda
of which the reader is capable). Here, there are no syntactic anomalies
(as in the Coup de Dés or the glossalalias of Ariaud). The predicative
thesis, constitutive ol the judging consciousness, is maintained. By using
three dots to space the phrases making up a sentence, thus giving them
rhythm. he causes connotation to rush through a predication that has
peen siriaied in that manner; the denotated object of the utierance, ihe
transcendental object, loses its clear contours. The elided object in the
sentence relates to a hesitation (if not an erasure) of the ree! object for
the speaking subject. That literature i1s witness to this kind of deception
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Beiler lhan an cbscene word for pereelving the miis of & phencmeno-
togical Haguistics faced with the heterogencous and complex archiiec-
igonics ol significance. The obscene word, lacking an objective referent, is
also the contraiv of an autonym—which involves the funciion of 2 word
or viterarce as sign; the obscene word mobilizes the signifying resources
of the subject, permitting it to cross through the membrans of meaning
where consciousness holds it, connecting it to gesturality, kinesthesis, the
drives’ biody, the movement of rejection and appropriation of the oiher.
Then, it is neither object, iranscendental signified, nor signifier available
to a neutralized consciousness: around the object denoted by 1he obscens
word, and that object provides a scanty delineation, more than a simple
context asserts itself—the drama of a questioning process heterogencous
to the meaning that precedes and exceeds it. Childrens’ counting-out
rhymes, or what gne calls the “obscene folklore of children,” utilize the
same riyihmic and semantic resources; they maintsin the subject close to
these jubilatory dramas that run athwart the repression ihat a univocal,
inereasingly pure signifier vainly attempts to impose upon the subject. By
reconstituting them, and this on the very level of language, literature
achieves its cathartic effects.

Several themes in Céline bring to light the relationships of lorce, at
first within the family triangle, and then in contemporary society, that
produce, promaoie, and accompany the particularities of poctic language
to which I have just referred.

In Deuth on the Insialiment Plan, the most “familial” of Cgling's writ-
ings, we find a paternal figure, Auguste: a2 man “‘of instruciion,” “a
mind,” sullen, a prohibitor, prone to scandal, full of obsessional habits
like, for example, cleaning the flagstones in front of his shop. His anger
explodes spectacularly once, when he shuts himself up in the basement
and shoots his pistol for hours, not without explaining in the face of
general disapproval, 1 have my conscience on my side,” just before fall-
ing ill. "My mother wrapped the weapon in several layers of newspaper
and then in a ¢cashmere shaw! . .. ‘Come, child . .| . come!” she said when
we were alone [, .. | We threw the package in the drink.”"¥

Tigre I3 an lmposing and menacing rather, strongly cmphasizing the
enviable necessity of his position, but spoiling it by his derisive fury:
undermined power whose weapon one could only take away in order io
engulf it at the end of a journey between mother and son.
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i an interview, Céline compares himself (o a “‘society woman'™ who
braves the nevertheless mainiained family prohibition, and who has the
right to her own desire, “a choice in a drawing room’™ “the whore’s
irade doesn’t interest me™"; before defining himself, at the end: ©I am the
son of & woman who restored old lace . . . [1 am] one of those rare men
who knows how {0 disitaguish batiste from valencienne . . . I do not need
to be taught. I know it.”

This fragile delicacy, heritage of the mother. supports ihe lan-
guage—or if you wish, the identitv—of him who unseated what Céline
calls the *“heaviness” of men, of fathers, in order to flee it. The threads of
instinctual drive, exceeding the law of the paternal word’s own mastery,
are nonetheless woven with scrupulous precision, One must therefore
coneceive of another disposition of the law, through signified and signify-
ing identity and confronting the semiotic network: a disposition closer to
the Greek grmomon (“one that knows,” “*carpenter’s square”) than to the
Latin Jex, which necessarily implies the act of logical and legal judgment.
A device, then, a regulated discrimination, weaves the semiotic network
of instinctual drives; if it thus fails to conform to signifying identity, it
nevertheless constitutes another identity closer to repressed and gnemic
archaisms, susceptible of a psychosis-inducing explosion, where we
decipher the relationship of the speaker to a desiring and desired mother.

In another interview, this maternal reference to old lacework is
explicitly thought of as an archeology of the word: “*No! In the beginning
was cmotion. The Word came next to rteplace emotion as the trot
replaces the gallop [... | They pulled man out of emotive poelry in
order to pluinge him into dialectics, that is, into gibberish, right?
Anyway, what is Rigodon if not a popular dance which obliges fanguage
to bow to the rhythm of its emotion.

A speech thus slatied by instinetual drive~—Diderot would have said
“musicated” —couid not describe, narrate, or theairicalize ““objects™: by
its composition and signification it also goes beyond the accepted cate-
gories of lyric, epic, dramatic, or tragic. The last writings of Céline,
plugged in live to an cra of war, death, and genocide, are what he calis in
North, “the vivisection of the wounded,” “thc circus,” *“the three
hundred years before Christ.”

While members of the Resistance sing in alexandrine verse, it is
{Ceéline’s language that records noi only the institutional but also the
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srofoundly  symbolic joit involving meaning and the idsarity of
transcendental reason; fascism inflicted this jolt on our universe and the
uman scicnces have hardly begun to figure out its consequences. I am
saying that this literary discourse enunciates through its formal decenter-
ing, more apparent in Artaud’s glossalalias, but also through the rhythme
aud themes of violence in Céline, better than anything else, the faltering
of transcendental consciousness: this does not mean that such a discourse
is aware of such a faltering or interprets . As preof, writing that
pretends to agree with “circus™ and ““vivisection™ will nonetheless find its
idols, even if only provisional; though dissolved in laughter and dominant
non-sense, they are nevertheless posited as idols in Hitlerian ideology. A
reading of any one of Céline's anti-semitic iracts is sufficient to show the
crudely exhibited phantasms of an analysand struggling against a desired
and frustrating, castrating, aond sodomizing father; sufficient also to
undersiand that it is nol cnough to allow what is repressed by the sym-
holic structure to emerge in a “"musicated’” language to avoid its traps.
Rather, we must in addition dissolve its sexual determinations, Uinless
poetic work can be iinked to analytical interpretation, the discourse that
undermines the judging conscicusness and releases its repressed in-
stinctual drive as rhythm always turns out to be at fault from the
viewpoint ol an ethic that remains with the transcendental ego-—whatever
jovs or negations might exist in Spinoza's or Hegel’s.

Since at least Holderlin, poelic language has deserted beauly and
meuning to become a laboratory where, facing philosophy. knowledge,
and the transcendental ego of all signification, the impossibility of a sig-
nified or signifying identity is being suslained. If we took this venture
seriously—1f we could hear the burst of black laughter it hurls at all
attempts to master the human situation, to master language by lan-
guage—we would be forced to reexamine “literary hisiory,” to rediscover
beneath rhetoric and poetics its unchanging but always different polemic
with the symboiic function. We could not avotd wondering about the
possibility, or simultaneously, the legitimacy of a theoretical discourse on
this practice of language whese stakes are precisely to render impossible
the transcendental bounding that supports the discourse of knowledge.

Faced with this poetic language that defies knowledge, many of us are
rather tempted to leave our shelter to deal with {iterature only by miming
its meanderings, rather than by positing it as an object of knowledge. We
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let curselves be taken 1w by this mimeticism: fictional, parz-phiio-
sophical, para-scienific writings. ¥t is probably necessary io be 2 woman
(ultimate guaraniee of sociality beyond the wreckage of the paternal
symbolic fuaclion, as well as {he inexhaustible generator of iis renewal,
of 1ts expansion} not to renounce theoretical reason but to compel it to
increase its power hy giving it an object bevond Hs limits. Such a posi-
tion, it scems to me, provides a possible basis for a theory of significa-
don, which, confronted with poetic languags, could net in any way
accouni for ii. but would rather use it as an indication of whai is
heterogencous  to  meaning (o sign and predicaiion): instinctual
economies, always and at the same uime open 1o bic-physiological
saciohisiorical constraints,

This kind of heterogeneous economy and ils questionable subjeci-in-
process thus calis for & linguistics other than the one descended from the
phenomenoclogical heavens; a linguistics capable, within its {anguage
object, of accounting for a nonetheless articulaied instinciual drive,
across and through the constitutive and insurmountable {rontier of mean-
ing. This instinctual drive, however, located in the matrix of the sign,
refers back to an instinctual body {to which psychoanalysis has turned its
attention), which ciphers the tanguage with rhythmic, intenational, and
other arrangements, nonreducible to the position of the transcendental
ego even though always within sight of its thesis.

The development of this theory of signification 15 in itself regulaied by
Husserlian precepts, because il inevitably makes an object even of that
which deparis {rom meaning. Bul, even though abetting the law of signi-
fving structure as well as of all sociality, this expanded theory of signifi-
carion cannot give iisell new objects except by positing iiself as
nonuniversal: that is, by presupposing that a questionable subject-in-
arocess exisis in an economy of discourse other than that of thetic con-
sciousness. And thiz requires that subjects of the theory must be

chemselves sebjects 1 fofiniie analysis, this is what Husserl could not

imagine, whai Céline could not know. but what a woman. among others,
can {inaily sdmii, aware as she is of the inanity of Being.

When i avoids the risks that lie in walr for i, I ¥ experience
remains nevertheless something other than this analytical theory, which it
never stops challenging. Against knowing thought, postic language
pursues an effect of singular rruth, and thus accomplishes, perhaps, for
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the modern community, this solitary praciice that the maierialists of
antiquity unsuccessfully championed against the ascendance of
retical reason,

theo-
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6. THE FATHER, LOVE, AND
BANISHMENT

That wre wha on varth
usprps my place, my place which is vacand
in the sight of the Son of God.
has made of iy cemetary a gewer
Dante, Pargdiso, XX VI 22-25 (Trans, H R. Huse, 19635

What goes by the name of love iy banishment.
Becketd, First Love

Strangely enough, I needed a Venetian ambience—(he complete opposite
of Beckett’s universe—to have a sense of grasping, within the parenthesis
of First Love and Not [, both the strength and the limitations of & writ-
ing that comes across less as “'aesthetic effect” than as something one
used to situate close to the **sacred.” No name exists today for such an
“unnamable"” interplay of meaning and jouissance.

This parenthesis, in my opinion quite adequately circumscribing (hat
writer’s known novels and plays, conveys back to me, in microcosmic
fashion, the now carnivalized destiny of a once flourishing Christianity. It
includes everything: a father’s death and the arrival of a child (Firs:
Love}, and at the other end, a theme of orality stripped of its ostenta-
tion—the mouth of a Jonely woman, face to face with God, face to face
with nothing (Nor 1). Beckett’s pierd maintains a sublime appearance,
gven on her way to the toilet. Even though the mother is a prostitute, it
doesn’t matter who the actual father is since the child belongs solely to
its mother (Firs: Love). And the babblings of a seventy-year-old woman
(Not ), the antonym of a hymn or of Molly’s monologue, are no less

First published in Cahiers de I Herne (1976); reprintad in Polvlogue (Paris: Sewil, [977). pp.
137-47,
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haloed, in all thelr nonsense, with & paternal zura, ironically bul obsii-
nately raising her toward that third person—Cod—and filling her with 2
strange joy in the face of nothingness. Raised, demystificd, and for thai
very reason more tenacious thau ever, the pillars of our ymagination arg
still there. Some of them, at least ., . And so

i. A man experiences love and simultaneously puls it to the test on
the death of his father, The “thing™ he had heard of *‘at home, in school,
in hrothel and a: church™ finally appears in rcality under the guisc of a
paternal cortpse. Through it, he catches a glimpse of “some form of
aesthetics relevant to man™ {the only one!) and discovers a “great
disembodied wisdom” (the unrivaled one!l). Father and Death are united,
but stil! split and separate. On the one hand, Death—the ideal that
provides meaning but where the word is silent; on the other, the paternal
corpse. hence a possible though trivial communpicaiion, wasie., decay, and
excrement mobilizing pleasure and leisure. A verbal find seals this junc-
tion of opposites: chamber pof. a term that, for the son-writer, evokes
Racine, Baudelaire, and Dante all at once,' summarizing the sublimated
obscenity that portrays him as consubstantial with his father, but only
the decaved cadaver of his father, never leaving the black mourning of an
inaccessible paternal function, which itself has found refuge on the side of
Death. From alar, and constantly threatened with being obscured, it thus
provides a meaning for the existence of living corpses.

Raciced between the father (cadaverous sody, arousing to the point of
defecation) and Deaith (empty axis, stirring to the point of tran-
scendence), a man has a hard time finding something else 1o love. He
could hardly venture in that direction unless he were confronted with an
undifferentiated woman, tenacious and silent, a prostitute to be sure, her
singing voice out of tunc in any case, whose name remains equally undif-
ferentiated, just like the archaic breast (Lulu? or luly? or Lolly?,
exchangeable for another (Anna), with only one right: to be inscribed *in
time’s forgotten cowplals,” and thus to blend into “history’s ancient
faeces.” This will then be the oaly love—one that is possible, one that is
true: neither satyric, nor Platonic, nor intetlcctual. But banishment-love,

2. Banishment: an attempt at separsting cneseli from the sugust and
placid expanses where the father’s sublime Death, and thus Aeaning,
merges with the son’s “self”” (but where a daughter can very casily
become trapped), mummilied, petrified, exhausted, “more dead than
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alive': a banishment robbing this sensible but always already dead, filial
self of its silence on the threshold of a rimy mineralily, where the only
opportunity is to become anyone at all, and moreover, without the means
for fading away. So flee this permunence of meaning. Live somewhere
else, but in the comnpany of paternal Death.

Banishiment: above/heyond a fife of Tove, A life always off to ene side,
at an impassahle distance, wourning a love. A fragile, uncertain life,
where, without spending the saved-up, paternal capital in one’s pockets,
he discovers the price of warmth {of a hothouse, of a room, of a turd)
and the boredom of those humans who provide it—but who waste it, too,
It is a life apart from the paternal country where nonetheless lies the
obsessed self's unshakable quiet. frozen forever, bored but solid,

To love 13 10 survive paternal meaning. It demands that one travel far
to discover the futile but exciting presence of a waste-ohject; a man or
womar, izlien off the father, taking the place of his protection, and yet,
the always trivial ersatz of this disincarnate wisdom that no ohbject (of
love, necessarily) could ever totalize. Against the modifving whole of the
father’s Death. on chooses banishment toward the parr constituting a
fallen object or an object of love {of being possessive and genitive parti-
tive). How trivial, this object of love—transposition of love for the Other.
And yet, without banishment, there is no possible release from the grip of
paternal Death. This act of loving and its incumbent writing spring from
the Death of the Father—Irom the Death of the third person (as Not¢ J
shows).

3. In other words, the primary. obscssed man never secs his father as
dead. The corpse under his eves is the waste-object, the fallen and thus
the finally possible object, endlessly expected from the first cries on, from
the first feces on, from the first words on; and so firmly condemned,
pushed aside by paternal strength. This cadaverous object finally allows
fig son to have a “real” relationship with the world, a relationship in the
image of this very objeci, this miserable downfall, this disappointed
mercy, this disazbused realism, this sullen irony, this low-spirited action.
Through this opening, he might look for woman. But the Other, the
third-person father, 15 not that particular dead body. It is Death; it
alwavs was. It is the meaning of the narrative of the son, who never
enunctated himself as zoylhing ¢lse, save for and by virtue of this
stretched out void of paternal Death, as ideal and inaccessible to any liv-
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ing being as it might scem. As long as a son pursues meaning in a story
or through narratives, even il it ciudes him, as long as he persists in his
search he narrates in the name of Death for the father's corpses, that is,
for you, his readers.

4, Now, how can one fail to see that if Death gives meaning to the
sublime story of this first tove, it 15 only because it has come to conceal
barred incest. to take up all the space where otherwise we would imagine
&n unspoken woman: the (father's) wife, the (son’s) mother? It is because
he deduces this absence that the banished somn, by analyzing his banish-
ment, might not remain forever a bachelor—neither monk nor nar-
cissistic lover of his peers, but a father in flight.

5. 1Indeed, with Becketi. the myvth of the bachelor writer leaves
behind the fascinated terror of Proust or Kafka and comes closer to
Maircel Duchamp’s dry humor. This banished lover, with all his calcula-
tions (1 thought of Anna then, long long sessions, twenty minutes,
twenty-five minutes and even as long as half an hour daiily. I obiain these
figures by the addition of other, lesser figures.) and his nighitime
“stewpan,” keeping him bedttme company better than a bride, truly
evokes the autecrotic mechanism and “Malic Molds™ of the “Large
Glass” Bachelor. Moreover, Lulu-Anna has all the qualities of The Bride
Siripped Bare by Her Bachelors, Even—half robot, half fourih dimen-
sional, a kind of “automobilism,” automatically activating its ‘‘intcrnal
combustion engine” and setting forth again by *‘stripping-barc™ move-
ments. And even if Luiu 1sn't a virgin, even if she proves to be a woman
with an unruly clientele, the “cooling cycle” that adjusts her amorous
mechanisnt to that of the banished narrator places the two coital pro-
tagonists forever, as with Duchamp, into icy communication. In the man-
ner of Duchamp, Beckett says, after and against the militant bachelors of
the early twentieth century, that rather than aveid the sexual act, they
should assume it but only as an impossible relationship, whaose participants
are condemned to a perpetual banishment that confines them within auto-
eroticism. But Beckett writes against Joyee, too, ascetically rejecting the
latter’s jovous and insane, incestuous plunge summed up in Molly's
youissance or the paternai baby talk in Finnegans Wake.

Assumption of self through the dead father turns the banished writer
into a father in spite of himself, a falther under protest, a false {ather who
doesn’t wani to be a father, but nonetheless believes in being one—tense
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in the elegance of permanent mourning. There remains for him to relish
his grief, and even more so, the emptiness holding him up between Death
and waste, between sublimity and pleasure, a balance of nothingness-—on
condition that it he written: “those instants when, neither drugged nor
drunk, nor in ecstasy, one feels nothing.” Living close to & woman who
helps him survive in this banishiment from the father’s Death, he does not
atlow himself to be concerned ahout her own cxperience; fortified with
this assumption of Deaih, he quickly gets away from her so as to devote
himself entirely to his own “‘slow descents again, the long submersion,”
which expressly ailows him to sketch out a new meaning, to write a nar-
rative. Assuming the stance of his father's son inoculates him forever
against any incestuous, that is, “poetic’ endeavor.

In corresponding fashion, for his wife—the “married” spinster—the
autoerotic antonomy of her universe is ensured by childbirth. This also
accomplishes the impossible coexistence ol two incommunicable entities,
one male and one female,

First Love suggests that, for a woman, the counterpart of what the
dead father is for the obsessed man is the child, substituting for the
father; that, however, is a different matter. Because in a2 more immediate
and direct sense, what the banished man needs most from a woman is
simply someone to accompany him 1nto Death’s void, into the third
person’s void. He needs the gentle touch of & mute pariner, renunciation
of the body, waste, sublimation, and-—in order to be faithful 1o his dead
father to the end—-a double suicide.

6. The banished voung man has aged. Faithful to his paternal love,
he has become an old lady (Mot 7). Yel, there are no ambiguities to sug-
gest the slightest measure of perversion. The body is stiff, there is no
pleasure, cxcept, in the ficld, the soft, solitary iillumination of a head suf-
fused by light and of a mouth, grasping at the same void, and continually
asking questions, The father’s Death, which enabled the son to
experience love, is still with us, at the end of the act, in these light beams,
this void, but now ii does not even lead to a pseudofictional narrative.
The father’s presence that caused the son (o narrate First Love has
become for the old woman of Ner [ a rhetorical device: a questioning,
Corpse and waste have been replaced by a synlactic occurrence: efision.

Questioning 1s the supreme judicial act, for the / who asks the ques-
tions, through the very act of asking these questions (apart from the
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meaning of the request) postulates the existence of the other. Here, singe
it iz “not 1, not vou cither, there must be a He fervond communication.

The elision of the object is the syntactic recognition of an impossible
object, the disappearance not only of the addressee {(you), but of all topic
of discourse, 1n First Love, already, the object conceals itself, slipping out
of the sentence, probably remainiag in that unnamable domain of the
futher:

it had something to do with lemon trees. or orange trees, | forget. that 1s alt |
remember, and for me that is no mean feat, o remember it had something to do
with lemon tices, or orange tress, I forget, for of all the other songs | have ever
heard in my life, and T have heard plenty, it being apparently Impossible,
physically impossibie short of being deal, to get through this world, even my way,
without hearing singing, I have retained nothing. not 2 word. not a note, or so
few wards, so few notes, that, that what. that nothing, this sentence has gone on
long enough,

What in this text still appears as a surplus of meaming, an overflow
caused by an excess of internal subordination, often becomes, in Not? [, a
deletion of direct objects, and always a deletion of the object of dis-
course. A missing (grammatical or discursive) object implies an impossi-
ble subject: not I And yct, it cxists, she speaks; this de-oralized and
rustrated mouth is nevertheless held (o its trivial search: “not knowing
what . . . what she was— ., . what? .. who?... no!..  she!'.. . SHE!

" “AMourh rccovers from vehement refusal to relinguish  third
person.”

Here, this means that the act of writing, without me or you, is in fact
an obstinate refusal to let go of the third person: the element bevond dis-
course, the third, the it exists,” the anonymous and unnamable “God.”
the “Other”—the pen's axis, the lather’s Death, beyond dialogue, beyond
subjectivism, beyond psychologism. A disappointed Mouth, seized by the
desire to pour itself out as into a wash basin, And yct there is nobody in
mind, no “‘vou’—neither father, mother, man, nor ¢hild; alone with the
Aow of words that have lost their meaning, that arc suspended, like

LYY

pleasureless vowels, *‘askew,” “‘tacky”; useless, dying Mouth, dying but
persisient, tenacious, obstinate voice, sustained by the same firsi love,
inoking for, awaiting, pursuing, who? what? ., The prerequisites of
writing.

Yet, beyond this amorous assaciation of the banished writer with the
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mad, seventy-vear-old woman, pursuing a paternal shadow binding her to
the body and to language. the gap between writing and psychosis bursts
open. He, writing, fled his father so that the intrgjectied superego. adher-
ing io its meaning, might perpetuate irself as trace through a symbolic
ascesis renouncing sexual jouissance. She, devastated by {paternal) love,
which she incorporates into her impossibility to such a degrec that she
sacrifices her “self™ to it, replaces a forbidden, permanently mourning
vagina with a mouth, through which. madly but certainly. jouissance
seeps—oral, taciile, visihle, audible, and yet unnamable disgust, without
link or syntax, permanently setting her off from socialized humans,
either before or bevond their “works.”” Hc writcs in a state of ascesis.
She experiences jouissance in nonsense through repression. Two
boundaries of paternal [ove, one for ecach sex. They arc a fascinating and
impossible couple, also sustained, on both sides, by censorship of the
maternal body,

Beckett’s tragic irony thus achieves its maximal resonance when the
son’s tenacious love of Death is uttered through the mouth of a woman.
Impossible subjectivity (*“if I have no object of love, I do not exist™), but
an equally impossible femininity, an impossible genitahty for both sexes,
no escape from death for either. Not I a heartrending slatement of the
loss of identity but also, discreet and resigned jubilation, a sweet relef
produced by the most minute corruption of meaning in & world unfail-
ingly saturated with it. In contrast with the overflowing Molly and Fin-
negan’s negative awakening, stands a jouissance provoked by meaning’s
deception, which nevertheless inevitably perseveres through and beyond
this unavoidable third person,

At the (phantasmatic?) dawn of religion, the sons of the primitive
horde commemaorated their share in the Death of the father hy partaking
of a totemic meal. In fact, the father’s Death was a murder denied.
Swallowing the totemic animal, the substitute for the father, reconciled
them to his body as if it were a maternal breast; that was sexual ambi-
guity or travesty, and it exonerated them from any guilt in replacing the
father and exercising the power they took from him. They thus incor-
porated into their reality what they had symbolically introjected.

But Beckett represents the other end of the process. Only refuse,
“stewpans,” and the “convenience™ have replaced the totemic meal, Left
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with only failed or {rustratec orality, the sons have given up any hope of
gither annexing, incorporating, or introjecting the father's powsr and/or
[reath. They will remain forever separated from him; but, forever subjeci
to his hold, they will experience its fascination and terror, which
continues to infuse meaning, dispersed as it might be, into their absur
sxistenice as wastrels. The only possible community is then centered in a
ritual of decay, of ruin, of the corpse-universe of Molloy, Watt, and the
resi of thelr company, who nonstheless continue their mest “Beckettian”
of activilies: questioning and waiting. Will he come? Of course not! But
just the same, let us ask for Godot, this Father, this God, as omnipresent
as he 15 incredible.

There probably has never been a keener eye directed at paternal Death
in that it determines the san, cur monotheistic civilization, and maybe
even all granting of meaning: saying. wriiing, and doing. Carnivalesque
cxcavations on the brink of a toppling over toward something clse,
which, nonetheless, remains impossible in Becketi. X ray of the most fun-
damental myth of the Christian world: the love for the fathet’s Death (a
love for meaning bevond communication, for the incommunicable) and
for the universe as waste (absurd communication),

In this way, one of the components of Christianity reaches its apex and
the threshold leading to its reversal: its Judaic substratum and ifs
Protestant branch, which, iucid and rigorous, have founded speech’s
meaning in the Death of the inaccessible father.

The [act remains that there is another component.

Christianity, according to Freud, seems to be on the verge of admitting
that this Death was a Murder. But what is more, such an admission
could surface or become bearable only if the communal meaning, thus
linked to the murder, were compensated by jouissance. Both in its pagan
beginnings or its Renaissance deviation, Christianity celebrates maternal
fecundity and offsets the morbid and murderous filial love of paternal
reason with mother-son incest. One needs only to glance through
fifteenth-century art, or better yet, to see both—Pieta and serene jubila-
tion of the mother—in the work of Giovanni Bellini, for example, to
undersiand that the fascination and enduring quality of Medilerrancan
and Criental Christianity are unthinkable without this conjunction.

True, these luminously fleshed Madonnas, holding their mate infants
with often ambiguous caresses, remain enigmatic because of an incom-
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mensurable distance separating them from iheir sons—a distance espe-
cially manifest in their averted gazes, close to fainting, disgust, or noth-
ingness. As 1f to say that their love 1s not even the baby—still an objeci
of banishment—bul perbaps now as always, an elscwhere, the same
incredulous and stubborn *“God is love” that in Moz [ already opens up
onto aoiking. Their child is probably there, but its presence is only one
segmeiti of jouissance, the segment destined for others. What remains, in
its immensity, can be expressed by neither narrative nor image, except,
perhaps, through these oblique, dimmed, withheld, and always vacant
glances; or through these oblivious heads, averted from the world in a
frustraled and melancholy expectation. fHiuminated by absence, nothing-
ness; and nonctheless persistent, obstinate—Ilike Mozt 1.

And yet there is a remrnant, which cannot be found 1 the glance
soothed by the nothingness underlving “God is love,” nor in the serenely
pusitioned, maternal body, that discretely diverted body--intermediary
and passageway between an exploded and absent head and an infant to
be given away. This remnant is precisely what constitutes the enigma of
Christian maternity; by means of a quite unrngmable stance, it parallels
the obsessional morbidity specific to Christianity as it is to any religion,
but which, in Christianity, has already been eclipsed by the God in the
Madonna’s eyes as well as in Mouth of Vot I. Now, such an unnamable,
unlike that of Ner [, is not fess but more than Word and Meaning.
Through the recovered memory of the incestuous son—the arlisi—this
jouissance imagincs itself to be the same as the mother's. It bursts out in
a profusion of colors, of flood of lights, and even more brutally, in the
baby-angels and winged breasts sculpted into the columns of Saint
Mark’s Church in Venice,

An attempt was made, at the beginning of the Renaissance, to save the
Religion of the Father by breathing into it, more than hefore, what is
represses: the joyous serenity of incest with the mother. Bellini's
classicism and, in another fashion, the lavishness of the baroque testify to
it. Far from feminist, they can be seen as a shrewd admission of what in
the feminine and maternatl is repressed, and which is always necessarily
kept under the same veils of sacred terror when faced with the father’s
Death—a Death that, nevertheless, had henceforth hecome nothingness
in the eyves of these early Western women, looking at us from within a
painting.
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Too laie. The Renalssance was ic revive Man and his perversion
beyond the wother thus dealt with and once again rejected. Leonardo
and Michelangelo replaced Giovanni Bellini. Humanism and its sexual
explosion, especially its homosexuaiity. and iis hourgeois gagerness io
acquire objects (products and money) removed from immediaic analysis
(but not from the preconscious) the cult of natality and its real and sym-
bolic consequences. Se much the better. For, through such scorn for
femininity, a truly anaivtic solution might. albeit very exceptionally, take
shape at last. It was not uwatil the end of the nineteenth century and
Joyce, even more than Freud, that this repression of motherhood and
incest was affirmed as risky and unsettling in one’s very flesh and sex.
Not unul then did i, by means of a language thal “musicates through
letters,” resume within discourse the rhythms, intonations, and echolalias
of the mother-infant symbiosis—intense, pre-Oecdipal, predating the
father—and this in the third person. Having had a child, could & woman,
then, speak another love? Love as object banished from paternal Death,
facsimile of the third person, probably: but also a shattering of the ohject
across and through what 1s seen and heard within chythm: a poly-
morphic, polyphonic, serene, eternal, unchangeable jouissance that has
nothing to do with death and its object, banished {rom love. In Not [,
Mouth, leaving behind an obsessional labyrinth, becomes a mirage of this
possible screnity, shielded from death, that is, incarnate in the mother.
Here | see the averted, distllusioned eyes of radiant Madonnas . . .

But the colors of the paintings are lacking.

Is it because Beckett's written works, after Joyce and in different
fashion. seem to have their sights on some archeology other than Chris-
tianity's? Using the Latins® most analytic language, French, a language
nonetheless foreign to him, a language of banishinent, a language of love,
Becketl doesn'l oblige them to experience lhe explosion of a nativily
whose incestuous jouissance they celebrated. If he had, he would have
been led to wrile poesry. On the contrary, having chosen the aarrgiive,
frustrated but obstinate, through monologue or dialogue, he has set forth
the limitations and the means—the struciure—that enabled him to probe
the desacralized piety of the father’s Death. And he made us a present of
the calm discharge that it allows.

The result is a text that forces Cathaolics, Latins, to assume, if not to
discover. what they have borrowed from the outside (Judaism) or what
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they have rojected {Protcsiantism}. Such a toxt necessarily attracts g
certain numher of admirers or even accomplices from among the
“others.” the “*dissimilar.” the strange, foreigners. and exiles. On the
other hand, those who refuse consciously to acknowledge their debi to
the third person wiil listen to Mot [ and its portrayal of senseless, radiant
death in the face of a fleeing God with a fecling of terror and fack of
undersianding. Beckeit’s lesson is thus one in morality, one of rigor and
{roTniC SCrigusness.

Yel, at a glance and despite Vor 7, the community thai Becketi so
challenges quickly notices that the writer's work does leave something
untouched: the jubiiant serenity of the unapproached, avoided mother. So
beyond the debris of the desacralized sacred that Beckett calls upon us to
expericnce, if only as lucid and enlightened observers, does there not
persisi an other—untouched and fully seductive? The true guarantec of
the last myth of modern times. the myth of the feminine-~hurdiy the
third person any longer, but, both beyond and within, more and less than
meaing: rhythm, tone, color. and joy, within, through, and across the
Word?

Thercin He both the strength and the limitations of Beckett's fiction, at
least within Christianity’s closed world,

And that will have to do until someone else comes in a burst of song,
color, and laughter to conquer the last refuge of the sacred, still inac-
cessibly hidden in Bellini’s remote Madonnas. To give them back to us
transformed, secular, znd corporeal, more full of language and imagina-
tion. Just as Beckett restored, above and beyond his mockery and for a
humanity searching for a solitary community. the trivial rigor of paternal
Death—for every speaking being, a disitlusioned and hardly bearable, but
permanent support of Meaning.

Note

1. The references to Racine, Baudelaire, and Dante exist only in the French version of
First Love {(Premiicr Anmonr [Paris: Minuit. [970]). The French equivalent of “chamber
pot™ is par de chambre. but Beekett used the more “elegant’™ version, vase de murr, which, il
the denciztion is pul aside, could indeed have various poelic connelations. Quolations are
fram First Love and Other Shorts (New York: Grave Press. 19747, IFd.j
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Unveiling is not reduction but passion. Logically, the reader of the
Divine Comedy is Bante, that is, no one—he, oo, {s within “love”
and itinowledge is here but a metaphor for a far more radical
experignce: that of the letter, where {ife. deail, sense, and nonsense
become inseparable, Love is sense and nonsense, {1 i perhapr what
allows sense to come out of nonsease and niakes the latrer obvions and
legible [ ... ] Language is seen as the scene of the whole, the wuy 10
infinity: ke who knows not language serves idols. ke who could see his
language would see his god,

Philippe Soflers, Logiques, p. 70

H i a music that is inscribed in language, becoming the object of its
OWR reasoning, ceaselessly, and until saturated, overflowing, and dazzling
sense has been exhausted. H asks for nothing—no deciphering, at any
rate, o commentaries, no philosophical, theoretical, or political comple-
ment that might have been left in abeyance, unseen and forgotten. H
sweeps you away. It whisks you from your comforlable position; it
breathes a gust of dizziness into you, but lucidity returns at once, along
with music, and you can watch your opacity being dissolved—into
sounds; your blind, organic, murderous sexuality being unwound into a
subtlc, easy gesture, projected from the body into language; and your
social animosities being released into a vision of time where Dionysius,
the ancient land of Aquitaine, Nerval, Hélderlin, Epicurus, Chuang Tzu,
the poets of Arabia, Webern (“Das Augenlicht”), the ““Apocalypse,”
Augustine, Marx, Mao, the class struggle, Pompidouw’s France, and
cultural revolution all [ind their place. So you must tead, listen, immerse
yourself in 1ts language; discover its music, its gestures, its dance; and
have its time, its history, and all of history join in a dance.

First published in 7Tef Quel 57 (Spring 1974} reprinted in Pelviogre (Paris: Seuil, 1977,
pp. 1T3-220. H is a novel by Philippe Sollers.
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Or else, you ialk zbout ii, because 5 sends you into analysis; you
assume it writer as an object of transference, as s character on your
Dedipal stage. And that is endless, undecidable. You go from ~ to
Sollers, and from Sollers, back to A who is what? Does the text have a
master? How do 1 go about killing what 1 assume is “master” and causes
me 1o founder, dissects my language, my representation, and my history:
H? You tend 1o see /A as a person, to fashion its negativity into a
psychological or sociological case. and to search for an identity thar is a
threat o itself—and a threat to you. How so? As musical and as active as
all that? impossible! U is not delirlous enough, nol sexed enough, noi
politicized encugh. It {s overpoliticized, oversexed, overdeliricus. In a
{irst phase, as protection from A (1 mean, from the process that today
writes 5 and tomorrow something else) you say, "“This is a problem.” In
a second phase, T don’t want to know that this is a problem.” In a third,
“Ii gets al me just the same, bot elsewhere and delerred.”

The jolt of May '68: a call from the masses, For those who have long
known that imagination is an absolute antipower, what was new was the
concrete manilestation of this truth—-the general sirike immobilizing
France. Were they mistaken? The time of history passes through the
stortes of individuals: their birth, their experience. . . .

Worldwide revisionism has collapsed-—a {oundering that is plain for all
to see, henceforth, thraugh the climax it has reached, The Culiural Revo-
lution follows its course: socialism now atlempts to transform itself, to
find a new vitality, to reject dogmatism-—politics-ideology-diplomacy
moving forward, withdrawing, correcting themselves, thus giving evi-
dence of a historical turning point having been arrived at, perhaps.

What about us, here, now, coneretcly, enclosed within a still-active
bourgeoisie, living in a culture that is weakened but still capable of
integration, at the peak of a rationality that is nc longer Greek, but dia-
lecticized, materialized, permeated by the unconscious, and structured by
the reality principle laid down by social contradictions?

A language, a subject within language, sceks itseli—it seeks one that
might enunciate this turning point, this whirlwind, this reversal, this
gonfrontation of the old within the new,

There is the violence of Lois ("' Laws,” 1972).
The laughing, singing, somber, and open logic of # (1973).
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Yould discussing it amount (o resisting the tide?
Gre resistance against others?

Since people have been wondering why, since they have said so, for
some time, and undee various guises that change according to power rela-
tionships, 1 want io speak abrout 1t mysell, In fact, (o speak about it to
the extent that I am allowed to use the pronown 1,7 is to speak about my
right to speak, in French. Obviously, F shall not say all.

To pui it bluntly, I speak in French aud aboui literature because of
Yalta. 1 mecan that because of Yalta, I wag obliged to marry in order to
have a French passport and to work in France; moreover, because of

KL}

Yaltz I wanted to “‘marry” the violenee that has tormented me ever
since, has dissolved identity and cells, coveted recognition and haunted
my nights and my tranquiiity, caused hatred to well within what is
usually called love, in short, has raked me to death. Consequently, as vou
may have noticed, I have no “I” any more, no imaginary, if you wish;
everything escapes or comes together in theery, or politics. or activism
.. . But that is not the issuc. You will perhaps understand if T tell you that
Yalta has turned a portion of the earth into societies that are being huilt
on the illusion that the negative—death, violence—does not concern
them. That the negative is u rernnant of the past (the not vet abolished
bourgecis classes, parents) or an outside threat. But what we are propos-
ing will be, or rather, is nothing more than understanding. exchange, and
sociality, hence, socialism. Or perhaps, violence is a passing error
(Stalin’s prison camps); what one tends to accept before veering com-
pletely about and believing that such violence is fatal, irremediabie, insu-
perable, but—alas'—such is our lot, while eisewhere, they do without it,
and that is what is known as civilization. Read Hegel as one might, the
ego,” once exposcd to the negative, ignores it and escapes more or less
unscathed; complicity with, if not basis for Stalinism. 1t all begins with
dogmatizing ideclogical struggle, then abandoning it and, finally, making
up little protectionist **I’s”--the convenient narcissisms of backward
bourgems “sitbjects,” very much protected, indeed; but such a protection,
gencrally speaking and allowing for a few exceptions. shields them from
innovation, analysis, and history. And yet, it somctimes happens: qucs-
tions about sexuality, irregubarity In a poem, sounds in a foreign lan-
guage, croticism that is forbidden, impossible, and yet all the more

3
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experienced and unremitiing. ¥oun vecome someone who wonders i the
communal euphoria is not a lie. a lie involving not only barvesi-time
enthusiasm, but something that no one talks asbout: devious woids,
dreams, the soreness in your throat, desires, death drive, wasied
sentences, rhythms. Then, after you ask for information on the latest
five-year plan, you listen to the figures. of course. but you also listen to
the voice of the woman talking to vou, and you look especially at the
orange, purple, red, and green rugs she wove . . . Like something by
MMatisse, one might say. And you notice, returning 1o the capital. that the
*abnormial” and ‘crazy’ people, the “homosexuals,” the “poets,” the
gadflies are there, thelr numbers are growing, and there is no way either
to integrate thern or 1o aveid integrating them into your thinking.
Because of the well-known casing ol oppression. the “thaw™ . ..

You will say that Freud has given us a way of getting rid of all of these
problems, be they juvenile or characteristic of devcloping societies {one
and the same). [t is easily said, hut not quite certain. Above all, you nrust
not forget that this all takes place within language. Hence, not possible in
Bulgarian, once again because of Yalta, and, of course, past history. As a
resull, [ had recourse to French: Robespierre, Sade, Mallarmé . . .

And 1 have since been wedded to a torrent. It is a desire to understand,
to be sure, or, il you prefer, a laboratory of death. For what you take to
be a shattering of language 1s really a shatierning of the body, and the
immediate surroundings get it smack on the chin. Besides, they exist for
na other reason than to take ii on the ¢hin, and 1o resist, il they can. But
above all, do not take yoursell for someone or something: you **are”
within the shattering, to be shattered. Woe unte him who thinks that you
are—in good part or in bad, no matter. First, narcissism crumbles and
the superego says. 5o much the better, there’s one problem out of the
way.”" But the body seems to need an identity, and it reacts—matures,
tightens, like sione, cbony. Or else it cracks, bleeds, decays. All accord-
ing to the symbolic reaction that is more or less likely. Then, the sym-
bolic covering (constituted by acquired knowledge. the discourse of
others. and communal sheltery cracks, and something that I cail
mstinetual drive (for lack of a betier term} rides up to destroy any
guaraniees, any beliefs, any protection, including those comprised by
father or professor. An aimless drifting ensues that reconciles me to
everything that is being shattered—rejecting what is established and
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opening up an infinite abyss where there are no more words. That gives
me a fractured appearance that fools the naive observer. [n fact, it opens
me up 0 a4 precise jouissance that few suspect even existed. That is a
place one must rush away fraom; otherwise, two thousand years of nun-
neries illusirate what might happen, Words come to mind, but they are
fuzzy, signifying nothing, more throbbing than meaning, and their stream
goes {0 our breasts, genitals, and irridescent skin, That could be all there
i o il—an “anonymous white conflict” as they said in the nincteenth
century. But what would be the point? Wow this {s the point: my concern
lies in the other, what is heterogeneous, my own negation erected as
representation, but the consumption of which I can also decipher. This
heterogeneous object is of course a body that invites me to identify with
it (woman, child, androgyne?) and immediately forbids any tdentifica-
tion; it is not me, 1t i3 a non-me in me, beside me, outside of me, where
the me becomes lost. This heterogeneous object 1s a body, because it is a
text, | have written down this much abused word and insist upon it so
that you might understand how much risk there is In a text, how much
nonidentity, nonauthenticity, impossibility, and corrosiveness it holds for
those who chose to see themselves within il. A body., a text thal bounces
back to me echoes of a territory that I have lost but that T am secking
within the blackness ol dreams in Bulgaran, French, Russian, Chintese
tones, invocations, lifting up the dismembered, sleeping body. Territory
of the mother, What I am saying to vou is that if this heterogencous
body, this risky text provide meaning, identity, and jouissance, they do so
in a completely different way than a “*MNamg-of-the-Father,” Not that
they do not operate under the shield of a tyrannical, despotic Name-of-
the-Father: I understand that, and we could engage in endless forensic
contests. But it is only a question of power; the important thing is to see
what exceeds it. 50 I listen to the black, heterogeneous territory of the
body/text; I coil my jouissance within it, T cast it off, I sidestep its own,
in a cold fire where murder is no longer the murder of the other, but
rather, of the other who thought she was I, of me who thought T was the
other, of me, you, us-—of personal pronouns therefore, which no lenger
have much to do with all this. For ncither body that has become liquid
powder nor the shining mercury that founders me can ever abolish a
vigil: paternal shadow, Being of language? It even calls on me io
represent it. “1" continually makes itself over again, reposits itself as a
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displaced, symbolic witness of the shattering where every entify was
dissolved. 1™ 1eturns then and enuncistes this inirinsic twisting where it
sphit into at least four of us, all challenged by it. “'17 pronounces it, and
so I posits myself—*1"" socializes myself. This is an indispensahble and
imperative movement, an abrupt about-face when this heterogencous
negative that provoked mc to jouissance/dcath seis 10 work, wants to
know irself, to communicate, and conscquently, toscs itself. To communi-
cate, to know . .. All that is, if | may say so, rather perverted. Language
is affected by #, the concept is twisted, the murder is disguised as a
request that others put some rigor in their thinking. No schelar, no
orthodox theoretician can find his way through any of my essays, unless
he has personally experienced this four-sided duel.

And vyet, this already puts me on the other side, where society
constitutes itself by denying the murder it inflicts on music—on
instinctual drive—when it is founded on a code, that is, on & Janguage.
Having returned, *“17 feels uncomfortable there, but not without a certain
sense of gratification, having a tendency to accept the ambiguous and
ephemeral praises due to the diver who was mischievous enough to bring
back a few trophies. But ceaselessly drifting away, letting out slack,
protesting: jealous of its exploration, [ascinated by the danger of ever
having 10 begin again . . . All the more s0 because the other, the “poet,”
the ““actor” is there, coming and going, leaving, shattering, and forbid-
ding any "I to doze off within the realm where denial persists.

I feel that this path is determined by sexual difference. I think that for
a womarn, generally speaking, the loss of identity in jouissance demands
of her that she experience the phallus that she simply is; but this phallus
must immediately be established somewhere; in narcissism, for inslance,
in children, in a denial and/or hypostasis of the other woman, in narrow-
minded mastery, or in fetishism ol one’s “work™ (writing, painting, knit-
ting, et cetera). Otherwise, we have an underwater, undermaternal dive:
oral regression, spasmodic but unspeakable and savage violence, and a
denial of effective negativity. Remember Artaund’s text where the black,
mortal viclence of the “feminine™ is simultaneouslty exalted and stig-
matized, compared to despotism as well as to slavery, in a versigo of the
phallic mother—and the whole thing is dedicated to Hitler, So then, the
problem is to control this resurgence of phallic presence; to abelish it at



THE NOVEL AS POLYLOGLE 165

first, to plerce through the paternal wall of the superego and afterwards,
io reemerge siill uneasy, split aparl. asymmeirical, overwhelmed with a
desire to know, but a desire to know more and differently than what is
encoded-spoken-writien, If a solution exists io what we call teday the
femining prohlematic. in my opinion, it 100 passes over this grownd.

1 believe 1wo conditions are necessary if this course is to be followed.
The first is historical; it was satisfied much more rapidly in socialisi
countries and is already reaching the Christian, bourgeois Wesi. it
involves throwing women into all of society’s contradicliens with no
hypocrisy or fake protection, The sccond condition is sexual and no
social statute can ever guarantee it. As far as I am concerned, it involves
coming to grips with one's language and body as others, as
heterogeneous elements. The “author,”” as I perceive him through my
eading H, keeps me awake during my negative vigil, For others, it might
be something else; what is indispensable is the functien carried out by
somte One, or-—-why not (but not yet)—by a group, having vou, through
language oo, go through an infinite. repeated, multipliable dissolution,
until you recover possibilities of symbolic restoration: having a position
that allows your voice to be heard in real, social matters—but a voice
fragmented by increasing, infinitizing breaks. In short, a device that
dissolves all of your solutions, by they scholarly, ideological, familial, or
protective, in order to point oul 10 you that you do not take place as
such, but as a stgnce essential to a practice. With this device, castration
applies not to this or that person, but specifically to each individual in
recurrent fashion, It applics to him as he experiences his phallic fixation;
to her as she accedes to it, and the other way around, iaterchangeably.

The other that will guide you and itself through this disselutien is a
rhythm, music. and within language, a text. But what is the connection
thal helds vou both together? Counter-desire, the negative ol desire,
inside-out desire, capable of questioning {or provoking} its own infinite
quest. Romantic, filial, adolescent, exclusive, blind and Oedipal: it is ail
that, but for others. It relurns to where you are. both of you, disap-
pointed, irritated, ambitious, in love with history, critical, on the edge
and even in the midst of its own identity crisis; a crisis of enunciation and
of the interdependence of its movements, an instinctual drive that
descends in waves, tearing apart the symbolic thesis. There, before vou, it
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breaks apart and recovers, building up its strength, quiescent, clsewhere.
Afier the saccharine whirlwind ol Jocastas and Antigones, next to a quie-
tude fascinated with the sclf-indulgent whims of hysterics, the negative
awakens within the body and language of the other so as to weave a
fabric in which your role 15 tolerated only if @t resembles that of women
in Sade, Joyce, and Bataille, But vou most cerlainly must not consider
youiself either as the weaving or as the character against whom it is
woven, What is important is to listen (o it, in your own way, indefinitely,
and to disappear within the movement of this attentiveness.

This means that the wife of a “poct,” of this particular poet, no longer
exists. Meither Mme. Mallarmé’s knitting, nor Lou Salomé’s subtle
crriosity, nor Nora Joyce's proud and obedient excitement, nor Maria
van Rysselbergh's asexual mythology, any more than the gratifying cou-
pling that “virilized” the women of postwar existentialisim or romantic-
communism—henceforth, all that is impossible, antiquated, a dismal
relic.

Since there is one man and one woman, but since they are “one” oniy
to hegin with, another “relationship™ arises oui of sexual difference and
the impossible element 1t inflers on both sides, This development has just
barely begun, by virtue of a certain non-“uxorial” way of grasping the
Freudian revolution; by virtue of communities that open up the family;
by virtue of pop music; and Hlash]' ... A painful laboratory that entails
mistakes, failures, and victims. But if you want to talk about it (and this
is the only way to undergo its process) you find yourself once again face
to face, two by two, bearing its and the other’s familial, social, and lin-
guislic constellation.

I am taiking about it because it is my problem, a contemporary prob-
lemn. There are men, enthralled by archaic mothers, who dream of being
women or some unapproachable master; exasperated and frigid young
wamen, confined within groups where what they take for leshianism
leads them into seclusion from society: others, classic hystericals, search
for that impossible maternal fusion and are exalted in their frustration.
We recognize them more clearly each day; they are precisely the subjects
who involve themselves in class and ideological struggles, in scientific
experimentation, in production . . . So that 1s why, where, and how 1 am
searching for, hearing, reading, and dezhing with #/—taking H.
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5 TRAMSFINITE

BEYOND THE SEMNTUERMCE. T

i LANGUAGE

W¥/ith no punciuation, & is not @ sentence bul it is ngi less than g
sentence. The clauses are there: short and regular. with no svatactic or
lexical anomalies to cloud their clariiv. Sentences are easily “resiored”
and the simple clause kerncls that constitute the running text are easily
isolated and punctuaied. In se doing, we lose semaniic and logico-
syntactic ambiguities, but we mainly lose a music, By music, I mean
intonation and rhythm, which play only 2 subordinate role in everyday
communication but here constitute the essential element of enunciation
and lead us directly to the otherwisc silent place of its subject. You vour-
gelf perceive this music when you let yourself be carried along by the
unpunctuated, sentence fragments; you can check this, if you are so
inclined, by listening to the writer rcad. You notice that whenever you
expect his voice, ordinarily, to slow down, drop, and trail off so as to sug-
gest a limit, a period, it in fact rises higher, releases the period and,
instead of declaring, questions or requesis. So that the sentence limits are
there, meaning {the position of a subject of enunciation) and significance
{possible, plausible, or actual denotation) remain, but the semiotic
process does not stop there. Instead of serving as the upper limits of
gnunciation, the sentence-meaning-significance here acts as its lower
limits. Through and in conjunction with these limits, hut not below, there
oceurs a breakthrough of what may be called “primary™ processes, those
dominated by intenation and thythm. When this involves morphemes, it
produces “‘stylistic figures’™: metaphor, metonymy, elisions, etc. Here,
this intonational, rhythmie¢, let us say “‘instinctual™ breakthrough is
situated at the most intense place of naming—at the thetic place of an
inescapable syntax that abruptly halts the maternal body's vague, auioe-
rotic Jubilation—recognizes its reflection in a mirror and shifis
instinctual motility nto legically structurabie signifiers. The Adufhebung
of instinctual drive across this boundary, which nonctheless exeris its full
impact, situales the semiotic cxpericnce beyond the semtence, and thus,
beyond signification and meaniag,

So-called “artistic” practices have always exerted fascination because
they elude this boundary, ewing to which signification—alwayvs already
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in the form of a sentence—comes inio being, and they revive the uneasi-
ness that goes with regressing to a time before the mirror stage. & noves
us beyond these aestheiic regions, although they continue to upset com-
monplace Jogical order by setting in motion the most active, insurgent,
modern practices, But these have found their most fruiiful ground in
music: Cage, La Monte Young, Kagel, and Stockhatsen have made this
clear.

ianguage, on the other hand, has a specificity that no other system
based on differences possesses: it divides (signifier/signibied) and jofns
{modifier/modificd = sentence); it is sign-commaunication-sociality.
“Musicating” this dividing-joining movement involves exploding thythm
into division, of course. but also, into juncture: into the metaphoric-
mctonymic slippage that corrungates lexemic items and lifts even the sig-
nifier/significd censorship; but especiaily, into the juncture of logic and
sentence where socio-symbolic order is rebuilt and ignores anything hav-
ing to do with the previous, underlying {(semic, morphemic, phonic,
instinctual} explosion, Intervening at the level where syntuctic order
renders opague the outlay underlying the signifying practice; intervening
at the point where sociality constitutes itself by killing, by throttling the
outlay that keeps it alive—that means intervening precisely when the
sentence pulls itself together and stops. The problem is to raise and
transform this very moment, to allow 1t to sing.

Thus we are dealing with a composition where the sentence is a
minimal unit and where a texture that surpasses but never belies it is
glaborated on the basis of it: more-than-a-sentence, more-than-meaning,
more-than-significance. If there is a loss, if an outlay is made, they never
result in less, but always mrore; more-than-syntactic. There is no outlay
of logical movement without the completion of its course. Finishing off
reason 15 done only after the fullness of reason, (full)filling it and then
ripping it “a reason in hell” (p. 26).2 Otherwise, reason remains as a
power and demands its right to exercise control over the drifling that
remains unaware of it. Otherwise, hterature lends itsell (o the Hegelian
challenge that discovered in it nothing more than a few pearls of wisdom
in a sty. & reveals a practice where present and surpassed reason has no
power; a practice where the antipower of instinctual drive is in turn
deprived of its haliucinatory influence as it is filtered (hrough the rigor of
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the sentence; a practice where iogical superego and fetishist oralization
reutralize each other without mastery and without regression,

Looking closely at the beginaing of &, we notice that sentences, easily
detachable from the texiueal whole, either dovetail or adjein ambiguously
because of the elision of determinants (conjunctions, relative prunouns, g
cetera.} This ambiguity is heightened when predicate phrases appear in
surfuce structures, as nominative, aliributive, adjoined phrases thai can
agree in many different ways with the noun-phrase subject. Or for
reasons ol semantics or of length, the predicative sequence itself breaks
up into phrases that function as subjects and others that function as
predicates. Equally applicable is the ambivalent value of those personal
pronouns whose antecedent is unclear: the pronoun efle on the first page
could refer equally to the feminine French words machine, femime or
balle. Nelworks of alliteration (the correlatives of *‘signifying dif-
fecrentials”}) establish trans-sentence paths that are superimposed over the
linear sequences of clauses and introduce into the logical-syntactic
memory of the text a phonic-instinctual memory. They set up associative
chains that crisscross the text from beginning to end and in every direc-
tion: son coié eata socle (9:1-2), aceents roniques (9:2), cara cara catalvse
(9:40-11); filtre philtre (9:23), phi flotrant (9:28), philippe  filiogue
grocedit— I (10:23=-24); cfé {9:13), claguement (3:16), glalend clocher clé
de sol (10:6-7); sollers-soflus (11:1), etc.

Through these ambiguities and polyvalances, senfernce sequences still
manage to become established, defined in reading by a single breathing
motion, which results in a generally rising intonation. This breathing thus
sustains a succession of sentences, simultancously unified by meaning (a
position of the subject of enunciation) and signilicance (g virral denora-
tion). A breathing movement thus coincides with the attitude of the
speaking subject and the fluctuating range of denotation. The next
breathing movement introduces the speaking subject’s new attitude and a
new sphere of denotation. The human body and meaning, inseparable as
they are, thus fashion a dismembered score; a halt in breathing and
syntactic {initude, also inseparable, are thus given a new start, but in a
different logical realm, as if they werce drawing support fram same other
region of the body-support.

The borders that define a seguence as a unit of breathing. meaning,
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and signification (grammatically made up as a concalenation of
sentences) vary greatly and indicaie the subject of enuciation’s motil-
ity—his chances for resurgence and melamorphosis. Here are some that
appear at the beginning of the text:

—The personal pronoun effe {9:3) marks the boundary of the preceding
sequence and introduces another unit of breathing-meaning-signification.
It is a reply to the initial question (gui dir safur), a reinvoking of the
machine, or a reminder of a hetcrogencous cnunciation, of an e/fe who
activates the machine and triggers its—or her—ionic agccents. Tn any
case, it is a displacement of the machinelike anonymity toward a she, a
dream and motion cast. The second boundary is marked by the pronoun
elle. now become balle and bombe qui retombe. Notice that the je
representing the subject presenting the text appears for the first time
within the dream of the pronoun elle: “elle a vévé cette nuit gue je lancais
la bhalle” (9.3). The narration has begun; elfe is at the same time the
speaking and acling subject of the narrative, just like je. Je/elle marks
the maximum sexual and discursive alieration—irauvma and leap of the
narrative’s beginnings.

—After the interrogative enunciation gives way to the declarative, the
latter is in turn cul and ceplaced by an imperative: “iiens on est en pleine
montagne y a d'fa poudreuse regarde les cristaux blancs violets sens cet
afir”’ (“hey we're way up in the mountains the stuff is powdery look white
purpie crystals feel that air™). “Je” begins to speak and takes charge of
the narrative now under way.

—There follows a meialinguistic position that comments upon the course
of a silent body brought into play by someone else’s dream and
henceforth placed in a position to control this narrative, phantasmatic,
and hallucinatory alterity: “'"pour la premiére fois Fhallucination goutte a

goutte est vue du dedans découpée foulée” {**for the first time the halluci-
nation drop by drop is seen fromn within cut up crushed™).

—There is an irruption of vromaropoeias: cata cata caralyse suggests the
sound of a typewriter in action, marking infinitely a biological. electric,
signifying current . .. Thus, a {racturing of the previously affirmed,
melalinguistic mastery; reminder of lexical dissclution, of the bursts of
instinctual drives working through phonemes: the metalinguistic position
does not predominate.

—A new resumpiion of the narrarive, with the pronoun effe; but does the
pronoun refer to the machine or the woman?
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—Apain, g return 10 merglanguage: v a-1-Il une auire forme non ¥ aura-
il réponse biew siir que non personne et daillewrs le délire west pas Ie
délire” (“is there another form no will there be an answer certainly not no
one and besides deliniurm isn't delivium’™,

—Within a fcw iines, we find several rew boundaries analogous to the
previous ones, introducing an cxplicii 7 (**I was not born to be quiet™)
who begins his “own’ narrative. If again drifts away, however, is
tmpossible to pinpoint, this time floating across new boundaries cor-
responding to hisiorical and biographical references.

—The pronoun [ is not seeking itself, it loses itself in a serics of
references to logical or political events that, within the framework of
either the past or the present, determine a similar mobility of a subject
propelled into the whirlwind of his own fragmentation and renewal—his
ex-schize (p. 82).° It is a mortal, but “exguisite’” scission (an ironic com-
ment on Surrealist automatism’s cadavre exquis. or "exquisite corpse™)
becausc it is anterior, a renewing and prophetic resumption. Thus we
have the reference at the beginming of the wext 1o the magic “filter” or
“philtre,” structuring and regenerating the intoxication of a shattered,
but not lost, identity. Or similarly, this **phi floating on my lips like the
ather infant with the vultures' tail” reminding us of Freud’s interpreta-
tion of one of Leonardo Da Vinci's dreams. Or the first and last paternal
names generating through signifyving series an infinitely open array of sig-
nifieds, where each element in turn gives rise to a mini-narrative, what 1
have called a ““sequence”-—a unit of breathing, meaning, and significa-
tion, gathering childhood memories or historical sketches by means of a
swarm of homonymous kings. Or the references to the Bible: *'in hehrew
the word for nude crafty awake is the same™ (p. 11); or to the Koran: “he
who accepts his book with his right hand that might be alright but he
who accepts it behind his back zap flunked” (p. 12).

The reading voice marks the boundaries of each sequence by rising.
Nothing is brought to completion, the enunciation is not finished, other
secmiotic procedures draw out the completion produced by syntactic
operations. This intonation hangs on a clearly {nrerrogative connotation,
which, in addition, the interrogative sentence opening the text (“guf dit
sadur .. 7Y stimulates from the very beginning, and which several inter-
rogative sentences frequently and throughout the text confirm. That
guestioning summons is tess prononnced at the end, but it persists; inter-
rogative segments are present up to the last sequences of the text: “*Aifusy
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Lilucryw  kiluentendu [ ...] gque crierai-ie [...1" (“hoocoudanown
hoocoudabeleew’'d hoocoudsherd [ ...] what shall T shout” (pp.
184-85). The summoning inienation also enters into the abundant
imperatives near the end: ““that's why go enter leave come back in leave
again close yourself upon yourself hide yourself from yourselt outside of
yourself come back leave come back in quickly | ... ] shout to him™ (p,
185}, The set ends with a sequence held on a level rather than a descend-
ing intonation: “all {lesh is like grass shadow the dew of time among
volces™ (p. 185).

As is well known, the lowering voice of the declarative sentence and
the ensuing pause are essential and distinctive marks of a sentence,
Children learning a tanguage first learn the intonations indicating syntax
structure—that is, melody or music—before they assimilate the rules of
syntactic formation. Intenation and rhythm are the first markers of the
finite in the infinity of semiotic process; they delineate the limited posi-
tions of a subject who first invokes but, soon thereafter also signifies.
Syntactic apprenticeship brings about and completes the subject’s ability
to become a speaking subject, but only to the extent that he has at his
disposal an infinite system that can be made finite. This is what genera-
live grammar atiempts Lo represent through its system of recursive
operations capable of reducing an infinite number of signifying
procedures lo the grammatical norms of any national language, and
(within the specific infinity of any of these languages) of repeatedly pro-
ducing finite but original and rcnewable uttcrances. We do not know,
however, what determines that possibility for the speaking subject to
confine the semiotic practice within the limits of the sentence normally
described as noun phrase plus verbal phrase (Chomsky) or modified plus
modifier {Kurylowicz) or the joining of noalinguistic terms by means of
nonrelational tics between the universal and the particular (Strawson),
and so on. Although everyone agrees that there is neither meaning nor
signification without a syntactic nucieus, we are still far from under-
standing which of the speaking subject’s attitudes imposes this finitude
and, even less, what happens on either side of it.

I shall assume that a precise type of sigmfying practice, based on a
reguest and an exchange of information, embeds the speaking subject
within the limits of sentence enunciation; but other signifying practices
that have jouissance as their goal—that is, the Aufhebung of death and of
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gullay of signifving unit witkin the production of a new socio-symbelic
device—would nccessitate the pursuil of signifving operations bevond the
Hmits of the sentence. We have seen that these signifving operations, for
which the sentence scrves as a basic component through which one must
work one's way, can be either “‘primary™ or ‘“‘secondary,” and Lhey
prevent the speaking subject from being fixed in a single or unified posi-
tion—rather, they multiply it. Thus, instinctual rhythm becomes logical
rhythm.

It is not cnough to say that, thanks to these operations, the sentcace
gains access to a higher domain. that is, to discourse. For discourse
might be {as in fact is the casc) a simple concatenation of sentences
{whose logic remains to he determined), without ever requiring of the
subject of cnunciation a shift gs 1o his position in relation to his speech
aci. Yet, this is precisely what happens in H. Not only is there a jux-
taposition of different ideological or communicative positions (sender,
addressee, illgcution, presupposition), but alse a  juxtaposition of
utterances that record the wvaricus stratifications of the genotext
(instinctual drive, resonant rhythm, syntactic and metalinguistic positions
and their inversions),

Language possesses a transfinite elerient (if 1 may use this term in a
different sense than Cantor’s); it is the expanse beyond the sentence
Hmits that, preserved, open up on a sundered continuity where a precise
interval {the sentence) holds the value of meaning and signification—but
their true power is built up only on the basis of the numerated, phrased
infinity of a polylogical “discourse™ of a multiplied, stratified, and
heteronomous subject of enunciation. & generates this transfinite of lan-
guage, one thatl is neither senieniial monologue nor allocuticnary dia-
logue, bui rather, a raising of sentential (monological or dialogical)
meaning to the power of an open infinity, to the extent that the possible
attitudes of the subject in relation to his speech remain open. Because it
is transfinite, the text of A functions not only as a plural dialogue
between the subject of enunciation and his identily; not only is it a speech
act imposing the fullillment of this plural dialogism on the addressee sub-
ject (that 18, an illocutionary, “juridic™ act presupposing a direct cffect on
the reader, without which it cannot exist); but the iext functions as a
plural dialogue, an illocutionary act, in relation to the very realm aof lan-
guage: 1n relation o the sentence and its support-subjcet, in the sense
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that ii lakes them for granted, necessitates their position, hut aiso appro-
priates them within the infinitely open *'set” that it censtitutes.

Therefore, we are no longer talking about poetry (a return to the near
side of syntaclic articulation, a pleasure of merging with a rediscovered,
hypostatized maternal body); nor about narrative (the fulfillment of a
request, the exchange of information, the isolation of an ego amenable to
iransference, imagining. and symbolizing}. In the narrative, the speaking
subject constitutes itseif as the subject of a family, clan, or staie group: it
has been shown that the syntactically normative sentence develops within
the context of prosaic and, later, historic narration. The simultaneous
appearance of ngrraiive genre and senfence limits the signifving process
10 an attitude of request and communication. On the other hand, since
poctry works on the bar between signifier and signified and tends to erase
it, it would be an anarchic outery against the thetic and socializing posi-
tion of syntactic lanpuage, [t depletes all commumties, either destroying
them or identifying with the moment of their subversion. H’s originality
derives from playing these contradictions one against another; being
neither. The breaking up of genres (“‘poetry,” “*narrative,” and so on)
isolates the protective zones of a subject who normally cannot totalize
the set of sigmifying procedures. in H, on the contrary, all the strings of
this prodigious instrument that language is arc¢ playcd together and
simultaneously: no process is impeded, repressed, or put aside to give free
rein to another. “Primary” processes confirm, interrupt, or rather,
shorten “‘secondary processes,” condensing and shifting them onto
another level where, in the meantime, the subject of enunciation has
turnied around, Consequently, although the collision between semiotic
operations (those involving instinctual drive, phonic differentials,* intona-
tion. and so on) and symbelic operarions (lthosc concerned with
sentences, sequences, and boundaries) may be thought of as a totalizing
phenomenon, it actually produces an infinite fragmentation that can
never be terminated: an “external polylegue.™

1 have attempted to “‘restore” standard punctuation to the transcrip-
tion of the opening passages of H. A plus sign (+) marks syntactic
ambiguities (indefinitc embeddings and subordinations) that remain. A
double virgule {//) marks the limits of each sequence, and the lines
drawn abovc each sentence indicate the level of intonation. The lines
linking certain segments of the text mark a few of its phonetic-signifying
differcntial axcs.
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intonation actually puactuzies the text. A vocalic “scanning™ of these
two pages (figure 2) gemerally matches syntactic divisions, and. in this
seise, eliminates some of the ambiguities that persist when one merely
restores standard, written punctuation. Yet, my vocalic scanning cannot
ceincide with commonplace punciuation, for it seits up vocalic series
whose arrangement afso remains autonomous in relation io the signified
sequence. For this rhythm is kept up independentiy, as if an enuncialory
iight, marked off by ihe scope of ong's breathing, went beyond sentence
limiits and sequence boundaries and called forth, within the phenotext, a
“fundamental language™® that is quite simply rhythm. The regularity of
these breathing periods that arise and stop short at precise intervals is
striking. They appear as a sequence of short intervals, or as a long one
followed by three short ones; sometimes, however, they are broken up,
shortened, or highlighted by the insertion of {onic accents. This scanning,
which 18 added to the underlying punctuation and points out the latter’s
inability to comprehend *‘the rhythmic fundamental language,” strikes
the uncongseious as a calm and yet horrifying violence. Still, our con-
scious listening registers it as an invocative, lyric monotone—a kind of
Tibetan Mozart.

Within the text taken as a whole, which is neither poein nor novel bui
polviogue, both pulverizing and muliiplying unity through rhythm, the
unpunctuated but metrical sentence finds its justification. The subject of
enunciation’s motility, converting prelogical rhythm or crumbling logic
inte a polylogical rhythmn, requires a different mode of phrasing, There is
ne formal prejudgment that led to breaking up the sentence. The
sentence is lifted away through a scanming that, while maintaining it,
imbeds it into a new semiotic device. This is preciscly the device that
produces the limited-and-infinitized sentence. It evokss images of old,
unpunctuated Chinese texts, which are impossible to decipher except
when approached as 2 whole, for one must grasp the rhvthm of the whole
iext, hence the polv-logic of the speaking subject, in order to pick out, in
reverse fashion, the meaning of the simaller sentence or lexical units. Gne
does not begin with the pari in order 1o reach the whole: one beging by
infiniiizing the 1tality In order 1o reach, only laier, ihe finite meaning of
each parl.

With this reverss! of our logical habits, the sentence appears as a
shelter, 2 finitude in which there huddles an ideational unit, plainly nar-
row-rainded, refusing its infinitization—the metaphysical, transcendental
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ego, threatened by the negativity that produced it, demlying that pegativity
and going on to a syntax seen as absolute. Keeping and converling this
shelter within a poly-logue, where it would play the role of lower limit
rather than absolute pinnacle, would thus amouni 1o upsciting a
metaphysical enunciation. When the most solid guarantee of our
identity—syntax-is revealed as a limit, the entire history of the Western
subject and his relationship to his enunciation has come to an end: “‘teach
the longue to sing and it will be ashamed to want anything else but what
it sings” {p. 11} ‘what interests me is this brain dive below the sponge
flip flop leiting the clay run in it drop in pressure hatf-muted shreds who
sees a sentence there you do yes oh really™ {p. 32); "“sentences should be
misunderstood®” (p. 89). “language is a finite or infinite grouping of
sentences themselves sequences of discrete atoms™ (p. 77); with and
beyond the sentence, there 1s always a logical stubboraness: “alone the
logical fire cipher of negation leaves no remnants™ (p. 66).

Thus, when you allow yourself to be carried away by the polylogue's
fugue, vou first hear a rhythm-sound-voice-scanning, But this is merely a
bridge, like the bridge of a ship on the high seas, evoking Moby Dick and
Melville {p. 42), taking vou toward the dissclution of symbolic linking,
toward the dissolution of rhythm after that of the sentence, toward empty
and mute instinctual drive, toward the clashes of matter: “better to
perish in this wailing infinity than to be thrown back to the lands™ {p.
43); “there comes a time when i feel myself like 1 am the bearer of
everything and nothing in everything it’s maybe a cranked symphonic
state” (p. 41) and *‘you have to treat yoursell like a sonaia™ (p. 96}, but
“don’t rush and give too full a contour to what comes back™ (p. 98),
because it is “'sounds-words-sounds-not-words-sounds-nor-words-sounds™
{155). The pelylogue’s first prerequisite: cause rhythm to emerge, hasten
it, have it remove the symbolic surface: “*vou believe you can hold out at
this pace in the lace of universal refusal vou know i don’t mind war i
enjoy it™ (p. 41); “you think i go Loo fasl vou think it has the shakes it
right look hysterical of course not cveryene has understood it was only a
peaceful open kindly rhythm true meaning of the torrential spasm here i
mimic the least possible music” {p. 64); “speech 15 a recessive phase of
the respiratory cyele” (p. 78). But through music, through breathed
rhythm, “‘everything crumbles at the same time without moving without
water without substance while emptiness forces everything to flow while
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it goes plop by plopped maiter only [ilamenis on the surface” {pp.
32-33).

Music ttseif is a derivative. It is simply the sonorcus indicator of a
break, ol a deaf, mute, morial, and regenerative rhythm. It takes place
where the body is gashed by the blows of biology and the shock of sexual,
social, and historical contradiction, breaking through to the quick, piere-
ing through the shicld of the vocal and symbolic cover: “but as long as
space and drives or the animated void push you on go on let yourself
bioom begin again erase vour get out again from there” {p. 129); “the
guy who's got brakes he stops as if drive wasn't constant as if was enough
time Uwrite comma semicolon and the whole mess as if 1t wasn't on the
air 24 out of 24 1’s up to you to transform yourself cach to his own
ditch™ (p. 178); “what a choral group the whole body let me stick my ear
against vou cheek against your jaw that’s where i want to listen {0 vour
silence in stifled noise not sound effects” (p. 94).

A measured language carried away into rhvvthin to a point beneath lan-
guage: violent silence, instinctual drive, collided void; and back again—
the path of jouissance, *it’s the underside of language that turns over at the
boiling point” (p. 64); “as far as { remember the hallucination was there
alive patient its third dimension added listen I didn't invent the clock of
language the point is to know who is master and that’s it (p. 64); “my
words have begun to tremble in the shape of airplanes comets tendrils
torches busy pouring out this sky foward the end of the day bursts of
delirium you only have 1o find outside the raw triggering enemy wail of
come coal-smeared ice axe entangled suck me or clse 'l blow my brains
out” (p. 147}. Each syllable then becomes the support for a small portion
of body, which is just as much inside {the body itself) as outside {the
physical, cosmic space). Each syllable becomes a particle, 2 wave, a
whirlwind of a pulverized “I”° dissolved and reassembled within, violating
and harmenizing, raising and lowering its voice, its language: *‘so my
hypothesis is as follows wells of roaring orgasms tapped to the ten-thou-
sandih thought to the ten-billionth thrusi aside honestly with the force of
a drop hammer” (p. 72); “once one has truly scaled the voice the names
come back softly violently that is an experience that takes up delirium
from way back™ (p. 99).

Consciousness in rhythm and instinctual drive, instinctual drive and
rhythm 10 consciousness: they are the repossession and representation of
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delirtum and the loosening of this repossession and representation: “what
disiinguishes this style from the clinical document in the striciest sense is
the absence of choking linked not linked no reasen for the opening to
sketch itsell id is the representation of things nerved rather than nervous
nervated narrated in the inert that is imnate twice born never superan-
nuated” (p. 139); “the schizo is as much a bircher as anyone™ (p. 139).

Rhythmic language thus carries a representation, but it is indeed a
striated representaiion and vision. The eye cannot be excluded by the
ear; the representation reverberates, sound becomes image, invocative
instinctual drive encounters ithe signifiable, realistic, poly-togical object:
“when the ear is penetrating it becomes an eye otherwise the lesson
rrmains langled in the ear without reaching the knot staccato ouiside™
(p. 97). Language exists to have music burst into sight, otherwise music is
exiled into an esoteric, mythic inside, and sight remains “‘one,” opaque:
1 said you have to exhaust sight spread hearing before letting it go in
due time come on let’s get this skull out for me gold meant sonority and
jade glitter branch leaves flow smile all of this must be slipped into silk
herbs light | ... ] you must exercise throat larynx {ungs liver spleen the
two sexes” (p. 81).

Under this totalizing-infinitizing condition, the equation sex — politics
is satisfied, as the agent of this equation is a sonorous-representative,
depleting-signifying language: “the sex and politics equation without the
mmsertion  of language remains metaphysical the indicator of an
unmastered belief [ ... ] how can one say thai in what rhythm how does
one transform written and spoken language in the sense of breathing dis-
mantling of ideclogy verbal tartar now become mute orbital sometimes
wg are on the bank sometimes in the middle of the stream it is necessary
that one feel that very strongly the stream the bank two und one on top
of the other and onc undernealh the other and onc separated lrom the
other and one linked to the other stream bank stream bank stream bank
strearn leaving the thread to the current™ (p. 83).

Spelled out here, there is a dialectics between limit and dismembered
infinity, between sight and rhythm, between meaning and music, and
hetween bank and stream: dialectics—epitome of language. Yet, the
polylogue-text, which only this dialectics can construct, emphasizes
music above all and, through it, the mute matter of language: it is a
polemic with finitude, with pause, with ‘totality, with the thesis of
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socialization that is also, and simultaneously, bounding and deadly. The
polylogue destroys any symbaolic “thesis™ that it preserves by pelting it
with 2 music that revives the deafened, if not ruptured, eardrum of
socialized, educated, phrasemongering man: “thers go your associative
chains gnawing ut the liver of yesterday yet this music should have
massacred the memory struck the eardrum straight from ihe shoulder no
no not the ear the eardrum cut out in the open ne no not the old dium a
whole lucid peeled vartex shined thawed colors now listen please be fair
pick out the pieces the effort the crystals that yearned for no for what
well that yearned yes that wanted oh yes that wanted would a complaint
he hazardous an asshole of a man hall-baked animal™ (p. 162). To revive
the animal, to rectify the failure, to stretch out the eardrum anew, the
unreasoning resonance; all this is to push man aside and 1o refashion the
animal within man-—to make him sing like the birds of Josquin des Pres:
“hyt ys moravng cum now herkyn the smaie larke that saveth lorde hyt
ys day hyt ys day rede rede dil do rede dil do lee™ (p. 143); drowning him
in a burst of laughter: “we are the ashes of innumerable living beings
while the problem is to experience it in the throat as if we had all become
nobody what impalpable instrument dissolved in the wind™ (p. 145).
Laugh through saturated-siriated meaning, through affirmed-rhythmic
identity. Laugh into 4 void composed of logical, syntactic, and narrative
surplus. An vnfamiliar, troubling, undefinable laugh. A’s laughter does
not arise out of the Rabelaisian joy shaking up science and esotericism,
marriage and Spirit, based on a full, recovered, promising body—the
laughter of gigantic Man. Nor is it Swift’s [urious, disillusioned, and
cruel fit, unearthing hell under social harmony and proving to Man that
he is “Lilliputian.” Since the Renaissance, the West has laughed only
with the Enlightenment (with Voltaire and Diderot, laughter dethrones),
or perhaps in the recesses of psychosis, where power and logic are
experienced as ambivalent at first, and broken down in the end (laughter
15 black with burnt up meaning: Jarry, Roussel, Chaplin ... }. H laughs
differently. Its laugh is heard only through and after the music of the
text. Al networks of possible meaning must be exhausted heneath com-
mon Sense, banal, vulgar, obvious meaning, or cruel, threatening, and
aggressive meaning—before we can understand that they are ungraspa-
ble, that they adhere to no axis. that they are “arbitrary™ just like the
sign, the name. and the utterance. but also pleasure and jouissance. The
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leughier of & isn’t czused by & clash between signified values; nor is it
caused by the eruption of nonsense within sense 25 appears to be the case
in Lois [“Laws,” 1972]. Rather, it is the arbitrariness of the break
estabiishing meaning, which sets itsell squarely against the flow of
rhythm, intonation, and music, that provokes this laughter. We do not
laugh because of what makes sense or because of what does not. We
iaugh because of possible Tneaning, beczuse of the arifiude that causes us
to enunciaie sigrification as it hrings us jouissance; & does not avoid this
atlitude, rather it accepts it so as to pulverize it all the better. We laugh
at ihe uiterance that is not music, and/or at sexuality that is not a
process of consumption. We laugh at castration. Neither happy nor sad,
neither life nor death, neither sexual organicism nor sublimated renuncia-
tion, such a laughter is synonymous with musicated enunciation—a space
where enunciation and rhythm, positioning and infinitization of meaning
are inseparable.

We do not laugh, then, in order to judge the position that gives mean-
ing; even less 3¢ in order to put ourselves out of judgment’s reach, in
some surreality where everything is equal. We laugh on account of the
limit assumed in the very movement that enroots and uprools finitude
within an endlessly centered and yet decentered process. Laughter of lan-
guage, laughter of sociality Hself. Laughter of a castration that moves us
to name in a process that exceeds naming. Optimism or pessimism?—
misptaced milestones that also cause laughter. Everything causes laughter
since signifiance is mation. Oriental laughter: sensible and leading to
the void,

The sonorous threads branch out until they disperse with loss in a body
inebriated with a motion that i{s in no wayv personal to it, but rather,
merges with the motion of nature as well as of an historical mutation:
“you must swim in matter and the language of matier and the
tiansformation of language into matter and matier into language tribe of
matier feeling of the outing vn swann's way the sun is still the same as
hefore but chang hsii had the best cursive script under the t'ang he would
get drunk the souse shouted ran every which way then took up his brush
wrote at top speed it cven happencd that he dipped his hair into the ink
to draw to the quick hsich-huo means to write lively that's clearly evident
in mao’s characters 17 angust 1966 hsin p'ct ta the first two jumbled the
third aggressive resolute sure of the new and there it is that’s the whole
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story tho class struggle is part of nature and nature has plenty of time
this seagull is ihe same as a thousand years ago bul man is full of clouds™
{p. 100}.

WHAT IS A MATERIALIST WHO SPEAKSY

1 am reading Sollers” H, at the same time as I am reading his Sur le
matérialisme [On materialism] (Paris: Seuil, 1974): two aspects of the
same process. From a mechanistic point of view, materialism is a gues-
tion of substance, or better, of the acknowledgement of the primacy of
exterior over interior, of nature over society, of economy over idcology,
et cetera. Language, the practice that causes the id Lo signify, the-id-to-
signify-that-something-is, 15 left to the wardens of the logos positing-
removing Being-beings-nothingness. There is no such thing as materialist
lngic or mareriafist linpuistics. Logics and linguistics have each been
hased on an attitude that repudiates heterogeneity in the signifier and
that, as such, conforms to the truth of a particular stance of the speaking
subject: that of the transcenderntal ego, whose emergence through the
game of hide-and-seek with the objeet was explained by Husserl
Moreover, any discourse that adheres to the postulates of a communica-
tional logic and linguistics is at once a discourse that, in its very system,
is foreign to materialism. Philosophy—be it logical, grammatical, or
pedagogical—could never be materialist. Seen from the place of its enun-
clation—the same as that of the basic sentence {an utterance of request
and exchange)—matier can be nothing but “transcendence,” and Husserl
said as much.

And yet, materialism was able to signify; it did in Heraclitus’ elisions,
in Epicurus’ gestures declining the mores of the city-state, in Lucretius’
poetic language. Ln spite of its prescientific shortcomings, naivetés, and
errors, this classical materialism carries within itself a “{ruth™ that
contemporary mechamistic maierialists are unable to match. Materialism
is a knowledge of the world, to be sure, but this knowledge is inseparable
from the attitude of the speaking subject within his language and/or
within the world. Materialism is above all an enunciation of whatever
you please, but that necessarily implies that whoever enunciates has an
unconscious that beats within him as rhythm-intonation-music, before
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disgolving him within a cellular and biological, at the same ume as a sub-
jective, symbolic, and social explosion, An “I" that has undergone this
process in order to return to his former position and give voice to its
poly-logic—-that is a marericfist who speaks. Diderot speaks as a
materialist when he performs as a one-man orchesira: Rameau’s nephew.
Marx and Lenin speak as roaterialists when they reject philosephical dis-
course and, through polemics or struggle, rediscover a multivalent “dis-
course” beneath surface speech; let us call 11 a discourse without words.
i is a token of their nvolvement in a broader process, and this implies
the masses’ own involvement.

A investigates precisely this moment that so many philosophics and
dogmatisms seek to cover up—the moment when materialism is able
to utter itself. Mot the “self’” dissolving into some muted matter—
schizophrenia adrift; not the flhight of an ego subsumed by the pred-
icative synthesis ouiside of any notion of what came before its logical
position. Rather, it is the ordeal of an attack, instinctual separation,
imrmobility, or death, at the same time as their reappearance at the heart
of a logical, fragmented, and rhythmic polyvalence. The subject loses
himself so as to immerse himself in the material and historical process;
but he reconstitutes himself, regains his unity and rhythmically pro-
nounces his ewn dissolution as well as his return.

When it is set forth in rhythm, a materialist discourse appears as joy
ripped with pain. A rhythm that multiplics language and withdraws from
its transcendental position is propelled by pain; rhythm is the enunciation
of 2 pain that severs the *'self,” the body, and each organ. That pain is
experienced as such as soon as a word (signified, signifier) is posited. It is
drained only after having pelted all words circulating within, before,
and after the enunciating subject. Only through this multiple schiztic
pain can the process of the subject, matter. and history be formu-
lated—spoken—as a dialectical process, that is, as ore and hetero-
geneous. So Heraclitus was the misanthrope, the fragmenter, divider,
and separator. And Sade was the stage director for pain as the scene
of unconsciousness and jouissance—spoken at last, possible after all,
And Lenin, torn between Philosophical Notebooks and What Is To
Be Done?, who arrived during the night at [his] Smolny [headquarters in
5t. Petersburg] with his body crippled by pain, and that mysterious
death .., The protectionist, bargaining, social code, made up of opaque
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units that interchange without geiting involved, subjeci-chiject irre-
mediably lost 10 euch other ... —such a code cannot become can-
celled—ecstatic—laughing-—without hurting.

The instant the aliack begins, there is loss of self and of knowledge,
the pain of schism, a brush with death, and the absence of meaning:
“there is ap instant vertigo when you reach out vour arm beyond
absolute knowledge in order to find the flower™ {p. 96) “*a bone that is
feeling a high™ {p. 162), *it's like the iniimate start of matfer now me 1
refuse i refuse 1 refuse no no no [ ... |1 won't accept the identity | feel
much teo amphibious bombing protein nucleotides hydrogen cloud initial
iridescence of helium double helix™ (p. 61), “it’s true that that frightens
them this daily crumbling of sensitive tissue pain of the gums in the
kidneys of the liver in the shoulder therc are some who would iock
themselves up with math for no more reason than there are some who
prefer rushing to a dance™ (p. 26); **so there’s the pain that rises again in
the teeth the temples in the back of the neck the pain you know it's like
extended tallied temporalized palpable joulssance who said it couldn’t be
written but of course by long suffering little fire sharp keen points that is
where you see who works and who gossips [ .. . | oh dusty conveyor bell”
(p. 32); "1 hurt everywhere when i am seized by this epilepsy from medical
greck spilepsia properly attack yes it attacks me ii takes hold of me inside-
out skeleton® (p. 121). And then, there is this rewriting of Saint Paul: ““oh
but who shall deliver me from this body without death’™ (p. 39):; *“the grave
vou carry it everywhere with you™ (p. 77).

Painful and deadly negative drive, capable of provoking schism, and
immobility, does not stop this process. The “I"” emerges again, speaking
and musicating, s0 as to reveal the material truth ol the process that
brought it to the brink of its shattering into a whirlwind of mute parti-
cles. The schizoid regains consciousness: “the schizoid becomes diplomat
enterprising unbeatable supple again post maso bird kind™ {p. 113).

His shattering has multiplied him, deprived him of human characteris-
tics, made him anonymous: “nature is for me a lake full of fish and me
fish fish fish without a complex™ (p. 63}. The *I"* has become a strange
physicist for whom the quantum particle is not merely an “external”
ohject to be observed, but also, an “internal” state ol the subject and of
experienced langvage: “the actor may indicate this by the wave funciion
of his molecule 10 escape the cycle he must crush himsell in the
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urabilical™ (p. 103); *if you wish 10 maintain the boiling point i your
room dan’t {orget thai each link is represented by a wave function with
two centers occupied by a pair of electrons emanating from two linked
atoms go on breathe vour probability of presence the clonds now replace
the (rajectories we evolve with this specteal fog any ejaculation casts a
thought not thought it really makes one burst with laughter™ {p. 106). It
cannot be pinned down bul is liable to be present. logical, thought
out—hoth wave and particle, matier coming through: *i don’t paint
being i paint the passing anyhow i don't paint anything at all  fecl really
bombed out when will we accept impermanence absence of signature
disappearance of the seal inside feet close together and goodnight”
{p. 46).

Only then does the speaking subject discover himsell as subject of a
body thai is pulverized. dismembered, and refashioned according to
the polylogue's bursts of instinciual drive—rhythm, As an area of
heterogeneous strata (drive-sound-language) that can be multiplied and
infinitized, materialist language is the language of a body never heard
and never seen. Here, there are none of Spinoza’s substances, no
Cartesian extension, nor even Leibnitz’s monads in tabular networks.
This polylogical body is a permanent contradiction between substance
and voice, as each one enters into a process ol infinite fission that begins
as they clash; substance is vocalized, voice is damped, as each is made
infinite in relation to the other. But it finally recovers the unity of speak-
ing consciousness in order o signify itself.

The subject is destabilized—Van Gogh, Artaud—and physical disloca-
tien has become its metaphor. But—and this is what is so surprising—the
subject returns. Sollers speaks of a “springing of the subject,” occurring
in order to arrange the shattering into a language, which it immediately
provides with a dismembered, countless body. Becausc some One
ermerges from this schizophrenic pulverizing and has it go through our
communal code {discoursc), a new rhythm is perceived and our body
appears as broken, refashioned, and infinite: “one hody is not equivalent
to another we are here to begin enlighicning the scale of bodics within the
stream how do you Toree the head to let it he to become conscious of all
the registers™ (p. 47); “this ability that sometimes an obstinate but fluid
subject has to remove veil by veil to untic the knots to insist on its nega-
ticn until the infinity in its always unexpected shape begins to well up



THE WOVEL AS pPOIYVIOGLE 187

aearby inside outside™ (p. 70); “curious how the animal can get a hard on
in its sleep while it is in the process of cuiting itself up how it experiences
itsell at the same time compressed gascous unit put away in drawer”
(p. 68). An animal is & physical, vocal, perheps codified whirlwind; but @t
is also cleft from its axis, from its subjective-signifying-symbolic control
point. The test of radical heterogencity comes when the signifving thesis
finds itself outside of any multiplicative experience, while the taut stretch
separating the two, Liable to break at any moment, preventing any return
to unity, makes of this suspended “‘unity™ a dead enlity: i apply this
treatment to myself by periodic massaged excitement each side occupied
with crisscrossing itself striated zones on the whale the problem is this
unit of equilibrium which causes the multiplicity to be thought ontside on
the basis of a unit that is firm on dead center” (p. 153); “never forget the
right of the deadmost™ (p. 110).°

In shert, right belongs only 1o the “*deadmost.” The deadmost alone is
capable of formulating something new. Formulation immediately be-
comes anteriority, death. it is the {primary; condition of this surprising
rebound, which is itself a (secondary) condition causing the pulverization
to speak, causing the once alientated unity to dance: “basically it is death
that is afraid of us™ (p. 87)% “‘any spontanecus formulation that is not
sought after will have to be paid for dearly™ (p. 62).

[ shall term “writer” that ability to rebound whereby the violence of
rejection, in exiravagant rhythm, finds its way into a multiplied signifier.
It is not the reconstruction of a unary subject, reminiscing, in hysterical
fashion, about his lacks in meaning, his plunges inte an underwater body.
It is rather the reiurn of the limit-as-break, castration, and the bar
separating signifier from signified, which found naming, cedification, and
language; they do this not in order to vanish at that point {as communal
meaning would have it), but in order, lucidly and consciously, to reject
and multiply them, to dissolve even their boundaries, and to use them
again . .. A reminder of the Vedas: “here 1 am i1 and again i first-horn
of the order before the gods in the navel of nondeath™ (p. 99). This is a
reaffirmed, indelible “1," tenacicusty holding on to its unity, but busy
going through it—going through itself—in all directions, crisscrossing
itself with furrows. reaching over itsell, appraising itself and conceiving
of itself in terms of all the coordinates of “geomeiry™: *‘that’s a peculiar
kind of horse this subject at a walk at a trot at a gallop before you
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hehind you under you and above vou forward motion backward motion
swallowed up swimmer worker idler and dreamer and fudger liar and
secker and speaker pillager weeper listener fleer and upemployed”
{p. 129): “how do you expect 10 live with an ungraspabic sheet of water
with a body that sees itself and sees itself that sees itself seeing itself seen
visible invisible thus ceaselessly saving good-bye that’s not a father
ma'am that’s not a mother™ (p. 107) “there is the object of sexual grat-
ification and someone who passes [or the one who experiences it buf he
who while he experiences orgasm knows one and the other is not
affected” (p. 99). So here, then, is “the sign of a more profound
geornetry that i feel in me behind me with the smell of the attic
crossroads of stitching fine network of stars dig dig unfasten ungiue send
back you get here a quick theory of envelopes algebra and arithmetic are
the doubles of this tongued wind without effect” (p. 98).

This =1 speaks/sings the indecisive movement of its own coming. Its
geonmetry—that is, the text, this “double of tongued wind”-—gathers
together into a single, formulated sequence rhythm and meaning, erased
presence, and a reconstructed or mimed presence where it scans-and-sig-
nifies the truth of its production and death, It gocs from the *subjective”
to the “objective,” then back again to the “subjective,”” and so forth
without end: ““i had nothing of the oulside save an interrupied circular
perception i wasn’t able to determine if the water had a backdrop of
vegetation the color green was perhaps simply the reflection of the shut-
ter” {p. 11); “'1 want to be alone understand alone when 1 want to as
bathed aired as on the first morning™ {p. 36).

But such an asserted “1,”” hypostasized and unshakeable in its twisted
multiplications, conscious of the truth of its practice, docs not insist on
truth for its speech. This is not mysticism saying, 1 am the truth.” The
polylogue savs, “i truth i have a right to lie in the manner that suits
me” (p. 35). For this polylogical 1™ speaks of a before: before logic,
before language, before being. A fefore that 1sn’t even unconscious; a
“before” all “*hefore-unconsciousness”’—shock, spurt. death; a collision,
then-—stasis of sound, then—heterogeneity ol the “representamen,” the
“other,” “language,” “1," “speech,” . .. then-—an inrush of shock, spurt,
and death. One cannot even say that this “before™ has in fact taken
place, because if “'it has taken place,” it is only because *'[ says so;
otherwise, this before, in relation to the “‘I‘” constitutes a “knot,” a

1
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‘not,” that is. negativity, Yet. any “*I"7 that ventures into this “before™
has no guarantee of “*being' or of “truth” in its speech other than
intonation, melody, song, and the twisting effect it inflicts on language by
making it speak in a fulure tense that i menacing to those comlortably
saiisficd with the presenr-—with “beings” commemorating a “‘Being”
that, neveriheless, remains presentable. in A, on the other hand, the
I is the crest of a melodious bzfore and an inumediate, logical

PR

present
future, flashing like fightning for whoever has pot heard the echo of the
Before and has not zone there on his own. This 17 is just present enough
ic open the present into a deuble infinity, an immemorial before and an
historically ravaging immediateness: ““as for me | speak of misappropria-
tion from before the before let him who has the spark be enlightened with
the deduction at the source which they never viscerally suspected it's
something entirely different a fight here with knives between what
traverses me and the set brow that used to be called demonic don't believe
for a minute the deluders who tell you thar it isn't true at all the term
prophet came into use around 980 concerning passion in its physical sense
in the twelfth they said prophesy from the greek prophétés literally he who
says in advance check it out yoursclf at least thosc of you not too
entrenched where do 1 get this insolence 1 don’t know yes it is really himit-
less” (p. 30).

“Who says kello™?—hello, Yesha'yahil, [saiah. Tt is “I.,” present to
signify the process that exceeds it, and only for that. It is neither One,
paranoid, set in his mastery. Nor is it an Other, prophesying because he
is cutting & dangerous after (logical, naming, castrating) away from an
inaccessible hefore (instinctual, maternal, musical). But it is the verp
process iiself, where One and Other are stases, moments of pause: a
natural-semiotic-symbolic process, invelving heterogencity and contra-
diction: *i kind of like when malaise misunderstanding grow in thick-
ness the whirlwind must come into being there mavbe they'li make
me kick myself oft in the end accused as i am of wanting the (wo and at
the same {ime proposing scisston they sce it as manichacism while the
rumbling in their stomachs doesn’t make the multiple voice one and
bound multiple divided bound saying the one mulliple the non-one the
always and never multiplc oh my void you alone faithful i shall go so far
as saying tender and {aithful and cutting horrible soft punctual terrify-
ing” {p. 35%
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& floating signifier? & senseless flow that produces its own signifiance:
“what a profession being the so-called floating signifier or rather the
waler that signifies itsell by itself”” (p. 59). Thus impersonal, in shori,
speaking (in) the name of no cne—not even in its {own) “proper name,”
bui sapiag what is keard: “he shall not speak on his own but evervthing
he hears he shall say” (p. 181). This is the Aungusiinian formula referring
to the “hely spirit” in De Trinitate. Bui, within this register, to what can
"in the names of” refer? An excess in the function of the Father or of the
Son; the ideal procecdings apainst the One and against Naming itself?

The transfinite in language, as what is “beyond the sentence,” is
probably foremest a going through and heyond the naming. This means
that it is a going through and bevond the sign, the phrase, and linguistic
finitude. But it is also and simultanecusly that of one’s “proper name™;
an indexing that gives an identity to entity if, and only if, it has such
entity proceed from a symbolic origin where the law of social contract 15
concealed.

H introduced proceedings against boith naming and the (proper)
Name by positing and then acknowledging their constraini. Proper
MName—pseudonym-—releasing the two in a burst of laughler that attacks
the son's identity—but also that of the “artist.” Sentence-sequence-nar-
raticn—and an excess of their significations (in which so many readers of
Lois became trapped) localizable in a process of indefinitely, infinitely
movable centers. Nothing proceeds from anything; infinity is invented
through colliding, heterogeneous, and contradictory bursts where “what
proceeds” (naming and the Mame) is only a set whose existence depends
on infinity thrust aside; here, however, the logical grd heterogeneous
infinity (s no longer kept out of the way, it returns and threatens all
nonlindl existcnce.

SHATTERING THE FAMILY

There is a sober quality in & that consists in the light contour of music,
an avoidance of overloading sequences with narrative, and 2 logical and
permanent awakening in the very drift of syllables—frustrating the
hysleric, disappointing the obsessed, getting on the fetishist’s nerve, and
intriguing the schizoid,
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F says that whal delermines these reactions iles within the domain of
ine Phallic Mother, Any subject posits himsell in relation io the
pnallus—ihat much everyone undersiands. That the phatlus could be the
mother i3 something often said, but here we are all stopped short by this
“truth™: the hysteric, the obsessed, the fetishist, and the schizoid. itis a
focus of attention that drives us crazy or perhaps allows os {0 remain
afloat when the thetic (the symbolic) lets go. The phallic mother has
possession of our imaginaries because she controls the family, and the
imaginary is familial. The alternatives used to seem set: either the Name-
of-the-Father transcending the family within a signifier that, in fact,
reproduces its dramas; or the phallic Mother who gathers usg all into
orality and anality, into the pleasure of fusion and rejection, with a few
lirnited variations possible. Either you stay spastic and aphasic, or a fan-
tasy takes root in you and clears the way for a polymorphism that eats
away at accepied social codes—but can also be their repressed accom-
plice. Or you have this Phallic Mother enter into your language where
she enables yvou to kill the master signifier—hut also reconstitutes that
ultimate and lenacious repression seizing you in the veils of the “genital
mystery” (Nerval, Nictzsche, Artaud) . ..

No language can sing unless it confronts the Phallic Mother. For all
that it musl not leave her untouched, outside, opposite, against the law,
the absolute esoteric code. Rather, it must swallow her. cat her, dissolve
her, set her up like a boundary ol the process where “I” with
“she”—""the other,” “‘the mother” —becomes lost. Who is capable of
this? I alone am nourished by the great mother,” writes Lao Tzu. In the
past, this was called “the sacred.” In any case, within the experiencing of
the phallic, maternal mirage, within this consummated incest, sexuality
no longer has the gratifying appeal of a rcturn to the promised land.
Know the mother, first take her place, thoroughly investigate her
jouissance and, without releasing her, go beyond her. The language that
serves as a witness to this coursce is iridescent with a sexuality of which it
does nol “spealk’™; 1t turns it into chythm—it is thythm. What we take for
a mother, and all the sexuality that the maternal image commands, is
nothing but the place where rhythm stops and identity is constituted.
Who knows? Who says so? Only rhythm, the de-signating and dissolving
gesture, scans (f.

The son’s incest is a meeting with the other, the first other, the mother.
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Et is rhe penctration of a heterogeneous terrain, the absorption of its
bursting, and the alliance of the bursting of the “proper” that foliows.
The poct's jouissance that causes him to emerge from schizophrenic
decorparealization 1s the jouissance of the mother: “who was able 15 able
will be able to kiss his deep mother on the mouth and sense arising
radiating the triple and one rejoicing” (p. 164); *i had my mother in a
drearn clearly silhouetted clean alluring™ {p. 138}, “what causes the poet
to have first a definite taste of menstrua in the mouth and why it is not
reasonable 1o ask him to talk as if he had not losi his baby ieeth”
{p. 143); “it’s the whirlwind no need to insist io make one believe there is
a thought on this side nervous non-thought read to me slowly il's not
<bout a crisis we are in a mess in fact what remains here i1s always
childish free fall the difficulty lies precisely in accepting that the mother
be this slow oh so slowly broken from the species would that she were
blind what here’s the secret would that she were this slow blind fall and
whore despite the appetite support but don't hope to see her without
smashing yoursell in™ (p. 127).

It is a strange sort of incest where “Oedipus™ comes out locking like
Otrpheus-—singing—and where Jocasta remains blind. It involves a
reversal of roles; the mother's power, engaged and directed towards
refashioning & harmonious identity, is exhausted. Oedipus, made into a
hero through the unconscious support from Jocasta, rctraces his steps to
a before all of this happencd--so as to know; his is a refusal to accept
blindness, a demystification of the female sphinx, and a forsaking of
Antigone. The Greek myth is deflated, replaced by a non-Qedipal incest
that opens the eves of a subject who is nourished by the mother. The
Phallic Mother-—as blinding pillar of the polis and unconscious buttress
of the laws of the city—is apprehended, comprehended, and thrust aside.
The subject of this drama can in no way be a “citizen” —neither Qrestes,
murderer of his mother. nor Oedipus, castrated trustee of a invisible
knowledge, occult wise man, tragic support of political religion, The
*actor” subject, “poet’” banished from the Republic because he has shot
through his maternal pedestal, abides in the margins of society by waver-
ing between the cult of the mother and the playful, laughing, stripping
away of its mystery. By the same token, he eludes all codes; neither
animal, god, nor man, he is Dionysius, born a second time for having had
the mother.
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His aracular discourse, split (signifier/signified) and muldiiplied (in its
sentential and lyrical concatenations), carries the sear of not inerely the
traumie but also the trivmph of his baitle with the Phallic Mother: *vou
haven't sufficiently noticed that the double dimension of oedipal lan-
guage reproduces in inverted form ihe double dimension of the oracle
oidos swollen foot oida i know while sucking his thumb grapes of corinth
they also say the laws at a higher moment's notice defining the animals
helow the gods abeove one and another pawns isolated on the chess-
board of the polis out of play rupture of the game moral whoever wants
to leave without for that matter buving glasses white cane while listening
carefully to the whee whee when the animal finally falls without him we
would know nothing what a view into backness irue surpassing of the
soothsayer in short there are two ways of being blind one in the future
the other in the past [ ... ] or else go take a walk in the schizoo when 1
say kill father sleep with mother go away eveless from where one comes
got to understand that it takes place on the same body right hand left
hand [...] do you know whal he does alter having disappeared at
colonus because antigone was beginning 1o get ‘im pissed off he returns
on the road to thebes he notices that the female sphinx is surfacing again
oh well once again he kills it but forewarned by the previous experience
he doesn’t tell anyone and ve'know buzzes off far real far sometimes he's
here among you aggricved look for being so badly thought of badly
understood” (p. 158).

The war, however, is never over and the poet shall continue indefinitely
to measure himsell against the mother, against his mirror image—a
partially reassuring and regenerative experience, a partially castrating,
legislating and socializing ordeal: “it’s the old woman's vengeance
furious at having becen deciphered saying that’s it isn't it it’s finished
buried once and for all that pig you are free my little darlings i squat on
his grave reproduce the dead end ask your questions have respect for the
bar it’s me it’s the law i anus in the superego i bring you the child of an
inhurmed guy's night™ {(p. 158).7 The luster surrounding Mallarméan
mystery is shatiered, as is the tragedy firmly and entirely anchored in
class struggle. For the subject, howcver, this tragedy is primarily an-
chored in the somber and blinding region of the maternal phallus. What
follows is the aggressive and musicated discourse of a knowledge that
attacks phallic power each time it sees it constituting itself under the
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regis of the mother. Yei it never forgets to draw forih the truth that this
conflict lets escape,

Whence the warning that conjures up the Cinv of God: *'the greati
mother lends to come back with ber castrasies as she does each time the
ground opens up before hoiling™ (p. 49); “‘when thought is impeded it’s
hecause it has come and gathered around a name a desire for » name for
a navel” {p. 52}. He who thinks he is a2 man is merely the appendage of a
mother. Does that make Man a fantasy of the Phallic Mother? **. . man
as such does not exist [...] the shadow of mama shaping her penis
evervwhere™ (p. 113 just like the Primitive Father, by the way, “what is
all this talk about a man who could have every woman if not a woman's
fantasy™ (p. 137).

Procreation: the mother’s pregnancy, that unshakahle buttress of every
social code, insures continued repression: “as if science’s postulate was at
the beginning woman made pregnant™ {p. 137) “mister totem misses
taboo the dessert & la stabat mater” {p. 137). It also insures, by the same
stroke. the power of the Phallic Mother underlying any tyrannical orga-
nization as she is present in any unconscious desire: *“‘the mama the
mama of great big papa { . .. ] mother on the right father on the left and
the right side has the left side killed and the right side gets hold of the tip
of the left side which it hides under its litt'l skirt which generates the
indefinite laying of the gne excluded from the middie™ (p. 137¥ “"the cult
of the goddess reason always scemed (o me to be a negative argument
against robespierre there's still some of mama inside it reeks of a sub-
missive son fine student still although the soprano on the altar that was
daring from that point of view we haven't progressed that much” (p. 70).
The occult, the esoteric, and the regressive rush in as soon as the sym-
bolic surface cracks and allows the shadow of the travestied mother to
appear--its secret and its ultimate support.

But why is the spcaking subject incapable of uttering the mother within
her very self? Why is it that the “mother herscl™ does not exist? Qr that
what f5 (what is said) has a mother who can only be phallic? And whence
the insuperable oral stage? ** . .. you're all stuck ai the eral” (p. 75).°
The difficulties of gathering into a specular space the motility of a pre-
mature human body, pulverized by Instinctual drive: that is the difficulty
of identification that the mother is particularly partial to—-is that an
unavoidable backdrop? Transtorming this identifving support into an
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Other—ime the place of & pure signifier—meintaing the presence of g
maternal, substamiisl, and sgo-related opacity in the shadows. The
mother reemerges as the archetype of the imfinitely interchangeabls
ohiect of the desiring quest. Thus oaly by puncturing this place of a
“pure sigaifier” can we also and simultaacously deflate the maternal sup-
pott upon wiich the significr sstablishes itsell. and vice versa. Then, what
about the desiring quest? It becomes a desite {or appropriation by
maternal language: “i'm not talking ro you in the name of the phallie
anal this pisses you off like me nor in the name of the father the son or
the trading post nor in the name of the thieving genital no but of genius
spread the newness of tomorrew the amdsuperman the nongod nonmean
the nonunique the excesses in dormitories because at last | ask you what
becomes of death in your neighborhood { . . . 1 your birth smacks vou in
the face you hear breathing =asier the rights of what wag there before vou
i pass through you 1 do not pass through you #'s you who chooses my
amoeba™ (pp. 75-76).

To rediscover the intonations, scansicns. and jubitant rhythims preced-
ing the signifier’s position as language’s position is to discover the voiced
breath that fastens us to an undifferentiaied mother, to a mother who
later, at the mirror stage. i3 altered into a maternad language. 1t 15 also to
grasp this maternal language as well as to be free of it thanks 1o the sub-
sequently rediscovered mother, who is at a streke (a linguistic and logical
siroke, mediated by the subject’s position), pierced, siripped, signifizsd,
uncovered, castrated, and carried away into the symbolic. This is the
text—detached from orality, set within the symbolic thesis of a tanguage
already acyuired before puberty.

Perhaps what is invelved is the possibility of reaciivating the
experience of early childhood (ihe Cedipal stage), after the period of
latency, into puberty, and undergeing the crisis of this particular reacti-
vation in the midst of language, with no delayed action, directly on the
body “proper.” and within the already ripe symbolic-logical system that
the subject will have at its disposal in his fuiure experience. This “second
birth”—this Djonysiac birth—probably comes ai the moment of puberiy:
then the stbject and the Oedipal, maternal body come togeiher again, her
power collides with the symbolic (which the malure subject-body has
already wnastered during the period of latency), and the subject
experiences the irauma of this collision. At that point, either the subject
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subimits {nextricably 1o a reactivated OQedipal experience. or he and his
semiotic capability flee beyond the burnt out, distracting mother who
threatens symbolic unity, but who is ultimatcly carried along within a
serniotic process, where the subject is alternately put together and pulled
apart,

From a careful reading of Lois and A, it becomes clear through the
numergus evocations of childhood situations—the Gironde region, the
carden, the family. the factory, sisters, workers, friends, and games—
that Sollers granis a great deal of importance to the period of latency as
a true laboratory where this storehouse of evocations, this semiolic,
more-than-linguistic stroke, is worked out, which allows the subject to
break through the pubescent reactivation of the Oedipal experience. This
consequently lets the subject reconnect with his own oral, anal, and
phallic stages and to function within the complete gamut of the body,
language, and the symbolic. Does this, then, make the “poet” a subject
who, toward the end of his childhood, did not simply stop and forget but
now roams over his own backlands and, like an anamnestic child finds
his phallic mother again, thus leaving a trace of their conflict in the very
language he uses? As a result, that spoken incest places him on the brink
where he could sink into the delirium of a schizoid that successfully
breaks through everything but the mother; he could zlse, under the same
momentum, although by dialecticizing the rediscovered mother, on the
one hand, and the signifier ripencd at the moment of latency, on the
other, by pitting them against each other, produce what is #ew in “cul-
ture.”” The innovater, then, would be that child that doesn’t forget.
Neither blind Qedipus nor warring Orestes trampling the mother
underfoot, but a subject who ceaselessly searches through his latent
memary for whatever might allow him to resist an invoked and rejected
mother,

From this moment. every “‘she” has a place in this configuration,
Every hysterical woman, as symptom of symbolic weakness in relation to
the overflowing instinctual drive, index of a poorly controlied phallus,
and drama of the word/body separation whosc flash-spasm the poet
alone can hear and whose lesson he alone can integrate; “the hysterical
woman's mouth is our radar™ (p. 67); “‘it can fecl in a flash what years
could never have revealed” (p. 88); “‘resonant mercury separating the
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germs divergence of dye especially with women while man tends to bury
himscl under words because he still doesn’t know how to et the words
bury the words” {p. 117)—such is *Man’s” mistake, which the “‘poet,”
who has learned from the hysterical woman will not make.

The hysterical woman, as woman, as the other, heterogeneous to the
“poet,”” represents what poetic discourse brings about but whal man is
not {i0 the extent that he does exist); *‘she™ is this “disunited unity
unilied into the unique and muoltiplied multifold” (p. 130), which hs
cxpericnces only in a text.

This is why he must necessarily and constantly measure himsell
against her, confront her by inventing a new meaning for love. Evoking
Joyce: “the other one is right to say that finally a hero matters little if he
has noi also lived with a woman that lofly airs without this multiple
xperience in the minuscule allow the maximum amount of illusion to
subsist” {p. 22). And love? .. . what new relationship male female i've
been looking lor this lorever al bottom alone with all quicker lighter
brighter” (p. 102): “just the samc 1 say love out of personal taste for
paradox because of course little to do with the filth for sale under that
label just the same we need revolutionary romanticism a particular
serious new style brilliant resolute a vice that obeys us qualified partners
{...]onthe contrary i say that with that we settle at the heart of power
we overthrow it if we hold firm on obscure points whatever the case may
be 1 want to sce people come while they’re wondering why' (p. 56).
Otherwise, we revert back to notions of God, the exiled negauve, and
mythical fusion, Opposed to this, and in support of the “new relation-
ship,” we must ““think” love—that is, wc must impregnate it with
negativity, contradiction, and conflict; we must display, as a watermark,
its constitutive hatred: “bearing the hate of someocne who hates you is not
unworthy and i am sick if it is so to hate your enemies hate is older than
love™ (p. 167). The “new relationship™ involved here is consequently dia-
metrically opposed to familial, mothering, and domestic tranquillity. The
closest comparison would be “'the big bang hypothesis inspiration expira-
tion the galaxies move apart from each other as if they were located ona
balloon that was being quickly inflated there is the sensation that we
must ask of coitus without which what a bore the yarn about fusion
captation the manger the stable the moo moo of the beauty and the
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.5 He?" “Bhe? Each s split apart, wisted. infinitized,
1o the other s place, giving 1t back, an enemy. alone, incomprehen-
sible, dissolved, harmonizing, making war again elsewhere, surer, trucr:
“thus the point is to mold onesell exacily on ihe enemy iike the enemy in
the spouse and the spouse in the enemy that's the way he himself offers
you viciory one wants the other and his other is other and you are alone
with the sunset™ {p. 124}; “real netting of the bedmate who has become
an accomplice in murder doesns’t stop me {rom liking the horse in you
galloping nobte savage” (p. 94},

She?—"here there’s a moement when the zird looks at vou and says i
am you you're happy that i'm you™ (p. 144).

He—*he the specialist in reverse pregnancies” (p. 10).

She-He?—as the crisscrossing of sexual differences, as the splitting of
“1's,” or as avoidance, since cach one bestows deficiency on the other;
“these women thelr party is taut under rock toward chiidbearing the men
want to avoid death theorem their desires cross™ (p. 60); “vou're my little
bov and i'm vou maother very depraved observing vou young beautiful
supple vour living zipper™ (p. 38); with death running the show, shatter-
ing every emtity: “and cach bone exploded by layers arms getting longer
and longer { ... ] but there is the other's torture trusting and burning and
i already know how she won't ever get to know i see her already eves
open incredulous crammed full of life and scents carried away blown out
like a torch are you able to touch her punctured skull to weigh it to enter

it in the race and to laugh just the same to continue isn't that the moment
when you crack up” (p. 84).

Romeo? fuliet? They are dissonant: “it’s true that i would kill you with
to0o many carcsses and he detestable matrix of death i damn well will force
your rotten mouth open [ ... ] they can’t feel from in there this unex-
pected aspirated jouissance the one since ever on the horizon the retained
excess flare let’s go come and die where vour life was™ {pp. 84-83%; and
even more clearly: “shall 1 ever be a sharp parcel of her breath shall 1 ever
succeed in making a bank dissolving of hanks in its reflection i understand
him who savs no i'll siop when the last one has been freed until then t want
to hear only dissonances i refuse to sign the prepared agreement™ (p. 148).

MNow we can understand thar the iogic of this place where negativity
causes jouissance is foreign to the Togic of genealogy and paternal-fitiai
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cumeralion, in shord, forcign to procreaiion, This is 2 placs of deplstjon,
Iying athwart that of the reproduction of the species, refusing its abscluie
regulaiion with 2 hiack sase ihal here, as elsewhere, avoids the tragic
with a laugh: ¢ propose to provide for as of new a central area for
reproduction with feminine intercsts set forih irom head 1o oot national
assemblies of huckstering fathers stock exchange of proper names [ . ]
wiih a normalization of sundry homosezual practices [ ... | sgic sodom
gomorrha international council™ {69-70),

The reproductive function, sustained by 2 homosexuality ({nar-
cissism—tapping by the mother) that is unaware of itsell, engenders the
Father—the figure of a power against whiclk the “actor” rebels and
whose fissure preciscly induces him to explore the maternal territory.
Thus, next to the Phallic Mother, but more noticeable than she, and
hence less dangerous than she, the Frimitive Father arises. The Freudian
vision in Torem and Taboo is deciphered as a homosexual conspiracy in
which brothers kill the father to take the mother for themselves. But,
before restoring paternal power in the form of a paternal righs, they
imdulge in homosexual practices under the primal mother’s imaginary
grip: “*finally the primordial father was simply a tall crazy woman and
freud was right to recall that guys in cxile base their organization on
mutug! feelings they foreswear the use of liberated women it scares them
shitless they see again in their dreams that butchered father who is none
other than mama knowing the ropes and discased™ (p. 128}, Similarly,
Laius, Qedipus’ father, “‘disobeyed the oracle who forbade him to
procreate but on the other hand as he was a fag like everyone else and as
he’s supposed to have forgotten himself one day in a woman you get the
picture™ (p. 163). The procreator, an uncenscious genetrix, who accom-
plishes the Phallic Mother's desire, is thus the antoaym of the “actor,” of
the “poct.” The latter, preserved from the reproductive chain, is at the
same time preserved from soctality and the social sexwal code—normal
or abnorimal; “leave the ballroom where the judge dances giued to his
favoritec lawbreaker go deeper leave "om alone you've got no truck with
them™ (p. 27). He is also preserved from guihority and {tom coded
mastership: “vou should procreate how do you expect anyone to take
vour word without that™ {p. 79). Whence, once again, the “poet’s” com-
plicity with the hysterical-phobic woman who suspects that the lather is
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castraied: “enormous difference of the davghier who was able physically
to ascertain the father’s filthiness she can bscome exceptionally our ally
how do we liberate the woman from woman that is the question likewise
how do we rid the guy of the guy and maybe then everybody outside of
their beundaries the real session could begin™ (p. 37).

And vet, since ihe symbolic network not only resists the onrush of
music, and since the subject’s unity not only refrains from crumbling into
the “schizoo’ but, pluralized, sets up an analytical polylogue in all of his
peregrinations, consequently, the paternal function—inasmuch as it is
symbolic function, a guarantee of nomination, symbolization, and
superecgoistic (even pulverizable) resurgences——persists eternally. The
(ather’s death accelerates the analysis of the Phallic Mother: it reopens
access to the negativity of drive; but it also probably favors its insertion
in a signifier that was never so completely liberated and mastered at the
same tume. The father’s first name shows up at the very beginning of H,
just as, later on, one encounters the Asiatically calrn image of the father
planiing orange trees (p. 139). They are an imaginary accomplishment,
recognizing this symbolic, or one could say “paternal” function that the
“I[” henceforth assumes; yet, far from providing the subject with either
family or power, this function makes of him an innumerable and
infinitizable exile from social sets: **and he puts his right hand on me i
mean that i put it there myself but in a rather special way that would
really take too long (o explain but that in any case uses a rather signifi-
cant qualitative jump to keep the two of the one divides into two and he
tells me don’t worry “bout it i am the first and the last and so we have
time to gas together 1 am living 1 was dead but now i am living in a way
that you will never stop suspecting [ . .. | anyhow they can’t do anything
against my missile ground ground ground air let him who has ears listen”
{p. 28; ground air = sol air = Sollers [Ed.]).

The paternal funciion: internal structuration ol the polylogical process,
condition of separation from maternal rivythm, positing of an 1" that is
stable and here, by means of a spoken incest, multipliable.

When all protagonists in what was the family become functions within
the signifying process, and nothing more, the family loses its reason to
exist. It withdraws before something else, something still invisible, an
other social space serving the polylogizing subject: perhaps, it withdrew
before the contradictory association of jouissance and work?
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STRATIFIED TIMI. HIETORY AL INFINITIZED
TGTALITY

Since the family has its famifial time—the time of reproduction. gencra-
tions, life and death, the linear~phallic time within which and in relation
to which the familial son-daughter-subject thinks itself—shattering the
family through rhythmic polylogue puts an end to that time,

Still, the time of the polylogue is not pause in time, either: some out-
side-of-time rediscovered by the 1" in analvsis who breaks through his
symbolic screen and plunges into a receptacle where the unconscious
holds itself protected and in reserve, without time or negation, but who
returns within the act of writing, outlining this division under the guise of
an i/she-he contradiction. This timelessness, which is staged in Drame
and, 10 a lesser degree, in Nombres,® is no longer called for with the
“springing of the subject™ in Lois and H. Here, time reappears and, with
the legical-symbolic thesis, the “T7 rediscovers the thread of succession,
deduction, and evelution. Bui the rhythm that scans this thesis turns the
thread into a broken path with multiple edges, an infinity of forks,
returns to the same furrows, and departures into other dimensions. It
turns it into an unlikely “‘topology™ that totalizes every possible and
intaginable zone (history of thought, history of art, history of conguests,
history of revolutions, and history of class struggle). infinitizing them the
one through the others. It is Hke a Phenonienoiogy of the Mind, with
chapters shuffled like playing cards, their piecing together revealing
recursive determinations, trans-temporal causalities, and achronic
dependencies that Hegel--a teleologist of the evolutionary finile who
proceeded by closing cycles—could not have imagined. In H, there are no
sel cycles—they open up and crisscross.

This is not a Proustian ““recovered time” where concatenation of
sentences harkens the story back to its familial penesis, even if it allows
isell 1o be broken or rhythmically measured by a panchronic and uncon-
scious pro-ject. Time tn £ is stratified, polypheonic time; the genesis of
the family plays only one scorc among many others, literally jolted by
the sudden appearance of other paths, brief flashes, condensed echoes of
otherwise interminable chronologics. Almost every sequence is recovered
time, zlthough it lasts but the time of a breath, of an intonation, or of
one or more juxtaposed and imbricated sentences. Thereupon the sub-
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seguent sequence emcrges out of anoiber chronsiogy, and condenses an
entirely different time. The rapidity that A produces is in fact ihe
rapidity with which temporal changes 1ake place; it departs from logical
maslership, the calm rigor of utterances, and the permanent rationality
of the subject of enunciation, crossing unscathed the boundaries of each
sequence. What moves quickly 1s not linguistic ttme nor intonational
sequences; slthough briell they in fact calm the text by means of their
periodic flow, even to the point of making it monotonous, as some {eel
indian music 1o be. What really moves along quickly is the nerpetually
dividable story. First, it is taken rom different “domains,” as ¢an be
scen from the list of names that arc evoked: Goethe (Dichrung und
Vahreit), Homer (The Hiad, p. 11), Overney (p. 12),"* Halderlin {p. 16),
USSR-India-USA (p. 5%, Stalin-Lenin-lasalle-Hegel-Heraclitus (p.
673, an ailing Freud (p. 73), oppositions to Freud (p. 31, Don Juan (p.
86), Mozart and Nietzsche (p. 873, Rumi{p. §9), Mozart (p. 8%), Purcell
{p. 90}, Joyce (p. 90}, Charcot {p. 92), Mallarmée (p. 103), Marx (p. 107,
Sade (p. 109), Nietzsche and Socrates (p. 113). Stalin's daughter (p. 114),
Leibnitz (p. 114}, Spinoza (p. 114), Marx-Engels and Nietzsche again,
along with the Vietnam war {p. 115}, Holderlin (p. 119}, Lenin-Epicurus
{p. 119}, Hegel and Plato (p. 119}, Mallarmé rewritten (p. 123), the
Greeks (p. 123), Melville (p. 126), Mao (“the infinite flow of absolute
truth,” p. 125), the Biturige pcopie {p. 141). the child Goethe (p. 145),
Gorgias (p. 110}, Euripides and Pindar (p. 122), Aristotle, Aeschylus,
Purcell {p. 122}, Nerval (p. [23), Engels and Bachofen (p. [23),
Copernicus (p. 156), Baudelaire as dealt with by Le Figaro {(p. 162),
Greek paeans {p. 165), again Mallarmeé rewritten (p. 164}, Pound (p.
172y, Freud on bomosexuality (p. 132), Nerval with the Prince of
Aquitatne (p. 139), Monteverdl {(che gloria il morir per desio della vit-
toria, p. 142). the Brahmins (pp. 142-43), Descartes-Napolgon (p. 143),
Socrates (p. 148}, Céline, Beckett, Burroughs {p. 151}, Lautréamont {pp.
153-54), Van Gogh (p. 154}, Lenin {p. 182) . .. This list is far from com-
plete, but it eventually provides an (approximate) idea of the meander-
ings of # through what is known as the history of philosophy. science,
religion, and art, By means of these circuits and short-circuits, these
scparate ficids cease 1o b the shreds of one ““specilic history™ to become
the heterogenecus moments of a poly-logical, poly-temporal subject; the
reader is asked to refashion within his own semiofic process “‘specific
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temporalisies” {ari. science. politics, sconomicsy and the ecuceptional
adventures of “great men.” These are indices of the “springing of the
subject” into and through his own dissoiution into the masses, among
others, and they continue 1o welgh uncomioriably on the complex-ridden,
neurotic consciousness of this or that polilical choice. Through time
expericnced and recast—heterogenegous and maltiplied—the subject who
has been calied forth, the twentieth-century subgect, is a subject of more
than tweniy centuries of histories that jgnored one another, within modes
of production that excluded one another. Let us set history to rhythm, ler
us introduce history's rhythm into our discourses, so that we might
become the infinitized subject of ali histerics—be they individual,
national, or class histories—which henceforth nothing can totalize.
Confronted with that practice in A, any historical, lincar, and “specific”
reconstitution seems narrow, penal, penalizing, and reductive of at least
one of the lines that are competing hers to sever. complement, and open
themselves—avoiding the formation of a closed loop,

There 1s, however, an axis that insures the progression of this frag-
mentation of refashioned time: the critical political position in present-
day history. To the legical thesis, disinlegrated by semiotic rhythms
within an infinite sentence. there corresponds. as concerns time, a critical
practice within contemporary history. The stage is sct with Overney from
the outset, but one alse recognizes passing figures or conligurations of
the political scenc: Messmer,'' Pompidou (p. 134), the Palcstinians at the
Munich Olympic Games (p. 153), [ascists massuacring Jews; Laurence, a
childhood friend, and her vellow star (p. [40), Mao's reception of the
Japanese Prime Minister (p. 172), the Lin Piao *“‘affair” (p. 168). the
idiocy of academic discourse (“‘that seven horned sheep of a reading
expert,” pp. 30, 148), the accejerated rhythm of the polylegue identifying
with the pace of industrial work (p. 92). and so on. Class conflicts, the
shiiting of the historical axis, the entry of China into world history, and,
gradually, the ideological siruggle, here and now: thus is the historical
space elaborated where the subject posits himself in order to refashion
time—the time of subjectivity and. through it, a new historical time.
Without this space. there can be no polylogue: neither rhythm, nor mul-
tiplied meaning, nor totalized, stratificd, infinitized time.

By this T mean that # would not be conceivable if it were not political.
There could be no polylogical subject without this new—stratified, mul-
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tiplied, and recurring—political topos, which demonsirably has nothing
(o do with classical, dogmailc, and merely lingar political positions that
incarnate a familial time structure within a familial discourse. The
inseparability of politics and polylogue appears as the guarantee of a
meeting between the subject’s unsettling process and that of history, Fail-
ing such meeting, there is either insanity or dogmatism—always solidary,
like the two sides of a coin. Historicaily significant, the bourgeois class,
the very one that was responsible for forging a notion of history, has had
no poelry and has censured madness. its successor, the petty hourgeoisie,
at best rehabilitated madness, but it lacks a sense of history: “*there is by
definition no bourgeois poetry just as there is no petty bourgeois history™
(p. 141). New historical forces, if they exist, will have no choice but to
impose themselves in other ways; that is, through a polylogical politics:
“a form of life has grown old it’s done for bring on the next one” (p.
1617,

The kind of upheaval now required involves more than a change in
class power. We are now faced with a monumental requirement. We
must transform the subject in his relationship to language, to the sym-
bolic, to unity, and to history. Until recently, this kind of revolution took
the form of religion: *‘as if the new subject was not primarily the one
riseil {rom the dead in other words he who absolutely doesno’t give a
damn forever and forever climbing out of potter’s field with his little red
and gold flag that's why christianity is a tragic or comic misinterpreta-
tion” {p. 65). A also listens to the time of Christianity, perhaps more
closely than anyone today, in order to grasp the truth of monotheism
that it sets forth; namely, that neither subject nor history can exist
without a confrontation between challenging process (semiotics, produc-
tion, class struggle} and wnity (symbolic, thetic, phallic, paternal, of the
state). H does this with the aim of leading us through and beyond Chris-
tianity: “he’ll come the new subject it’s messianic thinking not really only
that we move forward in disorder on all fronts strudel leaves™ (p. 73).

H inserts us into the momentum of death held in abeyance—that is, of
time. A splinters and refashions our language, cur body, and our time. H
infuses our identity with a sense of siruggle to have us desire social con-
flict and no longer separate the one from the other. In France today,
“death lives a human life you can check it out yourself every night just
lock at the newscaster on the tv absolute knowledge has come into being
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periog” (p. 41). So 1 accepi completely the coming of class struggle it
does not affect my inierests no second thoughts ahout it no bank account
no subjective obelisk to polish i'm [ooking far peints at which to
intervens little finger right {oot carlobes wrisis 1op of the shoulders P've
been really on top of it for vears now™ (p. 27).

Traditionally, {ime has been divided o two opposing modes—irredu-
cible, split, both symptom and cause of schizoild condition. The first is an
atemporal "‘basis” from which there surges an infimitely repeatable,
resounding Impulse, cutting an jnaccessible eterniry into uniform or dif-
ferentisted instants. The second is the, let me call it “biblical,” swe-
cession of numbers. chronologicat development, evolution with an infinite
goal; this is generallv called historical time.

H releases from within the historical continuum certain eternally
recurrent moments. Similarly, but inversely, by situating each rhythmic
measure, each intonation, each narralive sequence, cach sentence, and
each eternal morient of personal experiencz wilhin historical develop-
ment and progression, A prevents any atemporal “basis” whatsoever
from forming. Time as révihmic agency and time as evolutive duration
meet dialectically in H, Just as they meet in language, even if every lin-
guistic performance does not reveal it. Consequently, if historical dura-
tion operates on the basis of repression. locking the ego and the superego
into an endless race toward death, seen as a race toward paradise, then
rhythm—as metered time, spatialized, volume rather than line--crops up
to remind one of what is at work beneath repression: the cost at which
repression {duration—or history, to put it brielly) achieves its goal as the
fulfillment of a sociocultural contract.

But it is an explosive encountter, for when rhythm gets rid of repressive
duration, time can stop for the subject whe has become the situs of the
intersection. Rhythm causes this stop in order to cut duration short;
duration plans it so as to impede rhythmic pain. Suicide: “write this
down a hundred times rhythm is an inferior demon but sir if the general
refers to itsell it catches fire negation that makes up the basis of cause is
the positive encounter of cause with itself and anyhow the reciprocal
action being the causality of cause cause doesn’t die out in the effect
alone [ ... ] what is the one a disqualifving limit and lenin says it in
restrained Tashion thought should emcormpass all representation and so
must be dialectical to wil divided by nature unequal altered i am thirsty
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I...] ive had coough encugh or then the courage to want also this
enough o the extreme in half a sccond it is gulped raw temptation lor it
is out of the guestion to express oncsell here during the lecture light up
no furn on the gas no jump go an come on now jump no swailow alt of
that no 1 said no the knife no the razor blades in hot water no now is the
time when you're the ration” (pp. 182-83).

Suicide stands for the accdent of this dialectical encounter between
rhythm and duration; of the pegativity that causes cach stasis to be
“deferred™ and each instance of repression to be driven towards the
limits where sociality and life disappear; and of the repression that serves
as a {foundation for ihe symbolic, for communication, and for the social
jrggernaut, Thus, it is easy to understand why striated, rhythmie, and
transfinite discourses are cathected into social logic only at the morment
of its ruptures—i.e., its revolutions. It should be equaliyv understandahle
why suicide {in Mayakovsky's case, for example) marks the failure of a
revolution: its settling down censures a rhythm that thought it could meet
and recognize itself within it. But besides revolutions? Classically and
iraditionally, when there is no revolution, there is transcendence “rescu-
ing" the subject from suicide, Divine, family oriented, humanitarian (the
list could go on forever} transcendence shifts the rhythmic time of a poly-
logical subject into a signifying or symbolic elsewhere where he exists as
a sheitered exile. Yet, there, surreptitiously, the eternal “‘basis" is
reconstituted, along with phobic homaogeveity, and once again, an
eternal—support for the Eternal—FPhallic Mother. Such a “‘rescue” is
therefore impossible for the heterogencous, material, and polylogical
experience of the subject in unsettling process. Bul whal about suicide? It
is, indeed, the ultimate gesture. if one exists, and which is prevented only
by the jouissance of regaining control—the recovery of the “I" this
“springing of the subject” against (as one says, *‘leaning against™) her,
the other, as well as against the others, the other in itself; against the
symbolic, strucluring, regimenting, protective, historicizing rhesis—to be
shifted. traversed, exceeded. made negative, and be brought to
Joulssance.

The negativity that underlies historical duration is the rejection of the
other but also of the I, of the aitered “I.”” The history that precedes us,
that is heing made all around us, that we invoke as ultimate justification
and untouchable sublimation, is buill upon negativity-rejection-death:
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and the fulcrum of this negativity is first and foremost the subjzot {tself:
put to death or suicided by society (as Artaud said of Van Gogh). This is
what A sets forth by means of its series of “personal historics,” its “case
siudies™ (Nerval, Hélderlin, Artaud, et cetera), often invisible within
“commanplace” renditions of historv, and particularly that of class
struggle. Having duradie history listen to the murder over which it sieps
ahead; having those atemporal moments when duraiion was ruptured
reason and resound, so as to extract whatever it represscs and whatever
renews it at the same time {new music, new poetry, new philosophy, new
politics}. The ruptured, inveried. and refashioned time of & induces us to
grasp a new history.

We tend 1o forget that when a twentieth-century-minded person listens
to the Eroica, for exampie, he/she is listening to time as Beethoven
experienced it when he heard the armies of the French Revolution; the
chythmic hoofbeats of their horses, the borders they opencd, and EBurope
brought together for the first time thanks to the canons . . |

Listening (o the time that fills A, T hear 2 world finally spread out.
Asia, Africa, America, and Europe are inextricably mingled by economy,
politics, radio, television, and communications satellites. Each one bears
a chronology that, instead of accepting to be quietly pigeonholed in
proper order, calls on the other, pointing out its shortcomings, even
though it wishes to be iis partner. Each one admitting of different
semiotic practices {myths, religions, art, poetry, politics) whose hierar-
chies are never the same; each system in twrn questioning the values of
the others. The subject who listens to this time could indeed and at least
“treat himself as a sonata.” as H puts it.

Is H. then a book? A text that exists only if it can find a reader who
matches its rhythrm—its sentential, biological, corporeal, and trans-fami-
lial rhythm, infinitely marked out within historical time. Already in A, as
Artaud wanted it to be. “composition instead of happening in the head of
an author will happen in nature and real space with consequently
immense objective wealth in addition impeding underhanded appropria-
tion necessitating the risks of execution™ (p. 104}, This is all possible
because someone refashioned his 1" and his language into a music ade-
quate o the continuing. splintering times. But also and at the same time,
this is possible because A has gone bevond the One in order to be writtern,
and thus calls on every “onc™ 10 venture out into the explosion that sur-
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rounds us, moves through us, refashions us and that sooner or later we
shall have to hear: **a form of life has grown old it’s done for bring on
the next one” (p. 161) or, if you take in some of H, you know that *‘all
flesh is like grass shadow the dew of time among voices™ {p. 185},

Notes

I. In Frenck slang, the letter H refers to hashish as well as to hernin, whercas in our
slang it refers mainty to heroin, The American slang word Aash would thus correspond to
Sollers’ H; thatl connotation of his tithe sheuld be kept in mind—but there are. of course, a
number of athers. [Fd.]

2. References to Sollers’ novel & {Paris; Seuil. 1973) will be made in the body of the
text: roman figures within parentheses indicate the page, italics the line. Quoiations have
baen tranzlated except when the discussion is closely textual, as in the fellowing pages, and
the points made by Kristeva would not apply to an English version. {Ed. ]

3. In French, the pronunciation of ex-schize is the same as that of evguise, the words
meaning respactively “being a former schizoid' and “exquisite.” The Surrealist reference (s
obvious in Sollers’ text, whete the word cadovre precedes ev-schize, [bd |

4. The “phonic differential,”™ which is a “signifying differential™ (Leihnitz hovers in the
background), is, bricfly put, the place and the means by which the genotext penetrates the
phenotext at the level of the signifier. wach element ol the signifier is thereby overde.
terimiined by the meaning of the lexical itern or of the sentence, and by the drives working
through phonation. The phenotext is the printed text, but it 1s tegible in the full sense of the
term onky when one explores its complea pencsis. These notions are developed in the essay,
“LEngendrement de la formule,” in Touetwrix i (Paris; Seutl, 1969y, and fa Reévalution du
fangage poétigue (Paris: Seuil, 1974). pp. 2094f. [Ed.]

5. The reference is to Schrcher’s Grundsprache, which has heen translated as “basic
language™ in the Stamdard Edition of Trewd's works. Becauwse of the connotations of
“'basic” (e.g.. “basic English™}, [ have chosen to translate it as “Tundamental language ™
The French phrase is fangie de fond. [Fd.]

&, *“la raison du plus mort” parodivs the well-known line by La Fontaine, **La raison du
plus fort est toujours la meilleure™ from the table The Wolf and the Lamb. 1t is a rough
cquivalent of “Might makes right.”” [Ed.]

7. "I anus.” implying that the noun has hecome a verb. renders the French Sanus but
leaves out the ubvivus pun; i bring you the child of an inhumed guyv's night™ feebiy
attempts to suggest the sound of the English transiation of a line by Mallarmé, 1 bring yvou
the child of an Idamean night.” In French, the analogy is closcr: “Ic Capporte Uenfani
d'une nuit d’Idumee/Je t'apporte 'enfant d'une nuit d'inhumé.” [Ed.}

8 The French. “vous &tes tous coilés & l'oral” can mean both, “you have all Aunked
your orals’ or, *vou are all glued to orality.” [Ed.]

9. Two earlier novels hy Sollers: Dramie (Paris: Sewil, 1963, New York: Red Dust.
19800, and Nombres, (Paris: Scuil. 1968}, Monthrer was the starting point of Kristeva's
essay. L' Engendrement de la formule™ (CT note 4. [Ed. ]

0. Pierre Owverney was a worker killed by a securily guard during an antiracist
demonstration outside the Renault plant at Billancourt (a Panis subucb) on February 26,
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1972 Falab ed-Din Rumi was a thirccenth century Sefist poct whose main wark s the
Mathnowd;, Jean-Baptiste Charcot (1867-1936} was a French peurologist and exnlorer of
the antarctic regions and of Greealand, the latter in his ship named Pourguor pas? [Why
ngi?y, the Biturige were ane of the tribes of Gaul, dwelling m wha: later became the Berry
province with some (pecording to Sollers) wandering to the Bordeaux remon: Gorgias
{c.4835-¢ 380 w.o) was a Gresk Sophist born in Sicily who was sent a5 ambassador 1o
Athens where he settled and tansght rheroric: Joban Jakob Bachofen [1813-1887) was a
Swiss jurist and classical scholar wha is perhaps best koown for his studies on social evole-
tion and mateiarchy as developed in bis book, Day Wurrerrech [Matriarchal daw)] Basei: B,
Schwabe, (1861 while there were arinces in the former duchy and kingdom of Agquitaine,
the phrase “"Prince of Aquitaine’ evokes, for a contemporary caltured French person. the
well-known lines from Geracd de Nervab's poem £ Desdichado, “Fe suis e ténébrenx . —le
veuf, Pinconsalé, [ Le prince & Aquitaine d fa tour abolic” [Ed.]

1t Pierre Messmer is 3 bard-ling Gaullist who wes appointed premice in 1972 by con-
servative French President Georzes Pompidou: at the Olvenpic Games in Munich {1972)
nine Tsraell athletes were seived by the Black September Organization and later killed dur-
ing & gun batlle belween the Palestinian terronists and German police: clearly. Kristeva
includes, under the geperal lerm, “fascist.”™ the Germun Nazis and French collaborators
wheo were responsible for massacring French lews, |Bd.]



8. GIOTTO'S JOY

How can we find our way through what separaies words from what is
both without a name and more than a name: a painting? What is it that
we are trving to go through? The space of the very act of naming? At any
rate, it is not the space of “first naming,’” or of the incipient naming of
the infans; nor is it the one that arranges into signs what the subject
perceives as separate reality. In the present instance, the painting is
already there. A particular *‘sign™ has already come into being. It has
organized “‘something’™ into a painting with no hopelessly separate
referent; or rather, the painting is its own reality. There is also an 7
gpeaking, and any number of *“I's” speaking differentiy before the
“same’’ painting. The question, then, is to insert the signs of language
into this already-produced reality-sign—the painting; we must open out,
release, and set side by side what is compact, condensed, and meshed.
We must then find our way through what separates the place where T
speak, reason, and undersiand from the one where something functions
in addition to my speech: something that is more-than-speech, a meaning
10 which space and color have been added. We must develop, then, a
second-slage naming in order (o name an excess of names, a more-than-
name become space and color—a painting, We must retrace the speaking
thread, put back into words that from which words have withdrawn.

My choice, my desire to speak of Giotto (1267-1336)—if justification
be neecded—relates to his experiments in architecture and color (his
translation of instinctual drives into colored surface} as much as to his
place within the tustory of Western painting. (He lived at a time when he
die had not yet been cast, whea it was far from sure that all lines wouid
lead toward the unilying, fixed center of perspective.)! I shall altempt to

First appeared in Pefnture (lanuary 1972), no, 2-3; reprinted in Polvlogiee (Paris: Seuil,
1977), pp. 383-408,



relate that experiencs, thar sranslation, that pivotal historic moment
without verbal support from any of these-—excent for a few ancedoial
although not imsignificant poinis, drawn mostly from Giorgleo Vasari?
This kind of endeavor locates myv sirategy somewhere between an
immediate and subjective deciphering and a still incoherent. heteroclitic
theoretical apparatus vet to be worked out. Primarily, @ should
emphasize that such an iiinerary implicates its subject more than it
repudiates 1i under the aegis of a scientific code. This is not an apology;
rather, 1 am calling attention to the dialectical necessity and difficulty
now facing any theory of palnting that aitempts to put forward an under-
standing of its own praciice.

WARRATION ANy THE NORM

Giotto's pictorial narrative follows biblical and evangelical canon, at
Assisi as well as at Padua, deviating from it only to bring in the masses.
In those works concermng St. Francis, the Virgin Mary, and Chrst,
mythical characters resemble the peasants of Giotto’s time. This socio-
logical aspect, however imporiant it might be to the history of painting,
shall not concern me here. Of course, it goes hand in hand with Giotto’s
disruption of space and color: il could not have come about without such
a disruption and. in this sense, [ could say that it followed.

Christian legend, then. provided the pictorial signified: the normative
glements of painting, insuring both adherence 1o social code and fidelity
to ideological dogma. The norm has withdrawn inio the signified, which
is a narrarive. Painting as such would be possible as long as it served the
aarrative; within the framework of the narrative, it had free rein. A nar-
cative signified cannot constrain the signifier (let us acecept these terms
for the moment) sxcept through the imposttion of costimieus represenia-
téon. Contrary 1o a certain kind of Buddhist or Taocist painting, Christian
painiing experienced the mass arrival of characters with thewr itineraries,
destinies. and histaries; in short, their epic.

The advent of “historics of subjects™ or “bicgraphies —symbolizing
both phylo- and onicgenetic mutations—as well as the introduction of
the principle of nasrgrive into Christian ideology and art are theoretically
jusiified by Baint Francis and his exegete Saint Bonaventura. The latter’s
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The Mind's Road (o Tod is the philosophical enunciation of a subject's
itinerary. of a series of wrials, of biography, of aarrative. If the principle
ol itinercry itseli is not new {il appears in Greek epics, popular oral
iradition. biblical legends, eic.), its formulation by Bonaventura is rela-
tively so, favoring, or simply justifying, its entry into the Christian pic-
torial art of the time by disrupling iwelve-ceniuries-old, rigid Chrstian
canon. This theoretical and artistic phenomenon fits in with a new
European soclety moving towards the Renassance and breaks with the
Byzantine tradition {portraiis and detailed but isolated scenes, lacking
sequences of images articulated within a totalizing confinuity) that
Orthodex Christianity, which had no Renaissance, preserved.

There are pictorial narrative episodes in the nave of Santa Maria Mag-
giore in Rome (fourth century), but it would seem that the oldest narra-
tive sequence pertaimng to the old Testament is in the Church of
Sant’Apollinare Nuovo in Ravenna, dating from the time of Theodoric.
In illustrated manuscripts of the sixth century, illuminations foilow a
logic of narrative episodes (cf. The Beok of Genesis at Vienna). But
Byzantine maosaics, including those at 5t. Mark’s Church in Venice,
depict detailed scenes and sequences of dramatic and pathetic scenes
without any comprehensive narrative to seal the entire fate of a
particular character.

To the contrary, the narrative signified of the Giotto frescoes at Padua
(figurc 3), through a simplc and stark Togic limited to the basic episodes
of Mary’s and Jesus' lives, suggests that the democratization of the
Christian religion was cfiected by means of biography, On the walls of
Padua we find 4 masterful cxpression ol personal itineraries replacing
Byzantine pathos. Within Giotto's pictorial narrative, the notion of indi-
vidual history is, in {act, more devcloped in the Padua frescoes than in
those at Assisi. The empty chairs suspended in a blue expanse (The
Vision of the Thrones at Assisi) would be unimaginable in the secular
narrative of the Padua frescoes.

Yet, the narrative signified of the Arcna Chapel’s nave, supporting the
symbolisin of teleological dogma (guarantee of the mythical Christian
community) and unfolding in three superimposed bands from left to right
in accordance with the Scriptures, is artificial. Abruptly, the scroll tears,
coiling in upon itsell from both sides near the top of the back wall facing
the altar, revealing the gates of heaven ahd exposing the narrative as
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FIGURF 3.
GIOTTO, INTERIOR OF THE ARENA CHAPEL, PADUA.
Photo: Dmilri Kessel

nothing but a thin layer of color (fizure 4). Here. just under the two
scrofls. Tacing the altar, lies another scene, outside the narrative: Hell,
within the broader scope of the Last Judgment. This scene is the reverse
of the narrative’s symbolic sequence: three elements coexist there: his-
torical characters {Scrovegni [who is the donor of the chapel], and the
painter himself), the Last Judgment, and the two groups of the blessed
and the damned. With the representation of Hell the narrative sequence
stops. 15 cut shori, in the face of historical reality, Law, and fantasy
(naked bodies. violence, sex. death)—in other words, i the face of the
human dimension—the reverse of the divine continuity displayed in the
narrative. In the lower right-hand corner, in the depiction of Hell, the
contours of the characlers are blurred, some colors disappear. others
wecaken, and still others darken: phosphorescent biue, black. dark red.
There is no longer a distinct architecture; obliquely set masonry
alongside angular mountains in the narrative scenes give way on the far
wall to ovals, discontinuity. curves, and chaos.
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FIGURE 4,
GIOTTO. DETAIL FROM THE LAST JUDGMENT.
ARENA (CHAPEL. PADUA,
Photo Scaly

[t seems as if the narrative signified of Christian pamting were upheld
by an ability to point to its own dissolution: the unfolding narrative {of
transcendence) musi be broken in order for what is both extra- and anti-
narrative to appear: nonlinear space of historical men, Law, and fantasy,

The represcntation of Hell would be the representation of narrative
dissolution as well as the collapse of architecture and the disappearance
of color. Even at this full stop in epic scquence, representaiion still rules
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as the only vestige of a iranscendental norm, and of a significd in Chris-
tian ari. Deprived of narraiive, represeniation alone, as signifying device,
operates as guarantee for the mvihic {and here, Christian) communily.: i
appears as symptomatic of this pictorial work’s adnerence to an
igenlogy; but it also represents the opposife side of the norm, the
antinornml, the forbidden, the anomalous, the excessive, and the repressed:
Hell.

Only in this way 15 the signifier of the narrative {i.e., the particular
ordering of forms and colors constituting the narrative as painiing)
released here, at the conclusion of the narrative; it finds its sign, and con-
sequently, becomes symbolized as the reverse, negative, and inszparable
other of transcendence. The history of individual subjects, the Last Judg-
ment, and Hell capture in a transcendence {which is no longer recited,
but rather, pinpointed; no longer situated in time bul rather in space) this
“force working upon form™ ihat carlier was concatenaied as narrative. In
Hell, painting reaches its limil and breaks apart. The next move would be
to abandon representation, to have nothing but color and form—or noth-
ing at all. In Giotto’s work, color and form “in themselves” are never
liberated, But beginning with Giotto, with the emergence of the great
Christian paintings of the Renaissance, the independence of color and
form appears in refation 1o the signified (to theological norm): with
respect to narrative and representation. 1t appears independent precisely
because it constantly pits itself against the everpresent norm. It tears
itsetf from the norm, bypasses it, turns away from il, absorbs it, goes
beyond i, does something else—always in relation to it.

Certain Buddhist and Far Eastern paintings exclude the signified from
representation and become depleted either through the way they are laid
out (Tantric squares. for example} or inscribed (ideograms in Chinese
painting). Giotto’s practice, on the other hand, and the Christian tradi-
tion of art in general, show their independence of symbolic Law by pit-
ting themsefves against the represented narrative (parables of Chiistian
dogma) as well as against the very economy of symbolization {color-
form-representation). Thus, pictorial practice fulfills itsell as freedom—a
process of liberation ihrough and against the norm; to be sure, we are
speaking of a subject’s freedom, emerging through an order {a signified)
turned graphic while permitting and integrating its transgressions. For,
the subject’s freedom, as dialectics sets forth its treth, would consist
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nrecisely in is refarive escape from the symbelic order. Bui, since this
freedom does nol seem to cxuist outside of what we agree 1o call an
“artist,”” it comes about by modilying the role played by the systems of
referent, signifter, and signified and their repercussions within the organi-
zation of signifiance into real, imaginary, and symbolic (both role and
grganization are patierned eon the function of verbal communica-
non—keysicone of the religious arch) so as to organize them differentiy.
Two elements, cofor and the organization of piciorial space, will help us,
within Giotte’s painting, io follow this movement towards relative inde-
pendence from a signifying practice patterned on verbal communication.

THE TRIPLE REGISTER OF COLOR

in the search for a clue to artistic renewal, attention has often been given
to the composition and geometrical orgamzation of Giottg’s frescoes,
Critics have less frequently siressed the impertance of color in the pic-
torial “language” of Giotto and of painters in general. This is probably
because “color’ is difficult to situgre both within the formal syvsrem of
painting and within painting considered as a practice—therefore, in rela-
tion to the painter. Although semiological approaches consider painting
as a language, they do not allow an equivalent for color within the ele-
menfs of language identified by linguistics. Does it belong among
phonemes, morpheines, phrases, or lexemcs? If it ever was fruitful, the
language/painting analogy, when faced with the problem of color,
becomes untenable. Any investigation of this question must therefore
start from another hypothesis, no longer structural, but econamic—in the
Freudian sense of the term.

What we have permissibly called the conscious presentation of the object can now
be split up into the presentation of the word and the presentation of the thing
[...] The system {/es. contzins the thing-cathexes of the objects, the first and
true object-cathexes, the Pes. comes about by this thing-presentation being
hypercathected through being linked with the word-presentations corresponding
to it. Tt is these hypercathexes. we may suppose. ihat bring shout a higher psy-
chical organization and wake it possible for the primary process to be succeeded
by the sccondary process which is dominant in the Fes®

This hypercathexis of thing-presentations by word-presentations permits
the former to become conscious, something they could never do without
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this hypercathexis, for ““thought proceeds in svstems 3¢ far remote from
the original perceptual residues that they have no longer rctained any-
thing of the qualities of those residues, and. in order to becoms con-
scious, need 1o be reinforced by new qualities.™

Frend sees, then. 2 split between perception and thought process.
Positing & qualitative disappearance of archaic perceptions (an assump-
tion ihat seems wrong (o us when we consider the subject as “arust,” but
we shall not argue this point here), Freud situates word-presentations in a
position of relationship involving two categories: the perceptual and the
verbal. Such an cconomy is particularly clear in the case of schizophrenia
where word-presentations undergo a more iniense cathesis in order to
allow for recovery of “lost objects” separated from the ego {what Freud
calls *‘taking the road of the object by way of its word element™),

In interpreting Freud’s terminology. it becomes clear that ““thing-
presentation’” principally designates the pressuie of the waconseious drive
finked to (if not provoked by) objects. “Thought” denotes conscious
processes {including secondary processes), and the various syntactical
and logical operations: resulting from the imposition of repression, they
hold at bay the “‘thing-presentations™ and their corresponding instinctual
pressures. The term “‘word-presentation”™ poses more of a problem. It
seems 10 designate a complex slate of drive that cathects the symbolic
level,> where this instinctual drive will later be replaced, due to
repression, by the sign representing {erasing) it within the communicative
system. Within “word-presenlations”™ the drive’s pressure: {1) is directed
at an external object; (2) is & sign in a system; and (3} emanates from the
hiological organ that articulates the psychic basis of such sign (the vocal
apparatus, the body in general). Freud in fact writes, **But word-presenta-
tions, for their part too, are derived {from sense-perceptions, in the same
way as thing-presentations are.”®

Word-presentations would then be doubly linked {o the body. First, as
representations of an “exterior” object denoted by the ward, as well as
representations of the pressure itsclf, which, although intracrganic,
nevertheless relates the speaking subject to the object, Second, as
representations of an “interior eobject,” an internal perception, an
eroticization of the body proper during the act of formulating the word
as a symbolic element. This bedily “*duel.” thus coupling the inside and
the outside, as well as the two instinctual pressures linked to both, is the
matter upon which repression is set—transforming this complex and
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heterogensous pressure into a sign directed at someone else within a com-
municative system, Le.. transiorming it into language.

The triple register is made up of 2 prossure marking an outside,
snoiher linked to the body proper, and a sign (signifier and primary
processes). This is then invested in the fragile. ephemeral. and compact
phase of the symbolic funciion’s genasis and constitutes the true require-
ment for this function. ¥ 1s precisely this triple register that 15 cathecled
in zn instinctual manner in cases of “narcissistic neurcses'™ where one has
detected the “flight of the ego that manifests itself in the removal of con-
scious cathexis.” That is, it forsakes the distance that kept apart
“thought™ from “drives™ and “‘thing-presentations™ and thus culminated
‘n isolating the ego.

This triad also seems to be hypercathected on the artistic function,
whose cconomy thus appears to be clearly distinet from that of com-
miunication. [f, indced, the signifier-signified-referent triangle secems
methodologically sufficient to describe the communicative function,
artistic practice adds what FFreud calls “word-presentation.” This inplies
the triple register of exterior drive, interior drive, and signifier. Tt in no
way corresponds 1o the sign’s triangte, but it affects the architecture of
the laiter. As a resull, the artistic function introduces a pivotal order into
the symbolic order (the order of “thought,”” according to Freud's termi-
nology). This pivolal order—both an “energetic pressure” (instinctual
drive) and an “imprint” {signifier)—modifics both the symbolic (becausc
it cathects it with instinctual drive and thing-preseniation) and thing-
presentalions {because it cathects them with signifying relationships that
the perceptions themselves could not have insofar ay their cathexes “cor-
respond only to relationships between thing-presentations'™).”

This Freudian metapsychological triad frustratcs both “‘representa-
tion™ {as it rather involves taking in instinctual pressures) and the
*word.” It suggests an elementary formal apparatus, capable of sctling
in motion the phonemic order, a stock of lexemes, syntactic strategies
(these to be determined for each subject through the process of language
acquisition), and the presvatactic and prelogical primary processcs of dis-
placement, condensation, and repetition. This formal apparatus, subsum-
ing instinctual pressures. is a kind of verbal code dominated by the two
axes of metaphor and metonymy; but it uses, in a specific way (according
10 each subject) the general and limited pessibilities of a given language.



SRR N N R L 215

Coler can be cefinsd. counsidering whar { have just said. as haing
articulated on such a triple regisicr within the domain of visual percep-
iong: an instinctual pressure linked io external visible objects; the same
pressure causing ihe eroficizing of the body proper vig visual percepiion
and gesture: and the insertion of this pressure under the fmpact of censor-
ship as a sign in a system of represeniauon,

Matisse alludes 1o color having such & basis in instinctual drives when
he speaks of a “retinal sensation [that] destroys the calm of the surface
and the contour”; he even compares 1t 1o ihat of voice and hearing:
“Ultimatcly, there is only a ractile vitality comparable to the “vibrato’ of
the violin or volee.”® And yet, although subjective and insiinctual, this
advent of color (as well as of any other “artistic device™) is nccessarily
and therefore nhjeciively occasioned and determined by the historically
produced, formal svstem in which it operates:

Our senses have an age of development which does not come from the immediate
surroundings. but from a moment in civilization. We are born with the sensibility
of a given period of civilization. And that counts for more than all we can learn
ahout a period. The arts have a development which comes not only [rom the indi-
vidual, but alse from an accumulated strength. the civilization which precedes us.
One can't do just anything. A talented artist cannot do just as he likes. If he used
only his talents. he would not exist. We are not the masters of what we produce,
It is imposed oo us®

One might therefore concelve color as a complex economy elfecling
the condensation of an excitation moving towards its referent. of a
physiologically supported drive, and of “*ideological values™” germane to a
given culture. Such values could be considered as the necessary historical
decantation of the first two components. Thence, color, in each instance,
mmust be deciphered according to: (1} the scale of “natural’ colors; (2) the
psychology of color perceplion and. especially, the psvchology of each
perception’s instinctual cathexis. depending on the phases the concrete
subject goes through with reference 1o its own history and within ths
more general process of imposing repression: and (3) the pictorial system
either operative or in the process of formation. A preeminently com-
posite element, color condenses ‘““objectivity.” “‘subjectivity,” and the
inirasystematic organization of pictorial praciice. It thus emerges as a
grid {ol differences in light. energeiic charge. and systematic value)
whose every element is linked with several interlocking registers. Because
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it belongs to & painting’s sysiem. and therefore, to the extent that it plays
a structural role in any subject-elaborated apparatus, color is an index of
value (of an objective relerent) and an instinctual pressure (an erotic
implication of the subject); ii hence finds itself cndowed with new func-
iions it does not possess outside this system and. therefore, ouiside pic-
torial practice. In a painiing, color is pulled from the unconscious into a
symbolic order; the unity of the “*self” elings to this symbolic order, as
this is the only way it can hold tiself together. The triple register s
constantly present, however, and color's diacritical value within each
painting’s systern is, by the same feken, withdrawn toward the uncon-
scious. As a result, color (conpact within its triple dimension) escapes
censorship; and the unconscious irrupts into a cuiturally coded pictorial
distribution.

Consequently, the chromatic experience constitutes a menace to the
“sell)”™ but also, and to the contrary, it cradles the sclf’s attempted
reconstifution. Such an expenence follows in the wake of the specular-
imaginatry seif’s formation-dissolution. Linked thercforc to primary
narcissisin and to subject-object indeterminacy, it carries traces of the
subject’s instinctual drive toward unity (Lust-Teh) with its exterior sur-
rounding, under the influence of the pleasure principle about to become
reality principle under the weight of rejection, the symbolic function, and
repression.!® But chromatic experience casts itself as a turning point
between the “self’s” conservative and destructive proclivities; it is the
place of narcissistic eroticism (autoeroticism) and death drive—never one
without the other. If that experience is a revival of the “'s¢lf” through and
beyond the pleasure principle, such a revival never succeeds in the sense
that tt would constitute a subject of (or undery symbolic law. This 15
beeause the symbolic necessity, or the interdiction laid down by color,
are never absolute. Contrary to delineated form and space, as well as 10
drawing and composition subjected to the strict codes of representation
and verisimilitude, color enjoys considerable freedom. The color scale,
apparently restricted by comparison with the infinnte variation of forms
and figures, is accepted as the very domain of whini. taste, and
serendipity in daily life as much as in painting. If, nevertheless, the inter-
play of colors {ollows a particular historical necessity (the chromatic
code accepted in Byzantine painting is not the same as that of the
Renaissance) as well as the internal rules of a given painting {or any
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device whatsoever), stili such a necessity is weak and includes its own
transgression (the impact of instinctual drive) at the very moment it is
imposed and appiied.

Color might therefore be the space where the prohibition foresees and
gives rise io its own immediate transgression. It achicves the momentary
dialectic of law—the laying down of One Meaning so that it might at
once be pulverized, multiplied into plural meanings. Color is the shaiter-
ing of unity, Thus, it is through color—celors—that the subject eseapes
its alienation within a code (representational, ideclogical, symbolic, and
s0 forth) that it. as conscious subjsct, accepts. Similarly, it is through
cotor ihat Western painting began to escape the constraints of narrative
and perspective norm {as with Giotto} as well as representation itself (as
with Ctzanne, Matisse, Rothko, Mondrian}, Matisse spells it in full: it is
through color—painting's (undamental “device.” in the broad sense of
“human language”—that revolutions in the plastic arts coine about.

When the means of expression have become so refined. so attenuated that their
power ol expression wears thin, iU is necessary 10 relurin 10 the essential principles
which niade human language. They are, after all, the principles which “go back
to the source,” which relive, which give us life. Pictures which have become
relinements, subtle gradations. dissolutions without energy, call Tor beawtifiel
biues, reds, vellows—mallers 1o stir the sensual deprhs in men !

The chromatic apparaius, like rhythm lor language, thus involves a
shattering of meaning and its subject into a scale of differences. These,
however, are articulaled within an arca beyvond meaning that holds mean-
ing's surplus. Color is not zero meaning; it is excess meaning through
instinctual drive, that is, through death. By destroying unique normative
meaning, death adds its negative force to that meaning in order to have
the subject come through. As asserted and differentiating negativity, pic-
torial color (which overlays the practice of a subject merely speaking in
order to comimunicate) does not erase meaning; il mainiains it through
multiplication and shows that it is engendercd as the meaning of a sin-
sular being. As the dialectical space of a psycho-graphic equilibrium,
color therefore translates an oversignifving logic in that it inscribes
instinctual *residues™ that the understanding subject has not sym-
bholized.”® 1t 1s easy to see how color’s logic might have been considered
“empty of meaning,” a mobile grid (since it is subjective), but outside of
semantics, and therefore. as dynamic law,* rhythim, interval.™ gesture.
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Ve would suggest. on the contrary, that this “formal.” chromatic grid,
far from empty, is empty only of 2 *unique or ultimate signified™; that it
iz hegvy with ““scmantic latencics”™ linked to the economy of the subject’s
constitution within significance.

Color, therefore, is noti the black cast of form, an undefilable, forbid-
den, or simply deformahie figure; nor is it the white of dazzling light, a
{ransparent Hght of meaning cut off from the body, conceptual,
Iastinctually foreclosed. Color does not suppress light but scgments it by
breaking its undifferentiated wnicity into spectral multiplicity. It
provokes surface clashes of varving intensity. Witlun the distribution of
cotor, when black and white are present, they too are colors; that is to
say, Instinctueal/diacnitical frepresentational condensations,

After having made manifest and analvzed the “mystery™ of light and
the chemical production of colors. science will no doubt establish the
objective basis (biophysical and biochemical) of color perception; just as
contemporary linguistics, having discovered the phonemc, is secking its
corporeat, physiological and, perhaps, biological foundation. Psycho-
analytic rescarch will then make it possible, proceeding not only from the
uhjeclive basis of perception and of the phases of the subject’s passage
through chromatic acquisition parallel to lingwstic acquisition, to
establish the more or less exact psycheanalytic equivalents of a particular
subject’s color scale. {These phases would include the perception of such
and such a color at a given sfagc; the state of instinctual drive cathexes
during this period; the refationship to the mirror phase, lo the formation of
the specular **["; rclationship to the mother: et cetera.) Given the present
state of research, we can only outline certain general hypotheses an the
basis of our observations concerning painting’s relationship to the sub-
jeet’s signifying mode. in all likelthood, these hypotheses invalve the
observer much more than they can lay any claim to abjectivity,

FORMA LUCE! THE BURLESQUE

Therefore, speak to them. and hear. and believe.
Since the light of the truth which requites them
Does not let them turn from itself,
Dante. Paradive, HE 3133

That specific economy of color can perhaps explain why metaphysical
speculations on light and sts variations go back to ihe very oldest of
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heltefs.  Within :ndo-Euronean civilizations, for instance, they ave
implicit in the fundamentals of Zoroasirigaism; later, through Hellenistic
civilization," and Plotinism,' they reach the cenler of Christisn doctrine
{in Saint Augustine. for example). opening up within Christianity an
appoertunity for the plasic arts, for a Howering of images, never belore
achieved. The twelfth century occupies a key position in this process
because of the humanist reform it brought to Christianity: this affccts the
meiaphysics of color in the worl of Saint Bonaventura, when it linked
fight with the bodr. As the other of the body, light gives it its form and
thus becomes the privileged intermediary between substance and its
effect—or the essential element of imagination: *If light pames or articu-
lates form, then light cannot possibly be a body: it must be a somerhing-
else-than body. [ .. ] Augusiine says that bumor and the earth's soil are
fundamental counterparts, and philosophers say that warmth 1s a certain
subtte kind of substance. [ ... ] Therefore, it seems clear that light, both
strictly and figuratively speaking. is not a body, but a corporeal form™ "7
forma lucis.

This statement entails a liberating scope difficult for us to appreciate
today: it aims at contesting the fuminous unicity of the idea and opens it
up 1o the spectrun of the subject’s fartistic” experience, the place of the
imagination. l'ormative light is nothing but light shattered into colors, an
opening up of colored surfaces, a flood of representations.

Yet, at the same time, we must insist on the ambigutty of such a stale-
ment: if it contests a rigid, unitary theology, arrested in the dazziing
whiteness of meaning, then, by the same token, 1t co-opls the chromalic
scale (with its basis of drives crossing through the subject), into
theological space, as I suggested earlier.

Within this ambiguity and by playing with this contradiction, Western
painting professed to serve Catholic theology while betraying it at the
same time; it eventually left behind, first, its themes (at the time ol the
Renaissance), and later, its norm-—representation {with the advent of
impressionism and the ensuing movements). Several theological state-
ments bear witness to high spiritual leaders’ distrust of painting, which
thev perceive as “not elevated enough™ spiritually, if not simply “bur-
lesque.”” Hegel evinces this kind of attitude when, after having recognized
Giotto’s original use of color, and pursuing his reasoning in the same
paragraph, he observes that the painter leaves behind spirituality’s higher
spheres:
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Giotto, along with the changes he effected n respect 1o modes of cenception and
compesition, brought aboul a reform in the art of preparing coulours. [ .. ] Ths
things of the world receive a stage and a wider opportuntiy for expression; and
this is illustrated by the way Giotto, under the influence of his age, found room
for burlesque along with so much that was pathetic [ .. . ] in this tendency of
Giotto to humanize and towards realism he never rcally, as a rule. advances
beyordl a comparatively subordinate stage in the process.™

Thus, in changing color stvle, Giotto might have given a graphic
reality to the “natural’ and “human” tendencies of the ideology of his
time, Giotto's colors would be “formal™ equivalents of the burlesque, the
visual precursors of the earthy laugh that Rabelais only translaied into
language a few centuries later. Giotto’s joy is the sublimated jouissance
ol a subject Hberating himself from the transcendental dominion of One
Meaning (white) through the advent of 11s instinctual drives, again articu-
lated within a compiex and regulated distribution. Giotto's joy burst into
the chromaltic clashes and harmonics that guided and dominated the
architectonics of the Arena Chapel frescoes at Padua. This chromatic joy
is the indication of a deep idecological and subjective transformation; it
descreetly enters the theological signified, disterting and doing violence
to it without refinquishing 1it. This joy evokes the carnivalesque excesses
of the masses but anticipates their verbal and ideological translations,
which came to light laler, through literary art (the novel, or, in
philosophy. the heresies). That this chromatic cxperience could take
place under the agegis of the Order of Merry Knights commemorating the
Virgin is, perhaps, more than a coincidence (sublimated jouissance linds
its basis in the forbidden mother, next to the Name-of-the-Father).

PADUA’S BLUE

Blue is the first color to strike the visitor as he cnters into the semidark-
ness of the Arena Chapel. Unusual in Giotio’s time hecause of its
brilliance, it contrasts strongly with the somber coloring of Byzantine
mosaics as well as with the colors of Cimabue or the Sienecse frescoes.®®

The delicate, chromatic nuances of the Padua frescoes barely stand out
apgainst this luminous blue. One's first impression of Gioite’s painting is
of a colored substance, raiher than form or architecture; one is siruck by
the light that is generated, catching the eye because of the color blue.
Such a blue takes hold of the viewer at the extreme limit of visual pereep-
tion.
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in fact, Johannes Purkinje's law states that in dim lighi, short wave-
lengihs prevail over long ones; thus, before sunrise. biue is the firsl color
te appeat. Under these conditions. one perceives the color bluc through
the rods of the retina’s periphery {the serrared margin), while the central
element containing the cones {the foveal fixes the object’s image and
identifies its form. A possible hypothesis, following Andre Brocas
paradox.® would be that the perception of biue entatls not identilying the
object; that blue is, precisely, on this side of or beyond the object’s fixed
form: that it is the zonc where phenaomenal identity vanishes. It has aiso
been shown that the fovea is indeed that parl of the eve developed latest
in human beings (sixteen months after birth)y.*! This most likely indicates
that ceniered vision—the identification of objects, including one's own
image (lhe “seli™ percetved at the mirror stage hetween the sixth and
eighteenth month)—comes into play afier color perceptions. The carliest
appear {0 be those with short wavelengths, and therefore the color hlue.
Thus ail colors, but blue in particular, would have a noncentered or
decentering cffect, lessening both object ideatification and phenomenal
fixation, They thereby rcturn the subject to the archaic moment of its
dialectic, that is. before the fixed, specular [, but while in the process
of becoming this *'F’ by breaking away from instinctual, biological (and
also maternal) dependence. On the other hand, the chromatic experience
can then be interpreted as a cepetition ol the specular subject’s emergence
in the already constructed space of the understanding (speaking) subject;
as a reminder of the subject’s conflictual constitution, not yet alienated
into the set image facing him, nat yet able to distinguish the conlours of
others or his own other in the mirror. Rather, the subject is caught in the
acute contradiction between the instincts of self-preservation and the
destructive ones, within a hmitless pseudoself. the conflictual scene of
primary narcissism and autoerotism® whose clashes could follow any
concatenation of phanic, visual, or spectral differences.

ORLIQUE CONSTRUCTIONS AND CHROMATIC
HARMONY

The massive irruption of bright color inte the Arena Chapel frescoes,
arranged in soft but contrasting hues, gives a sculptural volumie to
Giotto's figures, often leading to comparisons with Andrea Pisano. That
1. color tears these figures away from the wall's plane. giving them a
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FIGURE 3.
GIOTTO, THE EXPULSION OF THE BEMONS FROM AREZZQ.
BASILICA OF ST. FRANCIS, ASSISI
Phoro: Seala

fortv-five-degree angle, one next to the other, transparent. with each reg-
tangular surface once again divided in order to generate other blocks and
tiered columns. A block is set at an angle to the frame, broken and
exploded on the far-side wall, culminating in the triangle at the top
{pvranid) or in the green cupola: or, conversely, pyramid and cupola are
articulated by means of nested, broken blocks (The Crucifiv of St
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Damign Speaks 1o 5t Francis)., 5t Francis Renouncing the World
presents open blocks, pressed onto each other, slightly askew: another
diagonal overlapping schoes them within the square fresco. In the Dream
of Pope fanvcenr Hi, a raised and imbalanced block collapses onto
another facing it within the square of the lrame. In The Apparition to the
Brothers of Arles. another block, opening from the back towards the
viewer, would be almost in perspective cxcept for the friezes and ogives
acar the top, deepening and multiplying the surfaces and preventing the
{incs from converging at onc point, In Visions of Friar Augusiine and the
Bishop af Assisi there arc blocks open on the righi, soaring over a large
block oriented towards the left, to which is added, sitmilarly oriented, a
triptych of blocks with their far sides shot (hrough with blue ovais.

A similar working of square surfaces may be seen in the Church of
Santa Croce in Florence. An interesting variation of Giotto's geometrical
investigations of the reclangle appears in St. Francis Preaching before
Honorins {11 at Assisi. The surface of the square cut out by the {frame is
translated into two volumes, one set on top of the other {the seat); but
this antagonistic treatment of space 15 softened by the curves of the three
ribbed wvaults, as if the square, conlronted with the circle, produced an
oval lining, a depth set off from the frame, a field curving inwards, but
avoiding the vanishing point ol perspective. This particular treatment of
space is worth noting, since it reappears at Padua in two figurcless fres-
coes. Situated over the altar, they inaugurate the narrative series and
program it, providing its graphic matrix, in three stages: first there is a
solid rectangular base; second, above this an angle appears {slanted to
the lelt in one fresco, to the right in the other}—a confrontation of sur-
faces cut into squares, a conflictive module for space; third, the conflict is
nevertheless harmonized in the upper part of the fresco, where the
intersecting arcs of the ogives meet in the ribbed cupola’s three focal
points. A spiral is clinched before the window as if to emphasize the
unstoppable and inexhaustible movement going from square to circle.

How do colors participaie in this both antagonistic and harmonized
space?

Two workings of color may easily be distinguished at Padua: first, in
the scenery (field. landscape, architecture}; and second, in the make up of
human figures and interiors.
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The blue field deminates the scenery. The oblique or fronial planes of
the blocks stand out from this background either through the use of
colors close to blue {green. grayish-green: for example. in The dnnuncia-
ifon 10 Aana) or contrasiing with it {rose and pinkish gray, for example,
in The Meecting ar ihe Golden Gorer or gold and golden-rose in The
Betrothal of the Virgin). Interiors that are set frontally are surrounded by
square or lateral planes painied rose or vellow {The Mocking of Chrisi).
The blue-green relaticn dominates the upper frescoes, whercas the blue-
rose or blue-gold one appears more frequently in the lower registers.
Once agamn, Giotto seemingly wants to faalitate the natural pereeption
of a viewer sianding at the center of the somber church. The less visible
upper registers are consequenily done in blue-green, while the lower ones,
mare accessible to daylighit, accentuate gilded-rose colors, which are. in
fact, the first perceived under increased lighting.

In every case. however, the antagonistic space of the overlapping, frag-
mented blocks is achieved through the confrontation of colored surfaces:
gither through colors of the same hue with the addition of comple-
mentary tones (for example, the pink roof in The 4nnunciation to Anna),
or directly through complementary chromaric scales.

What 1s important 15 that, except for the basic blues, all other hues are
particularly refined and very Jight. It scems as if the distribution of
colored masses reflected a search for the smaliest passible difference
capable of shattering a homogeneous background. Such a difference is
precisely what causes spatial conflictivity to be perceived without vio-
lence—as harmony and transition,

This becomes even more evident in the treatment of human figures.

On the one hand, each mass of color is unfolded into its variants. For
example. the colors of clothing are opened out through the realistic effect
of drapery folds into variations of pink absorbing gray, white, and green,
thus molding a cape. These variants are infinitesimal differentiais within
the already subtly different light hues of Giotte's palette. In some
instances they recall the subdued colorings of Chinese prints, where a text
supports the signified, while color seeks out barely perceptible dif-
ferences, minute retinal sensations charged with the least “‘semaantic
latency.” These “folds ol cotor” are confrontations between one color
and the complete chromatic scale: while each color remains dominant
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I 1is vanous mixiures, it is also differentlv and indefinitelv arienuated.
The conflict within a color moving towuard white—an efiect of purc
brilliance—provides each color and, therefore, each framed surface, with
a sensc of volume. This rounded, sculptural aspect of Giotte’s flgures
strikes one immediately, The curves of the drawing (oval shape of the
heads, rounded fullness of the bodies) repeat the oval-shaped, colored
masses (deformed and drawn out spheres and cylinders). Roundness
becomes chromatic and independent of the curved drawing itself. The
line secems guided by unfolding color and merely follows it, accentuates
i1, setifes it, identifies it when color defies fixed objects, and in short, dis-
tinguishes it from adjoining spheres and colors. These masses of color
become spherical through their own self-differentiation; set within an
angular space of blocks and squares, they serve as fransition between
clashing surfuces. In fact, and more effectively than the clashing surfaces,
these masses ol color generate the volume of the painted surface. The
colors of colliding surfaccs thus delincate the edges of such cubed space,
while the colors of each figure give volume to and round out this conflict
between blocks. Color thus succeeds in shaping a space of conflicts, a
space of noncentered, unbordered and unfixed transitions, but a space
turned inward.

In addition and at the same time, these voluminous colors, as they
cone into being by intermixing and detaching themselves from the entire
spectrum, become articulated with one another either by close contrast
{at the same end of the spectrum) or by truly diverging contrast {comple-
mentary colors). Thus, wn The Massacre of the Innocenis at Assisi we
have the following sequence: brick red—pink—bordeaux—green—
white—lavender—white—green—red--pink—lavender—blue  (like the
fieldy—red—gold. To simpiify. if we designate red by A, blue by B, and
vellow by C, the following arrangement may be secn.

Relatively limited differences appear at the beginning (red—pink) A;
there is then a jump to the other end of the spectrum {green): B; an echo
of the bheginning (lavender): A, again. a return to the opposite sidc
(green). By s opposite (red): A, will be vanied until it reaches only a
shight difference in hue (pink-lavender): A, - B, before another rcturn to
the opposite (blue): B, (= Mcld) opposed in turn by red: A, before the
final C.
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Thus, we have A—RB—4& ~—RB~—A4,—A, - B,—R,—~A,—.

The arrangement. whose “model” could very well be a mulli-faceted
gem, is both conflictual and serial. In fact, the geometry represented in
the same fresco inciudes two prismatic towers with their facess oblicucly
sei,

The chromatic ireatmeni of characters produces a plastic effect con-
firming this geomeiry. it also adds a harmonization of delineated sur-
faces and an impression of volume within the colored surfaces
themselves. This is done solely hy virtue of the colors’ own resources,
without recourse to geometric determination. Volume is produced by jux-
taposing unfelding chromatic differences alone without the assistance of
rigid contours. The painter uscs drawings and lines, but he couts them,
suffuses them with colored matter so that they break away from sirictly
chromatic differentiation.

By overflowing, softening, and dialecticizing lines, color emerges
inevitably as the “device’ by which painting gets away from identifica-
tion of objecis and therefore from realism. As a consequence, Glotto’s
chromatic experiments prefligure a piciortal praciice that his immediate
followers did not pursue. This practice aspires not to figural represenia-
tion, but rather, Lo the resources of ihe chromutic scale, which then
extrapolate, as we have suggested, the instinctual and signifying resources
of the speaking subject. For this chromatic system—so crowded with
figures, landscape, and mythical scenes—appears void of figuration if
viewed at length and attentivelv, It is like a setiing side by side of chro-
muatic differences that throb iato a third dimension. Such a chromatic
working, therefore, erases angles, contours, limits, placements, and
figurations, but reproduces the movement of their confrontation.

Color, arranged in this manner, is a compact and plurifunctional cle-
ment, not conforming te the localization-identification-placement of
nhenomena and/or their (or any) uliimate meaning; it acts upon the sub-
ject's station point outside of the patnting rather than projeciing him into
it. This painting, then. reaches completion within the viewer. It steers the
subject towards a systematic cutting through its foreclosure, because it
hag been set in motion starting trom “retinal sensation,” thetr instinctual
basis, and the superimposed signifying apparatus. Is this not precisely the
“mechanism™ of jouissance whose economy Freud locates in the process
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of remaving prohibition by making one’s way through it (in his studizs on
anoiher phenomenon of “bewilderment™: witticism, in Jokes and their
Relation to the Unconscious)?

L&t me emphusize, in sumuming up, that this working one's way through
is rigorously regulated by a juxtaposition of differences in volume that
operates along two converging paths. On the one hand, it brings iato play
the geomeiric possibilities of squares and blocks {their conflict); on the
other, it explores the infinitesimal chromatic difference that produces a
three-dimensional ciffect from a colored surface and the opposing or
serial alternation of such volumes due to an “element™ already indicating
volume; the triple register of color {as suggested above) in relation 1o the
sigr.

The signifying cconomy thus made up partakes of an ideological fune-
rion: Giotto’s painting as an clement of the carly lourteenth century
societal “superstructure,” This raises a4 fundamental problem, that is, the
inclusion of a signifying economy within a social context. By its very
nature, artistic practice is indeed doubly articulated: through the inclu-
sion of a “subjective” signifying economy within an “objective”
ideological functioning: and through the production of meaning through
its subject, in terms of {and liable to the constraints of) conerete social
contradictions. In other words, a (subjective} signifving economy
becomes an artistic signifying practice only to the extent that it is articu-
lated through the social struggles of a given age. Along such lines, |
might suggest that the sociopolitical and ideological position of the
painter within the social contradictions of his time ultimately determines
a concrete signifying economy, turning it into an artistic practice that
will play a given social and historical role. A signifying economy within
an artistic practice, thercfore, not only operates through the individual
(biographical subjecty who carries it out, but it also recasts him as Ais-
torical subject-—causing the signifying process that the subject undergoes
to match the ideological and political expectations of his age's rising
classes.

Thus, Gictto’s own work-fouissance in color and space and the specific
role incumbent on the subject therein, which merge with the ideology of
the time: subjectivist and humanist renewal of Christianity; lberating,
“secularizing,” modern, even “materialist” morality (in the forms of
Averroism and nominalism). This ideclogy corresponds to what Fred-
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erick Antai calls the “sceurely established Florentine upper middle
ctass,”® which happens to be the financial basis bul also the ideciogical
patron aot oaly of Giotto, but, more generally. of the ensuing pictorial
renewal. Antal’s siudy should be consulted for 2 detailed analvsis of the
gconomic and ideological foundations behind the pictorial experience
examined here. 1 would simply emphasize that one cannot understand
such practice without taking its socioeconomic foundations into account;
aor cap onc undersiand it if onc chooses (o reduce it solely io these foun-
dations, thereby bypassing the signifyving economy of the subject
involved.

i began with a discussion of color in terms of light, and therefore, of
frequency. Applied to an object, however, the notion of color can only
have topological value: it expresscs precise structurcs of atoms and
melecules, Therefore, what can be des¢ribed in terms of frequency (light)
can only be analyzed in terms of geometry (coloring matter).

Mevertheiess, concerning the painting’s signification, these iopological
or frequential dilferences are of no import in their own specificities and
precisions. They are important only as structural differences allowing a
spaual distribution. As diacritical markings inside a system {the system
of a painting), these differences provide a structural consiraint. a general
outling, that capturcs signifiance as well as its specific subject Inoking at
the painting. Beyond the threshold of structural necessity. however,
color plays, as I have shown, on a complex register: the instinctual
cathexis of chromatic elemcnts and the ideoclogical values that a
particular age places on them. What escapes structural constraint is
nonetheless sizable, and it is this area that coatemporary semiology,
aided by psychoanalysis, is investigating.

I have made use of certain elements in Giotto's painting in order to
present several problems relevant to painting as signifying praclice.
Neither the whole of Giotio’s work nor the complexity of the questions
raised about il arc addressed directly by these retiections. Their object
has been, rather, to encourage a return to the (“formal” and ideological)
history of painting's subject within its contemporary production; to
present the avant-garde with a genetic-dialectical reflection on what
produced it and/or that from which it sers itself apart, As Walter
Benjumin said of literature: It is not a question of presenting works
| ... ]in correlaiion to their own times, but rather, within the framework
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of the time of thelr birth. to present the time that knows them, that is,

our own."

-

Hoies

I, *Giotto's paintings do repressnt 2 step towards the ertificial perspective of the
filleenth century. AL Lhe same fime the oblique constructions used in the majority of his
designs revea! o movement o a differens direciion”—John White, Birth und Rebirth of Pic-
rorial Space (London- Faber & Faher, 1973) p. 73; comphasis mine.

2. Weshould keep In mind that the Padua frescoes are located in the Serovesni Chanet,
genersliy known a3 lhe Arena Chapel. Dante pul Scrovegmi’s father, Reginuld, in the
seventh circle of Hell, Serovegni himself was a patron of Giotto and thus figured in the fres-
caes. He belonged to the Order of Cavalier: Gaodenii or the “Merry Knights.” so called
because of the wealth and behavior ol its members, and spheld the existence 2nd dignity of
the Virgin Mary. Glotto hirmsell, who worked under the aepis of the Franciscans, seemed ta
he at odds with the doctrine of Saint Fraacis, (unfess he be in agreement with its specifically
Tlorentine decadent Jorm). when he wrote a poem agamst poverty, “Molt son guei che
laudan povertade.”™ (Histortans. however, do not all agree that he wrote that poem.) in
addition, Giotio appears to have been the only Florentine artist at the beginning of the
feurteenth century to have amassed a true fortune, CF, Frederich Antal, Florentine Painting
and fts Sacial Background {(New York: Harper. t947). There is also an ancedote concern-
ing (iiotte’s mctorial prachice. In reply to Pope Benedict X1, who was looking for a painter
for Saint Peter’s Basilica. Giotto is sald to have sent a single prool of his sxpertise—a
perfect circle drawn in red painti—whence the expression “a maore perfected art than
Giatte's 0. Cf. John Ruskin, Giorro and His Work fn Padua (London: Levey. Robson
and Fraakivn, 1854},

3. Sigmund Freud. Papers on Metapsyehology: The Uaconscions \n The Standard Fdi-
tiol of the Works of Signmund Frend (London: Hogarth Press & The Institwte of Psycho-
Analysis, 19530, 14:201-2,

4. Freud. Metapsvehologye, p. 200

5. Freod explains this passage from perception to symbatic function by the sconomy of
unification and rejection engendering lbe sytubolic lunetion, the separation between subject
annd object, and the imposition of repression; it s coufirnied In s role by the creation of the
symhbol of negation (cf. Negation in The Standard Editfon, 19:233-39)

. Freud. Merapsrehoiogy. p. 202,

T fhid., p. 202

G, Henr datissce, Matisse on 4r, Jack Flan, trans. (New York: Phaidon. 1973), State-
rients (o Tériade, 1929-30, p, 38, ermphiasis mine.

. Matisse, Statermnents to Tériade, 1936, p. T4

10, Marcelin Plevnet has shown, in the case of Matisse, the connection between chros
matlle experience. relation te the mother. and above all the oral phase of infanule erotigisn
that dominaies not only the pre-Oedipal experience. But also the phase preceding the “mir-
ror stage” (and therefore, the constitution of the specular < [7), whese role proves to be
capilal, nol onfy i elucidating the genesis of the svmbolic funetion, but gven morte so, in
slructering The “artistic function,” CF Marcelin Pleynet, “Le Swsteme de Matisse.” in
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crreni de deopeiminre {Pavis: Sesil. 19T op.
virdie de o pelivtere (Paris: Seuil 1977% np. 66-75

1. blatisse, Statements ©o Teriads, 1936, p 74 %y emghasis

i2 B that token. its function is related {in the damain of sight) (o thythm’s function
and, in zeneral to the nousicality of the literary iext. which, precisely in ihis way. introduces
instingtual drive inlo fanguage.

13 Physical theories of color have at tines embraced this peint ot view. According io
wave theory, each materiai atom is made up of a subatom of color or soundé whose connec-
tions are immaterial: dharmas oF fows. Anatagoras held that colors represent the inteolay
of an iafinity of seeds corresponding Lo Lhe Indinity of lumineus sensations.

i4. Plato maintained that “what we say *is" this or that coler will se neither the eye
witich encownters the motion nor the motion which is encountercd, but semething which has
arisen between the two and 15 peculiar to each perewprent” — Theagerenes, Fo . Cornford,
trans., in Edith Hamilton & Hunrington Cairnes. eds., Coflected Dialogues, {Princeton:
Princeton University Press. 19738), pp. 838~39. Fpleurus szems to suggesl ihrough his
theoty of simulacra a coansction between color and what we now czll the “unconscious,”
The mind builds & wail against the mass of simulacra that assails it. selactmg only those
that pique its interest. CF. M. & Tonnelat, £volution des idées sur la nature des coulenrs,
Lecture given at the Palais de la Découverte, 1236

15 ~And knowing that of all things Bght iz best. He made it the indispensable means of
sight, the best of the senses: for what the intellecr is in the soul, the eve is in the body, for
gach of them sees. one the things of the mind, the other the things of the senses”—Philo,
On The Creation of the Waorld, passage 53, in Philosophia Judaica, Hans Lewy, trans
{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1946}, page 61. Sce also passage 17, “For the eyve of the
Absolutely Existent needs no oiher light 1o effect perception, but He Himself iy the
archetypal essence of which myriads of ravs are the effluence. none wisible to sense. alt to
the mind. And therefore, they are the instruments of that same God alone, who 15
apprchended by the mind. not of any who have part and lot in the world of createn, For
the created is approached by sense, which can never grasp the nature which is apprehended
by mind"—Philo. On The Cherubin, passage 97, i Phifo. F. H, Colson & G H.
Whitaker, trans. {New York: Putnam. 1923, 2:67-6%. See also passage 28.

1. *We must imagine a center, and around this center a luminous sphere that radiates
from {lntelligenced. Then around this sphere, liss a second one that alse is luminouws, but
anly as a light lit from another light (the wniversal Soul) [...] The great light
{Intelligence) sheds its light though remaining within itself, and the britliancy that radiates
arpund it (on to the sould is creason’—Plotinus, Eamegdes. K. Guthrie,  trass
{Philadetphia: Monsalvat Press, 1918), Book v, 3. 17

17, &1 ergo lux lormam dicit. non potest esse lux ipsum carpus, sed aliquid corporis
| ... ] sicut dicit Augustinus quod humaor € humus sunme elementa. gt phitesophi dicurt
quod calor est substantia quasdam subulis [ ... ] sic igilur ex praedictiis patet. quod lux.
prapric ¢t abstracte logeunde. non est corpus, sed forma carporis”—Sanctes Cardinalis
Bonaventurae, Librwm Secundum Seatentiarm [Commentary on the semences, 1) in
Opera Gmnia (Paris: Lodovique Vives: 1864, 18a4). Dist. wn, Are. 20 Quaest. 20 pp
532-53.

18, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Fhe Philosopht OF Fine Arr, Fo P Osmaston,
trans. {(New York: Flacker Art Books, 19731 3:322-24

19, Ruskin notes that hefore Giotto, *over the whole of northera Europe, the colouring
o the eleventh and early twellth cemuries bad been pale: in manusceripts, principadly com-

Reprinted iz Plavie,
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pased of pale red. grees. and vellow, blue being spanngly tndroduced (sarkier still, in the
sighth and nindh ceniurizs. ihe letiers had oiten been colovred with biack and vellow only).
Then. in the close of the twelfth and througheut Lhe thirtgenth century, the great system of
perfect colour was in use: solemn and deen: composed stnictly. in all its leading masses. of
the colours revealzd by Gaod from Sinai as the noblest:—blue. purple. and scarlet. with gold
{other hues, chiefly green. with white and bluck. being used in points or small masses, to
relisve the main colours. In the garly part of the fourtesnth cantury the colours begin to
grow paler; about 1330 the stvle is already completely modified; and a1 the close ol the
fourteenth century, the catour is quite pale and delicate” —Ruskin, Giorte. p. 21,

3. “Tasee a blue light. yeu must not look dirsctly at it.”

M. CooMarn, The Developmeni of the Huwren Lve (Cambridge: Cambriduee
University Press, 1928), p. 68,

22, in this context. 1t seems that notions of “narcissism™ (be it primary} and autoe-
roticism suggest {00 strongly an already existing identity for us to apply them rigorously 1o
this conflictual and imprecise stage of subjectivity.

23, White. Birth and Rebirth of Pictorial Space. p. 75

2. Ihid., p. 8.

25 Antel Florearine Painiing and its Soclal Background.

26 Walter Benjamin. “Literaturgeschichte und Literaturwissenschalt™ in Gesarimelte
Schriften (Frankfurt/am,/Main: Subrkamp, 19721, 3:290.
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9. MOTHERHOOD ACCORDING
GIGVANNI BELLINI

THE MATERNAL BODY

Cells fuse, split. and proliferate; volumes grow, tissues stretch, and body
fluids change rhythm, speceding up or slowing down. Within the body,
growing as a graft, indemitable, there is an other. And no one is present,
within that simultancously dual and alien spacc, to signi{y what is going
on. “It happens, but I'm not there.” *I cannot realize it, but it goes on.”
Motherhood’s impossible syllogism.

This becoming-a-mother, this gestation, can possibly be accounted for
by means of only two discourses. There is science; hut as an objective dis-
course. science is not concerned with the subject, the mother as site of
her proceedings. There s Christian  theology (cspecially canonical
theology), but theology defines maternity only as an impossible
elsewhere, a sacred bevond, a vessel of divinity, a spiritual tic with the in-
effable godhead, and transcendence's ultimate support—necessarily vir-
ginal and committed to assumption. Such are the wiles of Christian
reason (Christianity’s still maichless rationalism, or at least its
raticnalizing power, finally become clear); through the maternal body (in
a state of virginily and “dormition™! before Assumption), it thus
establishes a sort of subject at the point where the subject and its speech
split apart, fragment, and vanish. Lay humanism took over the con-
figuration of that subject through the cult of the mother; tenderness, love,
and seat of social conservation.

And vet, if we presume that someone exists throughout the process of
cells, molecules, and atoms accumulating, dividing, and multiplying

First published in Peinnere (December 1973, no. 10-11: reprinted in Podvlogue (Paris: Seuil,
1977). pp. 409-35.
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without any jdeniiv {siological o socio-symbolical} having been formed
50 far, are we not positing an animisra that reflects the inherent psychosis
of the speaking Being? So. il we suppose that a mother is the subject of
pestation, in other words the masier of a process that science. despite its
effective devices, acknowledges it cannot now and perhaps never will be
ablc to take away from her; if we supposc her to be masier of a pracess
that is prior to the social-symbolic-linguistic contract of the group, then
we acknowledge the risk of losing identity at the same time as we ward it
off. We recognize on the one hand that biology jolts us by means of
unsymbolized instinciual drives and that this phenomenon eludes social
intercourse, the representation of precxisting objects, and the contract of
desire. On the other hand, we immediately deny it; we say there can be
no escape, for mamma is there, she embodies this phenomenon; she war-
rants that everything is, and that it is representable. In a double-barreled
move, psychotic tendencies are acknowledged, but at the same time they
are settled, quieted. and bestowed upon the mother in order to maintain
the ultimate guarantee: symbolic coherence.

This move, however, also reveals, hetter than any mother ever could,
that the maternal body is the place of a splitting, which, even though
hvpostatized by Christianity, nonetheless remains a constant factor of
social reality. Through a body, destined to insure reproduction of the
species, the woman-subject, although under the sway of the paternal
fenction (as symbolizing, speaking subject and like all others), more of a
filter than anyone clse—a thoroughfare, a threshold where *‘nature”
confronts “culture.”” To imagine that there is someone in that
filier—such is the source of religious mystifications, the lont that
nourishes them: the fantasy of the so-called “Phallic™ Mother. Because
if, on the contrary, there were ro one on this threshold, if the mother
were not, that is, 1f she were not phallic, then every speaker would be led
io conceive of s Being in relation fo some void, a nothingness
asymetrically opposed to this Being, a permanent threat against, first, its
mastery, and ultimaiely, its stability.

The discourse of analysis proves that the desire for mothechood 1s
without fail a desire to bear a child of the father {4 ¢hild of her own
father) who, as a result. is often assinulated to the baby itself and thus
returned to its place as devalorized man, summoned only te accomplish
his function, which is to originate and justily reproductive desire. Only
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through these phaniasmatic nuptials can the fathor-davghter incest be
carricd cut and the baby come 1o cxist. At that, the incest is tog far
removed, bringing peace only to those who firmly adhere o the paternat
symbaolic axis, Ctherwise, once the objesci is produced, once the fruit is
detached, the ceremony loses its effect unless 1t be repeated forever.

And wet, through and with this desire, motherhood seems to be
impclled aise by = nonsymbolic, nonpaternal causality. Only Ferencri,
rreud. and, later, Mdrie Bonaparte, have spoken about ihis. evoking the
biological destiny of cach differentiated sex. Material compulsion, spasm
of a memory belonging to the species that either binds together or splits
apart to perpetuate itself, scrics of markers with no other significance
than the eternal refurn of the life-death biological cycle. How can we ver-
balize this prelinguistic, unrepresentable memory? Heraclitus® flux,
Epicurus’ atoms, the whirling dust of cabalic, Arab, and Indian mystics,
and the stippled drawings of psychedelics~-all seem better metaphors
than the theories of Being, the logos, and 1ls laws,

Such an excursion fo the limits of primal regression can be phan-
tasmatically experienced as the reunion of 2 woman-mother with the
body of her mother. The body of her mother is always the same Master-
Mother of instinctual drive, a ruler over psychosis, a subject of biology,
but also, one toward which women aspire all the more passionately
simply beeause it lacks a penis: that body cannot penetrate her as can a
man when possessing his wife. By giviag birth. the woman enters into
contact with her motiher; she becomes, she is her own mother; they are
the same continuity differentiating itself. She thus actualizes (he
homosexual facet of motherhood, through wiich a woman is simul-
taneously closer to her instinctual memory. more open to her own psy-
chosis. and consequently, more negatory of the social, symbolic bond,

The symbolic paternal facer rclieves feminine aphasia present within
the desire to bear the father’s child. Tt is an appeasement that turns into
melancholy as soon as the child becomes an object. a gilt o others,
neither self nor part of the self, an object destined to be a subject, an
other. Melancholy readjusts the paranoia thatl drives to action {often vio-
fent) and to discourse (essentiaily parental, object-oriented, and prag-
matic discoursce) the feminine, verbal scareity so prevalent in our cuiture.

The homosexual-maiernal facet 1s 2 whirl of words, a complete
absence of meaning and seeing; it i feeling, displacement, rhythm,
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sound, flashes, and fantasied clinging 1o the maiernal body as 4 screen
against the plunge. Perversion slows down the schizophrenia that collaps-
ing 1dentities angd the delights of the well-known and oft-solicited (by
some women) pantheist fusion both brush up against.

Thaose afilicted or affected by psvchosis have put up in its place the
image of the Mother: for women. a paradise lost but secmingly close at
hand, for men, a hidden god hut constantly present through occult fan-
tasy. And even psvchoanalysts believe in it

Yet, swaying betwcen these two positions can onlv mean, for the
woman invelved, that she is within an “enceinte™ separating her from the
world of evervone else® Enclosed in this “elsewhere,” an ‘‘enceinte”
woman loses communiial meaning, which suddenly appears to her as
worthless, absurd, or at best, comic-—a surface agitation severed from its
impossible foundations. Oriental nothingness probably hetter sums up
what, in the eyes ol a Westerner, can only be regression. And yet it Is
jouissance, but like a negative of the one, tied 1o an object, that is borne
by the unfailingly masculine libido. Here, alterity becomes nuance,
contradiction becomes a variant, tension becomes passage, and discharge
becomes peacc. This tendency towards equalization, which is seen as a
regressive extinclion of symbaolic capabilitics, does not, however, reduce
differences; it resides within the smallest, mest archaic, and most
uncertain of differences. It is powerful sublimation and indwelling of the
symhbolic within instinctual drives. It affects this series of “little dif-
ferences-resemblances’™ (as the Chincs logicians of antiguity would say).
Before founding society in the same stroke as signs and communication,
they are the precondition of the latter's existence, as they conslitute the
living entity within its species, with its needs, its elementary appereep-
tions and communication, distinguishing between the instinetual drives of
life and death. It affects primal repression. An uliimate danger for
identity, but alse supreme power of symbolic instance thus returning to
matters of its concern. Sublimation here is both eroticizing without
residue and a disappearance ol eroticism as it returns to its source.

The speaker reaches this limit, this requisite of sociality, only by virtue
of a parucular, discursive praciice called “art.” A woman also attains it
(and in our society, espectally) through the strange form of split sym-
bolization (threshold of language and instinctual drive, of the “*symbolic™
and the “semiotic”} of which the act of giving birth consists. As the ar-
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chaic process of socialization. one ntight even say civilization, it causes
the childbearing woman ic cathect, Immediately and unwitiingly, the
physiological operations and instincival drives dividing and multiplying
her, first, in a biclogical, and finally, a social tcleclogv. The maternal
hody slips away ftom the discursive hold and immediately conceals a
cipher that must be taken into account biologically and socially. This
ciphering of the species, however. this pre- and transsymbolic memory,
malkes the mother mistress of neither begetiing nor instinctuat drive {such
a funtasy underlics the cult of any wltimaicly feminine deity): it does
make of the maternal body the siakes of a natural and “objeciive™ con-
trol, independent of any individual consciousness: it inscribes both bio-
logical operations and their instinctual echoes into this necessary and
hazardous program constituting every species. The maternal body is the
module of a biosocial program. Its jouissance, which is mute, is nothing
mote than a recording. on the screen of the preconscious, of both ihe
messages that consciousness, in its analyvtical course, picks up from this
ciphering process and their classifications as emply foundation, as a-sub-
jective lining of our rational exchanges as social beings, If it is true that
every national language has its own dream language and unconscious,
then each of the sexes—a division so nmuch more archaic and funda-
mental than the onc into languages—would have its own unconscious
wherein the biological and social program of the species would be
ciphered in confrontation with language, exposed 1o its influence, but
independent from it. The symbalic destiny of the speaking ammal, which
is essential although it comes second, belng superimposed upon the bio-
togical-—this destiny seafs off (and in women, in order 10 preserve the
homology of the group, it censures) that archaic basis and the special
jouissance it procures in being {ranslerred to the symbolic. Privileged,
“psychotic” moments, or whatever induces them naturally, thus become
necessary. Among such “‘natural” inducements, maternity is needed for
this sexual modality to surface. this fragile, secretly guarded and incom-
municable modality, quickly stifled by standard palliatives (by viril and
“rational™ censorship, or by the sentimentality of “maternal”™ tenderness
toward a substitute-object for cverything). This process is quite rightty
understood as the dernand for a penis. Fantasy indeed has no other sign.
no other way to imagine that the speaker 1s capable of reaching the
Mother, and thus, of unsettling its own limits. And. as long as there is
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languagc-symbelism-paternity, there will never be any otaer way 1o
represcnt, to objectify, and to explain this unsetiling of the symbolic
stratum. this nature/culture threshold, this instilling the subjectless bio-
logical program inte the very body of a symbolizing subjeci. this event
called motherhood.

In other words, from the point of view of social coherence, which is
where legislators, grammarians, and cven psychoanalysis have their scat;
which is where every body is made homologous 1o a male speaking hody.
motherhood would be nothing more than a phallic attempt to reach the
Maother who is presumed to exist ai the very place where (social and bio-
logicaly identity recedes. It it is truc that idealist ideologies develop along
these fines, urging women to satisfy this presumed demand and to main-
tain the ensuving order, then, on the other hand, anv negation of this utili-
tarian, soeial, and symbolic aspect of motherhood plunges into
regression—but & particular regression whose currently recognized
raanifestations lead to the hypostasis of blind substance, to the negation
of symbolic nosition, and 1o a justification of this regression under the
aegis of the same Phallic Mother-screen.

The ianguage of ari, (oo, follows {but differently and more closely) the
other aspect of maternal jouissance, the sublimation taking place at the
very moment of primal repression within the mother’s bodv, arising
perhaps unwittingly oul of her marginal position. At the intersection of
sign and thythm. of representation and light. of the symbolic and the
semiotic. the artist speaks from a place where she is not, where she
knows not, He delineates what, in her, is a body rejoicing [jowissant|. The
very existence of aesthetic practice makes clear that the Mother as sub-
ject 15 a delusion, just as the negation of the so-called poetic dimension of
language leads one 10 believe in the exisience of the Mother, and con-
scquently, of transcendence. Because, through a symbiosis of meaning
and nonmeaning, of represeniation and iaterplay of differences, the artist
lodges inio language. and through his identificalion with the mother
{fetishism or incesi—we shall return to this problem), his own specific
joutssance, thus traversing both sign and object. Thus, before all other
speakers, he hears witness to what the wnconscious {through the screen of
the mother) recurds of those clashes that oceur between the biological
and social programs of the species. This means that through and across
sccondary repression {founding of signs), acsthetic practice touches upon
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orimal reprassion (founding biological series and tha laws ol ihe species),
~t the place where il obscurely suceeeds within the mate I"ﬂal bady, every
ertist tries his hand, but rarely with egual success.

tlevertheless, crafismen of Fesiern art reveal better than anvone else
the artist’s debt io the malernal body and/or motherhood’s enity inio
symbolic cxistence—that 15, transitbidinal jouissance. eroticism taken over
by ithe language of art. Not only is a considerable portion of piciorial art
devoted to motherheed, buot within this representation itsell, {rom
Byzaniine iconography to Renaissance humanism and the worship of the
body that it initiates, two atiitudes toward the maternal hody emerge,
prefiguring two destinies within the very economy of Western representa-
tion. Leonardo Da Vincl and Giovanni Bellini scem o cxemplify in the
best fashion the opposition between these two attitudes. On the one hand,
there is a tilting toward the body as fetish, On the other, 2 predeminance
of luminous, chromatic differences beyond and  despite corporeal
representation.  Florence and Venice. “Worship of the figurable,
representable man: or integraiion of the image accomplished in its truth-
tkeness within the luminous serenity of the unrepreseniable.

A unigue biographicul experience and an uncommon. historical
interscetion of pagan-matriarchal Oricntalism with sacred Christianity

and incipient humanism was perhaps needed for Bellini’s brush to retain
the traces of a marginal experience, through and acruss which a maternal
body might recognize its own, otherwise inexpressible in our culture,

LEOMNARDO AND BELLINID FETISII AND
PRIMAL REPRESSION

Giovanni Bellini: 12307-1516. Approximately two hundred and twenty

paintings, busically on sacred toples. are eitribuied 1o himl or o bis

schooi, He laught Giorgione and Titiun, and founded the Yenetian
Renaissance, which came somewhat laier than the Florentine but was
more orgamcally allied (o its bwd'm‘u: sources and more atiracted by

the display of the feminies Hody than by the Gracian beauty of young
boys. Bellini's work is a Jymhcsi;- of Ticmish tandscape painting,
iconography, and Mediterranean architesiural manner. He also con-

iributed & completely new element: the hhninous density of color {the
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initist technique of oil painting, which was already being mastered), of
shadows and brightness that. more so than the discovery of perspective,
introduced volume into the body and inte the painting. Historians of art
emphasize, in Bellini’s manner, the effect: they often neglect what this
manner implies as to pictorial experimentation. but worse, they also
neglect to observe it down to the most minute details of the painting’s
surface.

Ve have almost no biographical details: a nearly perfect discretion.
His father was the painter Jacopo Bellini; his brother, the painter Gentile
Bellini. His brother-in-law was the painter Andrea Mantegna. He was
the official painter for the Ducal Palace, but the paintings executed in
that capacity were destroyed. He was married, but his wife Ginevra
Bochera died young, as did his son, and it is uncertain whether he mar-
ried again. He was urged by Isabella d’Este to paint pagan motifs but he
backed out, refusing to do so; finally, be complied only when assisted by
his disciples. In 1506, Diirer called him the best of painters. The spoors
of his life leave a discrete imprint, and then they disappear. Bellini
himself left us noe words, no subjective writings. We must read him
through his painting.

Bellini’s discretion stands in contrast to the profusion of information
and hiographical notes left behind by his younger contemporary, Leo-
nardo Da Vinci (1432-1519). Relying on biographical evidence and on
paintings as aarrative as Virgin and Child with §1. Anne and the Mong
Lisa, Freud could maintain that Leonardo’s “artistic personality™ was
formed, first, by the precocious seduction he was supposed to have
experienced at the hands of his mother {the vampire tail of his dreains
would represent the tongue of his mother, passionately kissing the illegiti-
mate child); second, by a double motherhood (taken from his mother,
Leonardo was raised in his father’s family by his stepmother, who had no
children of her own): and finally, by the impressive authority of an office-
holding father. The father finally triumphed over the drawing power of
the mother, which determined the voung man’s interest in art, and ncar
the end of his life, Leonardo turned toward the sciences. Thus, we have
the typical configuration of a homosexnal structure. Persuaded by pre-
cocious seduction and double motherhood of the cxistence of 14 maternal
phallus, the painter never stopped looking for fetish equivalents in the
bodies of young people, in his friendships with them, in his miserly wor-
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snip of objects znd moaey. and in his avoidence of all contuet with and
access 1o the feminine body, His was a forbidden mother because she was
the priimordial seducer. the lirnit of an archaic, infantile jouissance that
must never be reproduced. She established the child's diffident narcissism
and cult of the masculine body which he ceaselessly painted, even when a
mother figures at the center of the painting. Take for example Leo-
nardo's Virgins: Madonna with the Carnation and Virgin and Child with
St Anne. There we find the enigmatic smite, identical with that of the
Wona Lisa, herself furtively masculine: with naive tenderness, face and
torso impulsively turn ioward the male infant, who remains the real focus
of pictorial space and narrative interest. The maternal figure is com-
pletely absorbed with her baby: it is he that makes her exist. “Baby is my
goal. and I kaow it all”—-such is the slogan of the mother as master. But
when WNarcissus is thus sheltered and dominated, he can become the
privileged explorer of secondary repression. He goes in quest of lantasies
that insurc any group’s cohesion: he reveals the phallic influence operat-
ing over everyone's imaginary. Such an atiitude incites pleasure, but it
dramatically affects a desire that is inmpossible to satisfy by an abundance
of objects, bodies, or behaviors, which ceaselessly excite and disappoint.
As long as there is lather, a magisterial Lord, an intimate of Power, [.¢o-
nardo turns to his symbolic power, eclipsing maternal imprint; he stops
the gap tn repression and surges towards scientific knowledge rather than
investigating through graphic arts the pleasure-anguish within uacon-
scious formations.

Within the economy of represenfation, this kind of structure unlail-
ingly cntails a humanist realism. First, there is a fetishism of the body
and an cxtreme refinement of the technique of representation by resem-
blance. Next comes the staging of psychological episodes centered in the
desire for a body—his, a child’s, or another’s. Finally, all chromatic,
luminous, and architectural experimentation. releasing, threatening,
torturing, and gratifying the artist subject within its practice, undergoes a
figuration wherein 1t is reduced to a simple, technical device, destined to
give the elfect of representable. desirable, fetishistic forms.

The fundamental traits of Renaissance painting emerge in such a
vision, and they are supporied by the story of Leonardo’s tife that was
brought out by Freud. They can be found clsewhere, both carlier and
later; but with him better than with others. both in his biography and his
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painting, causes and effects come together an determine bevond the
detzils of his life and the themes of his paintings, the very econoniy of
representation. regardless of its referent. Tt i3 no accident that the major
sepiments of this economy, which was (0 determine Wesiern man's vision
for four centuries to come. are fitted into place by virtue of the thentes of
motherhood, the woman's hody. or the mother (Mona Lisa and the
Yirgin), The artist, as servant of the maternal phallus, displays this
always and everywhere unaccomplished art of reproducing bodies and
spaces as graspahle, masterable objecss, within reach of his cye and hand.
They are the eve and hand of a child, underage to be sure, but of one who
is the universal and nonetheless complex-ridden center confronting that
other function. which carries the appropriation of objects o its limit:
science. Body-objects, passion for objects. painting divided inte form-
objects. painting-objects: the serics remains open Lo centuries of object-
oriented and figurable libido. delighting in images and capitalizing on
artistic merchandise. Among this machinc’s resources figure the un-
touchable mother and her baby-object, just as they appear in the paint-
ings of Lecnardo. Raphael, and others.

Both Bellini's enigmatic biography and the technique of his paintings
suggest a dilferent interpretation. Are we in fact dealing with projections
made possible by our uncertain knowledge? Perhaps, But they seem well
supporicd by the paintings, a veritable proof of the deductions that
hiographical informartion only suggested.

Commentators are puzzied, According to Vasari. Bellimi, son of
Jacopo, died a nonagenarian in 1516, and thus should have been born in
1426, Yet. in 1429, Jacopo's wife Anna Rinversi recorded in her will the
birth of a first-born son. If Glovanni was born before this date, he must
have been either an illegitimate child or the son of Jacopo or Anna by a
previous marriage. Other hiographers insist that Vasart was wrong and
that Giovanni was the youngest child, after Nicolosia {Manteana's wife)
and Gentile. This hypothesis is corroborated most convincingly by
Giovanni's social standing jn relation to Gentile, who held the position of
Seigniorial painter before Giovanni: in some paintings, Giovanni appears -
third afier Jacopo and Gentile, But that does not explain why Giovanni,
unlike his brother and sister, was living alone in 1439, outside the
paternal household, at San Lio in Venice. Nor does it explain—and this
is most crucial——why Anna's last wili, dated Novemher 23, 1471, does
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nci list bim amang the children heirs. ™icclosia ang Gentile, S0 i seems
that Anna Rinverst did net recognize hersell ¢y Glovanni's mother, giving
credence o speculations concerning an iflegitimate birth or obscure mar-
riage?

Such is the situation, the biographical cutline, greeting the viewer who
confronts the work of this painter of motherhood above all other topics.
Indeed, he was the son of a father: he hore his father’s name, worked in
his studio, and carried on his palaterly tradition, He was alsc a broiher;
CGieniile tet him have the position of Seigniorial painter when he left for
Constantinople; Giovanni also finished some of Gentile's paintings. But
the mother is absent—the mother has been lost. Was he precociously
weaned from an illegitimate, abandoned. dead, or concealed genetrix?
Doses this point fo the disavowal of a “'sin” committed beyond the law’s
purview and of which Giovanm was the result? Whatever the truth may
be, Anna does not seem to have replaced the “real” mother, as the
hionorable Leonardo's wife replaced Leonardo’s real mother: Anna knew
nothing of the painter of Madonnas. But even if we do remain incredu-
lous in the face of biographical lack and commentators’ perplexity, let us
also behold the distance, if not hostility, separating the bodies of infant
and mother in his paintings. Maternal space is there, nevertheless-—fas-
cinating, attracting, and puzzling, But we have no direct access {o it. As
if there were a maternal function that, unlike the mother’s solicitude in
Leonardo’s paintings toward the baby-object of all desire, was merely
ineffable jouissance, beyond discourse, beyond narrative, bevond psy-
chology, beyond lived experience and biocgraphv—in shori, beyond
figuration. The faces of his Madonnas are turned away, infenl on
something else that draws their gaze to the side. up above, or nowhere in
particular, but never centers it in the baby. Even though the hands clasp
the child and hodies sometimes hug each other, the mother is only
partially present (hands and torso), because, from the neck up, the
maternal body not covered by draperics—head, face, and eyes—flees the
painting, is gripped by something other than its object. And the painter
as baby can never reach this elsewhere, this inaccessibic peace colored
with melanchely, neither through the portrayed corporeal cantact, nior by
the disiribution of colored blocks outlining corporeal volumes. It rather
seems as though he sensed a shaitering, a loss of identity, a sweet jubila-
tion where she is not: but without “her”—without eyes or vision——an
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infinitesimal division of color and space rhythmically produce a peculiur,
serene joy. 1o icuch the mother would be to possess this presumed
jouissance and to make it vistble. Who holds this joutssance? The folds of
colored surfaces, the juxtapeosition of full tones, the hmiiiess volume
resolving into a contrast of “hots™ and “eolds"™ in an architecture of pure
coloz, the sudden brighiness in turn opening up color isell—a lasi con-
trol of vision. beyond its own density, toward dazzling lighi. The Ecstasy
of Saint Froneis best sums up this search for jouissance. less by ils theme
than by the architectonics of a mountain colored in watery tones against
which the salnt stands, staggering: it could even be a Taoist painting. But
the search appears wherever color, constructed volurne, and light break
away from the theme (always banal, canonical, with no psychology, no
elaborate individualizaiion), implying that they are the real, objectless
soal of the painting.

Given Bellini's profusion of virginal images, we might be tempted to
think that the absent. dead, and mute mother. situaled beyond the law,
determines that fascination, not as it is confronted with a woman-“body”™
or woman-"‘subject.” but as il is confronted with the very function of
jouissance. And vet, Giovanni Bellini could reach it only by following the
spoors of the father who, unlike the mother, was always present in the
real as well as the symbolic life of the painter. For it was from his {ather
that (novanni took his first lessons in spatial liberation and sacred paint-
ing. In fact, Jacopo. neither dignitary nor lawyer, fervently pursued
architecture (see his drawings for Jesus and the Doctars, Christ before
FPilate, The Funeral of the Virgin, etc., in the Louvre; all are monumental
displays of Romanesque or Gothic architecture) and vencrated conven-
tional notions ol Byzantine motherhood (cf. his Madonna and Child
paintings in the Correr Museum). Yet the dull seriousness of his
motherhood scenes cast him as blind to the mother; he paints her as if
carried along by the momentum of Byzantine canon. (Jacopo's real
fervor, through the influence of his son-in-law Mantegna, secemed to
reside in architectural innovation.) Oniy his son Giovanni was able to
awaken this mother, thus instilling a symbolic life less into the father's
sexual object than into its undiscovered jouissance,

First, Giovanni wanted to surpass his father, within the very space of
the lost-unrepresentable-forbidden jouissance of a hidden mother, seduc-
ing the child through a lack of being.
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Bui then, and most timportanity, Giovannt could share in this both
matcrnal and paternal jouissance: He aspired to become the very space
where father and mother meet, only to disappear as parental, psycho-
logical, and sociat figures: a space of fundamental unrepresentahility
toward which all glances nonethcless converge: a primal scenc where
semitality dissolves sexual identification beyond their given difference.
This iy how breaking through primal repression, as described earlier and
evidenced by the psychological drama or 1ts aesthetic sublimation, was to
be spelled out within the individual’s biographical matrix.

In any case, we have here a different configuration of artistic practice
controlling a different economy of representation. Bellini penetrates
through the being and language of the Tather to position himsell in the
pace where the mother could have been reached, He thus makes evident
this always-already-past conditional of the maternal function, which
stands instead of the jouissance of both sexes. A kind of incest is then
committed, a kind of possession of the mother, which provides
motherhood, that mute border, with a language; alihough in doing so, he
deprives it of any right to 4 real existence (there is nothing “feminist™ in
Rellini’s acrion), he does accord it a symbolic status. Unfailingly, the
result of this attitude {(mother-child representation, marketable painting,
etc.) 15 a fetishized image, but one floating over a luminous background,
evoking an “‘inner experience’ rather than a referential “object,” This
experience, detectable in Bellini’s paintings. seems to demand a consum-
ing of the heteroscxual rclationship, The converse, however, does not
hold true; the heterosexuality of this particular economy refers only to
the specific relationship hetween the subject and his identity-- the possi-
bility of going through sign, object, and object-libido in order to tap and
semiotize even the most minute displacements in those instincitual
pressures thal mark the dividing line between the species and its lan-
guage. The point is to reach the threshold of repression by means of the
identification with motherhood (be it as hetcroscxuality or symholic
incest), to reach this threshold where maternal jouissance, alone impassa-
ble. is arrayed.

Il we see this threshoid in a painting, we no longer hear words or
meanings; not even sounds. {But in order to sec it, we need a relationship
to the mother other than that of the fetishistic, object-libidio; we must
also work inlently upon primal repression, which 18 insurmounta-
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hle—making the task as temipting as it is risky.) As in the sazurnize skiss
of Danic’s Paradise, ihe voice here is silent. [t burs: forth as a cry only
after having gone through colors and fumincus spaces. at the end of
Cante KL, Plunged mito a loss of signs, & loss of the seducing fipure (the

compassionate or laughing mother), we finally come upoa deliverance:

“Aond tell why the sweet symphony of Paradise
Which helow sounds so devoutly
is silent in this heaven,™

“Your hearing is mortal. like vour vision,™
He answered me. “therelore there is no song here.
For the same reason Beatrice has no smile,™

In gencral, Bellini's paintings have a commoen denominator in sagcra
conversazione, 1t is there that the “sacred” scene of the Wesiern World
has bheen knotted and arrested. It was soon o be replaced by humanism
and rational knowledge, achieving the progress with which we are all
familiar. But with what loss of jouissance! As such, it reappears only in
the work of certain modern painters {Rothko. Matisse) who rediscovered
the technique of eclipsing a figure in order to have color produce volume.
Bellini was their precursor, trapped as he was in an e¢poch [raught with
divergent trends,

A TRAJECTORY TROM MADONNA TGO VENUS
iN THE NUDE

The practice of honoring Christ’s Mother, his Nativity, and her “Dormi-
tion” comes to Western Christianity from the Orthodox Catholic
Church, which succeeded in annexing the Oriental rites of mother zod-
dess and fecundity. it strained biblical and evangelical interpretation to
make it seem as if the rites were derived from these texts, as if they had
always been inseribed in them. Byzantine apocrypha of the sixth through
ninth centuries confirm this tendency, which appears as official doctrine
in the writings of theologians such as St. John of Damascus {late seventh,
early eighth century). In these texts, Mary takes on again the potential
authority of a Greek goddess (despite the writers’ claims to the contrary),
sanctioned by the themes of her *Dormition™ or Assumption. The only
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hurman a0t to diz, shie revived in body zndfor spisit {his point varies
secording to jurerpretersy and in 8¢ cdoing, climinated the distance
between her son and herself. Later, 2 rather “‘unfeminist” Masier

Eckhart emiphasized Mary’s assimifation to Cheist, justified by the
Assumpiion, by asserting that Mdary is only the image (faniasy?) of

{hrist himsell, ic Lhe exient that. although a man (but like 2 womazn?) ha
belongs 1o the Father. Another quite revesling Orthodox conception of
the Virgin defines her as dpyaorfpiov, ergasterion—privileged space, liv-
mg area, ladder (of Jacob). or door (of the Temple, in Fzekiel's
visiony—dwelling, in short: she is thus seen as a union, a coniact wirhoue
gap, without separation. and these functions make of her a metaphor for
the tloly Ghaost,

She can be seen in the countless icons that proliferated out of the
Orient and steadfastly served as models for Italian art. The formal, rigid
iconographic canon, which relied on graphic rigor to delineate blocks of
dark colors. produced neither mother nor even goddess, but rather a sivle
of representation that shifted from human fizures to austere idealization
with no gap or separation between the two, This style, which was a link
between a body and ascelic rigor, did not waver or losc any of its
abstract rigidity unul Byzantium's importance began 1o wane in the
twellth century {the time of the Fourth Crusade, the assertion of southern
Slavic peoples, and the Musulman invasion of Asia Minor). At that
poind, the inaccessible grandeur of the earlier Madonnas gave way to the
already humanist compassion (wailenie in Russian: cheoveotn. heleousia
it Greek) apparent in Our Lady of Viadimir (1125-1130).

The twelilh century witnessed the transition from a single, virginal face
to a multitude of figures set in & composition oriented toward an increas-
ingly elaborale architecture (cf. the Sopatam frescoes in Serbia. 1263} It
was thus a transformed Bysantine artisiry. this famed masnlera greca that
invaded Ttalv and influenced Guido da Sienu. Duccio. Cimabue, Giotto,
ana oihers.

Confronting Bvzantium, the Venetian Eepublic enlarged ths economic
grip of is positior as true colomal empire and amassed artistic influences
fromn Europe and the Orient. Among these figurad Sothic architecturs,
Flomish landscape painting, and Moslem and Romanesque tendencles in
iconography, ornamentation, sculpturs, and building  construction.
Yvenctian Gothic style was thus shaped before the arrival of Florentine
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humanism, in painting, Byzantine's influence prevatled; for example,
Paolo Venezianc achered to it until after 1350,

There were, nevertheless, alien implantations: Mantegna's supposedly
Mordic rigidity but also his Roman architeciural experience, and espe-
cially Antonelio da Messina who passed on to Giovanni Bellini the art of
oil painting. These lead all of Venice, including the Bellini family and
nolably Gentile, toward a renascent realism,

Thus. on the ene hand, we have the deeply rooted persistance of the
Byzantine universe, and on the other the awakening and growing
influence of continental humanism. Between the two, there is a Venetian
Republic, welcoming the Greek scholars who were fleeing Moslem
dominion, and thus opening itself up to the influences of antiquity. At the
same {ime. under pressure from the Turks, the citystate was beginning to
lose its hegemony and to turn toward the ‘“terra firma” of [aly. Simi-
farity, and perhaps due to the consequences of foreign-policy failures,
popular involvement in government declined 1o the exient that the term
“Venetian Commune” soon fell into disuse, Yet a consciousness of eco-
nomic and religious communal unity persisted, controlled by the Doges,
whose power, symbolic as it was, was not sacred, since it was elective
{even if only by one particular class, acting in the name of everyone). The
cult of the State became the supreme ethical vaiue and its autonomy vis-
a-vis the Church grew, thanks to, for example, increasing influence of the
lay courts. Nevertheless, that the often realist and popular piety of the
people and even the clergy never diminished is clearly evident in the
many reliquary celebrations and religious festivals of the time.

As a divide between Byzantium and humanism, between the sacred
serenity of old religion and the political and cultural upheaval on the day,
Venice changed ethics at the same time it changed aesthetics, in front of
and under Beilini’s brush,

New Mores: The impoverished patrician class produced hoodlums who
chased nuns and adolescents so regularly that courtesans began to com-
plain of being neglected. Patrician ladies next became aroused, demand-
ing of the Pope the right to wear richly ornamented clothing and jewelry,
Carnival eclipsed Assumption in importance. Bulllighting and another
fascinating game in which cats go at the pates of bald men incited as
much interest and probably more cathartic anguish than the feasts of
Saint Mark, the Ascension, and Corpus Christi combined,
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Mew Ideas: The Peotratchizn and Meo-Platonist Pietro Bembo
arranged fur Bellini 1o undertake a commission from Isabelle d'Tisic to
paint pagan scenes and thus spread the Floreniine doctrine unseating
virgin inotherhood in favor of carmal love as the true besinning of any
spiritual ascent loward God. Bui the apotheosis of the sacred’s slide
toward voluptuousness 1s without doubt Hyppneroionachia Poliphili
(1499), attribuied to a Domintcan monk named Francesco Colonna, who
abandoned Reason and Will {or the gloiy of female nudity-—a romance
illustrated by woodeuis of vet unprecedented eroticism.

Confronted with the subsequent deluge of nudity and eros, a student
of the master iconographers must have resembled a contemporary
interpreter of Bach faced with the onslaught ol pornography. Such
novelty is certainly surprising, but not shocking; it is not completely antu-
thetical to what precedes it. A bridge does exist between the iwo
experiences. but it must be found. Such is the course of Bellini’s
endeavor.

After a lew initial paintings 10 an iconographic style and in the manner
of his father (Fhe Crucifixion, Civico Museo Correr, Venice), the
Madonnas dating rom 1450 to 1460 appear coldly distant and impassive.
Contact between ntother and child is hy the tips of {ingers alone, barely
emerging out of Byzantine canon (Mother with Child and St. Jerome,
Detront). Her contemplative ook borders on sadness as i the baby were
already crucified {ddoring Madonng before Her Sleeping Child,
Metropolitan Muscum, New Yark). In lact, a series of crucifixions,
based on the theme of Christ’s Passion and displaying 4 Mantegnesque
organization of color and landscape (The Dead Christ in the Sepulchre,
Museo Poldi Pezzoli, Milan; Chris’s Agony in the Garden, National
Gallery, London), is firmly settled within the theme of motherhood.
Moreaver, the theme of Christ’s death often appears coupled with the
Nativity theme. as if the son’s death were supposed to provide a
necessarily tragic and human rendition of this indeterminate passion-
anguish-melancholy-joy giving iridescence to the serenity of the maternal
body. Such tragic manifestation of a son's death and the placid exaspera-
tion of his mother are besi united in the eves of Jesus, as the color hiue
collapses inlo light, in Christ Blessing the People (1460, Louvre, Paris).

The theme of motherhood reappears in his work between 1455 and
1460, this time with an accent on the maiernal hands. Painied with
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austere and graphic precision, doubilessly due io Mantegna's influcnce,
thev bear witness to & maternal appropriation of the child, There is a
crushing hug, a tussle between 2 possessive mother and her child. who
trigs in vain io looscn her grip {Madonna and Child, Amsierdam and
Berlin} (figure 6). There is 2 shiver of anguish and fear in the child’s
hand. which grips the mother's thumb. with a Flemish countryside for
backdrop. Is this an archaic memory of maternal seduction, a recollce-
rien of the hang whose precocious, already sexual caresses are more
threatening than comforiing?

In the following years (1460-1464), ihe mother’s hands remain at the
center of the painting bringing its miniature drama io a head. Although
still possessive, they now shift toward the child’s buttocks {Medenna and
Child, New Haven, Madonna and Child, Correr Museum) (figure 7) or
rest on his sexval member (National Gallery, Washington: Breral We
have a siriking cleavage of the maternal body, On one side the mother’s
hands hold their object tightly (could it be that. in her relationship to the
child, the mother experiences the symbiotic clinging svndrome?); on the
other, we see the softened, dreamy peasant faces, nearly distressed at
having missed an experience that nothing embodics. as if the child were
merely a displaced witness. The climax of this series is the Madonna and
Chifd in Bergamo (ligure 8), a spotlight thrown on a dramatic narrative.
Agepressive hands prod the stomach and penis of the frightened baby,
who, alone ol all his peers, frees himself vioiently, taking his mother’s
hands aleng on his body. All the while, the folds of the virginal gown
separate lhis little dramatic theater from the maternal body, whose
lluminated face alone is revealed. Her characterless gave fleeting under
her downeast eyelids, her nonetheless definite pleasure, unshakable in its
intimacy, and her cheeks radiating peace, all constitute a stange modesty.
This split character of the maternal body has rarely been so clearly
brought forward. Perhaps a pruial, biographical separation from a com-
plicity as striking as suffocating and an inaccessibie recollection that
keeps turking behind the curtain were all necessary for Bellini to accom-
plish the task.

The Presentation in the Temple (1460-1464) {figure 9) is considered by
some today 1o be the model, rather than a copy, of Mantegna's similar
painting. it presents with less narrative suggestion (but no less
clearly, precisely because of the arrangemeni of bodies) the theme of
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FIGURE &,
BELLINI, MADONNA AND CHILD, DETAIL,
Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.
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FIGURE 7.
BELLINI, MADONNA AND CHILD,
VENICE, CIVICO CORRER.
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FIGURE 8.
BELIINI, MADOGNNA AND CHILD.
BERGAMO, ACCADEMIA CARRARA,
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FIGURE 9.

RELETINT, £A PRESENTAZIONE DI JESU AL TIEMPO (THE
PRESENTATION IN THE TEMPLEL DETAIL.
VENICE., GALLERIA QUERINI STAMPAITA.

mother/child separation. The Virgin is holding and lifting her swaddled
child, who adheres to the hollow of her body, skin against skin, flesh
against {lesh, branches of the same trunk. On the left stands the com-
munity of women. On the right at a slight distance, an old man, sur-
rounded by other men, holds out his arms 1o receive the baby, which she
does not proffer. According to law, the baby will obviously be separated
from its mother, but wirhin this pictorial experience, the symbiosis of the
twe appears to allow no possible separation. Their embrace cvokes the
cmbrace binding the dead Christ to the bosom of his mother, a twin
body, while Saint John waits slightly to the side (Dead Chrisi Supported
by his Mother and Saint Joha, Brera).
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« fong and freitful period of spatial experimeniation in iripivehs, atar

pieces, and collective seencs followed this forced scparation. It is, so to
\ i

reprossntalion o the plastic aris of the disengagement of ke
imags, which was esscntially matermal,

spesk, @
painter irom an imags—-from the
Representations of Miadonna and Child accompany these spatial investi-
gations, repeating the characteristics of eartier maternal paintings with
the exception, perhaps, that distance is more firmly marked inio ihe
palating. Air {Adoring Moadonna a;m’ Thitd, Metional Galiery, Londos;
Contini Bonacoessi, Plorencey and landscape {Madonng and Blessing
Child, Academy Galleries, Venice) abound to the extent that the
maternal ernbrace loosens its vise, It seems as if Bellini had to
expericnce, but especially to surpass, the trauma of maternal seduction in
order {0 insert space inig his organization of chromatic markings, and
thereby, beiter o approach the ineffable jouvissance transcending the
mother. During this period, 1475-80, the painter oriented his intcrest,
first, toward representing oiher fmages than that of the mother and
sacred subjects (cf. the series of poriraiis), and second and foremost,
toward positioning a basically minimalized body within landscapes or
structures that are always architeciurally structured. 5t Francis in
Ecstasy (1480 and 1485, Frick Coliection, MNew York) is probably the
most striking example of this movement from figuration toward pure
spatialization of color.

In the next series of paintings (1480-1490), the split between mother
and child becomes themaiically as well as concretely accentuated.

The beaming, enigmatic features of the Bergamo Madonna {(which the
child is flecing) now reverberate in the reticent Madonna with Two Trees
(1487, Academy Museumn. Venice) or in the Madornas of Lugano or Sao
Paolo). Almost serious, probably disappointed, mistrusiful, or hurt, it is
shc who appears ready to flee. Yet, what fills her is less an inaccessible
placidity than a certain stitfress, it not 1 hostile side-glance canceling the
always protected, calm appearance of the Madonna with Two Trees, The
“possessive mother™ of the previous period moves toward the representa-
tion of a “hostile mother.” And the sacred, combining retention and
instinctual drive, transforms the former distance-pleasure balance into
distance-anguish. 1t appears as though this aggressivity were rising to the
mother's throat, but, in fact, it is the infant that abruptly reveals it when,
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FIGURE 10.
BELLINI, MADONNA AND CHILD
SAQ PAOQLO, MUSEL DE ARTE.
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and the green iandscape of the backgreund, which ccho and attenuate the
foigs of her cape. Tne total space of the pairting thus seems to unfold
1nto three piznes.

Yei, this juxiaposition of colored masses, producing a sense of space,
gives way in turn to differentiation within chromatic matter itself. Tend-
ing toward pure light, Bellini's colors demonstrate that cven what always
remains muitihued and compaci figuration inevitably floats in empty
space. Precisely by means of such a chromatic outcome, Bellini can in
seality replace the radiant or anguished maternal face, caught in the grips
of primal repression (even if iis fimage persisis in his paintings) with a
subtle differeniiation of vision and of what is figurable and identifiable
icf, Madonna with the Child Jesus and Saints Catherine and Magdalene,
Academy Galieries. Venice).

Through his irequent use of altar pieces and by positioning the
maternal throne in lus painiings under architectural vaults, which he
himself has sculpied or painted, Bellini produces the same spatial out-
look, relativizing the importance of figuration. Whether in the Madonna,
Child, Sainrs, and Angelic Musicians {1487, Academy Galleries, Venice),
or placed more appropriately into a real architeciural setting, as in the
triptychs of the Churches of Santa Maria dei Frari (1488} and San Zac-
caria (130%), the painter sets himsell off from his work. From a distance,
the viewer's eyve scans from top to bottom a mother who is projected
from the painting but who does not dominate. As in Danie’s eighth circle
of heaven, music can henceforth be heard; the shout has burst through,
and i is orchestrated following the greatest blossoming of luminous
space. Angelic musicians are present, and other increasingly realistic and
numerous charscters multiply the frontal surface of the painting. Behind
them, the background surface curves around the group, rounding out near
the top. but, illuminated by a dark, transparent yellow, it scems to open up
infinitely toward another spatiality that no longer needs delincation or
stratification: it seems to float luminously, supported by the power of its
own chromatic composition. These are the limits of representation, but
also of geometrical framework, attained through a saturation of objects
and architecture. But there (s also a sparing movement bevond this over-
fuilitess perfectly mastered through realistic representalion,

Perhaps it would be impossible, or even useless, to search for the
biographical landmarks of this journey leading from the “iconographic”
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muother to the fascinating imciher-seduciress, and
threatening and flesing mother to the {uminous
gales herself. After the painter’s “mysierious™ hirth, thers rzmains,

howewver, one intrigwing hiographical Tact that may be signihicant. Doring
the same vears berwesn 1480 and 1490 that mark the t
mystery, fguration, and ihe mother-child narvaiive inle g sesrch for
space and light encircling and dominating them, Giovanni marrisd and
had a son. in 1483, he recorded ihe dowry of hus wife &
znd in 1489, Ginevra lists a son Alvise as heir in her will, Between these
two daies the child's birth must have occeerred. Then did Ginevra die ai
that time? In any case, when Alvise died ten years later 1 {499, he was
already orphaned of his mother,

In the fifleen years hetween 1485 and 1499, Beilip™s familial and
paternal experiences slong with the deaths of his wife and son accom-
panicd, i they did not lead to, the upheaval juvolving both the
nsychology ef Moiherhood and his stylz, Owe will recall that the Ma-
donnas in Lugano, S80 Paclo. the Academy Galleries in Venice, and the
church at Frari were painted after his marriage. His newly acquired and
soon lost family and patermity revzrsed ihe idealized notions of a
Byzantine and greatly seductive mother of the vears 1450 to 1480; from
1480 until 1500, this fascinalion changed into the feelings of controlizd
hostility or disappointment evident in the Madonng wish Two Trees or
the divisive vengeancs . the little sirangler in S20 Pzolo; fisally, without
maternal mediation, it produced ihe cesiasy of Saint Irancis, set of b,
background of ecstatic green color. it is as if parernity were necessary in
order to relive the archaiz timpact of the maternal bedy on man; in order
10 complete the javestigation of & ravishing maternal jouissance but also
of iis terrorizing aggressivity; in order somehow io admit the threat that
the male feels as much irom the possessive maternal body as from his
separation from it—a threat that he immediately relurns o that hody:
and finally, in order, not to demystiry the mother, but to find her an
increasingly appropriatc ianguage. capable of capturing her specific
imaginary jouissance, the jouissance on the border of primal repression,
bevond, aithough always cocxistent with, ihe imagery of fuli, mimetic.
and true signs.

The final series of motherhcod paintings. including the Madonna in
Dretroir (1500-1309%, carries on and nerfects Bellini’s mastery of the style

nevra Bochata,

i
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he creaied between 1480 and 1300, The mother's face again falls into
calinness;/ahsence, dieams of an unsignifiabie experience. The infant’s
body, parallel and close to hers, nonetheless appears more easily separa-
ble. Light inundates the canvas; figures increase in number and land-
scapes extend deeper into the painting, sometimes splitiing into different
scenes, always divided by a central curinin or one covering lwo-thirds of
the canvas on onc side, thus producing two diffcreni perspectives: a
shallow, frontal perspective and a deeper, converging perspective. The
maternal figure increasingly appears as a module. a process, present only
te justify this cleaved space; she is again the epyaoriptor (ergasterion),
privileged space and living area. Moreover, the very human, that is,
psychological passion between adult and child seems to be disptaced from
woman toward a4 man. The infant Jesus now clings {0 4 saini with more
dramaiic confidence than he ever displayed for any of the Madonnas, as
may be seen in the 5t Christopher panel of the Saint Vincent Ferrer
polypivch (1464-1468, San Giovanni ¢ Paolo, Venice); or in the Saint
Christopher Child Jesus couple in Saints Christopher, Jerome [or Saint
tohn Chrysostome?| and Augustine (1513), Church of Saint John
Chrysosiome, Venice), ls not the object-oriented libido always
masculing?

What becomes of this movement through maternal jouissance, once it
has arrived at its luminous, colored imprint, devoid of object, figure, or
spectacle? What happens to it i a Venice just discovering antiquity,
humanism, the fenale body, carnal passion as supreme grace, Bembo’s
theories, and Polyphilus’s dreams?

Bellini accepted secular or pagan commissions (periraits, allegorical
studies, paintings lost in the Dwucal Palace fire, and so on). But his
reticence towards the new was shown when he procrastinated on Isahella
d’Este’s request despite Bembo’'s intervention on her behalf and even
though his patron eventually asked merely for a simple presepio—an
adoration of the shepherds which lent itself (o a sacred-secular mixture,
He vielded to fashion and probably to his patrons, howgver, when he
painted The Feast of the Gods (1514, Washington);, but its style is
already that of Giorgione. and it includes obvious strokes by Titian.
Noneiheless, those pariaking in the feast still have the awlkward
appearance of guests at a carnival,
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The most surorising of the paintings of his later years is probably the
Yeanus in Vienna {1315). 1t shares the saume division of pictorial space of
the last Madonnas: one-third landscape, two-thirds fabric panel. Bul
now, instead of the traditionally clad mother in the foregrovnd, we have
the nudity of a full-bodisd young woman. sheltered by shadows against a
luminous background landscape, FEven though the style Is Giorgione’s
and the body radiates no less sensuality than do the paintings of Bellini’s
voung disciple, it is not the flesh's iridescence that capiures our attention.
Rather, it is still the unigue light of Bellini’s style, emanating not from
the juxtaposition of volumes nor the isolation of forms (Leconardo’s
styie), but from the luminous treatment of color itseif, sparkling in its
matier and through interplay with its counterpart. the complemeniary
hues of the shadows. The colored light thus produces curved and open
space, which is easily differentiated from the masses of light carving up
the bodies and volumes in the canvases of other contempeorary painters.
This device, unigue to Bellini and especiallv to this painting, manifests
itsell even more fully because of the miterplay of mirrors, surrounding the
hody of the Nude, revealing by ricochet her lace and neck. Through the
perpendicular juxtaposition of mirrors, there appears a crack down the
shadowed frontal part of the canvas. producing a bend in the representa-
ticn and engendering a third space. Neither background nor foreground,
it is the opening of one vista of the painting towards the viewer; it
appears as inverted perspective, a reversal of the viewer-viewed point of
view——enough to make every cubist dream. It is a reflexive glance, a cir-
cular fook, carcful to fragment space as much as possibie by following
the refraction of light rays.

Her face comes from the Madonna with Blessing Child {1509,
Detroit), the Madonng with Two Saints {1490, Academy Galleries,
Venice). The averled, modest, ecstatic, melancholic, or reticent gare of
the Madonnas here projects from the depths of the pupils to see itself, to
encounter itself, not in the object-for-others that is the infant, nor even in
the viewer {as the angle of the two mirrors opening towards the viewer
might suggest), but in the pseudo-object made up by the mirror itself,
And the mirror can do nothing more than to relurn the gaze. Face 1o
facc with primary narcissism, restraint persists along with a kind of state-
ment of insurmountable limits; *This is how it is.” The Virgin has come
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down irom her clothed exile in an elsewherc that racked her. =Hut the
sneovered woman nevertheless remains spiit. On the one bana, there s
ihe nuds angd passably crotic body: on the other. its fundamental entrap-
ment by the mirror image, certaindy hor own, bul whose slack. motherly
stomach reminds us that she is only one point of view. an interplay of
lights. unrepresentable, fleeting,

Through this Woman and Mimor, Bellini, now ninety vears old,
sntered zasily inlo the sex shop of his sge. In two or tirec paintings (il
we also couni the Affegorr in the Academy Gallerics and the Feas: of
the Gods in Washingiony. he exhibited a connelsseur’s mastery of the
subject matter equal io that of Giorgione and Titian. Yet, he added his
own special discovery, which the fashion of his time never it him display
as such: a fuminous coloration surpassing any representation of the nude
pody. This “sacred” glement had Jong accompanied the image of his
maternal bodies; since 1t was thus engendered by, but also already
detached from, virginal figurations, as it was from ail representations,
Beilinl was following, liks & critic {rom the future. the object-oriented
ostentation of his time, which nevertheless encountered and revealed his
main precccupation (jouissance}—but in siill toe thematic a manner,
essentially tied to objects and deeply fetishistic, since he altached it to a
body, in this instance the female body. In the end, the sex shop fulfilled
ity role for the old master, clearly conveving to the secular world just
exactly what worked upon it, what affected it through a Madonna’s veils.
And still, his use of light vastly surpasses this thematic, it could not be
fully appreciated until after Poussin, Cézanne, and Rothke.

SPACES AND GLIMMERS

Saim Francis in Ecseasy (1480-1435, Frick Colizction, New York) por-
trays the saint against a cascade of aquamaring volumes, zlmost cntirely
engulfed by their morning glow. fading iato semidarkness at lower right,
On the left, near the tep of the painting, diagenally across from palpit,
ook, and skuil of the lower right corner, there zppears another space,
where a landscape, a donkey, and a great deal of light suggest the divine
presence. This unfolding of the painting’s surface into two planes, sach
with its own volume, is tvpical of Bellini's work. Zach veoiume bends,
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zind fragments f1zelf separaiely. ucing a sense of io1-
enl among iha DrPStﬂLed formis, vet, ithey are also homogenized inta
a sigle Iuminous mass by éhe green hues of the imeg;_lound and the

crange huss of the baci(gmuad‘ This spiltiing/iaminating of the surface
is neightened by, among other elements. curving and broken lines, wind-
ing into & green spiral (a hill) in the lower-left foreground. Yer another
spiral balances the first, near the top cenier, constituting the lower right
angle of the backdrop. Conseguently, the split/laminated surface of the
painting, tormented by the luminous color of each scction, finds in its left
half a spiral movemenl that surges upwardgs, in conirast {o the verti-
cality of rocks on the right. Graphic constructions that divide, covered
with iridescent colored masses that bind together this muitiple surface:
foreground/background, upper left-hand diagonal/tower right-hand di-
agonal. lower diagonal spiral on the left/centered diagonal spiral ncar
the top, undulating left half-vertical right hall. Perhaps the sainl’s ecstasy
is precisely this union between the drawing’s implacable fragmentation
and a soft lining encompassing the f{ragments within two masses of
luminous hues: green and orange. There is interplay among cutting
traces, together with infinitesimal differentiations within one color, seek-
ing itself within its own range, up to the borders of its complementanty,
until it becomes lost in pure light.

In the Madonna with the Child Jesus, Saints Catherine and Magdalene
(1490, Academy Galleries, Venice), angular, bending space no longer
arises out of the graphic carviag out of the drawing. Here the painting’s
surface cowstitutes a vault, as did the Frar triptych. But while the
triptvch’s sense of curvature is produced by the curved back wall and
arched ceiling, here the cupola effect is produced by the dark color
becoming luminous. The outling of the robe covering head and rounded
shoulders of the Virgin gives support to it, and the infant's upward gaze
suggesis it as well—one sees this at once. But the curvature 1s achieved
essentially by the turning of the more saturated colors, fllling the paint-
ing's forms and volumes, toward yellowish-white. The brick reds or pur-
ples of the saints’ garments, Mary’s bluish-green robe, the deep orange of
their flesh and the rust-maroon tint of their hair deepen or fade with cach
fold, running through the spectrum, within their own hue, hetween two
invisible limits, from black, where color is extinguished, to bright yellow,
where 1t dazzles. This treatment of calor as such is accentuatcd by an
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elliptical placement of biinding flashes—exposed flesh changing to
yellowish-pink, as in the upper curves of the three women’s heads and
lower curve of their hands and the baby. The brown background is one of
Bellini's fundamental discoveries. Saturated with black, green, and red,
the compactness of this brown tint inverts into its oppositc—a vague,
liguid, invisible color, a sparkling medium engendering and suspending
bare brightness. The curved space, repeating the curves of a nude body,
resulig from subdued color moving across the limiis of its scale o the two
extremes of the spectrum. A high level of sublimation is reached at the
very point where anguish appears—an anguish that nudity might
otherwise have provoked and that we call eroticism.

in The Sacred Affegory (1490~1500, Uffizi, Florence), the tormented
graphic nature of forms, fragmented by outlines but bound together by
color, is preseat in the background. That reminder of the graphic space
of Saint Francis in Ecstasy, however, here becomes geometrical; more
Greek, more rational in the painting’s foreground, where a terrace railing
opens up three sides of 4 rectangular volume in front of the viewer. The
floor is broken up into red and black squares and hexagons, while the
tree of life delineates three-fourths of its surlace. Light here is not
engendered, as in Madonna with the Child Jesus, Saints Catherine and
Magdalene to create the impression of vaulted space; nor does it burst
forth from a corner m order to spiral, twist, and harmonize at the same
time, as it did in Saint Francis in Ecstasy. It simply exists as an
incandescence within the dominating orange that lights up the browns,
reds, and whites, from right to left and merges into blue sky at the top
center of the painting—flight, hearth, and azure opening. Because of the
dominance of variegated yellows, the wavelike or broken features of the
many plancs of the background, as well as the regular geometry of the
foreground. open up on infinity. There are no bent surfaces and no
domes. Pure luminosity bathes each figuration, including those that
firmly mark the fragmented spaces, and thus allows blinding light to pre-
dominate through the yellows. It marks the limits of representation in
and for which a few colored-object elements condense—unfailingly, but
50 as 1o escape all the more easily—-as reds, greens, blacks, and blues, in
lteu of robes. trees, sky, mountains, human and animal figures. Now all
figural representation appears as a mirage under a yellow, desert sun,
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This allegorical painling is said (0 represent Saint Bernard's commentary
on the first fourteen verses of Psalm 84, the “restoration of fsrael”™ As
Grace, Truth, Justice, and Peace discuss humanity's salvation through
the Incarnation, a finally nonthreatening Yahweh himself appears,
announcing the arrival of justice and peace. The threc women in the
painting incorporaie three aspects of this sacra converzatione: on the left,
Maria Aeterna represents Grace and Peace; on the right, a second figure
represents a condensation of Truth and Justice: and on the throne, Mary
assumes the place of the Father. If this interpretation of the painting is
correct, we are in fact confronted with a both thematic and chromatic
representation of harmony. Far from suppressing spatial or color dii-
ferences, such harmony distributes them within an open infinity as
integration of the limits separating figures, drawings, and nuances in
color and as their endless bonding together. This ts the sublimation of a
tolalizing power. pushed {0 the limits of representability: form and color.

The interplay of mirrors confronting the nude Venus, as understood
through Bellini, shows that primary narcissism is the threshold on which
pictorial experience ceases and whence it works its effects. If primal
repression s just another expression foc primary narcissism, then provek-
ing one and the other, working on them, and analyzing them—without
gver being able to remove them—must be the cause of jouissance, and
here, more preciscly, of jouissance through and within pictorial represen-
tation. Ft can only result in a shattering ol figuration and form io a space
of graphic lines and colors, differentigted until they disappear in pure light.

Qur long biographical and historical, sacred and figural journey has
shown that for Bellini, motherhood is nothing more than such a lumineus
spatialization, the ultimate language of a jouissance at the far limits of
repression, whence bodies, identities, and signs are begotten,

Notes

1. “*Dormition” refers to the peciod of the Virgin Man's death, which s viewed merely
as a period of sleep, before she was carried to heavent (Assumption). The word originated in
the Transitus Marfa, a Nifth-century Hyzanting apocrypha, [Ed. |

2. The French word “enceinte™ has been kept as the only way to preserve ihe pun;
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Senceinte’” 13w protective wall arownd g town; “femme enceinte” 15 A pregnunl woman
[Ed.]

30O G Fivscen, Giovanni Beilind (Milan: Silvana, 19601 R Longhi, Fierica per cingure
serefl df Pittnra veaeniane [Florence: Sansont. 1946 L. Coletti, Prira vesicra del guacti o
cento [vovara: 1953 and olhers.

4. Dante, Paradisio. v, 38-63,



CHILDHOOD LANGUAGYL, INFANTILE LANGUAGE

Twice during the past few centuries Weslern reason perceived thal iis
role of being a servant to meaning was imprisoning. Wishing to escape, it
turned {oward and became haunied by childhood. Wiiness Roussean and
Freud—two crises of classical and positivist rationality. And two revolu-
tiong loomed on its horizon: one in political cconomy (sceking its status in
Marx), the other in the speaking subject {articulated today by modern
literature’s disruption of the Christian Word). Before Sade and Solzhe-
nitsyn, who spell out jouissance and horror, analytic discourse was given a
privileged forl, a nexus of life and language (of species and society)—the
child.

It was as if Reason were suddeniy ncither satisfied simply to test its
restraining bonds by confronting texts, nor 1o strain meaning by writing
the speaking being's identity as fiction; it was forced, instead, to face
reproduction of the species (the boundary between “nature” and “oul-
fure’™) and the varied attitudes toward it, Reason was thus transcended
hy a hererogencous element {(biclogy: life) and by a third party {1/ you
communication is displaced by /f: the child). These chailenge the speaker
with the fact that he is not whole, but they do so in a2 manner aitogether
different from ithat in which thc obsessed person’s wretchad consciousness
ceaselessly signifies his bondage to death. For if death is the Other, life is
a third party: and as this signification, asserted by the child, is disquict-
ing, it might well unsettle the speaker’s paraneid enclosure. Without this
advent of the real (imposed by the child but blocked by the myth of the

Plare Nanies was {irst published as Noms de Liew in Tef Qued 63 (Winter 1976} it appeared
in a revised version, Ifom whick (s transtation was made, in Pofifogie (Parts: Seuil, 19771,
PR HET 8]
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childy, one belief still persists; either men and women exist in and for the
romantic or surrealist exchange of ideas or sex; or eise sublimation can
oceur with nothing left over. instinctual drive being iotally committed (in
Fxistentialist fashion) to Lifework or History—when it does not foster
perversion as the final guarantes of order.

Two thousand years ago the child Jesus came to circumvent these two
dead ends, but having become a ritual, like all rituals he quickly became
2 substituie, He even became a whole history—Christianity, By uncover-
ing childbirth from heneath kinship struclures, whose subjective and
political outgrowths are iraced in the Bible, Christianity may have
interfered with Judaism’s attraction to obscssional and paranoid confine-
meni. At the same time, 1t gave a place to women—not necessarily a
symbolic progress bur certainly a biclogical and social necessity. And
yet, by celebrating Man in the child, that is, by making the child into a
universal fetish, Christianity foreclosed the possibility (of which 1t
nevertheless had an inkling) of breaking the cycle of religion: just the
same, 11 was the last possibility of doing so. For where life and discourse
come together, that is where the destiny of subjects is caught up in the
chain of civilization. Today, the pill and the Pope know this indeed.

The discovery of the Freudian unconscious severs the always possible
umbilication of man to the child; the notion of “infantile sexuality™
allows for the examination, not of he who does nol speak (in-fans) but of
what within the specaker is not vet spoken, or will always remain unsaid,
unnamable within the gaps of speech. [t is true that the child buttresses
the fundamental premises of Freudian thought (the theory of instinctual
drives, rejection-negativity, the cmergence of symbolism, the stages
marked by the Oedipus complex, et cetera). The child was, however, by
Freud's own admission, the place of an “error™ thal we shall now try to
read more closely. Such an error cannot be righted when the mind allows
itself (o be taken in by the inextricable aliernative of “cause™ and
“effect,” as Freud rarely did; compared with which Freud's “‘errors”
have the advantage of showing his thought to be rooted in the eternal
return of parent/child: *“Am 1 parent or child, cause or effect, chicken or
egg?” So that one might observe, perhaps, that the child is a myth
{Oedipal) told by parents to their parents, without which there would be
nothing but children, that is, Oedipi unbeknownst to themselves. Were
the Greeks, who talked among themselves of having been children, the
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most lucid parents of history? Vhis migai have permitied them to ecir-
curnscribe agpression {chidlike, hereafter termed Cedipsl) in order to
proceed towards Jow in the Cliey.

Lot us restate a fow facts, Frzud marrcied in 1886 and had six children
{three girls and three boys) beiween 1887 and 1893, During this period he
completed his neurological research, published his findings on aphasia
and infantile paralysis (1891), and began his research on hysieria,
ihirough hyprosis at first, leading to the publication in 1825, with Breuer,
of Siudies on Hysteria. That same year marked the birth of Anna (whose
analytical research would essentiallv center on childhood), the end of the
famuly’s reproductive cycle, and the beginning of Freud's (riendship with
Fliess. e would soon begin a self-anatysis within the framework of that
retationship whose homosexual tenor he later emphasized. He used the
word psvcheanalysis onc year later, in 1896, Yer, it was only afier the
death of his father in 1897 that Freud wrote the inaugural work of
psychoanalysis. which set it free of the substantialism, medicine, and
catharsis that were still perceptible in Studies on Hysteria;, The
Interpretation of Dreams, of 1897, which situates 1t within the field of
signifying articulations, was published in 1898.

At this moment, Freud introduced a change in the conception of what
he had thought to be the cause of hysteria: parental seduction.' FIRST
ASSUMPTION: hysteria is set off by parental seduction during childhood.
Freud promoted that theory until 1896, the year of his father’s death,
suggesting that Jacob Freud must have seduced him (letter to Fliess,
Feb. 11,1897), and recognizing that his eldest daughter, Mathiide, was
possibly the object of his own attempts at seduction (letter to Fliess, May
31, 1897, several months before his father's death}.? sEcoND Assump-
110N that seduction was only a hysterical fantasy merging with a
paranoid attitude, and thus scrving as a screen for his childhood auto-
ercticism. Thus the conception of an essentially autoerotic childhood
sexuality emerged. THIRD moOvemMENT: Freud also allowed for the child’s
genital desires and proceeded towards the conception of the Oedipus
complex. Although this happened in the last years of the century, written
evidence for such a stand does not emerge until 1905 (**Sexuality in the
Aetiology of the Neuroses™) and in 1906 (Three Essays on the Theory of
Sexuality).

Between the first assumption (the parent seduces the child and leads it
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10 neurosisy and the second {ihe seducer is the autoerotic and polymor-
phous perverse child), 1wo events occurred; Freud ceased having children
and his father died. The reversal of his posifion with respsct to the
pareni-child retationship {the child becoming the agent of seduction.
thus corresponding to those events, is dramatically evoked in two sub-
sequent Lexts: Gn the History of the Pspchoonolyiic Moverrent {1914)
and An Auiobiographical Siudyv (1925}, Here. Freud terms parenlal
seduction an “erroncous idea™ that could have been “fatal to the young
science.” The distress provoked by the discovery of that mistaken path
was so great that he wrote, “Like Breuer, I almost gave up analysis.”
why did he neverthetess continue? The explanation (s suceinct, 1o say the
least: “*Perhaps I persevered because I no longer had any choice and
could noi then begin again at something else. At last carne the reflection
that, after all, one had no right to despatr because one has been deceived
in one's expectations: one must revise those expectations.”™
Acknowledging an end (“one cannol pegin again®: to have children?)
and a fecling of despair (the father is dead: no more seducer?), he at the
same Uime recovered control (“one docs not have the right™: o ahandon
the father, no longer to he father. to abdicate paternity?). Such a reading
seems to be supported by an examination of his later text, 4n Aufo-
bingraphical Studv (1923); “When, however, 1 was at last obliged to
recognize that these scenes of seduction had never taken place . . . 1 was
for some time completely at a loss [from 1897 Lo 1900 approximately]
.. Vhad in fact stumbled for the first time upon the Oedipus complex
fin its disguise of seduction fantasy].’® Could the discovery of the
Oedipus complex, and thereby of infantile sexuality, and thus the begin-
ning of the modern conception of the child, have been produced through
an inverted Cedipal complex? Could the “Qedipus complex™ be the dis-
course of mourning for his father's death? As neurosis is the negative of
perversion, could that discourse represent, in like manner, the negative of
ithe guill experienced by a son who is forced by ihe signifier to iake his
father’s place? The treudian conception of the child would thus provide
the basis for paternal discourse. the solid foundstion for the paternal
function, and consequently the guarantee, both present and ultimate. of
socialization, That may be a patcrnal vision of childhoed and thus a
limited one: it is. however, {ucidly presented te support the inavitability
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of the symbolic and/or social code. it is, therefore, an crhical, biblical
viglon,

Ho. after having fathered six children in eight years, loving them as 2
devoted father (there scems (o be agreement on this), having admitted to
being the possible seducer of his daughter but also the victim of hig
father’s seduction, “one can no longer begin again.” In addition to this
receognition of closure, of disillusionment with respect to the hysierical
hody, the libide as substance, and ““scductive croticism’™—is ii the
rceognition of a sexual dead end?—there came his father’s death and
Freud's feelings of guilt toward hun (no, the seducer cannot be my
father, the seducer is me, the child of this father; now I am also the
father [of Mathilde]: therefore the seducer can only be the child); this is
accompanied at once by the desire to take his place, to assume the moral,
paternal function {“One has no right to despair because he has been
disappointed,” Freud writes). The father is dead, long live the father that
{ am: there where it (id) was shall I (ego) come to Be® The "“child” is
what remains of such a becoming, the result of subiracting the utterance
of guilt from the utterance of mastery: “Seduction during childhoed
retained a certain share, though a humbler one, in the etiology of
neuroscs. But thc seducers turned out as a ruic to have been older
cluldren.””” We thus come to the shaping of this image of the child-
parent, the seducing child, a child always already older, born into the
world with compound drives, erogenous zones, and even genital desires.
With the end of the reproductive cycle and spurred by his father’s death,
Freud’s self-analysis led him to that telescoping of father and child,
resulting in none ather than Oedipus: T had in fact stumbled for the first
time upon the Qedipus complex.™®

The child-parent or the parent-child, thus presenied to analytical
practice, joins cause and effect, origin and becoming, space and time, to
produce that specific twist of psycheoanalytic discourse that brings to
mind the Heraclitan a/¢v: cyclical time and also space where the Greek
thinker happened to see the poet at play—the poet who alone maintains
the discourse of a child giving birth (to a father?.® Instinctuality is
simultaneously revealed as innate and hereditary, bui, within the
Freudian framework, it is already protected from subslantialist inler-
pretations. For although the child enters the world with polymorphous
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instinctual drives, these conflict with repression and ihe laiter produces
the several varianis of libido fixation (*subjective structures’™). It follows
thai neurosis—-or the speaking subject—can never be dealt with at the
level of drive, or through a child at zero degree of symbolism, but rather
always throwgh a narrative ““texture,” that is, a texiure of language and
phantasm: "It was only after the introduction [within childhood's
instinctual experience] of this element of hysterical fantasies [the parental
seduction fantasy] that the rexrure of the neurosis and its relation to the
patient’s life hecame intelligible ™"

MNevertheless, this dismantling of the Christian-Rousscauist myth of
childhoed is accompanied by a problematic endorsement. Projected into
the supposed place of childhood, and therefore universalized, one finds
the features that arc particular to adult discoursc; the child is endowed
with what is dictated by adult memory, always distorted to begin with;
the myth of human continuity persists (from child to parent, Sameness
prevails). In like manner, the function of the familial context in the pre-
coctous development of the child (before puberty, before Oedipus, but
also before the “mirror stage™) tends to be minimized. This is only too
evident in ego-centered trends in child psychelogy, but also in a
psychoanalytic practice that posits the subject as dating from the “mirror
stage.”” The most important debates and innovations in psychoanalysis
have consequently and necessarily been centered in this problem. The
peoint is indeed to emphasize the heterogeneity between the libidinal-signi-
fying organization in infancy {lct us call it the *“semiotic disposition™)
and the “symbolic” functioning of the speaker following language acqui-
sition and the consequent parental identifications. On the other hand, and
at the same time, this precocious, presymbolic organization is grasped by
the adult only as regression—jouissance or schizophrenic psychosis.
Thus, the difficulty, the impossibility that beset such an attempt at gain-
ing access to childhood: the real stakes of a discourse on childhood
within Western ithought involve a confroniation between thought and
what it is not, a wandering at the limits of the thinkable. Qutside of
poetic practice (thinking a dissipated language, Heraclitan limit, reinven-
tion of materialism), the analytical soluiions to this question (lhis
Freudian “error”) always appear problematic: Jung’s dead end with its
archetypal configurations of libidinal substance taken out of the realm of
sexuality and placed in bondage to the archaic mother; the empiricist
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precision of Melanie Klein's *‘partial objects”™ and subsequently the
cffort, by Winnicott and his followers to pesit within the *“potential
space” between mother and nursing infant a libide without drive,
therclore without object, geal. or time—all of which remain specific
attributes of the adult speaker’s libide; the desiring machines of
schizaphrenics without signifiers; or finally, in a new and radical way
that nevertheless remains all-encompassing within the Name-of-the-
Father (as with Lacan), removing the unnamable from childhood and
placing it within the reaq/, which is at the same time impossible and
inevitably persistent within the real-imaginarv-symbolic triad,

As distinguished from speculation, fransference, howcver, seems to
indicate that the signifving disposition that Winnicott calls the “pre-
ohjective libido™ {thercfore not the Freudian libido),'' which can he
detected in the nomspeaking child, persists heneath the secondary
repression imposed as soon as language is acquired; it also continues,
through the formation of the Oedipus compiex, in all speaking bheings,
establishing their psychotic foundation or their capacity for jouissance—
of which the aesthetic is one among several. This disposition is set out
and articulated, from its very beginning (which remains with us as space
become permanent lime), by the solutions that parenis recently dis-
covered in answer to the sexual inanity manifested by the child. For the
hysteric child to attribute its neurosis to parental seduction is probably
an instance of paranocia. But, through the seduction myth, it sces itself as
being attached by drive (even before desire) to this object of love extolled
by its parents in their denial of the sexual nonrelation that the child’s
coming punciuates.

Freud's error, however, has still not affected linguistics, which remains
universal and Cartesian in its study of individual “languages,” phenom-
enological in its approach to discourse. “Childhood language™—a
theoretical mirage—has become for psycholinguistics the privileged
ground where the contradictions and dead ends of linguistic rationality
are attested. Some see in “*childhood language™ an empirical demonstra-
tion of generative grammar’s pertinence {deep structure exists because it
funciions as such in the child). Gthers posit a difference berween lan-
guage and logic in children, on the one hand, and in adults on the other.
But, in trying to describe the former, they use categories and even
unqualified models (always imore or less taken from generative grammar)
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contingent upon the latter. This leads. in the first instance, 1o the use of
childhood language as an illustration of theory, probably amputated, but
intended to be completed through maturation. The resull, in the second,
is a floundering in empiricism, for no concept of the subject, other than
one bound 1o Cartesian logic, is available to account for the differences
one supposedly detects in the child's logic or syntax. The presyntaciic
phases of childhood sesmiosis remain outside of this investigation; but
also excluded are all semantic latencies duc to sexual and family dif-
ferences, which are integrated or short-circuited, sach time in specific
fashion, within the syntactic repression constituting the grid of any lan-
guage as universal system, and which become manifest in either syntactic
liberties or lexical variations of childhood discourse.**

It might, on the other hand, be possible to posit as *object™ of analysis
not “childhood language” but rather “infantile language,” in the sense
that Freud spcaks of infantile sexuality-—a telescoping of parent and
child, We would then be concerned with the aitentiveness that the adult,
through his stitl infantile sexuality, is able to perceive in the discourse of
a child (boy or girl) while it refers him to that level where his “own™ lan-
guage is never lotally rationaliced or normated according 1o Cartesian
linguistics, but where it always remains an “infaniile language.”” Thus it
would constitute an analytical attentiveness to language, within the dual
relationship transference between adull and child; an analysis that is
applied through phantasmic or mythical contents {which have been until
now the sole objects of psychoanalysis and child psychclogy) to the
“minimal” components of language {phonic, lexical, and syntactic opera-
tions; logico-syntactic categories). The child therefore becomes the real
from which we begin our analysis, through minimal components, of our
(any) language’s infantile attributes.

This particular attentivencss to the psychoanalytic conditions underly-
ing language siructurcs niight invile a probably rransferential, or more
precisely, maternal attitude toward the child. Cannot the history of post-
Freudian child psychology, culminating in the works by Spitz and Winni-
cott, be surmarized as a shift from the paternal. Freudian attentiveness
to a maternal attention? With all the progress and setbacks such a phan-
tasmatic attitude induces in men and women anmalysts . . .

For a woman, the arrival of a child breaks the autocrotic circle off
pregnancy (when her jouissance recalls the saint who becomes one with
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ner god. inaccessible and yet consubstazntial witin her instinctual drive
during her passion) and brings about what, for a wornan. is the difficult
account of a relationship with an other: with an “cbjec’” and with love.
Is it not true thai a woman is a being for whom the Omne. and therefore
the Other, is not taken for granted? And that in order to reach this
constantly gliered One, to have acgess to the symbolic-theiic level, which
requires castration and objeci, she must tear herscif from the daughier-
mother symbiosis, renounce the undifferentiated community of women
and recognize the father at the same time as the symbolic?, .. It is
precisely the child that, for a mother (as opposed to a generrix),
constitutes an access (an excess) toward the Other. The child is the
removal of what was only a graft during pregnancy: an afier ego capable
(or not) of replacing a maternal narcissism henceforth integrated within a
“heing for it.” Neither for itself nor in itself, but for it . . . The mother of
a son {henceforth the generic “infant™ no longer exists) is a being
confronted with a belng-for-him. The mother of a daughter replays in
reverse the encounler with her own mother: differentiation or leveling of
beings, glinpses of oneness or paranoid primary identification phan-
tasized as primordial substance. In both cases, the well-known relation-
ship with an object—which exists only as object of love—is founded only
as a third-person relationship: neither 7 nor you within a relationship of
identification or lust, but he (she). Love replaces narcissism in a third
person that is external to the act of discursive communication. Hence,
"“God is lave™: it is for this very reason that he does not exist, except to
be imagined as child for a woman. Here again one acknowledges the
brilliant inspiration of Christian tradition,

From this point on, for the mother—not for the genetrix—the child is
an anafyzer. He releases the hysteric woman's anguish, often hidden,
denied, or deferred in its paranoid course, directing it toward others or
toward the array of consumer goods. It is an anguish that brings the
mother to grips with castration (that very castration that a number of
“women' or genctrices deny, because for them the child is the cork that
stops, seals the communrity of the species, and allows for the usurpation
of the father’s place while refusing to recognize it). The death drive is
loosened across its entire dramatic gamut exiending from the fury of
Lady Macbeth to self-sacrifice, always for the same love object, the third
person, the child. Throughout these meanderings where the analyzer
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{eads his mother, acknowledgment of casiration prevents murder; it is its
opposite and opposes it. For this very reason the mother is ahle to
analyze where the genetrix fails (by blocking, with the *‘baby™, any
access to the symbolic disposition through the faniasy of a substantialist
fusion within that generative matter where mothers incorporate their
children) and where the saint succeeds (when, in her passion for the sym-
bolic, her own body becomes the exalted, sanctioned sign of denial): she
keeps open the cnclosures where paranoid persons anchor themselves.
Maternity knots and unknots parancia—the ground on which hysterics
stand,

It is clear that “neuropsychological maturation™ and language acquisi-
tion cannot be taken for granted under these conditions. In all likelihood,
the structures of any language inevitably carry the imprint of the mother-
analyzer relationship. And that is encugh to confeund any linguistic
theory,

SPACE CAUSES LAUGHTER

Current attempts to put an end to human subjecthood (1o the extent that
it involves subjection to meaning) by proposing to replace it with spaces
{Borremean knots, morphology of catasirophies), of which the speaker
would be merely a phenomenal actualization, may seem appealing. We
must not forget, however, that such formants (even if their refinements
lead only to the addressee’s catharsis, and they do not function as
*“models” of a referent-object) have their particular source in the “logical
activity specifically linked to language,” " Husserl’s considerations on the
spatial intuitions of the Greeks leading up to Euclid have lost none of
their epistemological force: the history of human forming is rooted in
language as a system of propositions.' No forming can transcend its
origin—meaning, as it is posited by thal predication peculiar to language.
H the metaphysical solidarity of “meaning,” “origin,” and ““forming” is
thus posited as the himit ol any atiempt at clarification (and also,
therefore, of linguistics), and perhaps also of all analysis (and perhaps of
psychoanalysis). it still seems clear that any spatial representation pro-
vided for within a universal language is necessarily subject to teleological
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rcasen, contrary to what
they arc i0 the “myihico-magica

The history of the speaking being (spatially bound precisely because he
speaks) is only spatial variation.' never shatiering the limits of the
spealking/forming, but rather displacing it by means of a praxis or a
techné. 1t is henceforth clear that meaning’s closure can never be
challenged by another space, but only by a different way of speaking:
another enunciation, another “‘literature.” There exists, on the other
hand, an epistemological bent toward clucidation that is not, as Husserl
postulates, the “destiny’™ of the speaking being; rather, it 15 one of its
practices, osre variation of signifiance not limited to what is “universally
intelligible”-—madness and literature are its witnesses, If we remain with
this tendency, we must choose between two directions: either we delineate
the history of spaces {we practice cpistemology), or we investigate what
Husser] calls “*human forming.” The second alternative inevitably merges
with Freudian preoccupations: the analysis of the *‘origins™ of form-
ing/speaking follows the path of the Freudian “error’” mentioned above,

Any atlentiveness to “infantile language™ (as defined above) seems to
be focated at that ambiguous point where psychoanalysis opens up the
limits of phenomenological meaning by indicating its conditions of
production, and where phenomenology encloses the transferential disin-
tegration of meaning—as soon as the latter is being articulated as either
demonstrative or simply “universally intelligible” clauses.

To repeat Lthe question that the infant-analyst puts to maternal atien-
tiveness before any mirror shows him any representation whatsoever,
before any language begins to encode his *idealities™: what about the
paradoxical semiosis of the newborn’s body, what about the “semiotic
chora,”" what about this “space™ prior to the sign, this archaic disposi-
tion of primary narcissism that a poet brings to Hght in order to
challenge the closure of meaning (*‘nothing will have taken place but the
place,” certainly, if not “at heights so far removed that a place fuses with
the bevond [ . . . ] the bewildering successive clash of a whole account in
formation . . . "—Mallarme),

Meither request nor desire, it is an invocation, an anaclisis.'® Memories
of bodily contact, warmth, and nourishment: these underlie the breath of
the newborn body as it appeals to & source of support, a fulfillment of

‘romantic minds” might maintain, attracied as
1."’ 15
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care that Spitz properly termed the “diairophic mother.” Yocal and mus-
cular contractions, spasms of the glottis and motor system—all make up
for the absence of inirsuterine life componenis. Voico is the vehicle of
ihat call for help, directed at 4 frustrated mentory, in order to insure,
first through breath and warmth, the survival of an ever premature
human being; and this is undoubtedly significant for the acquisition of
language, which will soon be articulated along the same vehicle, Tvery
cry is. psychelogicaily and projectively, described as a ¢ry of disiress, up
to and including the first vocalizations, which seem to constitute distress
calls, in short: anacliscs. The newborn body cxperiences three months of
such anaclitic “faciiitations™ without reaching a stabie condition.

Faced with these anaclises, the adult—essentially the mother—offers a
disturbed reception, a mohile receptacle, which fashions itself on the
invocation, follows its winding course, and eventually accents it with &
surge of anguish that the newborn analyzer's body produces in the analy-
sand. From this time om. we musi reckon with the mother’s desire,
beyond which it is hard for her o go, to maintain the newborn child
within the invocation: the child as adjunct to the breast, a wealth of her
own, may be an analyzer, but it is an analyst lacking any interpretation
and who thus locks mother and child within the regression of primary
masochism. This is the precise moment for cither the “optimal frustra-
tion™ that Spitz requires of the mother with regard to the child. or Win-
nicott’s mysterious *“‘good enough mother™: they are intended to bresk
the primary narcissism within which mother and child are wrapped up,
from anaclisis to diarrophy, so that, with the advent of autoeroticism, the
door is finally open to a relationship wiih the object. at the same time as
representation and language make their appearance.

Before this step hecomes effective, however, and within the subtle drift
{rom primary narcissism to auloeroticism, the “good enough mother”
with her “optimal frustration” scores a point: laughter.

It is perhaps enough that the mother know bath how to respond 1o and
to stop the anaclisis, so that she might stall, settle, and anchor hersell
there. Providing an axis, a projection screen, a limit, a curb for the
infant’s imvocation may be what, in the maternat function. relates to the
paternal onc. probably characterized. at best, by absence or refusal
encoded in presence itsell. As the nervous system matures, it probahly
assumes {and sometimes takes over) the mobile support function pro-
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vided by the mother/the lzther, while being influenced by it in other
instances.

Vouce, hearing, and sight are the archaic disposilions where the carliest
forms of discreteness emerge. The breast, given and withdrawn:; lamp-
light capwuring the gaze; intermittent sounds of voice or music—-all these
meet with anaclisis (according to a tenmiporal sequence prebably pro-
gramined, too, by the particular apiitude of each child), hold it, and thus
inhibii and absorb it in such & way that it is discharged and abated
through themn: early “‘defenses” against the aggressivity of a (pseudo-)
drive {without poal). At that point, breast, light, and sound become a
there: a place, a spol, a marker. The effect, which 15 dramatic, Js no
longer quiet but laughter. The imprint of an archaic moment, the
threshold of space, the “chora’ as primitive stability absorbing anaclitic
facilitation, produces laughier. There is not yet an outside, and the things
that made the newborn laugh at about two and one-half months (after
the satisfaction of immediate needs produced the hallucinatory laughter
of the fitst weeks) are simply markers of something in the process of
becoming stability, But neither cxternal nor internal, neither outside nor
inside, such markers are noticeable only because they slow down
anzclisis: they doe not stop it. One might detect in them the inception of
spatiality as well as sublimartion.

Those scattered and funny moments become projected—archaic syn-
thesis—onto the stable support of the mother’s face, the privileged
receiver of laughter at about three months. It is then that the narcissism
ol the initial mother-child symbiasis slips toward autoeroticism; here one
observes the emergence of 4 body parcelled inlo eroticizable “objects™
{cssentially oral). Oral croticism, the smile at the mother, and the first
vocalizations are contemporaneous: Spitz’s well-known “first point of
psychic organization™® is already one complex semiotic phenomenon
presaged by others,

The inaugural sublimation, in most cases visual, brings us not only to
the foundations of narcissism {specular gratification) but to the riant
wellsprings of the imaginary. The imaginary takes over from childhood
laughter: it is a joy without words. Chronologically and logically long
before the mirror stage {where the Same sees itself altered through the
well-known opening that constitutes it as representation, sign, and
deaih),* the semiotic disposition makes it start as riant spaciousness.
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During the peried of indistinction between “same” and “other,” infant
and miother, as well as between “subject™ and *“objeci,” while no space
has yet been delineated (this will happen with and after the mirror
stage—birth of the sign), the semiotic chorg that arresis and absorbs the
motility of the anaclitic facilitations relieves and produces laughter.

Orality plays an essential role in this primary fixation-sublimation:
appropriation ol the breast, the so-called “‘parancid” certainty of the
nursing infant that he has been in possession of it, and his ability o lose
il afler having had his fill. What should not be obhscured is the
imporiance of the anal ““instinctual drive” from this period on: the child
has a secure anal discharge while, balancing that loss, it incorporates the
breast. Anal loss, accompanied by considerabie expenditure of muscular
motility, combined with the satisfaction of incorporating the breast,
probably encourages projecting facilitation imto this visible or audible
point that gives the infant a glimpse of space and produces laughter.

The simultaneity of laughter with [irst vocalizations has fong heen
recognized.® And the visual motility/fixation articulation as substratum
of archaic semiotic spaciousness as well as laughter secms, moreover, to
he borne cut by betated childhood laughter, As we know, children fack a
sense of humer (humor presupposes the superego and its bewildering).
But they laugh easily when motor tension is linked to vision {a caricaturc
is a visualization of bodily distortton, of an extreme, exaggerated move-
ment, or of an unmastered movement); when a child’s body is too rapidly
sel in motion by the adult (return to a motility delying its fixation, space,
and place); when a sudden stop follows a movement (someone stumbles
and falls}. The speed-continuity of movement and its checks—punctua-
tion of the discontinuous: an archaic topos that preduces laughter and
probably supports Bergson’s psychology of laughicr and Freud’s jokes as
well. The chora is indeed a strange “‘space”: the rapidity and violence of
the facilitations are localized at a point that absorbs them, and they
return like a boomerang to the invoking body, without, however, signify-
ing it as separate:; they stop there, impart the jolt—laughter. Because it
was bounded but not blocked, the rate of facilitation discards fright and
bursts into a jolt of laughter. Instability, “bewildering clash,” “‘a whaole
account in formation™ . .. We have cither a riant, porous boundary, or a
blocking barrier of carnest sullenness—the child gets one or the other
from its mother, Either a hysterical mother defying her own mother
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through pareatal identification, or a mother subjugated to her’s, per-
petually seeking symbolic recognition. Either one determines, as carly as
this "“first point of psychic organization,” attitudes whose peaks lie in
imaginative freedom on the one hand. and ritualistic obsession on the
ather.

Even more belated dispositions of laughter® seemn io commemaorate
stages of this archaic laughter-space—-the ambivalence of facilitation
(fright/peace, Iavocation/discharge, motility/check) as well as the
porousncss of boundarics or of the point of fixation, A sensc of humor
seems to build up, beginning with such semiotic underpinning, both upon
the inhibition of autoeroticisin (prescribed by parents) and upon its
removal within childhood situations where parental authority or its sub-
stitute is weakened. The superego recognizes the ego as faltering vis-a-vis
inhibition bul, by a ieap—shattered movement, space—reconstitutes it as
invulnerable and therefore laughing. The personal (ego, body) depends on
or is constituled by a counlerpoise (the point of projection: lamp, mother,
parents) that burdens and dominates it but, without being definitively
scparated (neither barring nor blocking facilitation), by its permissive
distance allows the body to discover itself again, relaxed and free of
anguish, which is removed elsewhere; a nimble sort of fun is what
remains. An inhibition is thus built up for laughter, but as existing
elsewhere. a set place, always there, but separate from the body, which
can, only under these conditions, constitute itself as *'personal™ and reach
jouissance at a distance. At this stage we have the necessary conditions
that, avoiding inhibition through laughter, constitute the semiotic dis-
position and insure its maintenance within the symbolic. The precondi-
tions for language acquisiion are given at this peint; their modulations
involve the entire neurotic gamut of inhibitions and anguish that
characterizes the speaking being’s destiny.

This distant place that absorbs, defers.” and therefore sublimates
anguish is the prototype of the object much as it is of the “personal™; the
body that removes fear to a constant and distant location {the mother)
can transfer its place over to what had been an amorphous mass and
henceforth becomes a territory of markers, points of fixation, and dis-
charges: the autoerolic body, the body proper.

In order, however, that this point of discharge might acquire another,
different existence, one which will form a space, it must be repeated.

vy



284 PLACE SNAMES

Rhythni. a sequence of inked instants, s lmmanent to the chorg prior to
any signified spaciousness: henceforth, chorz and rhythm, space and time
coexist, Laughier 15 the evidence that the instant ook place: the space
that supports it significs time. Located elsewhere, distant, permissive,
always already past: such 13 the chora (hat the mother is called upon to
produce with her child so that a semiotic disposition might exist. In the
same way, later, after the acquisition of language, the child's laughter is
one of a past event: because a prohibiiton has existed it can be overcome
and retegated to the past—thus 2 weakened and masterable replica
represents it from then on.

INFANTELE SPACE NAMES

Winnicott’s “potential space,”? elaborated by a “lransitional object,”®
perfects the necessary conditions for semiotic functioning and transition
to lunguage acquisition.

One might, following M. A. K. Halliday,” say that prior to the appear-
ance of a truly articulated language, vocalizations are used and endowed
with “linguistic functions.”™ Halliday calls them *“*meaning’™ functions, but
a reformmulation of Winnicott's position with respect to language could
supply a better phrase: “potential meaning functions.” A potential mean-
ing, then, supporied in its analylic circumstances by transitional objects,
would be, somewhere between the ninth and sixteenth months, dif-
ferentiated into a full range of functions, described in adult terms as instru-
menlal, regulatory, interactive. personal, heuristic, and imaginative®
“Potential meaning”’ appears phonically in a variety of vocalizations {in
varving and specific degrees, according to the child),®® which cventually
grow weaker and are reduced to a rising-falling intenation approximating
that of the adull sentence.

According to Halliday. two new functions appear belore the second
year—the pragmatic function (a fusion of instrumental and regulatory
functions) and the mathetic function {fusion of the personal and heuristic
onesy. That already Implies a complex process of ideation and
{runsformation of the “potential space,” after the “mirror stage,” into a
signifiable space of representation. The child, intervening {as it performs
one ol those functions) and observing (as it performs another), encodes
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thern into intonation (rising in the former case. falling in the latter) but,
better still, it encodes them into a complex gestural semiotics that is di-
ficult 1o describe.

While it 15 true that pseudomorphemes and even pseudophrases
emerge during this period. they remmain holophrastic: they are vocaliza-
tions, they designaie the place or object of enunciation (the “topic'™),
whereas the motor or vocal gesture {intonation) serves as predicate (the
“comment’),

We note that beginning with the “[irst point of psychic organization,”
light-giving marker or mother’s face, which produced laughter along with
the first vocalizations, the future speaker is led to separate such points
mto objects (transitional at fiest, then simply objects) and add to them no
longer laughter bur phonation—archetype of the morpheme, condensa-
tion of the sentence. As il the laughter that makes up space had become,
with the help of maturation and repression, a “place name.”

Primitive naming very often makes use of adverbs of position, ana-
phoric demonstratives (rhis, thar} or, more generally, “topic” anaphora
relerring to an object elther external or internal to the body proper and
to the practical, immediate environment; observable in the first childhood
verbalizations, it is always related 1o a *“spacc™—a point that henceforth
becomes ofiject or referent.

Current research on the language of children between two and three
vears old has shown that 50 percent of the uiterances of two-vear-olds
are of the type, thar's a followed by a noun phrase, the percentage falling
to 15 percent at the age of three to three-and-a-half years.? The archaic
appearance of anaphoric demonstratives is accompanied by other archaic
phenomena that have their roots in the first vocalizations and echolalias
concomiiant to the constilution of the semiotic chora: glottal stops and
siress (a play on intensity as well as on frequencies of vowel sounds).

Psycholinguists are well aware that the child, before using more or less
regular syntax, makes utierances that come closer to the ropic-coniment
model than to the subject-predicate one.® Although admittedly the rele-
vancy of the two syntactic models could be discussed ad nauseam, we see
here a recurrence of the spatial marker, which not only initiates the
serniotic disposition but also shores up the first syntactic acquisitions.

It may be worth going over the semantic lunctions ol the anaphoric
demonstratives that are found in the fopic position in utierances of 30
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percent of young French-speaking children. As Damourette and Pichon
point out, demonstratives (ce, cei, ceife, cefui, celui-ci, celni-fa, eux. from
the Latin ecce} provide a determination resulting from a state of preseace
and proximity, but they also have an inciting value, thus relating to the
subject of enunciation, beyond what Is being signified (such a value in-
forms ¢a; “L'a, donnez-mol gue faille acheter vorre esclyve” —Moliere,
L Frourdi, 1, 6% the spatial function can become temporal (“dici
demgin,” “‘en decd,” “‘en ¢a’'); finally, demonstratives have a function
that could be termed “metalinguistic,” for they refer to other signs within
the utterance or in ihe context (i fowr faire ci, i faur faive ¢2”’'; “un
secret aussi garde que celul gardé dans ce message’™, Vaccepter, dans des
circonstances comme celles actuelles, un pouvolr écrasant par son poids™,
or the pleonastic expression, ‘c’est le prendre gu'elle veur™). Finally, let
me restate the position of Benveniste, for whom the shifter (déicrigue} is
the mark of discaurse within the system of a particular language—mean-
ing that it is defined essentially through its use by individual speakers.
Thus the demonstrative, in modern rench, poinis to the enunciation
rather than the utterance (summoning the subject; referring to a place
outside of the system of discourse/referent), to a sign (it breaks up the
signifying chain and refers to it metalinguistically), or to itself (it can be
auto-referential). All these functions, taken collectively, make of the ana-
phoric demonstrative a complex “'shifter”, straddling several functions of
language, keeping the enunciation at a distance in several ways—away
from the subject, the referent, signs, and itself, A true “‘catastrophe’ in
the sense this word has taken on in morpholopical theorics of
catastrophes: going over from one enunciative space inte another. While
it is true that the childhood utterances that have been collated do not all
display those semantic latencies of demonstratives, one could posit that
they harbor them unconsciously:* the child lodges itsell within a lan-
guage, French, that has gathered such modalities of spatialization
inte one category—*"catastrophe.” These modalities, however, remain
immanent to any usage of the demonstrative, as in all languages, since it
is true (as | have observed since the beginning of this investigation) that
the archeology of spatial naming accompanies the development of
autonomy of the subjective unit.

The discourse of a two-year-old girl demonstrated what 1 think is
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psychoanalytic underpinning of the urchuic naming ol referential space
by demonstratives. Liach time she organized the space of the room in
which we played together by means of demonstratives or shifters {c'est,
fof, la, haur, bas, ceci, cefg), she felt obliged to “analyze™ that place
(those places) thus fragmented by giving them a person’s name:
“mamma” or the mother’s first name, Precocious and quite advanced in
language learning, extremely attached to her father and, probably,
impressed by her mother’s new pregnancy (most likely for all of these
“reasons,” and to assert hersell in opposition to her female interiocutor
who could not help but remind her of her mother), the little girl
established her “mamma™ in all the locations designated by these recently
acguired spatial terms.

This discourse leads to the hypothesis (which might be confirmed or
disproved by other transferences) that spatial naming—including already
syntactically ¢laborated lorms such as demonstratives and adverbs of
position—retains the memory of the maternal impact already evoked
within the constitution of semiotic rudimeznts. Given the frequency of
topic demonstrative utterances beginning with the first grammatically
constructed scntences, we might submit that the entry ino synsax
constitutes @ first Victory over the mother, a still uncertain distaneing of
the mother, by the simple fact of naming (by the appearance of the ropic
and more exactly of the demonstrative ’esr). The distance scems
uncertain, for while the child experiences pleasure in repeating utterances
of this type, it also evidences postures of submission, humiliation, and
victimization in relation to adults as well as to peers. It is as if a certain
masachism appeared, aleng with the introjection ol an archaic mother,
which the infant is not yet satisfactorily able to designate, name, or loca-
lize.

What is striking is that later, at about three years, the composition of
the most frequent utterances changes at the same time as the main
behavioral characteristic. The topic is henceforth less the anaphoric
demonstrative ¢"est than a persona! pronoun shifter—-essentially Mol je.
While 17 percent of the two-year-old children’s utterances exhibit this
structure, the figure increases to 36 percent with three-year-old children.
At the same time, I note the appearance of the possibility of negating the
demanstrative: pas ca, ¢’est pas—a game in which the children indulge
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with a picasure leading io frequent glossalalias (“pas ca. ¢'est cassé, c'est
¢ pupa, pas cassé, oest pas ¢a, o esi d pape,” ete). Ai the same tme thai
the father is evoked, aegaricn and the designation of protagonisis of
enuiciarion (personal pronowns) begin to appear. This explicit negativity
connotes an increased independence within the symbolic and the capacity
for auto-designation (“je-object of discourse): aggressiveness is the
underpinning of that negativity. An ofien unmistakable “sadism.” which
could be mterpreted as a devouring of the archaic mother, succeeds the
previous ‘‘masochism.” Significantly. the generic demonstration (ca
c'est) oecurs less frequently at this age: only 13 percent of ¢a c'est
followed by a nous phrase, as opposed to 30 percent at two years. The
nsychic cathexis of the child breaks away from the pluce and relines the
spatialization of the enunciation as well as that of the signifying chain
itsell. The well-known *reel game™ with its fort-da. observed around the
age of eighteen months, finds, over a period ol time, its hnguistic realiza-
tion first {in demonstrative or localizing utterances and finally in personal
and negative utterances.

One coutd relate to this archeology of naming {the spatial reference
point, the demonsirative, the “topic,” the person’s name) and to the
equivocal subject/object relationship that is its psychoanalytical coun-
terpart (“potential space,” primary narcissism, autoeroticism, sado-
masochism), the perplexed notions of logicians on the semantics of
proper names. According to some—Stvarlt Mill, for instance—proper
nanias llave no signilication {they denote but do not connote): they do not
signily but pownt to a referent. For others like Russell, they are abbrevia-
tions of descriptions for a series. ¢lass, or svstem of particulars (and cven
for a **cluster’™ of definitions) and are equivalent Lo demonstratives (ceci,
cefa). For Frege, on the contrary, the shifier does not vet designate an
“ohjeet.™ From our point of view, however, the proper name 1s a
substantive of definjte reference (therefore similar to the demonstrative)
bui of indefinite signification (“'cognitive™ as well as “emotive™), arising
fram an uncertain position of the speaking subject’s identity and refer-
ring back to the pre-objectival state of naming. The emergence of per-
sondl designation and proper name in close relation to ihe shitters and
scmantic latencies (of the “*potential space™) of this period underpin (and
in that sense explain) the dynamic and semantic ambiguity of proper
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namcs, their lack of precision as to the notion of identity. and ihcr
impact within usconscious and imaginary consiructs.

As the Logigue of Port-Royal points out, cecd marks a “'confused idea
of the immedisie thing.”' while allowing the mind 10 add ideas “‘stirmu-
lated by circumstances.”® Hence 1t provides @ presence. posited bul
indistinct, and an evocation of uncertain multiplicitics, which would
therefore explain why rhis, in its well-known evangelicai usage, is at the
same time Bread and Body of Christ: "This is my body.” But the be-
Hevers in the “Cartesian subject.” the Iogicians of Port-Royal, cannot
rationalize the passage from one io the other under the same shifter ceci
except through recourse to time: Before, cecf was bread and now, cecr is
my body. Reason is unscathed only at the expense of an obscssional
shackling to time and, by the same token, of erasing “mystery™ as bodily
and/or nominal mutation under the same signifier (despite all the precau-
tions taken with respect to theology in the Logiguesh.

Could trans-substantiation (for this is what we arc dealing with, and
the child cannot help leading all of us, men and women, to i, for it is
indeed such a key fantasy of our reproductive desires) be an indelible
thenting of this same fold between the “space’ of need {for food and sur-
vival) and a symbolic space of designation {of the body proper)? Could it
be a fold that the archeology of shifters summarizes and is produced in
all archaic designations of the mother, as well as in all expericnces at the
limits of corporeal identity-—that is, the identity of meaning and
presence?

Childhood language, if we need an “ohject™ of study: infantile lan-
guage, cerlainly: it is within our “adult”™ discourse thai these potential
meanings and topological latencies arg at work. We suggest that naming,
alwavs originating in a place (the chorg. space, “topic,” subject-predi-
cate). 15 a replacement for what the speaker perceives as an archaic
mother—a more or less victorious confrontation, never finished with her.
By indicating, as precisely as possible. how the units and minimal opera-
tions of any language (and even more so those of discourse) revive,
model, transform, and extend the pregnancy that still constitures the ulii-
mate limil of meaning where, if analysis is lacking. transcendence takes
rool.



292 BLACH NAMPS

I, Ernest jones, The Life and Work aof Sfemund Freud (Mew York: Basic Books,
1953), 1:263, '

3. The “seduction” is perhaps directad towards Fliess. through the children as inlerme-
diarizs (the voung Sigmund and Mathiidek notice that Freud changes position in mid-route
(from seduced to seducer: from son to [ather} while the ohject of seduction changes sex
{from boy to girl) This should be added to the dossier of the Freud-Fliess analysis.

3. Sigmund Freud. The Standard Cdrtion of the Warks of Sigmunad Frend (Londen:
Hoearth Press & The Institute ol Psycha-Analysis, 1933} 14.7.

4, fhid.

30 thid., 20n34,

6. Wo £s war, soll Ik werden,

7. Freud. Srandard Edition. 20:34-35,

R Ihid

9. Heraclitus, 32, Adur Tl forr Toa{wr, regaeiwr— Lile is 2 newborn who buears,

who plays” (from the Wissman-Bollack lrench translation. Héraclite ou la sépararion
{(Paris: Fditions de Minuit, 19723, Paizon {(mei{wn), the presenc participle of the verb to
play. used with pesseucn (remoetwe: pushing pawnsy can only be redundant, as the standard
transiation shews: the writers allow themselves to differentiate between the signifiers i order
to break this redundance and to reveal an etvmological meaning of paizon: “making a child,
engendering, bearing children,™”

10, “*Sexuality in the Neuroses,” Freud. Standard Edition. 7:274 (emphasis added).

11. *Libido™ devoid of object or goal. a paradoxical state of Tacilitation, thus prior to
the constitution of subject, object. and sigrn. Note the ideological and feminizing anthropo-
morphizations of Winnicott's argument: the object's existence presupposes “separation™ and
“doing and is defined as the “male element™ of sexuality; the object’s uncertainty (the
“ransitional object,” to which we shall return later), in which “identity requires so little
mental structure™ emerpes from “Being”™ whose “foundation . . . can be laid from the birth
date” and which, contrary o the malc clement programmed by frustration, is susceptible ta
mutilation and is defined as the ““female element.” 2. W, Winnicatt, Plaring and Realite
{New York: Basic Books, 19713 p. 80,

12. CF “Psycholinguistique et grammaire générative,” the theme of a special issue of
Langages edited by Jacques Mehier, vel. 16 (December 1969, and “Apprentissage de la
syntaxe chez Uenfant,” edited by Laurence Lentin tor Langue Francaise, vol, 27 {September
1973), which also includes an interesting article by Christine Lecoy on presyniactic inlona-
tion. For an historical survey of the principal linguistic works on language, f. Aaron Bar-
Adon and Werner F. Leopold. eds.. Child Longuage. o Book of Readings {New York:
Prentice Hall, 197 1),

13 *Here we must take into consideration the peculiar logical activity which is tied
specifically to language as well as to the ideal cogmitive strucieres that arise specifically
within it”"—Edmund Husserl, “The Origin of Geometry™ in The Crisis of European
Sciences and Transcendental Phenomerology. David Garr, trans. {Evanston, [ll..
MNarthwestern University Press, 19707, p. 364

14, “It is clear that the method of producing original idealitics out of what is prescien-
tifically given in the cultural world must have been written down and fixed in firm sentences
prior {e the enstence of geometry™ (#bid., p. 366). And further: “Every explication and
every Lransition from making explicit to making self-evident (even perhaps in cases where



PIACE NAMIEY 293

one stops mach oo seon) is nothing ather than Risiarical disclosurs: in itsell. cssealially, it
15 semething historical {efn Hizrorichesd, and as sech L bears, with essential necessity, the
hotizon of its history (Historie) within itself™ (fhig.. pp. 370-71% While “we can also say
now that history is [rom the siart nothing other than the vital movement of the cocxistence
and the interweaving of original formuations and sedimuentations of meaning™ {ibid.. o, 371).

15 Ipid.p 378

1&  Is it nat true that the anly rhistorical} events today. outside of nmiurder (that i3, war)
are scientific evenls, the inveniion of spaces. rom mathemaltics to astronomy?

17 Cf “T.a Chora semintique,”™ in La Reévefution du langage podtique (Paris: Seuil
1974), pp. 23-30. For a brief account. see the introduction to this vatume. [Ed.]

18, R. Spite, “Autoeroticism re-examined.” FPsyehognaiviical Stedy of the Child
(1962), 17:292

19, R Spitz, The First Year of Lifer A Psvchoanalviic Study af Normal and Deviant
Developrment of Object Relatjons {MNew Yark: International Universities Press. 1963).
Some interasting developments in pediatrics and child psychology are discussed by 1
Kreislee, b, Fain. and M. Soule in L' Enfant e son corps (Paris: Presses Universitaires de
France, 1974}, and §. Lebovicl and M. Soulé in La Connalsvance de enfane par fa pspch-
aralyze (Paris: Presses Universitaires de Franee, 1970).

2. Cf Jacques Lacan. “The Mirrer Stage as Formative of the Function of the 1, in
Ecritsr A Selection, Alan Sheridan, trans, {New York: Norton, 1977). pp. 1-7.

21 Drarwin notes that after the fivst cries of sulfering, laughter appears towards the
third month, accompanied by imitation of sound, before the appearance of gestures express-
ing desires (a1 about one vear) and finally intonations, ail ol which are archaic, preverbal
modalitics (Charies Darwin, A Biolegical Sketch of an Infamt.” Mind. 2:285-308
[1E77]). W, Wundt notes the dependence that T have mentioned between vocalization and
vision: imitative articulation is determined hy seends heard as well as by sounds seen 1o be
articulated, but there 15 a predominance of visual perception aver acoustic perception m the
imtial stages, and this might ¢xplain the precocity of labial and dental consonants { Vol
herpsvehologie (19007, 1911, 1:314-18).

22 QI Fdith Jacobsen, ~The Child’s Laughter,” in The Fsychoanalyiic Swdy of the
Chitd, (1946, 2:319-60.

23 This deferring facilitation of “instinctual drive” betore the letter has been considered.
from & philesophical perspective. by facques Derrida in OF Grammatology, G, Spivak, trans.
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Prass. 19771

24 T refer 1o the hypothetical area thai exists (but cannot exist) between the baby and
the object (mother or part of mother) during the phase of the repudiation of the object as
not-me, that is, at the end of being merged in with the objeet™ (Winnicoll, Plaring and
Reafiry, p. 107}

23, “The transitional object represents the mother’s ability to present the world in such
a way that the infant does not atb first know that the object 15 not created by the infant™
(ibid.. p. 310,

26, M.oA K. Hal]ida_\'_ Lc’ar'ﬁi.ﬂg Heow 3 Meon: E:U-’fw'ﬂ!mﬁj in the Deve}opn;en: a_;‘
Langnaze (London: Edward Arnold, 19757,

17 Ihid pp. 1BfL

2 L omy “Contraintes rvihmiques et langage pogtique’ in Podplogie (Paris: Seudl,
1977) pp. 43766,

29, This research involves two groups of children: for children observed from age three
months to three vears. and for children observed from age two to three years. The results,



=]
=]
i

FLACUE NAMES

statistically meager and solely spplicable as hypotheses Tor fulure work. roust be tested
againit analyses of o large number of cases. Verbal exchanges are recorded during cotlec-
live games where zn individvalized relavonship potentially grows between adult analyst and
egch oif the ¢hildren. The analysis also involbves the resression that this play-atlentveness
induces in the researchers and studetlts as a preeequisite for the deciphering and interpreta-
ton of vhildheod-infantile discourss.

300 On mpie-comaent inlerpretation of ifant syntax, see Jeflrey 8, Grober. “Topteali-
zation in Child Language.” 1n Foundations of Lamguage (19671 3:37-63: a5 well as Martn
Braine, " The Ontogeny ol English Phrase Situcture” in Langrage, (1961) 39:1-13; Braineg
notes that the first infanl wilerznees are determined by relationships of order falling into
two categories (pivar wards plus "X which include prenouns, prepositions. and auxili-
aries, and that children first Tlearn focalizatfon of umits before being able 1o associate them.,
through # process of “conlextual generalizations.” ino morphemic pairs and finally ino
normative synlax. Thomas G. Bever, lerry AL Foder, and Williamm Wexsel, in “Theoret-
ical Motes an the Acquisition of Syntax: Critique of “Centextual Generalization.™”
Psychological Review, (1963) 12:476-82, criteize this position aod steess that positionality
is onby the resull of innale grammatical classes; in the beginning would be classes, not
places Whatever the methodological and psychological inlerest of this discussion tn its own
right, [ should like to peint out that the spatiality supparting the semiotic function (which T
reierred to above) it echoed, at the time of the symbolic, lingutstic, functioniug of the sub-
ject. in that positionality determines the organization of the signifying chain irself. The
semiotic chiora o7 the potential space that. within the equivoral aspect of primary nar-
cissism. played between fuid ““terms™ {1/other, inside/outside), (s henceforth replaced by
terms with precise positions. which draw their logical and syntactic vatue from that very
positicn. But is the genesis of the positionality of tenms {1 am outlining a few ol its
psvehoanalytic aspects) as conferring value, a supplementary argument in favor of this
theory, 1o the detriment of the theory (curcently widely debated) of the universality of
grammatizal categories?

3L CF ) Petitor, “Léentity and Cuatastrophe,”™ a paper read at the seminar of Claude
Levi-Strauss ot fdensity, Januacy 1973

32 AL Arnavld and P. Nicole, Logique (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1965),
p 0L




=
P
[T
>

Ackermann. Robert, 70

Adamov, Arthur, ti

Aeschines, 30

Aeschylus, 135, 202

Alihusser, Louis, 13

Ambivalence, 68~72, 73, 7%, 86, 49

Ambrose, Saint, 39

Anaclisis. see Languape learning: Seomiotie
disposition

Anagrams, Saussurc's, 4, 13, 15, 69, 71,
1320, 128

Anaxagoras, 235

Anglade, JToseph, &ln,

Aneal, Fraederick, Florentine Painting and
Its Social Buelground, 233, 234n,, 2360,

Antigone, 166, 192, 193

Antisthenes, 80, §2

Antonelly da Meysing, 232

Anocalypse, 159

Aguitaine, 159; Prince of, 1n Nerval's
puoent, 207, 20%n,

Arabia, posts of, 30

Arena Chapel, see Scrovegni Chapel

Aristotelian logic, 70, 72, 83, 89, 91n.

Aristotle, 202

Arnaald. Antoine, Logigue of Port Roval,
2940

Artaud, Antonin, 5.7, 23, 34, 80, &4, |23,
YI201330 1360139, 141, 142, 145, 1470
164 186, |91, 207, Theater of Cruafty, 84

Augustine, Saint, xi. 39,32, 139, 190, 194,
22 e of God. 194, De Trinfare, 190

Authar defined, |} origin, 80n.;
transiormatien of subject of narration
into, 75

Awutoerodicisrm, 220, 283

Averroism, 232
Avicenna, 57

Bachofen. Johan Jakoh. 202, 200

Baillie. J. B.. 12230,

Hakhtin, dikhael, 2, 4 3%, oiln, 624,
63=80. 90n.. Dln

Balzac. Henore de. 79, 100, 1033, 107, 118
Sarrasine, 107

Bar-Aden. Aaron, Chid Language. 292n

Burthes, Roland, [, 4.4, [1. 20, 20n., 9.,
92-11

Bataille, Georges, 2982, 86, 102 137, | 66;
La Lindrature of fe mod, 137

Bavudelaire, Charles, t49. [ 25+, 202

Baudry. lean-Lowis, 7

Beckert, Samuel, vin, 11, [32, [48-58, 202,
First Love, 148-32 133 Wou 1. 142,
13549, 153-38

Beethoven. [udwig van. 207

Being. heings: terms defined. 14

Bellini. Gentile, 234, 246, 247, 232

Bellini. Grovanni, L0, B85 156, 157, 1534,
243-84; Adoring Madonna and Child.
239 Adoring Madonna Before Her
Sleeping Child, 253, Christ's Agoxrv in
the (Fardew, 253; Christ Blessing the
Peaple, 2533 Crucifixion. 253; Dead
Christ tr the Sepulchre, 233, Dead Christ
Stpported by His Mother and Saint
Joln, 238; Evstasy of Saiiut Francis, 248,
239,266, 268 Feast of the Gods, 264,
266; Madunna and Blessing Child, 2359,
265, Madunna and Child, 254, 259, 260,
2683: Madonna and Child with Cherubs,
2600 Madonna, Child, Sainis and Angelic
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Bellini. Giovanni {Cont)
Musicians. 262; Madonna With Infant
Jesus und Sainty Catherine und
Magdatens, 262, 267, 268; Madonna
With Twna Saints, 265, Madonna With
Two Trees, 250, 260, 163 Mother With
Child and Saint Jeronme, 253; Polvorvech
of Saint Vincent Ferrer, 264;
Presentation in the Temple, 254; Sacred
Allegary. 268, Saints Christopher,
Seramte, and Angustine. 264; Treptyels
in Samta Maria dei Frarf and San
Zaccaria, 262

Bellini. Jacopao, 244, 246, 248: Christ Before
Pilate, Funeral of the Virgin, Jesus and
the Daciors, Madonna and Child, 248

Bellini. Nicolosia, 246

Bely. Andre. 71

Bembo. Pietro. 253, 264

Benjamin, Walter, 233, 2364,

Benveniste, Emile, viil, 4. 65, 74, 113, 116,
131. 288

Berpson, Henrd, 284

Bernard of Clairvaux, Saint, 32, 269

Bever, Thomas G., 294n.

Bibie. 40, 171; Gospels, 32

Biturige tribe. 202, 209z

Black September Organization, 209n.

Bianchot, Maurice. 3, 100, 104, 106, (225,

Blazons, 53

Bucheta, Ginevra, 344, 263

Boehm, R, 147x,

Bonaparte. Murie, 239

Botnaventura. Saint: The Wind's Road to
God, 201-12; Commeniary on the
Semtences, 223, 235n.

Boote, George, 70

Booth, Wavne: Rhetoric af Fiction, 91a,

Bopp, Franz. 126

Barromean knots, 280

Boude. E F.. Toward @ History of Russign
Dialects, Y0,

RBounded: hounded text. 36-59: defined,
13-14

Brahmins, 202

Braine, Martin. 2%4n,

Bremond. Claude, 91n,

Breuer. Josgf. 273-74

[MDEXR

Brik, Ossip. 3, 20n,
Braca. Andre, 215
Buddhist painting. 211,
Buraou{, Eugéne, 1235
Burrourhs, William, 202
Butor, Michicl: A Change of Heart, 87
Byzautine art. 212, 220, 224: apocrypha,
230: representation. 231 sraditon, 252

213

Cuge, Juhn, 168

Catrnes. Huntington, 235a,

Calderén de la Barcz. Pedro, §3

Campaux. Antoine Frangois. 610,

Cantor. Gearg, 72, 173

Carnival and carnivalesque tradition, 43,
34,46, 600, 69, 70, 72,73, 77, 148, |53
as opposed to discolrse of representation
and communication. 63, 82, #3: as related
to structure of dream and desire, TE-80

Cartesian extension, 186

Cartesian linguistics, 278; see also
Language

Cartesian logic, 278

Cartesian subject. 6, 24, 128, 291

Cartesian tradition, 277

Castration, 164, 163, 182, 187, 189, 193,
279

Catastrophe theory. 7, 13, 14, 280, 28§

Cato the Elder. 32

Cavalieri Gaudenti, 234n.

Cebine, Louis-Ferdinand, viii, 7, 110, 125,
136, 138, 139, 140-47, M2, Death on
the tnstalmient Plan, 141, 143; North,
144; Rigodon, 144

Cervantes Saavedra, Miguel de, 79

Cézanne. Paul, 221, 266

Chang Chen-raing, L'Eeriture chincise et fe
geste huntain, 62n,

Chang Hsti. 182

Chang Tung-sun, 70, 9in,

Chanson de geste, 38

Chaplin, Charles, 184

Characters {in novely. 73; birth of. 74-75

Charcot. fean-Baptiste, 202, 2094,

Charlemagne's Pilerimage, 49

Child: as analyzer. 27980, 285; as
counterpart to mascaline obsession with
death, 152, 156-37; as onject of Inve,
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F25.56, 243 23304, 275500 and the
ather, 230, 272753 276-77, 279-80_ 291

China, Peonle’s Remublic of, 8-9

Chinese philosophy, 89

Chinese poetry- aralogy with medieval
French poetry, 49

Chinese prines, 229

Chomsky, Noam. 4, 6. 12, 172

Chora. semiotic. -7 see afso Scmiotic
disskasition

Christ. i, 23051 272, Christian dogma
and art, F11=15, 222223 Cheistian
tradition, 279; Christianity and
rationality, 124300 23734 Christ’s life,
39: Golden Legend, 39

Chuang Tzu, 159

Church, Alonzo. 70

Cicere. Marcus Tuilius, 82

Cimabue, Gigvanmi, 224, 251

Cotetti, L., Pirtwra veneiq del quatiro cento,

2700,
Coloana. Francesco: Hypnerctomachia
Poliphili (Polvphilus™ Dream), 253, 264
Color. Accerding 1o the metapsychologicat
trind. 224-31; va object, 224-235, 24748
space as effeet of, 225-2%; chromatic
treatment and luminosily, 262-69

Colson, FLH. 23354

Commumst party. 1-2. 7 8. 9 Twenneth
Cuongress of, 2

Conlinuum, power af the, 72

Copernicus, MNichotas, 202

Coulet, I Le Frowbadour Guilhem
Momtahagal, 6ln.

Croce, Benedetta, 83

Cvrano de Bergerac, 29

Czerba. L. V.. The Egstern Lonjiks’
Dialecy, 90n.

Dada, 133

Dahi. Svend, Histoire du fivee de Panriquited
G Ros jours. 62n.

Damoureite, J., 288

Crante Alighieri, 149, 1384, 234a., 230,
262 270,

Duarwin, Charles, 293m.

Derrida, Jacgues, 11, 13,77, Of
(Gramnratedogy, d3n. Win 2930

Drescartes, René. §9. 128, 202 see also
ander Cartesian

Dresire: i eritical writing. #17-18: as index
ol heteragenciey, 16-177 in painting,
2hi=d3: see also Caraival

Desanav, [ 390

D Huaucourt, G, Le Blascen. 61,

Dialecues: detined, 14

Dialogism, 66, 67-72. 74-76. 77 79. EO-81.
H1 EV SE &9

Diderot. Denis, 144, 181, 184 Ramean’s
Nephew, 184

Diozenes Loaertias, 82

Dodwsius, 159, 192

Discourse. povelistic discourse within the
subject-uddressee chain, 74-76; tvpalogy
of, 72, 76-80

Dodd. Wilkium, 14

Dosn de Mavence Cycle, 49

Dostoevsii, Feador Mikbailovich, 71, 80,
BT Crime and Punishnient, 87

Coahle fascination with, §3: language as.
46, 69 as spatinlization, 69

Drive: defined, 14: eral drive, 30;
representation and symbolization,
216-19; see also Subject

Duccio ¢ Buoninsepna, 131

Duchamp darcel, 151

Durivaule, G., Le Blason, 6la.

Eckhart, Meister, 251

Eco, Umberta, 18, 91,

Eikhenbaum, Boris, 62n., 67

Elisions: non-recoverabie syntaetic, 134,
L41-42. 152 169

Engels. Friedrich. 4. 15, 202

Enlightenmeni. 9%

Enthoven, Tean-Paul. 20n.

Epic, 38 76-78: novel tending toward. #7:
manologism. 77-7§

Epicurus, 52, 139, 183, 202, 239

Erlich. Victor, 35m.

Este, Isabelfa 47, 244 253, 264

Ethics, ix. 23-34

Euclid, 80, 280

Euripides, 202

Evreus. cathedral ol 39
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stentiabism, v
Ezekiels vison, 251

Fascism, 23, 302, 109

Fain, M | £ Eafan: e son corps. 2938,

Faulkner, Willlam, As T Lay Dyrng, 13-12

Fave, Tean Pigere, 7

Feminine narcissism. 164

Fermiring probiematic, 163

Feminine violence, 164

Feimininiy and theory. 13546, [Gd-60,
ravih ol the lemining, §58

Ferenert. Sander, 229

Fenishiso: and representation, 24-4-43

Feuerbach, Paul fohano Anselm von, 19

Fevrier, lames G, Hisiotre de fécriture,
&in.

Figarn. Le, 202

Findiay, | N | 147n

Fiocoa, O friovanns Belfinf, 270m0.

Flanbert. Gusiava, 110

Flatcher. Angus. L

Fliess, Wilhelm, 273, 2924

Fiocan. Albert, L 0 nivers des fivres, 620,

Fodotr, lerey A, 2945,

Falk talcs, 38

Fondgy, Tvan. 123a.

Formalists, Russiaa. 5. 38, 84, 67. 70, 76.
95,101, 124, post-Tormalism, 2. 3

Form and Space. 220, 22628

Foucaule, bichel. 2. 3, 1

Fourter, Charles, 100, 103, (07,112

Francis, Saiet, 211, 2344,

Franklin. alfred, Vie privée d autrefois,
Glh.

Frege. Gottleb, 70, 290

Freud. jacob. 273

Freud, Mathilde, 373, 375

Freud. Sigmuad, vik x40 10012, 1. 230
J6090a., 109 1T 119, 1220, 133, 135,
157,162, 166, 171, 202, 2084, 239 234,
245 271, 27278, 2R *Lust-Ieh, 224;
Aurohiographtval Studr 274
Trerpretarion of Pregamy, 273,

frtraductory Lectures on Psvehoanahsis,

L& Jakes and Their Relation 1o the
Lieonscious, 122n., 231-32, 284, On the

History of the Psvehoanalviic

Maovenent, 274, Papers on
Metapsyelinfogy: The Lnconscions,
216-18, 234n.; Studies on Hosteria, 173
Three Essavs en the Theory af Sexuality.
273 Totern and Faboo, 150310 35m, 199
Frye, Morthrep, 11
Fuoturism. 1+ 28, 31333

Gaidos, H., Blason populaire de fa Franee,
6ln

Cranin de Monglan Cyele, 49

Crare, Dravid, 292a.

Cieln. b 0., A Sty of Writing, 15

Gienerative grammar, 26, 34

Genette, Gerard, 91n.

Genotext, 7. 208n.

Citbson, W. R. Bovee, 147n

Gide, Paul {Erudde sur la condition privée de
fa femme), hin.

Giargione, 243, 264, 263, 266

Giotte, 10, 210-34, 231; damunciation 1o
A, 2290 Apparitan to the Brothers at
Arfes, 2X8; Betrathal of the Viegin, 329;
Crucifix of Saimt Damian Speaks 1o
Saint Franeis, 227-18: Dream of Pope
fanacent 118, 228 Dream of the Palare
and Arms. 226; Expulsion of the Dentons
Srom Arezzol 1260 Meeung ar the Golden
Gare, 2390 Massacre of the Innacents,
230-1: Mocking of Cheise, 22% Sainr
Franois Preaching before Honorius fIH,
2285 Saint Francis Reaouncing the
World, 228; Visions of Friar Augustine
ard the Bishop of Assisi. 218: Vision of
the Thrones at Assisf, 212

(3lozsolalia, 30

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, Dichiung
wnd Wahrheir, 202

Gogol. MNikolai Vasilyevich, The Overcogt,
67

Cioldmann, | ucien, 2.3

Guorgias, 202, 2098,

Grame defined. 14-13: see afso Anagram

Granet, Michel, Lo Peasée ¢hinoize, 6.

Green. André, 137

Gregory the Great, Saint. 39, 57

Gresmas, A Lo P 39, 908, 1,

Grimm. Jacob, 126
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Grimmelshavusen, Ho ) O von, der
Sasvrische Pyfgradl, 61a.

Gris, Juan. ¢l

Gritti, Tules, 9ia,

Gruber, Jeftrev 3., 2944,

Guido da Siena. 2510

Guthrie, k. 2354,

Halliday, M. A k.. 286 Learning How v
Mean, 2950

Hamilton, Edith. 23534,

Harvard University, 27

Huyakawa, S.. Lanevage. Meaning. and
Matwreity, 9a.

Hegel, G, W F L, vid, witl, 140 1617, 32, 35,
A8-39. 100, 106, FIO-11, 112-14 [23n..
129, 143, 161, 202: Hepelian
consciousness of selft 126, 127, 128:
Hegelian dialectic, 14, 99; Hegelian
transcendence, 99; Phenomenology of the
Mind, 1230, 201: Philosophy of Fine
Arg, 223-24, 2354, Scfence of Logic,
123h.

Heidegger. Martin. v, ik, 14 23, 133

Hollenistic civilization. 223

Heraclious, 82, 183, 184, 202, 239, 374,
192n.

Heteregeneity, 24-23 163, 184, 1589

Hilbert. David. 79

Hippocrates, £2

Hirschman, Jack, 35n.

History: ambivalence of texts, 68-69:
mstory and the slunifving subject, 103:
perceived through words as imiersection
of texts. 63, transformation of diachronic
mte synenronic history through dualegical
wird, §3-66

Hitler, 164

PHtlerian ideniogy, 143

Hilderiin. Friedrich. 143, 139, 202, 207

Homer, The fliad. 202

Hlomosexuality, 199, 244; lemiaine, 23%-40

Horatian Satires. 82

Howard. Richarcd, t2En.

Humanism: classical. 30: Ttoreatine,
2531-32 Renaissanee, 80

Husserl, Edmund, vin, 6, 128-30, [31-32,
L340 135, Lo, 183, 280-51; The Crisis of

299

Eurgpean Sciences and Transcendenral
Phenomenolouy, 292022930, Jdeas:
General Introduction 10 Pure
Fhenomenuloge. 1300 1470 Logicd!
fmvestigaiions, 129

Hyde, G M., 35m

ldeciageme, 2. 3¢-.38

[declogy, defined, 13

Imags and wranscendenge, 214, 222-23

Incest: danghier-lalher incest, 138.39;
poetc languags and art as materpal
incest. 3 137, 143 150 156, 191-92

Iagquisition, 50

Instinct. see Drive

Intertestuality: defined. 15: text of the novel
as, 36, 37 38 transposition af anterior or
synelironic statements inkw
communicative speech. §1-35;
polyphony, 71, 82-81 $3-86: writing and
speeco 10 novel, 38

[onesco. Lugene. 11

Friparay. Luce, Ot

lrony. 27,109

[saeah, 189

[swalsky, Helene. 90n.

Jecobsen. Edith, 293n.

Jukobson, Roman, ix, 4, 26-34, 63, 77, 78

Jarry, Alfred. E81

Jerome, Saint, 19, 43, 43

Jocasty, 166, 192

JTohn of Damascas, Saint, 230

lohn the Apastie, 127

Jones. Ernest, The Life and Work of
Sigmund Freud. 2920,

Fosguin des Prés, L8]

Jouissance, . 142, B8, 15F, 1540 181, 224,
2320247 art as language of mateenal
jouissange, |56, [92-95, 224, 242,
24748, 234 263 delined, 153-16

Joyre Jamess, 71080, 82, 102, 109, 114, 142,
37, 1ok, 197, 2020 Finnegans Wake. 92
I36. 131, 154 Lfveses. 148, 150, 1534

dovee Nora, 166

Fubinal. Achiile. 39

Jung, Carl G0 276
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Ralka, Franz, 71, 80, 82, 56, 100. 15i

Kagel, Mauricio, 168

Kant, Immanuel, 99

Kastrer, J. G, Ley Foix de Parls, 61a.

Khlebnikav, Vehmir, 24, 27, 29-.30, 32- 34,
i1

Rlein. Melznie, 277

Knudson, Charles AL, 60,

Konrad, MNikoiai. 8in.

Koran, 171

Koskimies. Rafael. Theorie des Romans.
Gm.

Kreisier, 1., L Fnfant er son corps. 293n.

Irushchev, Nikita Sergeyvevich, 2

Kurylowicz. Jerzy. 172

{acan. Jacques, viil. &, 16, 17,19, 20n., 76,
128, 135, 277, 293n,

La Foniaine, Jean de. 208a.

Laius, 199

Langnage: Cartesian subject in generative
srammar, 128: enunciation and the
Freuadian unconscious, 272-78; linguistic
structuralism, F27-28, [31;
psychoanalysis and language analysis,
278 as system ol signs, 127

Language learning: anaclisis, 281 Ff.;
anaphota, 287-89, 291; childhood
language finfantile language. 27 1-78;
eniry nto syntax and victory over the
mother, 289; genesis of the signifiable
object, 276-77, 281, 285-87; mirror
stage; 193, 198-99, 2B2-84, presyntaciic
potential meaning, 286, proper names,
290-91: syntax and negation, 289-90:
topic/comment, 287; vocalization of lack,
281-82

F.ao Tzu. t9I

Laplanche, fean. Vacabulaire de la
psychanalyse, 13

La Sale, Antoine de: La Salle, Lerires g
Jacques de Luxembourg sur les iouriofs,
and Réconfors a Madame de Fresne, 41,
and Le Periy Jehan de Saimiré, 2, 41-46,
3031, 53~3%

l.asalle, Ferdinand. 202

Laughter: vs. absolute knowledge. 142, 145;
autoeraticism and imagination. 283,

[NDEX

color and tnz burlesque. 223 and
pesturality, 284-85; as peimcr for
serniotic chora, 282-84: within meaning
and castration, L81-32

Leutreamant. 3, 10, 29, 69, 71, 80, 86, (09,
138, 202

Lavers. Annette, 122,

Lehovici. 8., La Connaissance de Uenfamnt
par la psychanatyse. 2930,

Lecourt. M., 6la.-62n,

Letbnitz, Gotifried Wilhelm von. 186, 202

Leopold. Werner ¥ .. Child Language, 292x,

lenin, Viadimir Tlyich. (4. 184, 202.
Materiaiisnr and Empiriccriticism, 1,
Philusophical Notebooks and What Is to
Be Done?. 154

[ entin, [awrence, 292n.

Leonardo da Vinei. 1537, 171, 24346, 247,
168 Madonna With the Carnation, 245:
Mana fisa, 244; Virgin and Chifd With
Saim A nne, 244, 245

Leroy. Christine. 2925,

Levi-Strauss, Claude, 3, 100, 103, 116,
122n., 124, 137, 294n.; L' Homme nu,
147,

Lewis, Philip E. 20n.

Lewy, Hans, 235n,

Lichachov, D. 8., Marn in the Literature of
Ofd Russia, 6la.

Linpuistics, vii, viii, 1, 4, £3, 23-34;
liguistic code, 94

Lin Piao, 203

Longhi, R., Viatico per cingue secolfi of
Pitrura veneciung, 2700,

Fovitt, Carl R.. 22,

Loyola. lgnatios of, (03, 118§

Lucan, 82, 82

Lucretins, 183

Lukdcs. Gydray. 4: Theary of the Novel,
R

Lukasiewicz, Jan. 70

dMacciochi, Marla-Antonielta, 8

Wiale. Emile. L.4p refigicux de fa fin du
moyen-dge en France, d9n.

Mallarme, Maric, 166

Mallarmé, Stéphane, 3, 10, 25, 76, 79, &0,
100, 110, 133, 135,139, 162, 193, 202,
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0aL 2R L Coup de dés . L 134
141

Maelraus, Andre, 8

Manheim, Ralph. 1474

Mann. b CL Devefopment of the Dfnman
Ere, 236n.

Mansegna, Andrea. 744, 252 253

Mao Zedeng, 5. 10 1230, 139, 152, 202,
203

Marx, Karl, and Marxism, vii, |4, 9, (2,
13,14, 1516, 19, 231000 39, 184, 202
27t German fdeology, 90n.

Materialism: avant-garde as always already
petitically disskdent. 203-4; breaking up
political discourse, 124-25, 133-33,
144-43; conditions for a dialectic,
materialist discourse, 146-47; 183:
defined. 16: Fascism and Stalinism as
return of the repressed, 1235, 140-43,
205-7; history and the temporality of the
text, 20t-3: history as analysis of
speaking subject. 203; Jiterature and evil,
137, 143 timelessness and suicide. 206

Maternal function: mother vs genetrix, 247,
249, 278-80. 282-83

Matisse, Henrl. 162, 219, 221, 23da. 233n,,
230

May 1965, 160

Mavakovsky, Yiadimic Viadimirovich, 24,
27, 285-34, T, 125, 206: Fleceric fron, 29:
How Are Verses Made, 25, 33

Meaning: meaning, structure, and
transecendence, 129 nonsense and
surmeaning, 102: structure and the
production of meaning. 103 subject’s
refation Lo, ix-x

Medvedev, P. N The Formal Method i
Literary Scholarship, 591 625,

Mehler, Jacques, 292n.

Melville. Herman, 178, 202

Menendez-Pidal. Ramon. Poesia
Juglaresca, 60,

Menippean discourss, §2-59

Menippean satire, 60n.

Menippean tradition, 9. 73, 77, T9-80

Menippus of Gadara. 82

Messnur, Prerre, 203, 209,

Mets, Christian. 2ha.

tichelangel o Buonarroti 37

Michelet, Jules, 103, 107

Ml Jobn Stuart. 290

Miller. AL Vo 1234,

Miller, Richard, 132n,

Misrahi. Jean, 607,

Morndoan, Piet, 221

Monologism, see Novei

Monologue, interior, %

vonotheism: and art, 211-16, 22224,
230-51 and writing, 32

Montaiglon, Anatole de, Recueil de podsies
Jrancoizes des XVe et X Ve sideles, 6ln,

Monteverdi, Clawdio, 202

¥orn, Vielette, 91

Motherhood: Christianity, 135-37, 272; and
paranaia, 239, 280

Mozart, Wollgang Amadeus. 175, 202

Napoleon, 202

MNarcissise, 162, 164, 274: see also Primary
narcissism

Narrative: analysis of, 64; modes. 67.
67-6b. 69, pictarial. 211=13; as
prohibition. 70, 72-73, 74-76, 77. 80,
83-86: representation wirhout narrative,
214-15: specularization in, 211-12: units.
[

Needham. Joseph, Science and Civilization
frr Ching, 9la.

Negation: as affirmasion. 69; and the
double, 69-.71: and non-disjunction.
78-79. §2-& 3 non-disjunction in the
novel, 47-49

Megativity: defined. 16; and heterogenceity,
163, 183, 206-7: language as. 1079 and
negation, 1611 in weiting, 11

MNerval, Gerard de, 159, 194, 202, 207,
209n.

Neurosiz! fee Subject

Nicole, Pierre, Logigue of Port-Roval,
294,

MNietzsche. Friedoch, 23, 78, 81, 191, 202

Notre Dame ot Avigth, 39

Novel; modern, antirepresentational, 33-87:
manologicak, 7. 69-70. 72, 74, 76-77.
85. 87: palyphanic. 69, 71. 79, §4. 85-86:
realist, 60n., 70, 84, B3 see also Teat
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MNykl, Alals Rickard, Hispamno-4Arabic
Poerr and Its Relation With the Old
Frovencal Tronhadours, bln.

Obsession in writing, 149-50

comples, 273-73, 273 274, 275, 276 27T

Ocdipal expericnee. 196, 199 Oedipal
maternai body. 193-98; Oedipal mather.
104,192, 193 Oedipal myth, 172
Ocdipal narratve, 174, 192-93, 196,
Oedinal stage. 1alt 1935

Orestes, (92, 196

Orphenus, 192

Otaka, Y., 39n.

Overney. Picrre, 202, 203, 208n.

i, 82

Panini. 127

Paradas. 38

Paragrams. 4, 13, 69, 123n.: see afsu
Anagrarms

Parody. 31,73

Paternal function, 131-32, 154-35, 199,
24443, 248-49, 27373, the dead father,
148-30: death and meaning, 149;
disintegration and renewal, 145-246;
father as object of love, 142, 150, 155,
197 and poetey. 29; and writing, 137-39.
149, 131-32, 15455, 163, 201

Paul. Saint. 32, 133

Peano. Giuseppe, 7

Peirce. Charles §..ovitd, 3.4

Perspective, 211, 224, 203

Pesitor, J.. 294n.

Puetronius Arbiter, 32

Phacda of Elis, 30

Phallictam. 64, 19): phallic and imaginary

mathier. 191, 243-43, phallic muther, 191,

193, 194, 199, 200, 206, 238, 342
Phanomenology, vin vill, 6
Phenotexi, 7. 208
Philo Judazus, On the Creation of the
World, 2351
Phitology. as discourse of identity, 125226
Phonic differential, 74, 2080
I{’iugct. Tean, 3, 20n.
Pucasse. Pabloe. [

Pichon, Edouard. 288

Pindar, 202

Pisann. Andres, 225

Pittacus ol Misselene, 52

Plaio and Platontsm, 6. 20a,, 31, 50, &2,
RO BL, 84,207 Apofogy. 81 Theartes,
2330 Fimews, 133

Plevnet. Marcellin, 7. 8: Fnseignemient de fa
pelntwre, 234n.-2330.,

Plotinus and Platiniam, 223; Enneades,
2350,

Poens langunge. 5, 7, 24..23, 26, 64, 69, 70,

25 132,133, 134, 135, 136, 145, 174

Poaric word, 453

Poetic logic. 70 as dialogue and
ambivalence, 72: as dramatic
permutation of words, 79; and the
infinite, 71-.72

Polemic. hidden interior, 73

Palylogue: consciousness within rhythm and
drive, 173, 173-83, i86: dialogue of
subject of enunciation with itself. 17374,
(R3]

Polyvaomia, 10t 112, 169-71. 174

Pompidou. Georges, 139, 203, 2098,

Ponge, Francis, 74

Pontalis, J.-B., Vocabulaire de la
psvchanalvre, |3

Port-Roval- Logigue. 291 universal
pramrnar of, 1260 127

Post-formalisti. see Formalists. Russian

Pound. Ezra, 202

Poussin, Nicolas, 266

Pregnancy as institutionalized psychosis,
194, 237-30

Prague, Linguistic Cirele of, 128

Préveri. Jacques, {0

Primal scene and representation. 249

Primacy narcessisin, 220, 225, 345, 265,
269, 182

Productiviey: text as, 36: translinpuistic. 36.
0o, 69

Prose. medieval, 78

Praust. Marcel. T 110, 1531, 201

Povchaanaly iz, ix=x 14, a0 13, 32,74, 97,
135-36; semiology and. 119 the enitic’s
transferenee. b7

Pavchosis, see Subject
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Purcell. Blenry, 202
Purkinje, Tohannes. 225

GQuenezaun. Ravmand, 110

Rubelais. Frungois. 71, 79, 83, 86, 109, 114,
L8, 224

Rucine, Jean. 5, 148 [38n.

Raoul de Cambrai. 49

Raphazl Sant, 246

Realism, see Novel

Reich. Wilhelm, 140

Reilly, Aan. 22n.

Renan, Frnest, 123-27, b)) dveroes et
FAverroizme, | 20, The Fuiure of
Science, 147

Renajssance represenliion in painting,
24536

Repression, 24, 93, 136, 1400 145, 134 157,
M, 206, 207, 213, 217, 219 220, 24243,
primal, 239, 243-30, 262, 261, 269

Revolutian, Soviet, 27, 33, 33, 7]

Ricardou. Jean. 7

Richards. 1 AL 11

Rinvers:, Anna, 236, 247

Risset. Jacqueline, 7

Robespterre, Maximilien. 162

Roache. Denis. 7

Roman de Renare, 78

Rothko. Mark. 221, 230, 266

Rotsel. K. W, B0n.

Rottenberg, Pierre, 7

Round Table. Cycle of, 49

Rousseau. Jean-acques. 271, 278

Roussel, Raymond, 1581

Rumi, Jalal ed-Din, 202, 2094,

Ruskin. John. Giotte and his Work in
Padug, 234m. 2350 2360

Russzll. Bertrand, 290

Ryazanskava. S5, 90n,

Ruvsselbergh. Maria van, 166

Sade. I A, F.de, 5, 7% 86, 100, 103, 112,
118, P38, 162, 166, |8, 202, 271 ldées
sur fes poinane, 136

Saint Mark's Church {Venice), 212

Salomé. Lou. 166

San Francescn {Assisiy. Giotte’s frescoes in.
IP6-2H, 230-3)

Santa Croce (Floruncs), 228

Sunia Maria Maggiare (Romey, 212

Sent Apollinare Wuovo (Ravensna), 2t2

5 e dean-Paul, & 100, 104, 105-4
Critigue of Dialecrical Reason, 1220
1Zin

Sunasure, Ferdinand de vilio 4, 12015, 24,
34,89, 7L, 100, 100, §23a, 1370128220,
139

Schlcicher, August. 126

Schuitzer, L, 3n,

Schreber, Senatsprasident Daniel. 29, 138,
203m.

Secroveegm, Carigo, 213, 234n,
Scrovepni Chapel (Paduay Giotto's frescoes
in, 2E2-15, 224, 125-26, 228-30. 234n,
Sehillot, P., Blason popularre de la France.,
[ADN

Semanalysis, v, vill 4. 9 criticism and
metalanguage, i3, D16, [20-2t;
criticism and writing. afficmation, and
fronv, 108-8: rationalization of the
signifving process: 106: rhatorical
seduction vs. style, [38-30

Semuntic analvsis, 74

Semenie, 17, 394

Semiology. 1. 34 dissolving
phenomenological signifving and
mythical entities. 1012, 102-3. 103-6.
cthics of literary science. 6, 116-17: of
literature, 94=98 11819, 171; literature's
“abseace of place™ with respect to social
scicnees, 96, 98: and psychoanalysis, 26:
semiclozical aegativity, L01-2: ses afso
Semunalysiy; Semiotics

Semiolic disposition- anaelisis, 281-82: the
chora and 1ts maternal connection, 133;

danre, music, theater, 133142, 144,
t73-79; defined, 6-7; as determined by
the svmhelic, 29: gestures. 284-85:
language tearning., 281-83; primal
repression. 2i6, 23%, 241, 249-50;
semictic chora, @, F33, 874, 284, 266-287

Semotics, 3 defined, 17-18; of lterary
texts. 67, 7. translinguistic praciices. 30,
39n. see alto Semiology
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Sences, 32

Senecu the Younger, 81

Set theory. 13, TR 91a.

Sexual difference. 131, 1533-34, 157,
164-66, 187-98

Shakespeare. William, 3. 83 Macketh, 27%;
Romieo and fulier, 198

Shepard. W, S, 60n.

Sheridan-Smith, Alan. 123x . 2935,

Shklevsky, Victer, 5, 20a. 6n,

Sienese lrescoes, 224

Sign: evolution from symbel to sign, 38 -41;
non-disjunction within the novel’s
temporality, 47-48; present tense in
infergntial enunciation, $4; predication
and. 129-30. 132, 168: Saussurian notion
of, 65, 128

Sigmifier fsignified: addresses as signifier
and signified. 74-75, 128-20, 129-30,
i 39=-40: word as signifier. 63

Stgnifving differential. 208x,

Signitying practice: defined. 18; typology of

discaurse as, 38-41, 49-30, 133=34

Signilying process, ix, 3. 6-7. 124-23

Signifying system, translinpuistic, 101

Srnith, Colin, 1224,

Socialism, 2

Sacrates, 52, 84, 203

Socratic dialoguc, 80-81

Soderhjelm, W. P, La Nouvelle francarse
au X Ve sidele, 61,

Sollers, Philippe. viit, 3, 7. 8. 9. Dranee, 87.
113, 201, H. 139-208; Lois, 160, 190,
196, 201: Nombres, 201; The Park, 638,
Sur le macérialisme, 183

Solzbienitsyn, Aleksandr lsayevich, 271

Song of Roland, 48-49

Sophists. 54

Sopotam Maonastery, 2310

Soulé, M., L Enfanr et son corps, La
Connaissance de Penfant par fa
psychanalyse, 2930,

Sphinx, 193

Spinoza, Baruch. 143, 186, 202

Spitz, René A. 278, 282, 283: The Firss
Yeur of Life, 293n.

Spivak, Gayatri, 90na., 2938,

Stalin, Jaseph V. 2, 161, 202

INDEX

Stalinism, 23. 161

Starobinski, Jeun, Les Mois sous les mois.
4, 13 20k, 90n.. 147u,

Steinbeck. John, 20

Stockhansen, Karlheinz, 163

Strawson. P, F., 172

Structuralism. viin, 3, 4 6 2, 64-65, §27,
131

Subject: anal drive. 284; Cartesian subject
and generative prammar, §28: defined,
19; as distinci from subject of Tetishismn.
£39: of enunciation, 127-28: as histarical
subject. 9697, 160, 203: and instinctuat
drives. 142, 16263, | TH, 276-77; 1z
impossibie identity, 124-23, 146, 185-86,
L89; as aperating consciousness. 131; oral
drive, 283-84, as questionable and in
process, 97, 99-100, 124-25, 133-36, 161,
179, 190, 237-43, 249; relation of oral
drive to rhythm and music, 175, 191;
speaking and split subject, 6, 24, 25, 74
the subject and death drive, 142, 162-63,
187, 209-0, 221; subject of text as
differeneiated from subject ol neurosis
and psychosis, 97 125, 139, 153-34, 1832,
126, 218; subjcet of narration, 74; as
transcendental ego, 124, [20-30, 281;

Sublimation, 230, 249, 367-69, 283

Susrealism, 8. 133,171

Suyi, Han, The Morning Deluge, 20n.

Swift, Jonathan, 71, 79, 83, 86, 109, 181

Symbaolic disposition: defined. 6-7: 29,
137-38, 174; us determining the scmiotic
disposition, their contradiction, 134, 134,
13940, 163-64, 167-68, 180-81, 18483,
193-86; thesis as predication, 130

Taoist painting. 211, 248

Tef Quel, 3,7, 8, 100

Tesniere, Leun. Esquisse d'une symiaxe
struciurale, 60n.

Text: defined, 2, 19; fascination and
abjectification, L04-5; lanpuages and
hiography, 105 the novel as text, @)
imferendial counciution, 45-47, &)
bounded text blocked by non-dissunction,
4244, 47-51, ¢) programming. 42, 4)
structural and compositional finitude,
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S5-RG, A marratoe and Hrersturg, 38039,
fycharacters as siages in the
metamorphaosis of the subjeet of
narration, 43-45; the novel as
transpasition of Menippean ambivalenee,
A -LFAR-T1 7380 text and dissalution
of Christian idealagy, 212 t3. 2222,
23N 26560 texl us turey sel. 135
textual Jogic vs. Hepslian dialectic.
99 100: text v, kinship rutes. 96-97,
tvpology ol texts ¥s. rhetaric ol genres,
36-37

Thales of Mitetue, 32

Theater- medieval theater, TH: (est as
Lheater, 74-80, 84

Thebes, 193

‘Fheodoric the Grear, 212

Thibaudet. Albert. Réfexvions sur e rorman.

EIER

Thibaudeau. Tean, 7

Thom. Renc. 7

Timides, 82

Titian, 243, 264, 266

Titenik. 1. B.. 62n.

Tadorov, Tzvetan, 2 11, 914 Théarie de
fn littérature, 200, 600 Questions de
Foétigre, 35,

Talstey. Leo: manalogical novels of, 70, 87

Tonnelat, ¥, A, Evelution des idées sur fu
nature des condenrs, 23 5.

TFransterence. 108 160, 174, 277, 278, 28]

Transfinite, 720167, 183, 190

Tramsgression of codes, 71

Trotsky, Leon, 20

Truth. is. a-xi, 24, 23

Tucker, Robert C., 90n.

Tynanov, J, W

Teara, Eristan, 11

[tternnce, 113 [69-71. 174 18647

Van Ginneken. 1., La Reconstitniion
rypalagique des langoges archaiques de
{ Renranite, 62n.

Yan Gogh, Viccent, 186, 202, 207

Vaurro, Marcus Terentios. 82, 83

Vasari, Tioregio, 211, 244

Fedas. |87

Venetian Gothic stale, 250

Vencrano, Paoln, 232

Verdislione, Armandae. 2,

Verail, A5 Seneas and Wido. 45

Vietnam war, 202

Vinogredow, ¥, V.. 90,

Vaoltaire, Francois Marie Aroust de. 83, 18]

Wahl. Frangois, &

Welbern, Anton, 139

Wehrle, Albert J.. 5%a,

Wexsel, William, 294n,

Whitaker, G, H., 2331,

White, John. Birth and Rebirth of Pirrorial
Space, 2126, 334k, 2308,

Wilson. Bdmund. 12, 20

Winmicolt, B, W, 277, 378, 262, 186,
Plaving and Realfity. 292n. 29in,

Wolison, Louwis, 3

Woman. x, 3-10: as other in medieval
paetiy, 49-3) and theoretical reason,
146, loss of identity in jouissance, (64
her place within Christianity, 272

Word: direct. denotative. and object-
orignted, 72-73; dialogical, 66, 72-713; 52
alse Signitier/signified

Wright. Geore Henrik von. A Exsar on
Maodal Logic, 60n.

Writing: defined, 19-20; and the law,
T10-13, 118.19: and realisn. 60n.

Wuadt, W [Volkerprychalagie), 293,

Xenophon, 80, 81

Yin-yang. 70
Young, La Mante, 168
Yiich-lu, &la.
Yi-Ua1 hsin-yung. 6lna.

Fhdanov, Andret Aleksgndrovich, 24
Zoroastrianism, 223
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