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What does it mean to “begin®™ a work of
literature, philosophy, or criticism? How
is it possible to think of “heginnings™ at
all when, after centuries of human experi-
ence, surely everything that can be has
been thought and said? How does one
even contemplate “beginning” yet again
—as every thinker and writer must?

It is to these beguiling, troublesome
questions that Edward Said, one of
America’s most widely respected vounger
critics, addresses himself in Beginnings,
a wark of extraordinary erudition and
profundity.

The quest for an understanding of what
it means to “hegin” takes Edward Said
through the masterworks of Western lit-
erature, to the cyclical philosophy of
Vico {whose thought has never before
been so tellingly linked to contemporary
conscioushess ) and on to what is certain-
ly the most brilliant explication of post-
war French criticism and philosophy yet
written, offering illuminating explica-
tions of Lévi-Strauss’s structuralism,
Foucault’s archaeology, and Derrida’s
philosophy of writing.

To read Edward Said is to experience at
{irst hand the excitement of a fine mind
Ireely and fully engaged in the definitive-
ly Tiuman adventure, that of intellectual

wonder and discovery. //
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PRISIACIE

\:\/IIA'I‘ is a beginning? What must one do in order to begin?
What 1 special about beginning as an activity or a moment or a
llae Can one begin whenever one pleases? What kind of attitude,
lcanmie of mind is necessary for beginning? Historically, is there
wrt of moment most propitious for beginning, one sort of
nabvelual for whom beginning is the most important of activities?
boo the work of literature, how important is the beginning? Are

li qquestions about beginning worth raising? And if so, can they
b teated or answered concretely, intelligibly, informatively?

l‘on this book these are the beginning questions. Yet ance they

tiken up a process of delimitation occurs -mercifully, since
silwrwise they are almost impossibly complex questions to
drwuss. | have concentrated on beginnings both as something one
Jown and as something one thinks about. The two sometimes go
topethier, but they are always necessarily connected when language
v heing used. Thus there is a particular vocabulary employed—
v like beginning and starting out, origins and originality,
natiation, inauguration, revolution, authority, point of departure,
vadicalisim, and so on—when a beginning is being either described

pointed out. Similarly, when one actually begins to write, a
soomplex set of circumstances obtains that characterizes the
li-pmning enterprise. In language, therefore, writing or thinking
ahout beginning is tied to writing or thinking a beginning. A verbal
hvpmning is consequently both a creative and a critical activity,
ped as at the moment one begins to use language in a disciplined
way, the orthodox distinction between critical and creative
thought begins to break down.

Beginning is not only a kind of action; it is also a frame of
mind, a kind of work, an attitude, a consciousness. [t is
prapmatic—as when we read a difficult text and wonder where to
hepin in order to understand it, or where the author began the
work and why. And it is theoretic—as when we ask whether there
. any peculiar epistemological trait or performance unique to

.
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bepannmps 1o geaeral Far any wioter to begn o to cmbark upou
samething conneared 1o despnated poine of depactace. Even
WI]I’.'“ 1 Is |l‘|'ﬁ|t'.‘\.‘ﬂ'l|. |I|l.' l)('l:l]\llill},‘: 14 .||W-|)".‘\ i i"'.‘i( N[l']) I‘l'l)”]
which {except on rare ocasions) something fallows, So beginnings
play a role, if not always a very clearly understood one. Certainly
they are formally uscful: middles and cnds, continuity, develop-
ment—all these imply beginnings before them. A complex form,
however, has a logic of its own. Doces a beginning?

If we assume the presence of beginnings here and there for the
reflective artist, reflective critic, philosopher, politician, historian,
and psychoanalytic investigator, a study of beginnings can all too
easily become a catalog of infinite cases. My task in this book is
precisely to avoid compiling such a catalog {even while being
aware of its possibility} and to take up instead the question of
beginnings in an interesting, fairly detailed, practical, and theoreti-
cal way. 1 not only try to show what sort of language is used and
what sort of thought takes place cither as one begins or as one
thinks and writes about beginning, but also | wish to show how
forms like the novel and how concepts like fext are forms of
beginning and being in the world. Moreover, those changes that
occur from one cultural period to the next can be studied as shifts
in the notion of what a beginning is or ought to be. When one
practices criticism today, for example, a highly circumstantial
awareness of beginning to write criticism is in operation; we are
less likely now than before to think that a writer’s life has an
absolute prior privilege when it comes to understanding his work.
Why is this so, and what should we now begin with as we study a
writer’s work? What are the privileged terms and the principal
aspects of critical awareness today?

Any work that pretends to deal with such questions risks being
embarrassed not only by its beginning but also by its continuity,
its choice of subjects, its vocabulary. The potential for such
embarrassment with this particular book is something I have not
underestimated. My own critical terms (transitive and intransitive
beginnings, authority, intention, method, beginmning—as distin-
guished from origin—text, structure) are built upon associations of
ideas which, as will become fairly evident, gather in a rather wide
range of interests. Fach of the boak’s six chapters, or episades, has
an internal coherence that depends on some aspect of beginning;
cach covers a historical pattern (the development of the novel, for
example) that doces not stray very far from the core subject of
beginnings, although paradoxically I find it possible in one chapter

%xii



o bapeer 3t dhincwees bt the ealy and the Lae phises ol the
|||||-}u"|1| nowel, r’\lln};t'lht'l, these ik l:'I!I‘iU(I('H vonsbiture
avacrme Tor studymg Beginmgs, thoagh o in a linear {ashion.
Pochaps may decision to quote Viea in the epigraph and to make
o work the subject of my conclusion makes my (circular) point
lu ||.||m'|y, that lnbitmillbu are [irst and important but not
dways evident, that beginning is basically an activity which
slinmately implies return and repetition rather than su'nple linear
womnplishment, thae beginning and beginning-again are historical
wlireas origing are divine, that a beginning not only creates but is
nown method because it has intention. In short, beginning is
making or producing  difference; but—and here is the great
Lowwation in the subject—difference which is the result of
cvnboring the alrcady-familiar with the fertile novelty of human
weak in language. Each of my chapters builds on this interplay
b tween the new and the customary without which {ex nikilo nihil
fit1 o« heginning cannot really take place. The underlying interest
«l an essay such as this book is its true theme: the community of
lowuage and  history—from the beginning, despite any one
lwyonning. To say this at the beginning is hopefully thereafter to
wukl the conservative safety of language without history, and vice
vt Thus beginnings confirm, rather than discourage, a radical
«verity and verify evidence of at least some innovation—of having
!'H_QHH.
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A NOTE ONTRANSLATIONS

I N ALL CASES any work from which I quote whose original
[niprage is not English is cited in an English translation. Although
I o this both for the sake of consistency and because 1 would like
the reader to have direct access to everything in this book, I must
++plaiin my policy on translation. Every text not in English (with
the exception of those in Russian) I have studied in the original
liograge. Wherever possible, however, 1 quote from an already
juthbshed English translation, which T have checked against the
saagnal. In instances where there is no translation available or
where the translation in my opinion is inadequate, I have made my
«wn (sometimes mainly literal) translation, The reader is therefore
too understand that unless otherwise indicated translations are my
nwn: bad as some of these may be, I have prefetred at least to
make do with translations, done amateurishly, that render exactly
those notions from the original in a way I can control, than to use
iheteant versions done by someone else. Doubtless my translations
ate not especially elegant. Nevertheless, I have often parentheti-
vally included short passages in the original language for the
nader’s benefit; also, T have always indicated sources for my trans-
Liticn in the original, non-English texts.
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Beginning Ideas






1

r I A

1 problem of beginnings is one of those problems that, if
dlowwenl to, will confront one with equal intensity on a practical
il onatheoretical level. Every writer knows that the choice of a
Loy for what he will write is crucial not only because it
dvrernines much of what follows but also because a work’s
b psning is, practically speaking, the main entrance to what it
oy, Moreover, in retrospect we can regard a beginnning as the
(=t at which, in a given work, the writer departs from all other
woihs; o beginning immediately establishes relationships with
wonhs already existing, relationships of either continuity or
ataponisim or some mixture of both. But the moment we start to
donal the features of a beginning—a moment likely to occur in
v vamining many sorts of writers—we necessarily make certain
s tal distinetions. Is a beginning the same as an origin? Is the
lvgnming of a given work its real beginning, or is there some
iher, secret point that more authentically starts the work off? To
what extent is a beginning ultimately a physical exigency and
nathing more than that? Of what value, for critical or methodolog-
wal or even historical analysis, is “the beginning’’? By what sort of
approach, with what kind of language, with what sort of
nstruments does a beginning offer itself up as a subject for study?

I'he size of the present book is evidence enough that these are
inprossing questions—at least to me. Yet I feel that what keeps the
Lk from being merely a record of preliminary curiosities is that
ne subject matter, approach, and methadology this study of
heymnings aims to contribute, however modestly, to contempo-
vy criticism. 1t soon will become evident that by the term
criticism 1 intend something rather unlike literary history, or
vplication de texte, or cultural generality; in this sense of its own

3



il lberenn e, thetetme, this ook |u"-.|||-. |1y c',\'|1lll il|y venuring a

particula oebinon for el an ambioon tha hinally hecomes
meelligible only i the book's wdolding and not through first
udv;mcing some ideal type which it rhen seeks to Fulfill Te must be
added thut this manner of criticism cannot claim any ultimate

novelty, for its obvious reliunce upon many other writers
immediately invalidates the claim. But in seeking first to isclate a
problem—that of the beginning which appears more abstract than
problems dealt with in most criticism—in seeking then to make a
selection of issues, examples, and evidence uniquely relevant to
the problem, in seeking to work in discursive and conceptual
language suited to the problem, in seeking to set the problem in as
spacious and yet as pertinent a frame of modern reference as
possible, and finally in seeking to learn from itself, to adjust to
and change itself in progress: in all these ways this book aims to
contribute to contemporary criticism. And since it would take
many more pages to round out my prescriptive definition of
criticism, 1 shall instead enumerate the questions, circumstances,
and conditions that form this study and that influence its
trajectory.

|

In each of the following relatively innocuous statements the sense
derives prominently from a common sense understanding of the
concept of “beginnings': “Conrad began his career with Almayer’s
Folly”; “Pride and Prejudice begins with the following sentence”;
‘“Pope began to write at an early age”; “Before he began to write
Hemingway would sharpen a dozen pencils”; “This is what one
ought to do at the beginning”; “Civilization can be said to have
begun in the Near East”; “As soon as he began to know Odette
better Swann started to suspect her”; “From beginning to end
Flaubert was ever the artist.” Of quite another order of meaning
are such statements as “In the beginning was the Word” or “In my
beginning is my end.” In both sets of statements, however,
variations of the concept “beginning” designate a moment in time,
a place, a principle, or an action. Just as obviously, these
designations are verbal constructions employing variations of the
term beginning in a relatively well-defined way: thus, the concept
“beginning” is associated in each case with an idea of precedence

4



vl protiny adly wnel osr amporcane, e cacl case
bopamming v desganed e ordec ranmdicane, chaeily ] or deline o
o tae |1l.n e ot actian, Inoshor, the lil'.‘il!,_'.!l'llillll vl a |>L~giuning
preooe by mvolves also the dc-hign;llinu of a consequent intention.
W |mp,hr Il ;u'lu.'l”y Ny s much every tinme, but when we point
(e bepinning of a vovel, for example, we mean that from that
Legoonng o principle follows this novel. Or, we see that the
Copsooning, iy the firse point {in time, space, or action) of an
coomiplislient or process that has duration and meaning. The
Lo, thew, ds the first step in the intentional production of
LI LA

(v Chapters 1 and 2 1 describe the conditions that pertain to
i dewggnation and che intention of beginnings: in what settings
wnl by what instruments beginnings are formed, for what purposes
detterent kinds of beginnings are designated, and what kind of
noed and what kind of work tend to insist upon the importance of
v jwanmgs. In describing these | introduce a second sort of
b jounmg, what I call the pure or intransitive beginning, one that
luev i intention other than simply to be a beginning in the sense
++I bemg first. In the major pare of the book (Chapters 3, 4, and 5},
Falevelop the consequences of those early adumbrations: how an
witerest in beginnings entails a certain sort of writing, thought, and
meamng, how beginnings relate generally and specifically to
Ailerent continuities, and how, paradoxically, an interest in
begrimings is often the corollary result of not believing that any
legming can be located. All of this depends—importantly, I
think on the following generalization: whether an interest in
hepmnings is practical or highly theoretical, there is an imperative
comneetion to be abserved berween the idea of a beginning and an
alustiginal human need to point to or locate a beginning.

But all of these general projects of the book can only have at
i stage a somewhat rarified significance for the reader.
[herefore, it becomes necessary for me first to discuss the
(cmmstances of this stcudy: why such a study proposed itself o
i+ author, why it is pursued in this way in particular, and how a
rationale for such a study is arrived at,

111

A o problem for study, “‘beginnings” are attractive, first of all,
lwause while one can isolate a beginning analytically, the notion
nl beginning itself is practically tied up in a whole complex of

5



relatne, s between the woud beginngg amd the word ardgin
les comstantly lll.ll'll'.lll:,'. systenn ol peanpog e test ol them ol
comrse mabing it one then the other wond vonvey greater
prinl‘ily, illlptlrl;llu't', vxp]nll;![nz‘y power. ! As l'““ﬂiﬁt‘-‘lltl}’ as
possible | use beghning as having the more active meaning, and
origin the more passive one: thus “X is the origin of Y¥.” while
“The beginning A leads to B.” In due course | hope to show,
however, how ideas about origins, because of their passivity, are
put to uses I believe ought to be avoided.

But even this distinction seems relatively crude when one
considers how many wotds and ideas in current thought and
writing hover about the concept of “beginnings”: innovation,
novelty, originality, revolution, change, convention, tradition,
period, authority, influence, to name but a few. Altogether they
describe the rather broad field in which the present study is
located—which should not be surprising, since most writing has
kept these notions in mind. I am centrally concerned, however,
with what takes place when one consciously sets out to experience
or define what a beginning entails, especially with regard to the
meaning produced as a result of a given beginning.

When I first became interested in beginnings several years ago,
some of the problems struck me as essentially constituting the
professional dilemma of the writer interested in “literary criti-
cism”: How should he begin to write? I then discovered that this
question conceals at least four others: (1) After what training does
one begin to write? (2) With what subject in mind does one begin
to write? (3) What is the point of departure for writing—a new
direction or one continuing from old ones? (4) Is there a privileged
beginning for a literary study—that is, an especially suitable or
important beginning—that is wholly different from a historical,
psychological, or cultural one? Every one of these questions
impinges upon the writer today, and what they represent, it is now
clear to me, is by no means exclusively a “prOf&SSiDl‘lal” issue.
Rather, each of these questions involves theorerical and practical
issues in equal measure.

Consider the general education brought to literary criticism by
an individual today. Whatever else he may have been trained in, it
was almost certainly not in classical philology, the one discipline
in Europe and America that was practically de rigeur for the
literary scholar until World War 1. For studying literature in the

*4s for example, in the “‘origins of Greek tragedy,” the “beginning of consciousness,”
and so on ad infinitum.
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vl Py W llll\.‘-'ltl'l'l'll . I‘||\"|I('Hl.' li1 l'll.' l'.||||('(| I)y A Hl‘]ll)[:“‘
he had stered o Lassical phodalapy i some derailas well as
proplec ol tesouad study that wese cadilied by years of practice
wnl theretare not open to subjective “interpretation.” The
pldished yeminiseences of such scholars as Leo Spitzer, Erwin
Faoaalldey Brich Auerbach, Crust Robert Curtius, che volume of
worb poduced by €0 8. Lewis, Amerigo Castro, Ferdinand
ildvnsperger, Theophil Spoerri, and others like them, tell a rather
holidig story about the researcher today, who can barely read
nedher language (and certainly not Latin) and who thinks a
v v one of a paperback series. Spitzer was able in his later

aw to write hundreds of pages on the meaning of words like
ol and race as they appeared in a half-dozen languages and
i anmes over four or five centuries—fully because he was faught
v Meyer Lubke “to find etymologles L And for all his meta-

(hy~acal futerese in Man, Spitzer in his authoritative essays brings
badde preat masses of exact information obviously learned first
toam a teacher who, says Spitzer, “in reference to a given French
tbuns would guote Old Portuguese, Modern Bergamesque and

M. edo Rumanian, German, Celtic and Paleo-Latin forms.”* What
¢ wnpressive here is not only the kind of information possessed by
o holars like Spitzer, but also the fact that it was received
wlormation, handed down from generation to generation.

There is not much use in speculating why most people no
by regard education as adding links to a historical dynasty. We
vspect the student trained in literature to have a smattering of
“Innnanities” —in translation—but an urgent sense of other knowl-
vdpe, paraknowledge, that he assumes lies naturally alongside
liuvrature and in some way bears upon it. He will know a lot about
Iveudian psychology, about Marxism in some form, about
Marcuse, Norman O. Brown, Laing, and so forth. This should not
b taken simply as an attack upon either the contemporary
«ndent or his sense of relevance. In fact, our fate as scholars today
w precisely that of our students, for how many of us can do
lLissical philology? At best, we learned Greek or German to pass
reading exams, and for most of us Romance philology was
«wimicthing we read about while we took courses in the accelerated
reading of French or Italian. The bookstore, with its rack upon
rack of translated works (Freud, Nietzsche, Proust, Hesse, Baude-
lare), brings us closer and faster to the world of knowledge than
any other means readily available. Certainly few students today
«an move, as Panofsky did, from one university to another, to

7



listen 1o cminenr scholrs, whereas auyane Gormove very quickly
fram one book 1o another, Tromn the sndy of one |'u'|'ind ar
culture to another,?

One way of mitigating this change and even of enhancing che
fact that it has taken place, is to argue that litcrature itself has
gone through the same change. A medieval or Renaissance poet is
likely to have been more learned than William Carlos Williams; and
in general a Chaucer scholar probably knows Latin and OIld
English, whereas a D. H. Lawrence specialist need not and
probably does not. Yet I am less interested in such generalities
than in the fact that if a modern writer like Joyce was less
formally learned than Richard Hooker, the former was almost
surely equipped with more knowledge, arranged very differently.
The problem we face today when we study Joyce, or when,
untrained in classics or religion, we read Hooker, or when we
deploy psychology in the study of a literary text, is a problem of
irregularity, of discontinuity. That is, less background, less formal
training, less prescribed and systematic information, is assumed
before one begins to read, write, or work. Thus when one begins
to write today one is nceessarily more of an autodidact, gathering
or making up the knowlcdge one necds in the course of creating.
The influence of the past appears less useful and, as two recent
critics, W. ]J. Bate and Harold Bloom, have argued, more likely to
produce anxiety.* Therefore, Roland Barthes, paraphrasing Bache-
lard, has said that the study and the production of literature today
is the study and the production of de-formation.® To read Joyce
we must follow these de-formations, just as Joyce’s reading
de-formed the traditional curriculum.

It is less permissible today to imagine oneself as writing within
a tradition when one writes literary criticism. This is not to say,
however, that every critic is now a revolutionist destroying the
canon in order to replace it with his own. A better image is that of
a wanderer, going from place to place for his material, but
remaining a man essentially between homes.® In the process, what
is taken from a place ultimately violates its habitual way of being:
there is constant transposition, just as when we read an imitation
by Pound or by Lowell we read the redistribution of an
Anglo-Saxon or Italian original that occupies a wider, less
well-charted, and less predictable exterior space than the original.

It is worth pursuing a little further such notions as “exterior-
ity” and “in-betweenness.” They do not refer to a sort of
fellow-traveling critical eclecticism. Rather, they describe a trans-

8



Fontion that T taken place mothe workmg 1eality ol e
Acamaons witer, e can no longesr casly accept Tor many
vty spiritnal or soviolopical a pliee i a0 continuity  that
bawerly stretched Torward and backward in time. Already Eliot
ol anderstood that “iradition®™ was an achievement for the few,
oot the possession of all. Perhaps, also, today’s writer is less
condurable with the unadorned fact of precedence—as opposed
e bante, for example, who had been comfortable with Virgil—and
(v thaps he can no longer know what it means to stand in a direct
hie uf descent, History and tradition seem less communicable in
wquential narrative because, as Foucault says, history appears to
iow to comprise very large units of endeavor (the evolution of
nade patterns, demographic alterations, slow shifts in agricultural
micllectnal habits, and so on) that scant the individual life
1. Knowledge, therefore, is less formally embodied, whether
o subject like philology, a teacher like Meyer-Lubke, or in a
taditional plat of unfolding like that of a Dickens novel.
Furthermore, exteriority and in-betweenness in the modern
wiier are the inevitable results of lacking either faith in or
vapacity for limited (discrete) but wholly integrated work. The
modern writer often feels the urge instead to create new totalities,
(v cultivate random appetites, to deny forward movement
ltopether. The historic contest between Wilamowitz and Nietz-
«he after the publication of the latter’s Birth of Tragedy in 1872
perlectly symbolizes the distinction I am drawing.® At bottom,
their conflict centered around the idea of a “classical text’: Was it
ane in a series to be revered, cultivated, emended, and described in
the hese scholarly tradition? Or was it rather, as Nietzsche believed
ithuugh not at all so simply as stated here), a text upon which, as
upon a writing tablet, was inscribed a constellation of forces
{mstincts, urges, desires, wills) still present in the modern era and
will as unseemly in their power to engage and intoxicate? In short,
lor Wilamowitz a text was a system of boundaries and inner
constraints held intact by successive generations (a heritage passed
on in time); while for Nietzsche it was an invitation to unforeseen
cwtrangements from the habitual, an occasion for unconditional
voyages into what Conrad so aptly called the “heart of darkness.”
Ihe weight, in quantity alone, of most canonical modernist
writing testifies to Nietzsche’s victory.
As there is no shortage of criticism proclaiming the triumph,
there is no need here to rehearse such themes in modern writing as
nihilism, anguish, emptiness, or silence. ! am interested, however,
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1 nu[lnp_ ||nw [Ilt'.‘ul‘ llu‘llu'h Tl‘”l'\l e vty Hpasse, nol the
hieratuee’s difficuliy, By using a0 vacabulay of high spiricoal
drami to deseribe wlat in it are textaal noveltoes, apreat deal ol
modern criticism has lost the opportunity o rival its subject
matter in inventiveness and in the redistribution of textual space. i
mean to say that one of the chief characteristics that Joyce, Yeats,
Conrad, Freud, Mann, Nictzsche, and all the others share in
common has been a necessity af the beginning for them to sec
their work as making reference, first, to other works, but also to
reality and to the reader, by adjacency, not sequentiaily or dynas-
tically. The true relationship is by adjacency, while the dynastic
relationship is almost always the one treated ironically, the one
scoffed at, toyed with, or rejected. Therefore, the production of
meaning within a work has had to proceed in entirely different ways
from before, if only because the text itself stands to the side of,
next to, or between the bulk of all other works—not in a line with
them, nor in a line of descent from them.

A great many illustrations come immediately to mind, all of
themn combining surface energy and discontinuity with an improb-
able interest in precedence, in the past. Joyce’s choice of the
Odyssey, for example, does not say, “Look what has happened to
the noble Greek idea when it descends to Dublin 1904,” but
rather, “Odysseus is like Bloom, Telemachus like Daedalus,Ithaca
like Eccles Street, Chapter 18 like Chapter 1, and so on.” Or take
Freud’s unconscicus: banned from consciousness at the outset, it
exerts an influence upon dreams and everyday life by means of
distortions, exapgerations, mistakes which do not even deliver the
unconscious whole; indeed, the whole of our conscious life is
discontinuous with our unconscious principles of order, which in
turn repeat and vary that initial rupture ad infinitum. Eliot’s
Wasteland complete with notes, to take a third example, is a
collection of voices repeating and varying and mimicking one
another and literature generally. Another way of conveying this
idea of adjacency is to say that a text can neither be effectively
read as commentary nor described by commentary. A text has no
central point or central trajectory: it imirates no spatial or
temporal object; and its “voice” is more likely to be a doodling
pen rather than a narrating persona. From the point of view of the
writer, a text is likely to be ink on a page, or folds in a paper, or
what Mallarmé called “un espacement de la lecture,”® or a
never-ending ambition to be a text; a text is something of a pure
sign that the author’s career went into making it. From the critic’s
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ot el vaiew e Text Is l||.|||l'||}.“l' fa |,1|u\-'|||t' pt'nui that what he

W thece canmnot possibly tce bites Nearly every consciously
araovnive ot wiiler since Oscan Wilde has cepeatedly denied
Y tIl'l'll.lHIll.'t'l'.l) the mimetic abitions of writing. A text,
ot serns more essentially just iesell o text, with ics own highly

provalized problematics than a representation of anything else.
the eritic faces irregularicy on all sides. Because he cannot
e ddueer recourse to tradition in solving the problems of writers

W Jovee, and because his (and Joyce's) reterences are to other

ambestuft formalicies of knowledge, the critic is aptly character-

oo 0 Lukacs’s epithet for the novel as being transcendentally
1

Lo den ' He begins cach work as if it were a new occasion. His
bepmning, as much as any modern writer’s beginning, takes up a
wohpor in order to begin it, keep it going, create it. As the
lo jmning is related to what immediately follows it, so too are
(v parts of his writing to one another—irregularly, assertive-
Iy voventrically. But these relationships, while consequent in a
voiv hreral sense, are not consequent in any simply causal
s Such relationships cannot be plotted, any more than the
weomwion of voices in The Wasteland can be plotted; neither are
iy wymmetrically subordinate to any fixed central point, just as
Hoart of Darkness makes a deliberate havoc of any simple scheme
Lased o the Quest. Indeed, 1 shall be arguing later that the order
(1w eeding from beginnings as 1 have described them cannot be
pravped adequately by any image at all. While the process of
wuting a classical novel and the course of its plot may be
vomprehensible within an image of time unfolding, as a family
wslolds and generations are linked, in reading The Wasteland or
the Cuntos the critic cannot find, let alone create, an image
woording to which the writer or his subject can be understood. I
Jeall argue thae the composition of modern writing turns away
lion, conflicts with, any such patterns of imagery, rejecting them
=« having nothing to do with writing. The same process occurs in
the career of the modern writer.

There is a reasonable danger that I will be misunderstood to be
wving that no image means, by analogy, no definite intention or
purpose. | am saying exactly the opposite. Intention, largely but
never exclusively designated by a beginning, is a way of confining
a1 work to one element: writing. With the discrediting of mimetic
yepresentation a work enters a realm of gentile history, to use
Vivo's phrase for secular history, where extraordinary possibilities
al varfety and diversity are open to it but where it will not be

11



relerved back docdely toan adea e stands above it and explaine
il.”
(ot two ideafimage and writing) that mcludes the production of
meaning, the method of composition, the distribution of empha
sis, as well as the tendency to produce mistakes, inconsistencies,
and so on. That is, we consider literature as an order of repetition,
not of originality —but an eccentric order of repetition, not one of
sameness'? —where the term repetition is used in order to avoid
such dualities as “the original versus the derivative,” or “the idea
and its realization,” or “model/paradigm versus example”; and
where eccentric is used in order to emphasize the possibilities for
difference within repetition and to signify that while authors,
works, periods, and influences are notions that pertain to writing
in specific cases, they are really terms used to describe irregulari-
ties of varying degrees and qualities within writing as a whole. As
Foucault has shown, the noticn “author’” admits of such various
trregular formations of writing as The Tatler, or ‘“Rabelais and
rabelaisian,” or “Freud” and “Marx.”"® In some cases the term
author denotes a structure, a kind of work, a style, a kind of
language, an attitude, or a collection of miscellaneous writing; this
term is an excellent example of repetition and eccentricity.

An intention, therefore, is a nation that includes everything
that later develops out of it, no matter how eccentric the
development or inconsistent the result. I do not mean, on the
other hand, that intention is a more precise equivalent of totality.
(Rather, they are, like the pair of terms model and paradigm,
about as exactly grasped for practical literary use as a cloud. We
must, however, try ta be precise.) By intention | mean an appetite
at the beginning intellectually to do something in a characteristic
way—either consciously or unconsciously, but at any rate in a
language that always {or nearly always) shows signs of the
beginning intention in some form and is always engaged purpose-
fully in the production of meaning. With regard to a given work or
body of work, a beginning intention is really nothing more than
the created inclusiveness within which the work develops.

Stuart Hampshire describes this quirky business as follows:
“The significance of a writer, whether poet or philosopher or
historian, and that which makes him worthy of study now,
commonly does not reside principally in the conscious intention
behind his work, but rather in the precise nature, as we can now
see it, of the conflicts and the imaginative inconsistencies in his
work.”"* I agree completely with Hampshire so far as he goes; but
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Uovanewle dilfer with on oanectae as he oo anwilling o apply
i ta conlliors and i onsodtenores an o well, Mareover, |
willladd rlae intention, despore s conscious formulations, is
v mconsistent with merhod, .||t|1u||g_|: cansclous intention
heos e ever L‘K('|l|5iw|y CONSCIOUS? I8 I‘TCL|LIL‘Ilt]y at odds with
an il
Nowy it is Paul de Man’s chesis that in criticism the very
Lhinlness of a theory witle regard to certain aspects of literature
sk pussible that cheory’s discovery of the most valuable
woaphel'®  Intention, then, in my sense of the term, is the
wnaplay hetween such blindness and such insight. In other words,
wrntion is the link between idiosyncratic view and the communal

RLNTR A NY IS

A

I have so far tried to show that when the modern literary critic
b )i 10 write he cannot sustain himself at all well in a dynastic
v ulition, For not only is this tradition foreign to him by training
oul dircumstance, but its repudiation is also the intention, the
mbpect matter, and the method of most modern literature. He
wonrd therefore undertake his work with initiative. He, too, must
vk a more suitable point of departure, a different topos, for his
audy. | have been hinting very broadly that such a fopos is the
“hepinning” or “beginnings,” which presents a problem at once
anne precise and more exigent than does the “New.” Beginnings
wuangurate a deliberately other production of meaning—a gentile
taw apposed to a sacred) one. It is “other” because, in writing, this
peotile production claims a status alongside other works: it is
mother work, rather than one in a line of descent from X or Y.
lwginnings, as I treat them, intend this difference, they are its first
wslance: they make a way along the road.

A beginning, therefore, is a prablem to be studied, as well asa
position taken by any writer. For the critic a novel begins, as it
Joes for the novelist who wrote it, with the intention to write a
novel and not a play or a poem. As a problem, beginnings seem to
huve a sort of detachable abstraction, but unlike an idea about
which one thinks at some distance from it, a beginning is already a
praject under way. Two examples to which I shall refer periodical-
ly ave Tristram Shandy and The Prelude: each at the outset is only

13



o beginnang, cachow prepacatory o ety el and yet eadh
amasses a pood deal ol sabstance before i pees past the beginning,
How docs this happen? Or more precisely: o the oritic is studying
beginnings, how does he ga abour bringing together material *“lor™
his study? How is his material arranged ? Where does it begin?

In the case of this book [ have apparently begun with 1he
present chapter, which anatomizes and intends what is to follow.
But in fact my first formal step is taken in Chapter 2, A
Meditation on Beginnings,” about which | should like to speak
briefly here. After the problem of beginnings first suggested itsell
to me it became fairly clear that my reading and teaching were
increasingly addressing the question, sometimes directly and
sometimes obliquely, but always in terms of auxiliary questions. I
then sought a way to treat these auxiliary questions in and ol
themselves, as matters confronted in the practice of criticism. |
also looked for a way of connecting them to the principal issues tu
which they are related. For example, every student of literature
necessarily deals with originality and with the related subject of
influences and sources; yet very few critics have systematically
tried to examine originality in secular, as opposed to magical,
language. 1 then found that critics like Paul Valéry, for whom the
imaginative abstraction or the speculative generality was not an
obstacle to thought but rather an enhancement and a provider of
thought, suggested a kind of writing I mighe learn from directly.
Valéry’s critical prose, for all its sophistication, is virtually free of
cynicism. It never resists purity as a subject, and yet it never
refrains from submitting purity to a web of circumstances, most of
them culled by Valéry from the immediate pressures upon him. In
his relationships to Leonardo and to Mallarmé we can see how the
weight of philosophical and personal intellectual pressures, re-
spectively, bore down upon him. As a poet indebted to and
friendly with Mallarmé, Valéry was compelled to assess originality
and derivation in a way that said something about a relationship
between two poets that could not be reduced to a simple formula.
As the actual circumstances were rich, so too had to be the
attitude. Here is an example from the “Letter About Mallarmé”:

No word comes easier or oftener to the critic’s pen than the word
influenice, and no vaguer notion can be found among all the vague notions
that compose the phantom armory of aesthetics. Yet there is nothing in the
critical field that should be of greater philosophical interest or prove more
rewarding to analysis than the progressive modification of one mind by the
work of another.
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(t alten lappens that the work acqnires o wingnla valoe in e othe

wtinl, ]l‘.u|i|lH Lo Hive conseiesers that i||||lu.'mi|:[l' o loresee aned in
LT TR 1T ) wi” never be |m.~.~ui|:||- to wscertain, What we do kaow ix thae this
el e tivity i essential o intellectual production of all types. Whether in

virnce o the arrs, i we look Tor the soutee of an achicvement we can
Aboworve that awhat o nan does either repeats ar relutes what someone else has
| repeats it in other tones, relines or amplifics or simplifies it, loads or
aorloady it with meaning: or else rebuts, overturns, destreys and denies it,
Lot thievehy assumes it and has invisibly used it. Opposites are born from
o e,

We say that an author is original when we cannot trace the hidden
wansliurnsations that others underwent in his mind; we mean to say that the
e pendence of what he does on what others have done s excessively complex
sl wiegnlar, There are works in che likeness of others, and works that are
th weverse of others, but there are also works of which the relation with

whier productions is so intricate that we become confused and attribute
thi i 1o 1he dicect intervention of the gods! §

Vulery converts “influence” from a crude idea of the weight of
v wiiter coming down in the work of another into a universal
pouple of what he calls “derived achievement.” He then
»oumiects this concept with a complex process of repetition that
dhvarares it by muleiplying instances; this has the effect of
peoviding a sort of wide intellectual space, a type of discursiveness
m which to examine influence. Repetition, refinement, amplifica-
o, loading, overloading, rebuttal, overturning, destruction,
denial, invisible use—such concepts completely modify a linear
tvillgar) idea of “influence” into an open field of possibility.
Valery is careful to admit that chance and ignorance play
nuportant roles in this field: what we cannot see or find, as well as
what we cannot predict, he says, produce excessive irregularity
amd complexity. Thus the limits of che field of investigation are set
Iy examples whose nonconforming, overflowing energy begins to
varry them out of the field. This is an extremely important
relinement in Valéry’s writing. For even as his writing holds in the
wide system of variously dispersed relationships connecting writers
with one another, he also shows how at its limits the field gives
{orth other relations that are hard to describe from within the
“l‘]d.

Learning what I could from Valéry, | embarked on what 1
called a meditation on beginnings. Because the topos is neither a
raditional nor a usual one, I could not geometrically define it
beforehand. [ undertook, however, to let it make possible a system
of relationships, a field or constellation of significance in which
my writing moved in order to gather in both the grosser and the
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11l s I.|I('|l('t| !|Inl|p.||l'-. Tapes, .LII:! IR T T ARS l||.|| tlll\"\-"ll .n'uumi
begitnings, The logoe ol exposicion | lollos oo precarsive; tha
s, my exposition follows no course deternmined inadvance by
convention, imitation, consccution, or thematics. The form of
writing [ chose was the meditative essay  firse, because | believe
myself to be trying to form a unity as | write; and sccond, because
I want go let beginnings gencrate in my mind the type of
relationships and figures most suitable ta them.

Let me be more explicit. Every sort of writing establishes
explicit and implicit rules of pertinence for itself: certain things
are admissible, certain others not. I call these rules of pertinence
authority—both in the sense of explicit law and guiding force
(what we usually mean by the term) and in the sense of that
implicit power to generate another word that will belong to the
writing as a whole (Vico’s etymology is auctor: autos: suis ipsius:
propsius: property). The job of an initial meditation is to sketch
this authority with regard to “‘beginnings” by allowing it to be set
forth as clearly and in as much detail as possible. To do this as
freely as possible, while preserving the necessary formalities of
clarity, 1 did not confine myself to “the novel” or to “poetry.” 1
make no claims of startling originality, and so far as possible 1
concern myself with works and figures of fairly wide currency.
But it is no use looking in these pages for evidence arranged or
amassed in familiar ways.

Since every beginning is different, and since there is no hope
of dealing with every one, I arrange examples in series whose
internal rule of coherence is neither a logic of simple consecutive-
ness nor random analogy. Rather, I adopt a principle of
association that works, in a sense, against simple consecution and
chance. For a subject like beginnings is more a structure than a
history, but this structure cannot be immediately seen, named, or
grasped. Moreover, as Roland Barthes has said of structure: “Tout
concourt en effet a innocenter les structures que I'on recherche, a
les absenter: le dévidement du discours, la naturalité des phrases,
Pegalité apparente du signifiant et de Dinsignifiant, les préjugés
scolaires {ceux du “plan,” du “‘personnage,” du “style”}, la
simultanéité des sens, la disparition et la résurgence capricicuses de
certain filons thematiques.”*'” As 1 have said, there is no
*“Everything conspires to make the structures one looks for appear either innocent or
absent: the unwinding of the discourse, the naturalness of the sentences, the apparent
equivalence of signifier and signified, scholarly prejudices (those of compasition,

character, or style), the simultzneity of meanings, the capricious disappearances and
re-appearances of certain thematic strands,”
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Je b e Imnh'l to |t|i|nw. Mot Hiporbad o s the whole field
Eogeeeabihites for a0 hegmmog, 1 vant and  decaled  seo
ol nd soee Tam basing my study npow what as cationally
qrpochensihle, che links between steps v che argument are struck
vondibg to what is allowable .'n'cnl‘ding to what the :-;lejl:ct of
hepmmings™ aithorizes.
Much ol rhis authorization is provisional, and even seems
Lattous in the meditation. But ies value can be gradually
wahlihed in the chapters that follow, chapters in which [ will go
toomake ehe association of ideas firmer. I want to insist that
do. e not a question of proving the meditation concretely, and
il less of allowing the meditation to act as a “paradigm” for
mipteal study - unless by paradigm one very loosely adopts
Iomas Kuho's  definition of the term as a  “research
cavansus.”'®  For me it is rather a question of letting the
i ture multiply itself into more branches, into projects that I
Lo hwve it makes especially interesting (and that in some cases even
wiskes possible): fiction, the making of texts, and the criticism,
oralysis, and characterization of knowledge and language.

\Y

A mentioned earlier, the inaugural meditative essay (Chapter 2)
«v larth an intellectual and analytic structure for beginnings, a
won ture that moreover enables and intends a particular philo-
«qihieal and methodological attitude toward writing. In the three
Japiers following Chapter 2 1 investigate the importance of
v pinnings—as laid forth in the meditation—to prose fiction, to the
hraorical and modern problems of producing and determining a
ipomarily) literary text, and to criticism broadly considered. In
v of these three chapters there is an equal emphasis upon what
the work in question begins and how that beginning implies, on
(e critic’s part, a particular methodology for understanding that
bonl of work.

T'o ascertain what constitutes a beginning is very much to
wiend a particular course. Why and how a beginning is deter-
omned intention and method—comprise a complex act of knowl-
vdpe. experience, and art. Chapter 3 examines how the classical
novel formalized, in textual form, a peculiarly social, historical,
aad psychological vision of beginnings: the novel is the major
attempt in Western literary culture to give beginnings an authoriz-
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my, msttotondl, amd apecahized rele o e expenienee, and
hnowledpe. Chapres 3 dealowith begamumg aed contiaiey in the
novel up 1o the time of Freads discovenes, whereas Chapter 4
ereats beginnings as aspects of the Tanviion of whar we may call
the postnovelistic text, Here we shall see how the text, which is a
principal locus for cither finding or putting beginnings, began
undergoing a special process in modern writing once writers felt
that the biographical form demanded (and exhausted in a way) by
the novel no longer deserved cheir exertions. Initially the outcome
of knowledge and art in writing, the text has become the
beginning of an effort to achieve knowledge and art through
writing of a violently transgressive sort.

Finally, Chapter 5 takes up the beginning in one of its most
explicit contemporary forms, as a problem of discursivity. That is,
as the problem of how one locates or designates a beginning about
or for critical knowledge, knowledge of a kind that comes after
the texts described in Chapter 4.

Chapters 3, 4, and 5 therefore comprise a unit that progresses
more or less chronologically; Chapter 3 very roughly covering the
eighteenth and ninetcenth centuries, Chapter 4, the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth century, and Chapter 5, the mid-
twentieth century, Such a unit aims to consider beginnings as a
subject for study by secing how their meaning and form have been
intentionally and methodically worked out and transformed in
time.

Despite the appearance of range and variety in these three long
chapters, it is obvious that their focus excludes sustained analyses
of the sociopolitical circumstances that bear upon fiction, criti-
cismn, and texts in general. Indeed, as linguists from Humboldt to
Marcel Cohen have so convincingly shown, these circumstances
bear intimately upon language itself. Foregoing an examination of
these circumstances is, the reader may be assured, a sacrifice, not
an act of laziness or of caprice. In common discourse, mention of
a beginning (as well as beginnings in general) immediately suggests
pinning down a single date or event, an exercise which, considering
the kind of enthusiastic interest in beginnings I have, is too
restricting. This is not to say that I have placed myself beyond the
pale of concreteness and objectivity and embraced vagueness or
airy speculation. Rather, beginning is a creature with its own
special life, a life neither fully explained by analyses of its
historical-political circumstances nor confinable to a given date in
time called “the beginning.”
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Begmmng soanc actty, wd ke all other aetivitwes there e
aonctated wath o feld ol play, babai ol vund, condinons o be
Ldblled. Thin Ovese assocatoms ate set m tune and society  tha
we Lirger sense they “take place " e and society s ol course
suncthing o be continually reaffirmed. Yet sinee a study of
Lo pnnings is, for betrer or for worse, mainly about the language
awd by anyone who begins (or talks of beginning), the intimate
vol apprehensible circumstances of a beginning are verbal, While
the  circumstances cannot be detached from socichistarical time
o the widest sense, they do have a coherence and even a history of
(un own, e is this history and coherence of beginnings that I am
cancerned with here—specifically, the history and coherence of
bovienings as a fact of written language. Such a setting of
Ls pinnings, as opposed to the history and coherence of social
nahty, is rather more internal; for as I discuss the activity,
Lepinning is doing—intending—a whole set of particular things
pomarily in writing or because of writing. Thought, emotion,
(w1ception are functions of the beginning act of writing.

Is such a position too rarefied, too scanting of “larger”
omeerns? For most of my generation, mind, culture, history,
trdition, and the humanities, both as words and as ideas, carry an
suthentic ring of teuth, even if for one or another reason they do
oot lie casily within our grasp. I have no desire to have done with
them, if only because as words and ideas they still seem partially
roanchor the world we inhabit, if only because they also are still
vbjeets of our regard—and also because, to adapt a phrase coined
by 1. A. Richards, they are machines to think with. Temperamen-
tally. I have an equal amount of intolerance, on the one hand, for
manilestos of delight in the culture, history, and tradition of a
piven society, and, on the other hand, for vehement attacks on
uliure, history, and tradition as instruments of outright re-
(ression. Both these moods—and they are scarcely more than
that arc irresponsible; worse, they are uninteresting. Occasionally
they are useful as reminders—of the fact that the tradition
wanchow continues to exist, and that it can sometimes also be
wpressive. More often, however, it is better not to treat such
attitudes simply as objects of praise or blame at all-in order, as
Merlcau-Ponty says of a verbal phrase, to hear what they say."”
I'lis approach is not a matter of passive receptivity but of active
cwleavor, As Merleau-Ponty explains: “Acquired ideas are them-
wlves caught up in something like a second life [when they are
heard] and perception.’® Thus I use the word writing to indicate
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sometnnes the fose I more alten the second Die, and fn'_q.r'u.-:f.l{q
as e act that Jrins them i1'|¢'p\t||.n|y Rolhe's dew Fipitiesn ol e
fundaniental clement” of Rodm s ane captures the essence of my
ideas regarding writing and beginning ac just that point where they
come together: “This differently great surlace variedly accen-
tuated, accurately measured, our of which everything  must
rise.”

VI

Hugh Kenner’s book The Stoic Comedians identifies a recurring
motif in the work of Flaubert, Joyce, and Beckett: the bookish-
ness of books.?? The extent to which the writer’s imagination is
engaged by his particular medium of expression is not to be
underestimated, and in one way or another the medium is a kind
of practical spur for the writer, or at least an Aristotelian material
cause in the most direct sense. Not only Flaubert, Joyce, and
Beckett but also Dante, Shakespeare, Yeats, Goethe, and many
others are enlivened in their imagination by other writing—as
writing—that moves them to various responses, also in writing. [
am not sure that this type of specialized interaction between
writings, which is admittedly perhaps somewhat restricted, has
ever been studied as a general phenomenon, although obviously E.
R. Curtius’s European Literaturc and the Latin Middle Ages
studies the problem during a specified period with matchless
erudition.?® Both Kenner and Curtius give one an excellent
account of the extent to which the writer’s energies are caught up
in writing over, rewriting, writing about, or writing to other
writing. The polar extremes of writing's cosmology are writing-as-
mere-writing (to which belong the images of the Book ridiculed
and the Book glorified—by Beckett and Mallarmé, respectively),
and writing-as-permitting, writing-as-making-possible, writing-as-
beginning other forms of human perception and behavior (Keats’s
“On First Looking into Chapman’s Homer” is an example). In
between exists the whole field of other possible relationships
between writings, which Borges, among modern authors, has
exploited the most insistently in his clever bibliofables.

If we preferred to use a less literary or less sentimental
vocabulary to describe the processes invalved in such relationships,
we could say that writing is a ceaselessly changing triangle of
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niherenent, deaphevment, aud decennnnon, Yer thes ke
Lo bk v tasamarmy, tanbolene ol thivk broesness sound
b Dblongdless e aosm, One has only o ewd okl Bloam's
noonpier™ onanditherical eriteism o remark how deeply and
omccaaply fluential can be the notion of writing against
wotig, 7 Some ol the more cgregious examples of what 1 am
Ay can be noted here. The narratorfauthor of Swift’s Tale
oA b, ]n'rh;lps the maost t]l()mughly imugined bibliomyth ever
produced, explains his career as a writer in very uncharitable
v When he says thae he “cannot imagine why we should be at
e to furnish wit for succeeding Ages, when the former have
node o sort of Provision for our own,” he speaks as a true
midorn who s literally prevented from finding a place for his
wiitng by the accumulation of past writing.?® Just as the modern
svtcvy du the Battel of the Books precipitate a quarrel with the
Aaconts because the latter block their view, so too does the
ooy Grub Serect scribe wish to write in order to prevent other
sutuy Irom first occupying the space he hopes to find for his
livery bit of writing is imagined as mass which occupies
wpace. It is the duty of writing, therefore, to admit no other

w o, ta keep all other writing out.

Opposed to this attitude is the spaciousness of Coleridge’s
saong, which in a poem of welcome like “To William Words-
wonth recreates the recital of another’s “long sustainéd Song” in
the verse. “The truly great,” says Coleridge,

Have all one age, and from oue visible space
Shed influence! They, both in power and act,
Are permanent, and Time is not with them,
Save as it worketh for them, they in it.

Nor less a sacred Roll, than those of old,

And to be placed, as they, with gradual fame
Among the archives of mankind, thy work
Makes audible a linkéd lay of Truth,

Of Truth profound a sweet continuous lay,
Not learnt, but native, her own natural notes!?®

tncatuess obliterates both the sequence and the displacements of
tine (Great poetry is its own continucus place and time that
o ot porates—blends “in one thought” —other writing. For Swift’s
taub Street scribe, existing writing occupies the rightful place of
rher, newer writing and selfishly defends itself against the latter;
winle Tor Coleridge, writing is capable of evoking the spoken voice,
o 1evives life in all its complexity (love, fear, knowledge, pain, and
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thysell/Wert sl belore my eves, wind vound e barh/Thae happy

AT Whereas Swalt's authafoarrator ends

vision ol beloved Taces)
up writing about “Nothing,” Coleridge linds himsell somewhere
between deep self concentration and prayer, cmerging, we may
surmise, a better, fuller person for the experience of another's
poetry.

Both Coleridge and Swift are extracrdinarily addicted to
quotation, as if to illustrate the literally unsettling effect—whether
welcomed or not—that other writing has on their own. Through-
out the whole range of experience of writing—that is, between and
including the two extremes mentioned above—quotation is a
constant reminder that writing is a form of displacement. For
although quotation can take many forms, in every one the quoted
passage symbolizes other writing as encroachment, as a disturbing
force moving potentially to take over what is presently being
written. As a rhetorical device, quotation can setve to accommo-
date, to incorporate, to falsify {when wrongly or even rightly
paraphrased), to accumulate, to defend, or to congquer—but
always, even when in the form of a passing allusion, it is a
reminder that other writing serves to displace present writing, to a
greater or lesser extent, from its absolute, central, proper place.
Using a different vocabulary, Bate describes the burdensame effect
of other writing upon romantic and postromantic artists—that it
gave a neurotic cast to the problems of originality and sincerity.?®
Practically speaking, ‘“‘originality” and “sincerity” signify the
threats confronting a writer when he quotes others or is quoted by
them: Will his writing appear less his, more detivative, than
Homer’s, or Milton’s, or Dryden’s?

The greater the anxiety, the more writing appears to be
quotation, the more writing thinks of itself as, in some cases even
proclaims itself, rewriting. The utterance sounds like—perhaps
even is—a borrowing from someone else. Prophecy is a type of
language around which this issue of originality perpetually lurks in
many forms: [s the prophecy absolutely authentic and original?
Docs it speak to all men at a common level, or only for one, too
original (i.e., alienated) man (the “prophet”)? Yet understanding
other writing prophetically is quite another matter for the writer,
although most of us would not call understanding writing a
prophetic enterprise. When, however, the writer’s aim is an
“orderly and systematic understanding of fixed and relatively
permanent expressions of life,” then the writings of previous eras
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bevome “those teadues ol hinwan reality preserved me wintien
oo And sasystenn, undenaandingand b realiny together
feonean extraordinary prophetic whaole, Dilthey chen pus it chis
way  “The ultimate [_"l).'ll of 1he hermeneutic process is to
wudevseand ang author berter than he understood himself.”?® Thus
o tear of being unoriginal is superseded by an ambition o be, in
v ense, more original and more prophetic than even the firse man
wli ever wrote.

Wherein, then, lies the authority of writing? How does one get
Lol of the principles that authorize writing? Does it reside in the
s who existentially wrate ? Ot in the one who existentially writes?
1 m ueither, but in some common principle shared by both, but
pohen only by one? The critic’s role has traditionally been to pose
thew questions and to make these differences lively ones.
thvertheless, as with the Nietzsche-Wilamovitz dispute, such
quetions make sense only if the writing in question is considered
vible and documentary. Once writing-as-text is thought of as

weipy on the one hand, or as a monument belonging to a specific
«nien of like monuments on the other, authority cannot reside
wmply in the speaker’s anterior privilege. Eicther authority is, as
) vneault has been trying tirelessly to demonstrate, a property of
Adconrse and not of writing (that is, writing conforms to the rule
ol discursive formation), or authority is an analytic concept and
oot an actual, available object. In either case authority is nomadic:
a 1 onever in the same place, it is never always at the center, nor is
n  sort of ontological capacity for originating every instance of
wse, What all this discussion of authority means is that we do not
|neacss a manageable existential category for writing—whether
that of an “author,” a “mind,” or a “Zeitgeist’’'—strong enough on
the basis of what happened or existed before the present writing
to cxplain what is happening in the present writing or where it
bepins. Qur experience of writing is so varied and complex as to
lwpgar any integral explanation of, for example, why and how
| anity Fair was produced as a novel and not as a musical score or
aplay.

I think that writers have thought and still do think of writing

a type of cosmos precisely because within the discontinuous
wystem of quotation, reference, duplication, parallel, and allusion
which makes up writing, authority—or the specific power of a
«pecific act of writing—can be thought of as something whole and
av something invented—as something inclusive and made up, if you
hke, for the occasion.?® Anterior authority or any rationale based
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on the prot existence of something el oo mmimized, Trean
never he elimpated entaely, for cersonly ane’s childhood, one's
present social circumstanees, andd the hastancal period i which
one lives make their pressures lelt regardless. "The beginning o
writing, however, is not something to be pushed further and
further back until a set of forces is identified as having determined
that beginning. “A book,” said Conrad in a late essay, “is a
deed, .. [and]the writing of it is an enterprise.”” We need not take
this mainly as still another reminder of writing-as-ascesis {denial)
in the Flaubert-Joyce tradition. Rather, it is more positively an
assertion of writing-as-action, albeit action of a fundamentally
particular sort. To begin to write, therefore, is to work a set of
instruments, to invent a field of play for them, to enable
performance. “Every art then and every work of art has its own
play or performance,” wrote Hopkins in 1885 to his brother.?’

If writers today do not explicitly invoke the Muse at the
outset, they are nevertheless still perfectly aware that some force
other than physiological causation usually impels them to write.
Writing is not a fact of naturc, just as reading is a highly
sophisticated skill acquired only with difficulty. Writing has its
own kind of action, its own dreams, its own restrictions—all
doubtless acquired, all doubtless intimately connccted to a
psychological, social, and historical context. The same is true of
reading, But to begin to write—and this is equally true for the
novelist and for the “critic”—the old Muse is still necessary, in
order to signify and dedicate the redirection of human energy
from “the world” to the page—perhaps also, if Genet is to be
believed, to signify the birth of a different sort of pleasure, the
pleasure of writing in order to rcad oneself.”? From then on,
however, free writing—that is, as Barthes has said, words conceived
aside from any demands made upon them, demands for form,
meaning, cxperience®® —is only a dream that is scarcely realizable.
As 1 try to show, the classical novel was at once an attempt to
dream the dream as embodied in the novelistic hero and a
deliberate instrument for “molesting” or prodding the dream away
from its privacy and frecdom. In the movement from a dream of
pure authority to a jolting molestation that brings writing back to
its existence as a text, there is invention.

It is probably too much to say that the classical novel goes on
today in the form of the critic’s enterprise. Yet this is not so far
off. For is not the invention of a ‘“‘field” of study (English, the
novel, the Faust theme), the invention of methods of study
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thedecwal, ar |u'|yfl.||. Freadum), the mvention ol |,r|n.t|» and
cuventions are ot ] these mvearems ot che kined than permi
Ty willlill []lt'lll uf e cantinntty, [POpRrens tivil Y. el even
busvement? Fuethermore, the eritic today is molesced in actual-
"y the fictional hero was, e s harried by the counterknowl-
cdpes ol psychology and linguistics, by the wideness and the
di ol of contemporary pressure, and most of all, as writer, by the
hlsary, that special monster of his working reality that tells him of
ather weriters, which secludes writing and thus, in that partial
+ lusion from violence and discase, stands, at bottom, for writing
vy Henee:

! ‘Ceriture est précisément ce qui excéde la parole, c’est un supplément
vt +'inserit, non pas un autre inconscient {il n'y en a pax deux) mais un autre
rapport du locuteur (ou de I'éconteur) a Pinconscient.

Ininc la parole ne peut tien ajouter a 'écriture. Ce dont j'ai écrit m’est
dvw lors interdit la parole: que diraisje de plus ou du mieux? U faut bien se
i» nacler que la parole est toujours en arrigre de I'écriture {et donc de la “vie
povee,” qui n’est que le déploiement d’une parole: “je” suis toujours, par
statn, plus béte, plus naif, etc., que ce que j'écris: je ne suis pas comme
jeeris), Le seul genre d'entretien que I’on pourrait 4 la rigueur défendre, serait
o Ini ui Pauteur serait sollicité d’énoncer ce qu’sl ne peut pas écrire. ¥*

‘The presentation of these “beginning ideas” about begin-
nings, the subject of this book, has been the means of setting forth
upon the essay by writing. For me, probably as much as for the
vipilane reader, what | write says what T am about and reminds us
both of what I have not been able to write.

Conrad and his Marlow so beautifully catch the writer’s
predicament. A man speaks to other men, in their presence. The
wiiter declares his ambition to make the reader see. What is
wpoken of takes time and many words: Jim and Kurtz are no
learer objects of vision than are the meanings of the words used
1o desctibe them. A printed record—a novel, a short story, some
pages—is the locus of this paradox in which speech writes and
where words remain to commemorate what was not, after all, said.
The poignancy of beginnings:

""Writing is precisely that which exceeds speech; it is a supplementary space where what
v inscribed is not another unconscious {twe do not exist) but another relationship
Iwiween the speaker (or hearer) and the Unconscious, Therefore speech can add nothing
v writing, What T write, from the moment | write, forbids my speech from existing:
what can 1 say more or berter than what T have written? One should persuade oneself
th.it speech always lags behind writing (and therefore behind **private life,” which is no
muore than the deployment of a sort of speech: ‘I’ am always, by definition, more stupid,
more naive, etc., than what T write: 1 am not Jike what [ write]. The only sort of
mterview that one could, if forced to, defend would be where the author is asked to
articulate what he cannot write,™
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Al Later o, wmamy tiones, incdistant partn of the world, Matlow shiowed
hitmaeld willing ro vemesher Jin, o eemember o wt Tesgehy in decail and
audibly,

Ferhaps iv would be after dinner, an o veranda draped in motiontess
foliage and crowned with flowers, in the deep dusk speckled by Fery
cigar-ends. The elongated bulk of each cane-chair hirboured a silent listener.
Now and then a small red glow would move abruptly, and expanding light up
the fingers of a languid hand, part of a face in profound repose, or flash a
crimson gleam into a pair of pensive eyes overshadowed by a fragment of an
unruffled forehead; and with the very first word uttered Marlow’s body,
extended at rest in the seat, would become very still, as though his spirit had
winged its way back from the past.*®
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CHAPTIER

TWO

A Meditation on

Beginnings






|

WERE, or when, or what is a beginning? If I have begun to
wiile, for example, and a line has started its way across the page, is
(hat all that has taken place? Clearly not. For in the act of asking a
question about the meaning of a beginning, 1 seem to have
iscerned vague outlines of significance where very little had been
wuspected. Claude Lévi-Strauss suggests that the mind’s logic is
such that “the principle underlying a classification can never be
postulated in advance. It can only be discovered a posteriori.”
Maorcover, language, which seems to be man’s most influential
msirument of classification, is, according to Lévi-Strauss, “‘an
nareflecting  totalization [of] . human reason which has its
reason and of which man knows nothing.”! To identify a point as
+ beginning is to classify it after the fact—even if, as I shall try to
show, this need not also mean that because one uses language to
study beginnings one is condemned to a useless exercise. Yet a
beginning is often that which is left behind; in speculating about
beginnings we sometimes resemble Moliere’s M. Jourdain, acquir-
ing retrospective respect for what we have always done in the
regular course of things. Only now, as we ask about beginnings,
«lassifying something as a beginning seems to matter more than
before. We find ourselves retorting that we know now and always
have known how to begin—whether in terms of speaking, feeling,
(hinking, or acting in one way rather than in another—and that we
will continue to know and to do so. I that is beginning, then that
is what we do. When? Where? How? At the beginning.
Constructing the tautology that says one begins at the
beginning depends on the ability of both mind and language to
reverse themselves, and thus to move from present to past and
back again, from a complex situation to an anterior simplicity and
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abiliey o do these thogs thac makes thoophe ol meelligilsle and
“'"'rl-"inl-'- un nhs l|||'|}r WAt t||(' same time We (Il'.lll}’ hnow Wll;l[ it
feins o lwg_in; then w]:y question our certainty l)y l‘cminding
ourselves that in the realm of thought, beginuing is not really a

beginner’s game. We deride the naive chinker who, having
discovered that thought can reverse itself, proceeds to claim that
the order of things can also be summarily reversed; yet at other
times we affirm such reversibility ourselves in order to make a
point or move in a new ditection. A revolutionary like Lenin is
especially sensitive to left-wing communism because he knows
reversibility as power and as limit, not simply as unconditional
desire or phrase making. Swift is another intellect for whom
language and politics are reversible processes—and like Lenin,
Swift feels entitled to judge when a specific reversal is either
realistic or not. The projectors in Book 3 of Gulliver's Travels who
build houses beginning with the roof live a fantasy of reversibility;
but in his political writings who more than Swift the hard-nosed
pamphleteer wanted readers to see things clearly from the
beginning—meaning that he wanted to reverse the ruinous trend of
European war policy and the cancerous growth in the English
language of neologism and cant?

The particular merit of Gulliver’s Travels from the standpoint
of beginnings and reversibility is that Swift seems to have designed
the book as a set of experiments in changing directions. He did
this as if asking himself what would follow from, say, switching a
man’s dimensions from normal to tiny, or from tiny to gigantic, or
from human to animal, Most utopias are content with one switch,
one new beginning, one reversal; but not the Travels, and this is its
special interest for us here.* The third voyage is not about
changed directions (as are places like Lilliput, Brobdingnag, and
Houyhnhnmiand), but about changing directions all the time, asa
way of life. Hence the peculiarly chastening effect on Gulliver of
seeing the Struldbrugs, those creatures whose immortality reverses
the mortal goal of human life forever by canceling it entirely,
thereby extending life into a kind of perpetual beginning. But it is
mainly in the Academy of Lagado that Swift places the most
irrepressible attempts at reversing processes:

The first Man 1 saw was of a meagre Aspect, with sooty Hands and Face,
his Hair and Beard long, ragged and singed in several Places. His Clothes,
Shirt, and Skin were all of the same colour. He had been Eight Years upon a
Project for extracting Sun-Beans out of Cucumbers, which were to be put
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SIS,
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sverconne with a horrible Stink, My Conductor pressed me Torward, conjuring
in & Whisper to give no Olfense. The Projector of this Cell was the most
wncient Stadent of the Academy. . . . His Employment from his first coming

mto the Academy, was an Operation to reduce human Excrement to its
wiginal Food, by separating the several Parts, removing the Tincture which it
:-(I'!:ivc; from the Gall, making the Odour exhale, and scumming off the
Saliva,

Despite Gulliver’s timid silence on the scientific worth of these
¢xperiments, no reader of Book 3 can ever doubt that Swift felt
lor them disgusted scorn. With regard to the ongoing War of
Spanish Succession, however, Swift’s partisan attitude in 1711 (as
« pamphleteer engaged by the incumbent Tory government to
attack the former Whig ministry} was equally scornful. Except
that there, in his writing of this period, fifteen years before
Cnlliver’s Travels, Swift could argue against the war as a piece of
rank fantasy, even though it had already cost millions in treasure
ad thousands of lives over the course of ten years, and for an
immediate peace with France, as if to deny entirely the goals
which had hitherto motivated the war against France. His major
work of this period is called “The Conduct of the Allies and of the
late Ministry in Beginning and Carrying on the Present War™; here
15 a sentence from its conclusion: “Is it therefore our Interest to
toil on in a ruinous War, for an impracticable End, .. . or to get
under shelter before the Storm?’’* But no less resistant a fact than
an actual war is the spoken language. For this too Swift desired a
reversal, which, had it appeared in Gulliver’s Travels, we would
lhave called “projection.” In 1712 he addressed to the Earl of
Oxford “A Proposal for Correcting, Improving, and Ascertaining
the English Tongue.” Decrying “the infusion of Enthusiastick
Jargon,” the “Manglings and Abbreviations,” the constant “lapses
into Barbarity” everywhere afflicting English, Swift proposed
vlecting a group of persons who “should assemble at some
appointed Time and Place, and fix on Rules by which...some
Method should be thought on for Ascertaining and Fixing our
language forever.” All this despite actuality, and because Swift
wishes a reversion to “that Simplicity, which is one of the Greatest
Perfections in any language.’**

Like many other writers, Swift generally ascribes a special
privilege to simplicity, a concept with which the ideas of
antecedence, novelty, and foundation continue to be commonly
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ity. What matiers in clissicisne and o che cype ol aetlection of
which it is o part (an interest in anngquiy, premg special valoe (o
“primitive terms”) is, | think, cthat the simple iy asually accorded
eminence because it came first, because it began that which has
persisted and endured. And thus what is firse, because it is first,
because it begins, is eminent. Most utopian models detive their
force from this logic. The beginning as first point in a given
continuity has exemplary strength equally in history, in politics,
and in intellectual discipline—and perhaps each of these domains
preserves the myth of a beginning utopia of some kind as a sign of
its distinct identity.® To have begun means to be the first to have
done something, the first to have initiated a course discontinuous
with other courses. Consider the founders of dynasties, empires,
nations {Aeneas, Cyrus, Washington), creators of traditions, realms
of inquiry, methods of study {Moses, Luther, Newton, Bacon),
explorers and discoverers of every kind from Archimedes to Scott,
the instigators and achievers of revolution (Copernicus, Lenin,
Freud). Related to such figures are the originals or cccentries, like
Dr. Johnson, who, while remembered for doing something in a
characteristically eccentric way, nevertheless have not totally
altered the framcwork of life in so decisive a manner.

To identify a beginning—particularly that of a historical
movement or a realm of thought—with an individual is of course
an act of histotical understanding. More than that, however, it is
what may be called an intentional act—that is, an act in which
designating individual X as founder of continuity Y {a movement,
say) implies that X has value in having intended Y. Although there
are other ways of identifying beginnings, this one avoids the
passivity of “origins” by substituting the intentional beginning act
of an individual for the more purely circumstantial existence of
“conditions.” 1 suspect that the reason for the enduring
attractiveness of legends like those of Hercules is that, in dealing
with a distant past, the mind prefers contemplating a strong
seminal figure to sifting through reams of explanation. Not that a
beginning-individual like Aeneas or Luther is simply a hypostasis.
Indeed, he must fulfill the requirements of an exacting and, as it
were, inaugural logic in which the creation of authority is
paramount—first, in the requisitc feat of having done someching
for the first time, an original achievement that gains in worth,
paradoxically, precisely because it is so often repeated thereafter.
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vapacity for action ol the proletaniae, the sieength (o ace, the will to power of
o ialism as such, Tu this, Lenin and "T'rotsky wind their [riends were the first,
those who went ahead as an example to the proletariat of the world; they are
will the ondy ones up to now who can ery with Huttern: “1 have dared!”

This is the essential and enduring in Bolshevik policy. In this sense theirs
w the immortal historical service of having marched at the head of the
international proletariat with the conquest of political power and the
practical placing of the problem of the realization of socialism.®

Luxemburg’s argument implies thet “immortality” and
“uniqueness” together enable an enduring value. The necessary
ceation of authority for a beginning is also reflected in the act of
s hieving discontinuity and transfer: while in this act a clear break
with the past is discernible, it must also connect the new direction
nat so much with a wholly unique venture but with the
vwiablished  authority of a parallel venture.® Erik Erikson’s
commmemorative  essay on Freud, “The First Psychoanalyst,”
describes precisely this phenomenon in much of its fascinating
vomplexity, While Erikson portrays Freud in terms of the
“limensions of lonely discovery,” he reminds us that Freud was
turever the physician:

It appears to be part of a creative man’s beginnings that he may change
fiv field and yet maintain the manner of work which became part of his first
ilentity as a worker. Freud had investigated the nature of brain lesions by
slicing the brains of young animals and foeti. He now investigated memories
a» represcntative cross sections of a patient's emotional eondition. Thus,
ihe search for traumatic events in the individual’s forgotten prehistory, his
carly childhood, replaced the search for lesions in early development.’®
Nating that the idea of a search is preserved, Erikson goes on to
describe an accompanying shift in the idea itself. Thus the
heginning of a new science gains some of its authority when it
points toward—intends—a continuity forged from what Erikson
ealls coordinates. Psychoanalysis redeploys old elements, arranging
them discontinuously with, yet paralle! to, the traditional manner.
Note Erikson’s italics in what follows—each of the coordinate
phrases has meaning in Jaw and architecture, as well as in
vonventional psychology:

The dimensions of Freud’s discovery, then, are contained in a triad
which, in a variety of ways, remains basic to the practice of psychoanalysis,
lut also to its applications. It is the triad of rherapeutic contract, a
vonceptual design, and systematic self-analysis.'*
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With pime pride he had chosen the tole ol ooe who opens perspectives
on fertile ficlds ta be cultivated by othees, As we liok back 1o the beginnings
of his work, and forward to its implications, we may well venture to say:
Freud the physician in finding a method of healing himsell in the very
practice of emotional cure has given a new, a psychological rationale for
man’s laws. He has made the decisive step toward a true interpenetration of
the ps;chological with the technological and the political in the human
Order.l

Freud’s lonely discoveries originate what Foucault calls a
discursivity —that is, the possibility of, as well as the rule of
formation for, subsequent texts.'* It is this authority in Freud’s
beginnings that interests Erikson, as indeed it interests any student
of modern thought. Let us then formulate this general definition
for any beginning that involves reversal, change of direction, the
institution of a durable movement that increasingly engages our
interest: such a beginning authorizes; it constitutes an authori-
zation for what follows from it. With regard to what precedes it, a
beginning represents, as I have said, a discontinuity (whether or
not decisively enforced). In the case of a tract like the Poetics, the
text authorizes much of what we call literary criticism. And yet
we cannot forget that the auchority limits as much as it enables.
Certain concepts are inexpressible ‘“‘according to Freud” (or to
Aristotle}, for instance, just as the discursivity we call Freudian or
Aristatelian is not simply the repetition of a few ideas but the
construction of thoughts, continuities, and words in a manner
authiorized (discursively) by Freud and Aristotle, respectively,

Thus one beginning is permissible; another one like it, at a
different time or place, is not permissible. What are the conditions
that allow us to call something a beginning? First of all, there must
be the desire, the will, and the true freedom to reverse oneself, to
accept thereby the risks of rupture and discontinuity; for whether
one looks to see where and when he began, or whether he looks in
order to begin now, he cannot continue as he is. It is, however,
very difficult to begin with a wholly new start. Too many old
habits, foyalties, and pressures inhibit the substitution of a novel
euterprise for an established one. When the Old Testament God
chooses to begin the world again he does it with Noah; things have
been going very badly, and since it is his prerogative, God wishes a
new beginning. Yet it is interesting that God himself does not
begin completely from nothing. Noah and the ark comprise a piece
of the old world initiating the new world. As if obliquely
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samething that we may call divine, wherein are scatered the firse
perms of useful modes of thought. Cansequently, it often happens
that however much neglected and c¢hoked by interfering studies
they bear fruit of their own accord.™*  Every human being is a
version of the divine, Descartes seems to be saying, and thus what
scvms spontancous in man is in fact due to the resumption of
man’s beginning conncction with God. To begin is to reverse the
course of human progress for the sake of divine fruits. Vico’s
understanding of “divine” always veers eccentrically toward
divination, to which he would connect fabulation or poetization;
for indeed there is something irreducibly poetic about new
beginnings: “In the beginning was the Word.”

A beginning must be thought possible, it must be taken to be
possible, before it can be one, especially at the formal or
designated opening of a literary work; by contrast, the “trouble”
with A Tale of a Tub is that its alleged author does not really
believe that he can get started. The mind’s work, in order to be
done, occasionally requires the possibility of freedom, of a new
cleanness, of prospective achievement, of special and novel
appropriation. No one today is likely to undertake so synoptic and
original a task as Herbert Spencer did in First Principles (1862),
yet his confidence in the possibility of some fresh movement, if
not its scope or object, still retains its force. The mind must have
this confidence in the course of its continuing enterprises—
historical, saciological, scientific, psychological, or poetic. In other
words, it must be possible to obey Paul’s injunction to the
Romans, “Be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind,” or,
to agree with Marx’s correction of previous materialists, “The
point . . . is to change the world.”

Finally, and almost inevitably, for the writer, the historian, or
the philosopher the beginning will emerge reflectively and,
perhaps, unhappily, already engaging him in an awareness of its
difficulty. This is true whether one thinks of beginnings in the
past, in the present, or even in the future. Thus at a very practical
level Erikson wonders where to begin in writing the biography of a
great man: “How does one take a great man ‘for what he was?’ The
very adjective seems to imply that something about him is too big,
too awe-ful, too shiny to be encompassed.”5 Johan Huizinga,
acknowledging that history in some way deals with “facts,” still
wants to know how to begin to distinguish a “fact”:
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Erich Auerbach sadly acknowledges that even a “lifetime secms
too short to create even the preliminaries” for what he calls a
work of literary and historical synthesis, for no absolutely
single-minded narrowness can accomplish the task:

The scholar who does not consistently limit himself to a narrow field of
specialization and to a world of concepts held in common with a small circle
of like-minded colleagues, lives in the midst of a tumult of impressions and
claims on him: for the scholar to do justice to these is almost impassible.
Still, it is becoming increasingly unsatisfactory to limit oneself to only ane
field of specialization. To be a Provengal specialist in our day and age, for
example, and to command only the immediately relevant linguistic, paleo-
logical, and historical facts is hardly enough to be a good specialist. On the
other hand, there are fields of specialization that have become so widely
various that their mastery has become the task of a lifetime.?

Ferdinand de Saussure’s predicament in trying to find a
beginning for the scientific study of language is exemplary for me:

What is both the integral and concrete object of linguistics? The question
is especially difficult. . ..

Other sciences work with objects that can be considered from different
viewpoints; but not linguistics....Far from its being the object that
antedates the viewpoint,[in linguistics] it would seem that it is the viewpoint
that creates the object; besides, nothing tells us in advance that one way of
considering the fact in question takes precedence over the others or is in any
other way superior to them. . .. We are left inside the vicious circle.

From whatever direction we approach the question, nowhere do we find
the integral object of linguistics.'®

To begin is first of all to know with what to begin. Language is
both the medium of study and-—since beginning has 2 meaning
primarily in and regarding language—its object. Any worker in
discursive language (novelist, philosopher, eritic, or historian) must
use language to delimit the linguistic object he studies and deals
with. During this primary delimitation the object is created and its
future extension in meaningful discourse is assumed. The process
of delimitation is what Saussure calls establishing a viewpoint. But
what keeps the viewpoint from being either a return to the vicious
circle of uncertainty or a sort of deus ex machine? Saussure writes:
“As [ see it, there is only one solution to all the toregoing
difficulties: from the very outset we must put both feet on the
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But if Saussurce’s reflections on a beginning for the study of
language are exemplary, then next to them we must place
Nictzsche’s equally exemplary propaedeutic philosophy, first
awdumbrated in the notes collected under the title Das Philo-
sophenbuch contemporary with and immediately following The
Hirth of Tragedy (1872, 1873, 1875).

All the laws of nature are no more than relationships between an X, a Y,
a 7.. We define the laws of nature as the relationships between a set made up
of X, Y, and Z, each set of which consequently is known to us in relation to
other sets of X, Y, and Z.

Strictly speaking knowledge is only a form of tautology and as such is
“mpty. Any knowledge that is an advancement is really an identification of
the not-similar with the similar, which is to say, something essentially
illogical.

It is only by such methods that we acquire a concept, as if, for instance,
the concept “man” was really something actual, whereas such a concept is
our creation, made by sacrificing individual characteristics of men to a general
concept, We theorize that nature proceeds according to such concepts: here,
Liowever, first nature then the concept are anthropomorphisms. The omission
(das Ubersehen) of what is individual about men gives us the concept, and our
knowledge begins with the concept: this knowledge begins by standardization
{im Rubrizieren) and by the establishment of general groupings (im
Aufstellung von Gattungen). But the essence of things does not correspond to
such arrangements, which are processes of knowledge and have nothing to do
with actual things. Numerous individual characteristics determine a thing for
us, not all possible characteristics: the coherence of these traits brings about
knowledge of a thing subordinated to a concept.

We manufacture things insofar as they are bearers of qualities and we
produce abstractions insofar as they are causes of these qualities. If 2 unity,
for example a tree, appears to us to be a plurality of qualities and of
relationships, then it is doubly anthropomorphic: first because the delimited
unity “tree” (diese abgegrenzte Einheit “Baum™) does not exist, and it is
therefore arbitrary to isolate an object according to sight or to form; [second)
such a relationship is not the real absolute relationship (die wahre absolute
Relation) but is tainted once again with anthropomorphism.”

The ideas presented here form a sequential minigenealogy of
continuity, differentiation, conceptualization, and knowledge. All
these, says Nietzsche, are products of the kind of beginning
reflection we saw being performed by Saussure; and while
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Nictzsche Callsthi hd of dhanking “sllop alaschiopomon phisin,*
he nevertheless ae I\IIIIWI('(I}:I.'!H Char it iangnrces hnowledge, T his
iter works, Nietzsche studies in o mare polemical mode the
relations between mind and che piclalls o Janguage, drawing
attention to only two principal features of this relationship. One,
language is principally a means for and an instrument of
differentiation. Thus man uses language to establish continuity, as
well as to formulate concepts, by exploiting the ability of language
to indicate (actually, to assert) the existence of continuity and
concept alongside dispersion and particularity. A word like
beginning, for instance, is a created general object whose function
conforms as much to the individual user of language as it does to
the universal laws of language. Two, both language and the
particular use of it project human needs and instincts onto
knowledge, which then proceeds dialectically to hold man in its
grip. Furthermore, language as differentiation and as knowledge
bears no necessary correspondence to reality. Saussure was later to
describe this curious state of affairs as the arbitrary relationship in
the sign between signifier (signifiant) and signified (signifié).
Nietzsche is more insistent in maintaining that language begins the
denominating function of knowledge by omitting many individual
traits of objects; only after this does language admit concepts for
what they can do to create unities or multiplicitics (Einheiten,
Eigenschaften), and even these are never unities held together
internally by bonds of necessity (die wahre absolute Relation). All
this is what Nietzsche means by anthropomorphism.

Nietzsche’s thesis regarding anthropomorphism is explicated
more fully elsewhere in the Philosophenbuch, notably in numer-
ous passages on the crucial importance to man of das Wollen (will}
and das Tun (action). The first is associated with need (Not), the
second with the verb schaffen, to create. The job of the
philosopher, Nietzsche says, is to recognize what feeling, what
lack, what suffering or pain (Leid) causes universal Need; the
artist’s task is to create this feeling, to give it form. Whether as
artist or as philosopher, man ultimately builds his world in that
lacuna: “Er baut seine Welt in diese Licke hinein.”*' Art in its
highest manifestation for Nietzsche is pre-eminently poetry or
music, those noniconic langnages that do not represent but rather
create a special other world. Therefore, “truth” is described by
Nietzsche as a verbal stream fashioning itself into a sort of
canonical unity:
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What, then, o nathe A mobile wory ol metaploo, metonyms, aml
anthropunumphising i short, o sume ol lsonan celations, which have heen
vahanced, transpased, and embellished poctically wad thetarivally, and which
alter long use seem finm, canonical, and obligatory 10w people: truths are
hisions about which vne has forgotten that this is what they are; metaphors
which are worn out and without sensuous power; coins which have lost their
e tures and now matter only as metal, no longer as coins,?2
What this says for our purposes is that language—and, by inclusion,
1 word such as beginning-is a necessary contingency, albeit one
wsoally confused with “absolute truth” and “objectivity.” This
stance is relativistic, yes, but it is not the kind of manic
hopelessness it is often taken to be. Nietzsche must not be
micrpreted, here or elsewhere, as a puerile, nay-saying nihilist. On
the contrary, his interest in the difficult cohesion that makes up
thought or culture includes, and appropriates, the subjective
nuderside, or the charlatanry, of reason™ —those faculties of
reason that remind us how earthbound are even its highest flights.
ILarthbound, but rational nonetheless.

Such considerations are forced upon the contemporary mind
hy the wish to grasp fully whether one’s activity has either begun
or will begin; Saussure and especially Nietzsche epitomize the
miportance to this wish of language, including its attendant
molestations. Attempting such a grasp always compels the mind
into a rational severity and asceticism, an understanding of which
v a major goal of this book. In this chapter, therefore, I intend
lirst to draw attention to—perhaps even to exacerbate, as
Nietzsche does—the problem we face when we begin an intel-
lcctual task. My view is that an intensified, even irritated,
awareness of what really goes on when we begin—that is, when we
arc conscious of beginning—actually projects the task in a very
particular way. For this projection inaugurates the presence of an
enterprise by signifying an intention to produce meaning. This is
not at all to say, however, that a beginning either forecasts or
causes meaning, or determines or envisions it—any more than a
beginning predicts specific inconsistency, error, or detail. Second,
[ should like to arrive at an understanding, however tentative, of
what sorts of beginnings really exist. The word beginning itself is
and will remain a general term covering a large variety of scattered
nccasions; like a pronoun, it has specific roles to play, at different
points in the discourse.?® These roles, however, are as much in the
control of reasonable convention and rule as they are in the
control of reasonable assertion. I should like to examine all this as
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The best descriptive characterization of these enlivened ideas
of rational activity that I know of is found in Bachelard’s 1936
essay “Le Surrationalisme” (which also happens to be an indirect
commentary on Bachelard’s own rationalism). The essay rejects a
rationalism based on dry-as-dust traditionalism, memory, and
scholastic rigidity. Bachelard says: “One must return to human
rationality its function as a force for turbulence and aggression. In
this way sur-rationalism (un surrationalisme) will be established,
and this will multiply the occasions for thought.”?® To use reason
as a means of setting tasks, to generate thought in order to activate
itself beyond the bounds and limits set by the mere historical
conventions of reason—this experimental type of reason is to
reality what for Tristan Tzara, the experimental surrealist, dream
was to poetic liberty:

Where then is the duty of sur-rationalism? It is to regain hold of those
forms, altogether purified and made economically functional by logicians,
and fill them psychologically, put them back into life and motion, .. .

What must be sacrificed? Our crude pragmatic security or our own new
aleatory and useless discoveries? No hesitation: one has to choose the side
where one can experiment the most artificially, where ideas are at [east fluid,
where reason likes being in danger. If, during an experiment one does not risk
one’s reason, then that experiment is not worth the attempt .. .. Each real
discovery determines a new method and ruins a pre-existing one. In other
words, in the realm of thought imprudence is a method.*

The “forms” of which Bachelard speaks include such a one as
“Beginnings.” In what follows, therefore, 1 shall be treating
beginnings as psychologically and vitally “filled” with the con-
cerns of the mind, As for the sacrifices and the achievements of
such a treatment, I can say only that Bachelard’s claims strike me
as worth making, although I cannot of course claim to have lived
up to them.

[l

The beginning as primordial asceticism has an obsessive persistence
in the mind, which seems very often engaged in a retrospective
examination of itself. We all like to believe we can always begin
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(the living present}. Significant attention is paid by the mind to an
ostensible poine in the past from which the present might have
evolved: there is as well a nervous solemnity  when the question is
thought of -in the choice of a point of departure for a specific
project. Indeed, in the case of the great modern rethinkers, the
begiuning is a way of grasping the whole project. Marx, to consider
unly one example, attacks Proudhon not only because of the
lattee’s uncritically good intentions, but because of his misplaced
priorities. “For M. Proudhon,” Marx writes in The Poverty of
Philosophy, “the circulation of the blood must be a consequence
ol the theory of Harvey.”?” As Georg Lukacs surmised in History
aned Class Consciousness, it was Marx’s job to show first that the
apparently immutable and objectlike beginnings hitherto accepted
by the forms of bourgeois thought contributed to, rather than
lossened, the separation between man and his nature. Then Marx
wuent on to demonstrate that, as Vico had demonstrated before
bim, man is in fact the beginning of all study —but man for whom
“the social reality of nature, and human natural science, or the
natural science about man, are identical terms.’?® Clearly this
signals a radical displacement of traditional thought, for in order
to see man as the true origin of social change a new fusion
between man and his activity must be considered possible and
thereby rethought in man’s mind. The very act of beginning must
no longer set man apart from his end, but must immediately
suggest significant connections between it and man. Marx thus tied
his own interpretive activity to human activity in general at a
common revolutionary point of departure.

Formally, the mind wants to conceive a point in either time or
space that marks the beginning of all things (or at least of a limited
sct of central things), but like Oedipus the mind risks discovering,
at that point, where all things will end as well. Underlying this
formal quest is an imaginative and emotional need for unity, a
neced to apprehend an otherwise dispersed number of circum-
stances and to put them in some sort of telling order, sequential,
moral, or logical.?® Very frequently, especially when the search
for a beginning is pursued within a moral and imaginative
tramework, the beginning implies the end—or, rather, implicates it;
this is the observation around which Aristotle builds the Poetics. If
the search is more modest, less urgent, than the tragic one, the
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distance from me, whereas my own problematical situation is

“here” and “now.” For one rarely scarches for beginnings unless
the present matters a great deal; this is as true of comedy as of
tragedy. It is my present urgency, the here and now, that will
enable me to establish the sequence of beginning-middle-end and
to transform it from a distant object—located “there”_into the
subject of my reasoning. So conceived and fashioned, time and
space yield a sequence authorized by a wish for either immanent
or surface significance. Nietzsche states that the principal human
faculty is the ability to perceive form (Gestalt); time and space, he
adds, are but things measured according to a rthythm (“Raum und
Zeit sind nur gemessene, an einem Rhythms gemessene Dinge”).%°
Ever the dialectician, Lukacs writes that “since conscicusness here
is not knowledge of an opposed object [there], the act of being
conscious overturns the objective form of its object.”?!

While these verbal problems are very acute, they are never-
theless of crucial significance. A beginning suggests either (a) a
time, (b) a place, (¢} an object, (d) a principle, or (e) an act—in
short, detachment of the sort that establishes distance and
difference between either a, b, ¢, d, or e on the one hand and what
came before it on the other. “All knowledge originates becanse of
separation, delimitation, restriction; there is no absolute know-
ledge of a whole!” (Alles Wissen ensteht durch Separation,
Abgrenzung, Beschrinkung; kein absolutes Wissen eines
Ganzen!).’? My beginning specializes still more, but the moment I
unconditionally speak of the beginning, knowledge is theologized,
as Kenneth Burke very cogently argues in The Rhetoric of
Religion.®® Once made the focus of attention, the beginning
occupies the foreground and is no longer a beginning but has the
status of an actuality; and when it cedes its place to that which it
has aimed to produce or to give rise to, it can exist in the mind as
virtuality. In all this, “beginning” alternates in the mind’s
discriminations between thought that is beginning and thought
about beginning—that is, between the status of subject and object.
Paraphrasing both Hegel and Vico, we can say that formally the
problem of beginning is the beginning of the problem. A beginning
is a moment when the mind can start to allude o itself and to its
products as a formal doctrine.
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a definiie arder, one after the uther o wil, the innate systematic
structure and relationship ol their concepts.™ Fifteen years
carlier he had considered as a subject of interest “the philosopher
caught in the nets of language.”® Then later he spoke of “the
anconscious  domination and guidance by similar grammatical
lunctions,”  of which language conceived as a system of
concepts ot of words is only a strong disguise; such a system
merely gives the mind the right to a notion of formal beginnings.
lunguage, as we perceive it in its universal use, has no beginning;
and its origins are as marvelous as they are imagined—but they can
only be imagined. Profoundly temporal in its manifestations,
language nevertheless provides utopian space and time, the
cxtrachranological and extrapositional functions over which its
systemnatic determinism does not immediately seem to hold firm
sway. Thus “the beginning,” belonging as often to myth as to
logic, conceived of as a place in time, and treated as a root as well
as an objective, remains a kind of gift inside language. I shall be
returning to this notion a little later. Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty
have effectively argued for the equivalence of temporality and
significance, yet philosophically and linguistically their view
requires us, 1 think, additionally to acknowledge the mind as
providing self-concerned glosses on itself over time, the mind as
comprising its own philosophical anthropology.

What sort of action, therefore, transpires at the beginning?
How can we, while necessarily submitting to the incessant flux of
experience, insert (as we do) our reflections on beginning(s} into
that flux? Is the beginning simply an artifice, a disguise that defies
the perpetual trap of forced continuity? Or does it admit of a
meaning and a possibility that are pgenuinely capable of
realization?

II

Literature is full of the lorc of beginnings despite the tyranny of
starting a work in medias res, a convention that burdens the
beginning with the pretense that it is not one. Two obvious,
wide-ranging categories of literary starting point are the hyster-
ically deliberate (and hence the funnier of the two) and the
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melodes Peistram Stumdy and 4 Bde of o ted, two works that
despite their existence cannot secin to et shateds inoeach the
beginning is postponed with a kind ol encyclopedic, meaninglul
playfulness which, like Panurge taking stock of marriage before
falling into the water, delays one sort of action for the sake of
undertaking another.

The latter category includes Paradise Lost, a prelude rto
portraying existence after the Fall, and The Prelude, which was to
ready its author “for entering upon the arduous labour which he
had proposed to himself.” In both instances what was initially
intended to be the beginning became the work itsclf. Although
vastly different, both of these great English epics perform similar
intellectual and psychological tasks. It is no accident, I think, that
both poems are beginning poems—in the sense that each prepares
for something more important to follow—and that both are
therefore ways of delimiting, defining, and circumscribing human
freedom. Of course, Milton and Wordsworth employ very distinc-
tive frames of reference for understanding freedom; basically,
however, each poet uses his poem to begin to put man in the
world, to situate him. Thus in each case man at the outset faces,
not an unlimited range of possibilities, but a highly conditioned
sct of circumstances in which his existence (that of Milton,
Wordsworth, Adam, or The Prelude’s narrator} is properly
inaugurated. Both poems are radical in that they imagine human
life as having a “beginning”; and in both an investigation of that
beginning is the subject of the poem. Both poems open with
several images of creatures in a free state—that is, unconstrained,
wandering, extraterritorial. Compare Wordsworth’s image of how
he

escaped
From the vast city, where I long had pined
A discontented sojourner: now free,
Free, a bird to settle where 1 will,¥?

in Book 1 of The Prelude with Milton’s Satan:

Herte at least
We shall be free: th'Almighty hath not built
Here for his envy, will not drive us hence:
Here we may reign secure, and in my choyce
To reign is worth ambition though in Hell:

Better to reign in Hell, than serve in Heav’n.*®
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It lilll' connse vach [ein nlc'\n'lnp'. toleeHven Lo Hlil'll
unresttained  sentinients, Wordsworth's e ned diveady 1o the
choice ot a theme Tor the pocm (s occurs at the cud ol Book 1),
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vnbounded freedom for deterininate ends:

One end at least hath been attained; my mind
Hath been revived, and if this genial mood
Desert me not, forthwith shall be brought down
Through later years the story of my life.
The road lies plain before me;—’t is a theme
Single and of determined bounds; and hence
1 choose it rather at this time, than work
Of ampler and more varied argument,
Where 1 might be discomfited and lost. . ..

The choice of an autobiographical theme of course serves to evoke
various phases and events in the poet’s life. That this theme arises
from a delimitation imposed at and for the sake of the beginning,
however, accounts for the special type of vision which Words-
worth finally arrives at. I am referring not only to what he calls
“the discipline/And consummation of a Poet’s mind” (that is, of
one who will now be able to go on after such a prelude), but also
the scene on Mount Snowdon and the commentary upon it in the
fourteenth book. This vision of *“mutual domination” is “the
express resemblance” of Imagination,

that glorious faculty
That higher minds bear with them as their own.
This is the very spirit in which they deal
With the whole compass of the universe:
They from their native selves can send abroad
Kindred mutations; for themselves create
A like existence. . . .*

As a poem of beginning, The Prelude sheds its unconditional early
liberty for the purpose of forging the beginning—as distinguished
from a narrator’s mere initial enthusiasm. By the time we come to
Book 14 and the lines quoted above, we recognize that Words-
worth’s mind is capable of intention, production, determination—
albeit with a sense of the loss of youthful, animal instincts thereby
incurred. The “glorious faculty” is the power to begin poetry,
which is itself not mere effusion but a meaning that is embedded
in human circumstances. Together, these circumstances and
imagination begin the fruitful, mutual domination of self and
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Milton's scheme is more compheated, but s resemblance with
The Prefude is striking nevertheless. Milion is anxious to represeint
gradations of frecdom in a continuum  God, Hhs Son, the Angels,
Adam, Evc—through which like a nomadic zero moves Satan,
archangel and archfriend. Satan is the beginning—the cause of
“Mans First Disobedience”-the arché in response to which the
continuities of human history and destiny are arranged. Before the
onset of Satan’s machinations, Adam’s earliest life had been a
mystery to him:

For Man to tell how human Life began
Is hard: for who himself beginning knew?"

Poised against this ignorance is, of course, Gabriel’s knowledge,
God’s, Satan’s, and Milton’s. The whole of the poem in a sense is
devoted to making intelligible to man his historical beginning after
Paradise is lost and like Wordsworth’s narrator (the “I”” in The
Prelude), “Man” in Paradise Lost discovers the commencement of
history even as he loses the relatively untrammeled freedom of
innocence. Milton’s more heroic vision unashamedly weaves in the
sexual drama, which more than any other image conveys the
novelty, as well as the nexus of intention, circumstance, and force,
that always characterizes the beginning. As Adam tells Michael,
after the lacter has explained Christ to him:

O Prophet of glad tidings, finisher
Of utmost hope! now clear I understand
What oft my steddiest thoughts have searcht in vain,
Why own great expectation should be call'd
The seed of Woman: Virgin Mother, Haile,
High in the love of Heav'n, yet from my Loynes
Thou shalt proceed, and from thy Womb the Son
Of God most High; So God with man unites,*

It is from such radical investigations as Paradise Lost and The
Prelude that the pun in the title of Beckett’s play Comment c’est
(How It Is)—a homonym of commencez (the command “Begin!”)
acquires its value. Yet not many writers would willingly combine
the idea of a sort of universal beginning with the work’s actuality;
by the same token, in few works is the beginning so highly charged
as in the two discussed here.

When a literary work does not dwell so self-consciously on its
beginning as do the works just discussed, its actual start, as an
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must put anide the question ol whether i as veally possible to
hegin nosellconscionsly, though tam convineed that s not, The
issue is one of degrees of sell consciousness: Tristram Shandy is
uniquely sensitive about getting under way.) Specifying points of
departure grew increasingly problematical during the eighteenth
century, however, a trend as cloquently reflected by the titles of
two modern works dealing with that period—Frank Manuel’s
The Eighteenth Century Confronts the Gods and W. J. Bate’s The
Burden of the Past and the English Poet—as by their contents.*

The search for such points not only is reflected in language,
but is carried out in language and, as became evident to
cighteenth-century thinkers like Vico, is necessary because of
fanguage. Polytechnical unlike any other human activity, language
was discovered to be a suitable vehicle for posing questions of
origin for purely linguistic as well as social, moral, or political
reasons. Vico, miserable in his obscure position at Naples, sees the
whole world of nations developing out of poeiry; and Rousseau,
for whom experience is clarified by words feels he is entitled to
use them simply because he is a2 man of sentiments and a member
of the fiérs état:** these are two prominent examples. Kant’s Pro-
legomenon to Any Future Metaphysics, to speak now of a
beginning that really aims to strip away the accretions of academic
philosophy, undertakes a description of those radical conditions
which must be understood before philosophy can be practiced.
Nevertheless, Kant’s Prolegomenon fully anticipates his Meta-
physics of Ethics and Critique of Practical Reason—it is coter-
minous with them—as well as the critical method with which he
refashioned European philosophy. And Coleridge, in his essay “On
Method” {in The Friend), echoes Descartes in taking up the theme
as follows: Method, which reflects the noteworthy mind in its
work, its discipline, its sustained intellectual energy and vigilance,
requites an ‘‘initiative,” without which things appear “‘distant,
disjointed and impertinent to each other and to any commeon
purpose.” Together, initiative and the method that follows from it
“will become natural to the mind which has been accustomed to
contemplate not things only, or for their own sake alone, but
likewise and chiefly the relations of things, either their relations to
each other, or to the observer, or to the state, and apprehensions
of the reader.”*s

All such investigations have in common what Wordsworth calls
“a cheerful confidence in things to come,™¢ which is another
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beginning is not nerely an initiative, but o necessary certaingy, a
genetic optimisi, that continuity is possible wv intended by the
act of beginning. Stretching from start o finish is o fillable space,

or time, pretty much there but, like a foundling, awaiting an
author or a speaker to father it, to authorize its being. Conscious-
ness of a starting point, from the vantage point of the continuity
that succeeds it, is seen to be consciousness of a direction in which
it is hamanly possible to move (as well as a trust in continuity).
Valéry’s intellectual portrait of Leonardo divulges the secret that
Leonardo, like Napoleon, was forced to find the law of continuity
between things whose connection with each other escapes very
nearly all of us.®? Any point in Leonardo’s thought will lead to
another, for, Valéry says in a later essay, when thinking of an
abyss Leonardo thought also of a bridge across it:*® Conscious-
ness, whether as pure universality, insurmountable generality, or
eternal actuality, has the character of an imperial ego; in this view,
the argument cogito ergo sum was for Valéry “like a clarion
sounded by Descartes to summon up the powers of his ego.”**?

The starting point is the reflexive action of the mind attending to
itself, allowing itself to effect (or dream) a construction of a world
whose seed totally implicates its offspring. [t is Wagner hearing an
E-flat chord out of which The Ring (and the Rhine) will rush, or
Nietzsche giving birth to tragedy and morals by ascending a ladder
of inner genealogy, or Husserl asserting the radical originality of
consciousness which will support “the whole storied edifice of
universal knowledge.”s?

Husser] merits special attention because the nearly excessive
purity of his whole philosophic project makes him, I think, the
epitome of modern mind in search of absolute beginnings; he has
rightly been called the perpetual Anfinger (beginner). The course
of Husserl’s development is, in the main, too controversial, too
technical a subject to warrant extended analysis here. Yet the
meaning of his philosophical work is that he accepted “the infinite
goals of reason” while at the same time seeking to ground
understanding of these goals in human experience, Interpretation,
a major task in both Husser]'s and Heidegger’s enterprises, is thus
commited to a radical undermining of itself, and not only because
its goals are pushed further and further forward. For also its point
of departure, no longer accepted as “naive”--that is, as merely
given, or “there”—stands revealed to the scrutiny of consciousness;
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In Husserl we sce a circular movement which revolves around its point of
departure, radicalizes it progressively without ever truly leaving it. This
muovement, by displaying itself simultaneously as reduction and intention-
ality, digs ever deeper, and in its exhausting “struggle for the beginning,” for
a heginning which is an end “‘situated at infinity,” is consumed by a coming
anl going which Husserl himself characterized as zig-zag . .. . Obviously, it is
inaceessible in fact and can only be aimed at . . . . The point of departure thus
vaunot be a hold in being.52
What emerges precisely is the sentiment of beginning, purged of
any doubt, fully convinced of itself, intransitive, and yet, from the
sandpoint of lay knowledge—which Husser] acknowledges to be
“an unbearable spiritual need”%® —thoroughly aloof, because
dways at a distance, and thus almost incomprehensible. This kind
of purely conceptual beginning is curiously reminiscent of the
following lines from Wallace Stevens’ “Of Mere Being,” in which
Being is that which cannot be held:

The palm at the end of the mind,
Beyond the last thought, rises
In the bronze distance,

A gold-feathered bird
Sings in the palm, without human meaning,
Without human feeling, a foreign song.

Itis to Husser] that Valéry’s phrase “a specialist of the universal”
is best applied.s*

What is important to modern ascetic radicalism of the kind
that Husserl carries to an extreme is the insistence on a
tationalized beginning even as beginnings are shown to be at best
polemical assertions, at worst scarcely thinkable fantasies. Valéry’s
Leonardo is a construction, after all, and Husser[’s phenomenologi-
cal reduction temporarily “brackets” brute reality. The begin-
ning—or the ending, for that matter—is what Hans Vaihinger calls a
“summational fiction,’s® whether it is a temporal or a conceptual
beginning. But 1 want to shift Frank Kermode’s emphasis in The
Sense of an Ending by stressing the primordial need for certainty
at the beginning over the usually later sense of an ending.®®
Without at least a sense of a beginning, nothing can really be done,
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IV

Having gone so far as to imply that a beginning might as well be a
necessary fiction, and since I consider this an important idea, I
shall take the time here to examine the idea, and its place in
thought, in schematic detail. In briefly surveying the lore of
beginnings in the preceding sections I have been making two
related distinctions with regard to my chief concern hereafter,
which is the production of either artistic work or knowledge. The
first of these distinctions is between an intransitive, “pure”
beginning and a transitive, problem- or project-directed beginning.
The second distinction—with which I shall be primarily occupied
now—is that berween a “real” transitive beginning and a “fic-
tional” transitive one. In following chapters [ shall be discussing
this larter distinction as a uniquely modern problem, as a problem
that was formulated and dealt with only after a period of some
historical development: here, however, I want to outline the
nature of the problem.

A transitive beginning assumes the following circumstance: an
individual mind wishes to intervene in a field of rational activity.
The historian is a ready example: he wants to write a history of X
and therefore he must rationally find a suitable point at which to
start his formal work. This is by no means a simple proposition,
since in choosing a beginning he confers upon it a certain status
based on its ability to intend the whole of what follows from it.
The specific, characteristically modern pressures affecting anyone
making such a choice are, first, his awareness that any such choice
is in large part arbitrary (since a real—i.e., empirical, verifiable,
concrete—beginning cannot be truly ascertained without either
faith or Archimedean instruments, both of which are inapplicable
or irrelevant); and secondly, his awareness that his field—whether
history, sociology, linguistics, literature, philosophy, the
sciences—is disposed, or laid out and ordered, not by calendars but
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This is not entirely a qualirative observation, since it is quite
possible to argue that the proliferation of information {and what is
still more remarkable, a proliferation of the hardware for
disseminating and preserving this information) has hopelessly
diminished the role apparently played by the individual. The
analyses of the knowledge revolution and of the scientific
revolution by Michel Foucault and Thomas Kuhn, respectively,
assigns greater importance in transmitting and recording informa-
tion to impersonal orders, the epistémé and the paradigm.®®
Nevertheless, for reasons that seem to be inherent in man’s
biology—that is, “instinctual” necessities—the notion of beginning
persists. Those modern thinkers (we most profitably think of them
now as a sort of group) who are most responsible for banishing
beginnings by reshaping knowledge into vast, impersonal unities
and discontinuities wete also passionate radicals, minds bent on
discovering beginnings. Think of Darwin’s Origin of Species,
Nictzsche’s Birth of Tragedy and Genealogy of Morals; think also
of the metaphors involving the concept of “depth’” and of the
disputatious radicalism in Marx and Freud.®® What is interesting
liere is a transformation that takes place in the conception of
beginnings, and this transformation is congruent with the change
taking place throughout the creative disciplines. Satisfying the
appetite for beginnings now requires, not beginning as event, but
beginning as either fype or force—for example, the unconscious,
Dionysus, class and capital, or natural selection. These beginnings
perform the task of differentiating material at the start: they are
principles of differentiation which make possible the same
characteristic histories, structures, and knowledges that they
intend.

Of these beginning principles it is impossible, by definition, to
have any direct, actual, unmediated experience; such beginnings
challenge our ability to characterize them, since our perception of
their form and function is always indirect. On the one hand, there
is a vast body of particular “events” that are given meaning,
however complex and diffuse, by specifically inaugural principles;
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dealing with the basic question the other set poses; both sces are
all about beginnings. 1 shall now spell out these problems as simply
as possible, and then go on to discuss and illustrate them.

A. If a field of knowledge comprises a wide-ranging array of
“events” governed by impersonal rules; if this field cannot be
rationally understood in terms of the genetic concepts formerly
exemplified by heroes, founding fathers, continuous temporal
natratives, and divine ordinance; and if nevertheless the field is
universal, that is, if it involves the individual human regardless of
will, by means of applying such notions as class, mind, pattern,
structure, history, or evolution—if all these, then what power is
left to the individual freely to act, to intervene, to motivate, when
he wishes to effect a rational beginning for a course or project in
that field?

B. If it is found that the individual as existential explanatory
concept, as originating and organizing cogito, as a principle of
sufficient anteriority, or as authoritative subject does not possess
the power wholly to appear as mover, founder, or origin of a field
of knowledge—if all this, then what particular beginning concept
has displaced the individual by virtue of transforming the
beginning in terms of intention and method?

This pair of problem sets, then, underlies the following:

—the emergence of a particular sort of problem for the contemporary
understanding—for example, the problem of the notion of beginning as
construction, or as fictional construct.

—revived attention to past thinkers and systems of thought which have
recently acquired new and intense relevance—the work of Marx and Freud,
for example.

—the adoption of a particular attitude toward knowledge which regards
it, not as fixed and immutable, but as performing an enabling function,
serving as a threshold to further discoveries and knowledge.

—the introduction of methodclogical initiatives of a kind that restore to
the individual researcher the capacity for redefining, regaining and rethinking
his position, and thus which pgive his position rational, active, even
revolutionary status.

These innovations are most interestingly observed in an
extended account of the problem sets, A and B, to which I now
return.,
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by Jean Starobinski, Les Mots sous fes inots: Les Auagrammes de
{erdinand de Saussure.? As hie was to be in the Course, Saussure
was concerned here with the relationships in linguistic perfor-
mance between individual motive and initiative, on one side, and
wslematic involuntary behavior on the other. In having discov-
cied, he believed, a peculiar habit of repetition in Latin verses,
Saussure tried to determine the extent to which this habit was
consciously practiced. The problem first engaged him during his
atiempts to determine how the meanings of legends became
defined. He found that meaning is produced in the process of
discourse itself—because of discourse; thus there is no such thing
an preexisting meaning that merely becomes solidified or con-
lwrmed by force of practice. Since legends are verbal objects
(iffused phonemically, he then tackled the problem of the
production  of meaning. In the Saturnians, which is poetry
poverned by systems of regularity, he found that certain lines
concealed hypograms—that is, rhythmically important letters,
distributed along the length of the line, which when taken
tugether and rearranged yielded a message, or what Saussure called
2 word-theme (mot-théme). Here are two examples:

Taurasia Cisaunia Samnio cepit
ci ioc pi

—an anagram of Seipio

From a Delphic oracle reported in Livy:
AD MEA TEMPLA PORTATO
A A PL PO O

—an anagram of APOLLO®!

From small examples of this sort Saussure extended his
investigation to longer and larger units of composition; he studied
Virgil and Luecretius this way, then Latin verse composed in
cighteenth-century England. According to Starobinski, at no point
did Saussure ever mystically assume the word-theme to be a sort
of magical quantity that obscurely yielded the poetry. For

Saussure never said that the full-developed text pre-existed in the
theme-word (le mos-théme): the text constructs itself upon the theme-word,
and that is something altogether different. The theme-word at the same time
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and phoncemes in such a way as to satisly the other rales ol versilication and
intelligibilicy., The theme-word certainly antecedes discourse; yet nowhere
does Saussure let us believe that by mysterious privilege the theme-word
already contuins, in concentrated form, the discourse repasing upon it, What
the theme-word does is lend itself to the play of composition: after having
had the density of a complete word, it unlocks its phonic links in erder to
become a canvas.

Yet the prevalence of this phenomenon in Latin verse assured
Saussure that no Latin poet could produce a text without the use
of a word-theme. What stands immediately and practically behind
any example of Latin verse, then, is not a creative subject-author,
but rather a certain verse-engendering word; therefore, every Latin
poet must have utilized a pre-text before and while producing his
finished text. Starobinski rightly remarks that all of these studies
raise the question of whether in first isolating and then studying
this habit of composition, and finding it everywhere, Saussure
was not also, or instead, constructing the anagrammatic method to
suit his disposition ta find it everywhere. Having raised this
question, Starobinski goes on usefully to observe that the more
valuable thing is to determine the relevance of Saussure’s
discoveries (i.e., the isolated anagrammatic word-themes). While he
fails to pursue this question very far beyond Saussure’s own
predilections for understanding the internal constraints operating
upon every user of language, Starobinski’s observation has itself a
general bearing upon some nontrivial issues.

Saussure’s search for a method takes it for granted that
language in use makes sense at the leve! of performance, not
through prior ordination. The rules of composition are “present”’
because they are being employed, although Saussure was unable to
find explicit reference to them in any Roman manuals of verse
technique. This could mean either that the Latin poets were only
unconsciously aware of what they were doing (even though the
techniques they used to achieve anagrammatic statements seem
highly sophisticated), or that this technique had been assimilated
into poetic practice as thoroughly as grammatical rules had been
into verbal performance. In either case, as Starobinski puts it,
Saussure had before him a phenomenon whose beginning was
obscure, but whose influence was strong enough as to have
regularized poetic composition. Saussure’s studies are therefore
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individuals to change these patterns, to inaugurate new patterns by
setting individual precedents.®®

Varro’s De Lingiea Latina regards the thesis underlying the first
of these two traditions natural insofar as the study of language is
concerned: words in a language are derived by analogy from
consensually held paradigms of regular order. The view of the
opposing tradition he calls “voluntary’’: words in a language are
(to a greater or lesser extent, of course) anomalous, “the product
of the individual person’s volition, directing itself apart from
control by others.” Varro’s own position, predictably enough, is a
combination of both views.®* Lest this be considered a perfectly
natural compromise, however, it is worth mentioning here the very
ficrce debate between the schools of Kufa and Basra during the
Islamic Middle Ages. The former were known as the anomalists,
the lacter the analogists.®® To take yet another example, Vico’s
New Science is in part directed against those who argue that
language and custom move from place to place in history by
anomalous derivation and borrowing; Vico maintains, in opposi-
tion to this view, that language, and by extension all verbal
production, follow regular patterns that are drawn from the
individual’s unconscious mental dictionary that are analogous in
history from nation to nation.%®

That all this is by no means an academic or purely philological
question will be demonstrated, I trust, in the last chapter of this
book. Yet [ should still note here how the conflict between the
partisans of analogy/regularity/universality and the partisans of
anomaly/irregularity/locality has taken many forms and has
invaded many fields. The battle between the ancients and che
moderns in neoclassical France and England and the romantic
debate over originality and tradition, are two literary man-
ifestations of the argument. There has been great interest recently
(see, for example, The Art of Memory by Frances A. Yates and
Religion and the Decline of Magic by Keith Thomas)®? in the
quasi-encyclopedic and esoteric organization of popular knowl-
edge in medieval and Renaissance society; here, too, regular and
total formations of knowledge are seen as dominating the
mentality of an era. Karl Polanyi describes in The Great
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ol individuals™ and the opposing contentan that “power and
cconamic value are a paradigm ol social reality.”’*® Lévi-Stranss
goes into lengehy detail in che four volumes of Mythologies in
seeking to show how mind’s “‘seemingly un-controlled invent
iveness” nevertheless reveals that “the human mind appears
determined even in the realm of mythology, |and| a fortiori: it
must also be determined in all its spheres of activity.” This by
virtue of “‘the existence of laws operating at a deeper level” than
that of surface behavior.®®

The interplay between these *‘deeper” laws and individual
creativity, which according to Noam Chomsky, for example,
combine and recombine *given” elements, is the aspect of this
debate most relevant to contemporary understanding, and more
specifically to contemporary rationalism.”™ One need only men-
tion philosophies as wolly disparate as those of Freud, Chomsky,
and Foucault to document the problem’s compelling interest.
Fundamentally, we can generalize fairly by saying that the issve
now seems to be focused on the position of differentiation in
human reality: Do the significant or systematic differences that
individuate the various activities and productions of mind really
begin at the level of self, or are they located more basically (or
transcendentally) at a general epistemic level, a transindividual
level? As Nietzche put the question presciently with regard to
Homer one hundred years ago: “Was the person created out of a
conception, or the conception out of a person?””

B. The New Beginning-as-Construct. As was frequently the case
with his predecessors in the eightecnth century, Nietzsche’s
interest in the creative personality revolved around the “Homeric
guestion,” Was Homer the author of bath poems? Was he a person?
Was this person “Homer?” Or was “Homer” a generic, functional
name of some sort? Nietzsche’s conclusion, in a passage which 1
shall quote in a moment, shows a curious hesitation. What seems
to unsettle Nietzsche is the conception of an individual person,
whose use he finds essential in assigning the epics not to an “idea”
or “a people” but to a person, yet from which he backs away
when it comes to confining the author of the poems to a single
name. He resolves the dilemma by raising an author’s creative
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Homer, the poet of the Hind and the Odyesey, ts an aesthetic judgement.
It s, however, by no means affinmed against the poet of these epics that he
wasx merely the imaginary being of an aesthetic impossibility, which can be
the vpinion of only very few philologists indeed. The majority contend that a
smgle individual was cesponsible for the general design of a poem such as the
(had, and further that this individual was Homer. The first part of this
vontention may be admitted; but, in accordance with what I have said, the
litter part must be denied. And T very much doubt whether the majority of
those who have adopted the first part of the contention have taken the
Inllowing considerations into account,

The design of an epic such as the Jliad is not an entire whole, not an
urganism; but a number of pieces strung topether, a collection of reflections
airanged in accordance with aesthetic rules. . . . But that stringing together of
winie pieces as the manifestations of a grasp of art which was not yet highly
ileveloped, still less thoroughly comprehended and generally esteemed,
cannot have been the real Homeric deed, the real Homeric epoch-making
vvent. On the contrary, this design is a later product, far later than Homer’s
v ¢lebrity. Thaose, therefore, whe look for the “original and perfect design’ are
looking for a mere phantom. . ..

We believe in a great poet as the author of the Iliad and the
Ocyssey—but not that Homer was this poet,™

Nor is this peculiar conclusion the end of Nietzsche’s remarks.
lle goes on to ascribe such investigations as his to philology, a
science “enclosed and surrounded by a philosophical view of
things, in which everything individual and isolated is evaporated as
something detestable, and in which great homogenous views alone
remain.””  As an example of things “individual and isolated”
Nietzsche cites the questions of a learned man about Homer:
“Where does the good man live? Why did he remain so long
incognito? A propos, can’t you get me a silhouette of him?* ™
Faced with aesthetic events of such magnitude as the epic,
Nietzsche finds the existential concept of “person’ too comically
weak to explain them. The event is anomalous, yet its domest-
ication, its confinement to texts and organic wholes—at a later
date—takes place nevertheless. On that later date a process of
refinement occurs to make the anomalous event conform by
analogy to regular formations we call “epic poems.” There are
thus two Homers: Homer One, gone forever, exhausted in the
burst of inexplicable creativity that results in “an infinite
profusion of images and incidents’; and Homer Two, with us
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Nictzsche™s division of Tlomer into two camponents hears
reseimblinice to Osear Wilde's fascination with the acsthetic powers
ol criticism to provide accurately inaccurate interpretations of
7" What we need to cmphasize is the extent to
which the construction of such explanatory notions for artistic
production relies paradoxically upon both an idea of energy—the
synthetic power presumed to bring together creative work and give
it form and an individualized type which has some of the
attributes of a person but not an existential identity. Precisely this
sort of construction characterizes Freud’s Moses, for example, or
Nietzsche’s Dionysus or his Zarathustra. Hans Vaihinger’s Phil-
osophy of As-If occupies the space between construction and
actuality, more or less doing for philosophy what narrative fiction
in the eighteenth century did for narrative history. The Marxist or
para-Marxist use of such constructions as world-view, ideology,
paradigm, or class as analytic instruments indicates no disregard of
reality, but rather an acknowledgement that individuality per se
fails to include transindividual experiences like economic or social
development. Lucien Goldmann’s schema of “potential con-
sciousness,” however much it may differ from Freud’s Moses,
comes from the same sort of insight into the communal reality of

creative energy.

men and from the same certainty that that reality cannot be
comprehended anecdotally or biographically.”

I do not wish this list of illustrations—for it is only a list at
bottom—to stand for a rigorous methodological critique: that is
not what I am doing. I am really cireling around a very acute
problem faced by any researcher whose primary evidence is
textual. The problem can now be put in the following ways: To
what extent is a text itself not something passively attributable, as
cffect is to cause, to a person? To what extent is a text so
discontinuous a series of subtexts or pre-texts ot paratexts or
surtexts as to beggar the idea of an author as simple producer? If
the text as unitary document is more properly judged as a
transindividual field of dispersion, and if—as Darwin, Marx, and
Freud respectively read natural history, economic history, and
psychological history as textual fields of dispersion—this field
stands as the locus princeps of research, where does it begin if not
in a “‘creative” or “producing” individualiry ??7

No one can doubt that there is an original (in the vague,
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lteading and wriling have this in common: they are particular
distortions of general realitics. There is violence in texts, which is
answered by the reconstructions of the examining critic. Here is
Iread:

Thus zlmost everywhere noticeable gaps, disturbing repetitions and
ohvious contradictions have come about—indications which reveal things to
ov which it was not intended to communicate. In its implications the
distortions of a text resemble a murder: the difficulty is not in perpetrating
the deed, but in getting rid of its traces. We might well lend the word
“tintstellung” [distortion) the double meaning to which it has a claim but of
which today it makes no use. It should mean not only “to change the
appearance of something” but also “to put something in ancther place, to
displace.” Accordingly, in many instances of textual distortion, we may
nevertheless count upon finding what has been suppressed and disavowed
hidden away somewhere else, though changed and torn from its context.
tmly it will not always be easy to recognize it.”

I'reud is speaking of the Hexateuch, a more than ordinary text;
yot as a general characterization of texts we can let it stand until
Chapter 4. To begin to apprehend a text is to begin to find
mtention and method in it—not, in other words, to reduce a text
(o a continuous stream of words emanating from a disembodied
causal voice, but rather to construct the field of its play, its
dispersion, its distortion. But this subject is discussed in detail in a
[ater chapter.

Insofar as a text, for reader or writer, cannot supply, no
matter how much it says it is supplying, its whole field or even its
intention in advance, it can properly be said to begin, therefore,
with a large supposition. This is: herewith meaning is to be
produced in writing, meaning more rather than less vague, but
meaning intended in writing as opposed equally to no-meaning
intended, or to meaning intended in painting, sculpture, music,
and so forth. From then on, from that beginning, which to the
cxtent of its gemerality and dreamy ill-defined ambition is a
fictional construct, more precise meaning is gradually approached
during the course of the work. Wordsworth’s freedom at the
opening of The Prelude and Milton’s (or Satan’s, his surrogate) at
the opening of Paradise Lost are illustrations of the large intention
“I am free, therefore 1 intend now to put it to use to mean written
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wark, form, on achievement, wlach oo s iy feeedom into
the world oy something more chan ot ane eeertion,” “Chis
hvginning intention ta mean s, 1 have sad,a consiiaet, or at lease
fictional, insofar as it says or avows much maore ws the beginning
than it in fact s, Satan’s declaration of freedom jgnores the
circumstances of his ejection from Heaven, his secondary status in
the order of being, and s0 on, and Milton purposcly leaves this in
suspense until hundreds of lines later. Perhaps it was preciscly
because Satan luxuriates so freely in the beginning that Blake
guessed Milton to be of the devil's party. For indeed the one
kernel of Paradise Lost that still puzzles readers, Christian or not,
is Lucifer's beginning on his own to move away from God even
before the poem opens: there can be no more irreducible
beginning than that. So, too, writing moves away from speech, or
from musie.

Supposition, construction, fiction: how can we justify con-
necting them not simply with a portmanteau word like beginning
but with intention and method? Fortunately there is a series of
works that programmatically dramatizes precisely these con-
nections: Valéry’s essays on Leonardo, of which the first (1894) is
aptly enough entitled “Introduction to the Method of Leonardo
da Vinci.,”® In all three essays Valéry disavows any biographical
aim; his Leonardo, he says, is a construction made to fit the image
of a mind whose universally diverse activities and “infinitely keen
perception of the difference of things” were conducted with
absolute rigor.®* “Whoever pictures a tree must also picture a sky
or background from which the tree stands forth; in this there isa
sort of logic that is almost intangible and yet almost unknown.
The figure [Leonardo] I am presenting can be reduced to an
inference from this type.”®® This Leonardo (who prefigures
Monsieur Teste) is 2 mind imagined by another mind that wishes
to comprehend the invariable logic of variations, the continuity
between discontinuous objects, the homogeneity of heterogeneity.
Thirty-five years later, in his third return to “Leonardo™ (each
treatment philosophized more than the previous one), Valéry saw
in that mind ‘“some indefinable inner attitude for effecting
continual interchanges between the arbitrary and the #nec-
essary.’® An “indefinable inner attitude” and an “almost
intangible’” and yet “almost unknown” logic for dealing with the
surprises of reality consequently suggest to Valéry an intelligence
conceived neither as cause, nor as effect, nor as image. Each of
those alternatives is an expression of method without force. To
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lievitably miethod s o liw of cantimity Tound “among things
of which we cannat grasp the Liw ol continuity.”® Valéry’s
comstruction of Leonardo is an attempt to articulate such a
method imagined as intentional power for connecting things. As
Valery will use the word therefore, a constriction is equivalent to
. intention: the unity of a construction/intention is its method.
The peculiar quality of Leonardo’s method, already hinted at
through the many negatives Valéry uses to describe it, is that it
cannot be known outright, nor can it be experienced directly.
Always in flux, this force is “at once the source of energy, the
vigineer, and the restraints.”®® Valéry therefore puts himself at
exactly the point where this force is located during the construc-
tion of its projects. “Constructing takes place between a project or
a particular vision and the materials one has chosen.”® Thus
Valéry constructs a Leonardo who is himself constructing. “The
truth may be that we cannot form a clear conception of anything
unless we might also have invented it.”®7 [f an image is not the
aim of such construction, what is? One aim is to experience the
human joys of “the conscious act of constructing,” that power of
mind to “expand any of its conceptions to the point at which they
are no longer conceivable.”® Another aim is to experience
knowledge as discovery; Valéry sees this aim as similar to “the
tremendous undertaking of philosaphy, ..an effort to transmute
everything we know into what we should like to know.”* Most
important is the aim of dealing successfully with voids, rifts,
lacunae, discontinuities in the world to which thought turns itself.

We have arrived at the conception that parts of the world let themselves
be reduced, here and there, to intelligible elements. Sometimes our senses
suffice for the task; sometimes the most ingenious methods must be
employed; but always there are voids. The attempts always remain lacunary.
It is here that we find the kingdom of our hero. He has an extraordinary sense
of symmetry that makes him regard everything as a problem. Wherever the
understanding breaks off he introduces the productions of his mind. . ..

This symbelic mind held an immense collection of forms, an ever lucid
treasury of the dispositions of nature, a potentiality always ready to be
translated into action and growing with the extension of its domain. A host
of concepts, a throng of possible memories, the power to recognize an
extraordinary number of distinct things in the world at larpe and arrange
them in a thousand fashions: this constituted Leonardo.®

Marginally, Valéry notes that this process entails the abandonment
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Leonardo's language is formal. Valéry's description of Leo
nardo, however, ts discursive. In attempting to reconcile the two
wodes in the last essay, Valéry faces the problem of how the mind
articulates itself in language without recourse to either sheer
privacy or complete banality. How can the mind’s hostinato rigore
be rendered incelligibly? Through common speech {le language
commun)—which often wears out the philosopher who tries either
to make his thought speak or to transmit his inner reality.
Common speech, writes Valéry,

will doubtless continue to serve as the initial and general instrument for
establishing relations between external and internal life; it will always be the
means of teaching us the other languages that have been consciously created;
it will adjust these potent and accurate mechanisms to the use of still
unspecialized minds. But gradually, by contrast, it is coming to be regarded as
a first crude means of approximation.”

Approximation to what? To “aberrant modes of existence”:

But they are monsters full of lessons, these monsters of the under-
standing, these transitory states—gaps in which the known laws of continuity,
conncction and movement have been alerted; domains where light is
associated with pain; fields of force in which we follow strange circuits
between the poles of fear and desire; matter composed of time; abysses
literally of horror, love, or quictude, regions bizarrely welded to themselves;
non-Archimedean realms that defy movement; perpetual sites in a lightning
flash; surfaces that cave in as they couple with our nausea, bend with our
slightest intentions . . .. The wonder is not that things are, but that they are
what they are.”®

Common speech, then, is the beginning, but it is very complex.
Valéry’s reading of Leonardo is a construction precisely because it
begins with what Leonardo himself began: a demotic or vernacular
language. For Valéry as critic, for Leonardo as a construction
being constructed, common speech leads to other, less ordinary
structures than those delivered by pictorial representation. We
must emphasize Valéry’s own insistence on the abandonment of
images that occurs when common speech (that is, discursive
language) is accepted as the initial mode of expression, a point of
departure for further expression. What Leonardo is able to do
from common speech is to arrive at a realm (““the paradise of the
sciences’}
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Words are thie abandonment of images. Yer Valéry insises that
Leonardo’s art was really architectare, albei architecture defined
(by Valéry] as a sort of extraordinary poetic language. Here is an
example of what he has in mind:

Architecture is commonly misunderstood. Our nation of it varies from

stage setting to that of an investment in housing. I suggest we refer to the idea
of the City in order to appreciate its universality, and that we should come to
know its complex charm by recalling the multiplicity of its aspects. For a
building to be motianless is the exception; our pleasure comes from moving
about it so as to make the building move in turn, while we enjoy all the
combinations of its parts, as they vary: the column turns, depths recede,
galleries glide; a thousand visions escape from the monument, a thousand
harmonies . ... The architectural structure interprets space, and leads to
hypotheses on the nature of space, in 2 quite special manner.”
Even architecture, which disposes of the most solid materials, isa
hypothesis about space, in much the same sense that words on a
page do not produce meaning directly but first divide the
page—and consequently thought and poetry—into significance.
Printed words constitate a hypothesis about verbal meaning that is
formulated in different ways by writer and reader.

The willed relationship between material and setting is another
way of defining intention and construction; construction begins
on the level of physical experience (words on a page, stone in
space, trees against a background), and proceeds thereafter to the
composition of a multiplicity of meanings. Mallarmé’s preface to
“Un Coup de dés jamais n’abolira le hasard™ probably confirmed,
if not actually originated, the practice of exaggerating the physical
and spatial aspects of written language. Mallarmé explained to
readers that the asequential spaces on the page were to cause un
espacement de la lecture; as for the white spaces next to the
letters, they
assument l'importance, frappent d’abord; la versification en exigea, comme
silence alentour, ordinairement, au point qu’un morceau, lyrique ou de peu
de pieds, occupe au milieu, le tiers environ du feuillet: je ne transgresse cette
mesure, seulement la disperse .. . . Il ne s’agit pas, ainsi que toujours, de traits
sonores réguliers ou vers—plutdt, de subdivisions prismatiques de I'Idée .. ..
Tout se passe, par raccourci, en hypothése; on évite le récit.*

*“take on importance, after having first struck one; versification demands this, as a
surrounding silence, ordinarily, to the point that a piece, either lyrical or having few feet,
takes up in the middle, about a third of the page: T do not transgress this rule, [ only
disperse it. . ., This is not a matter, thus as always, of regular sonorous features or lines

of verse—rather, it is a matter of prismatic subdivisions of the Idea. ... Everything
occurs, in an abridged fashion, hy pothetically; one avoids narrative.”
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Every timg Mallarme and Valery sy ol coniposition,
constriction, or intentonal Language means, 1 think, that they
assert the difference between a set compased ol lincar sequence,
|}i(‘t'm'i;1| representation, and bio]c)giceﬂ generation on the one
hand, and, on the other hand, a set comprising words dispersed in
space, verbal presentation, and the transformations of which
language is capable. To begin in {or with) language, therefore, is to
abundon the first set for the second. What is hypothetical {or
lictional) here is that such composition has no immediately
observable equivalent in reality; the hero of a novel, however,
represents or embodies such an equivalence. Nevertheless, both
Mallarmé and Valéry misread novels polemically, I think, in order
to clarify the difference between language and visual reality (or
visual reality’s visual representation).

If this long excursus into Valéry’s Leonardo seems to
substitute rarefied indulgence for reasonable speculation, then one
can bring out the tendentiousness of Valéry’s theught by
juxtaposing it to that of Freud, his contemporary. For Freud the
material of mental life is analyzable through language, since only
words can engage the unconscious skillfully enough for them to
bear its stresses. Dreams are not simply images that tell, for rather
it is the interpretation of dreams by words—the dreamer’s words,
the analyst’s interpreting words—that tells about dreams. Among
tmany other negative characteristics of the unconscious, the
absence of pictures fairly describes it, according to Freud. Despite
his frequent comparisons between psychoanalysis and archeology,
Freud carefully distinguished material phenomena like rock,
temples, and statues from psychological energy. He said that
mental life is apprehended by psychoanalysis from three stand-
points—dynamic, economic, and topographical-each of which
deliberately resists visual analogy. When, very late in life, Freud
asscssed the role of construction made by the analyst during
analysis, there, too, he steered clear of pictures. The analyst’s task,
Frcud writes, “is to make out what has been forgotten from the
traces which it has left behind or, more correctly, to construct
it.”*® Yet two things weigh against the analyst in the task—*‘that
psychical objects are incomparably more complicated than the
cxcavator’s material ones and [that] we have insufficicnt knowl-
edge of what we may expect to find.” Therefore, *“for analysis the
construction is only a preliminary labour,”??
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fvmediely checeddier Prend oveadece the prablem ol
conacy, especally s che patiencs aitonaren o denl ol che
wralysCs iy potheses s aosign only o ineonse wons pressure on the
paticnt, not of the analyst’s perspicacity, Thus at any given poine
or in o any section ol the construction, accuracy cannot be
determined. “1he principal reason iy that there can be no direct
L‘(ll’l‘C.‘ip()I]{,{CIlCL‘. between a mental construction—whether made by
the pacient, the analyst, or both together—and actual events.
Writes Freud:

The “upward drive” of the repressed, stirred into actvity by the putting
forward of the construction, has striven to carry the important
memory-traces into consciousness; but a resistance has succeeded—not, it is
true, in stopping that movement—but in displacing it on te adjacent objects
of minor significance.

The result of displacement is distortion or, to use Freud’s word,
delusion. So curiously methodical is this process of distortion in
the attempt verbally and analytically to construct anything in
words that Freud remarks, for example, how an event of
importance to the patient may remain forgotten while details
surrounding it are recalled with amazing clarity. To convince a
patient ghat his recollection of these details is part of a delusion
is fruitless. “On the contrary, the rccognition in these details of a
kernel of truth [buried in or distorted by auxiliary details] would
afford common ground upon which the therapeutic process could
develop.” Freud’s most complex insight now comes forward:

But none the less I have not been able to resist the seduction of an
analogy. The delusions of patients appear to me to be the equivalents of the
constructions which we build up in the course of an analytic treat-
ment—attempts at explanation and cure, though it is true that these, under
the conditions of a psychosis, can do no more than replace the fragment of
reality that is being disavowed in the present by another fragment that had
already been disavowed in the remote past. ... If we consider mankind as a
whale and substitute it for the single human individual, we discover that it
too has developed delusions which are inaccessible to logical criticism and
which contradict reality.'”’

Both sorts of delusions, the patient’s and the analyst’s, build
up around a kernel of historical truth that by definition appears
exclusively in verbal subsitutions for the truth, or as an already
repudiated experience. Words, therefore, stand at the beginning,
are the beginning. of a series of substitutions. Words signify a
movement away from and around the fragment of reality. This is
another way of characterizing the human capacity for language.
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enterprise whicl, tlcspitv its seeming irl';llinn;llily, s mechod.
T'he tlif'l.icu|ty of this method is that it does not imitate nature,
bue racher displaces it. This method does not center about a
cagito, nor does it issuc from the cogifo; in fact, the individual
subject has little more than a provisional authority to construct
hypotheses (substitutions) bearing a perhaps distressing, perhaps
sedluctive resemblance to delusions. Finally, the logic of this
method s not to be found in biological succession—that is,
filiacion but as in the Oedipus complex, in departures and
divergences from it or entanglements of it.

The net resule is to understand language as an intentional
structure signifying a series of displacements. Words are the
beginning sign of a method that replaces another method. The
serics being replaced is the set of relationships linked together by
familial analogy: father and son, the image, the process of genesis,
a story. In their place stands: the brother, discontinuous concepts,
paragenesis, construction. The first of these series is dynastic,
bound te sources and origins, mimetic. The relationships holding
in the second series are complementarity and adjacency; instead of
a source we have the intentional beginning, instead of a story a
construction. | take this shift to be of great importance in
twenticth-century writing. Indeed, a principal argument of this
book is that a strong rationalist tradition in modern writing has for
too long been hidden behind a facade of gloomy, irrational
nihilism linked to a dynastic ideology. The progressive advance of
knowledge, to which this shift belongs, displaces the burden of
responsibility from origin to beginning.

What this means is that one can understand the history of the
novel—as we shall be doing in Chapter 3—as a development from
ideas of originality to their bankruptcy. In a certain kind of
twentieth-century criticism, the crucial importance assigned to
structure represents the beginning of purposive movement away
from the automatic causality hitherto underlying the traditional
life-and-work schema. Language and mind consequently play a
redefined role in discourse—linguistic and psychological—about
language and mind. Most important, the text is transformed from
an original object into produced and producing structure whose
laws are dynamic not static, whose materiality is textual not
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peocte and whose eflect vora mulnply meanmg not to fis i To
prasp o beginnmge withim diese chuangees ecan ellect 1o have
recogrized the ending ol one mode ol thonpheand 1o have begun
anew. With what type of consciausness this occurs is depiceed in
the final paragraph of Mallarmé™s “Le Démon de ]’;ma]ogic”:

Mais ot s'installe DPirrecusable intervention du surnaturel, et le
commencement de l'angoissc sous laquellc agonise mon ésprit naguére
seigneur c’est quand je vis, levant les yeux, dans la rue des antiquaires
instinctivement suivie, que j'étais devant la boutique d’un luthier vendeur de
vieux instruments pendus au mur, et, i terre, des palmes jaunes et les ailes
enfouiés en l'ombre, d’oiseaux anciens. Je m'enfuis, bizarre, personne
condamnée 3 babl le deuil de I'i licable Pénultiéme.*'0?

porter prabablement le deuil de l'inexplicable Pénultiéme.

The narrator begins by asking about a phrase (“La Pénultieme
est morte”) whose meaning eludes him, yet which sounds as if it
has been said before, or as if it is one in a series capable of
explanation. One syllable from this phrase (nul) recalls a lute’s
tone; the narrator himself feels like a wing sliding over the
instrument. As he walks out of his apartment and then into the
street he sees his hand reflected in a shop window caressing
something; as he repeats the phrase he remarks with horror that he
is only repeating himself: “Je sentis que j’avais . .la voix méme
(la premiére, qui indubitablement avait éc2 unique).”’'®® At that
moment he stands at the beginning, surrounded by analogies—the
shop window exhibiting dispersed lutes and wings, a recollection
of the discomposed Muse now no longer the origin of
poetry—facing the prospects of language he himself speaks. This
language has no soutce or meaning other than in his efforts both
to begin again and to make meaning. The preceding sounds and
meanings are only that—what has gone before. If they have
meaning, it is the meaning of whatever has ended, so that a
beginning may begin. Analogy is not exact correspondence, but a
similarity between units (the word, the lute, the wing) that the
writer must himself assemble. Finally, the structure he must make
now is fictional in that it cannot imitate what is, but must be a
new structure of meaning. The methods of the old Muse are
insufficient, and so too is the modern writer, for he is no
Muse-inspired seer. He must take his place in the community of

*‘But where the itrecusable intervention of the supernatural and the beginning of that
agony under whose sway my formerly sovereign mind now agonizes—where this lodges
itself is when I saw, lifting my eyes, in the instinctively followed street of
antique-dealers, that I stood before a lute shop that sold old instruments hung on the
wall, and, on the ground, yellow palms and wings, buried in the shadow, of former birds.
I ran away, strange, a person candemned to mourn the inexplicabie Penultimate,”
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\Aucrbach’s retrospective analysis of his own work as a critic
reactivates many of these arguments with reference to literary
scholarship. In his essay “Philologie der Weltliteratur’™'®* he at
first rejects the possibility of imposing continuity on all literary
production merely by endless fact-gathering; the immediate
richness of literature is too great for that. He proceeds, however,
to the description of a synthesis performed by the critic, one that
depends on the choice of an appropriate Ansatzpunkt (point of
departure). I think that Auerbach’s use of Ansatzpunkt (and not
Anfang, “beginning”) is deliberate; thus the constitutive, or
contructive, sense of beginning could be stressed. Neither “myth”
nor “‘the baroque,” Auerbach stipulates, “can be suitablerpoints of
departure for they are concepts as slippery as they are foreign to
true literary thought”;’%® rather a phrase like, say, la cour et la
ville, fully embedded in the verbal reality of a historical period,
will present itself to the researcher’s mind (since it is a phrase
common in seventeenth-century writings and not an entirely
manufactured one) and will thereby link itself to the regulating
inner movement of the period being studied. What is essential to
Auerbach’s meditations is the critic’s willingness to begin with the
proper instrument of discovery, forged from the language of the
period being studied.

Auerbach felt the Ansatzpunkt to be a term in the mind’s
operation. It appears at first as a simple, single digit: he uses the
word figura, for instance, because it is found to have a special
place in many Latin texts. Detached from history and problem-
atized because of an insistence that attracts the researcher’s
puzzled attention, key words like figura seem suited for a new
addition to our knowledge; they play a role similar to Saussure’s
moi-théme. Yet a mechanical arithmetic is avoided when the
Ansatzpunkt is revealed as a symbol in a formidable algebra. A
point of departure is intelligible, just as X is intelligible in an
algebraic function or figura is intelligible in Cicero’s orations; yet
its value is also unknown until it is seen in repeated encounters
with other terms in the set and with other, parallel functions or
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their repeated  aceimrences 1o curee hosacy, which Aderbach
construes as ready in his scholirly wark o incariaee them ready,
that is, to change them and be clunged by them. No longer mere
words or unknown symbaols, in Aucrbach’s writing they enact the
combination of past and future woven into the historical fabric of
language. A mute term, relatively anonymous, has given rise to a
special condition of mind and has evoked the poignancy of time.
The beginning is an cffort made on behalf of discursive continuity;
thus a term is converted into reconstructed history, a unit into a
synthesis.

At first a recurrence among other sentences, Auerbach’s
Ansatzpunkt turns into a problem that asks the reason for its
persistence. Nihil est sine ratione. And persistence will give the
critic the opportunity to view a literature, or a so-called period, as
information amenable to study, as information in need of
interrogation. The extraordinary success of Mimesis is consid-
erably the result of the questions Auerbach asks of the text. His
chapter 1 is not the result of an empty chore—*“‘compare and
contrast Homer and the Old Testament”; rather, Auerbach seems
to have asked himself why Homer’s text wanders verbally in a way
that Exodus does not. Such interrogation creates notable effects,
of which one is the adumbration of hypotheses already contained
in the question. Thus the disparities between texts by Racine,
Corneille, Vaugelas, and Moliere are regularized by an overriding
code of significance—embodied in a repeated phrase, like la cour et
la ville, to which these texts seem directed—that links them all and
makes each of them intelligible despite the great differences
among them. Both Auerbach and Spitzer describe their evidence as
philological. Spitzer writes: ‘“The philological character of the
discipline of literary history .. .is concerned with ideas couched
in linguistic and literary form, not with ideas in themselves {this is
the field of the history of philosophy) or with ideas as informing
action (this is the field of history and the social sciences).””*¢

Elsewhere Auerbach commends Zola for his daring, not to say
for his undertaking a hopeless task, in attempting to deal
novelistically with the tremendous complexity of the modern
world; this same world philosophically considered offers a
panorama of warring “facts,” and is the one faced with trepidation
by a literary scholar of Auerbach’s learning, or considered
philosophically by a philosopher of Husserl’s radical energy. In his
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living, plidasaphy, we lave a0 plhidosopdocal heenature prowing
beyond all bounds and almost warthone caberence, Tustead of o
serious discussion amonyg cunﬂit'lin}; theanes that, i their very
conflict, demonstrate the intimacy  with which they  belong
I.ngcthcr, the commonness of their undcr|ying convictions, and an
unswerving belief in a true philosophy, we have a pscudo-reporting
and o pscudo-criticizing, a mere scmblance of philosophizing
seriously with and for one another.”’®” Yee only through the
voluntary imagining and the radical asceticism of a formal
willingness to undertake the bolus synoptically can the researcher,
whiether novelist, eritic, or philosopher, even begin his task.

| use formal in two interrelated senses. First, formal means
differentiated coherently and integrally. For example, when
Spitzer speaks of philolegical evidence, he differentiates that from
philosophical evidence. This may seem unclear to a scholar not of
Spitzer’s generation, so we can say that differentiation is some-
times the specialized function of a received tradition, of a
discipline, of an institution—in this case, of philology. Second and
more important, formal means differentiated by virtue of constitu-
tive function. For Spitzer not to have spoken mechanically of
philology there had to have been training and practice in putting
together evidence, which seemed as a result to cohere, whose
function is ultimately to articulate further the field of philology.
In both senses of formal, therefore, the beginning of an enterprise
is a hypothesis projected; it is subsequently to be tested and
confirmed. This is very far indeed from a sort of ritualized
program to be followed automatically by the would-be philologist.
In his preface to Les Mots anglais Mallarmé described a formal
willingness to do philology as a particular kind of intention, “a
double effort of memory and of intellect.” This following
description applies well enough to any study of words whose
number and strangeness require methodical handling:

L’étude, veritable d’un idiome étranger, ébauchée petit, doit &tre
continuée par vous, grand ou grandissant. Tout un dictionnaire s’offre,
immense, effrayant: le posséder, voil la tentative, la lecture de livres aidant
et une fois sus les rudiments de la grammaire. ... Un pareil fouillis de
vocables rangé dans les colonnes d’un lexique, sera-t-il appelé la arbitraire-
ment et par quelque hasard malin: point; chacun de ces termes arrive de loin,
a travers les contrées ou les siecles, a sa place exacte, isolé celui-ci et cet autre
mélé i toute une compagnie. ... Tant d’actes, complexes et bien ocubliés,
recommangant avec docilité, pour vous seul, attentif i leur histoire: but des
plus nobles et tout philosophique. . . . Le don suffit; mais la méthode aussi: et
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Beginnings and  conrinuitics conceived in this spirit are an
appetite and a courage capable of tuking in much of what is
ordinarily indigestible. Sheer mass, for example, is compelled into
a sentence or serics of sentences. Books, names, ideas, passages,
quotations—like the ones I have used—adjust to a system of
relationships formally postulated for them; this is why Swift’s
“Modest Proposal” is so perfectly illustrative both of itself as a
cannibalist tract as well as of the operations of criticism as formal
rethinking. For the obduracy of Irish peasant bodies that are
coerced into a marvelously fluent prose not unlike the obduracy
of books and ideas coexisting in something we call either
verbal reality or verbal history. A literary critic, for example, who
is fastened on a text is a critic who, in demonstrating his right to
speak, makes the text something that is continuous with his own
discourse; he does this first by discovering, then by rationalizing, a
beginning, Thus the critic’s prose, like Swift’s as it mimics the
cannibalism it propounds by showing how easily human bodies
can be assimilated by an amiable prose appetite, swallows resisting
works, passes them into passages that decorate its own course,
because it has found a beginning that allows such an operation. In
the cheerful optimism that it sometimes gives rise to, the
beginning resembles a magical point that links critic and work
criticized. The pomnt is the meeting of critic and work and it
coaxes the work into the critic’s prose. In finding a point of
departure invarjably in the meeting of his criticistn with the text
criticized, is the critic merely refinding his vision, his biases, in
another’s work? Does this involve the hope that “prior” texts have

*“The true study of a forcign idiom, started as a small rough effort, must be continued
by you, made large or enlarging. A noble dictionary presents itself, immense, frightening:
to possess it, that is the effort to be made, the reading of books helping the process and
also, once they are known, the rudiments of grammar, . .. Such a medley of vocables
ranged in the columns of a lexicon will appear to be placed there arbitrarily by a malign
chance: not at all; each of those terms arrives to its exact place from afar, across
countries and centuries, this word isolated from all athers, this onc mixed in with a
whole company ....S0 many [linguistic] actions, complex and well forgotten,
beginning their movement docilely, especially for you, who are attentive to their history:
one of the most noble of goals and one altogether philosophical. . . . A gift suffices, but
method also: and it rests with he who has done or who will do his *humanities." A
whole genre of reminiscences, either vague or adventurous, will yield him up to real
Memory, a faculty in justaposition with notions or facts: and the best way of knowing
remains Science."
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These are difficult questions. Let us examine Auerbach a little
more, His Ansatzpunkt, as | said above, is a sentence or phrase,
once spoken or written in a distance we call the past but now
mute: la cour ¢t la ville, for instance. Yet the recognition of its
wanting-to-speak, its importance in the present, transforms the
Ansatzpunkt from an uninteresting recurring motto into an
instrument for the critic’s work; like Aeneas’ moly, it guides the
critic through previously unnegotiable pathways. There must of
course be an act of endowment or assertion on the critic’s part
before an innocuous verbal “point™ can turn into the privileged
beginning of a critic’s journey. The critic’s belief, as well as his
reflective examination of the point, together germinate into a
criticism that is aware of what it is doing. Since a beginning of this
sort projects a future for itself in cooperation with the protocols
of critical prose—nowadays we speak of texts, meanings, and
authors as coexisting in “literature”—the critic would like to
devise a means of working with this set of conventions. He would
also like to preserve what is unique and possibly strange in his own
work. At the sheer level of the writing itself, the critic accepts the
determination of linguistic and critical convention while hoping to
retain the freedom of possibility: the former is governed by
historical and social pressures, the latter by a point of departure
that remains exposed to its contingent, and yet rational, status,
one that encourages interrogation and tetrospection. In the critic’s
work, therefore, a vigilant method and a record of that method’s
accomplishments are produced together. Valéry’s invention of the
implex, with its capacity for muldplication, its systematic
variations, and its contingency is an ebullient rendering of this
union,'*®

The point of departure, to return to it now, thus has two
aspects that animate one another. One leads to the project being
rcalized; this is the transitive aspect of the beginning—that is,
beginning with {or for) an anticipated end, or at least expected
continuity, The other aspect retains for the beginning its identity
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as vadicad stating pome the monnsative and conveprual aspect,
thar which has no ohjecr bue s own constanr clnilicatiem. 1t is
this second side thar so fasconated Toeerd (T spoke carlier ol a
beginning af the beginmng, for the beginning) and  chat bas
continued to engage Heidegger. These 1wo sides of the starcing
point entail two styles of thought, and of imagination, one
projective and descriptive, the other tautological and endlessly
self-mimetic. The transitive mode is always hungering, like
Lovelace perpetually chasing Clarissa, for an object it can never
fully catch up with in either space or time. The intransitive, like
Clarissa herself, can never have enough of itself—in short,
cxpansion and concentration, or words in language, and the Word.
The relationship between these two aspects of the starting point is
given by Merleau-Ponty: “Whether it is mythical or utopian, there
is a place where everything that is or will be is preparing, at the
same time, to be spoken.” (*Qu’il soit mythique ou intelligible, il
y a un lieu ol tout ce qui est ou qui sera, se prépare en méme
temps a étre dit.”)'!

Mythical or utopian, this place of which Merleau-Ponty speaks
is probably the realm of silence in which transitive and intransitive
beginnings jostle onc another. Silence is the way language might
dream of a golden age, and words, R. P. Blackmur says, are
sometimes “burdened with the very cry of silence,” with their
very opposite and negation.''? Yet we do speak and we do write.
We continue to use language, its burdens and confusions notwith-
standing. The capabilities of language are not beggarly. For
articulated language is also a way of apprehending, of alluding to,
and even of dealing with what is unknown, or irrational, or foreign
to it, whether we call the unknown a myth, a dream, utopia, or
absclute silence. We never know, Eliot says, in any assertion just
what or how much we are asserting. The unknown can even be
called a beginning insofar as the beginning is a concept that resists
the stream of language. Since in its use language is preeminently a
reality, a presence, any reference to what precedes it and to what
is quite different from it is an unknown. Says Valéry: “Creative
lgnorance. Why, yes; before the Word is before the Beginning.
Before ..the Before!”!'* 1If, as I speak, [ refer to a beginning, I
am referring to what is not immediately present, unless I am
referring to the trausitive, useful beginning defined as present for
the purpose of the discourse. The intransitive beginning is locked
outside language: it is unknown, and so labeled, as in Foucault's
magistral Histoire de la folie & l'age classiqgue, where he demon-
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Let e try another way ol expliising this, When Uread a [Page
I omuse keep inmind thae the pape was written, or somehow
produced in an ace of writing. Writing is the unknown, or the
beginning from which reading imagines and from which it departs
in what Sartre calls a method of guided invention.”*  But that is
the reader’s transitive point of view, which is forced to imagine a
prior unknown that the reader calls writing. From the point of
view of the writer, however, his writing—as he does it—is
perpecually ac the beginning. Like Rilke’s Malte he is a beginner in
his own circumstances.''® He writes for no real reason other than
his writing: he writes in order to write, or, as Sartre says of Genet,
to write something that he can read."® What he has already
written will always have a power over him. But it, too, while he
writes, in the presence of his act of writing, is an unknown. It is
felt but not present. The writer is the widow of an insight. As
Eliot says:

x

It seems to me that beyond the namable, classifiable emotions and
motives of our conscious life when directed towards action—the part of life
which prose drama is wholly adequate to express—there is a fringe of
indefinite extent, of feeling which we can only detect, so to speak, out of the
corner of the eye and can never completely focus; feeling of which we are
only aware in a kind of temporary detachment from action.’*”

The unknown absence, felt by the mind, is represented by
modern poets, critics, and novelists as an antecedent power that
incriminates and is refracted—the word is Harry Levin’s—in the
present: its mode of being, whether as horizon or as force, is
discontinuous with the present and partial in appearance.’'® The
great prior reality—whether we call it history, the unconscious,
l.eonardo, God, or writing—is the Other (Milton’s “great task-
master’s eye”’), present before, which is crucial to our Now. The
unknown is a metaphor for felt precedence that appears in glances
backward, as an intimation of surrounding discomfort, as a threat
of impending invasion, always ready to wreck our tenuously
performed activity. It is Eliot’s backward look, “the partial horror
and ccstasy”; it is Conrad’s darkness, seemingly at bay yet ever
closer to springing forward and obliterating mind and light; it is
Kafka’s trial that never takes place but is planned before K can do
anything, a trial endlessly circumvented but oppressively present
in its very impingements; it is Borges’ ruins that gradually reveal
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haunting the critic whose reading abuis the mountains and the
caverns of another’s, an author’s, mind at work: such critics
write critical poems imitating the behavior of the mind. At its
best, radical criticism is exactly like all radical activity: full of its
own changing, and haunted by its opposite, by the discontinuities
of the dialectic of writing, which it must reenact and record. Thus,
according to Blackmur, “criticism keeps the sound of ... foat-
steps live in our reading, so that we understand both the fury in
the words and the words themselves.”!'?

Here, it seems to me, Freud’s 1910 essay “The Antithetical
Meaning of Primal Words” is very relevant. In the work of the
philologist Karl Abel, Freud found linguistic and historical
confirmation of his view that signs or words in a dream can mean
their opposite or at least something radically different from their
appearance. Words in ancient Egyptian, according to Abel,
simultaneously imply their opposite and even their negation.
“Man,” he goes on, “was not in fact able to acquire his oldest and
simplest concepts except as contraries to their contraries, and only
learnt by degrees to separate the two sides of an antithesis and
think of one without conscious comparison with the other,”'?
Abel, unlike Freud, was a meliorist: Freud believed that words in
fact continue to imply their opposite, the known carrying with it a
considerable freight of the unknown. Reading thus involves usin a
regressive movement away from the text to what the words drag
along with them, whether that is the memory of the writing or
some other, hidden, and perhaps subversive opposite.

Because we must deal with the unknown, whose nature is by
definition speculative and outside the flowing chain of language,
whatever we make of it will be no more than probability and no
less than error. The awareness of possible error in speculation and
of a continued speculation regardless of error is an event in the
history of modern rationalism whose importance, 1 think, cannot
be overemphasized: this is to some extent the subject of Frank
Kermode’s Sense of an Ending, a book whose justifiable bias is the
connection between literature and the modes of fictional thought
in a general sense. Nevertheless, the subject of how and when we
become certain that what we are doing is quite possibly wrong but
at least a beginming has to be studied in its full historical and
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let me recapitulate some of the things 1 have been trying to
deseribe. The choice of a beginning is important to any enterprise,
even if, as is so often the case, a beginning is accepted as a
beginning after we are long past beginning and after our
apprenticeship is over. One of the special characteristics of
thought ever since the eighteenth century is an obsession with
beginnings that seems to infect and render exceedingly problem-
atic the location of a beginning. Two kinds of beginning emerge,
really two sides of the same coin. One, which 1 call temporal and
transitive, foresees a continuity that flows from it. This kind of
beginning is suited for work, for polemic, for discovery. It is what
Emile Benveniste describes as the “axial moment which provides
the zero point of the computation” that allows us to initiate, to
direct, to measure time to construct work, to discover, to produce
knowledge.'?!  Auerbach calls his Ansatzpunkt a handle by which
to grasp literary history: we find it for a purpose and at a time
that is cracial to us; but the act of finding it ought never to be all
interrogation, examination, and reflection unless we are willing to
forego work for preliminaries. A beginning is a formal appetite
imposing a severe discipline on the mind that wants to think every
turn of its thoughts from the start. Thoughts then appear related
to one another in a meaningful series of constantly experienced
moments.

There is always the danger of too much reflection upon
beginnings. In a sense, what I have been doing in this meditation
proves the hazards of such an undertaking. A single topic can
become the idée fixe mockingly transformed by Valéry inte an
epidemic of limitless titles: “On Omnivalent Ideas”; “On Omni-
valence as a Depressive Stimulus”; “On Omnivalence, and the
Treatment of Abnormal Favorities”; ““On Omnivalent, Anti-logical
Hyperfavoritism”. .. .!** In attempting to push oneself further
and further back to what is only a beginning, a point that is
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of thoughe that draws special attention to itsell. [ts existence
cannot be doubted, yet its pertinence is wholly to itself. Because it
canuot truly be known, because it belongs more to silence than it
docs to language, becausc it is what has always been left behind,
and because it challenges continuities that go cheerfully forward
with their beginnings obediently affixed —it is therefore something
of a necessary fiction. It is perhaps our permanent concession as
finite minds to an ungraspable absolute.

The absolute’s felt absence has, 1 think, seemed particularly
necessary to the modern mind, mainly because the modern mind
finds it exceedingly difficult, perhaps impossible, to grasp presence
immediately. To paraphrase A. D. in Malraux’s La Tentation de
Poccident: we lose the present twice—once when we make it, and
again when we try to regain it.'”>®> Even in the midst of powerful
impressions upon us we find ourselves resorting to using inter-
vening techniques that deliver reality to us in palpable form. We
are peripatetic converts to every mediation we learn, and learning,
the process Vico described as autodidactic philology, then seems
more and mote to be a matter of submitting to various linguistic
fatalisms. A critic, for instance, cannot take in literature directly;
as Auerbach said, the field is too minutely specialized now, too
vastly spread beyond our immediate ken. So we create sequences,
periods, forms, and measurements that suit our perceptual needs.
Once we have seen them, these orders are left alone: we assume
that they go on ordering to time’s end, and there is nothing we can
do about it. These mediating orders are in their turn commanded
and informed by one or another moderately intelligible force,
whether we call it history, time, mind, o, as is the case today,
language. In Le Visible et Pinvisible Merleau-Ponty writes:

If we dream of finding again the natural world or time through
coincidence, of being identical to the 0-point which we see yonder, or to the
pure memory which from the depths of ourselves governs our acts of recall,
then language is a power for error, since it cuts the continuous tissue that
joins us vitally to the things and to the past and is installed between ourselves
and that tissue like a screen. The philosopher speaks, but this is a weakness
in him, and an inexplicable weakness: he should keep silent, coincide in
silence, and rejoin in Being a philosophy that is there ready-made. But yet
everything comes to pass as though he wished to put into wortds a certain
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Everything thar is left alter these orders ol mediated presence
are accepted we call anknown, But, as 1 have tried 1o show, the
unknown remains with us to haunt us from its horizon even alter
we have consciously begun. Thus the two types of beginning |
have been deseribing are separate in analysis, but not really
altogether separate in practice. When, after we begin, we hint at
the unknown we involuntarily borrow the words of our experi-
vnce, using them to harken back to an aspect of our experience at
the beginning. The archetypal unknown is the beginning, which is
alsv the certification of what we presently do. Newman called
such a beginning an economy of God, and Vaihinger called it a
summational fiction. We might call it radical inauthenticity, or,
looking as far back as Husserl and Stevens did, the tautology at the
end of the mind, or with Freud, the primal word, literally, with an
antithetical meaning: the beginning that is not the one. Such a
beginning is the partially unknown event that makes us—and with
us, our world —possible as a vessel of significance. -

The most peculiar thing about such a partially unknown
beginning —aside, that is, from its enduring shadow in our
minds -is that we make and accept it at the same time that we
rcalize that we are “wrong.” lts wrongness, however, resides in its
diffcrence from the merely accidental. Properly considered, a
beginning shows us how much language, with its perpetual
memnories of silence, can do te summon fiction and reality to an
equal space in the mind. In this space certain fiction and certain
reality come together as identity. Yet we can never be certain
what part of identity is true, what part fictional, This will be true
as long as part of the beginning eludes us, so long as we have
language to help us and hinder us in finding it, and so leng as
language provides us with a word whose meaning must be made
certain if it is not to be wholly obscure.
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| N its fully developed form as the great classical novel, from
Ixlae to Dickens and Balzac, narrative prose fiction is by no
mieans o type of literature common to all traditions. Even in those
tnalitions of which it is a part, the novel has had a limited life.
this, U think, is an important fact. It may not tell us what the
navel is, but it can help us to understand what needs the novel has
(dled and what effects it has produced among readers, societies,
anel traditions in which the genre is significant. Let me limic
myscll to a brief example that illustrates some of what 1 mean.
Modern Arabic literature includes novels, but they are almost
cutirely of this century. There is no tradition out of which these
modern works developed; basically at some point writers in Arabic
bevame aware of European novels and began to write works like
them. Obviously it is not that simple; nevertheless, it is significant
that the desire to create an alternative world, to modify or
angment the real world through the act of writing (which is one
maotive underlying the novelistic tradition in the West) is inimical
to the Islamic world-view. The Prophet is he who has completed a
world-view; thus the word heresy in Arabic is synonymous with
the verb “to innovate” or “to begin.” Islam views the world as a
plenum, capable of neither diminishment nor amplification.
Consequently, stories like those in The Arabian Nights are
ornamental, variations on the world, not completions of it; neither
are they lessons, structures, extensions, or totalities designed to
luscrate  either the author’s prowess in representation, the
education of a character, or ways in which the world can be
vicwed and changed.

Thus even autobiography as a genre scarcely exists in Arabic
litcrature. When it is to be found, the result is wholly special. One
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whose later European education wrought in him a unique fusion
bewween the craditional 1slamic and occidental cultures. Hussein®s
achicvements as a scholar, however, do not explain a remarkable
fcature of Al-Ayam. For almost every childhood occurrence
nirrated by Hussein is in some way connected with the Koran
not as a body of doctrine, but as a presence or fact of everyday
lite. Thus the boy's greatest ambition is to memorize the Koran;
his father is happy when he does his recitation well and angry
when he does not; his friends are all fellow learners; and so on and
on. The book’s narrative style bears no resemblance to Koranic
Arabic, so there is no question of imitation and hence of addition
as in the Christian tradition. Rather one’s impression is that life is
mediated by the Koran, informed by it; a gesture or an episode or
a feeling in the boy’s life is inevitably reduced {(always in an
interesting way) back to a relationship to the Koran. In other
words, no action can depart from the Koran; rather each action
confirms the already completed presence of the Koran and,
consequently, human existence,

Examples like this make it apparent that a central purpose of
the Western novel is to enable the writer to represent characters
and societies more or less freely in development. Characters and
societies so represented grow and move in the novel because they
nirtor a process of engenderment or beginning and growth
possible and permissible for the mind to imagine. Novels,
therefore, are aesthetic objects that fill gaps in an incomplete
world: they satisfy a human urge to add to reality by portraying
{fictional) characters in which one can believe. Novels are much
more than that, of course. Nevertheless, I should like now to
consider the institution of narrative prose fiction as a kind of
appetite that writers develop for modifying reality —as if from the
beginning—as a desire to create a new or beginning fictional entity
while accepting the consequences of that desire.

Every novel is at the same time a form of discovery and also a
way of accommodating discovery, if not to a social norm, then to
a specialized “novelistic” reading process. As Harry Levin has said,
the novel is an institution, wholly differentiated from the more
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Lvery novelist has
calen che genre as botlean eoablone condinon and a restraint upon
Lo mventiveness, Both chese Tactors are time and culture-bound,
Lut how exactly they are bound has yer fully to be studied. My
thesn s thar invention and restraint or as | shall call them,
athority™ and *mwolestation,” respectively —ultimately have con-
coriedd 1he novel because novelists have construed them together as
bowinnring conditions, not as conditions for limitlessly expansive
Octoual invention. Thus the novel represents a beginning of a very
(ecsely  fintte  sort insofar as what may ensue from that
hegmning. TIn this respect the classical novel has been a far more
cnwervative and more precisely constraining beginning than would
wtherwise be expected of a genre so explicitly committed to
Labulation. Alain Robbe-Grillet makes this point in his polemic
attacking outdated conceptions of the rovel, “Sur quelques
aotions périmées” (1957),> an essay that accurately notes just
howy severe and timebound are critical constraints upon the form.
By my two terms, authority and molestation, 1 wish to
mdicate the kind of perspective 1 am now adopting. Authority
wnpgests to me a constellation of linked meanings: not only, as the
OFD eells us, “a power to enforce obedience,” or “a derived or
delegated power,” or *‘a power to influence action,” or “a power
t inspire belief,” or “a person whose opinion is accepted”; not
nnly those, but a connection as well with author—that is, a person
who originates or gives existence to something, a begetter,
beginner, father, or ancestor, a person also who sets forth written
-1atements., There is still another cluster of meanings: author is tied
to the past participle auctus of the verb augere; therefore auctor,
wcording to Eric Partridge, is literally an increaser and thus a
lounder.®> Auctoritas is production, invention, cause, in addition
(o meaning a right of possession. Finally, it means continuance, or
1 causing to continue. Taken together these meanings are all
prounded in the following notions: (1) that of the power of an
mdividual to inidate, institute, establish—in short, to begin; (2)
that this power and its product are an increase over what had been-
there  previously; (3} that the individual wielding this power
controls its issue and what is derived therefrom; (4) that authority
maintains the continuity of its course. All four of these abstrac-
tions can be used to describe the way in which narrative fiction
asserts itself psychologically and aesthetically through the tech-
nical efforts of the novelist. Thus in the written statement,
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Now, mofestadion is a word 1 slodl vee tocdesoribe die bather
and responsibilicy of all these powers and elorts By that L mean
that noe novelise has ever been unaware that his zlL1t|1urity,
rcgzlrd]css of how complctc, or the ;lul:hm'ity ol a narrator, is a
sham. Molestation, then, is a consciousness of one’s duplicity,
one’s confinement to a fictive, scriptive realm, whether one is a
character or a novelist. And molestation occurs when novelists and
critics traditionally remind themselves of how the novel is always
subject to a comparison with reality and thereby found to be
tllusion. Or again, molestation is central to a character’s experience
of disillusionment during the course of a novel. To speak of
authority in narrative prose fiction is also inevitably to speak of
the molestations that accompany it.

Authority and its molestations are at the root of the fictional
process; at least this is the enabling relationship that most fiction
itself renders. Later we shall examine some reasons why this is so.
But the problematic of novelistic fiction from the early eighteenth
century on is how narrative institutes, alongside the world of
common discourse, another discourse whose beginning is im-
portant—indeed, crucial—to it, located as it is in the responsibility
taken for it by the begetting writer/speaker. Yet this fictional
progenitor is bound by the fact that he is always at a remove from
a truly fundamental role. It is no accident, I think, that James and
Conrad, those exceptionally reflective autumnal craftsmen of
fiction, made this tantalizing distance from a radical beginning the
theme of much of their best work, Heart of Darkness explores
beginnings paradoxically through a series of obscuring narrative
frames; borne from one narrative level to another, Marlow's
African adventure gains its power from the uniqueness, the
strangeness, of its persistence in those levels, not unequivocally
from the strangeness of the experience itself. The heart of the
matter—Kurtz’s experience—is posited outside Marlow’s discourse,
which leaves us to investigate, if we can, the speaker’s authority.
By the end of the tale we are aware of something that Marlow has
given birth to that eludes empirical verification, even as it rests
most securely upon the fact that Marlow has delivered it. Here, in
most of its senses, authority is involved, except that we are
requited to accept that authority as never final, There is
derivation, begetting, continuity, augmentation—and also a nag-
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Noowriter helore Prewd and Nietzahe vo oy |\||nw]c(|gv has so
dleessively investigated some ol these notions as Kierkegaard,
wlose meditatons examine more thanweentury of fictional author-
ny Toread Flhe Point of View Jor My Work as an Author (written
m 18485 published 1859) simply as commentary on his own work
TTY ml) it of its mostiuscful insights, For there Kierkegaard
(robes what is fundamental to all writing (preeminently fiction
and personal discourse) in the center of which is the relationship
hetween a focal character whose voice for the reader is authorita-
tive and the nature of the authorship such a voice entails. [tisof a
Lo with the relationship between Isabel Archer, for example, the
movement of whose consciousness the reader attends to very
cmclully, and the type of writing James had to practice in order to
(toduce her. Behind both is the generative authority that as
wonlar critics we characterize as ‘‘imaginative,” but which
Kierkegaard the Christian called *‘divine governance™ (Styrelse).
"Ihe role of such governance is described only after Kierkegaard
lays out the principles that have distinguished his work. He has
heen writing two sorts of books, he says: aesthetic and religious.
The former sort seems to contradict the more obviously urgent
wligious works, but Kierkegaard wants it understood that the
acsthetic books have been designed, in manner at least, to deal
with serious questions in a mode suitable to the frivolity of his
rontemporaries. Taken alone, then, the aesthetic works would be
canfusing, not to say hopelessly lacking in seriousness. But viewed
as necessary preparations for the directly religious works, his
avsthetic writings become indirect, ironic communications of
higher truths.

Here we have the characteristic Kierkegaardian figure of
repetition. The aesthetic works are what he calls a dialectical
reduplication of the truth: “For as a woman’s coyness has a
relerence to the true lover and yields when he appears, so, too,
ialectical reduplication has a reference to true seriousness.’™*
There is a strict connection between aesthetic and religious, one
that binds them together in bonds of necessity: the religious is a
prior, more important truth given in secondary, ironic and
dissemnbling forms. The aesthetic wbrks do not occur in a void,
cven though it appears otherwise, so striking is the freedom of
their expression. We must remember, therefore, that “there is a
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ditferense between writing on o blank sl of paper and bringiog,
to lighe by che application ol acamae Thad arest which s hidden
under anather rexc.”" The aesthetn hides o appials the veligious,
jJust as Socrates’ comic personality conceals the decpest serious
ness, We aceept the indirect mode, which scems to nullity the
truth in order that the truch mighte emerge more Lully Tacer. This is,
says Kierkegaard, a teleological suspension practiced so that the
teruth may become truer.

Kicrkegaard’s authorship is a deliberately composite one; and
the patron of his enterprise is Socrates, to whom he devoted his
master’s thesis, The Concept of Iromy. What always intercsts
Kicrkegaard is the difficuity of speaking directly to an unrespon-
sive audience about matters for which silence is the most suitable
cxpression. The difficuley, however, reflects as much on the
author’s weakness as it does on that of his audience. In an
extremely long footnote to a phrase in chapter 3 of The Point of
View, Kierkegaard argues that his total authorship is a superfluity
only because he has depended on God and has been a weak human
being; otherwise his work would have come to grips with the
human situation and “would have been interrelated with the
instant and the effective in the instant.”® So in his aesthetic works
Kierkegaard is the strong author whose mode conceals the true
weakicess vis-d-vis God which the religious author was at pains to
rcyeal, The aesthetic, then, is an ironic double, a dialectical
reduplication, of a religious truth. The human author augments
and is strong, whereas with regard to the divine he is weak; the
divine causes his work to stand apart and to appear to be
superfluous to the here and now.

One aspect of authorship, then, is its contingent authority, its
ability to initiate or build structures whose absolute authority is
radically nil, but whose contingent authority is a quite satisfactory
transitory alternative to the absolute truth. Therefore, the
difference between Abraham’s true authority in Kierkegaard’s
ticar and Trembling and the narrator’s contingent authority is that
Abraham is silent, whereas the narrator universalizes in language;
the point is that any absolute truth cannot be expressed in words,
for only diminished, flawed versions of the truth are available to
language. This is as much as to say that fiction alone speaks or is
written—for truth has no need of words—and that all voices are
assumed ones. The importance of Kierkegaard’s formulations is
that he is particularly adept in describing the tactics of his
authorship, with its recourse to revealing pseudonyms, and that he
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comene peneratly acouare mcdesoclg the ot ol wainmg ehon
ot the aothor sell connomnsly ta g eaoned voree,
e volce sounds certain becae e apparently (or n Lact)
setcntionally determines its own way and validates its pronounce-
ments by aceeptable snd sometimes  dranmatic means, Thus
toerhegaard, calling himself Johannes de Silentio in order ironical-
Iy 1o remind us how far his words are from Abraham?’s silence and
tuch, writes the following mock disclaimer in Fear and Trem-
g

The present writer is nothing of a philosopher; he is, poetice et
elepanicr, an amateur writer who neither writes the System nor promises of
the System, who neither subscribes to the System nor ascribes anything to it.
e writes because for him it is a luxury which becomes the more agreeable
andd more evident, the fewer there are who buy and read what he writes.”

Yot the assumed voice’s authority is a usurped one, for behind
the voice is the truth, somehow and always unapprehendable,
meducible to words, and perhaps even unattractive, to which the
vince remains subservient in an entirely interesting way. (It is
erhaps worth supgesting here that the novel is the aesthetic form
ol servitude: no other genre so completely renders the meaning of
wrondariness.) Here again Kierkegaard is very subtle. The relation-
<hip between truth and its artistic version is dialectical, not strictly
mimetic—by which 1 mean that Kierkegaard permits the aesthetic
o+ maximum freedom without losing an awareness of the aesthetic’s
sewording of the religious, without forgetting its precarious status.
In other words, we are to understand the dialectical connection as
uimking ironic the convincing pretensions of the aesthetic.

Any novelistic narrative has for an immediate referent the act
ol speaking or weiting: “I speak ...,” or “It is spoken ..., or
“He speaks....” Beyond that, of course, the narrative is not
abliged to be “real” except in the formal ways analyzed at great
length in such works as Wayne Booth’s Rhetoric of Fiction.?
Kicrkegaard’s insistence upon the inventiveness and freedom of
(he aesthetic (i.e., the fictional) mode emphasizes how narratives
do more than simply and generally repeat reality: they create
another sense altogether by repeating, by making repetition itself
(he very form of novelty. Thus, as Gilles Deleuze has shown, such
intentional repetition opposes the laws of nature and the moral
law, goes beyond good and evil, and stands against the generality
of habit and the particularity of memory. Moreover, such
intentional repetition “appears as the logos of the solitary, the
singular, the Jogos of the private thinker.”® The actuality of the
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BALLATIVE Process s Tepeition ittt Dot or e ot thie wpelition
of backward bur ol foreard cecallecnan Kierkepaard links
repetition with the essence ol creanon, moe ol shavish ranserip
tion:

11 God himsell had not willed repetition, the world would never have
come into existence. He would cither have followed the light plans of hope,
or He would have recalled it all and conserved it in recollection. This He did
not do, therefore the world endures, and it endures for the fact that it is a
repetition, Repetition is reality, and it is the seriousness of life.!

Kicrkegaard everywhere insists on the individuality of the
acsthetic  repeating voice. It is neither abstract nor vaguely
communal. In an important passage in The Concept of Irony he
discusses the most distinctive feature of the ironic, aesthetic voice:

But the outstanding feature of irony . . . is the subjective freedom which
at every moment has within its power the possibility of a beginning and is not
generated from previous conditions. There is something seductive about every
beginning becanse the subject is still free, and this is the satisfaction the
ironist longs for. At such moments actuality loses its validity for him; he is
free and above it.’

What the ironic voice goes on to create is a “usurped totality” of
progression based on a seductive beginning. Insofar as an author
begins to write at all he is ironic, since for him, too, there is a
deceptive, subjective freedom at the outset. The distance that
separates  him  from actuality is a function of his
personality—which, Kierkegaard says, “is at least momentarily
incommensurable with actuality””!? —and, we might add, of his
continuing, augmenting authority. But we must never forget the
abiding truth, from which the author departs in scarch of his new
fulfillment.

Kierkegaard’s analysis of authorship exposes the uneasiness
and vacillation with which narrative fiction begins and from which
it develops. If we suspend for a moment our lifelong familiarity
with fiction and try not to take the existence of novels for
granted, we will see that the seminal beginning conception of
narrative fiction depends simultaneously upon three special
conditions. The first of these is that there must be some strong
sense of doubt that the authority of any single voice, or group of
voices, is sufficient unto itself. In the community formed among
reader, author, and character, each desires the company of another
voice. Each hears in the other the seductive beginning of a new
life, an alternative to his own; and yet each grows progressively
aware of an authenticity systematically betrayed during the course
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ol the parenenhip the movelern chavrec feels i anas ol all,
e mterest i Dorothea oooke e Atk b tests on our
justo et ion of her expectations ol wome Lt ditferenr from che one
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another persen in hee niarriage 1o Dree Casaubon, What she leaves
beboned during chat unhappy episode she later recovers in a form
tempered by the experience of sell-deception, Initially dissatisfied
with herself, she doublessher life by adding a new one to it. She
does this by the authority of her personality, yet her travails are
no less the resuic of that molesting authority. So too for Eliot,
wher creates Dorothea in the enactment of her (Eliot’s) will to be
another, Similarly the reader, who allows Dorothea the benefit of
liis doubt about his isolated self,

The inaugural act of asurpation once performed—because of
pleasure taken in a free beginning, because of a desire to
reduplicate, to repeat life in a more accessible form—there follows
vonsolidation of the initial gain by various means. One is by the
accumulation of prerogatives. Notice how skillfully chis is done by
luck Finn at the opening of his narrative, as he asserts his right to
tell us his version of things:

You don’t know about me without you have read a book by the name
ol Adventures of Tom Sawyer, but that ain’t no matter. That book was made
Ly Mr. Mark Twain and he told the truth, mainly. There was things which he
stretched, but mainly he told the truth. That is nothing. I never seen anybody
lurt lied one time or another.'

tiher means include strengthening one’s belief in one’s project,
ultivating psychological arrangements, and placing useful as well
as [rightening things in convenient locations.

tn the chapter in Capital entitled “The Secret of Primitive
Arcumulation,” Marx traces the growth of capitalist society from
the dissolution of feudal society in terms that deserve mention
bere: he claims that once the individual has “escaped from the
iepime of the guilds, their rules for apprenticeship and journey-
nien, and the impediments of their labour regulations,” he
hecomes a freeseller of himself, and thereby a producer first-
hand.™ Of course, Marx adds, this is really just another form of
enslavernent, for man has been robbed of his personal means of
production: he therefore creates others, alternative to his own,
and then falls prey to the illusion that he has free labor power.
I'he real power is elsewhere, but the illusion persists that the
individual is in control of his life as he generates values and
prerogatives suitable to his condition. This is perfectly consonant
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with wlia i deses 1o € eaf F"\..'lr'p fatrenss Sl cceaced, he Libons,
to-he i free pentleman Teading apentleman hile whie i e Te is
enslaved by an outeast who han el been victimized by
society, By bis schemes Pip ograns hinsell the vight to manners,
thoughts, and actions that dispose ol lile with grand ease. e is
with the exposure of the falseness of these schenies, as well as with
the actual successes he manages, that the novel is concerned.

The systematic reinforcement of illusions, which Marx and
Bugels treated earlier in The German Ideology, underlies Pip’s
course in Greaf Expectations. His progress up the social scale is
supported by every character in the novel, so committed is
cveryone {Joe Gargery included)—in thought, at least—to an
idcology that equates money with privilege, morality, and worth.
Although the novel itself licenses Pip’s expectations, it also
mercilessly undercuts them, mainly by showing that these expecta-
tions are inherently self-limiting. That is, Pip can neither hold
expectations nor realize them without a patron who makes them
possible. Thus Pip’s freedom is dependent upon an unnamed
patron who requires visits to Jaggers, who requires that no
questions be asked, and so on. The more Pip believes he is acting
on his own, the more tightly he is drawn into an intricate web of
circumstances that weighs him down completely; the plot’s
progressive revelation of accidents connecting the principal charac-
ters is Dickens’s method of countering Pip’s ideology of free
upward progress. For Marx, the equivalent of Dickens’s plot is
history, which progressively reveals how one or another “free-
dom” is in fact a function of class interest and alliances and not
really freedom at all: hence the illusion of free labor-power that
allows the worker to think he can do as he pleases, whereas in fact
he dangles on strings pulled by others.

The second special condition for generating narrative fiction is
that the truth—whatever that may be—can only be approached
indirectly, by means of 2 mediation that, paradoxically, because of
its falseness makes the truth truer. In this context, a truer truth is
one arrived at by a process of elimination: alternatives similar to
the truth are shed one by one. The elevation of truth-resembling
fiction to preeminence becomes a habitual practice when fiction
comes to be considered the trial of truth by error. In trying to
account for this rationale we enter a realm of speculation to which
the best guide is Vico. In The New Science, Vico focuses his
inquiries on a point of original juncture of three primal elements:
human identity, human history, and human language. Since these
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st Lec us keep inomind, first of all, chat in the center of a

novel 15 the character who, unlike bis counterpart in the classical
1|I.l||l;|, is nat conceded at the vury autscet fo l)L‘ a known figure.
Fam Joues, Clarissa, Robinson Crusoce, Tristram Shandy, Ahab,
fulien Sorel, TFrederic Moreau, Stavrogin--all these are figures
deliberately and Spcciﬂca]ly Original, however much they are
penerally of one type or another; they are not Oedipus or
Apamemnon, for whose portrayal the dramatist relies upon a
coannion mythic past, or upon a community of socially invested
valies and symbols. A novel’s protagonist may resemble a known
chatacter, bur the filiation is an indirect one. Whatever we
revognize in the novelistic character we do at another level of
aich less prominence—that is, at the level of private authority.

Authority, says Vico, comes from auctor, which “certainly
comes from autos {proprius or suus ipsius)”; thus the word’s
ovipinal meaning is “‘property.” Property is dependent upon
haman will and upon choice; therefore, it is axiomatic for Vico
that “‘philology observes the authority of human choice, whence
comes consclousness of the certain.” So the study of language
revovers the conscious choices by which man established his
wlencity and his authority: language preserves the traces of these
hoices, which a philologist can then decipher. Opposed to
philology is philosephy, “which contemplates reason, whence
vomes knowledge of the true.”® Note the demarcation: on the
one hand, language, authority, and certain identity, on the other
lnd, the true. Certainty pertains to poetic creation {and its
uiclerstanding to philology), for creation does its work in three
forms of authority: divine, human, and natural. By this Vico
means that human history is made by man in three stages of
mythologized power, three phases of locating human interests and
lorming agencies to maintain them. In the divinc phase, the gods
lis the giants by chaining the latter to earth (terrore defixi):
whatever man fears he divides into a subduing and a subdued
power, Thus Jove and the chained giants. In the second or human
phase, the giants, who have been wandering the earth, learn to
control their bodies, thereby exercising will. They inhabit caves,
and scitle there, domesticated. Finally, after a long period of
scttlement, they become lords of dominion, occupation, and
possession. A third division occurs: there are gentes majores, or
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Vico's term lor this suceession of peoods M poctie history,”
designates not so much a0 Mreal” sequence as a0 retrospective
construction, What the construction describes, however, is real
cuough, cven if its figures are highly mewphorical. Te is che
mstitution of a humanized milicu, populated with beings and
maintained by an authority that conserves itself while slowly being
reduced from grandiose powers to more and more sharply
differentiated functions—just as, for example, in Mansfield Park
Fanny apprehensively enters the wealthy environment of her
aunt’s house, then slowly comes to understand and live with it
enough to disapprove of her cousins’ mistreatment of its spirit.
'I'be pivotal moment in Vico’s sequence is the Flood, or great
rupture, an event that separates man’s history into two distinct
types that thereafter flow concurrently: sacred history and gentile
history. Of the first Vico has little to say, except that it is in a sort
of permanent rapport with God. The second is mankind’s, an
alternative to the first: it is the “new” life sought by Julien Sorel,
or the one created perforce by Crusoc. Like Kierkegaard, Vico sees
things in a double perspective, aesthetic and religious. And like
Kicrkegaard’s writing, his is more fluent, more at home in the
former than in the latter. The important point is that both men
see that the aesthetic (or poetic) requires a reconstructive
technique (since it is an order of repetition), that it gives rise to a
special manner of being and to a universe of distinctions, while
always remaining conscious of its alternative stacus. What is most
interesting about this alternative consciousness is that it is a valid
and even necessary institution of lifc despite the relative sub-
servience of its position, which we may call aesthetic and ironic
with Kierkegaard, or poetic and fictional with Vico.

The third special condition for the generation of novelistic
fiction is an extraordinary fear of the void that antedates private
authority. This, I think, is one of the less well-noted themes of the
novel which extends at least as far back as Robinson Crusoe. For
in the shipwreck that casts him into his island wilderness, Crusoe is
“born,” with extinction always threatening afterward, and with
his new-gained and constantly experienced authority over his
domain providing the safeguard of his continuing existence. A
whole range of principal characters in fiction are based upon the
same premise: orphans, outcasts, parvenus, emanations, solitaries,
and deranged types whose background is either rejected, myster-

92



ot o sk o, Stevne™ fasomaaon wai b Teeanams Toreh o

wih the r.r:‘lnm,rl|)-' i les IIIIVl"Il"I"I Detween nolhiny and exis
e thar s central to the novelisen oo rption ol aracrer and
Pov s L rese ntation in l; anpage, Woeee it not Loy e |( ction of the
awmymous void, hoth tshimacl aad Pip, for nmlpiv would be

antlhombable, Eslimael ponedly  tells us thar bis narrative of
dupboard existenee is a substitute for the philosophical flourish
with which Cato threw himself upon his sword. And the bond
botween the character’s novelistic life and the death from which
he mostayed while he lasts before us is querulously summed up in
Hi Nigger of the Narcissus by James Wait, who announces, “J
it e il | dic.”

| said parenthetically above that the novel is a literary form of
wondariness; here we can refine this generality to say that the

wovel niakes, procreates, a certain secondary and alternative life
(nwible for heroes who are otherwise lost in society. In a sense,
the novel’s attitude as a formal institution toward its dramatis

jpersonsae is that of a chiding father who has endowed his children
with a patrimony and an abode he himself cannot really ever
tehnguish. [n being the author—and notice how this applies
vqually to the writerfauthor, the novel-father/author and the
haracterfauthor—one engages oneself in a whole process of
liation not easily escaped. In this {as in so much else} Don
tuivote is exemplary. There is the Cervantes-Sidi Hamete-Quixote
relationship. There is the Amadis-Quixote relationship, there is the
wionishingly fertile link between Quixote and Panza—now one,
now the other rears his partner in the furthering and fathering
lorth of illusion; and there is, as every novelist and historian of the
aovel avers, Down Quixote itself as parent novel. James Wait’s ‘1
must live till T die” is an alternative way of saying that as a
novelistic character he must live in that abode, in the family of
men (the crew) which is taken by the novelist to be the stuff of
hetion and which is, so far as the plot is concerned, inherited from
e and from the life of novels, therefrom to be fashioned into a
e of succession. This line and this sense of heritage, it seems to
me, stands at che absolute center of the classical novel; and yet
liow interestingly secondary, how intentionally flawed and derived
a line it is. I shall return to it presently.

In using Marx, Kierkegaard, and Vico to point up requisite
conditions for fiction 1 have tried to paralle]l their thought with
the novel’s ground in human experience. Thus the philosopher or
listorian belongs in his work to a common mode of conceiving
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expericnce ol wlndh another versiom voche ol Drefer, of comse,
to such comman themes an sticvessanmn, seuciion, detivation,
portrayal, and alicrnation, to say nothmg ol ohoriey itselfs Here
we iy remark the similarities between thought thae produces
philosophical works, for instance, and thonghe that produces
novels. Yet the difference is no less crucial. It is a difference in
degree. The difference between Kierkegaard's anthropology of
authority and, say, Pip’s in Great Expectations is that Pip is more
of an augmenter, continuer, and originator, both because Dickens
willed it so and because that is Pip’s essence as a character. As to
the productive impulse rhat has such staying power that is not
commonly diverted into either philosophy or history (Tolstoi is an
exception}, we can look ahead briefly to Freud for an explanation.

[n any of the reconstructive techniques, whether history,
philosophy, or personal narrative, the objective, according to
Freud, is both to create alternatives to a confusing reality and to
minimize the pain of experience. In other words, the project is an
economic one. Yet insofar as it is also a repetitive procedure it has
to do with instincts leading the mind over ground already traveled.
Some instincts are life-promoting, others return one to the primal
unity of death. The novelistic character gains his fictional
authority, as we saw, in the desire to escape death; therefore, the
narrative process endures so long as that essentially procreative
will persists. Yet because a character’s real beginning takes place in
the avoidance of the anonymity of pure negation—and this is
nowhere more beautifully described than in the first and last
volumes of Proust’s novel—there is a simultaneous pressure exerted
upon him by that which he is always resisting. The demystifica-
tion, the decreation or education, of illusions, which is the
novel’s central theme—and, paradoxically, its own alternate
theme—is thus an enactment of the character’s increasing
molestation by a truer process pushing him to an ending that
resembles his beginning in the midst of negation. The sheer length
of the classical novel can almost be accounted for by the desire to
initiate and promote a reduplication of life and, at the same time,
to allow for a convincing portrayal of how that sort of life leads
inevitably to the revelation of a merely borrowed authority. The
element that contains as well as symbolizes the whole enterprise is,
as recent critics have shown, the language of temporal duration.'?

But whether we depict the narrative in temporal or strictly
verbal terms, the important thing is that one must understand
narrative as wholly qualified by the extremely complex authority

94



ol s [Hesentation, My, Drorothea, aud Lol (o e Postasit of o
Laaely) e (hiwed Dy thew illasions, by shewang of then vision of
themselves and ot others, Yot all thiee of e maore our ol them
rises, trony themn Degins, o sense ol motion amd of th.‘lugt' that
cngages our serivus interest as reiders, For Pip's iltusions there are,
as an unforgettable counterpoise, Miss Havisham's solitary paral-
ysis: whereas he gencrates a life for himscelf whose falseness is
more and more manifest, she does next to nothing, memorialized
in the sarcophagus of Satis House. Late in the novel he tells her
accusingly, “You let me go on”; what is enough for her is only the
beginning for Pip. And Dorothea’s affections and aspirations
contrast sharply with Dr. Casaubon’s frigid personality, symbol-
ized by his unfinished, locked-up manuscript. Lastly, James
contrasts Isabel’s flights with Osmond’s perfect retreat at
Roccanera, the one whose manner is that of a beautiful projector,
the other the creature of a prison from which all humanity has
been excluded. Within a novel, then, the principle of authority
provides a motion always attempting to steer clear of obstacles
that emerge to inhibit, maim, or destroy it utterly.

In historical novels of the ¢arly nineteenth century there are
figures of authority to whom the protagonists are subordinate.
Cardinal Borromeo in I Promesi Sposi and the King in Quentin
Durward, to mention only two examples, each serves within the
novel as a reminder of the limits to a character’s secular power,
limits that are vestiges of the “real,” historical world, the truer
realm, which persist into the fiction. Yet the function of each will
become incorporated into the character’s increasing
self-consciousness of his weakness in the world, in the same way
that the Marshalsea Prison in Little Dorrit is stll more a
psychological molestation of poor Mr. Dorrit when he is free than
even it was in reality. The incorporation of reality into the great
realistic novels of the mid-nineteenth century is performed by
converting figures of secular authority into forms of sociomaterial
resistance faced by the protagonists. If these forms are not
imaginatively represented by cities—as in the Paris of Balzac and
Flaubert, Dickens's London, and so forth—they are nevertheless
felt by such figures as the Underground Man to be the generally
hostile outer reality.

Such exterior circumstances exist at the level of plot. ] want now
to return to the authoritative character as the novel’s conceptual
matrix. Sometimes, as in Goethe’s Wahlverwandschaften or
Laclos’s Liaisons dangereuses, the fiction is sustained by pairs
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lotie P]ll{illl'l' Gioethe's oty r|||n|||-_|| n-|||||||‘x series af
partaerships whose perninrence is pracocally vntolopical in rerms
al the novel's existence; similarly Valmone aud Merteuil, whose
schemes together are the veritable absiract without which the plot
could not be. Richardson’s Clarissa, in comparison, is an example
of private autllority resisting intcrventions, yct bcsecching Lowve

lace’s intcrventions by the deep attractiveness of her inviolate
privacy. In the case of Pip—which | want to analyze in some
detail-we have a remarkably economical individual character.
From Pip, Dickens is able to derive a very diverse range of
originating circumstances (circumstances that give rise to an entire
world}, which taken as a group provide a perfect example of the
authoritative or authorizing fictional consciousness. The more
remarkable is this economy when we realize that Dickens makes
use of every traditional narrative device—development, climax,
linear plot sequence, physical setting, realistic accuracy of detail—
together with a thoroughly imaginative method of using them, in
so complete a way that even James and Eliot cannot maech him.
Great Expectations reposes upon Dickens’s portrayal of Pip as at
once the novel's condition for being, the novel’s action, and the
character in it: this gives the notions of authority and molestation
1 have been discussing an archetypal form. The first-person
narration adds to the purity of Dickens’s achievement.

Pip’s name, he tells us at the outset, is the sort of beginning
sign for the identity he is left with after he mixes and shortens his
given name Philip Pirrip, words no longer meaningful to him but
inherited by him “on the authority” of his parents’ tombstones
and by his sister’s command. He lives, then, as an alternative
being: as an orphan without real parents and as a harassed
surrogate son of a much older sister. Throughout the novel the
initial division will be perpetuated. On the other hand, there is
Pip’s natural, true genealogy that is banished from the novel at the
outset, but which makes its appearance fitfully through Joe,
Biddy, and the new little Pip who springs up near the novel’s end.
The fact that Joe Gargery is like a father to him, though in fact
being his brother-in-law, makes Pip’s alienation from the family
continuity all the more poignant. On the other hand, the second
branch in the novel’s order is a substitute family, which has its
roots in the unpleasant household of Mrs. Joe. Once established by
Dickens, this order recurs throughout, with Pip going from onc
incarnation of it to another. This is the novel’s most insistent
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pattern ol nartatve arpanzation how Pipoateares aaeelEar aod
albdiives Tinsel U witle the center ol wcvecal Sy gponps, Lombies
whose snthovity he dalleopes by niyving 1o msonate las own
through che pgreat expectations clac foally destroy him, Each
Lontly is revealed suecessively 1o belong within ¢he sphere of
another, more dominane, prior one. Miss Havisham and Estella’s
cncle lacer admats Jaggers, then M;lgwitch‘ then Molly and
{ompeyson, And after cach revelation Pip finds himself a little
more self-implicated and a licdde less central. Each discovery
mforms him that his beginning has been preceded by compromises
that emerge, one after the other, to wound him.

In chis sequence of discoveries Dickens allows Pip, even though
he scems occasionally to be fortunate, to see how there is a
nccessary  connection between himself and prison and crime,
Those fearful things are real enough, as are, too, the harshness of
his childhood, the schemes of Magwitch and Miss Havisham (his
alternate parents), and the bankruptcy to which he arrives later
on. Set against this theme is the motif of reassembling unpleasant
fragments—for nothing is given whole to Pip, or to anyone
clse  into new, fabricated units. A brief sojourn at Miss Havisham’s
i transformed by Pip into an extraordinary adventure which,
despite Joe’s solemn warnings, he will repeat again and again. The
ironical significance of Pip’s constructions s accentuated by
Wemmick’s house, that fantastic melange of remnants fabricated
into a mock-medieval castle by the man’s irrepressible desire to
create a better life at Falworth—and also by Wopsle’s acting, for
which Shakespeare is only a beginning excuse for a rather free
improvisation. These, like Pip, are bricoleurs, who, “brought up by
hand,” by fits and starts, assert their authority over the threats of
unpleasant dispersion.'® The image of a fabricating hand and its
cognates is carried over into almost every corner of the novel: for
cxample, chains are filed through, a release effected, and the hands
rctied in a different manner. Pip is linked by strong hands with
Magwitch’s and with Miss Havisham’s compensatory impulses and,
through Estella, with Molly’s exceptionally powerful hands. After
his breakdown, Pip finds himself reposing like a baby in Joe’s
paternal arms.

The basic scheme I have been describing is the cycle of birth
and death. Pip’s origin as a novelistic character is rooted in the
death of his parents. By his wish to make up for that long series of
graves and tombstones he creates a way for himself; and yet, over
the novel’s duration, Pip finds one route after another blocked,
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omly 1o loree open aunother Dihe Babe b wnd Dotathea, Ppoas o
haracter movonceved as exees o waninng more teying, oo be miore
tian i Laer he s, The augnencanoscare fodly all vooted i che
death from which he springs, susd v wloeh he renurns in the vnd,
Only by then a new, more authente dispensation has been bred,
which tinally yields up a new little Pip:

For eleven years [ had not seen Joe nor Biddy with my bodily
eyes though they had both been often before my fancy in the East—when,
upon an evening in December, an hour or two after dark, 1 laid my hand
suftly on the latch of the old kitchen door. I touched it so softly that | was
not heard, and | looked in unseen. There, smoking his pipe in the old place by
the kitchen ﬁrelight, as hale and as strong as ever, though a little grey, sat Joe;
and there, fenced into the corner with Joe’s leg, and sitting on my own little
stool looking at the fire, was—I again!

“We giv’ him the name of Pip for your sake, dear old chap,” said Joe,
delighted when 1 took another stool by the child’s side (but 1 did not rumple

his hair), *and we hoped he might grow a bit like you, and we think he
dO-nlg

Between them, the two Pips cover an expanse whose poles are truc
life, on the one hand, and ncvelistic life on the other. Both
Dickens in Great Expectations and Flaubert in Madame Bovary
use money to signify the protagonists’ transitory pawer to shore
up their authority to dream and even for a while to be something
they cannot long remain being. Catherine, the aged farmworker,
licele Pip, Joe and Biddy-—these are the inarticulate, abiding
natures that money cannot touch nor illusion tempt.

Together little Pip and old Pip are Dickens’s way of aligning
the molestations of truth against an imperious authority badly in
need of restraint. That Dickens makes the alignment explicitly
only near the novel’s end is a sign of how, relatively late in his
novelistic career, he had come to see the problem of authority as
rooted in the self and therefore to be checked primarily also by
the self: hence little Pip appears only to confirm Pip’s transgres-
sion, his subsequent education, and his irremediable alienation
from the family of man. One indication of Dickens’s later acute
understanding of the self’'s way with itself is that in Great
Expectations Pip undergoes the experiences of mystification and
demystification on his own, within himself; whereas in Martin
Chuzzlewit two estranged Martins, one young and one old,
educate one another into a family embrace. In the later novel
Dickens represents the harsher principles of authority—that at
bottom the self wants its own way, unshared, and thac its
awakening to truth entails a still more unpleasant alienation from
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others which i the ealien navel be bl diesded hevween a par of
munderstanding, willbal relanves The el aarhoney splies apart
ararn Tater in the centiry Lo example, o fhe Pictire of Dorian
Coay, in The Strange Case of D Jelodt and Me, Hyde, and, later
sl i The Secret Sharer. ITnoall theee of these works, however,
the alter ego is a hidden reminder of che primary self's unstable
aunthority. Jekyll’s sense of “the fortress of identiey” includes as
well a recognition thas the fortress has hideous, molesting
loundations,  Dickens refused to embody these recognitions
ontsfcde the individual, as would Wilde, Stevensan, and Conrad: it
v imperative in Dickens’s view that such an individual as Pip
<hould become the architect equally of his expectations and of
their destruction. Doubtless he saw Pip’s predicament as one
communally shared and even abected. But nowhere is there any
excuse for Pip—neither orphanhood, nor poverty, nor circum-
stance that can reduce the deliberateness of his choices, his
mdividual responsibility, and his often venal compromises with
reality, all of which return finally to burden him:

That 1 had a fever and was avoided, that I suffered greatly, that I often
lost my reason, that the time seemed interminable, that I confounded
impuossible existences with my own identity; that I was a brick in the house
wall, and yet entreating to be released from the giddy place where the
builders had set me; that I was a steel beam of a vast engine, clashing and
whirling over a gulf, and yet that I implored in my own person to have the
engine stopped, and my part in it hammered off; that I passed through these
[thases of disease, I know of my own remembrance, and did in some sort
knuw at the time.?

Here the severe repetitiveness of his realizations and their insistent
parallelism appear to Pip as the actual material of a reality from
which he has hitherto hidden himself. After such knowledge he
can only be “a weak helpless creature” and thankful for che
Gargery family’s solicitude; but he remains an orphan.

Yet Pip’s history begins with the loss of a family and—no less
important—with a favor performed out of fear. Pip’s act of
terrified charity is the germ of his later experience; so far as the
plot is concerned, it is the author of his history and, of course, of
his troubles. One might be perhaps too rash to say that in its bases
at least, Pip’s act, with its extended consequences, is an aesthetic
dialectical reduplication, even an ironic one, of the charity we
associate with Christ’s ministry and agony. And yet, directly or
not, novels too reflect the ethos of the Christian West. The original
instance of divine errancy, the Incarnation, transformed God into
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miatn, i alternative being the recond ol that imyatery iy given in
languape that only approximares the el

Su, we mighl 5y, novels represcnt that e ens and its record
at many removwes, and after many secolir transformations. ‘I'he
beginning attribution of authority to a character by a writer; the
implementation of that authority in a narrative form, and the
burdens and difficulties admitted as a result -all these are ways by
which the almost numinous communal institutions of language
accept and conserve the imprint of an individual force. This is why
the novel is an institutionalization of the intention to begin. If in
the end this institution chastens the individual, it is because he
needs to be reminded that private authority is part of an integral
truth that it nevertheless cannot fully imitate. The authority of
any single piece of fiction repeats that insight, for invariably the
central consciousness of a novel is found wanting in the wholeness
which we normally associate with truth. EBach piece of fiction,
therefore, excludes a larger truth than it contains, even though it is
the novelist’s task to make his readers see active relationships
among various orders of reality or truth both inside and outside
the text. In few major novels does this activity dominate the
author’s concern more fully than in Nostromo, and so it is to a
detailed examination of that work that we must now turn.

I

Despite its extravagant range of national and social origins, the
cast of Conrad’s Nostromo—the most massive of his works—is
bound together by two inner affinities. The first is that everyone
in the novel has an unflagging interest in the fortunes of
Costaguana, for the most part in the form of a private vision of
personal advantage. Charles Gould, for example, considers the
good of Costaguana synonymous with the goed of his work in the
San Tomé mine. The second affinity is that nearly everyone seems
extremely anxious about both keeping and leaving a personal
“record” of his thoughts and action. This anxiety seems to be
based upon an extraotdinary preoccupation with the past, as if the
past, left to itself, given only ordinary attention and no official
recording, were somehow unthinkable and without sufficient
authority.

After a few pages of impersonal geography and history, the
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reader e Jed o Costapiana along the way leoed by Capram
Machell, the Enplish wea captamn who Do Ted w hile ol cather
nntlmlking courge, For Mi hell, Tele i Contapoana lus heen a
wnwes of adveniurous episades, which he prondly dubs “historical
cvents,” When he Liter informs bis audience that, like a much lived
anech traveled Acneas, he too was a part of these events (quarum
mapia puars fud), the sizable distance separating his ingenuous
vecard from the reality appears even wider. His loquacious and
sastent recollection of the past takes for its theme the high
adventure of life in Costaguana, though the dominant variation on
that theme is the inherent rascality of the “foreign” mind.
Mitchell’s unfortunate run-in wich the sanguine Sotillo—in which
Mitchell clearly emerges as the victor—emphasizes the disparicy
between “colonial” and native, a disparity that removes Mitchell’s
e itation of his activities even further from the truth. In short,
Mitchell has little sense of the complexity with which his artless
narrative has been coping.

In no characterization does Mitchell’s narrative miss the mark

widely as in his portrait of Nostromo. But in this Mitchell is
only as wrong as everyone else. That the admirable capataz de
rurgadores has sacrificed his honor to a desire for a spotless,
cuviable teputation is a matter known only to Nostromo. Only
Nostromo understands the meaning of his remark to Dr. Mony-
pham in a moment of passionate irritation with the hombres finos
who have apparently robbed him of his enviable reputation. He
will later find out that he still has the reputation and, with it, an
nimensely onerous burden.) “The capataz is ... destroyed.” he
s1ys at this point; “there is no capataz” (p. 487).2' As the town,
the republic, of Sulaco grows in prestige and wealth many years
later, so also does Nostromo grow in eminence within the new
republic. Yet he lives outside his fame, which to our eyes seems a
thing apart from him, as if a great public reputation possessed its
own authority., The man and his reputation have become
completely distinct; to Sulaco, though, Nostromo’s carefully
cngineered record of heroism is Nostromo, and Sulacoan indepen-
dence is attributed to his efforts.

The more modern and civilized citizens of Costaguana are no
less sanguine about the records they want left. Their subtle
intelligences allow them, however, a scarcely more accurate sense
of history. More nervous, more sophisticated and introspective,
their *records”—kept by them in various ways—are hardly more
than poignant abstractions for which there is little evident vse.
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write his sister a leceer that nay never ceach he

[n the most sceptical heare there hwks ar sach momenes when the
chances of existence are invelved, a desire to leave » correct impression of the
feelings, by which the acticn may be seen when personality is gone, pone
where no light of investigation can ever reach the truth which every death
takes out of the world. Therefore, instead of looking for something to eat or
teying to snatch an hour or so of sleep, Decoud was filling the pages of a large
notebook with a letter to his sister. {p. 255)

No matter how urgently recorded and felt, feelings like this are
regrettably private; counterbalaneing them in the novel is Don
José Avellanos’s enduring record in which the country’s elder
statesman Jeaves a public narrative of Costaguanan political life.
His book, Fifty Years of Misrule, is written out of disinterested
political wisdom; Decoud’s letter to his sister, and his subsequent
activity on behalf of Sulacoan integrity, are motivated by his
lover’s illusion. .

Neither, if judged by their practical effects on Costaguanan
history, can compare with the record left by Charles Gould, writ
large in the incredibly influential history of the San Tomé silver
mine whose economic and moral authority overrides the country
with ever-increasing strength. Holroyd, who thinks of himself as
leaving a record of his Christian altruism; Sir John, the British
railroad builder who crisscrosses the land with steel rails that
signify progress and expansion; and Gould, their reticent minion in
Sulaco—these three work for the mine together under the auspices
of Costaguana’s major idée regue: material interests. In the minds
of their agents, these interests give rise to so dehumanized a set of
goals that spiritual life petrifies into a slavish round of work in the
service of the mine. The record of this work is, of course,
preserved in the history of the mine’s grand success.??

To this maliciously successful record, Giorgio Viola’s touching
faith in “liberal” politics provides a sad and hopeless foil. His
dedication to an itrelevant ideal—irrelevant because Costaguana is
so thoroughly dominated by silver interests—makes him, in Sulaco,
a relic to whose ponderous silence and majestic bearing the city is
vaguely deferential. His one decisive act, the accidental murder of
Nostromo, is a ceremony inspired by an ancestral record of
“honor” and Garibaldean ethics. Inadvertently, Viola mars the
record of Nostromo’s perfection; this is the climax to what
Douglas Hewitt calls Conrad’s “deflating” of Nostramo.??
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Conrad™s aceanmt ol ahe aavels Granpoation e hie i
ductory note wiitien many years altee Nostromo ™ completion
L9004 s very mnche like all ol hi arher nores™: clgaging,
dable and relased. s the phease “the most ansiously meditaced
ol finy| |nngcr tovels” (p. 1), for c'x;aluplc" ole pets only A seHse
ol the trouble the novel caused him. Yet a random sampling of
letiers to friends written by Conrad while composing the novel
revenls strugglc with difficultics of a sort that make *“‘anxious
meditation” seem an innocous euphemism. Early in 1903, some
wevks after he had begun the novel, he wrote H. G. Wells a letter
thar concluded with the following remarks:

I ...am absolutely out of my mind with the worry and apprehension of
my work. I go as one would cycle over a precipice along a 14-inch plank. If I
Lalter 1 am lost.?

In May he wrote Edward Garnett, his “literary confessor,”’?¢ that

Nostromo was not yet one-quarter written: “‘I am indeed appalled
at myself when I think what rotten contemptible bosh it must and
shall be. By Jove I am too tired and with a heart -worn too
(hreadbare to be honest.”?” Conrad’s honesty with his friend A.
Il. Davray was sufficient, on August 22, to describe a terrible state
of affairs produced by stupor of mind, a disgust of his pen, and a
terror of the inkpot. With half of the novel now written, he had
¢mbarked upon a terrible journey from which he could expect no
relicf: “Solitude is taking me over: it is absorbing me. 1 see
nothing, I read nothing. It is like being in a tomb which is at the
same time a hell where one must write, write, write.”?® On the
same day he described himself to John Galsworthy as “a mental
and moral outcast, . . . always deeper in the mire.”* As the year
wore on, writing Nostromo became more and more of a physical
task, He wraote Wells on November 30 as if the book were
threatening him with a physical catastrophe:

Things are bad with me—there’s no disguising the fact. Not only is the
scribbling awfully in arrears but there’s no ‘“‘spring” in me to grapple with it
effectually. Formerly in my sea life, a difficulty nerved me to the effort: now
| perceive it is not so. However, don’t imagine I've given up, but there is an
uncomfortable sense of losing my footing in deep waters. . . .

T say so because for me, writing—the only possible writing—is just simply
the conversion of nervous force into phrases. With you too, I am sure, tho’ in
your case it is the disciplined intelligence which gives the signal—the impulse.
For me it is a matter of chance, stupid chance, But the fact remains that
when the nervous force is exhausted the phrases don’t come—and no tension

of will can help.*™®
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On December S he had seached pape a2 ol the novel sad
that moment, woting 1o ALK, Walizewh he Tele it necessary 1o
abserve about himsell vhan e had become " Eglishuian annd
a howme duplex, in more than one seose™ The letter was written
at a time when Conrad knew that appeals (o his publisher for
sympathy for his overworked capacities and for his terrific
spiritual problems with his work would neither earn picy nor gain
an extension of deadlines. In 1902 he had weathered a severe crisis
with William Blackwood, then his publisher.”* Now, at work on
the most troublesome project of all, Conrad realized that the
shortest way to the world’s affections was a show of cheer; he
hoped that a stiff upper lip would make htm more understandablc
to his adopted countrymen. The horrors of composition con-
tinued, of course, but he developed a rather mannered outward
composure. He literally created a genial, outward Conrad, his
persona, to whom struggles with work were unknown except as
manifestations of an underground second-self over whom he had
no control.*®* As Conrad continued in later years to please his
successfully won-over public, the underground man disappeared;
the evasive and charming author of the introductory notes
remained instead. So amiable and authoritative a persanage could
not discuss such embarassments as, for example, the loss of
spiritual footing; molestations like that were better left in an
ignorant, hidden past. Thus the personal record the author
presented to his public was as different from the realities that the
record concealed as Captain Mitchell's *‘historical events” are
different from real events. (Mitchell, of course, is ignorant of what
really happened; Conrad was not, obviously.) The “homo duplex
in more than one sense” that Conrad spoke of to Waliszewski
refers, I think, to the consciously authored doubleness of his life
at the time that he was working on Nostromo. 1f for no other
reason than a desire to forget what was extremely unpleasant to
him, he postured outwardly as if evcrything was fine, and—because
he seemed to have little choice —he continued his hellish efforts to
finish his novel.

By the early part of 1904 he was again writing Wells, this time
assuring him that “no one’s position is too absurd to be argued
with. An enlightened egoism is as valid as an enlightened
altruism—neither more nor less.””** The meaning of this assertion
is that Conrad had arrived at a point where two opposing
positions, or realities, secmed to have equal validity. Was this not
another way of saying that his real struggles with Nostromo on the
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That he m;lll;lgcd Lo gu oo with what he used to call
“that dread thing” is, | think, something of a miracle. He suffered
many bouts of debilitating illness, his wife was also frequently ill,
and, as his leteers to William Rothenstein show, he was almost
continually in financial straits. Writing Rothenstein on June 27, he

]

aaid

I dare do nothing. Either my soul or my liver is very sick. If it is the liver
then the cold shall make it worse. Even here I go about shuddering when a
vloud passes aver the sun. And 1 am tired, tired, as if [ had lived a hundred
years. Reverting to the matter of that salvage you are conducting to preserve
4 rather rotten old hulk (but full of the best intentions)~I think. ... [Here
Inllows some detailed advice and requests about some money Rathenstein
wus arranging to get for Conrad.) It is late—and tomorrow is another dread
day. G. Graham has been here for the Sunday and we talked much of you. He
i in very good form and very friendly but the episode of his visit has not
1elreshed me as much as I expected. I am not myself and shall not be myself
till 1 am botn ugain, until after Nostromo is finished.?®

The agony was terminated a short time later: Nostromo was
hnished on Auguse 30, 1904. Eight years later he wrote André
Gide of the novel in terms that expressed a combination of
meredulity and  alienation, for by 1912 the composition of
Nostromo had become a problematic experience he could no
linger stand to recollect in detail: “It’s a black oven |un four
noir], you know. I, [ have a kind of tenderness for that enormous
niachine. But it doesn’t work; that is true. There is something that
prevents it from working. I don't know what. All in all, even with
all my tenderness, I myself cannot stand to read it.”®7 Because
tiide was one of Conrad’s closer friends, the letter has none of that
impersonal whimsy of which Conrad was capable in his intro-
ductory notes. Nevertheless, it is quite apparent that a disengage-
ment has occurred in Conrad’s mind between the actual process of
«omposing the novel and his manner of recalling the experience
some years later. Perhaps the manner of the later recollection was
only a convenient way of narrating a messy affair; after all, who
inclines to specific details when details—unpleasant ones with
ncither shape nor focus—are all that one remembers?

Thete is an intcresting parallel to be drawn betwcen the
characters of Nostromo and Conrad himself. In cach case the
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from wihnch o desciptive record vodiedbed ond thien anchorized tor
public consumption. So restless it acton, soengrossing its
C()mp|ic.‘;1t'iuns, that, ar the time it ocoms, the individual 1s mtu”y
immersed in tt. When the action is Luer recalled, it has become
“history,” which n the novel at least is usually a comparatively
thin record whose author is a known figure: his work appears as a
summary definition of the past. In their recollection of the past,
the characters of Nostromo are also affected by their idealism,
which, to judge by its force, borders on vanity. Nostromo’s ideal
of what a brave man should be forces him to hide the secret of his
scandalous theft; among his fellow citizens he pretends that the
silver has sunk to the bottom of the Golfo Placido so that they
may continue to believe that his “record” of behavior is still
unimpeachable. There is little doubt that his interest in the silver is
quite subordinate to his concern about his reputation. But the
novel’s task is to represent the actuality, the record of it by an
individual, and the individual himself in the act of being an author
as he mediates between actuality and record. All three of these
things add up to Nostromo’s dense fabric.

So strong a plan of representation derives, 1 think, from
Conrad’s habit of viewing his life as an uneasy compromise
between two conflicting modes of existence. Because it reflects
Conrad’s radical uncertainty about himself angd also the tension he
so often felt between opposed positions on any given matter, it is
a complex habit. The first mode is to experience reality as an
unfolding process, as action-being-made, as always “becoming.”
To experience all of this is to feel oneself in the midst of reality.
The second mode is to feel reality as a hard quantity, very much
“there” and definable. To experience this is to view reality
retrospectively, since only in looking back upon what has already
occurred can one master the unceasing movement of action-being-
made. In other words, the first mode is that of the actor, the
second that of the author. Yet because mastery inevitably means
control, the retrospective view modifies, and even contradicts, the
richly complex dynamics of a specific action. In Nostromo the
two modes are of course the conflict between immersion in action
and the retrospective definition (record) of that action; and as
readers, we are expected to note the often startling disparities
between action and record that such a conflict produces.

We are also expected to ask whether a correspondence
betwecn the record and the action is cver to be hoped for.
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wine salwatious, yel b s oaever even monentanly allowed
Nostromre eavept, as we shall see ma moment, i Emelia Gould’s
mind. The rest of the tme the chavacrens who carry out the
retrospection distort reality ahwost beyond recognition. This is
atie of the novel’s pecnliarities that each characwer is portrayed as
the author of a record in conflict with several other records. That
m why nearly every chafacter scems curiously myopic about
Costaguanan politics. No one wants to see the whole of what is
really happening. Instead everyone sees what he likes to believe
happened. The resule of this myopia in Costaguana gives Nostromo
one of its principle subjects.

‘The reconciliation between action and record is performed by
Mrs. Gould, the only character in the novel with really accurate
vision. She has the capacity both for understanding action as it
happens and for being aware of the psychological traps men create
for themselves as they cast a congratulatory glance back over their
activity and  plan new action. It is, after all, because the
ietrospective inaccuracy of a personal record breeds inaccurate,
wrongheaded self-assessments that Charles Gould is so pathetic a
ligure in the novel. A lifelong education in the pathetic mis-
management of a life comes to Emelia during the course of her
niarriage to Charles. She watches him slowly drawn away from her
hy the attractive personal challenge he finds in the mine. The more
sweeessfully he copes with the challenge, the more he is claimed by
material interests. For his success is measured in the enlarging
scope of his material interests: he is Charles Gould first, and then
he becomes el rey de Sulaco. But Emelia can admire the king at
tlhe same time that she knows the other Charles, a poor slave who
sacrifices himself to the delusion that silver, his silver, can be
liumane. The more he is a king, the less able he is to know what a
slave really is.

Emelia’s ability to see accurately and at the same time
charitably to acccpt people for what they are is so unique in the
novel that every one of the men is attracted to her. Dr. Monygham
sces her as a good fairy seated in a charmed circle at the Casa
Gould. Decoud quite naturally gravitates toward her quiet house
and honors her even as he loves Antonia Avellanos. Tt is left to
Nosttomo-—perhaps because he has dared the most—to pay her the
supreme compliment, which is to reveal his dishonoring secret to
her. During that wonderfully described, hushed moment toward
the end of the novel, the uncomfortable vacillation between what
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daring ride over the mountains lor royalist help (*He carried all

our lives in his hands,” p. 539}, it also is exposed as a state based
on a sham reputation. Here is a portion of the scene:

"“Nostromo,” Mrs. Gould whispered, bending very low, 1, too, have
hated the idea of that silver from the bottom of my heart.”

“Marvellous!—that one of you should hate the wealth that you know so
well how to take from the hands of the poor. The warld rests upon the paor,
as old Giorgio says. You have been always good to the poor. But there is
something accursed in wealth, Sefiora, shall I tell you where the treasure is?
To you alone. .. . Shining! Incorruptible!”

A pained voluntary reluctance lingered in his tone, in his eyes, plain to
the woman with the genius of sympathetic intuition. She averted her glance
from the miserable subjection of the dying man, appalled, wishing to hear no
mote of the silver.

“No, capataz,’
{pp- 624-25)

* she said. “No one misses it now. Let it be lost forever.”

-

The intense poignancy of the scene is all the more effective
when we remember the agonies of Conrad’s creative life. It is not
difficult to imagine him wishing for some relief from the
deception of the posc he was forced to assume. Nevertheless, he
must have known that his entire creative existence could remain
viable only so long as he maintained his masquerade as a cheery
writer of tough adventure yarns. He could never confess himself to
anyone, but he could do it vicariously in nearly every one of his
stories. For all of his heroes hide some shamefu! secret, and each
of them dreams of the day when he can be cleared before those he
loves best. Yet Conrad’s severity of vision enables Mrs. Gould to
express understanding and assurance without granting either one
or the other to anyone ¢lse in the novel. Busy Sulaco has become
so prosperous that its shabby past can no longer embarass it. It
stands above its complicated history, secure in the unambiguous
record of its ragstoriches adventure. Only Mrs. Gould knows
Sulaco for what it is, but she can never make her knowledge
effective. Her moment of greatest understanding and illumination
is also her moment of least practical influence. Yet she knows that
it is possible for the integrity and courage of one person to sustain
the life of a nation. So, as Nostromo once saved Sulaco with his
daring ride (although he had already by then dishonored himself),

now she preserves Sulaco’s record by withholding a secret certain
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a whole country? From what sort of real, tangible threac has she
wived Sulaco? The magnilicence of the moment does not entirely
depend upon our admiration for Mrs, Gould, but also upon
Conrad’s Justly cynical depiction of her as a frail, politically
powerless woman, childless, a parent without offspring as much as
a pood fairy without good deeds. One can picture her proclaiming
ler secret in order to arouse the conscience of Sulaco—and being
diplomatically hushed by Don Juste, the elegant parliamentarian.
e

As in so many of his other works, in Nostromo Conrad pits the
wa against the land as if they represented opposing values; unlike
most of his “typical” works, however, Nostromo concerns itself
aminly with land affairs. Yet the sea is very much a power of
which Costaguana is aware: it defines the republic’s coast, a vast,
mexpressibly strong and unchanging desert, very different in its
cteenal brooding from the petty self-seeking of land life. The sea
wwilllows up Martin Decoud with huge indifference to his human
littleness; in his final yielding to it, Decoud seems drawn to its
unlimited power like a2 man seeking union with the infinite.

Decoud’s death very convincingly dramatizes che difference
between land and sea. The values of the land in Nostromo have
been concentrated into silver, which, when put to the test of the
apen sea off Costaguana, fails Decoud miserably. The history of
the land is begun when values, like those of the silver, are made
the focal point of all subsequent life. Yert silver gradually assumes
still greater influence in the lives of Costaguanans. By the end of
the novel it has practically become the raison d’etre of the
independent Republic of Sulaco. Decoud goes as far as to call the
silver-producing mine “the greatest fact in the whole of South
America” (p. 237). The silver enslaves everyone in the novel
rxcept Mrs. Gould, for whom alone silver’s valuable solidity and
hardness is not an attraction. The trouble is that silver seems to
provoke visions of concrete power and achievement in the minds
of its devotees, Men want to model their lives into perfect, hard
blocks of silver; yet they do not realize that such lives will be
stunted and selfish. From its beginning, the craze for silver
displaces normal human judgment so completely as to divert the
broad course of human activity into a narrow stream that
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To have put all of this into the book is not a simpleminded
social novelist’s trick to shock readers into an appreciation of the
value of spiritual interests—or, for that matter, of “sca” interests.
Nostromo has little to do with advocating other interests aver
material ones, [t accepts material interests as a fact and not as a
fantasy to be wished away. The novel does, however, usc
Costaguana’s beginning passion for these interests in order to trace
a pattern, ostensibly social, historical, and economical, which
makes pertinent reference to human psychology and to a kind of
inscape of Conrad’s mind. Thus Nostromo is a novel about
political history that is reduced, over the course &f several hundred
pages, to a condition of mind, an inner state. It is like a
trompe-loeil painting of a city that upon closer inspection turns
out to be an anatomical drawing of the brain.

Like all great novels, Nostromo has an almost inviolable
objective impersonality; but unlike most great novels, Nostromo
also has a very subjective personality of its own that criticizes and
undermines the objective edifice. This point cannot be emphasized
too strongly, for it has become customary to speak of Nostromo
as belonging to the same class of fiction as War and Peace, in terms
not only of size but also of manner and conception.® In sheer
size, of course, the two novels are similar; but beyond that,
comparing them is not valuable. Nostromo aspires to no authority
on matters of history and sociology, and neither does it create a
normative world that resembles our own. Rather, it is the result of
a strangely idiomatic vision (something which War and Peace is
able to conceal definitively) that obviously derives from the
almost incredibly peculiar life and vision of its author. Finally,
Nostromo is most assuredly not the product of a great established
literature. Even though it is written in English, its author was not
an Englishman but a Polish émigré who was educated in France.
Because its origin as a novel is so devious, Nostromo bears little
resemblance to novels in either French, English, or Russian. It is
most profitablec to compare the novel with novels written in the
more insecure, individualistic, and nervous American tradition.
Nostromo’s closest counterpart anywhere—at least in strangeness
of idiom and intention—is Moby Dick.

There are certain clues planted in Nostromo that incline one to
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of Soutly America, a country whose listory reflects the continent
of which it is a part. The heritage of South America is, “as the
great Liberator Bolivar had said in the bitterness of his spirit,
[that] ‘America is ungovernable. Those who worked for her
independence have ploughed the sea’” (p. 206). In this struggle
for independence the ‘“ancestral Goulds,” whose presence in
Costaguana is so ““indelible” (p. 52), participate very actively.
'They have been there for three generations, prospering as
merchants, revolutionists, and liberators; they are well known and
respected. Until the era of Charles Gould, however, no Gould
could command the respect and influence that earns the mine’s
latest owner the title el rey de Sulaco. The background of this title
is what, in the Gould chronicle, concerns the novel most.

Unlike his ancestors, Charles has come to Costaguana after
many years of life abroad; in this he is similar to the majority of
characters in the novel. Each of them has a period of expatriation
from Costaguana—on the one hand because of exile, or, on the
other, because of foreign birth. In the first group are Decoud,
Montero, and Don José; in the second Nostromo, the Violas, Dr.
Monygham, and Captain Mitchell. During the course of the novel
cach of these characters earns his citizenship in Costaguana either
by an act or by a process of naturalization. Charles Gould’s
naturalization is accomplished under urgent pressures. He grows
up as a homeless Englishman in Europe who is helplessly tied to a
desperately angry father. Thousands of miles separate the boy and
his father, and the boy grows intc manhood with a need for
attachment and purpose. Gould senior has been given the mine
concession against his will as a payment for a loan, and since the
mine is sterile he wastes his life in frustration. Charles, however,
becomes more interested in the mine at the same time that his
father is slowly being killed by it (p. 63). What for the father had
been a bitter waste of effort is a challenge to the son’s moral
strength: not only will the mine vindicate his father’s tenacity, but
it will also be the inscrument of Costaguana’s betterment. At this
point Charles cannot see that his own ambitions and the country’s
improvement are almost the same thing. In young Emelia he finds
a worthy companion and steward of his hopes, and he marries her
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marriage:

These two young people remembered the lile which had  ended
wretchedly just when their own lives had come together in that splendor ol
hopeful love, which to the most sensible minds appears like a triumph of good
aver all the evils of the earth. A vague idea of rehabilitation entered the plan
of their life. That it was so vague as to elude the support of argument made it
only the stronger. It had presented itself to them at the instant when the
woman’s instinct of devotion and the man's instinct of activity receive from
the strongest of illusions their most powerful impulse. The very prohibition
i.mposed the necessity of success. It was as if they had been morally bound to

make good their vigarous view of life against the unnatural error of weariness
and despair. {pp. 81-82)

When transplanted from Europe to Costagpana, ““a vigorous
view of life” and an “idea of rehabilitation” become modern
concepts that implicitly defy Bolivar’s bitter maxim. Charles can be
defiant because he is young; and as any reader of Conrad’s
“Youth™ will remember, youth has a facility for romanticizing
unpleasant realities. Charles also has a severe sense of rectitude; he
is like an architect who sees that a building is “off”” because of
some defect in construction and cannot resist correcting it. Yet
making a success of the mine represents more to him than the
fulfillment of a moral imperative. Once he rcalizes that *“the mine
had been the cause of an absurd disaster” and that *its working
must be made a serious and moral success” (p. 64), Charles begins
to respond to the attractions of action considered for its own sake.
He cthinks that doing something is always better than doing
nothing, particularly as his father’s plight has taught him the
unhappiness of inactivity. Charles’s plan is to rebuild the mine, to
rework it, and so to “plough the sea” to which Bolivar referred.
Furthermore, the mine project is Charles’s way of disproving his
father—and God-neither of whom had seen anything of worch in
Costaguana.

And he asked his wife whether she remembered a passage in one of his
father’s last letters where Mr, Gould had expressed the conviction that “Ged
looked wrathfully at these countries, or else He would let some ray of hope
fall through a rift in the appalling darkness of intrigue, bloodshed, and crime
that hung over the Queen of Continents.”

Mrs. Gould had not forgotten. “You read it to me, Charley,” she
murmured. “It was a striking pronouncement. How deeply your father must
have felt its terrible sadness!”

“He did not like to be robbed. It exasperated him,” said Charles Gould.
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oint be shared with an oppressed people. A beuer justice will come
atevwards, That's your ray of hope.” His arm pressed her slight form closer
s side for a moment. “And who knows whether in that sense even the
“an Tomd mine may not become the little rift in the darkness which poor
Latlier despaired of ever seeing?”
She planced up at him with admiration. He was competent; he had given
+ vast shape to the vapueness of her unselfish ambitions. (pp. 92-93)

Charles embarks upon his mission, his mind preserving “its
wrady poise as if sheltered in the passionless stability of private
anel public decencies at home in Europe” (p. 53). He believes in
work, in honesty, in self-possessed conduct, in steadfastness. Like
the other characters in the novel, he believes that if he abides by
luw program (which he believes will be his record for the future)
and acts according to it, then the results foreseen by the program
will in fact be realized. The more he believes and then acts on his
heliel, the more tenaciously he clings to his beliefs—and the less
apable he is of thinking critically about what he is doing and
why. Man, Conrad reminds us, “is a desperately conservative
vreature™ (p. 61). Gould’s conservatism—as anyone’s might be—is
ol the kind that banishes thought from his existence on the
peounds that thought might produce ideas capable of damaging
what is being conserved. In time, Charles falls victim to a vicious
cucle of activity as completely as his father was frustrated by the
(utilicy of South America. “Action is consolatory. It is the enemy
ol thought and the friend of flattering illusions. Only in the
conducet of our actions can we find the sense of mastery of the
l'ates. For his action, the mine was obviously the only field”
(p.72).

It seems to Gould that life—instead of being, as Marlow had
put it eloquently and somewhat evasively in Heart of Darkness, “a
mysterious arrangement of merciless logic for a futile pur-
pusc® —is the satisfactory realization of an easily understandable
logic. Take for your beginning the most chaotic place on earth,
helieve something strongly enough, apply it to that place, and you
are able to author a new beginning whose intention is to make
vrder out of chaos, because underneath everything there is a
benign continuity. The discernment of that order, however, is
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belicves in benign tmpersonal contmuey, The ttle of his boak
reminds us that for all of those fifty years of misrule there could
have been a right rule. Old Giorgio Vicla intuits the right rules
merely by looking at his treasured portrait of Garibaldi; Decoud at
first lives his life according to the rules of a boulevardier; and
Captain Mitchell stubbornly applies the ramrod-stiff code of the
imperialist English gentlernan among the “natives.”” Each of them
insists that his view of the world is the right one. It is a familiar
rationale. More than likely, Conrad may have discovered
abstract pattern in Schopenhauer, who, as Galsworthy informs us,
had been a great favorite of Conrad’s. w0 For what is an uncritical,
sustained belicf in order but egoism based on the assumptlon that

“the world is my idea”? The purpose of this cgoism is a sense of
mastery over life, and its true beginning perhaps the fear that life
may not be warth living after all, or that without a decreed
beginning life cannot have method.

As always, Emelia Gould is different from the others; or, if she
is not different at bottom, her character is less overtly venal. Asa
young girl she seems to have been so sure of her competency in
living as to expect an cqual competency in anyone she would love.
“Charles had struck her imagination from the first by his
unsentimentalism, by that very quietude of mind which she had
erected in her thought for a sign of perfect competency in the
business of living” (p. 54). When she becomes the first lady of
Sulaco, “gifted in the art of human intercourse” (p. 50), we are
given superficial evidence of the competency in her; a more
profound sign of that competency is her realization that it is only
Charles who can give “a vast shape .to the vagueness of her
unselfish ambitions™ (p. 93). Anothert person, an incompetent one,
might have stood in his way; but she dedicates herself—with
noblesse oblige—to the furtherance of his ambitions. Society in
Sulaco is hers; whereas her husband conquers the land financially
and politically, she conquers it socially.

A woman with a masculine mind is not a being of superior efficiency;
she is simply a phenomenon of imperfect differentiation—interestingly barren
and without importance. Dona Emilia’s intelligence being feminine led her to
achieve the conquest of Sulaco, simply by lighting the way for her
unselfishness and sympathy. She could converse charmingly, but she was not
talkative. The wisdom of the heart having no concern with the erection or
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Conrad leaves us in licele doube that the “action of a
conquering kind” (which we shall discuss a litdle later) s
swdertaken by the Goulds because they have committed them-
wlves from the beginning of ctheir marricd life to the world they
have created, the world in which their “unselfish ambitions” are
piven concreteness and form. At the moment that Emilia accepts
lwt husband on that unhappy day in Italy many years ago, Conrad
wtites, “‘immediately the future hostess of all the Europeans in
Sulaco had the physical experience of the earth falling away from
ninder her. [t vanished completely, even to the very sound of the
hwell* {p. 69). Charles’s world becomes hers, and the history of
(heir martied life becomes the history of the mine {p. 73). The
mere business of living is transformed by them into watching over

vested intevest, It is their world and they become unthinkable
without it: life turns into a perpetually renewed act of attach-
ment. Their beginning provides their later exjstence with cere-
meny and continuity.

The norm of Charles’s existence is the constant saving of the
country from the savagery of its inhabitants {pp. 53-54). Every
micllectual and spiritual value that usually complicates human life
{scepticism and self-criticism, for example) is put aside. Instead, all
values derive from the silver ingots that, standing for the beginning
al life, have become life’s goal. To the Goulds, and indeed to
cveryone in Costaguana, the silver is not merely the object of a
simple concupiscence; if it were that, it would have been easy, as
Conrad’s predecessors among the Victorian sages had done, to rail
.1t the obvious corruptions brought on by the cash-nexus. No, the
silver has “a justificative conception, as though it were not a mere
lact, but something far-reaching and impalpable, like the true
cxpression of an emotion or the emergency of a principle” {p.
118). It follows that “the San Tomé mine was to become an
institution, a rallying-point for everything in the province that
nceded order and stability to live. Security seemed to flow upon
this land from the mountain-range” (p. 122).

With his ‘shoulders sustaining the whole weight of the
imperium in imperio” (p. 164), Gould is to Costaguana as
Shakespeare’s Prospero is to his island. The management of the
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cave. But just as Prospero has sacrificed his own dukedom for the
scholar’s robes, so conversely has Gould sacrificed his proper
estate, his humanity, for the mine. Emelia Gould is her husband’s
only concession to humanity, for, as he once tells her, the best of
his feelings are in her keeping (p. 79). Such a remark makes it
possible, 1 think, to speak of the death of Gould’s soul, if we mean
by soul that entity in man which is most concerned with human
feeling and activity. The engrossing work that Gould performs for
the mine’s sake has claimed his attention so thoroughly (particu-
larly as it is work requiring a minimum of human feeling} that his
soul has become supererogatory and simply céases to exist. As
evidence of this death, one ought to consider, for example, that
for a character so apparently powerful in Sulaco Gould radiates an
extraordinary passivity, especially when he is compared with his
wife and with the three energetic characters in the novel-Decoud,
Nostromo, and Dr. Monygham—who also undergo a death of the
soul.

Gould dies in the mine’s service but is never reborn out of it.
Rather than ennobling him, it debases him, and he “lives’” on a
purely mechanical level as a dehumanized organizer, the archfore-
man of an endless mechanical process. There is something of the
same depressing effect of Gould’s activity in Lawrence’s descrip-
tion of Gerald Crich in Women in Love, who totally organizes his
family’s coal mine into what becomes, for Lawrence, a monument
to death-in-life. Decoud’s agony on the Isabel is that he suffers a
death whose cause is the crushing of his soul by a solitude that he
cannot resist. Even if Decoud’s struggles against the overwhelming
power of silent immensities do not save him, he has nevertheless
remained vital right up to the end: his recollections of Antonia
and his ironic musings on his predicament are proofs of his human
activity, even though his beginning is an insubstantial sentiment.
Gould of course survives human solitude only because he concedes
his human problems and works uniquely for the sake of an
inhuman process, Nostromo dies a metaphorical death on the
Golfo Placido, but he is reborn a thief and a scoundrel.
Monygham, too, has died when, under the corture devised by
Guzman Bento, he betrays himself completely. Yet he later
chooses a myth—Mrs. Gould—and begins to live again, using it to
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because Nostromo is so concerned, cven obsessed, with rapid
change, with inaugurations of new states, with a cascade of
heginnings that initiate novel visions, actions, and protagonists.
there are constant changes from one political status to the next,
[rom one emotional mood to another, from one personal
confrontation to another. The paradox is that all these bewildering
clranges occur for one unchanging reason: the silver, the arch-
beginning. In his own life, Gould typifies the change made for the
silver’s sake: while his feelings are in someone else’s keeping, he
has become the mine’s wholly devoted steward. Since, in so
becoming, he has given the country one firm, unimpeachable,
anchanging value—the silver—and has himself become as constant
as the mine, it remains for everyone else to adjust to these
constant values. Each person believes himself to have made a
perfect adjustment, and yet each of these adjustments provokes
discord. The reason for this is quite apparent: to everyone, the
hese adjustment is the final possession of the mine. No wonder
(hat immediately after the mine is established in Costaguana a
whole seties of revolutions takes place. Only when Gould decides
to intervene on the side of the Blanco party is order restored;
Gould and the Blancos bring Ribiera, who is “their own creature™
(p. 41), to power.

The extent of “revolutions,” of inaugurations into new states,
in Sulaco is further complicated and enriched by Conrad’s subtle,
yet functional, adumbration of the South American setting. He
shows, for example, the relationship between the atmosphere of
the New World and the art of declamation (p. 91) which presses
for tontinual changes in the emotional and political status quo.
Also, he understands the effect of Old World Caesarism upon the
emerging political mentality of the New World. The brilliantly
accurate account of the Monterist revolt is a result of Conrad’s
prasp of this phenomenon. Most remarkably, he catches the
climate of ungovernable excess that dominates life in Sulaco once
there has occurred the critical break from the values that the silver
has dislodged—a break for which the Goulds are perhaps re-

sponsible.
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mine’s service is L‘,\'tl‘cmdy (It‘lll.llllllllp‘. aneed 1ty |m|g; but it is not,
as one might think merely “normal™: the illusion of normaliey is
all the more remarkable when Conrad extends it to cover all
phases of life in Costaguana. Yet to have considered the
implications of the action of the novel, as we have done, is to see
the entire foreground of the novel as undergoing a prolonged
revelation of horror, a revelation initiated at the beginning of the
mine’s influence and ending with Nostromo’s death. In order to
make this a little clearer, it will be useful to review the distinction
made in the first part of this discussion between action and record
in Nostromo. To read Nostromo as if its intensely articulated
surface were all there was to it {and, I hasten fo add, the richly
documented surface is designed to give the illusion of all the truth
one needs to know) is to read a record very much like the anes
created by the various characters in the novel. This is another way
of saying that Nostromo is masquerading as an ordinary political
or historical novel. The real action, on the other hand, is
psychological and concerns man's overambitious intention to
author his cwn world because the world as he finds it is somehow
intolerable: this action underlies the historical and political events
in Nostromo. The hoerror occurs in the graduval, prolonged
discovery that the world created by one man is just as intolerable
as the world hc has superceded. Such a far-reaching conclusion
needs political and historical substantiation; hence Nostromo’s
bias for connecting individuals to history, and history to the cruel
designs of life.

The example of Charles Gould is instructive. In his decision to
take up his father’s work in the mine he is given very little real
choice. Can onc believe that he could have done anything else
except return to Costaguana and make a moral success of the mine

that had killed his facher?

Two big lamps with unpolished glass globes bathed in 2 soft and
abundant light the four white walls of the room, with = glass case of arms, the
brass hilt of Henry Gould's cavalry sabre on its square of velvet, and the
water-color sketch of the San Tomé gorge. And Mrs. Gould, gazing at the last
in its black wooden frame, sighed out:

““Ah, if we had left it alone, Charles!”

“No,” Charles Gould said, moodily; “it was impossible to leave it
alone.”

“Perhaps it was impossible,” Mrs. Gould admitted slowly. (p. 231)
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What begins lor him as o sart of sophisticated vengeance i the
mame of his Gacher curns, belore he is aware of i, into a desiee to
master Jife, (o make it subservient to him, Like many of Conrad’s
ather protagonists, Gould is decoyed by life into an impossible
vourse of action. The difference between Kurtz and Gould is that
whereas Kurtz pronounces on the machinery of existence—*“The
lorror, the horror”—Gould is silent: he goes on with the work he
las begotten.

The major similarity between Kurtz’s experience in Africa and
Gould’s in South America is to be found in the atmosphere,
which, because it is conducive to extremes of thought and
emotions (perhaps because it is “foreign’), stimulates the protag-
onist to further efforts at mastery. The so-called New World of
South America is Conrad’s metaphor for the whole modern world
which, because of its addiction to extreme forms of action
siemming from wiliful beginnings, persuades morally convinced
preople of the necessity for action of a mastering, conquering kind.
The articulate Decoud muses on the character of the New World:

There is a curse of futility upon our character: Don Quixote and Sancho
unza, chivalty and materialism, high-sounding sentiments and a supine
mowality, violent efforts for an ideal and a sullen acquiescence in every form
ul corruption. {p. 189)
left to themselves, Quixote and Sancho might destroy each other
m a crazed war. But, as Decoud says, behind this deeply divided
character are “the natural treasures of Costaguana.” They “are of
unportance to the progressive Europe represented by this youth”
(. 189}. So Gould, the representative of progressive Europe, seeks
ts possess that treasure because it means revenge for his father, the
unposition of order in the New World, and the chance to
dominate.

Gould is convinced that what he does is right. Once again the
prescient Decoud comments indirectly: “It seemed to |Decoud]
that every conviction, as soon as it becomes effective, turned into
the form of dementia the gods send upon those they wish to
destroy” (p. 221). The real horror of this thought becomes
apparent when one reflects on the impossibility of life without
vonviction. Life is authoritative action: action is based upon
conviction: conviction is the molestation undetlying dementia:
(herefore, life is dementia. Decoud himself proves this. Raillety to
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without action to which he is committed on the Isabel, His more
successful companion, Nostromo, is another example of the
process repeated. Decoud dies, but Nostromo emerges from the
darkness as a thoroughgoing cheat. In the end Nostromo is also
destroyed, and we are left asking the same question about life that
Courad himself is asking: is there any other pattern, any other
outcome for an intentional beginning, in life? In Sulaco there is an
unreal prosperity based on Gould’s mission and Nostromo’s
exploit. On the Golfo Placido, what is there ;but solitude and
death?

After Nostromo returns from the sea, and after he rides over
the mountains to save Sulaco, we are reintroduced ta Sulaco, once
again by Captain Mitchell. If his first guided tour of the city
(which occupied the early part of the novel) was inaccurate, the
second is nothing but well-intentioned propaganda. As if to
underline the irony in Mitchell’s views on Sulaco’s new-found
prosperity, Conrad has him take a hypothetical visitor on a tour of
all the main “places of interest”; the point is that propagandistic
descriptions of monuments, as Nietzsche ance observed, provide
one with the most insufficient and inaccurate sort of history, And
so goes the chronicle of Sulaco. It flourishes in its monumental
prosperity, with its silver exports reaching every corner of the
world, and excludes, in the manner described by Foucaul,
everything inimical to it. In Foucault’s terminology one can also
say that Sulaco’s archives contain rarefied versions of its history.
“The most famous and desperate affair” (p. 582) of onc man’s life
has thus produced the very richest rewards. The reader is caught
up in the jocular warmth of a wealthy country, jealous of its
prestige and power, a partner among civilized nations. No one in
Sulaco (except for Mrs. Gould) has second thoughts about the
origins of Sulaco’s power and wealth: no one remembers Costa-
guana, no one really cares about Decoud’s death, no one worries
much about the meaning of Sulaco’s independence. This, of
course, is the way of political life, and Conrad portrays it
realistically and “archeologically.”

But we must remember that Sulaco is a newly created state
and that as such it represents the triumph of Gould’s work, which
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abjectilied wish of oue man, Tndelymg hiv's iwoe bty Gould
has escaped into a world of his own making a workl, however,
that finally makes a prisoner of him. Only his wife is able to
wrticulate her awareness of the horrible perfection that this plan
has achieved:

She saw the San Tomé mountain hanging over the Campa, over the
whule land, hated, wealthy, more soulless than any tyrant, more pitiless and
aitocratic than the worst government, ready to crush innumerable lives in the
expunsion of its greatness. He did not see it. He could not see it. It was not
his fault. He was perfect, perfect. . .. But she saw clearly the San Tomé mine
[rossessing, consuming, burning up the life of the last of the Costaguana
¢inulds; mastering the energetic spirit of the son as it had mastered the
limentable weakness of the father. A terrible success for the last of the
tioulds, ... An immense desolation, the dread of her own continued life,
descended upen the first lady of Sulaco. With a prophetic vision she saw
Lierself surviving alone the degradation of her young ideal of life, of lave, of
work all alone in the Treasure House of the World. The profound, blind,
suffering expression of a painful dream settled on her face with its closed
eyes. In the indistinet voice of an unlucky sleeper, lying passive in the toils of
« imerciless nightmare, she stammered cut aimlessly the words:

“Material interests.” (pp. 582-83)
liven though Emelia, like most of Conrad’s female characters, is
vongent to endure in virtual silence, it is necessary for the critic to
discover what is common both to so eloquently expressed a sense
ol horror as hers and to Conrad’s urgent passion to incarnate this
liorror so painstakingly in fiction. To this discovery—which is a
discovery of Conrad’s vision of life’s beginning machinery—we
Imnust now furn.

L T T S -

In her comprehending silence at the end of the novel—which
is ironically set off against Giorgio Viola’s uncomprehending and
murderous silence—Mrs. Gould achieves a balanced view of past,
present, and future: “It had come into her mind that for life to be
large and full it must contain the care of the past and of the future
in every passing moment of the present” (p. 582). This is the
whaleness of vision which Nostromo’s winding narrative stream
has been seeking ever since the novel's murky, disorienting early
pages. In the confusion of its uncertain focus, Nostromo resembles
many of Conrad’s other rales in which the course of the narrative
stream is unclear; because of this we are never really cerrain about
the novel’s time scheme. Thus the present seems most reluctant to
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ke and hiold comrer seages undesa diapped etore us and kepe there
by & willing volunteer ke Muchell e ampleminded oy pe Gand
like Marlow in Hewrt of Darkiess] whose ppose is to-set things
moving, perhaps because he feels himsell o the thick of hiscory™
(p- 150). Even Mitchell only starts his narvative and proceeds to
add a few reflections, before he is pushed aside, almost dissatis
tiedly, by a torrent of qualifying recollections. Within the first
eighty-five pages in the novel we pass from a general description of
Costaguana to Ribiera’s rescue, to the Viola family, to Nostromo’s
part in the rescue, to the dinner party on the eve of the railroad’s
inauguration, to Sir John’s trip, to Henry Gould’s presidency
under Bento, to tea at Don José's house, to the history of the
mine, and then to the courtship of Charles and Emilia Gould—as a
prelude to the story of the slow establishment of the mine in
Sulaco, which is the burden of part 1 of Nestronto. Part 2 revolves
around two long scenes: the one between Decoud and Antonia at
the Casa Gould, and the rescue of the silver by Decoud and
Nostromo. Finally, in part 3, the novel takes up the defeat of the
Monterist revalt and the new era in Sulaco’s history, during which
period Nostromo is killed. Interspersed are the stories of Dr.
Monygham, Hernandez, Father Corbelan, Hirsch, and Sotillo;
there arc also some important interludes provided by scenes
between the Goulds and scenes at the new parliament. Yet all this
unfolds without benefit of any linear chronological order.

This roundabout narrative approach, as opposed to a straight-
forward linear one, was of course promoted and practiced by both
Conrad and Ford Madox Ford, Conrad’s erstwhile collabor-
ator.*’ Conrad and Ford argued that the approach allowed them
the maximum in psychological realism, since, as in real life, one
does not comprehend an event all at once; instead, knowledge of
an event comes to the mind in small pieces and is only gradually
pieced rtogether. The concentrated, prepackaged “reality”
presented by earlier novelists, they felt, cannot do justice to life’s
diffuse complexity. In Nostromo, however, the narrative’s
reluctance to pin down the present is perhaps the result of a more
interesting and functional hesitation to begin, a hesitation seem-
ingly induced by the “cool purity” of Higuerota, the tall mountain
“which seemed to hold itself aloof from a hot carth” (p. 29) and
from Sulaco at its foor, and which shames and humbles the
inconsistent, weak, and wavering humanity below. Higuerota holds
Sulaco in its gaze as if it, Higuerota, were the eyc of God, turned
away from the Golfo Placido and now brooding over Sulaco.
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the wovel; awesonee and reonolichie o vepreseats an aspuation as
unatcainable by the novel™s agmeared acnon as Malliome s a s
by his tortwred  soule teomay bave been the contrast bhetween
sulaco’s atomized |m|itic‘;|| life and Hhiguerata's solid, ;1|)iding
[resence that fed Armold Bennetr, writing 1o Conrad cnnccrning
Nestromo in 1912, to maintain that *the said mountain |is] . che
principal personage in the story.”*? While Bennctt’s rematk of
course is an exaggeration, the force of the mountain is nevertheless
nnmistakable. One can imagine Conrad feeling the grand,
Olympian presence of the mountain in the narrative and, seeking a
comparable human force in the panoramic action he is about to
relate, hesitating, explaining, qualifying. Where to begin? From his
awn experience he knew that a master mariner, for example,
commands the art of sailing with the same authoritarive,
consistent  domination that Higuerota commands Sulaco. In
Sulaco’s political life there is no analogous dominant individual.
life is too untidy, man too weak. The narrative’s meanderings
comprise a search for such a superior man, a man who, like
Nictzsche’s Ubermensch, compels history.

All of this is rather speculative. Is it not safer to remark that
Iliguerota's presence endows the novel with a sense of height and
space and depth? There it stands, its solidity giving the novel a
specific spatial perspective. Yet an examination of Conrad’s many
available letters to his closest personal friends reveals a desperate
search in his personal life for Higuerota’s positive qualities of
consistency, power, and unity. The mixed elements of his life—his
Polish birth, French cultivation, and English citizenship, and his
double career as a sailor turned man of letters—gave him an acute
scnse of splintered individualicy. In his letters to Marguerite
Poradowska between 1890 and 1895, for example, he often
appears in pursuit of a single workable identity., While these
cxtremely self-conscious letters for the most part ramble on, when
Conrad bricfly finds himself he displays a lucid awareness of a
persistently dual “selfhood”: one is “afraid” of oneself, he writes,

of the inseparable being forever at your side—master and slave, victim and
executioner—who suffers and causes suffering. That’s how it is! One must
drag the ball and chain of one’s selfhood to the end. It is the price one pays
ior the devilish and divine privilege of thought; so that in this life it is only
the elect who are convicts—a gloricus band which comprehends and groans
but which treads the earth amidst 2 multitude of phantoms with maniacal
gestures, with idiotic grimaces. Which would you be: ldiot or convict?*
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points in his stories and aotnbures thisabsence o the frer that s
life secmed to have had no clewr aarmmg ponc™ so contused was
he about himself chat his mind conld serze upon no poinein either
time or place for the purpose ol heginning o write. Perhaps his
most pathetic lament is in an 1895 letrer o Edward Noble, an
apprentice writer: ‘| Yours| is an individuality.” he writes, “thal
will stand wear and tear, that has resistance and power—while |
shall be used up in a short and miserable sputter of dim flame.”**
Whenever he persevered in his hope that his individuality might
achieve lasting strength, he worked himself into a rage at the folly
of such a thought; individuality, he concluded, was a mere sham.
He wrote Garnett of this in 1896:

When one laoks at life in its true aspect then everything loses much of
its unpleasant importance and the atmosphere becomes cleared of what are
only unimportant mists that drift past in imposing shapes. When once the
truth is grasped that one’s own personality is only a ridiculous and aimless
masquerade of something hopelessly unknown the attainment of serenity is
not very far off. Then theze remains nothing but the surrender to one’s
impulses, the fidelity to passing emotions which is perhaps a nearer approach
to truth than any other philosophy of life. And why not? If we are “‘ever
becoming—never being” then I would be a fool if T tried to become this thing
rather than that; for [ know well that 1 never will be anything. I would rather
grasp the solid satisfaction of my wrongheadedness and shake my fist at the
idiotic mystery of Heaven.*

But to “‘grasp the solid satisfaction of jhis] wrongheadedness”
was not within Conrad’s ability. He needed an inner security of
mind and character to sustain him, even in wrongheadedness, that
his lonely battles with his fiction made impossible. In describing
the progress of his work to his friends, he wrote frequently of
struggles in a black cave, of being in a terrible nightmare, of
rowing across an ocean of ink without any goal in sight.*” Thus he
considered his portrayal of MacWhirr in Typhoon to be the
portrayal of an unimaginative man single-mindedly sranding up to
nature’s worst, as something of a counterbalance to his own lack
of strength of character. In 1901 hc wrote to William Blackwood
about a book of naval experiences, written by an Admiral William
Kennedy, which apparently contained much that Conrad
considered reminiscent of Typhoon:

Now a book of that sort is the man—the man disclosed absolutely; and
the contact of such a genuine personality is like an invigorating bath for one’s
mind jaded by infinite effort after literary expression, wearied by all the
unrealities of a writing life, discouraged by a sunless, starless sort of mental
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strength, thougly, Conrad came o the unespected conclusion that
he should Tiold MacWhire in emphatic disrespect, reasoning chat
the vitalicy of somcone like MacWhirr failed to compensate for
whatever desirable virtues (skepticism, tor instance) were lost in
achicving such a “consistent” character. Beneath this rather
shrewd reasoning, as in his letter to Galsworthy later in 1901, is
the obvious fact that Conrad’s disrespect derived from his envy for
what he personally lacked:

Say what you like, man lives in his eccentricities {so called) alone. They
pive vigour to his personality which mere consistency can never do. One must
explore deep and believe the incredible to find the new particles of truth
loating in an ocean of insignificance. And befare all one must divest oneself
ol cvery particle of respect for one’s character. You are really most profound
and actain the greatest art in handling the people you do not respect.®

So curious an amalgam of attitudes accounts for such diverse
types in Conrad’s shorter fiction as Kurtz and MacWhirr. As
consistent characters they are puzzling to the reader because of
Cionrad’s shifting point of view toward them. Are either Kurtz or
MacWhirr noble or admirable? The difficulties this question raises
can be traced to the deathly inner emptiness in which lies, for
better. or for worse, the real individuality of these characters.
Because of the extraordinary sense of inner lifelessness commun-
icated by these apparently heroic figures, Conrad can be said to
have a truly ambiguous conception of character. Although these
characters are endowed with the consistency and courage that
Conrad believed absent in himself, they also remind one of
spectres. The same can be said of Charles Gould and Nostromo.
Cach in his own way rescues the action of the novel from
aimlessness; each dominates it authoritatively and momentarily,
just as Higuerota dominates Sulaco. Each such individual in a sense
“authors” the action of a large part of the fiction, Conrad’s
habitual image for authority in his fiction is a rescue, usually one
performed by an able man who is later revealed to be a sham. Thus
in the first third of Nostromo there are two “rescues” of
Costaguana’s history: Nostromo’s rescue of Ribiera and Gould’s
rescue of the San Tomé mine. Gould is figuratively captured by
the mine at the outset: because of his servitude, rather than
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suicide. Perhaps chis intage is Comad®™ way ol forcing us to believe
that the consistency of charncter gained by Gould (which iy
institutionalized in his royal title) is not worth the sacrifice of his
human “eccentricities.”

Nostromo is a different case. He is presented to the reader in
the most flattering way as the dashing devil-may-care leader of
Sulaco’s dockhands. Yetr from the beginning his personality is
somewhat paradoxical, for he is, as Mitchell remarks, the leader of
“an outcast lot of very mixed blood” (p. 15), and he is also
Nostromo—literally bosun and “our man”—to all of Sulaco. The
outcast and the man who is “one of us” remain the two aspects of
his formidable character that hold our interest} even though the
second, popular aspect will grow like a cancer to envelop the
other, freer, outcast one. (There may even be an intended
connection between his name, “our man,” and the mine he serves
in the later part of the book: the San Tomé silver can say
confidently of him, he is mine.)

Nevertheless, in part I Nostromo is allowed an extraordinary
moment of beautiful, unspoiled freedom. To my mind it is the
most splendidly theatrical moment in all of Conrad’s fiction,
belonging, for the sheer excitement and immediacy of its effect,
next to Hemingway’s superb description of Macra, the proudest
and the most tragic of matadors, in Death in the Afternoon.
Maera’s pride and his unparalleled manly carriage are quite equal
to his bravery and skill with the bulls.® Like Maera, Nostromo
has, during his moment of real glory, an inner, authentic nobility
that matches his dazzling appearance. Resplendent in his uniform,
the mounted capataz is confronted by Pasquita, his Sulacoan
sweethcart; the lovers are surrounded by a crowd that is curious
about Nostromo’s every act. He is this crowd’s man just as surely
as the matador is the arena’s man when he is fearless and free. The
girl hurls a flower at Nostromo’s face, and then she taunts him; he
remains slow and careless. When she threatens to stab him for his
indifference, he leans down and picks her up, asking at the same
time for a dagger. He lets her cut off all his silver buttons, and
then he is finished. “The circle had broken up, and the lordly
capataz de cargadores, the indispensable man, the tried and trusty
Nostromo, the Mediterranean sailor come ashore casually to try
his luck in Costaguana, rode slowly towards the harbor’ (p. 144).
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The capitaz's I'|'il|||||)||s o nar, however, pror uneritivized. In
the first plice, Conrad heaps too many attering phrases upon
him. The relevane technique, which characterizes the style of the
whole novel, is Conrad’s excessive use of appositional phrases.
‘Thus Nostromo is not just the capataz, but also “the indispensable
man, the tried and trusty Nostromo”; Decoud is the “boulevar-
dier,” the “universal wit,” the “lover”; Gould is the “king of
Sulaco,” the “hope of Costaguana,” the “‘perfect man”—and so
on. A source of constant ironic shocks, excessive in its jocularity
and courtesy, the technique is Dickensian. Phrases of this sort used
repeatedly cannot be developed; hence they serve to remind us of
the character’s beginning authority, of his initial desire to be a
public institution or monument or record. Further criticism of
Nostromo is furnished explicitly by Teresa Viola, who cannot
resign herself to the successes he gains because she believes that he
unashamedly kowtows to the English. Her constant objections to
Nostremo’s behavior are like mocking echoes of the adularion he
receives from everyone else. For the most part, however, she
succeeds in piercing his perfect camouflage of style and splendor
to glimpse the equally perfect vanity that drives him. What
cnables her success in this is the “intimacy of antagonism as close
in its way as the intimacy of accord and affection™ ({p. 280). Yet
Nostromo tolerates her for her husband’s sake, The old man has a
“personal quality of conviction ... his terribilits” (p. 35) that
Nostromo deeply respects. Not that Nostromo lacks an equally
intense conviction; rather, Viola’s is somehow more objective than
Nostromo’s completely subjective, degenerate self-conviction, a
trait that perhaps renders him vulnerable to Teresa's attacks even
though she does not understand that for all his vanity Nostromo is
as amoral (rather than immoral) as any animal. It is not, as she
believes, the “fine words,” but the silver, that corrupts him: it
makes him a slave to his own unthinking vanity and greed. The
silver also makes his reputation a problem, for until his magnif-
icent exploit in the Placido he had managed to blend the two
aspects of his character (the popular and the outcast) into a free,
profitable, and rather picaresque existence.

Because of his uninhibited vanity and faith in himself,
Nostromo distrusts Decoud’s skepticism. Decoud appears to be
“an idle boulevardier” whose “cosmopolitanism [is] in reality a
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raillery to o point where ic blinded hom o ohe penuine impulse of
his own nature” (p. 169}, Only when he subnoues to “that note of
passion and sorrow unknown on the more refined stage of
European politics” {p. 173) is Decoud able to accepe himself and
put a stop to the scoffing that alicnates him from his inner self.
Only when he becomes submerged in the rather attractive
sentimentality of his love for Antonia Avellanos does Decoud
begin to act like a rational patriot who welcomes the responsibility
of serious action—which is based, paradoxically enough, on a
lover’s illusion.

All this time Gould is tenaciously committed to the mine he
has rescued and rehabilitated. When part 2 begins, Sulaco has itself
become involved in Gould’s commitment, for Sulaco’s civic
existence is now completely dependent on the mine. Besides
Gould, only Nestromo occupies a position of comparable (though
not equal) power in the city. When a Monterist invasion threatens
the city, the duty of tending the silver is divided, quite properly,
between Gould and Nostromo: Gould will remain in Sulaco in
control of a charge of dynamite buried in the mine, and Nostromo
will take the silver ingots themselves out of the city. Decoud is
chosen to go with Nostromo because it is generally believed that
the educated, intelligent patriot is a necessary complement to the
foreign man of action.

Together the two men leave Sulaco in the middle of a very
dark night. The episode is described with a compelling tension,
one far more controlled in tonc and contour than the journey
Marlow takes into the heart of darkness. (Interestingly, the
presence of Hirsch, the cowardly stowaway, gives the scene
something of the same macabre absurdity to which Marlow, in his
description of the Congo voyage, insistently draws attention.)
There is no masking narrative voice as there had been in Hearf of
Darkness, and so the distracting aspects of that voice -its
breathless insistence, its ill-timed jocularity--are avoided. The
greater effectiveness of the later passage, however, is due as much
to the episode’s relevance to Conrad’s personal predicament as it is
to his strengthened technical assurance. The setting of the difficult
adventurc could have been taken straight out of his anguished
letters, perhaps even from this one written to Garncett in 1899:

The more 1 write the less substance do I sce in my work. The scales are
falling off my eyes. It is tolerably awful. And I face it, I face it but the fright
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As the two men row the lighter out from the harbor, each
knows that the importance of the task is completely transforming
his existence. Sulaco’s matcrial interests become irrelevant to
Ixcoud, who is now “in the toils of an imaginative existence, and
that strange work of pulling a lighter [which]| seemed to belong
naturally to the inception of a new state [now] acquired an ideal
meaning from his love for Antonia” (p. 294). Yet in a short while
he feels himself “on the verge of delirium” (p. 295) resulting from
his overintensified exertions in an unreal cause. This immediately
recalls Conrad’s own sentiments as he worked on the novel.
Conrad’s letter to Edmund Gosse on March 23, 1905, contains the
declaration that “I have often suffered in connection with my
work from a sense of unreality, from intellectual doubt of the
ground I stood upon,”*?

Nostromo has no sympathy with this sort of intellectual
convolution. Because he is certain that only “sheer desperation
will do for this affair” (p. 306}, he is inspired to new extremes of
vanity and bravery. Even Decoud, who has always known che
extent of Nostromo’s vanity, is surprised by his behavior: “The
natural characteristic quietness of the man was gone. Something
unsuspected by every onc had come to the surface” (p. 313). This
is Nostromo’s bloodthirsty determination to live up to his
reputation, a determination that sweeps aside all barriers of class
berween the two men and compels Decoud into his service.,

During this absolutely central episode in the novel, the two
men are intellectually and spiritually poles apart. Nostromo not
only exults in the darkness but turns it into an advantage because
he is so certain of himself: Decoud, on the other hand, suffers the
immense handicap of self-doubt and feels himself in the grip of a
growing scnse of unreality. One man recoils when confronted with
the beginning of a major exploit, the other welcomes the
opportunity to author it. Yet Decoud gradually becomes accus-
tomed to the oppressive darkness. “It was part of a living world,
since, pervading it, failure and death could be felt at your elbow™
(p. 314). Nostromo is the quintessential man of action who is
working to secure his great reputation even more firmly; Decoud is
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Each of them was as if utterly alone with his vask. 1t did not occur to
them to speak. There was nothing in common between them but the
knowledge that the damaged lighter must be slowly but surely sinking,. In that
knowledge, which was like the erucial test of their desires, they seemed to
have become completely estranged, as if they had discovered in the very
shock of the collision that the loss of the lighter would not mean the same
thing to them both. This common danger brought their differencesin aim, in
view, in character, and in position into absolute prominence in the private
vision of each. There was no bond of conviction, of common ideas; they were
merely two adventurers pursuing each his own adventure, involved in the
same imminence of deadly perl. Therefore they had nothing to say to each
other. But this peril, this only incontrovertible rruth inswhich they shared,
seemed to act as an inspiration to their mental and bodily powers. (p. 328)

The authentic ring of this scene derives, 1 think, from Conrad’s
cbsessive notions about himself, The two adventurers are the
double strain in Conrad’s life which, as we noted earlier. he had
come to believe made him a “homo duplex.” The atmosphere of
deadly peril in which the two men find themselves uncongenial
partners represents the nightmare world that Conrad inhabited as
he worked on his fiction. The analogies between Conrad and the
two men extend even into the past histories of Nostromo and
Decoud. The Genoese adventurer is a sailor whose desertion of his
ship is kept rather noticeably in the background; throughout his
career Conrad was fascinated with the idea of desertion, a theme
so recurrent that Gustave Morf, an early critic of Conrad, based his
integral reading of Conrad’s fiction on it.*® Moreover, Nostromo
is a thoroughgoing man of action who has successfully moved his
profession from sea to land; if this is still Conrad talking about one
of the two men he was, Nostromo is an idealization of the
sailor-turned-landlubber that Conrad himsclf had become. Yet the
capataz is also an opportunist and an adventurer, which is one of
the unavoidable results of being a professional man of action. It is
significant that Conrad rather dcfensively anticipated the danger
of being called an opportunistic adventurer himself, perhaps
because he felt that at some point in his sea career he had been
one. Interestingly, he once wrote a correspondent a somewhat
petulant reminder that he was not a simple adventurcr.®® Decoud
is Conrad’s portrayal of himself as the confused intellectual for
whom the ground he walks on is subject to doubt, the author for
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Before considering the real purpose of the mission undertaken
by Nostromo and Decoud it is necessary to consider Conrad’s
reasons for bringing together the two men in the episode. If one
recalls that Nostromo cxamines the problematical relationship
between action and historical record, then the combination of
Decoud and Nostromo represents the relationship on a human
level. (It goes without saying that the two men are sufficiently
rcalized as characters also to represent themselves more than
adequately.) In terms of the novel’s total concerns, the masterful
scene on the Golfo Placido takes up the issues of a true intellectual
knowledge of action versus the flattering distortions of a created
record; of individuality that is realized in a problematical, difficult
life in the world versus individuality that believes and makes
others believe in itself; of a complicated inner dimension versus a
strategically simplified exterior; of Decoud’s complex and passion-
ate understanding of the wholly difficult realities of his situation
versus Nostromo's desire to make his reputation the dominant
image in Sulaco’s life—in short, of Conrad’s authentic voice in his
rich, confusing private writings versus the voice he created for his
prefatory notes.

All these conflicting alternatives are forced to surface by the
crisis in Sulaco’s history, when, like an author about to begin his
writing, characters must determine a starting point and with it, of
necessity, a future course of action. What now happens to Sulaco
is to be decided by the deportment of the two men. The analogy
in Conrad's life to the *“‘objective™ historical crisis in the city is the
personal and artistic crisis he had reached by 1902. He felt that he
was not producing well enough, that he never had enough money,
that his whole existence seemed to be in the most unimaginable
disarray (a point his publishers were always willing to make); there
seemed to be no alternative solution to his predicament except
drastic action. Shortly after this crisis a new Conrad emerges, a
Conrad who, as I have noted elsewhere, publicly replaces the
tortured figure of the preceding twelve years.*® This new person is
mirrored in the success Nostromo achieves because of Decoud’s
timely death. A smiling public man emerges whose place in the
new Sulaco is based on a deliberate fraud. If Nostromo is partly an
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Gould's connection with all o il mteresting, Hissustained
immersion in his work at the mine typifies man’s identification of
life with work, or, as Conrad had put it in Hears of Darkness, with
efficient devotion ro an idea.®® Nostromo and Decoud are
irrevocably tied to this devotion, even though ecach thinks that he
is acting for his own reasons. In the same way that Gould is “run”’
by Holroyd, Nostromo and Decoud are “run’ by Gould. None of
the three has any freedom; each is the sustainer of another’s
vanity—Decoud of Nostromo’s, Nostromo of Gould’s, and Gould
of Holroyd’s. After Decoud’s death, Gould muses that

the only thing that was not changed was his position towards Mr. Helroyd.
The head of the silver and steel interests had entered intp Costaguana affairs
with a sort of passion. Costaguana had become necessary to his existence; in
the San Tome mine he had found the imaginative satisfaction which other
minds would get from drama, from art, or from a risky and fascinaring sport.
It was a special form of the great man’s extravagance, sanctioned by a moral
intention big enough to flatter his vanity. Even in this aberration of his genius
ke served the progress of the world. (p. 21)

In the immediate context of the work he does, each man,
according to the novel, believes himself and is believed by others
to be free, especially if he seems to have begun at the beginning:
from the point of view afforded the reader by the total action of
the novel, exactly the opposite becomes true. The king of Sulaco
is as subjugated as the lowliest peon working in the mine. In what
way, one wonders, is Gould different from the Indians to whom
the mine is a fetish {p. 442)? If both the workers and their master
are subservient to the mine, does the fact that the grand
Englishman doesn't work with his hands mean that his spiritual
slavery is any less degrading? True, Gould has pasition, but that is
all he has. If Decoud and Nostromo on the Golfo Placido represent
Conrad’s double nature engaged in a struggle for freedom-and
even though the victory is Nostromo’s we are left in little doubt
that it is a morally inferior one—then Gould, ever at his post with
one finger on the detonator, embodies the ever-continuing process
of life at its most disheartening, vainest level. It is the level at
which man insists upon creating his own world and then sceks to
preserve the values of that world at all costs. Better to destroy that
world than change it: ke might change, but it must not. The rescue
of the silver brings both Nostromo and Decoud closer to Gould in
this respect.
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benearh its seemingly chaotic surlace, according ta some inherent
malignant plan, a sort of ultimate molestation which no one can
escape. As this plan becomes apparene, a remarkable similarity
emerges between the current of a person’s life and the process of
history. [n a human life -Gould’s, for example—it might appear
possible to believe in the freedom of one’s initiative or of one’s
actiony at the same time, when such freedom is viewed from a
more accurate perspective, the same activity is seen to be unfree.
‘These mutually contradictory views also apply to the novel’s total
action: the action at the beginning of the novel seems to wind its
confused way forward until a hero appears who can dominate it in
order to give it intention and method, whereas it eventually
becomes apparent that the action has merely been searching for a
hero (Nostromo or Gould) to own, to use, to enslave.

It was no accident that Conrad so conccived the novel. The
moral of such a conception is that the fabric of life is
manufactured by some devilish process the purpose and logic of
which is profoundly antthuman. Man is never the author, never the
beginning, of what he does, no matter how willfully intended his
program may be, The substance of this belief was expressed by
Conrad in a powerful letter to Robert Cunninghame Graham:

There is a,—Jet us say,—a machine. It evolved itself (I am severely
scientific) out of a chaos of scraps of iron and behold!—it knits. 1 am
horrified at the horrible work and stand appalled. 1 feel it ought to
rmbroider,—but it goes on knitting. You come and say; "“This is all right: it's
only a question of the right kind of oil. Let us use this,—for instance,—
celestial oil and the machine will embroider a most beautiful design in purple
and gold.” Will it? Alas, no? You cannot by any special lubrication make
rmbroidery with a knitting machine. And the most withering thought is that
the infamous thing has made itself: made itself without thought, without
conscience, without foresight, without eyes, without heart. It is tragic
accident—and it has happened. You can’t even smash it. In virtue of that
truth one and immortal which lurks in the force that made it spring into
existence it is what it is—and it is indestructible!

It knits us in and it knits us out. It has knitted time, space, pain, death,
vorruption, despair and all the illusions,—and nothing matters. T'll admit
hiowever that to look at the remorseless process is sometimes amusing.®’

‘The idea is wholly despairing and emincntly private. Authority, it
asserts, permanently resides outside man. Every beginning, every
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invitation to action and its destrucrion of hape, is eeflected in
Nostromo by the textual web of personal “records™ held together
by a “machine” that scants man and human action, All this
endows Nostromo with what Henry James, Conrad’s admiring
colleague and friend, would have called “a deep-breathing econ-
omy and an organic form.”*® Conrad’s remarkable achievement
lies in his ability to project this esoteric vision of life into the
public, solid, and real world of Costaguana. No wonder that
writing the novel proved such a strain on Conrad; to have
remained so fanatically true for so long to his extreme pessimistic
view of human cxistence must have been painfully difficult. It is
indecd possible to feel, as one reads the novel, the war going on
between Conrad and his fiction.

Readings of Nostromo that overemphasize its political dimen-
sion detract from the novel’s overall effect. The accession of
Nostromo to the role of principal hero, for instance, is very
disconcerting to strictly political interpretations. Why should so
much time be given to Captain Fidanza's private life? With its
political course charted anew, Sulaco ought to retain stage center
instead of playing a supporting role in a semiconventional story of
covert passion and mistaken death, The fact is that Nostromo has
become, toward the end of the novel, a miserably haunted
creature because he has attempted to live as if the machinery of
existence did not exist. He has not attempted this by his own will
but because a lucky accident has conferred great wealth upon him
and forced him to become a sort of author in spite of himself. As
he muddles on he remains sufficiently interesting to Conrad to
warrant the continuing special attention that is so obvious in the
famous passage describing Nostromo’s “‘rebirth” —a passage that in
fact reiterates his natural qualities, for it is these qualities that will
enable him to go on alone. He understands that he is thrust into an
existence beyond that of conventional society and that the
treasure, which is suddenly his, is the cause. But his growing
attachment to the silver and the suffering he endures for its sake
make it plain that he is still the victim of life’s antihuman
machinery. Now he begins to feel a secret shame that intensifies
his moral disgrace—the price exacted by life from one upon whom
it has bestowed the status of “hero” or “father of his country.”
Consequently, the idea of the treasurc and secrecy become
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calionitous event:

He was struck with amazed devad v this tarn of chaace, that would
Lindle a f‘:ar-ru;lching light upun the anly seeret spot of lis life, whose very
essence, value, reality, consisted in its reflection from the admiring eyes of
men, All of it but that; and that was beyond common comprehension,
something that stood between him and the power that hears and gives effect
to the evil words of curses. It was dark. Not every man had such a darkness.
And they were going to put a light there. A light. He saw it shining upon
disgrace, poverty, contempt. Somebody was sure to...Perhaps somebody
had already. . . {pp. 586-87)

Nostromo is nevertheless an unusual man. Only he and Mrs.
Gould finally know all that there is to be known of life’s horror,
e by experience, she by the knowledge he gives her of it. Perhaps
Dr. Monygham could also have shared this knowledge, but he is
too much under Mrs. Gould’s spell to know it for himself. No, it is
Nostromo alone—like Kurtz and Lord Jim—who knows the dread
secret and feels its shame; this, after all, is the purest beginning of
all. Nostromo’s tragedy—which has something farcical about it (p.
H)5)—is that his shame is for a colossal secret for which the world
scems to have no use. Even in this, life, the machinery, has tricked
him. He must bear the burden of slavery to the silver that also
belongs to Sulaco, although he alone is selected to feel this
burden. Society cuts him off from itself by making it impossible
(o reveal his secret to anyone,

When he dies, Sulaco has time only for its material interests;
no one except Mrs. Gould has been made any wiser by his death.
Those who care that Nostromo is dead, people like Viola and his
wretched daughter, live in a silent world of immense, empty spaces
across which floats an incoherent cry symbolizing mankind’s
inarticulate sadness for itself. The immobility that ends Nostromo
is a sterile calm, as sterile as the future life of the childless Goulds,
m which all action is finally concentrated into a cry of motionless
despair. No better cnding for the novel could have been written.
Existence has worked its worst, and after that there is only an
acceptance of what is everlastingly true and hence everlastingly
novel; having shown that, the novelist’s pen drops from an
cxhausted hand. The only relief now would be for one who no
longer contemplated life’s machinery. But because Conrad was a
possessed realist, for him such relief was not possible; a short time
after completing Nostronio he was to begin work on The Secret
Agent.
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Since Nostroma contains a highly pasaonate, alimosCreligions,
vision of life, it is fiitting that Father Roman the one character in
the novel who is schooled in the tadition of grand visions  express
the outlines of the vision most convincingly:

Political atrocities . . . seemed to him fatal and unavoidable in the life of
a state. The workings of the usual public institutions presented itself to him
most distinctly as a series of calamities overtaking private individuals anil
flowing logically from one another through hate, revenge, folly, and rapacity,
as though they had been pare of a divine dispensation, {p. 443)

Roman’s interpretation is affected, of course, by his creed. Thus
the divinity he mentions does not contradict Conrad’s represen
tation of a “‘divine” machinery in life, but it efrs on the side of
optimism by assuming the divine to have a benign purpose,
Similarly, Roman envisions a logic to the complications caused by
human weakness; but he does not, as Conrad does, see logic—
equally relentless and disastrous—in the “divine dispensation,” in
the machinery that manufactures human life. The major qualifica-
tion enjoined by Nostromo upon Roman’s vision is that such
weaknesses as hate, revenge, and folly do not alone carry calamity
through time. For human courage, idcalism, and hope, like human
weakness, are also aspects of being human and being active as a
human individual. Man’s fault, in other words, is that he is alive,
the very fact of his authority as a human being, for in being alive
he nurtures and sustains weaknesses that turn into strengths and
strengths that turn into weaknesses. Every moment of life is filled
with activity, and that activity issues from human beings whose
motives are invariably tarnished by their “humanity.”

For Conrad the palpable harshness of the world and hence of
life in cthat world is itself something that provokes one into
attempting to master it and, failing at those attempts, into
allowing it to incriminate itself in the very process of failure. Thus
while Charles Gould, and indeed all of Sulaco, like the rest of
mankind, have fallen in love with their own creations (p. 442),
Conrad’s precept, his example in the writing of Nostromo, was not
to have fallen in love with his creation. The ultimate greatness of
that novel is that life, through Conrad, authorizes it, but that
Conrad, life’s harried agent himself authored by lifc, had enough
strength finally to withhold affirmative consent to it. The lesson is
one of self-abnegation, and it has intimately to do with a general
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This is a radical impasse arrived at through fiction by an
author for whom writing is a form of exposure or investigation.
Such an attitude in an author developed partly out of the
mstitutional logic of novels, given the dynamic of molestation and
authority [ discussed earlier. Conrad’s exceptional status thus lies
in having produced a novel {(and novels) implicitly critical of the
beginning premises of all carlier novels. Instead of mimetically
.ulthoring a new world, Nostromo tuens back to its beginning asa
novel, to the fictional, illusory assumption of reality; in thus
overturning the confident cdifice that novels normally construct
Nostromo reveals itself to be no more than a record of novelistic
sclf-reflection, What had once been the novel’s creative abundance
becomes here regressive production: the metaphors, the method,
and the articudes have changed radically, as the beginning premise
has become more problematic and more intrinsically a function of
the novel’s textual ontology. The greater significance of this will
become apparent as we proceed to examine groundbreaking novels
roughly contemporary with Nostromo. Whereas in the classical
novel there had been both a desire to create or author an alternate
life and to show (by molestation) this alternative to be at bottom
an illusion with reference to “life,” the later version of this desire
was a revulsion from the novelist’s whole procreative enterprise
and an intensification of his scriptive fate. Not only does this
rcaction constitute a critique of the traditional theory of mimetic
representation, it also radically transforms the idca of a text.

The discovery by Jude and Sue, at the scenc of suicide and murder
of their children, of a wretched nete of cxplanation for the
deed—“Done because we are too menny”-does nothing to
attentuate their grief.®® Ever since he so inopportunely enters
their lives, Little Father Time is the emblem of their misgivings
about life, and these misgivings are lamentably fulfilled in the
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comment. For just as the superannuaned boy Timself sums up al
the disasters heaped by time upon man in general and upon Jude
in particular, so too the pun—a sort of distant ccho of Nictzsche's
cry “human, all too human,” in withdrawal from the distressing,
quality and shcer weight of being human—itself sums up that
which perhaps turned Hardy away from fiction after completing
this novel., And that was the obscrvation, which had become
increasingly more explicit in one after another of his previous
novels, that if fiction is to be narrative at all, it must necessarily be
linked to and coeval with the very process of life itself; and
furthermore, if natrative is to be mimetic as well as productive, it
also must be able to repeat as well as record the *fathering-forth,”
“the over and overings” (the phrases are Gerard Manley Hopkins's)
of human life, the essence and image of which are biological
sclf-perpetuation and unfolding gencalogy based on the pro-
creative urge, marriage, and family.

Hardy’s case in Jude the Obscure is, 1 believe, the recognition
by a great artist that the dynastic principles of traditional narrative
now seemed somehow inappropriate. Narrative was no longer, as
before, first fashioned by the writer according to the sequential
character of time, and thereafter given to the reader to be read, or
possessed, along the printed line in which his eyes and mind
repeated by miraculous multiplication the sensc and direction of
life. These principles, so far as Hardy was concerned, can be said
to have terminated in an cpitaph: “Done because we are too
menny.” For coinciding in these words are man, his death, and a
futureless despair. Jude the QObscure, however, moves to its own
distraught conclusion, one that would be adopted henceforward
by Hardy as the crux of his purposefully short and compressed
poetry.®® That poetry depicts an impasse among things human,
spiritual, divine, and inert, an impasse that is aesthetically useful
to Hardy because it isolates things from one another and, mocking
the sterility of time, proceeds to rcassemble them in order to let
them be destroyed. Time-bound narrative here cedes its spacious
character and its familial coherence to crabbed, often destructive
convergences in which time and purpose are emasculated at the
moment of coincidence. One thinks in particular of Hardy’s
majestically ironic poem “The Convergence of the Twain,” and of
its final stanzas, with the scornful pun “intimate welding.”” The
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Alien t]n'y seemed 1o he!
No mortal eye could see
The intimate welding of their later history,

Or sign that they were bent
By paths coincident
On being anon twin halves of one august cvent,

Till the Spinner of the Years
Said “Now!"* And each one hears

And consummation comes, and jars two hemispheres.®!

Both Lirtle Father Time’s name and his presence yield up
lurther observations which, we may feel—as did the bishop who
reportedly burned his copy of fude the Obscure® —do great
damage to the sacrament of ongoing human life. For the boy is
ncither really a son nor, of course, a father. He is an alteration in
the course of life, a disruption of the archeology that links
generations one to the other. His dcath is the affirmation, or
rcalization, of this indisputable role that he plays, just as Jude’s
siccessive dreams—of scholarship, of architectural ambition, of
patrimonial and matrimonial order—are realized in about equal
measure in his tormented life with Sue Bridehead and in the
gingerbread models of Christminster he is reduced to selling near
the end of the novel. Three conditions of radical, or beginning,
divorce are interconnected here: the divorce of man from his
penerative role either as man or as author; the divorce of man from
time; and the divorce of man from his “natural” intenrions.

This celibacy is gained at a very high price indeed; and we may
look to George Gissing’s parable of the narrative life, New Grub
Street, to sce the sacrifice made flesh. Every writer in this grim
vision of the economics of narrative manuscript production is
cither sterile, blind, or celibate; otherwise he is not a writer but a
manager. The books produced are a wilderness of mirrors that
reflect the doomed effort to produce without originality,
originate without energy, and to fable without bread. For neither
the nutrient of man nor of his work is given to the writer: it must
be quarried from unyielding matter, either the word or the world,
and thereafter wastefully enshrined in the tedious plots of
three-volume society novels.

Gissing’s unrelentingly naturalistic New Grub Street and
Hardy’s valedictory novel are both reflections of something like an
event, near the end of the nineteenth century, in the life of the
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absclute terminals of cach to the mames, Torms, and idencities we
can discern. In fiction and in history, narrative, to borrow a pliraw
from Joyce, is the incluctable modality of the legible. We musc ash
ourselves now: what is the significance of thc moment in the lit:
of fictional narrative exemplified by, among other events, Father
Time’s death in Jude the Obscure and Reardon’s death in New
Grub Street—deaths whose monuments are, respectively, a pun
ning note and the terrifying vision of bookdom’s graveyard, the
Reading Room of the British Museum?

Modality no longer fruicful, but stopped‘ short, brutally
interrupted, pushed inward. A moment that will drive Bernard
Shaw, the erstwhile novelist, into dramatic forms like that of
Major Barbara, forms that energetically imitate not the new modes
of hardheaded realism, socialism, and materialism which are
lauded in the play’s preface, but the “new’” modes of Dionysiac
celebration, dithyrambic irrationality, musical fluidity. For in
rewriting The Bacchae, Shaw was noisily substituting the rebirth
of bloodthirsty individualism, the gospel according to Undershaft-
Dionysus, for the stultified rigor of decent bourgeois life,
which—he asserted—the conventional novel took for its subject. A
moment that will turn Samuel Butler’s hero Ernest Pontifex into a
symbol of rejection of family and, conversely, into a symbol of
acceptance of a mysterious force independent—like his munificent
Aunt Althea—of biological life itself. Yet Oscar Wilde deserves
greater credit than do either Butler or Shaw for seeing that, for the
artist, the natural continuity of things had been ruptured. In
leaving life to servants, Wilde recognized that his capricious,
though earnest, illusions were at least creative and worthy of
bothering with, whereas life was neither one nor the other. Yet
Wilde’s artistic triumph made inevitable his personal tragedy: the
happy narcissist on the page intended the pilloried defendant in
court—a theme to which we shall return in Chapter 4.

Let me now integrate what I have been speaking about into an
account of narrative itself. Fulfilling the special conditions
(discussed in Section I of this chapter) for novels in practice
requires basically that two things be available to the novelist: first,
the technique of consecutive explanation, and second, the liberty
to return to whatever he has already passed over in the narrative
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repeatedly return. The variations of which this rather simple
wheme is capable ate apparent not only in novels themselves, but
s in such seminal works as Harry Levin’s Gates of {lorn, Georg
l.ukacs’s Theorie des Romans, and René Girard’s Menisonge
romantique et verité romanesque.®®  Disparities of method and
mtention notwithstanding, such critical studies illustrate the way
m which, to use I. A. Richard’s phrasc, the novel in particular and
hiction generally are speculative instruments—that is, the way in
which readers have used novels to engage their own narrative
histories, or the way in which fiction participates historically in
the most intimate actualities of human life.

As we saw, the primordial discovery of a novel is that of
wif—and primordial is intended here in a privileged way: the
primordial as the preeminent, as the prior, as the first validating
condition for intelligibility. In a novel such as Tom jones, for
vxample, the foundling is discovered immediately after birth, only
to be rediscovered—and this is the function of the narrative—
through a series of adventures that clarify the circumstances of
that birth: he is given paternity. By extension (and [ intend the
sexual pun), Tom himself becomes capable of paternity, although
this, also by extension, is to be fulfilled outside the novel. It is
preciscly the contours and the occasionally embarrassing inti-
macies of this process with which Tristram Shandy tampers, The
cighteenth-century novel is like the eighteenth-century personality
{ome can think of Swift and Dr. Johnson as characters, together
with Tom and Tristram), growing out of the initial, somewhat
grudging acceptance of egoism, slowly transformed by time and
unceasing activity into an irreducible character whose special
virtue is that he welcomes and easily assimilates stories about him,
Whether in a novel, or in Boswell’s Life of Johnson, or in the
ongoing sequence of Swift’s work, narrative redefines ego so that
it emerges as strong historical identity; as Meredith saw, the Book
of Life and the Book of Egoism—the novel—gradually became
synonymodus.

An important qualification to this characterization of narrative
and its novelistic version is the condition of secularity. If,
regarding what [ have been saying so far, the fundamental text is
the Odyssey, then the fundamental antitext or antitype is the New
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Fictional narcative is thos an wdoeretore depintore, a set ol
misadventures that begins away from the Orgin (o terin almos
theological in that it must be understood in the strictest sense
possible--as pure anteriority and, paradoxically, as pure genctn
power). For that Origin, a unigque miracie, cannot be duplicated o
incarnated within the absolute boundaries of human life. The
history of imitation in the West, as both Auerbach and Curtius
have shown,® is the history of a gradual literary specialization ol
styles whereby the models of imitation slowly lose their exem
plary foree and their Originally divine reference. We might keep in
mind, for instance, the distinction betwcen Thomasa Kempis and
Don Quixote and how it is that what 1 have referred to as the
reflection of the Christian ethos nevertheless took place in two
such different works. It is from an aberrant version of this ethos
that the classical novel derives the unvarying temporal struceure
that Lukacs calls ironic.%¢

Thus the novel’s mimetic ambitions are essentially secular,
even though the hero’s ambitions, as in the case of Don Quixote
himself, could have timeless and noble religious antecedents.
Religious narrative, Christ’s biography, and what Vico called
sacred history are founded upon and originate in the original
mystery of a Virgin Birth that can never be wholly verified, but
which demands rccognition and unqualified acceptance; whereas
secular narrative, our concern here, is based on—begins in—the
common and indisputable fact of natural human birth—ar, using
more severe terms, in the natal banishment of man from
irnmortality and in his initiation intc an afflicted family, not one
that is apostolic but is rather a problematical combination of
repression and love. This, as Stephen Dedalus poignantly comes to
recognize, has the profoundest implications for the verbal artist,
since the words of the language he uses are lapsed recollections of
the single Original Word. Narrative lives in the temporal, quotidian
element, that element which commemorates the absence of
timeless mystery.

In view of its mortal strictures, and insofar as it is centrally
concerned with the lives of men and women, narrative also
contains the sceds of its own aging and death. In order to be read,
a life has to be discovered; to be discovered, a life must have
begun; to begin is equivalent to having a beginning; and to have a
beginning, a life must in some way be novel. While narrative in the
great period of the European novel affirms each of these
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same, all unhappy families (and marriages) different. In order to
be original and recognized as such, a life must be different and
novel. And to be different is to scnse most of the time that one’s
life has an uncommon, even unhappy, destiny. By the time the
novel became a specialized institution in nineteenth-century
bourgeois society, narrative had been subverted for an adulterous
purpose: no longer a marriage between intentien and time,
natrative had become a private arrangement between an original
character (Julien Sorel, for example) and that character’s version
of time. Such a character is hungry for the distinction of more and
more originality. His time is no longer the property of the
community, nor of the family man, but is rather an illicit dream of
projected self-fulfillment whose highly subjective achievement by
the novel’s end has been radically undermined and molested by
the refusals, sacrifices, renunciations, and selfishness on which it
was based.®” Such a life resembles orderly biography less than it
does a series of collisions and compromises. The difficulties
presented by realism derive from its ambiguous attitude toward
these arrangements made between time and character, arrange-
ments which seek to replace the bonds of community with the
creative, subjective freedom of unfettered emation. Yet this new
private affair—especially in its compulsive form—tends to represent
the substitution of irresponsible celibacy for fruitful marriage.
This last abservation, however, sometimes only reflects orthodox
morality, for inasmuch as celibacy stands for irresponsible
freedom, it also represents constraints or, as [ have already noted,
deliberate renunciation.

Hardy’s Jude and Little Father Time are luckless epigones (for
one can scarcely call them children} of the mid-nineteenth-century
bachelor-protagonist: titans like Captain Ahab in Moby Dick and
sorrowful orphans like Pip in Great Expectations. In figures like
Ahab and Pip the realistic novelist depicts man’s freedom of
choice in determining his own fate by showing him, from his
beginning, renouncing the common destiny for the sake of one
that passes for an “original” one. What destroys both Pip and
Ahab, who otherwise differ so much in temperament and energy,
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(W[li('[l in cach case defines their characier in and for the novel)
that is deeply flawed. Pip is beought up “*by hand™ and lacking a
truc family; Ahab loses his family when he loses his leg. Neithe
character can have (Turgenev’s Bazarov is another instance) a true
biography. The more radical the flaw, the more symmetrical is the
novel’s structure of balance between authority and molestation
the more closely, that is, does the novel resemble a kind of dream
cdifice constructed of insubstantial hopes. A quest for what
Ishmael calls the ungraspable essence of life—whether that essence
be a phantom, a whale, the sea, or even the theory and practice of
being a gentleman when one is merely a couhtry lad—can be
narrated only at the expense of not narrating life’s ordinary
generative process. Pip’s great expectations depend on the generos
ity of some unknown person, whom he secretly believes to be
Miss Havisham. He flatters himself by belicving that she has turned
back from the brink of marriage for the express purpose of being
able to endow him with the benefits of a handsome will. Yet the
will, in one sense, is his own; in a4 more literal sense, however, it
belongs to a convict, who is banished from society and who
compensates for his isolation by making a gentleman-son out of
Pip.

QOue should not overemphasize the similarities between two
such different, but so strangely celibate, novels as Moby Dick and
Great Expectations. But what strikes one with great force in both
works of will (and I use the word will in the sense of both
“volition” and “inheritance”) is how the main character in each
discovers that he has substituted volition for inheritance. Both Pip
and Ishmael stand to one side of life’s generative processes, and
yet cach occupies the narrative center of his novel just as Fidanza
occupies the center in the last part of Nostromo. In Pip’s attempt
to fill in the blank of his true origins with the wealth of fantasy, in
Ishmael’s attempt to embark upon a whaling voyage of instruc-
tion, in Ahab’s demonic chase of Moby Dick—in cach of these
three linked analogies, the narrative of adventurous exploits is,
first of all, a beginning that replaces the obscurity of ordinary life;
second, a willed effort the character exerts thercafter to live
exclusively in search of his projected aims; and third, a discovery
that at the beginning of the quest there stands an unwelcome
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Lind ol alwer protagonist is collecred into the bosom of a fﬂmily.
o Creat Expectations this is the scene to which 1 have already
velerred, where Pip sees little Pip, Joc and Biddy’s son. In Moby
thk 1shimacl, no longer a Pequeod “jsolate,” becomes a member of
the Rachel’s crew. The common pattern here is the initial
repection of natural paternity in the narrative, which then leads to
a wpecial procreative yet celibate enterprise, which in turn leads to
death and a brief vision of what might have happened had the
natrative and the initial act of self-isolation never been under-
tahen, All this illustrates how narrative returns to discover its
lwpinnings in the act whereby the generative faculty was sacrificed
ta celibate individuality. In each case, therefore, the novelist has
cmnmitted himself to producing a record of that celibacy.

Marx's discovery of the imaginative role played by money in
mid-nineteenth-century Western society is analogous to the dis-
«uvery made by the novelist’s record of a celibate enterprise. What
I have been calling the alternative life willed by a novel’s
|rotagonist Marx calls “the confounding and compounding of all
natural and human qualitics.,” Money is always in evidence during
the course of the realistic novel. [t seduces the protagonist from
natural procreation to a “novelistic” enterprise, to living with
preat expectations. Much of Dickens, Balzac, Flaubert, Thackeray,
James, and Gogol is contained in the following account by Marx
of how money gives fiction its potency:

if I long for a particular dish or want to take the mail-coach because [ am
not strong enough to go by foot, money fetches me the dish and the
mail-coach: that is, it converts my wishes from something in the realm of
imagination, translates them from their mediated, imagined or willed
existence into their sensuous, actual existence—from imagination to life, from
imagined being into real being, In effecting this mediation, money is the truly
creative power,

... Being the external, common medium and faculty for turning an image
into reality and reality into a mece image (a faculty not springing from man as
man or from human society as society}, money transforms the real essential
powers of man and nature into what are merely abstract conceits and
therefore imperfections—into tormenting chimeras—just as it transforms real
imperfections and chimeras—essential powers which are really impotent,

which exist only in the imagination of the individual—into real powers and
faculties. 5
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verbal incarnation of reality, and sevual generation interact in
ways “confounding and compounding™ and it is this wvery
interaction that the realistic novel manipulates. The result, in thar
type of novel and in Marx, is the description of something that is
unnatural even while being almost entirely effective—something,
that is, capable of holding one’s attention and enduring despite its
eccentricity.

There is scill a further stage in the narrative’s developing
consciousness of its (by now) peculiatly unnatural aims. The chicl
of these aims, as 1 said earlier, is to wed inaugura] promise to
time—to be, in other words, the course of such a marriage, the
issue of which is discovery, explanation, genealogy. The narrative
represents the generative process—literally in its mimetic represen-
tation of men and women in time, metaphorically in that by itself
it generates succession and multiplication of events after the
manner of human procreation; yet the history of the nineteenth-
century novel documents the increasing awareness of a gap
between the representations of fictional narrative and the fruicful,
generative principle of human life. These are divergent paths that
eventually become completely irrelevant to onc another. The
awarencss, therefore, is that narrative cannot represent, cannot
truly mime, marriage and be original fiction at the same time.

The purpose of Flaubert's lifelong struggle with the dull and
the humdrum was to show that the novel could be made
productive at exactly those points where life is not. The novelist’s
monstrous project is by means of fiction to make a desert
bloom—into fiction. Emma Bovary’s adultery enhances her beau-
ty, which secms unconnected not only to the circumstances of her
marriage, child, and husband, but—Flaubert here intensifies the
eccentricity even further—in its terrible artificiality parallels and
yet overcomes the failure of Charles’s experiment to straighten
Hyppolite’s clubfoot. The subtlety of Emma’s beauty escaped
even from the folds of her gown and from the line of her foot.
Like the novel, she is a made object whose cxpress intention is to
spite her “natural” failure as a mother and wife. Note, in the
following description, how Flaubert uses words to createc an
altogether nonvisual, and hence literary impression: Emma is a
beautiful verbal object because she has overstepped the limits of
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Never hiad Madame Hiwary beett sa beavtitol as ar this |1t'1int|; she Bl
that indefinabie beauty that resulis Ly jay, from cathusiasng, from suceess,
awd that expresses the harmony between temperament and circumstances.,
Lier eravings, her sorrows, her sensuous pleasures and her ever-young illusions
bl slowly brought her to full maturity, and she blossomed forth in the
inflness of her being, like a flower feeding on manure, on rain, wind and
sinshine. Her half-closed cyc]ids secmed perfectly shaped for the long languid
plinces that escaped from them; her breathing dilated the fine nostrils and
raised the fleshy corners of her mouth, shaded in the light by a slight black
Jown. Some artist skilled in corruption seemed to have devised the shape of
her hair as it fell on her neck, coiled in a heavy mass, casually reassembled
alter being loosened daily in adultery.™

Such characters risk being dissolved into a shapless mass of
fiagments. What holds them together, as Lukaes has said of
{ "Education sentimentale,”is time, which

Iings order into the chaos of men's lives and gives it the semblance of a
spontaneously flowering, organic entity; characters having no apparent
meaning appear, establish relations with one another, break them off,
disappear again without any meaning having been revealed, But the characters
are not simply dropped into that meaningless becoming and dissolving which
[receded man and will outlast him. Beyond events, beyond psychology, time
pives them the essential quality of their existence . . .. The life totality which
varries all men here becomes a living and dynamic thing: the expanse of time
which the novel covers, dividing men into generations and integrating their
actions in 2 historico-social context, is not an abstract concept, not a unit
conceptually constructed after the event, . .. but a thing existing in itself and
for itself, a concrete and organic continuum. This totality is a true image of
life in thelsense that no value-system of ideas enters it except in a regulative
function.”

Although Lukacs’s celebrated description accurately emphasizes
the importance that Flaubert ascribes to time, it fails to make the
Jistinction between the peculiarly sterile time within the novel
and the concrete and organic continuum “established by empiric
time in the natural and social human community.” And this
distinction is crucial: even though it occurs most decisively and
cxplicitly at the end of L’Education sentimentale, it is the novel’s
beginning premise. Qur final glimpses of Frédéric are in two
scencs, one with Marie and the other with Deslauriers. Both scenes
are incidents of unconsummated sexual passion. Matie visits
Frédéric in March of 1867 (all of the novel’s main action takes
place between 1840 and 1848); she is an old woman with white
hair and wearing a black lace veil. They reminisce together,
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slightly ridiculous final moment is to snip off one of her white
locks for him. “Et ce fut tout” that was all.7?

A few months later Frédéric and Deslauriers are together,
going over their former lives. Neither has amounted to much. The
novel closes as both think back to 1837 (three years before the
novel opens) when as boys they paid a visit te the local brothel.
Overcome by heat, apprehension, and the sudden sight of so many
women at his disposal, Frédéric runs out without deing anything
and, because he has no money, Deslauriers must follow. They
agree that that period was the best time of their ives.” The two
scenes have in common not only unconsummated passion, but also
a place at the end of the novel where, in a sense, they revcal
novelistic time entirely capable of unity and unnatural order.
Insofar as both scenes reveal to us the novel’s true beginnings—in
Frédéric’s addition to sentiments wholly inappropriate to reality
(in one scene he is an old man playing the role of a lover
twenty-seven years too late, in the other he ignores the lapse in his
sexual experience in order to enjoy a suggestive memory of
vaguely erotic good times)—at the end of the novel, they confirm
the novel’s structure and its plot, both of which reverse the order
of nature. Like the 1848 events, the time of Morean leads
nowhere; but unlike those events, the novel has a compositional
integrity which is ironically based upon sterility, celibacy, and
eccentricity. Frédéric’s authority as the novel’s central character
rests upon everything in him that has not developed naturally.
Hence the winter-in-spring effect of the last scenes. So complete is
the disparity between genealogical continuity and novelistic
continuity that Flaubert, as if to be impudent, places these
infinitely rich and suggestive primary scenes outside the main
action of the novel-specifically, doubly defiant, at the end. Both
scenes take place at moments of temporal detachment from the
main body of events: one nineteen years after them, the other
three yeats before them.

Dostoievsky in The Possessed, even more decisively than
Flaubert in his novels, presents the disjunction between character
as beginning authority and the character’s actions in his time, on
the one hand, and, on the other, the sequential order of time in
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srepan Trofimoviteh. For what is one 1o mahe of a reporter whose
mtroductory  account of a character is as full of purposeful
vapneness as that character himself? Here are some instances of
what [ have in mind, taken almost at random from chapter 1 of
the Garnett translation:

Yet Stepan Trofimovitch was a most intelligent and gifted man, even so
tv sy a man of science, though indeed in science, . . . well, in fact he had not
ilane such great things in science. 1 believe indeed he had done nothing at
Jll,

l.ater on—after [ Trofimovitch] had lost his post as lecturer, however—he
piblished {by way of revenge, so to say, and to show them what a man they
had lost) in a progressive monthly review, which translated Dickens and
advocated the views of George Sand, the bcginning of a very profound
investigation into the causes, I believe, of the extraordinary moral nobility of
vertain knights at a certain epoch or something of that nature,

Some lofty and exceptionally noble idea was maintained in it, anyway. It
wiis said afterwards that the progressive review had to suffer for having
printed the first part, That may very well have been so, for what was not
ymissible in those days? Though, in this case, it was more likely that there was
nuthing of the kind, and that the author himself was too lazy to conclude his
rssay. He cut short his lectures on the Arabs because, somehow and by some
ane (probably one of his reactionary enemies) a letter had been seized giving
it account of certain circumstances, in consequence of which some one had
demanded an explanation from him. T don’t know if the story is true,™

T'he hedgings, the doubts, the second- and third-hand reports, the
ambiguous passive constructions, the leaps in argument—all are
part of a textual fabric badly concealing its radical internal
Jiscontinuity as well as its disjunctive relations with reality.
I*urthermore, every human relationship in the novel seems to lack
connection and defy consummation: marriages, in other words,
are either ended or unrecognized, whether in the legal state or
outside it. Consequently the relations between men and women, as
well as those between parents and children, are uniformly skewed.
A catalog of the abuse heaped upon the state of marriage, the
family, and the individual, which would be a long one indeed,
would suggest the extent to which the novel tampers with the
most intimate continuities, The principal actors in the book are as
disruptive in their effects upon us as are Pyotr Stepanovitch
Verhovensky’s designs for chaos.
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student, friend, husband, lover, |‘L'vn|u!inn;u'y, comrade  that his
confession, in intention at least, is prcsuntcd as an instrument far
straightening things out. What the psychologist-saint Tihon does s
to show Stavrogin how the confession is representation,”
clironicle whose intention is to narrate a portion of Stavrogin's lilc
and its preat sin, but which conceals the man who has lived it
behind  the fagade of its almost ridiculous ugliness. Tihon
volunteers an alternative to publishing the document: silence and
secret withdrawal from the world. Otherwise, he fears, either
Stavrogin’s confession once published will be construed as
attempting to provoke the public, or that just before publication
Stavrogin will be found to have committed another terrible crime
“solcly to avoid the publication of these sheets.”” One of the
points of this difficult scene, I think, is that writing and
psychology conspire to overwhelm any morality or ethic based
upon a common sense understanding of consequence. Whercas
such understanding stipulates that the consequence of a confessed
crime is absolution for the believer as well as punishment, Tihon
(whom Stavrogin calls a “cursed psychologist™) argues that so
complex are the mind and its refractions in writing that onc
cannot expect to find any consecutive sense in them at all. A
confession therefore might result in being accused of yet another
crime, instead of simply requiring repentance, forgiveness, and
retribution. Words do not necessarily tell what happens, since they
have a life of their own, discontinuous with and eccentric to the
“real” world. The insufficiency of narrative—which is what
Stavrogin has written—is once again revealed; Dostoievsky’s
technique is to make text, sequential time and understanding, the
biological order of human gencalogy all, in his novel, totally
discontinuous elements.

In such circumstances, as Hardy was less richly to recognize in
Jude the Obscure, a man like Stavrogin cannot survive, and so he
chooses death by suicide. He stands enigmatically in the midst of
four other characters who are first poised at the brink of, and then
like him plunge into, the psychological void separating conscious
withdrawal from their inauthentic habitual roles, on the one hand,
and, on the other, an infinite chaos which neither the historical
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When he |1.'mgs himself, we Teel becanse Dostotevsky evidently
wanls us to feel it chac che narrative deseription of his deach is
now pl‘ndding the silent traces of death into a sort ofsupplemen—
ty verbal life.

Novels increasingly take the form of retrospective, puzzling
adventure at the end of the nineteenth century and at the
beginning of the twentieth. The attention paid to narrative
technique by James, Conrad, and Ford is evidence of the way in
which the novel abandons its quasi-paternal role in favor of an
almost total supplementarity. An event is presumed to have
necurred—as in The Good Soldier or Heart of Darkness ot What
Maisie. Knew—which the novel attempts to reconstruct by means
ol investigation; yet the reconstruction is performed as a form of
discursive retrospective supplement to the event-as-action. Charac-
ter then becomes an instrument for the author and reader to use in
vomposing this supplement. Often the mode of this supplement is
utterance—a speaking voice—and its goal commemoration. Thus in
tllysses, Bloom, Molly, and Stephen commemoratively, and in
spite of themselves, repeat Homer; their words and actions recite
the Odyssey, the original narrative, in the midst of which they
have been inserted all along. A father bereft of his son, a son
casting off his usurping family: these characters are ironically,
impossibly reconciled in an impersonal and unatteactive Ithaca.
The resident Penelope performs her wifely and maternal roles in
the endlessly postponing form of a speaking dream.

The note of betrayal running so strongly throughout Ulysses.is
partly, of course, a Joycean obsession. Yet the reader would do
well to see in this theme another meaning: Stephen’s constant
preoccupation is with the idea that he will always be considered an
Irish artist, a secondary person twice over; thus his art, as Buck
Mulligan puts it, is well-symbolized by the cracked looking-glass of
a4 servant.” History and society seem to have forced upon the
novel its supplementarity, to which the novelist’s most effective
answer is a very difficult art whose connections with reality are
seldom obvious. This is the betrayal of art by society, according to
Joyce, and the retaliation of art. Nevertheless, such a rationale
docs not exhaust the meaning of betrayal. The problem is the
authot-novelist himself, upon whom the pressure of the novel as
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laites not Il bur other novels, Tt is not mnch 1o sy, | ehink, that
the  Jacenineteenth-century  phase of the novel 1 have been
discussing can be characterized as one in which narrative loses the
sense of beginnings with which it had commenced. And this
because the auchor now considers himself as much a creation as his
writing. This motif in the novel, present since Tristram Shandy, is
one of the molestations of authority whose force never diminishes.
If being “too menny’” induces the author to stray too far away
from authority, then he can no longer be the old father, Instead,
as human subject, he finds himself a subject of interpretation in
the course of his authorship; the provisional charactér of his power
to authorize a fiction seems ever more accentuated.

“When one has grasped that the ‘subject’ is not something that
creates effects, but only a fiction, much follows.” Thus Nietzsche
in 1887. If everything known can be reduced to the status of a
fiction, and all truth to interpretation, then, according to
Nictzsche the

will to truth is a making firm, a making true and durable, an abolition of the
falsc character of things, a reinterpretation of it into beings. “Truth” is
therefore not something there, that might be found or discovered—but
somcthing that must be created and that gives a name to a process, or rather
to a will to overcome that has in itself no end—introducing truth, as a
processus in infinitum, an active determining—not a becoming—conscious of
something that is in itself firm and determined. Tt is a word for the “will to
power.”. .,

Man projects his drive to truth, his “goal” in a certain sense, outside
himself as a world that has being, as a metaphysical world, as a “thing-in-
itself,” as 2 world already in existence. His needs as creator invent the world
upon which he works, anticipate it; this anticipation {this “belief” in truth) is
his support.”™

This is as much as to say that a writer can take nothing for
granted. Each invention is an act of overcoming flux, a way of
temporarily forcing a created subject-object upon the world. The
more powerful the will {to power or to belief), the more durable,
and hence more convincing, the truth it seeks to promulgate.
Nothing separates “truth” in this definition from ‘“reinterpreta-
tion”; the latter is the will te truth of one interpretation—more
durable, more strongly argued-over others. Yet since no one
interpretation can be said to be more original than another {no
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The explicit resules of such o dissolution are to be found,
confirmed, and sustained in T. E. Lawrcnce’s Seven Pillars of
Wiscom.® A passage from its formerly suppressed opening
«hapter demonstrates the difficulty Lawrence had in making his
“truch”—his invention, his creation, his interpretation—endure
(“the old men” in the passage refers to the victory of other
mterpretations):

In these pages che history is not of the Arab movement, but of me in it.
Itis a narrative of daily life, mean happenings, little people. Here are no lessons
for the world, no disclosures to shock people. It is filled with trivial things,
partly that no ene mistake for history the bones from which some day a man
imay make history, and partly for the pleasure it pave me to recall the
lellowship of the revolt. We were fond together, because of the sweep of the
upen places, the taste of wide winds, the sunlight, and the hapes in which we
worked. The morning freshness of the world-to-be intoxicated us, We were
wrought up with ideas inexpressible and vaporous, but to be fought for. We
lived many lives in those whitling campaigns, never sparing ourselves; yet
when we achieved and the new world dawned, the old men came out again
and took our victory to re-make in the likeness of the former world they
knew. Youth could win, but had not learned to keep: and was pitiably weak
against age. We stammered that we had worked for a new heaven and a new

carth, and they thanked us kindly and made their peace.®!

In the rest of the book, however, every dream of glory from
Western man’s epic past is assembled by this scholar-adventurer-
initiator-author-originator. The scene is a real war (World War I),
the secting a real desert, given ro Lawrence by history, in which to
cxecute his perfect action, with beginning, middle, and end. The
narrative rivals the titanic fictions of Dostoievsky and Melville by
treating the realities of an accomplished desert campaign.® It was
Lawrence alone who could pick his goal, his prophet, and his
warriors for this utterly male campaign. He seeks out Féisal in the
same way that a poct seeks out his theme: “T felt at first glance
that this was the man I had come to Arabia to seek—the leader
who would bring the Arab revolt to full glory.”®** And these
chosen ambitions were to replace the vagarics of Arab existence
and Muslim faith, which for too long had clung vaguely to Mecca
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Out ol the chaos was 1o coome a story, Characters, pucpose,
Whereas the Arabs wanted quite naturally to recapture Mecea and
Medina from the Turks in a series ol fised bateles, Lawrencee
wanted instead to take Damascus by a more or-less unconuected
series of moving attacks. Early in the book, as Lawrence rides
through Arabia toward Medina, he reflects: “My thoughts as we
went were how this was the pilgrim road, down which for
uncounted generations, the people of the north had come to visit
the Holy City, bearing with them gifts of faith for the shrine; and
it seemed that the Arab Revolt might be in a sense a return
pilgrimage, to take back to the north, to Syria, an idea for an
ideal, a belief in liberty for their past belief in a revelation.”**
Thus Lawrence’s creative presence shifts and reinte‘rprets the Arab
revolt’s whole direction, just as, for instance, Joyce shifts the
triviality of a June day in Dublin into a pattern of eighteen
episodes out of the Odyssey. Lawrence’s will converts the East
into the forms of the West: not Medina and Mecca, but Jerusalem
and Damascus; not Muhammad and his sherifs, but Christ the
prophet played by Feisal; not mere desert tribes, but a congrega-
tion of the faithful, a People, led by a warrior-zealot-Paul—Auda.
Even the classicist in Lawrence could be satisfied. For here, too,
were Troy, Agamemnon, Achilles, and the Greeks. [f accomplished
then, such a many-tiered plan would be a triumph indced.

Everything in The Seven Pillars is heavily determined by
Lawrence’s interpretations, which while he writes is retrospection,
but as he acts in the book is anticipation. The work’s subtitle is “A
triumph,” a clear enough phrase as anticipation of the revolt’s
victory; this is how Lawrence’s contemporaries, and many of the
Arabs, saw it. Yet in the book itself the narrative drifts ever
further from tiumph and further from secquential progress.
Lawrence goes to Arabia as a young and energetic man, yet at the
end of The Seven Pillars he emerges a broken man. At the
beginning, he says, “I wrote my will across the sky in stars,” and
further on in the book he details this a bit further: “The desert
was held in a crazed communism by which Nature and the
elements were for the free use of every known friendly person for
his own purposes and no more,”®

These purposes are defined by Lawrence in chapter 33, during
an illness that has rendcred him semidelirious. He realizes that the
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mission makes Lawrence invent a new soence composed, he says,
ol an algebraic, a biological, and a pyychological pare: even the
mibrics are rarcficd. The whole is designed to transcend logical
sequence in the average mind. This was to be a war of detachment,
not of contact; there would be no central point to the campaign,
just raids spread out as far as possible; no front, no army, no
confrontation. The plan was based on irregularity and extreme
articulation. From then on in the book the writing becomes
increasingly more technically detailed and less readable, for the
text and the plan of the book have been transvalued into a specia’
mode of existence, creating an actor and created by the author—in
both cases, Lawrence himself,?®

A flaw, however, hinders the narrative. The flaw is the author
himself, Lawrence, miming the Arab and vyet acting the god, torn
between his disguise as participant and his imperialistic will as
unnatural father of thc movement. The seven pillars are erected:
Damascus is gained. Yet the gaps between the large blocks of the
structure are signs of an origin betrayed in the very process of
huilding. Thus in history the Arabs win, yet their original aim, a
finished state, is withheld from them by historical necessity in the
West. In the narrative, the book completes itself, yet its meaning
resides almost wholly in the traduced aim and the violated
integrity known only, and then very obscurely, to the author:
“There seemed no straight walking for us leaders in this crooked
lane of conduct, ring within ring of unknown, shamefaced motives
cancelling or double-charging their precedents.”®” The text is a
mausoleum commemorating a secret no longer remembered after
Lawrence’s postwar mind-suicide (the phrase was Lawrence’s for
his self-burial in the ranks of common soldiets); the secret
resembles the mysterious initials, *“S. A.,” to whom the book is
dedicated, and which provide the reader with a minimal clue—or a
death without a corpse. Reduced to mere textuality, the book’s
virtue, as Lawrence wrote Lionel Curtis in 1923, was its secrecy;
or, as he wrote to V, W. Richards in 1920, his narrative was to be
“the-book-to-build-the-house.”’®® Narrative has come to this,
then: a house without women, without fulfillment, without
family. Which is why Malraux says that “the Arab epic became in
Lawrence’s mind the medium for a grandiose expression of human
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Both Malraux and Forster felt that Lawrence’s portrayal of mun
was insufficiently “real” and solid. Forster's suggestion was to
“put in morc conversations,” on the theory that since in real lile
men talk, they should also be seen talking in narratives. In conflict
here, I believe, are the concepts of traditional novelistic man,
whose portrayal relies exclusively on the conventions for depicting
man institutionalized by the classical novel, and dnother sort of
man—Lawrence’s—whose presence in writing obeys only the
exigencies of the writing—whatever those may be—rather than
those prescribed by any existing genre. Lawrence had confessed
that The Seven Pillars was an atypical mixture of confession and
history, with the former almost always overriding the latter;
Lawrence’s own psychology was far from static, and thus the
specific difficultics he encountered in rendering his hyperactive
self-consciousness dictated not only his method of writing
narrative history, but also his conceptions of history and change,
of man in history, and of the kind of text that could deliver the
fullest psychological account in the context of history. During the
course of The Seven Pillars, Lawrence begins to become conscious
of playing a part in events that he set in motion. He becomes
thereafter an agent of what he has himself created among the
Arabs, and from then on he turns into an unwilling transcriber of
cvents. The text goes forward with himself in its very grip. When
he is captured at Deraa, his masquerade as an Arab is exposed, and
he is punished for it. As author, Lawrence becomes, during the last
part of the book, a victim of his writing—a project that, like the
Arab revolt, he must see through to completion despite his efforts
to withdraw from it. Lawrence’s failure to be sincere with the
Arabs is balanced by his fanatical sincerity in rendering his
hypocrisy. The revolt as a project is finally terminated, as is the
book, but the result (as Lawrence well knew) was a shabby history
of betrayal and manipulation, a shattered, unfinished monument.
For Lawrence the book represented a perpetual confrontation
with his personality, with his authority as a man in history: the
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There is w stark comrast between the epic prandeur ol e
Seven Pillars, to which most adiniiers ol Lawrenee respond very
cantly, and s far more complex and neeresting psyc]mh)gic;lf and
textual problems. In 1886 Nictzsehe had written of the difference
hetween “the old mendacious pomp, junk, and gold dust of
viconscious human vanity”—which in Lawrence corresponds to
his successes in the Arab revolt—and the ““basic text of homo
natura.”®' A narrative history such as Lawrence’s history of the
Arab revolt only implicitly incorporates the “basic text,” yet
within that text the dynamic of molestation and authority that |
Jisgussed earlier is less well-disguised and nearer the surface than it
1w in the classical novel. Both Lawrence’s overburdened privacy
anl the public nature of the Arab revolt obviously viclate the
novel's conventional restraints. Yet along with Conrad, Dostoiev-
sky, and Hardy, Lawrence feels very strongly the human encroach-
ments upon the practice of being an author. And along with theirs
bis work reconsiders the fundamental problem of how to make
language in general and narrative in particular more responsive
than before to the task of describing man’s nature. My argument is
that central to such a description is the difficulty of rendering the
sequential order of man’s life in time, especially since language and
psychology seem to operate outside the exclusively linear rules of
progress ot meaning. As we saw, the classical novel contained the
molestations of psychology and language in the pattern of
procreation and generation found in the genealogically imagined
plot, the family, and the self. But such a pattern cannot properly
begin or order writing once the human subject is no longer given as
capable of such procreation, once as a subject its major feature is
not the author’s faith in it but the fact that it, and its author, are
fictions together being produced during the writing.

The value of Lawrence’s narrative is that it can be studied
more freely than the novel as a work exposing the psychological,
textual, and conceptual strains to which the novel was susceptible.
[ suggested earlier that these problems result from the specific
cultural role of novels in the West: novels represent as well as
contain change; they add to reality and interpret it; they accept
the burdens, as well as the pleasures, of such desires on the part of
the author and the reader. Thus a novel begins in a particular way
and moves according to a logic of development implicitly
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Critiv l't'g;lrds them as investigative stnonents thar not only
contribute to the ideas of beginning and development but also
change those ideas. The more those ideas change, the o
radically (by definition) the novel can be seen as a reincerpretation
of its own beginning and development, as well as those of man, (e
novel’s protagonist. The attention | have paid to Conrad, Hardy,
I'laubert, Dostoievsky, and Lawrence has had the purpose al
characterizing a late stage in the changing conception of the novel
as an enterprise for reflecting on beginning and development.
Historically, this stage coincides with two other major efforts to
deal with these issues on somewhat the same grounds as the novel
does. ‘

A very considerable part of what Nietzsche and Freud set out
to do in their work is radically anthropological in the same sense
as was the late-nineteenth-century novel. Each regarded the task of
accurately describing man as fundamentally connected with three
rclated problems. One is the problem of biography as embodied in
genealogical sequence: to what extent is this sequence adequatc
for reflecting the ascertainable discontinuities in 2 man’s life?
Where in this scquence does one locate the beginning if, for
instance, psychological knowledge is not based solely upon the
fact of birth, but upon transpersonal, natural, and “prehistoric”
forces like the unconscious or the will? The second problem is that
of language in relation to human reality: how well does writing—
how well can writing—incarnate this reality given that mimesis is
scarcely a comprehensive technique? What sort of text is most
faithful in rendering the complexities of human psychology? The
third problem is that of dealing with man’s fiction-making
capabilities: if producing narrative is in some way a basic human
tendency, how does one cognitively deal with fiction and image
making in narrative? That is, is fiction utilitarian, or simply
decorative?

[t is fairly evident that all these questions are interrelated. But
consider for a start Nietzsche’s statement of the program of
re-interpreting the three problems to which he, and presumably
also Freud, would give assent:

To translate man back into nature; to become master over the many vain

and overly enthusiastic interpretations and connotations that have so far been
scrawled and painted over that eternal basic text of komo ratura; to see to it
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This passage’s use of such metaphors and expressions as “transla-
tion”’ “interpretation,” “basic text,” and so forth to describe
knowledge of man indicates how strongly Nietzsche feels to be the
connection between man and language. Equally strongly, T chink,
lie feels that all hitherto available and formal uses of language
betray “the basic text of homo natura.” To restore that text
Nictzsche calls for a combined Oedipus—strikingly prefiguring
I''cud—and Odysseus who would begin the task by radically
making knowledge the intention of the text.

But why should that be so: why should knowledge be sought

anyway? Nietzsche's answer is as follows:

Learning changes us; it does what all nourishment does which also does
not merely “preserve”—as physiologists know. But at the bottom of us, really
“deep down,” there is, of course, something unteachable, some granite of
spiritual fatwm, of predetermined decision and answer to predetermined
selected questions, Whenever a cardinal problem is at stake, there speaks an
unchangeable “this is I: about man and woman, for example, a thinker
vannot relean but only finish learning—only discover ultimately how this is
“settled in him.” At times we find certain solutions of problems that inspire
strong faith in us; some call them henceforth their “convictions.” Later—we
sce them only as steps to self-knowledge, signposts to the problem we
are—tather, to that great stupidity we are, to our spiritual fatum, to what is
inteachable very “deep down.””

Intimations of Freud are present in this passage, too—not only in
its use of imagery of depth to describe that which is unteachable,
and presumably unconscious, in man, but also in its references to
the dialectical learning process and—more important, 1 think—in
its conception of man as problem. If, as the last sentence of
Nietzsche’s declaration seems to suggest, man’s deepest reality is
that he ic a problem, then the insane task of gaining knowledge
requires finding, first, a form of understanding that recognizes this
truth, and second, a language and a text in which to contain,
cxpress, realize, fulfill, or incarnate this knowledge. Invoking
ancient heroes like Oedipus and Odysseus concedes at the outset
that the task is historically, fearfully, and perenially demanding.
For such knowledge does not carry with it the ordinary rewards of
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in order to render his soul capable of regarding with equanimity
the wreckage of his entire physical, sensual world  body, friends,
beauty. Decrepitude will appear to

Seem but the clouds of the sky
When the horizon fades,

Or a bird’s sleepy cry

Among the deepening shades.*

Just as nature is a complex space in which évents occur in
temporal as well as spatial dimensions that are not uniformly lincar
or progressive, so man's knowledge of himself is (or ought to be
considered) similarly complex. Yet “nature” cannot be grasped
immediately; the very use of so general a rubric frequently
disguises an enormous amount of ignorance, as Nietzsche himsell
most incisively observed. Rather, nature has to be interpreted, or
rcad, just as man must be read and interpreted. This is a
fundamental point which, in The Interpretation of Dreams, Freud
was to make many times and in many different ways. Dreams, he
says at some point, do not come into being with the intcntion of
being understood: they simply are (and they are problematical),
they unscrupulously yield to any method of granting visual
representation to dream-thoughts, and their unity is simply an
illusion. Therefore, like nature under the gaze of the scientist,
dreams are hieroglyphics which can only be understood by
schooling oneself in their peculiar mechanisms. Yet the most
problematical thing about dreams is that everyone, even their
interpreter, dreams them. How, then, does one separate the object
of study from the object of expericnce—or from the experience
fout court? The relatively simple answer to this question is
appealing indecd, and Freud sccms not to have evaded ic: first one
experiences the object, then one analyzes it, Or, as most writers
would say, first one gets the material onesclf, then one studies it as
something whose method of acquisition is itself significant.

Yet as with any novelist or reader, Freud at the very beginning
is faced with deciding how to deal with objects of experience and
analysis whose primary, absolutely basic feature is their subjective
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distinctions between the “real™ faces and illusory ones regarding
them. The futerprefation deals as much with the nature of
psychological reality as with the meaning of dreams, but the
book’s fascination lies in the fact that Freud does not choose
between illusion and reality until the very end. His policy seems to
have been to record everything possible about dreams and then to
sift out the true from the counterfeit. The structure of the book is
therefore intended to reflect the stages of an investigation, not just
its results. Such a structure, I think, consciously minimizes what
would have been an otherwise passive transcription of “scientific”
lindings. In a sense Freud wishes his text to be the stage, the
locale, where dream interpretation takes place.”®

However strong Freud’s wish to make his investigations seem
to be unfolding before the reader, he is too systematic a writer to
deliver a slapdash text. Nevertheless, his text is ordered according
to a planned dissociation, a dismemberment of image clusters
(dreams) into fragments of thought--despite the fact that the
claim to attention made by his objects of study is precisely their
striking, if irrational and distorted, unity of composition. Such a
strategy is of special interest to the student of literature. It is as if
Freud were taking into account the impasse reached by so many
late-nineteenth-century and early-twentieth-century novels—as re-
flected by their tendency to represent supplements to activity the
writer cannot fully capture and by their disilusionment with
mimetic attempts to represent man in language. In both instances
novelists turned to techniques that compensated for deficiencies in
the novel’s traditional mimetic strength. Conrad’s use of interlock-
ing and qualifying ‘‘records,” Flaubert’s use of temporality, the
images of victimizing and enigmatic texts in Dostoievsky and
Lawrence—these, as we saw above have their roots, technically at
least, in the traditional novel’s radical dynamic of authority and
molestation. In Freud’s casc he deliberately avoids the instruments
socially, culturally, and insticutionally linked in the West to the
practice of fiction, even as his material is—and remains throughout
his career—tirmly connected to that same practice. For dreams we
can easily imagine substituting the word fiction, for distortion the
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Thus a further burden is imposed upon Freud. The futerpreta
tivn is not only an encyclopedia of dream interpretation, a theate
for staging Freud’s scientific investigations: it is also a text whose
intention is to begin a discourse one of whose principal purposes is
the conscious avoidance of certain specific textual conventions.”?
The first of these conventions is supplementarity, a defensive
tactic used to separate the text temporally and spatially from the
cvents it is describing. Thus the text comes after the event and its
mode is verbal, whereas the events are taken to be “material.” A
sccond convention is the adoption of a logic of structure and
argument based on temporal and spatial forward movement.
Despite  digressions and temporary regressions, the principal
motion is sequential, a movement forward until, as the expression
has i, a conclusion is reached. Third is the convention of
adequacy, according to which the text is assumed to be fully equal
to the task of conveying, incarnating, containing, realizing, ol
fulfilling its intention, its meaning, or both together. Most
hermeneutics assumes this sort of adequacy, for the argument is
that frequent “returns” to a text will yield up a meaning that is
wholly knowable, and wholly embodied in the text—at least for
the purposes of its adequate reading. Fourth is the convention of
finality. Each portion of the text—each discrete unit, from the
smallest to the whole of the text itself—is in its place more or less
finally, by which 1 mean chat neither what precedes each such unit
nor what follows it is considered equal to it at that moment. A
hierarchy is established in which the text or any subunit thereof
fully and finally displaces every other text or unit at the moment
of that text’s appearance and/or reading. The fifth and final
convention is that the unity, or integrity, of the text is maintained
by a scries of genealogical connections: author-text, beginning-
middie-end, text-meaning, reader-interpretation, and so on. Under-
ncath all these is the imagery of succession, of paternity, of
hicrarchy.

Some combination of these conventions is taken for granted, [
think, in most writing before Freud and Nietzsche. My argument
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most explicitly realizes these conventions, gives themn colerence
and imaginative lile by grounding themn moa text whose beginning
premise is, as we have said above, paternal, ‘This is decidedly not
the case with Fread’s writing, and a great deal of what 1 shall be
sying specifically abour the Interpretation of Dreams applies not
:-n|y to other texts of Freud but also to the general textual
theories of Nictzsche. 1 shall leave till subsequent chapters the
question of how these theories can be construed as having a
bearing on the attitude of other modern writers toward the text.
Certainly at first glance Freud’s general theory of dreams and of
the unconscious seems undeniably to have influenced the vocabu-
lary of modern writing. Yet no less a pioneering effort is Freud's
textual practice itself in The Interpretation of Dreams.

In studying this text it is important, I believe, to keep in mind
the conventions referred to above, as well as Freud’s lifelong
lascination with the role of the father. Not only does the latter
play a key role in Freud's discussion of the Oedipus complex, but
i also returns later in Freud's historical essays, such as Moses and
Monotheism and Totem and Taboo. There are strong echoes of
paternity as well in his analyses of the superego, of culture and of
religion. A general observation worth noting here is that Freud’s
displacement and qualification in his psychology of the father’s
role—a role which is always complex and, despite radical qualifica-
tions upon it, highly ambivalent—is accompanied by parallel
displacements and qualifications made in those genealogical,
hicrarchical, and consecutive conventions to be found in the idea
of a text. Perhaps it is too glib to see in this Freud’s interest in
substituting brothers for fathers, copresence for consecutiveness,
temporal and spatial simultaneity for the (relative) finality of
scquence. None of these displacements comes about by assertion,
however; rather, each is concomitant with Freud’s special sort of
analytical reasoning, in which a healthy respect for what he calls
the wisdom of the ancients is combined with a daring insolence in
wdvancing novel hypotheses. Another simple way of stating this is
to call Freud’s writing an amalgam of scientific and “traditional”
wisdom.

It is no accident that the protocol of The Interpretation of
Dreams is not at all that of a conventional scientific text, but
rather that of a narrative account of multifaceted experiences
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caurse, is that of a rambling walk during which prospeets open up,
are closed off, or ignored. The most celebrated sentence in the
book—*The interpretation of drecams is the royal road |viu regi|
to a knowledge of the unconscious activities of the mind” bnil
liantly transforms the pervasive image of a rambling walk into thar
of a highly purposeful and forceful journey toward a goal. Ye
cven in that very late statement in the book, Freud does not deseri
the possibilitics of his earlier formulation: for when dealing wiils
something so impervious to efforts at straigh{tfnrward,, final
definition as the unconscious, it is fairly certain that yet again we
will have to content ourselves with rambling toward it, even on the
royal road.

At no point in the Interpretation does Freud scant the varicty
of his evidence—or, for that matter, the fact that most of it is
inconclusive, contradictory, of doubtful origin, and even commeon
sensically useless. This is quite apart from the evidence of dreams
themselves. As a writer, Freud says on numerous occasions, his job
is to somehow make his prose adequate for extracting the useful
from the dross. Yet his beginning principle is an extremely
catholic one—is no less than the belief that all “psychical events are
determined, {that] there is nothing arbitrary about them” (p.
514). A few pages later he says, “That is why in analysing a dream
| insist that the whole scale of estimates of certainty shall be
abandoned and that the faintest possibility that something of this
or that sort may have occurred in the dream shall be treated as
complete certainty” (p. 516). Therefore, all the evidence of (and
on) dreams is interconnected, it is admissible, and it all works.
How all the evidence is connected together and how and why it
works is the problem. A still greater problem is presenting the
evidence in language. Near the end of the book Freud indicates the
scope of his difficulties:

In venturing on an attempt to penetrate more deeply into the
psychology of dream-processes, I have set myself a hard task, and one to
which my powers of exposition are scarcely equal. Elements in this
complicated whole which are in fact simultaneous can only be represented
successively in my description of them, while, in putting forward each point,
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wished, in the contrary direction and using dreams as a means of approach to
the psychology of the neuroses, | am conscious of all the trouble in which my
1eaders are thus involved, but | can sce no means of avoiding it. (p. 588)

If his text is one result of these insufficiencies, Freud is
shinitting here that it cannot be regarded as the unequivocally
happy rcalization of his plans for it. The available guides for prase
vonstruction were not adequate for his material. He says earlier
that as he writes he has had to keep at bay all the ideas associated
with a particular dream, then adds, “And in the meantime the
‘meaning’ of the dream was borne in upon me. [ became aware of
an intention which was cartied into effect in the dream and which
must have been my motive for dreaming it” {p. 118). A {disguised
wish for) intention is present and it works to give the dream a
meaning, but an evident subdivision has taken place between
presence and the awareness of it. In other words, whercas an
mtention must have determined the dream itself, the intention
does not immediately and prescriptively yield to analysis. Instead,
associated thoughts appear to the analyst; they cling to the
imtention as clusters around a nucleus or, as Freud says later, as
mushroomlike growths around a deep node (p. 525). Just as any
drcam is a palimpsest, sections of which remain vivid while others
are almost invisible or partial, so the analysis has the same quality.

Two practical, textual consequences follow, one more obvious
rhan the other. First, Freud’s text is constructed like a palimpsest.
'Ilanks to James Strachey’s precise editing, we can sce physical
signs of how, in each of the eight German editions, Freud
interpolated new or revised material, sometimes to make new or
revised points, sometimes to clarify old ones. The palimpsest goes
beyond this sort of intervention. Since Freud’s subject matter and
his attitude toward it can be grasped only in verbal fragments
(whether of dreams or of language—i.e. sequential prose), they
must be able to accommodate important changes. Usually the
reason for these changes is that the fragment as first apprchended
was necessarily incomplete—that is, its intention, while present,
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We shall be taking into account everything that has been brought to light
by our analysis of unpleasurable dreas il we make the lollowing
modification in the formula in which we have sought to cxpress the nature of
dreams: o drmm is a (disguised) fulfillment of o (suppressed or repressed)
wish. {p. 160)°8
The typographical devices—the italics and the parentheses—used
here to indicate Frend’s later changes, emphasize the proleptic as
well as the recapitulatory aspects of the observation. In addition,
the parentheses on the printed page represent the mechanisms of
disguise and repression, not only by virtue of their presence, but
also, paradaoxically, by their delayed appearance.

The second textual consequence is 1mmed1ately related to
Freud’s analytic method. Every dream has a “plot” of its own that
has no corresponding parallel in reality. In a real sense, dream
continuity is, like the novel's plot, an alternative way of perceiving
a movement of images: such a continuity may seem arbitrary, but
it has an undeniable logic and order that we tend to deprecate
with the thought that “it’s only a dream.” It is the construction of
the dream that is unfamiliar, for the images themselves are not
created images, but rather familiar, mostly mnemonic images
combined in self-protective and unfamiliar ways (pp. 418-19).
Freud’s analytic way with these combinatory puzzles is to
digsociate them from one another by first writing them down or
speaking them aloud in sentences and then grappling with the
possible meaning of the sentences one by one. That is, his verbal
interpretation of dreams operates at the sentence {or even phrase)
level rather than at the paragraph level, even though the latter
more closely parallels the overall organizational pattern of the
dream. In the sequence of dream-images Freud discerns certain
types of barriers—distortion, condensation, displacement, second-
ary revision—whose function is to safeguard, even seduce, the
dominant consciousness from experiencing an unpleasant encoun-
ter with the unconscious. By sidestepping the sequential order that
images follow in the dream, Freud therefore lets “chought”
emerge as a result of the analysis; and during the analysis he also
discovers that a dream-thought reaches representation in imagery
through dream-work. The sequence of images then achieves order
by effacing the traces of dream-work and dream-thought. Because
the dream-plot also usually frees itself of the powerful emotions
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have detailed these steps 1o show how methodic is Freud's
decision not to let images and sequences, or plots made up of
images, determine the order of his analysis. Similarly, in his text
cach image is dissected into its associated thoughts. Essential to
this procedure is the transformation of the dream from images
into words. The element of dreams is imagery (even though images
in dreams sometimes ‘“‘speak’ using words); its logic, or plot, is the
particular way that images can combine with one another. Once
translated from images into interpretive language, the plot of the
dream, and hence its image, loses its effective power to dominate
one’s attention, When the image becomes a sentence recorded as
part of the interpretation, the “plot”’—which Freud describes as
using any means within its reach, “legitimate or illegitimate™ (p.
411}, illogical or contradictory (p. 318}, to preserve its liberty—be-
comes a composition of “dream-thought,” and the dream thus
becomes amenable to analysis. The dream-image marks the
beginning of an analysis whose method is consistently antivisual.
Thus for Freud the beginning is when one departs from the
dream-image, in the course of analysis, and enters the realm of
language: here one sees the kernel of Freud’s “speaking cure.””??
Freud’s text consequently does not supplement the dream; on
the contrary, it opposes words vo the dream and its images. In
place of discrete images the text substitutes relatively untidy
explanations in prose. Whereas the images properly begin in the
dream-day, their interpretive endings “cannot, from the nature of
things,” be definite (p. 525). Every statement made abour the
dream proceeds according te “unknown-—or, as we inaccurately
say, unconscious—purposive ideas” (p. 528); by a logic of double
negatives, however, the images are guided by a known
intention—namely, the intention not to be understood (p. 341).
Furthermore, images are the guardians of sleep. Not only do they
often allay anxiety (p, 267), but their visual form is directly linked
to censorship, which can be bypassed by the interpretation. Since
the dream-images and dream-thoughts have different centers (p.
305}, the same is true of the dream-plot on the one hand and, on
the other, of the verbal interpretation. Formally, the dream-plot
designates a specific period of time and place, while the verbal
interpretation is far more diffuse. Therefore, the text of the
interpretation inhabits a totally verbal dimension of time: in
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Freud has various ways of dessonsteating this, ‘The simile ot
the enereprencur and his capital (p. 561), for inseance, corresponds
(o the relatiouship between the dream and the unconscious. The
wealth of an image (its arresting visual qualities) is separated from
the illusion and attached instead to a far more interesting
polysemy in thought. A version of this technique is Flaubert’s
placing of the final scene in L’Education sentimentale outside the
main temporal frame of the action. Even if the young men’s
memory is of an abortive episode, which is only a silent spectacle,
in other ways it is extremely fertile and wealthy: it produccs mych
of the novel’s plot. And this despite the fact that the memory is of
something not done, just as in Freud wealth arises from that which
is by definition unknown. For a prose text like the Interpretation
this means that meaning cannot be imagined as residing in a
finished object like the dream; nor for that matter can meaning
precede  its verbal description. Rather, the mecaning of the
unknown (unconscious) is something always being produced; each
segment of an analysis builds a more complex sense—until,
however,

there is often a passage in even the most thoroughly interpreted dream which
has to be left obscure; this is because we become aware during the work of
interpretation that at that point there is a tanple of dream-thoughts which
cannot be unravelled and which moreover adds nothing to our knowledge of
the content of the dream. This is the dream’s navel, the spot where it teaches
down inte the unknown. The dream-thoughts to which we are led by
interpretation cannot, from the nature of things, have any definite endings;
they are bound to branch out in every direction into the intricate network of
our world of thought. Tt is at some point where this network is particularly
close that the dream-wish grows up, like 2 mushroom out of its mycelium. (p.
525)

At first glance, this seems to be Freud’s way of introducing the
idea of antecedence, attributing to it ultimate priority, and then
throwing it out. This is not the case. He is saying that any
sequence of discursive explanations normally is reversible: a
sequence of sentences A through M, for example, increases our
understanding additively: at M we know more than we did at A,
and conversely, at A we know less than we knew at M.
Furthermore, according to Freud, dream interpretation does not
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in the drean whicle cither sends one o another sequence (A to
M, } or stops one entirely. The new sequences of interpretation
may either parallel the A to M set, interseet i, or contradier it
aleogecher. In short, the interpretation as a whole cannot be
visualized at all as having a lincar trajectory from birth to
maturity, or from ignorance to knowledge, or from absolute
terminal to absolute terminal. Neither can one assume that the
more antecedent a beginning point, the more certain and the
greater the amount of sense. Interpretation is a field of
understanding in which statements are dispersed but whose
positions can be determined with regard only to certain (but not
all) other statements. Not every statement is connected intelligibly
with every other one. This is so because in the interpretation of
dreams one is essentially dealing with a psychical locality (p. 536),
not an anatomical one. Freud’s description of regression, as an
instance, employs topographical, formal, and temporal cat-
cgories—all nonanatomical terms, just as his model of the “mental
apparatus” is distinctly and explicitly structural, spatial, and
temporal though not visual.

Let us return to the “tangles.” Even if they do not add to our
knowledge of the dream’s content, they are nevertheless present.
They stand for something there which the sequence of analysis
hitherto adopted cannat affect. Yet these tangles are only barriers
to an additive sort of knowledge; Freud nowhere says that they
prohibit knowledge of a different kind. A way of breaking through
the barrier is to be found, I think, in Freud’s interpretation of the
Oedipus story (pp. 261-64}—specifically, in a footnote that he
added in 1914 and that was apparently the section of his text that
provoked the most controversy. Freud himself found more value
in the story as time went on: in 1919 he remarked the story’s
“undreamt-of”’ importance. In the myth, the hero is adept at
solving a riddle, but is destroyed by the rcalization of his
incestuous desires. The traditional lesson of Sophocles’ play, says
Freud, “is submission to the divine will and realization of [man’s]
impotence” (p. 262). More impressive is the fact that “the poet, as
he unravels the past, brings to light the guilt of Oedipus, [and] he
is at the same time compelling us to recognize our own inner
minds, in which these same impulses, though suppressed, are still
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Many things are involved herer Once again Treud  draws
attention to a type of knowledpge so devastating as o he
unbearable in one’s sight, and ll'l]I_\_." s|ig!ll.]y more bearable as .
subject of psychological interpretation. In essence, this knowledge
is of incest, which can be very correctly described as a tangling-up
of the family scquence. For instead of a father and mother
reproducing the line of gencration in a son, and the son in his turn
doing the same thing, the son becomes another lover of the
maother and killer of his father. Oedipus is not simply king, father,
and husband, but also parricide, adulterous son, royal criminal,
and national calamity. The tangle of roles resists ordinary
sequential understanding, for the original author of the family
line, the father, is murdered and his place usurped by the son.
What overwhelms Oedipus is the burden of plural identitics
incapable of coexisting within one person. In such a case the image
of a man conceals behind its facade mulciple meanings and
multiple determinations, What in the classical novel had been a
family romance becomes, in Freud’s interpretation of the Greek
tragedy, an almost unbearably complex tangling of opposites.

The collapsc of the one into the many, of the genealogical line
into a plurality of “unnatural” relationship, of systematic linear
analysis into a tangled skein of problems—all these leave sustained
effects in consciousness, For the writer a major effect is that the
authority of what he says is undermined by the possibility that,
unconsciously, he either does not or cannot say what he means.
When Vico said that man achieves rationality when he conceives
the gods as chaining the titans (in a gesture he sces as paving the
way for the historical, linear procession of human life, and also for
a narrative account of that life), Freud’s text, as he says, serves to
relcase those repressed forces. They do not come forth unaided,
but by virtue of a conscious wish. This contradictory union
obscures the otherwise clear sequence of conscious process:

My supposition is that a conscious wish can only become a dream-in-
stigator if it succeeds in awakening an unconscious wish with the same tenor
and in obtaining reinforcement from it. From indications derived from the
psycho-analysis of the neuresis, I consider that these unconscious wishes are
always on the alert, ready at any time to find their way to expression when
an opportunity arises for allying themselves with an impulse from the

conscious and for transferring their own preat intemsity on to the latter's
lesser one. It will then appear as though the conscious alone had been realized
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upon them by the victorions gods and which are still shiaken from time to
time by the convulsion of their limbs. {p. 55.3)

‘I'hese convulsions are perceptible initially as a change in the form
of a wish—or for that matter, in the form of a statement, image, or
word. Verbal slips, dreams, and the like have in common with
poetic form that they are interventions in the ongoing course of
things, not additions to it. Where once stood a pater familias, or an
unfolding plot, or a single image (like a Platonic idea of the father)
that bred successive and genealogically related “children,” we have
instcad a break in the sequence:'®® one image is then grasped as
an inadequate summary of several thoughts; Qedipus is a king
whose position in Thebes cannot exhaust his incestuous history; a
text is not the sum of its words added together; an author—his
scientific detachment and professional discretion notwith-
standing—is not free of the unseemly implications of his writing.

Freud’s words keep such ideas at bay. The text is not only not
a supplement to them, it is a defense against them, an alternative
way of dealing with them. For if such jumbles as can be produced
by the incestuous, repressed unconscious are inexpressible in
sequential discursive prose, they are nevertheless quite capable of
suddenly. breaking through the words. Beyond the reach of
genealogy, and yet more devastating than any logically productive
agency, these “presences” impart a new freedom of organization
to words, children, ideas—all those pluralities freed from the
domination of a single original cause, like the father or the image.
This is a positive result. The text, for example, no longer need be
confined to consecutive exp]anation, even as it remains scientific,
rational, and realistic. Such is the case with Freud’s discourse. On
the other hand, the text is vulnerable: it will always appear to
hedge its assertions; it can never be complete; it must constantly
defend itself against the penetrations of the “rangled” obscure.
Many years later, Freud’s historical and anchropological researches
led himn to see these eventualities writ large in the story of the
primal horde dislodging the father from his position of supremacy;
the children ali become brothers then, and the father is resacri-
ficed and venerated in religious rites. Still later, in Moses and
Monotheism, Freud averred how the idea of paternalism, before it
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premise.” Freud connects this advance with the discovery and
acceptance of “intellectual [peivtige] lorces [that] cannot be
apprehended by the senses, particularly by the sight, but which
nonctheless produce undoubted, and indeed even extremely
powerful effects.”™ That these effects may, like religion,
comprise a higher, more spiritual illusion about homa natura docs
not controvert their strength.

In any case, Freud’s repeated analysis of the ambivalent father
throughout his career can be considered as confirming some
general conclusions we can now put forward. In a material and
legal way, the role of father for a text is taken by the author,
whose ideas, argument, and conclusions are viewed as emerging
sequentially in the writing, as being his offspring. As a scientist, of
course, Freud had no wish to confine his text in this sort of
enclosure. Yet his theory of infantile sexuality frankly acknowl-
edges exactly this sort of regression, a determinism so severe that
it literally spares no individual. Thus the text of the Interpretation
can be traced back step by step to Freud’s own self-analysis and
the discovery of his own Oedipus complex; nevertheless, of this
period he said, “Insight such as this falls to one’s lot but once in a
lifctime” (p. xxxii). An equally powerful motif in the book is its
status as genuine interpretation whose value is at best illustrated—
not validated—by its author’s expcrience, What the prose
keeps equally in abeyance is the formal disorder of unmethodical
structure and the material disorder of private obsessions,
problems, and experiences. It is much too fanciful to say that the
Interpretation does away with, or kills, its author-father, Freud.
But I think it is not too much to say that the book devises a
textual solution for discussing what cannot be divorced from
man’s most intimate experience without concurrently becoming
an impersonal recitation of laboratory results. Another way of
expressing this is to say that the material determinism of a
beginning is lifted from the writing, so that as a text it can be
shown to have an effective, or theoretical, beginning.

Throughout the text there is something highly dramaric about
the way Freud struggles to ground interpretation in something
more theoretically distinguished as a starting point, or beginning,
than his own experience. *“Do as I do in remembrance of me” is
not the kind of ritual celebration Freud expected of his readers.
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dream’s “plot,” as Freud's mareative history of his experiences, as
the “step-by step™ logic of consecutive explanation. Moreover, it
was no small achievement to associate the abandonment of
sequential continuity with the intentional shift to language, as well
as with the bypassing of censorship:

Nevertheless, what Schiller describes as a relaxation of the watch upon
the gates of Reason, the adoption of an attitude of uneritical self-observation,
is by no means difficult . . .. I myself can do so very completely, by the help
of writing down my ideas as they occur to me. The amount of psychical
cnergy by which it is possible to reduce critical activity and increase the
intensity of self-observation varies considerably according to the subject on
which one is trying to fix one’s attention.

Our first step in the employment of this procedure teaches us that what
we must take as the abject of our attention is not the dream as a whole but
the separate portions of its content.... If...| put the dream before [a
patient] cut up into pieces, he will give me a series of associations to each
piece, which might be described as the “background thoughts” of that
particular part of the dream. Thus the method of dream interpretation which
I practise already differs in this first important respect from the popular,
historic and legendary method of interpretation by means of symbolism and
approximates to the second or “decoding” method. Like the latter, it
employs interpretation en détail and not en masse; like the latter, it regards
dreams from the very first as being of a composite character, as being
conglomerates of psychical formations, (pp. 1034)'®*

What enables one to decode these conglomerates is the existence
of a force called “secondary revision,” whose function is to
perform a “transvaluation of all psychical values” (p. 507). This
transvaluation obeys certain rules that any analyst can uncover by
interpretation and that form the basis of the codes peculiar to the
dream.

No dream, then, is the privileged creature of its author, for
each dream obeys the dictates of a universal “dream-work,” a
transindividual faculty present in each human and whose purpose
is to produce dreams at night and daydreams during wakefulness.
charding the decoding of secondary revision, as with decoding
the other characteristics of dreams, no one can achieve meaningful
results except in the analytic situation. Underlying the Inter-
pretation is the analytic relationship between dreamer and
interpreter. It is this relationship, 1 believe, that replaces the
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Family tangles brought to light by interpretation, In several of his
retrospective writings, Freud  constantly  emphasized that this
relationship brings to light *
technical name is “transference, . . a factor ... which can claim,
alike technically and theoretically, to be regarded as of the first
importance.”  When  “it  is  affectionate and  moder-
ate, .. |transference| is neither more nor less than the main-
spring of the joint work of analysis”'® Insofar as interprecation
is concerned, then, Frend sees analysis as a joint venture that
makes possible a mutual discourse.

What keeps such a discourse from being hermetic—although it
is hermetic in chat it is mainly, though not exclusively, clinical—is
that transference is of a part with “each person’s relations to his
human environment.” In the evolving discursive relationship
between patient and analyst, Freud prefigured and encapsulated a
change very similar to the one that transformed the patriarchal
primal horde into the brotherly clan. From being father, legislator,
authority undisputed, the analyst becomes brother, interlocutor,
discursive partner. Moreover, in Freud's autobiographical sketches
the reader becomes accustomed to yet another parallel transform-
ation of this kind—the one in which Freud, the lonely “wounder”
of man, becomes one of a band of like-minded scientists. 1n each
case, Freud’s work accomplishes the institutionalization of its
beginning intention, the effort to understand psychological reality
as something essentially available only to interpretation, and yet
available to neither direct representability (one cannot draw
pictures of it, nor mimetically portray it in language) nor univocal
statement. A beginning intention, therefore, is in constant need of
reworking: it is not, like the “author” an origin to which, by virtue
of precedence and unchanging being, everything can be referred
for explanation. Above all, an intention in the psychoanalytic
discourse is the immediate practical application of the mutuality
between men which ensues when a repressive central authoricy is
removed. Nietzsche’s distinctions between origin and purpose in
the passage that follows correspond to the distinctions I have been
making between author (origin) and beginning intention (purpose
and interpretation):

The cause of the origin of a thing and its eventual utility, its actual
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subduing and hccmning master involves a Liesh interpretation, an adaptation
through which any previous “meaning” and “purpose” are necessarily
obscured or even obliterated. . . .

Purposcs and utilities are only signs that a will to power has become
master of something less powerful and imposed upon it the character of a
function; and the entire history of a “thing,” an organ, a custom can in this
way be a continuous sign-chain of ever new interpretations and adaptations
whose causes do not even have to be related to one another but, on the
contrary, in some cases succeed and alternate with one another in a purely
chance fashion. The “evolution’ of a thing, a custom, an organ is thus by no
means its progressus towards a goal, even less a progressus by the shortest
route and with the smallest expenditure of force—but a succession of more or
less profound, more or less mutually independent processes of subduing, plus
the resistances they encounter, the attempts at transformation for the
purpose of defense and reaction, and the results of successful counteractions.
The form is fluid, but the “meaning” is even more so.'®

Nietzsche’s emphatic concerns here include identifying the
interpretive discourse as a function of those in power, This is
candidly to assert that between analyst and patient, for example,
there exists a power over life: life is no longer the natural sequence
of events, but has instead turned into an interpreted series, a made
career, a reconstructed chain of interpretations. Such a series can
in turn become something to be protected and conserved, similar
to what in his later writings (like Beyond the Pleasure Principle)
Freud was to describe as the “will to repeat,” its purpose and
method. Nevertheless, the particular advantage of the analytic
discourse lics in its ability to lay bare not only the system of
resistance, inhibitions, complexes, and symptoms overlaying man’s
ambition to love and work, but also the specific complexes
discovered (or invented) by psychoanalysis, such as excessive
transference, dependency, resistance to the discovery of resistance,
defensive mechanisms arising in the analyst himself, and so on.
Much of Freud’s metapsychological writing underscores this
fertility. Because of it, psychoanalysis inspired new discoveries and
made possible new revisions and interpolations; and not least of
all, because of its fertility psychoanalysis evolved into an
institutionalized form of discourse distinguished as much by its
enemies as by its adherents, as much for the virtuosity of attacks
upon it as for the ingenuity of its new formulations.

Of course, it is largely hindsight that allows us to associate this
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September 21, 1899019 Ax we shall see in the nexe chapeer, this
sort of dissatisfaction also characterizes the modern writer whaose
work intentionally begins moving away from the traditional
continuities of form and toward projects whose trajectory must be
created, in Merleau-Ponty’s phrase, as a constant experience,
without distinctive form, without authorizing imagery, without a
predetermined “progressits toward a goal.” Such a text as Freud's
sacrifices what 1 have called finality, and with it adequacy, for the
suke of a type of indeterminacy which, in Freud’s case, is
necessarily congruent with a reality largely unknown (the uncon
scious) and always incompletely grasped by language. Just as the
author’s vocation is transformed into a carcer by constant
reinterpretation—a theme | shall also examine in chapter 4 —so too
the text yields up its formal completeness to a constantly reforged
discursivity or productivity. Such a text cannot, by definition, be
confined, either theoretically or ethically, within the limits of its
lunguage gencalogically considered. This is not simply because it is
assumed that the reader treats the text with a sometime accurate,
sometime inaccurate, but always imperious will. Rather, it is
because the subject of the text constantly experiences imperfect,
incomplete realization, for which psychoanalytic interpretive
language is by definition, if not supplementary—which it never
is—then another alternative.

As much as he seemed to disparage and disown the efforts of
his disciples to make of psychoanalysis an explicit Weltan-
schauung, Freud could not but recognize that the psychoanalytic
viewpoint was in fact just such an alternative available to the
culture. Tts role was not limited to rivaling other disciplines,
however; it also served to complement them and, in the case of
literature, prolong them. One speculates what the later Freud fele
as he witnessed the books he had authored becoming the
fundamental authorizing texts of a new science. Probably he felt a
strange combination of pride, resignation, and jealousy. He cannot
have been ignorant of the fact that his texts established not only a
precedent but also a sustaining structure of language; and it was
this language that determined the bounds of what was psycho-
analytically possible to say. From these doxological bounds Freud
himself was not exempt. To read his later revisionist works (The
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These tendencies in the Freudian text are aspects of the
“serious consequences’ that Freud said were involved with “the
raising of thc thought-process above perception.”’® The
Interpretation of Dreams began the step by laying out a
vocabulary for dealing with a reality that was “unconscious,”
unknown, indescribable, and yet present. The text of the book, in
describing drearn imagery by means of quasi-grammatical combina-
torial rules of formation, is a record of accommodations made
between ascertainable work (the presence of the unknown in a
drcam) and the ascertainable limits of knowledge {beyond which
the unconscious is a blank). This sounds very much like Freud’s
definition of a dream as a compromise between the wishes of two
systems, unconscious and preconscious, “in so far as they are
compatible with each other” (p. 579). The text, such as it is, with
all the problems and characteristics we have discussed, is that
maximum compatibility Freud was able to achieve between
alternating presence and absence.

One of the most challenging motifs pervading the text of the
Interpretation takes us still further into the question of presence
and absence: “The unconscious is the true psychical reality; in its
innermost nature it is as much unknown to us as the reality of the
external world, and it is as incompletely presented by the data of
consciousness as is the external world by the communications of
our sense organs” (p. 613). Reported and transcribed dreams are
among the data of consciousness, data which gained in substance,
if not in reality, once they were admitted into analytic language
(from memory) for intcrpretation. A dream is always private,
although “a thought...is objectified in the dream, [and] is
represented as a scene, or, as it seems to us, is expericnced“ (p.
534).

This cxperience achieves a heightened reality, however, when
it is reported and analyzed. The virtue of psychoanalytic interpre-
tation is that it confers upon even the most absurd and trivial
dream experiences the materiality of a scientific object. Words are
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materialization, increases the analyie value of a dream by putting
it into words: yet paradoxically, from the point of view of
psychical reality, the verbal dreson has lost still more of the reality
which in the experienced dream ook the form of distortion,
displacement, and so on.

Carrying this logic a bit further, one can say that in analysis a
further distortion takes place, since by translating the dream into
words the original experiences are further removed from their first
f[orm. However, this does not seem to be in fact the case. A
dream-image is itself a substitute for what Freud calls “the
constrictions of chinking” (p. 344). “Each dream—whose distor-
tions morc or less closely expose the unconscious—therefore is a
neater, more economic, more discrete device for bearing the
pressures of the unconscious. Thus, for example, propinquity in
subject-matter is expressed by the dream as propinquity in time™:
in just the same way, Freud adds, *“if 1 write an ‘e’ and a ‘b’ in
succession, they have to be pronounced as a single syllable ‘ab’ ™
(p. 247). Were thought to express itself in the same amount of
time as a single syllable, thinking-as opposed to the manipulation
of imagery—would take up more space, become crowded together,
and fail to find a way to express a wish. For the imagc to be
decoded, it would have to be attacked as a single entity and
decomposed into the thoughts which it bad replaced. Thus the
images of a dream, the interpretive verbal transeription of the
drecam, and the attendant analysis belong to different orders of
substitution. While taking different forms, each bears a trace of
the unconscious: the image as distortion, the transcription as
pscudocontinuity or plot, the analysis as thoughts leading to a
(supposed} wish.

Now certainly no one of these seemingly distinct orders can be
cntirely detached from the others within the entire period of
interpretation. No one can occur without the other, just as
conceptually, for Freud, each order necessarily implies the
coexistence of the others. Yet [ think it is correct to say that
Freud’s general scheme in che Interpretation is that the “original”
reality, the unconscious, is for the purposes of analysis given as a
nonpresent, not immediately apprehendable force. Each successive
verbal version of a dream, beginning with the image, through the
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tratnscripion, oo practeally seenmmable aaatyas, does
much ke cear wlhate the oo sae, v Tiegin and canrinue
the traces of the unconsoouws m Linguapge The written texe,
because it is at deast materially evident o print amd on paper, is
not the last effort to capture these traces: as part of a discourse
presuming previous substitutions and assuining later ones {respec-
tively, Freud’s own sclf~analyses and his later writings) the text is
part of an ongaing effort, a practically unending series of
substitutions. In what direction and toward what sorts of either
tentative or fixed conclusion the series may go cannot concern us
here, although a remarkable indication of how profoundly and
how dynamically Freud saw the process is given in his late paper
“Analysis Terminable and Interminable.”!®”

Because it has the merit of constituting a rare moment of
insight at the beginning of Freud's carcer, The Interpretation of
Dreams is an inaugural text. Nevertheless, theoretically and even
materially its status as a beginning includes its superceding itself as
beginning. In other words, because it is a substitute, because it
comes between a before and an after, because as a whole it cannot
claim to have gone uncquivocally forward from one point to
another, what is most true of the text is that it collects traces of
the unconscious in varying forms of verbal behavior, with varying
degrees of distortion, occupying varying amounts of interpretive
space. Even though certain stages are recached and certain points
made, the dynamic of interpretation precludes a fixed beginning,
even an arbitrary one to which one can refer retrospectively. All
this is true of the text considercd as part of an institution we have
called the psychoanalytic discourse. Yet in one absolutely crucial
sense, the text as 2 whole retains a particular beginning function.
As the physical location where dream-thoughts are wverbally
created for the purposes of analysis, the text is, as Freud implies,
continuously novel. Previously, attempts to arrive ar a dream’s
meaning worked directly on its manifest content. But
we are alone in taking something else into account. We have introduced a new
class of psychical material between the manifest content of dreams and the
conclusions of our enquiry: namely, their latent content, or, {as we say) the
“dream-thoughts,” arrived at by the means of our procedure. It is from these
dream-thoughts and not from a dream’s manifest content that we disentangle
its meaning. We are thus presented with a new task which had no previous

cxistence: the task, that is, of investigating the relations between the manifest
content of dreams and the dream-thoughts, and of tracing out the processes

by which the latter have been changed into the former. (p. 277)
The text’s innovation is that as a body it intervenes between
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the dicam nnages amtese contentr and the dieans thoughe aad
meanings. The text atlows wndeed, accaaoms, as Fread BOCS Ot Ly
sty vomparison beeween the onginal deeam thoughis and dhein
“translation” into the Lingnage of mamlest dream images. Lest
this seem to make of the text a passive abjeet, Freud indicates
emphatically that the text is the producer and formulator of a new
task: that is, the existence of the text as intervention becween
manifest content and meaning is coterminous with the task of
showing the connections between manifest content and meaning.
Another way of understanding Freud’s meaning is to regard the
text as coming into being whencver the task of connecting a
drcam’s manifest content and the dream-thoughts is intended.
Once this occurs, the dream can be regarded as a picture puzzle or
rebus, and ‘“‘each separate element [is replaced] .. by a syllable
or word that can be represented by that [pictorial| element in
some way or other” (p. 278). So long as the replacement of one
by the other continues, given individual particularities of style,
culture, and historical circumstance, the text is being produced.
The text of a specific book called The Interpretation of Dreams is
the beginning of the text of other such interpretations, all of
which, according to Foucault, we can consider as constituting the
psychoanalytic discourse.'%®

One does the text a considerable disservice, however, by failing
to take account of its subversive force—indecd, its power to
remind the reader of unpleasant ideas without which Freud's work
would seem pallid. Among these ideas Freud included his theoties
of resistance and transference, although he realized quite un-
mistakably that even these lacked the negative effect of his ideas
on sexualicy. The latter, of course, left its imprint on the
Interpretation, but in circumstances that Freud was later to
clucidate more fully and more interestingly. In his “History of the
Psychoanalytic Movemnent” (1914} he tells how his fight for “a
new original idea”—the determining role of sexuality in psychical
life generally and in the etiology of the neuroses particularly—
helped offset the hostility that his propagation of the idea
gencrated. Yet one day his *“memories grouped themselves in such
a way as to disturb this satisfaction.” He found that discovery of
his idea in fact belonged to three other men—Breuer, Charcot, and
Chrobak—whose timidity had caused them to draw back from
their own conclusions. The difference between Freud and them
was put this way by Freud:

I am well aware that it is one thing to give utterance to an idea once or
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What they refused to do was commit themselves seriously to a
problematical idea. Freud's way of doing his duty was, figura-
tively, to marry it, a course which he obviously identifies with
public and theoretical profession of the idea. One offspring of the
marriage is the Interpretation, a permanent written record of
fidelity, winning its place—the metaphor fits very well with what
we said of the text as doing what Nietzsche called reinterpreting,
overcoming, and outstripping—among accepted truths. This is in
contrast to the spoken but unwritten recognition of the idea by
Freud’s predecessors, who abandoned it as a rake would a passing
flire. That Freud would in this manner also reassert his paternal
role as author rings quite beautifully true to his achievement,
noted earlier, of ceding authorial paternalism in the Interpretation
to a structure of theoretical understanding. For now in the
“History” he shows that what the natural father(s) of the idea
abandoned, he, as foster parent, legally adopted and nurtured. In
other words, the idea of sexuality, which had been abandoned
cither to passing apergus or to the casual obscenity, Freud
implanted in scientific discourse. Or as he says on the same page in
his “History”: “l have not of course disclosed the illustrious
parentage of this scandalous idea in order to saddle other people
with the responsibility of it.”

Thus the text constitutes responsibility to old subversive ideas,
a haven for the wicked knowledge of the ancients, a place for
cultivating what in the Phaedrus Socrates called “the living word
of knowledge,” which is different from words “tumbled out
anywhere .., [with] no parent to protect them” (p. 276). In
short, the text as well as the author reinstate difficult knowledge
by giving that knowledge a sort of human pedigree. Even though
the ideas contained in the Interpretation make of Freud (who
quotes Hebbel here) “a disturber of sleep,” the ideas in the rext,
or perhaps the idea of the text, is restored to a human family that
had disowned it, Because of the text, that is, dreams and other
potentially disturbing manifestations of psychical life are shown to
be connected genealogically as knowledge with previous kinds of
knowledge whose unpleasantness, elusiveness, and universality

181



tespre the parental Careand vespaasalaliey asd sohctous courage
of ancaathor, What s dhstimcnve whomt thes knowledge s nor that
it needed someone o oereare 0 dor e s alter all, a0 tinseless
knowledge of “prehistaric  things hu thar o needed o lacale in
which to be developed Tully in arder Tor i 1o become knowledge.
its “biography™ is tmportant only in that it has one {(which proves
that it is not the product of an alivnated, celibate mind, but of a
community}, not because as such irs gencalogy can make it casier
to understand or accept. For as onc reads such a text, one is
increasingly graceful for its abilicy to take physical responsibility
for ideas whose dircction is both out of sight and out of
consciousness and, in a deeply troubling way, beyond the bounds
of human biography.

When one thinks, for example, of Proust’s attitudes toward the
novel or of Kafka's use of fiction to respond textually to what is,
among other things, certain and essentially clusive, Freud’s
rescarches as the maker of a text about dreams appreciate in
critical value for the study of novels. Freud’'s frankness in
admiteing thar his text haltingly transacts, as it were, between
appearance and meaning, that its innovation resides in the fact of
its beginning intervention between two fundamentally unending,
unconfineable movements away from consciousness, that com-
pared to it biography can be seen as either an aspect of
mterpretation or as evidence of transhuman problems, that the
indeterminacy of its language is a sign of a radical compromise in
order to deal with the present and the unknown, and, finally, that
as a text irs language and its textuality together comprise one
clement in a series leading further and further away from psychical
reality even though necarer and nearer to discursive, institutional
permanence—all these present the critic of novels with instruments
for reading Mann’s Doctor austus, of all great modern novels the
most thoroughly imbued with the history of novels as an
institution, the novel most conscious of how overripe it is late in
that history, and the novel nearest to a kind of dizzying anarchism
in which the text as beginning effort coincides with the end, or
final unsuitability, of man as a subject that can be represented
using the written language.

The physical text of Doctor Faustus is the result of Zeitblom’s
effort to preserve a portion of his own and his nation’s history
during a period of unprecedented civil convulsion. More than that,
however, his chronicle of Leverkuhn purports to translate into
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“human letters” the Lwces ol o Ile ond aoachievement whose
conttal Teanne moa tadscal, anodisanesticivarce Troms the Jife of
men, Thus music and an artist™s convtantly sell ranseending career
together comprise a total rejection ol the premise that what s
human is knowable, is verbally describable, is consecutively
developing, is capable of subordination to “the human image.” On
the other hand, Zeithtom's life and time, as he writes, are in the
grip of national changes in a Germany whose increasing irration-
atity eludes ordinary sense. The pages he produces therefore
attempt a mediation (or intervention) between two parallel
histories—one Germany's, a manifest outer history of increasing
cceentricity, the other Leverkuhn’s, an inner career of musical
works whose principal thoughts and cultoral importance require
representation in either words or images. The position of
Zeitblom's text between two such disparities strikingly reproduces
the position of Freud's text between the manifest content of
dreams and their meaning. Like The Interpretation of Dreams,
Zeitblom’s text allows for 2 comparative study between Adrian’s
life and music and its translation into German history.

An exigency of the novel’s explicit textual project as [ have
described it, the Faustus-Devil story works in two principal ways.
First, the text’s structure is an unlimited parody consisting o
innumerable parallelisms. At bottom, such a structure reminds the
teader that, as Freud had said to his reader of dreams, there are no
innocent details in the text: as in a dream, each detail or image in
some way corresponds with ane or more dream-thoughts. 1f one
such correspondence is admitted, no matter how arbitrary either
the connection or the image, there must be correspondence
everywhere—this is the fundamental rule of dream inter-
pretation."'® In Doctor Faustus the ‘‘elements” of the text—
characters, plot, motif, symbols, themes, and so forth—are
themselves employed in the text as parallel elements. This
technique supports Zeitblom’s effort to parallel Adrian and
Germany. Just as Johan Leverkuhn’s speculating over elements
shows how inorganic crystals mime and parallel organic nature, so
too each element in the text mimes, sometimes parodies, another
element. Thus, to list a few examples: Zeitblom and Adrian, the
scholar and the artist, hactera esmeralda and the motifs based on it
in Adrian’s music, the structure of parallels in the novel and the
tone-row principle of composition, Germany and Adrian, music
and theology, Kaisersaschern and Pfeiffering, disease and genius,
language and music, Adrian and Faust, parody and counterpoint—
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intrinsically), there is meaning. It as theoreticians, of  this
diacritical principle of meaning that Mann characeerizes both the
Devil and Adrian in their encounter. The result of that encounter

is that cvery artistic achievement, moment, or gesture comes to
appear as something that excludes every other one: this is itself a
patallel of the Nictzschean idea of overcoming, in which the artist,
by excluding everything except the aesthetic faculty, creates a
“world.” In reality, however, the artistic statement by ruthless
exclusion includes (in the same way the excluded unconscious is
included in the meaning of a dream} every other statement in
order for it to make meaning: the opposition between aesthetic
and nonacsthetic begins aesthetic meaning.

What the Devil reveals to Adrian is that in art there has been a
turning against *“the self-contained work.” In music, for instance,
the material

shrinks in time, it scorns extension in time, which is the dimensions of a
musical work, and lets it stand empty. Not out of impotence, not out of
incapacity to give form, Rather from a ruthless demand for compression,
which taboos the superfluous, negates the phrase, shatters the ornament,
stands“;apposed to any extension of time, which is the lifeform of the
work.

[n both language and music, time imparts to composition the
authority of sustained creation, the temporal duration of a
prolonged world exemplified by the classical novel and the
symphony. The Devil's observation emphasizes how the parallel-
ism between the time of an artistic composition and the dynastic
continuitics of nature tends historically to make the artist regard
art as an unhealthy encroachment upon nature. This is the phase
rcalized in Jude the Obscure, among other works, where com-
pression, the collapse of time, is felt to be the more proper
prerogative of art. The more compressed in his work an artist
becomes, the Devil becomes, the more power he exercises, the
further from miming nature and truths his art moves. Art becomes
increasingly “untruth of a kind that enhances power [and] holds
its own against any ineffectively virtuous truth.””*'? The demonic
artist is given (or takes) the right in his work to break through
temporality, as well as the meaning that is based upon the mimesis
of nature in art, in order to become “elemental.” In breaking
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ol the absolute refinement of all histary and art. The Faustian
contract requires that in eetarn Tor that power and, ironically, for
the  fulfillioent of that wetal power to begin, Adrian must
uleimately pay the price of damnation, hell] silence:

Only it is not casy actually to speak thereof that is, one can really not
speak of it at all, because the actual is beyond what by word can be declared;
many words may be used and fashioned, but all together they are but tokens,
standing for names which do not and cannot make claim to describe what is
never to be described and denounced in words. That is the secret delight and
sccurity of hell, that it is not to be informed on, that it is protected from
speech, that it just is, but cannot be public in the newspaper, be brought by
any word to critical knowledge, wherefore precisely the words “subter-
ranean,” “cellar,” “thick walls,” “soundlessness,” “forgottenness,” “hopeless-
ness,” are the poor, weak symbols. One must just be satisfied with
symbolism, my good man, when one is speaking of hell, for there everything
ends—not only the word that deseribes, but everything altogether. This is
indeed the chiefest characteristic and what in most general terms is to be
uttered about it: both that which the newcomer first experiences, and what
at first with his as it were sound senses he cannot grasp, and will not
understand, because his reason or what limitation scever of his understanding
prevents him.''3
Here the beginning and the end are finally one, since by demonic
logic a radical element in its purity is an absolute presence
basically resistant to time or development; hence the fact of its
beginning is also its end.

1f Zeitblom’s text is, as we said above, a place where
l.everkuhn’s career can be compared with German history, then
the included whole of Adrian’s discussion with the Devil in
Zeitblom’s narrative shatters the compromise of the old scholar’s
text. For the “fiction” underlying Zeitblom’s writing is that
although Adrian and Germany are disparate entitics, a written
document can relate them to one another: Mann’s use of
parallelism is vindicated by the material text itself, which with all
its own internal parallelism and correspondence places itself
between the artist’s carcer and the national story, using the former
to understand the latter. Yet the Devil’s visit disturbs the text’s
intervening position—and now we come to the second principal
use of the Faust-Devil motif. Just as the regularity of the
“natural” human order is disrupted by the appearance of the
Devil, in Zeitblom’s text the regular course of his narrative is
disrupted in chapter 25 by “Adrian’s secret record.” For this is the
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precious treasore’” that e tramsonbes the words by hand from
Adrian's music paper: not even the [rinter was to see the treasure,
Muorcover, Zeitblom must cease to speak in order that the new texe
can reach us. When the chapter ends, Zeithlom returns o his
narrative  “undisturbed™ by the “unreasonable demands” that
Adrin’s text has made on the reader.

Yet Zeitblom seems awarc, now as never before, that his text
is a complex temporal object tied to “a threefold ordering of
time”''* _the reader’s time, the chronicler’s time, and historical
titne. Thus the text takes over, substitutes itself for Adrian’s life,
and redisposes that life into a text. Zeitblom reflects with an
author’s characteristic vanity:

i

Certainly the time in which 1 wrte has vastly greater historical
momentum than the time of which 1 write, Adrian’s time, which brought him
only ta the threshold of our incredible epoch. I feel as though one should call
out to him, as to all those who are no longer with us and were not with us
when it began: “Lucky you!” and a fervent “Rest in peace!"” Adrian is safe
from the days we dwell in. The thought is dear to me, I prize it, and in
exchange for that certainty I accept the terrors of the time in which '
continue to live on. It is to me as though I stood here and lived for him, lived
instead of him; as though I bore the burden his shoulders were spared, as
though I showed my love by taking upon me living for him, living in his stead.
The fancy, however illusory, does me good, it flatters the always cherished
desire to serve, to help, to protect him—this desire which during the lifetime
of my friend found so very little satisfaction.'"®

Regardless of Zeitblom’s protestations, the rawness and
density of Adrian’s own direct speech is not obscured, either
literally and figuratively, by the comparatively neat, consecutive,
humanc narrative that Zeitblom has produced for the composer.
Like Adrian’s music, which is ‘“heard” in the novel only as a
function of Zeitblom’s narrative, and like the third movement of
Beethoven’s Opus 111 whose absence is explained in Kretschmar’s
lectures, language cannot match the void it tries to describe.
Adrian’s silence, as composer and as damned genius, exceeds the
powers of narrative to contain it. Indeed, Adrian’s encounter with
the Devil symbolizes precisely what stands outside verbal tempor-
ality—a sort of speculative delirium uniting absolutc radicality
with the satanic discontinuity following a moment of indescrib-
ably final and inventive rationality. For if the text as an
intervention between manifest appearance and (artistic) thought is
an interpretive compromise between the two, then any inter-
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The tendency of Doctor Fanstus as a whole seems nonetheless
to support the humanness of Zeitblom’s effort to chronicle and
historictze the clemental, the barbaric, and the nonverbal. The
novel’s cultural moment indicates as much, for in Mann’s career it
corresponds with a self-critical phase in which he came to terms
with the question of German responsibility for the Second World
War. Mann’s feat as a novelist was to put into verbal and artistic
form that which historically seemed either to negate or to
transcend words and art. Thus Zeitblom’s sensc of duty coincides
with Mann’s: both recognize that in such circumstances as
Germany’s, even an act of narration is a moral act in which the
narrator seeks, through the “humaneness” of narrative, to over-
come the negation of narrative in German history. Because it isa
temporal art of sustained duration, narrative also sets itself against
the demonic thesis that the only serious art is “the very short, the
highly consistent musical moment.”''® Moreover, the biograph-
ical mode of the narrative, announced on the title page, was
intended to restore to narrative its capacity for formal “play and
pretence,” which conflicted with everything about Adrian’s life,
with its interest in knowledge, intensity, atemporality, and
unmediated statement. Therefore, the frequent rhetorical excesses
of Zeitblom’s text constitute a kind of salutary balance to the
dionysiac intensity of the composet’s icy rationality.

These characteristics represent a tendency that is, I think,
acceptable to most readers of the novel; there can be little doubt
that Mann rather consciously placed them as close as possible to
the novel’s surface. Yet also near that same surface is the fact that
both Zeitblom and Adrian are deliberate creatures of the
pen—Zeitblom for moral reasons, Adrian for Zeitblom’s reasons.
They belong less to the mimetic, representable world of the
classical novel than to the authorizing power of writing, the very
fact which signifies something quite opposed to the novel as an
institution. As writing, Doctor Faustus intervenes in reality so that
writing as presencc may stand before, may attempt to precede, a
total flight from the responsibilities of history. In writing,
Zeitblom hopes to begin a restoration of Germany and of Adrian
in the form of a text of some sort, for otherwise Adrian’s tragedy
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therefore, “to coordinate language and  passion
furmal structure.

But writing that not only is a beginning, but itsclf begins by
introducing the notion of a formal structure existing outside (“nor
as framework but as houses”) its material, plays with theoretical
complexities that cannot be ignored. To what extent is the text
like the paralyzed composer in 19397 —"he that was once Adrian
Leverkuhn, whose immortal part is now so called What a
mocking game Nature here [ie., in his physical appearance]|
played, one might say: presenting a picture of the utmost
spirituality, just there whence the spirit had fled!”"*® What is
there to prevent writing from spinning out a clever surface, an
“inaccessible communication” part ornament, part illiterate
symbol? From being the form of secondary communication, with
its mimetic authority derived genealogically from an “original”
rcality, the novel now dcliberately draws the reader to its
textuality., As with other great modern texts, Doctor Faustus on
the one hand presents itself as the text of an artistic career while,
on the other, its surface virtuosity and ambiguous rationale call
attention to its career as a text in relation to which even its
“author” is a subordinate function. The novel thus undergoes
transformations peculiar to its institutional history; at the same
time, it has become involved in a dynamic affecting all literaturc in
the modern period—the specific problematic of a text. We must
begin there now.
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IN his 1968 survey of structuralism, Jean Piaget broadly defined
a structure as (1) a system of transformations, (2) a totality, (3)
something capable of sclfregulation {autoréglage).! These three
characterizations of structure are obviously interconnect-
ed—though obviously different emphases are possible within the
various disciplines influenced by structuralist thought. In his own
analysis, Piaget applies his considerable experience as a psych-
ological empiricist and theoretician. For him the central problem
in all structuralist theory is that of the connection between
antecedence and constructivism, which raises the following series
of questions: “‘Are those totalities formed by structures composed
once and for all, or are they always in the process of construction?
How are they constructed? By whom?”? These issues have as
much a bearing on Piaget’s theses in genetic cpistemology as they
do, T think, on the theme of this chapter. For despite recent
genuinely investigative tendencies in criticism {in, for example, the
work of Roland DBarthes), certain conventions, persisting as
unexamined vestiges of the whole history of ideas, have a strong
hold upon the critical imagination as it tries to grasp what a text
exactly is. Such a determination is of quite basic importance. Thus
certain questions—such as the nature of the author’s (beginning
and continued) authority over his text, the beginnings and
development of an author’s work, the location in time and society
of a text, and the possibility of the sequential construction of a
literary totality viewed as an ensemble of made relation-
ships—remain relevant.

Here is how Piaget phrases his own position on structure,
which we can consider for the moment to be also his definition of
what a text is:
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opdratoires) and are therelore held 1o a preesisting formation ef adequate
instruments. ... From this we derive the following conclusion: that the
matire of a subject is to constitute a functional center and not an u priori seat
for a complete edifice, If we were to replace the notion of *“subject” with a
social unity, or a species, or life, or even the universe, the case would be the
same.” | Italics mine|
Of the two important observations here, 1 shall consider the
sccond one first. Plaget makes a distinction between two possible
conceptions of the subject (“la nature du sujec”)—that is, the
cffective, centering motive principle in a structure. One is a
conception of subject as preexisting given, as a necdssary a priori
condition for the fully formed structure. The perspective adopted
by this conception is wholly that of the completed structure—not
as developing, but rather as already developed. Opposed to this
conception (which clearly fails to please Piaget) is a view of the
subject as a germinal or beginning principle whose force extends
throughout, and therefore empowers, a devcloping, constituting
structure. In simple terms, then, Piaget is contrasting a Platonic
cssence of priority, more formal and logically necessary than
efficient, with a plastic, quasi-organic principle of growth proceed-
ing from the simple to the more complex. At any rate, the latter
conception is central, whereas the former is practically marginal. I
think it ought to be added that Piaget himself would be likely to
consider this contrast as by no means exhausting our notions of
“subject,” nor certainly of center, nor of genesis, The polarity he
cstablishes is not only extreme but convenient, and this for
reasons that have mostly to do with the type of experiments in
psychological development he has been conducting for many
ycars,*

The clause 1 emphasized in quoting from Piaget above is
crucial: passage formateur implies simultaneous graduation, con-
servation, and formation; the idea of a movement leading toward
something (gui conduit) suggests intention and direction; and de

*For an example of the polemical uses ro which the polarity might be put {but wouldn't
be, T think, by Piager himself}, see Lucien Goldmann’s two cssays on Piager in
Recherches didlectiques. Then, too, there is the relevance of Jacques Derrida’s important
variations on center, decentering, and difference—themes whosc relevgnce to the
fundamentals of classificacion and opposition is particularly valuable—in [ 'Ecriture et la
différence and De la grammatologie.
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ment ol completeness. v becommg, stronger.” the structure
realizes more ot its latent powers of incorporation and drops some
of the freight that had been hindering its encompassing movement.
I am mixing metaphors a little, but | wish to avoid talking of
developing force and form in organicist language. What I have in
mind is a somewhat abstract scheme that allows one to deseribe a
structure gathering force according to its own special beginnings
and laws, not according to those derived generally from nature.
Coleridge, for whom the analogy of intellectual growth with nacural
growth was more or less habitual, brilliantly bypasses the recourse
to organicism in the essay on “Method” (number IV of The
Friend}: what Piaget terms “‘strength” Coleridge calls “generality.”
Structure dcvelops from mere specificity to impressive, over-
mastering scopc and generality. Thus another meaning for strength
is wider incorporation and firmness of grasp. As Coleridge sums it
up in the fifth essay in the same series: “All method supposes a
principle of unity with progression.”® And since Piaget rightly
speaks of structuralism as a method of thoughe, the link between
him and Coleridge is worth making. The two of them, however,
remain open to C. S. Peirce’s critique of syncchism in “The Law of
Mind™":

There is but one law of mind, namely, that ideas tend to spread
continucusly and to affect certain others which stand to them in a peculiac
relation of affectability. In this spreading they lose intensity, and especially

the power of affecting others, but pain generality and become welded with
other ideas.®

Loss of intensity is the damaging point here, but one can admit
that and still allow that a loss of one kind of intensity is replaced
by gaining another kind: direct immediacy is replaced by a greater
immediacy of continuity icself (*in this spreading they ~ become
welded with other idcas™).

All these dangerous abstractions will have been justitied if a
connection between them and, for the use of a critic of literature,
the characterization of a text can be demonstrated. What is first of
all necessary is that we situate our discussion as radically as
possible; from that vantage point we do not view the text simply,
neither as the printed book, an object, nor as a completed edifice
of some sort.” The given assumptions (usually unexamined) of
most literary criticism today can be plainly described as permitting
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the cridie seeks our depths (psychological, social, or otherwise)
concealed m or by the teXEs 50 [:I.l\'t‘ll. whether he dcnmnstmtcs
formal relationships (between figures, parts, or otherwise) across
the text, or whether he combines both approaches, his pied-a-terre
15 the text-as-completed-book. In the end, as Jorge Luis Borges
made  the point cleverly in “Pierre Menard, Author of The
Quixote,” although the text is enriched, it is still the same text
with which the critic began. If ever the problem of identity were
taken up-namely, the question of how an uninterpreted text
differs from an interpreted text—we would find all ghese assump-
tions supporting a view that the interpreted text was more like the
uninterpreted one than not. This is because the critic assumes,
even imputes, problems to an uninterpreted text (i.e., what does it
mean?), and after solving them offers us an object no longer in
need of interpretation, partially purged (for his purposes) of its
problematies, The text is returned to a canon, or a tradition, more
itself than it had been before.

My carlier discussion of Piaget was designed to force upon usa
different approach, the aim of which is to consider the text as a
structure in the process of being composed from a certain
beginning intention, in the process of realizing a structure. Yet the
history of a text—as one contemporary example will prove—reveals
the large number of quite different ideas, cven if at first glance
that seems not to be the case. in the criticism of the Geneva
school, preeminently in the monumental studies of Georges
Poulet, we have an approach somewhat resembling the one [ have
just mentioned. Poulet tries first to locate a germinal point out of
which the author’s project develops, then he shows the project
developing, and finally arriving at a point resembling the first.® By
that time the project is far more deeply and strongly understood.
The writer’s real text is his “work” taken as a vast and intricate
web of conneetions between various pares. This method is not
unlike Spitzer’s, which is based on what he called the “circle of
understanding,” except that Poulet claims to parallel in his own
writing, and therefore duplicates, the author's consciousness of
totalicy. The difficulty with Poulet and others working in his
school, howcever, is that no realistic allowance is made for either
the brute temporal sequence of an author’s production or the
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which, according to Panler, s only evstenoally (but not onto
logically) compromised by the mdwadual work of art. Poulet’s
commentary is not metalanguage but o sore of primal language,
which can also be characterized as purporting to be the language
of unmediated consciousness. What supports it is, of course,
Poulet’s marvelously penetrating, sympathetic critical imagination.
Whether cxamining Pascal, Amicl, or Proust, Poulet’s writing
aspires to a privileged level of awareness that runs beneath or
above or within (it does not matter which) the finished text-as-
product.

The varied range of relationships possible between critic and
text is more properly treated as a topic within the sociology of
knowledge generally, and the historical and conceptual changes
induced in even so apparently unchanging an “object™ as the text.
Moreover, each historical moment produces its own characteristic
forms of the critical act, its own arena in which critic and text
challenge one another, and thereby its own depictions of what
constitutes a literary text. Consequently, it is wrong to pretend
that there is a single notion of text, constant for all literary
criticism, just waiting to be discovered. There is definite value,
however, in recognizing the philosophical prejudices that have
operated, from antiquity to the present, when editors are
“establishing a text.' For there is an entire history and
philosephy surrounding the notion of a reliable text, a history and
a philosophy as vatied as often as they are concezled, and the
editor who takes the naively positivistic attitude that a text can be
finally secured on the page does so in unjustified bad faith.*

In this chapter 1 shall be arguing that the experience of certain
major writers who aspire toward a highly specialized ideal of
textual achievement as the beginning condition of their work must
necessarily govern the critic’s depiction of a text. What is constant
for the critic is that there is always an “authorial” process which,
in individual cases, can be grasped once its most notable patterns
*Once one begins to examine the way in which critics today define their relationship to
a secure text, a number of curious facts emerge. The mast common metaphors used for
such definition are spatial, physical, or military: the critic is “close” or “far” from the
text; one reads in "“slow motion™ in order to "'get” the sense better; there are “'defenses
of rcading’; and prepasitions like “within’ and “inside” proliferate. One rarely finds,
however, an English-language critic asking where a text takes place, or how it takes place,
or what it is, just as it is uncommon for him to consider writing--in its French sense of

deriture—as anything more than the author’s having to take a necessary step along the
way to publishing a book or a poem.
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innermonst stoaggles except, of o thivugh os own retro
s hve, and |n'l'||.|}l.*- e urate acconte, Thos oor adtermitive is
to take the anthor’s career as wholly onented award and
synonymous with the production ol aexi, especially if the author
himsell seems obsessively concerned with just that conedrn over
technique or craftsmanship. A lurther inplication is chat the
author’s career is a course whase record is his work and whose goal
is the integral text that adequately represents the efforts expended
on its behalf. Therefore, the text is a multidimensional structure
extending from the beginning to the end of the writer’s carecr. A
rext is the source and the aim of a man’s desire to be an author, it
is the form of his attempts, it contains the elements of his
coherence, and in a whole range of complex and differing ways it
incarnates the pressures upon the writer of his psychology, his
time, his society. The unity between career and text, then, is a
unity between an intelligible pattern of events and for the most
part their increasingly conscious transformation into writing.

[f this formulation were left to stand unqualified, it would be
open to major criticism. For underlying this view of the text as
growing consciousness, regardless of how diverse the expression of
this growth, is an accepted teleological progress and development.
All of which is true. But of greater moment is the way in which
the author’s thought succeeds itself in time, and is therefore
conscious of passing formatively (Piaget’s phrase) from one stage
to the next. The sheer weight of completed work, for instance,
influences the writer’s thought by providing him with examples he
nced not repeat and experiments he need not try again -or, if he
does, at least he knows that he is doing just that. In the sense that
he is aware of what he has done, he is more generally conscious of
what he can do even if, to take a common enough case, he
unconsciously parodies himself some of the time. I shall argue that
although the text resembles a never-to-be-fulfilled ideal, a finality
never attained even if desired from the very beginning, the
author’s asymptotic movement toward his goal gives him an
increasingly acute sense of what he is doing all the time. Another
more convenient way of settling in with a myth of progress here is
to say that I shall be concerned with some modern authors whose
common trait is that they require from the critic a central
thematic of development, one organized around prominent levels
of growth from the beginning to the completion of a text.

Yet before entering upon that discussion, I think that a general
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differene, narrower focus. By restricting myself now to writers
from whom a text is in and of teself an actuality of technical,
critical, and ctheoretical moment, I hope to be able later to
luminate generally the modern writer’s special problems with his
text and its quite particular beginning significance for him. Such a
pair of steps will thus permit a relatively disciplined way of
understanding a text—neither as a “creative” masterpiece nor asa
fact of nature, but as something whose beginning condition,
irreducibly, is that it must always be produced, constantly.

II

Most of the time, the concept of a text carries with it an idea if
not of unequivocal achievement, then of distinction, or of prestige
based on simple language in use. There are occasions, of course,
when rext is a fairly neutral or even secondary work—for example,
when one says of a lecter from a friend that its text has such and
such a tone or quality. The usual sort of prestige suggested by text
is preservation: on the assumption that only what has distinction
is preserved, the text lifts out or perhaps rescues language from the
bustle of time and keeps it in writing. The reason for the
preservation, the method of it, the mode, the success, the failure,
the persistence of it—all these are aspects of a text that can be
subordinated to the idea of preservation itself. The other main
distinction of a text is that as a presence it occupies a place
actively. Another way of putting this is to say that in being
present a text displaces one or a thousand other things; were it not
for a text, something else might have been in its place. If that
something clse is not another text, it could be speech, silence,
chaos, etc.; but the presence of a text, usually associated with a
document, is not simply reducible to what it has displaced nor to
an inert object. That is perhaps sometimes the case, but in order to
understand what a text is, most theorists have considered it to be
something quite positively its own, however much it may stand
for, symbolize, produce, or connote meanings in addition to itself.
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Some dlusteations ob wlhac T lave heen savimg beat demanstaate
these ditmonons ol o rext The place accupied e classical
antiquity by the Homene poeins, an o well as e perennially
renewed Homerte problem i clssaical scliolaeship, are centeal to
the problem of the text and the preservanion of Homers work,
For Plato, for Zenodotus of Epliesns, for Friedrich August Wolf,
as for Nictzschie, the relationships between a set of received images
in verse and how they are to be understood as passing from speech
into cthical or textual existence arc crucial matters that only the
text of Homer's poems can resolve. Entire periods of history arc
thus basically apprehended as functions of a text—that is, either
made sensible by a text or given identity by a text. Instances of
the former are the Rosetta stone and the Qumran scrolls, and of
the latter, Renaissance humanism based on classical scholarship in
general and Petrarch's discovery of Cicero’s letters in Verona in
1345 in particular. The text acts in two directions: toward the
past, which gains actuality, and toward the present, which gains in
knowledge. In thesc instances the material existence of a text,
quite apart from its use or its interpretation, has a unique
intellectual and historical value. Always this value derives from a
text out of a past whose contemporary privileged relevance is
derived from the enhanced or restored fact of its preservation in
textual form. The four editions by Erasmus (1515-1527) of a
Greek New Testament are a celebrated confirmation of such a
value,

In the West the classics and the Bible are the best-preserved,
the most worked over, the most transmitted, and hence the most
original texts of all. Many institutions, including both the Church
and the university, are devoted to preserving the texts—prolonging
them, as it were—even as a part of their own preservation.
‘it.mcllng very near the center of intellectual life in the West is the
tradition of classical scholarship, whose record in Sir John
Sandys's three-volume History of Classical Scholarship is a
humbling one for the contemporary critic.!® To this tradition it is
possible to relate not only Dante’s use of Virgil, Joyce’s of Homer,
the work of Curtius and Auerbach, and innumerable poets and
philosophers, but also such important peculiarities and such
impressive sports as the battle of the Ancients and the Moderns,
Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy, Bentley’s edition of Milton, Vico's
New Science, and Chapman’s Homer. A probable reason for the
fertility of the great classical texts is that access to them, their
preservation, and their transmission is irrevocably connected to
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Vica put it in The New Science, a viiue of Europe is “the
Christian religion, which teaches truths so sublime that it receives
into service the most learned philosophics of the gentiles and
cultivates three languages as its own |clt’insegna verita cotanto
sublimi che vi si sono ricevute a servirla le piu dotte filosofie de’
gentili, e coltiva tre lingue come sue]: Hebrew, the most ancient in
the world; Greek, the most delicate; and Latin, the grandest.”!!

Outside the Judeo-Christian textual tradition—in the Arab-
Islamie, for instance—rather different conditions prevail. One of
them is idjaz, a concept which dcscribes the uniqueness of the
Koran as rendering all other texts impotent by comparison. Thus
since the central text is in Arabic, and since, unlike the Gospels or
even the Torah, it is given as unitary and complete, textual
traditions are essentially supportive, not restorative. All texts are
secondary to the Koran, which is inimitable. (Note the absence of
the problems of the formal imperfections of Scripture, of mixed
styles, of incomplete or partially transmitted texts, and so on—all
of which obtain in the Christian Europe that Vico described.)
There is nevertheless a hicrarchy of disciplines and of books in
relation to the Koran. Thus two sciences above all other,
jurisprudence (figh) and tradition (hadith), sets of systematic
textual customs, control the editor’s work, and in the case of the
hadith they are very elaborate and systematic customs indeed.
Every tradition is judged according to a canon of valid sources. One
,ranking judges that the best tradition is heard, then following that
perhaps traditions recited, licensed, handed over, obtained by
correspondence or by bequest, or found. When not dealing with
texts associated with the Koran, Islamic editors made use of the
system of idjaza (license to transmit}, which although originally
the third method of transmitting Koranic traditions in print, came
to be used for all other manuscripts.’? Thus every Arabic text
during the “manuscript age'—the period from the seventh up to
around the end of the fifteenth century--generally opens with a
list of isnads (asaneed) or witnesses, linking the text to a univocal
source through a series of oral transmitters.

In Islam, the dialectic between oral and written language is
traditionally very near the surface of any text. Preeminence is
given to what is spoken, inasmuch as the Koran was dictated or
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are .\illilll[.lllt'l)llhly important i ver not o important. Frany
Rosenthal speculates thae the comparanve lack of system in
Islamic textual practice during and alver the manuseript’age was
due to the continued presence of che Koran and an unbroken
tradition, whereas

the survival of no more than scattered fragments of ancient civilization made
it imperative for the Occident to husband its meager cultural resources by
administering them in the most economic—i.e., systematic—manner. ...
Western intellectual poverty, which knew little except scholastic philosophy
lucilitated the formation of a systematic approach to research. Since only a
limited number of ideas was at the disposal of Western scholars, these scholars
were forced to dissect and put together those selfsame ideas over and over
again. This procedure resulted in the creation of refined forms of literary
prl.‘ai(:nl:.'a.l:ion.]3

By contrast, in the Islamic tradition there was no distinction made
between actual collation of texts and a sort of free emendation of
a text according to the precepts of one’s teacher.® Nevertheless,
there is an amusing converse of this practice: a writer might
destroy his own text as a way of dramatizing the eminence of
anaother’s. “Twice [ composed magamat, but my work did not
please me, and T destroyed it. I wonder whether God might not
have created me for the sole purpose of emphasizing Ibn al-Hariri’s
superiority.”'$

Despite the differences between the Islamic and Judeo-
Christian textual traditions, before the age of printing chere was
extraordinary difficulty in both traditions when references from
one text to another were attempted. An author could never be
sure that a manuscript he referred to existed in more than one
handwritten copy, so references were exceedingly cumbersome,
and usually involved digressive summaries. In the West, if such
references were often prohibitive, then the [ragments that received
the most textual artention and reproduction—usually Scriptural
ones—bred an internal system of organization that, I think, far
exceeds anything to be found in the Islamic tradition. The recent
study of biblical codices has revealed a wide range of textual
devices, all concentrated upon preserving texts and making them
more useful. On the one hand there are formal systems that
include colophons, scholia, onomastica, catenae, commentaries,
superscription, subscription, and so forth; on the other, as Bruce
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{There are] conversational jollings which accasionally stand at the close
of a manuseript or in the margins of fulios throughout a document. Though
scribes were forbidden to talk to one another in the seriptorium, the more
irrepressible found devious ways to communicate with each other. One such
means was to jot remarks on the marpin of the page being transcribed and to
show it to one’s neighbour. The margins of a ninth-century Latin manuscript
of Cassiodarus’ commentary on the Psalms contains a variety of common-
place remarks written in Irish. For example: “It is cold today.” “That is
natural; it is winter.” *“The lamp gives a bad light.” “It is time for us to begin
to do some work.” “Well, this vellum is certainly heavy!” “Well, 1 call this
vellurlr; thin!” “I feel quite dull today; I don't know what’s wrong with
me."”

If a preserved text is thought of as displacing something by its
presence, there is, [ think, one especially interesting consequence:
not only does a text enjoy an existence quite special to it, but in
addition it becomes less and less possible, the longer it survives, to
consider it as analogous with, parallel to, or symbolic of the
human lifetime. The authority of The Aeneid is transhuman.
Virgil himself is thought of less as a biographical subject chan asa
topos worthy of many lifetimes’ study. The tendency in phil-
ological work since the eighteenth century has been toward the
sort of attitude, capable of including high specialization and that
of Altertumswissenschaft, that considers a text as the representa-
tion of complex, collective phenomena in an irreducibly partic-
ular mode. The quasi-logical extension of such a tendency leads to
the sort of images found in Borges’s short story *“The Library of
Babel,” in which human lifc is simply one of the less ingenious and
less interesting items among a world of texts. The interpretive
traditions upon which most modern conceptions of the humanities
are based employ texts to give a suprahuman continuity to the
tradition, just as the history of the humanities is dotted with
individual quests—like those of the protagonist in James's The
Aspern Papers—after a text that becomes a raison d'étre of a
lifetime. In effect, this is not so contradictory, since in the
humanities a central text is regarded as a kind of ideal as well as
practical goal for the individual humanise; the literal meaning of
philology makes this clcar enough.

In everything | have so far said, reading is paradoxically not
always so important a process to the life of a text as one might
assume. Granted, an unread text is often equivalent to no text at
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text ought (o be viewed as wsort ol msthematieal balance berween
writing and reading, nor as the mateeial resule ol reading, ngr as an
eftect of reading. The trouble with such formulas is that they
place the act of reading prior to that of writing, whereas in fact
the production of a text is an event, physically and spiricually,
which has its own gencalogy that cannot begin with its reading.
The point here is that the filiations of a text have much more to
do with writing than with reading—at least for the type of analysis
I have been attempting here and elsewhere. A text is in part a
continuing desire to write one: as Roland Barthes has said in
making the textual distinction between lisible and scriptible, ““Le
texte scriptible est un présent perpetuel, sur lequel ne peut se
poser aucune parole conséquente {qui le transformerait, fatale-
ment, en passé); le texte scriptible, c’est nous en train
d'écrire.”!” To begin to write is to begin to produce a text,
although writing can go though a very large number of refinements
before it is a text, at least to its author. In this way, too, a text is
disjunctive with the human lifetime: the writing career follows a
pattern by no means connected necessarily with that of a dateable
cycle, a subject to which I shall recurn later on.

A helpful insight is gained by comparing Thomas Kuhn’s
description, in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, of the role
played by the science textbook with the nonscientific text in
general. In a chaprer entitled *“The Invisibility of Revolutions,”
Kuhn advances the thesis that science textbooks are sources of
authority whose role is to describe the outcome of a scientific
revolution as something linear or cumulative.'® Such a miscon-
struction, Kuhn observes, is uncxceptionable pedagogy, but in
cffect science “textbooks thus begin by truncating the scientist’s
sense of his discipline’s history and then proceed to supply a
substitute for what they have eliminated.” Kuhn's interest in
science textbooks is that, because they are sources of information
about scicntific research, the pedagogic image of scicnce they
present determines the common view of science—as discovery and
invention—held by most scientists. Such textbooks thereforc
conceal the real history of resecarch and discovery by displacing
them. They also preserve the results of research in such a way as to
obscure the complex process of paradigm production, testing, and
rejection that, Kuhn contends, forms the basis of all scientific
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with its displacing, msconstracnmg, and pedapgopic functions, The
printed texts begin the act ol defmmg o discipline by cruncacing
history, by making it seem as if history begins from a discrere,
determinable paint and proceeds thereafter in a straight line. Such
a presentation thus invents an image of history to which, in its
neatly etched peripheries, the texe corresponds.

In a sense, therefore, Kuhn argues that the science textbook is
a sort of obstruction within the ongoing activity of scientific
research. A text presents this activity as something hard and
already achieved instcad of as the multidimensional and plastic
effort which it really is. Two views that almost exactly correspond
with Kuhn’s are those of Nietzsche and Vico, both of whom argue
that every text, whether the tables of Roman law our the
revered texts of Athenian tragedy, stands between the scholar and
the historical past--or rather, the text, in its didactic simplicity, is
often interpreted (because of its seeming clarity) as the reality of a
past that its linear textual form misconstrues. The text is therefore
Apollonian, at least in its ability to hold back a far more fluid
poetry than words can convey with what Nietzsche calls an
Olympian structure. Vico states that *“men are naturally impelled
to preserve the memories of the laws and institutions that bind
them in their societies.””’® They do so in texts (poems, codes,
histories, myths) that preserve the past in uniformity, but which
the *“‘conceit of the scholars” overrates as if “what they know
must have been eminently understood from the beginning of the
world.” Vico concludes that “for purposes of this inquiry [in The
New Science| we must reckon as if there were no books in the
world.”?® In The Use and Abuse of History Nietzsche says that
“there is a hygiene of life near the volumes of science,” and that
the essence of this hygiene is the unhistorical and the super-
historical, both of which counteract the “malady of history.” !
Within these *“‘volumes of science” one can find the study of
history and modern philosophy, which “is political and official,
bound down to be a mecre phantasmagoria of learning by our
modern governments, churches, universities, moralities, and
cowardices.’'*?

The images of imprisonment and obstruction with which a
text has often been identified are not unexpected ones, even if the
identification is not so polemical as Nietzsche’s. For example, the
opening poem of Blake's Songs of Innocence represents the poet
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ot every dnld, His paper e e watec whe s stamed s he
“wiites': but ane's ilu“lhlllnn Pe o eocnate inocence i the
poem with the impossibility ol pevmanent msceription in the
water, The one line of the poem tha SRS troubling ol
innocence is “And 1| stain'd the water clear.” Nevertheless, the
ambiguously placed  adjective “clear™  offsets the chrear in
“stain'd,” so that one can read the line to mean either “[ stained
the water until it became clear” or “my pen stained the clear
water”: in both cases the conclusion is that because he writes on
water, which even if momentarily stained would not retain the
imprint, the poet composes happy (and clear} songs. This
conventional imagery is systematically strengthened by the con-
text of “innocence™ and by contrast with the forgmg imprisoning
imagery so frequent in Songs of Experience.

The converse is to be found in Swift’s “Verses wrote on a
Lady’s lvory Table-Book.” The speaker is the book itself, whose

hardness is evident as well in the writing inscribed on ir:

Peruse my Leaves thro' ev'ry Part,

And think thou seest my owners Heart,
Scrawl’d o’er with Trifles thus; and quite
As hard, as sensless, and as light.

This is an admittedly special book, “expos’d to every Coxcomb’s
Eyes,” but all that Swift does in the poem is to meditate on the
oddness of the book’s textual hardness as it unites heartless
inscriptions with vulnerable openness. Since the text is a surface
that preserves what is inscribed there, it invites attention indis-
criminately, at the same time being hostile to and repelling “decp”
understanding.

Both Swift and Blake differ from Keats, for whom a text on
two notable occasions has less unfavorable meanings—but for the
reason that, in Keats’s case, the physical characteristic of a text,
the fact that it is written down, is either transmuted into another
element or given a very special signficance. Chapman’s Homer is
not a document-text but a voice-text: Keats says that he never
breathed ‘“‘the pure serene” of Homer's world “Till I heard
Chapman speak out loud and bold.” And in the sonnet “When 1
have fears that I may cease to be,” the poet’s intensified sense of
his mortality is connected with his inability to fill books with
writing, to glean his brain with his pen, to trace the romance in the
shadows of “the night’s starr’d face.” Writing is the means of
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Keats’s way of avoiding the text's almost physically bound
cxistence is related, | believe, to all those techniques of rewriting
the text during the act of interpretations. When writing is
considered to be not the solitary act of an individual, nor the
imprisonment of sensc in graphological inscription, but rather an
act that constitutes participation in various cultural processes,
then the text as obstruction becomes text as pathway to new
texts. This transformation is at the center of Dilthey's system of
interpretation, although the system is encompassed by the long
history of hermeneutics with its antecedents in such interpreters as
Porphyry. The tradition views a text as something to be converted
slowly and by much study into further cexts, which in turn permit
others to appear. In Karl Barth's theological hcrmeneutics, for
example, his ‘‘methodology, as he describes it in. the
Rowmerbrief, is to live with the text until it disappears and one is
confronted with the divine word itself.”** For nontheological
hermeneutics each text is polytextual, just as in the epistolary
novel one letter is the occasion of another letter, The text's
preserving and obstructing and displacing functions are taken as
resisting rewriting (which is what hermeneutical interpretation is
at bottom), but the beginning premise of this rewriting is that the
text’s tesistance is principally a formal matter. Ultimately, that is,
each text as an obstruction can be circumvented or dissolved.
What puts Vico and Nietzsche to one side of this attitude is that
for them a text is fundamentally a fact of power and displac-
ement, whereas in Dilthey’s work the text presents itself to the
historical consciousness as an aspect of “mental life,”” and as such
the text’s form is a fact of distribution in that life, not of
threatening obstruction.®®  Perhaps because the text is writing—
which, in the hermeneutic philosophy cxpounded by
Hans-Georg Gadamer, is “a self-estrangement from speech”
(Selbstentfremdung der Sprache)®® —it can be considered as
essentially vulnerable to interpretation and rewriting.

There is another way in which the text is vulnerable, and
the practice of textual criticism is an attempt to deal with it.
Once again the physical act of writing a text involves
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less Familiar form ta a more familiar, il they see nothing to prevent
them."** Since textual criticistn “is the science of discovering
crvor in texts and the are of removing it,” there is no excuse for
considering its practice as having anything to do with mystery or
mathematics. An original text is a given existing outside the ficld
of the textual critic’s practice: he attempts to restore that which
by dcfinition is not within the scope of his knowledge and
experience. “Thought’” enables him to establish a correct text
based upon transmitted (transcribed) versions. Thus for each
restored text, a family of copies is assumed to exist, although the
critic must build a family tree for his text before it can be
cansidered “present.” Housman is careful to show how textual
criticism deals with “things which [do not] present themselves
clearly and sharply to the mind.”?? For each section in a text,
dozens of prejudices, historical errors, and varieties of fantasy can
intervene; so the critic must act as if the words he uses.have
sensuous qualities. In this way he can more readily tell whether he
has been foolish or not: his actions can be seen to have practical
consequences. But “our conclusions regarding the cruth or
falsehood of a MS. reading can never be confirmed or corrected by
an equally decisive test [as in a chemical experiment]; for the only
equally decisive test would be the production of the author’s
autograph.”?®

Housman consistently refers to textual criticism as a sort of
internal space inhabited largely by “deplorably intellectual”
objects. His view of the text is, [ think, quite similar. Since there
can be no absolutely correct and *‘original” text firmly anchoring
subsequent transcriptions in reality, all texts exist in a constantly
moving tangle of imagination and error. The job of the textual
critic is, by fixing one text securely on the page, to arrange all
other versions of that text in some sort of linear sequence with it.
Housman’s preface to his edition of Manilius describes exactly
that. Nevertheless, discursive prose about a text only makes
explicit the tmplicit filiation which the cumulative emendations
and restorations of the edited text have established. The inner
space occupied by texts of the same family is restricted, and partly
caused by, the absence of an “original” father-text. A recension is
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Paul Maas’s Fextral Criticivm, whowe theorenical predecessors
are Johann Jakob Griesbach and Kael Lachuann, uses these terms
to describe the texe so as (o minintize those confusions inherene in
textuality. Maas’s contribution is 1o cmploy stemmatics—a method
and vocabulary borrowed from genealogy to exhibit “the inter-
relationship of the witnesses™ or copivs. If a copy can be traced
back to one witness or tradition {codex unicus), recension “‘is a
matter of describing and deciphering as accurately as possible the
single witness.”?® Where there have been “splits,” the editor’s job
is considerably more difficult. Since each tradition is related to an
“archerype”—which is not the original text but only the first copy
of it—a given text’s filiation is very complex. Each text (textus
receptus) undergoes critical examination in such a way that
transmitted errors (errores significativi) are used to validate
editorial changes in the text’s corrected version (constitutio
textus). The editor’s rationale is that in providing his text with the
best possible, most rcliable pedigree (code optimus), he is
elucidating the connections between his recension and the
archetype. The picture of a family of texts is drawn by Maas as
follows:

A river comes from an inaccessible source under the peak of a high
mountain. 1t divides underground, its branches divide further, and some of
these branches then come to the surface on the mountain side as springs; the
water of these springs at once drains away and may come to the surface at
several places farther down the mountain side and finally flows onward in
visible form overground. The water from its source onwards is of
ever-changing but fine and pure colors. In its subterranean course it flows past
several places at which coloring matters from time to time dissolve into the
water; the same thing happens every time the stream divides and every time it
comes to the surface in a spring. Every influx changes the colour of a certain
part of the stream, and this part keeps the colour permanently; only very
slight colour changes are eliminated by natural processes . . .. The object of
the investigation is to test the penuineness of the colour or colours on the
evidence of the springs.

Note that according to the logic of Maas’s imagery, the origin
of the family, its paternal source, is defined as inaccessible, which
amounts to saying that so far as a text is concerned there is no
original but only copies. Thus the beginning of a textual tradition
is the first appearance (archetype) of a presumably faithful copy
of the inaccessible original. Again logically, any text chat falls
within the course of the main current is related to all the others as
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less recensions can be treated as wributaries of the main stream. In
other words, cach version of a text is o modification of the
original’s  positivity, even  though, as we said, the original is
maccessible, at best a fertile power. Every user of the text is
caught within the net of relationships (which includes editors,
scribes, traditions, and schools) that involves any instance of the
text as a variant of every instance. The distinguishing mark of the
textual critic is that he, more than the scribe, is aware of the
fanily relationships between texts, whereas all other “consumers™
are satisfied with a vague knowledge of kinship among versions of
the same text.

Whether the textual critic uses Maas’s genealogical method,
Joseph Bédier’s “best-text” method, or any of the statistical
techniques now available, the claims made for a purified text
encroach upon the author’s ground. When James Thorpe says that
if “there is no editing, texts perish,”*' he is arguing thar textual
criticism prolongs the author’s impulse. The subject matter of
textual criticism is a work of art, and its ideal as a discipline is ““to
present what the author intended.”®?  Yet according to Morse
Peckham, such views “‘urge us to pursue an unattainable idea: this
is true hagiolatry.”®® For not only is the notion of a “text” a
construct, but “the term ‘author’ (the intensive is ‘poet’) ascribes
to a human organism conceived of primarily as producer of
language the gift of God’s grace or charisma.”* Yet Peckham’s
summation of his argument, for all its radicality and frankness,
does not completely shake off the meliorist and serial biases of
textual criticism:

The task of the textual editor is to produce a new version from a series
of a postulated text by a postulated author by making up for the policing,
validating, and changing deficiencies in the long, complex and interlocking
scries of behaviors the consequence of which was the production of that
series, There is no “definitive” version at which he must or can arrive. There
is no one set of instructions which can mediate his behavior to the exclusion
of all other sets. His activitics are multi-purposeful; his prablem is empirical;
it cannot be solved a priori. His situation is open.

From an ethical point of view- that is, if one regards the
copy as having opened up the postulated integricy of the
original—each new copy of the text can be said in some way to

208



(Y] r'r'lf tre |\1't‘c|t'lt‘-.-m|\. Na nl\l\' o the v od G 1 I!'.I‘-l'll. |1lil
the distunce between ongmal, acherype and cogaes, i no
mereased, s then varicd, Each copy speads more of the original
1'.'|pi|;|| than its predecessars, and i sa -.lning it ITansgresses, if it
does not ;|ctu;|]|y contatniate, the previous version, There are,
however, Timits o these excesses, One is princip|c of similarity
that keeps texts “strong”™ by virtue of their exact resemblance to
the archetype: this paradox is the insight around which Borges’s
story of Pierre Menard is built. A second limit is that textual
iraditions, very broadly considered, coalesce to form larger
matrices: two examples are the notions of Weltliteratur and of
Romania.”® Even though these wide groupings do not antedate
the authority of any “original”’ text, they nevertheless act as a sort
of conceptual armor for groups of texts descended from those
originals. In addition to the support of other texts in the same
family, each single text thus implies—and draws from the power
of other families connected through the matrix of a universal
language like Latin, or of a universal idea like that of Weltliteratur.

None of these conservative dynamics of textual survival can
work, however, were it not for the fact that a tcxt is a very
particular sort of graphological memory. Once again we must talk
of the text’s preserving and displacing functions. For in an
unmistakable way the presence of a text-as-copy displaces {and by
virtue of similarity preserves a memory of displacing) some
original—an idea, or an implicit priority, or an intransitive power,
or an uncopied autograph. At certain moments in textual history
the displacement appears more strikingly than at others. During
the eleventh century the subordination of all rhetoric to the art of
writing copies of dictating classical models, the so-called ars
dictaminis, is one such example. Each text pushes aside ordinary
discourse in order to place before the world a textual composition
whose authority derives from two sources: the ancient originals
whose style is being copied and the present text's appearance in
the form of a preserved duration. To put pen to a text is to begin
the movement away from the original; it is to enter the world of
the text-as-beginning as copy and as parricide,

The Oedipal motif lurking beneath many discussions of the
text {(Housman and Maas, for instance, are no exceptions) makes
more sense if we regard the text-copy as totem and the making of
such a text as the beginning parricidal deed (performed on a
paternal original) that Freud spoke of in Totem and Taboo. If the
reference to Freud seems farfetched here, it is because the
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based on the clissics, and the weannal apheavals of the Higher
Criticism during  the nincreenth century have  diminished  the
quasi-totemic status of texts, But when we read, as we shall
presently, Totem and Taboo as a gloss upan popular works of
textual criticism-.such as Renan’s Vie de fésus its relevance is
considerably enhanced. As an instance, there is Freud’s account of
the “binding force attributed to eating and drinking™” among
members of a community. Such ritual in primitive societies
signifies kinship, participation in *“a common substance,"*® which
binds the society together in commemoration of a “beginning”
decd. The obligation laid upon all users of a text like the Odyssey,
whether translators, editars, or modern novelists, is to acknowl-
vdge that their kinship is defined by their common point of
reference—the text itself. Even when they use the text as
outrageously as Samuel Butler does in proving that Nausicaa wrote
the poem, they declare their sense of community with the whole
textual tradition, which is one of common guilt: “I may comfort
myself,” says Butler in chapter 1 of The Authoress of the
Odyssey, “by reflecting that however much [ may deserve stoning
there is no one who can stone me with a clear conscience.””*
Butler is referring to the change in opinion by which it is now
commonly assumed that the Iliad and Odyssey had different
authors. The passage of time increases the number of copies of the
texe, changes ideas about the text, and more intensely than beforc
provides the textual community with opportunities to violate the
text’s putative original state. For what could more invade the
poem’s privacy than to treat its actual composition, forever left
behind once a text appeared to replace an original bardic
rhapsody, as a subject of irreverent controversy?

Publication of a text, or at least the appearance of the text as
an object to be diffused, is a ceremonious repetition of the
parricidal deed by virtue of which copies proceed to supplant what
Maas calls an inaccessible source. | am speaking of publication in a
very general way, but it should be noted that in the Christian West
the central text, the New Testament, has formally existed as
Gospels whose physical existence commemorates a communal
guilt and redemption. If Jesus is the father of the Christian
community, every instance of writing signifies his death, or at least
the transfer of his spoken words to a written document and the
community’s ambivalent relation to it. In either case, his presence
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in the same act i which that deed s comnemorated.™® Chrise’s
death makes pogsible the presence of an apostolic community
forever stained with guile; and that community is perpetuated
whenever loyalty to cruciul Gospels is instituted as the sign of
kinship. Through adherence to the Gospels, all men are made as
brothers, especially  since such kinship requires the loyal
observance of rules inspired by the text. Of these rules, imitatio, as
Erich Auerbach has shown, seems to have survived most encrget-
ically so far as the making of a Christian text s
concerned—imitatio as mixture of styles, as figura, as mimetic
representation, as allegory, and as form. “Do this in remembrance
of me and like me” is thus the Christian injunction for the making
of texts subordinate and analogous to a central and antccedent
one. Auerbach’s Mimesis demonstrates powerfully the extraord-
inary effect of the Christian texts upon the classical notions of
iimitatio, an effect that permitted Dante and Cervantes, for
instance, to exploit as well as submit to fraternal kinship after the
archetypal inscription.

Even on a stylistic level, as a result of Christ’s sacrifice the
central Christian text influenced such dynamics as those set in
motion by the sermo humilis, a mode that combined *low”
locutions with sublime subject matter, in the manner of the
Scriptures. And yet
most educated pagans reparded the early Christian writings as ludicrous,
confused, and abhorrent, and this applied to the Latin even more than the
Greek versions, The content struck them as childish and absurd superstition,
and the form as an affront to good taste .. .. How could the profoundest of
problems, the enlightenment and redemption of mankind, be treated in such
barbarous works? In order to eliminate this stumbling block educated
Christians might well have decided at an early date (here we are speaking of
the Latin texts) to correct the first translations of Seripture which had been
done by men without educaton or experience and adapt them to good
literary usape. But this was not done. The first Latin translations, with their
very peculiar style, were never replaced by a Bible text in the classical taste.
The texts in the Vetus latina had quickly acquired such authority among the
congregations, they were so appropriate to the social and intellectual level of
the first Latin-speaking Christians, that they soon became a firmly established
normative tradition. A more cultivated literary version would never have
found acceptance.”

One of the strengths of the sermo humilis “is its power to express
human brotherhood, an immediate bond between men.”** That
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extreme subjectivity, or at least a subjectivity hitherto uncqua]lcd in its vast
range and sharpness of expression, {which on the other hand} had sprung
from a devoted Imitation of Christ and an endeavor to record faithfully what
is enacted {not only decided, but actually carried out) in the kingdom of
God . ... Dante [thus] created a public not for himself alone but for his
successors as well. He molded, as potential readers of his poem, a community
which was scarcely in existence at the time when he wrote and which was
gradually built up by his poem and by the poets who came after him.*

[n no small way, then, the idea of a Christian text imposed upon
writer and audience a voluntary discipline, a confraternity of
liberties and restrictions, that could be said to have arisen from
Christ’s sacrifice of his living speech to the alternate mode of
written language. [ think that Auerbach’s assessment of Dante as
the inaugurator of modern European literature pains still more
validity if one sees The Divine Comedy as an implantation of the
Biblical text in the here and now.** In seeing—and portraying—the
contemporary world as if with the eyes of the Gospels and the
words of the vernacular, Dante ccmmemorated the Passion not
only as a text to be repeated, as if spoken by Christ, but also as an
cvent to be prolonged into the present.

On this point, the difference between Dante and Milton is very
insteuctive. Blake’s ideas about Milton’s intransigence emphasize,
among other things, the overreaching quality of Paradise Lost asa
text setting itself up to rewrite the Gospels. Milton’s

advent’rous Song,
That with no middle flight intends to soar
Above th’ Aonian Mount, while it pursues
Thi.ngs unattempted yet in Prose or Rhime
(1.13-16)

is everywhere characterized by the intention to exceed all previous
texts, perhaps not excluding even the Gospels. His “answerable
style” inscribes the sort of text capable, like Raphael, of sailing
“between worlds and worlds” {5.268). Curiously, too, Milton’s
imagery for his accomplishments as writer in the poem always
includes reminders that he flies higher than anyone else:

Mee of these
Nor skilled nor studious, higher Argument
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To Dante the original texts require confirmation and incarnarion
in what Auerbach calis the earthly world, whereas Milton sees his
text aspiring to the place of inauguration, as if to protest the

usurpation of the beginning place by an antecedent text, a codex
HITICILS,

Challenges to the text as paternal authority by new texts
comprise a major theme in literature and thought since Milton.
The battle of the books, the investigations of the
cighteenth-century encyclopedists, the romantic revolt—all these
repeat the filial quarrel with a dominating father-text. Earlier in
this book I have argucd that the novelistic impulse was to take for
the writer a paternal role, to give the novel itself an internal and
autonomous filiation which depended upon the writer’s beginning
inventiveness. An cxample of what | mcan is the role of Cide
Hamete Benengeli’s “found” manuscript in Don Quixote: that
invention stands inside Cervantes’s text in order to prove that the
novel’s antecedent was a text named, and created, by the novel
itself, and not a text simply there for the novelist to submit to. As
for the enormous problem of influences between writers (as
explored most recently by W. J. Bate and Harold Bloom), that,
too, can be understood as an aspect of the relationships between
texts in the terms we have been using here. If I focus here so
single-mindedly upon the text, and not upon authors or person-
alities, it is in order to insist upon the actual positivity of a text as
the beginning problem faced by every writer. For one can easily
see that the modern writer as text maker—e.g., Mallarmé, Hopkins,
Proust, Joyce, Eliot, and many others—is no less single-minded
about the type of difficulty encountered than I have been.

In order more exactly to understand modern writing generally
as the author’s particular problems with a text there is much to be
learned, I think, from the nineteenth-century exploration of
biblical texts, hitherto a neglected type of writing so far as literary
criticism is concerned. The major signposts are well enough
known: Bishop Colenso’s work on the Pentateuch; Essays and
Reviews; Strauss's Leben Jesu; the Higher Criticism generally,
including Schleiermacher, Baur, and Kiem; Renan’s Vie de Jésus;
5 Similarly, the type of effect, or outcry, they caused
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the right to a text of one’s own contemporary establishment,
despite the awesome residue of sheer sacred priority accorded the
biblical text. Vico, for example, simply avoided che Bible when he
stucicd “primitive” texts like the fhiad. When he speaks of “che
lirst men,” Vico, unlike Milton in his audacity speaking of Adam
as “our Author,” designates the gentiles, by no means the people
of the Bible. Not so the Higher Critics, whom one of their
cticmics, W. H. Green, charged with committing a dangerous
“perversion” in thought and seriousncss. Green asserted that
investigations attempting to show that the biblical texts are
neither as primitive, nor as unified, nor as reliable‘ as previously
claimed are to be fought. Even so, in his preface to The Higher
Criticisin of the Pentateuch, Green said confidently:

The books of the Bible have nothing to fear from such investigations,
however searching and thorough, and however fearlessly pursued. They can
only result in establishing more firmly the truth of the claims, which the
Bible makes for itself, in every &art‘icular. The Bible stands upon a rack from
which it can never be dislodged.

Higher Criticism attempted generally to redisposc the unitary
text of the Bible, or parts thereof, into a set of disparate
documents with miscellaneous histories. That 3s, the text of the
Bible as treated in the text of the contemporary critic would
become merely the focus of philological and circumstantial textual
cvidence, not the fons et origo of all subsequent history and
writing, Green, on the other hand, contends that

the Old Testament is a product of the Spirit of God, wrought out through the
instrumentality of many human agents who were all inspired by him, directed
by him, and adapted by him to the accomplishment of his own fixed
ends. ... Everything in the Old Testament tends to Christ and is to be
cstimated from him. Everything in the New Testament unfolds from Christ
and is likewise to be estimated from him.*

Green understands that*the thrust of Higher Criticism, which he
sces as already having being practiced in the eighteenth century, is
to refute supernaturalism entirely. Each biblical text is treated,
not as being delivered by God to man, but as transcribed from
documents. Green’s anger with this perspective is worth citing: he
characterizes the “Fragment Hypothesis” of the Pentateugh
{maintained by Johann Vater and Anton Hartmann} as ‘“the
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maodified, by anonymous redactors.””*® To anyone who does not
suppose that such a nullification is a textual issue of the highest

consequence, Green spells it out in detail:

If we abandon the Mosaic authorship, which is so explicitly and
repeatedly certified by the earliest tradition that we are able to summon, we
are out upon the open sea with nothing to direct our course.... We go
blindly groping along the centuries in quest of authors. All is unwarranted
conjecture; there is no firm lodgement anywhere . ... The Scripture is no
longer reliable in its present form, The inspiration of its writers has been
surrendered. We have lost our infallible guide . ... In yielding the principle
cverything has been conceded that is involved in it and follows from it. The
avalanche cannot be arrested midway in its descent.™

While it would be perhaps melodramatic to associate an
avalanche with the efforts of so scholarly and reputable an
investigator as Ernest Renan, there is no question that his Vie de
Jésus represents a considerably threatening and, to the student of
modern literature, interesting textual innovation. The text of his
book is sober enough, but what it does to the textual forms of the
Gospels, their matter and their existence, is highly adventurouns,
particularly if we take account of the extraordinarily imaginative
connection made by Renan between a subject like Jesus, textual
records of his life and teaching, and retrospective critical analysis.
There is a remarkable psychoanalytic dimension to Renan’s
project; consequently, Totem and Taboo (as [ discussed it with
regard to textual practice and theory) will be implicit in my
analysis of the Vie de Jésus. My contention is that if we
understand correctly what Renan explicitly is doing, we are far
better able to understand not only what subsequent modern
authors have accomplished in their texts but what they have made
of them. Such radical attention to the text for a critic therefore
makes more precise the idea of a concrete beginnipg point, what
Freud calls the “beginning event,” since the text is the primary
point of convergence for every variety of writer.

Throughout his book Renan’s attitude to Jesus the historical
personality is consistent. For Renan, the Galilean, while the
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ariginality the word turns up constantly e having cat through
every legal and institutional religioos obstacle in order to institute
what Renan calls a religion of the Son. *Meéme il est prtﬂ)alﬂc,“
Renan says on one of many similar occasions, “que, dés ses
premiers pas, il s’envisage avec Dieu dans la relation d’un fils avec
son pérc. La est son grand acte d’originalité; en cela il n'est
nullement de sa race.”*52 From this act many consequences flow.
Jesus took for himself the title of “Son,” whether of God or of
Man, and the power that this entailed:

Cette puissance n'a pas de limites. Son Pére lui a donné tout pouveir. Il a
le droit de changer méme le sabbat. Nul ne connait le Pire ,que par lui, Le
Pére lui a transmis le droit de juger. La nature lui obéit; mais elle obéit aussia
quiquongue croit et prie; la foi peut tout.... La position qu’il s'attribuait
était celle d’un étre surhumain, et il voulait qu’on le regardat comme ayant
avec Dieu un rapport plus élevé que celui des autres hommes. 1

An intrinsic aspect of this higher relationship to God seems to
have been Jesus’ opposition to the notion of codifying and writing
about his faith or about his morality.5* Therefore, the texts that:
have survived throughout history, and which comprise the New
Testament, are original in that they record Jesus’ discourses. Of a
lesser originality is “the collection of anecdotes and bits of
information that Mark wrote according to Peter’s recollect-
755 The first two cxtant Gospels dispose between them a
common document, which appears intermittently in the texts
according to Matthew and Mark; yet these two gospels themselves
are “arrangements in which an effort has been made to fill the
licunae in one text by pieces of another."*¢

Renan’s introduction to his Life of Jesus attempts to show
how the original records of Jesus’ life and discourses “were not
therefore texts that had been stopped and fixed dogmatically.”*?
For about two centuries there was no hesitation, for example, in

ions.

**“It is even probable that cver since his first steps, he envisaged himself with God in the
relationship of a son to his father. That was his great, original act; in that he did not
belong to his race.”

T4This power has no limits. His father had given him every power, He has the right even
ta change the sabbath, No one could know the Father except through him. The Father
had transmitted to him the right to judge. Naturc obeys him; but she also obeyed
whoever belicved and prayed; faith can do anything, ... The position he attributed to
himself was that of a supcrhuman being, and he wanted people to regard him.as having
an understanding with God that was higher than that allowed to other men,”
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interpreting additons reethe testood syewitneecreporis, Speakmg
of oral tradition and g(-n:'r.|| l.II'-il."'l.Ill.I al et as snch sa far as
Jesns® Tife and teachings are concerned enan says: “leis when rhe
tradition weakened i the second hall ol 1he century that texes
bearing either apostles’
accrue decisive authority and begin to have the force of law.
He goes on to describe three stages through which the texts have
passed: (1) “The original documentary stage [of Matthew and
Mark] first versions no longer extant”; (2} *‘the stage of simple
mixture, in which original documents have been incorporated
without any effort at composition ... (The present Gospels of
Matthew and Mark)"”; and (3) “the stage of combination, of
intended and reflective editing, in which one perceives the effort
made to reconcile the different versions {Gospel of Luke, Gospels
of Marcion, of Tatien, etc.). The Gospel of John . . . forms a whole
of another sort entirely, and altogether of another order.®®
Renan’s purpose in the baok, therefore, is to treat his subject “as a
living organism” despite the factual knowledge that reveals texts
to be at times hardly more than fanciful embroidery. The result,
he hopes, is not a caricature of life but rather something analogous
to the reproduction of a Greek statue, “the general spirit of the
work, one of the ways in which it might have existed.”®

Let us try now to articulate in another way what Renan says
he is doing. The true origin of his biography is a living, speaking
man who, except as the author of a continuing spiritual
revolution, has disappeared forever. Then there emerges a series of
texts consequent upon this life and this disappearance. Renan
imagines the texts as first continuing, then replacing, then
displacing a textless original {i.e., one spoken and lived} that is
inaccessible through ordinary, natural means. That is, in the early
stages of Christian history, Jesus’ life was the common spiritual
property of friends and apostles; no onc document contained his
life complete. Bach version in its own way continued his life,
gently and silently replacing a previous version with a “fuller” one,
which everyone presumably welcomed. Authority appears, or
begins, when this process of silent replacement stops. The
authority of a text, according to Renan, is tied to the realization
that a text has outlived whomever participated in its original
making. This rift between textual authority and the historical
individual lifetime further means that a document becomes a text
with authority when emendations, excisions, additions, editions,
and revisions of it become intentional textual acts displacing
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cather textoal acrs istead ol e bebioe, manters ol communal
taicit agrteement. For the commmmal dovonment thivre can be no
yuestion ul h'xlu;l“ly, stee anyone who mervenes it does so
out of love and common memory: sach o document increases in
value cach time -\mnuthlnt., {an .lm‘ulnlt] s added 1000t .md fills ie
out, For the rexe, however, each change is viewed as m.lkmb ity
“textuality” more secure, safer from willy-nilly rifling (or displace-
ment) of its contents. Instead of the common experience of the
votary who tells yet another part of the whole story, the text’s
discipline yokes to it an editor who guards the text, screens it
from defilement, exorcises its errors, ultimately gives it higher
authority,

The text leaves behind its origin (which in the case of the. New
Testament is Jesus), for the text is the beginning of a series of
substitutions which altogether comprise the formal Sbject we call
a text.® This is neither as tautological nor as metaphysical as it
scems. Every text is something first composed, then transmitted,
then received, then edited and interpreted, then reconsidered. Yet
the moment that composition—the setting of pen to paper—takes
place, cach of these processes is somehow involved: since there is
really no such thing as an absolutely primal text, each act of
composition involves other texts, and so each writing transmits
itself, receives other writing, is an interpretation of other writing,
reconstitutes (by displacement) other writing. What is commeon to
cach of these analytical differentiations of a text is an image of
affirmation, in which a text in some form can be seen persisting as
positive textuality for some duration, by virtue of excluding other
possibilities. Thus Renan must (and does) recognize that the
Gospels have persisted in the Vulgate, for instance, because, no
matter how much original validity they may have lost, they began
their textual existence as affirmative substitutions for informal
common documents; when Renan says of a Gospel that it is
“according to Mark,” he understands the name “Mark” as being a
substitute for, and a check upon, unlimited emendation.

An even more complex matter remains. Renan’s feeling for
Jesus is everywhere evident in the book. Jesus was a man of
cxtraordinary gifts, no one of which could be appropriately
contained in a text. Everything about Jesus as Renan describes
him resists textuality, beginning with the “originality” of his
unmediated filial relationship with the Divine: “Du reste, [il n'y a]
nulle trace, dans I’enseignement de Jésus, d’une morale appliquée
ni d’un droit canonique tant soit peu défini. ... Nulle théologie
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himselt direcdy next a0 G, e o Life of Jesus Renan
deseribes Jesus as he conld have cxivted were it not for the
intervening and authoritatively Christan text of the Gospels, The
filial relation seems Tor Renan 1o be extratextual, not to say
imaginative. Opposed to the unmediated Son-Father relationship
envisaged by Renan is the Father-Son genealogy with all the
institutions of religion and textuality maintaining the hierarchy. ¢
It is precisely because he claimed a direct association with the
Father that Jesus was a revolutionary dedicated to a popular {in
the literal sense) idea that collapsed hierarchical relationships:

Sorti de l'affirmation hardie d'un homme du peuple, eclos devant le
peuple, aime et admire d'abord du peuple, le Christianisme fut empreint d’un
caractére originel qui ne s’effagera pas jamais. 1l fut le premier triomphe de la
revolution, la victoire du sentiment populaire, 'avenement des simples de
coeur, V'inauguration du beau comme le peuple I'entend. Jésus ouvrit ainsi
dans les societés aristocratiques de l’antiquité la breche par laquelle tout
passera.f #

The class structure of institutions such as Christianity does in
fact threaten to efface the “popular” inauguration of Jesus. And
this effacement derives from the inability of Jesus’ apostles—of
whom the evangelists (Matthew, Mark, Luke) are far superior to
Paul, John, and the other authors—to duplicate Jesus’ achieve-
ment. Thus “ne disons pas que la gloire de la fondation du
Christianisme doit revenir a la foule des premiers chrétiens, et non
i celui que la legende 4 a déifié . Bien loin que Jesus ait été
crée par ses disciples, Jésus se montre en tout superieur a ses
disciples."*¢5 Each writer who attempts intentionally to bequeath
us Jesus’ image in writing constantly disfigures him.*® Thus Renan
describes the makers of an official text: “On entrevoit a chaque
ligne un original d’un beaut¢ divine trahi par des redacteurs qui ne
le comprennent pas, et qui substituent leurs propres idées a celles

*“'For the rest, [there is] no trace in Jesus’ teaching of applied morality nor even of an
implied canonic law . . . . No trace cither of a theology, and no symbol.”

t «“Sprung from the dauntless affirmation of a man of the people, come to light before
the people, first loved and admired by the people, Christianity was stamped with an
criginality which will never be effaced, Christianity was the revolution's first triumph,
the victory of popular sentiment, the advent of the simple in heart, the inauguration of
the beautiful that the people understands. Jesus thus opened the breach in ancient
aristocratic society through which everything would flow.”

¥ “let us not say that the glory of having founded Christianity should be credited to the
mob of early Christians, nor to the credit of the man deified by legend . ... Far from
having been created by his disciples Jesus in everything showed himself superior to his
disciples.”
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from ecach hoe ol text theve v another communication o
expression that was never tended Tar o tese For as Jesus was
able 1o 5|w;1|\' dirc:'(ly toy God, so ron he .\pl)kt' dirvctly tor the
peaple, thereby causing breaches in the polity of his time. The
essential violence of Jesus® message is repaired by the texe: the
intimacy between Son and Father gives way to the gencalogical
subordination of son to father, of interpretation, sect, authoritics,
and pricsthood to a text, of contemporary presence to prior
absence. In having inaugurated a religion of the Son, Jesus was
really taking unto himsclf, and standing in the place of, the
Father. The only priority recognized by Jesus is that of what
Renan calls “an original purity,” to which the old Father of the
Law and tradition has no title whatever.

Renan’s biography, then, is the account of a dialéctic in which
the text is a genre representing succession, the establishment of
hierarchical paternal authority, and interpretable sensc, all
conflict with Jesus, “drapeau de nos contradictions, .. le signe
autour duquel se livrern la plus ardente bataille, ... la pierre
angulaire de ’humanité, qu’arracher ron nom de ce monde serait
Pébranler jusquaux fondements.”t%® The narrative of Jesus’ life
is Renan’s way of reaching the pure sign of his name; that is, the
narrative told apart from the biblical texts enables Renan to
address Jesus directly, just as Jesus transgressed the authoritative
texts of his time in favor of his direct filiality with God the
Father. In both cases the intimacy achieved contradicts the
principle of temporal succession ordinarily submitting, or sccond-
ing, a son to his father. Just how personally Renan himself
judged this contradiction is manifest in his shift from the third to
the sccond person on two occasions: once during the peroration I
have just quoted, and once in his dedication of the book “a 'ame
pure de ma soeur Henriette.”” On both occasions he bursts through
the textual conventions of historical writing to address dead
people whose living presence truly exists only in the pure sign of
thetr names. Thus the purity and sufficiency of the title Jesus took
for himself-*the Son”—transcends the genealogies of laws, texts,
and nature. It stands for a sort of stubborn transgression against

*1n each line we catch a glimpse of a divine original betrayed by editors who did not
understand it, and who substituted their own ideas for those they could only half grasp.**

t“banner of our contradictions, . .. the sign around which the fercest battle will be
waged, , . . the cornerstone of humanity, the banishment of whase name from the wordd
would be to shake earth to its foundations.”
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|1|.u‘t' must be foreed away from the text.

Jesus the Son s also Jesus the father of Christianity. In the
Gospels this contradiction 1s embodied in the fact that he is the
subjuet but not the author of texts whose intention is to
subordinate the old to the new, the Father to the Son., Another
mstance of this contradiction is how Jesus at the same time
represents the originality of Christianity, its textually inaccessible
purity, and Christianity’s beginning, its ordained point of depar-
ture in history. There is a balance in Renan’s own text between
these notions, as if he wanted to make each side of the
contradiction neutralize the other. His mode is not so much the
bivgraphical as the rebiographical-that is, the sort of structure
whose necessary reliance upon other texts is really a method for
going past the texts to a human career or project which all of them
cannot fully express. In other words, the very complexity of
Renan’s awareness of Jesus and of the textual traditions that have
conveyed his life and teaching contradictorily into the present
indicates an essential excessiveness with regard to both the nature
of a text and what a text stands for. Thus a text cxceeds its
subject (Jesus) in codifying what he does not intend to be
codified; a text exceeds what it stands for—Christianity, the
history of the Church, religious authority—by offering the writer
(Renan) an opportunity formally to use biography for an
cxtrabiographical purpose: achieving intimacy and fraternity with
an archetypal filial rebel. Morcover, this chosen intimacy signifies
the inevitable inadequacy of biography as a mode for cxpressing
the archetypal son (whom, we may recall, is for Renan the main
agent for displacing the father).

Renan’s Vie de Jésus is an instance, therefore, of how far the
text is from being a passive object, of how far it also is from being
(adequately described as) an image, or a symbol, or a metaphor for
something else. A text is an actuality which engages a particular
problematic or style of thought in the writer. There is perhaps
something ingenuous in calling a text a beginning for the writer,
since it is perfectly obvious that a produced text, even more than
the act of writing, claims priority so far as the active writer is
concerned. My rationale for dwelling here on the texts of the
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have themselves pravaked o och and comples Lot al thought and
wriLten action, as 1owere, cancetnng the conneetions between
beginnings and texes: the poonty and cmsinence ol bath the
classics and the Bible does not spare them fram reflections of the
sort undertaken by Renan, Nictzsche, or Milton,

Nictzsche, as Juspers so persuasively characterizes him, ty pifies
the maodern writer for whom the text-as-beginning can become
text-as-existence. This potential transfiguration is another, more
extravagant aspect of what I have called the text’s excessiveness,
which includes the text’s capacity to blur the distinction between
beginning and beginning-again, or writing and rewriting, or positive
text and interpretation. Here is Jaspers:

The text, precisely because of its multiplicity of meanings, is almost
non-existent, and thus there is a tendency to lose sight of it as the standard of
truth of the interpretation. But, in another connection, Nietzsche insists all
the more that the genuine text must be preserved from contamination by
mistaken exegesis.. ..

Here, where any unambiguous exposition would fail, Nietzsche’s
contradictions show what he is driving at. Existence both provides and is a
product of exegesis, Tt is regarded as a circle that renews itself constantly
while seeming to annul itself. It is now objectivity and now subjectivity; it
appears first as substance and then as constantly annulled substance; though
unquestionably there, it is constantly questioning and questionable; it is both
being and non-being, the real and the apparent.69

The text calls into question the fundamental differences between
writing as existential carcer and the stability of what is written; in
Renan’s case, this goes back to the dialectic between biographical
texts and the pure sign, the first contaminating the second, the
sccond dependent upon the first, which it scorns.

The pervasiveness of such practical and theoretical prejudices
that onc discovers lurking on the peripheries of modern writing
(i.c., among textual critics, the Higher Critics and their opponents,
individualists like Milton, the philologists Vico and Nictzsche,
Frcud in his theory of totem and sacrifice) become suddenly
dramatic, even momentous, when encountered in such a work as
Jean-Paul Sartre’s La Nausée. Sartre’s text is itself a “found™ cext
that records the making of a text, its abandonment, and the action
to which it gives risc. Roquentin’s scholarly cndeavors are set off
against the library of Bouville, haunted by that poor creature of
texts and their alphabetic tyranny, “L’Autodidacte.” The scholar’§
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Lailing tupolse ta praduce s text comades, thianghaut the novel,
with the Awadiclacre’s gt pogeess e subsequent un
happinessy throngh texes, 1rs ua tatimitons recureence that when
Roquentin confronts lus text while writing, he sees the present in
all its perplexing sufficiency and resistance: “Cette phrase, je
Pavais pensée, elle avait d’abord ¢té un peu de moi-méme. A
présent elle s'ctait gravée dans le papier, elle faisait bloc contre
moi .. Je jetai un regard anxieux autour de moi: du présent,
rien d’autre que du présent.”*?™ The text seems to actualize
cxistence, to cnable the sort of consciousness so misleadingly far
from, for example, that of textual critics like Maas or even Renan.
As dcfinite prcsence, as positivity, the text occupies a place
from which everything else, especially the past, has been crowded
out. Yet for the writer the text is also that made thing by virtue of
which his career signifies its beginning, its course, and its goal.
According to this formulation, then, the text is a pure sign of the
writer’s career, a sign—Roquentin muses—whose sheer force might
residually inform even the writer’s life: “Mais il viendrait bien un
moment ol le livre serait écrit, serait derriere moi et je pense
qu’un peu de clarté tomberait sur mon passé.”1™* But with a
text, as with all beginnings, such clarity belongs either to
constructions of fiction or to an unrecoverable past:

Peut-atre qu’un jour, en pensant precisement a cette heure-ci, a cette
heure moine ouj attends, le dos rond, qu'il soit temps de rentrer dans le train,
peut- -etre que_]e sentirais mon coeur battre p[us vltc et que je me dirais: “C’ est
ce jour-a, a cette heure-la que toutg a commence.” Et Jatriverais—au passe,
rien qu'au passe a m'accepter. 71

These arc the sort of pathetic distances and temporal ironies of
which only the text is capable—or at least so the modern writer,
from Mallarmé, Hopkins, and Conrad to Proust, Eliot, and Kafka,
has discovered.

*“This sentence, [ had thought, had once been a part of myself. Now it etched itself into
the paper, it scemed to stand against me. ... | looked anxiously around me: the present,
nothing but the present.”

t“But a time will come when the book will have been written, will be behind me, and I
think then that a litcle light will be shed on my past.”

t'Maybe ane day, thinking precisely of this present mament, of this monkish hour as 1
wait, round-shouldered, that it may be time to climb back into the train, perhaps 1 shall
feel my heart beating faster and 1 shall say to myself: “That is the day, at that very hour,
from which everything began.” And 1 will come to accept myself—in the past, only in
the past.”
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At certain mesents in the history of fieratore and, 1o make the
point  more gvm‘r.‘ll, in the work ol certain writers ar other
woments i that history, producing a text as an ideal goal for the
writer iy extremely problematical. This is specially eruc of the
modern writer. Why this is so is something | shall be speculating
about a lictle later. The difficulty for such writers, as for such
times, is in being able to distinguish adequately between the
author as a human being (whatever his self-characterization), the
author as a producing writer, and his prodection. Those moments
and these writers ought to become a more prevalent theme of
literary study, for their exemplary uncertainty, which to them
appears abnormal, brings into question otherwise reified, “nor-
mal” notions held about texts.” Just as the digressions in
Tristram Shandy or A Tale of a Tub shed important light upon
accepted notions of plot and narrative continuity, just as eccentric
writers like Milton and Swift challenge and even modify prevailing
norms, so too the times and writers alluded to require rethinking
what it means to produce and complete a text. If, as Piaget says,
structuralism is in one of its ncgative aspects a method “dirigée
contre quelques tendances dominantes a ’épogque,”” then we can
say that at certain times a writer’s sense of the text he wishes to
produce runs counter to the way in which the culture at large
views a text.

The atritudes Ludwig Wittgenstein expresscs toward the text
he produced in Philosophical Investigations are interesting for the
inner conflict they reflect. His unit of composition, the Bemer-
kung (note), he says in his preface, has turned the book into an
“album” instead of “a good book.” The reason for this is his
inability to forge the Bemerkungen into a unity. And yet,
according to G. E. M. Anscombe, Wittgenstein very carefully
organized the book: “It is the assemblage of many Bemerkungen,
together constituting a multifarious and ramified attack on the
problems of philosophy that produces the effect that is in-
tended .. So we have a very large number of worked and
polished building blocks put together to make a whole.”” This is
the case despite the admitted fact that the transitions in the
Ivestigations, together with a zigzag method of proceeding
through the “wide ficld of thought,” give an impression of a sort
of failed text. Anscombe remarks earlier that Wittgenstein’s
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method o the 2Blne Book™ was dimcontmuous dictation to
students: e would discoss for g whale and tlen say, *Now there's
something you can tahe down’ amd du e, then break ol the
discussion Tor further discassion and so on.”™ 8o Witggenseein
L'vidcnt|y fele that a text was what could be taken down, and yet
he also fele that the completeness of treatment and perfection of
statement that merits writing dut can sometimes be abandoned for
catholicity of scape. The livestigations secemed to have sacrificed
one for the other, with the result, according to Anscombe, that
Wittgenstein feared his book was “only remarks.”

This immediately raises the question of what it is that a text
contains if not “only remarks,” and, related to it, the question of
whether everything that is written is therefore a text. A text is not
simply the record of an immediate desire to write; there is no
analogy between writing and, let us say, eating as the consequence
of hunger. Rather, a text distributes various textual intentions,
regularly and on several axes; what unifies these intentions or
impulses is something very difficult to generalize about. Foucault’s
analyses, while on the whole abstract, at lcast have the great merit
of showing that a text is less a unit bound together by an
individual author, a period, or the idea of a “work” or of an
“idea” than it is a discursive formation made up of statements, 7
To those who persist in making of contingent printing devices
(manuscript, book, document, newspaper, etc.) ontological units
of irreducible value, it is possible to say that a text is a
fundamental epistemological judgment. And like all judgments, it
is largely circumstantial.

It is worth following Foucault a bit further here, since his
argument contends that contrary to vulgar opinion, texts, properly
speaking, are difficult to produce. The statements made by a text
(contained in a text) are conditions et at a particular cultural
time and place in a particular way: they are rarer than mere
speaking and writing. A statement is not necessarily a sentence
(just as for Wittgenstein a Bemerkung was not onc nccessarily
either), nor is it simply a unit that can be described using grammar
and logic. Moreover, since it is in and of discourse, a statement
cannot be something latent that is realized by discourse: a
statement is not the surface of which discourse is the depth. Yet
the more Foucault rejects such descriptions of a statement, the
more evident it is that a statement is rare and that it is a unit of
effectiveness:

The statement is not just another unity—above or below—sentences and
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the quasi invisibility of the “there is," which is ellecied in the very thing of
which ane ¢an say: tiere is this or that thing.” "

Perhaps a prefiguration of what Foucault means by a statement is
1o be found in the smile of the Cheshire cat or, as he himself says
in the opening pages of Les Mots et les choses, in the list of
animals given in a Chinese encyclopedia referred to in “The
Analytical Language of John Wilkins” by Borges: “Although the
statcinent cannot be hidden it is not visible either Ic is like
the over-familiar that constantly eludes one.” Another important
aspect of the statement is that it is correlative with a lack: “There
may in fact be—and always ate—in the conditions of emergence of
statements, exclusions, limits, or gaps that divide up their
referential, validate only one series of modalities, enclose groups
of cocxistence, and prevent certain forms of use.””® Thus a
statement emerging prevents another utterance from emerging;
conversely, with regard to a whole series of possibilities, a
statement emerges to be something else—namely, a statement, but
not an idea, or a sentence, or a passing remark.

At all events, one thing at least must be emphasized here: that the
analysis of discourse |and of statements in and by discourse] thus
understood, does not reveal the universality of a meaning, but brings to light
the action of imposed rarity, with a fundamental power of affirmation.
Rarity and affirmation: rarity, in the last resort of affirmation [Swyer’s
translation here is impossibly garbled: Foucault says, “the rarity of
af(irmation”] —certainly not any continuous outpouring of meaning, and
¢certainly not any monarchy of the signifier.”

My notion is thus that certain writers for whom producing a
text is an achievernent fraught with problems represent and are
constantly troubled by this curious mixture of affirmation and
rarity. For them the text is the statement of a carecr fully
commanded by neither public pressure (even though that plays a
part) nor the ordinary conventions that prescribe a literary
vocation. On the contrary, the career is aboriginal: hence its
problems. To write for Grub Street is abhorrent, as is also the idea
of writing a mere collection of works. The desired goal is a true
whole, in which individual segments are subordinated to the
totality of collective integration and collective affirmation. Fur-
ther, the career in its rarity is even thought of as aberrant, not te
say criminal. Thus whatever work is in fact produced suffers from
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strangely impalpable whole partally reveahng diseliinindividual
works: it is haunted hy antecedence, difference, sameness, and the
future; and it never lhally accomplishes s ideal aims, at least in
its author’s opinion. The writer's life, bis carcer, and his text form
a system of relationships whose canfiguration in real human time
becomes progressively stronger (i.e., more distinct, more indi-
vidualized and exacerbated). In fact, these relationships gradually
become the writer’s all-encompassing subject. On a pragmaric
level, then, his text is his statement of the temporal course of his
career, inscribed in language, and shot through and through with
precisely these matters.

“Career” is the key notion in what | have been saying so far
about the writer. For any author, his writing life is what sets him
off from the normal quotidian element. During the earlier
European tradition great poets like Dante and Virgil were
considered inspired by the poetic afflatus, which also shaped their
poetic vocation and guaranteed special allowances for them as
vatic seers: a well-known example of this attitude, cited by Curtius
in his chapter on the Muses, is found in Virgil’s Georgics (2.475
ff.): “Me vero primum dulces ante omnia Musae solidus,/Quarum
sacra fero ingenti percussus amore,” etc.®® In the modern period
(my primary consideration here}, the author’s career is not
something impelled into a specific course by “outside” agencies,
whether they are called inspiration, Muses, or vision. I sacrifice
considerable detail by skipping over whale periods of literary
history until about the last quarter of the nineteenth century in
Europe generally and in Britain and France especially in order to
remark that the idea of a poetic or authorial vocation as a
common cultural myth underwent severe change. Blake once
described the change prophetically as the “Fair Nine, forsaking
Poetry.” So thorough had been the subjectivization of approach,
so detached from traditional practices had the writing enterprise
become—our discussion of Renan makes this point repeatedly--
and so individualistic a tone had the literary voice produced-at
least among writers whose aspiration was to uncommon status—
that the poetic vocation, in the classical sense, had come to be
replaced by a poetic career. Whereas the former required taking
certain memorial steps and imitating a ritual progress, in the latter
the writer had to create not only his art but also the very course of
his writings. In ethical terms, therefore, a statement was for such
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sell-centered person in his novel, the egaist had become one of
the central themes in literature and indecd one of the author's
main personal concerns.

To highlight the change between one gencration and the next,
we need to contrast a great popular institution like Dickens, whose
carcer virtually included the public, with someone like Henry
James. James is not only less accessible as 2 writer than Dickens:
his novels and critical writings portray the lone figure surveying
other writers or individuals who are under pressure to nake
difficult choices regarding virtually unprecedented problems. This
is especially true of the characters in James’s novels. Thus whereas
Pip’s ambitions in Great Expectations are modeled after conven-
tional patterns—to rise in the world, become a gentlernan, gain
sacial position, and so forth—Isabel Archer’s in A Portrait of a
Lady are vaguer: indeed, her career is, she thinks cgoistically,
entircly of her own making.

Now, very little of what [ have just been saying is more than
common literary history —that the modern writer, his form, his
characters, his subjects, and his style have become more private,
less predictable. Still, certain consequences must be taken into
account in characterizing literary texts appearing under these
conditions. For example, the critic must acknowledge that the
poet's text has become less ascertainable as the text’s meaning has
become more obscure: in and of themselves, words on a page
become more and more essentially just that, words on a page, less
casily interchangeable with unilateral sense fixed for the reader in
and by the words. The words of a modern author gain meaning
when juxtaposed with the words from another of his works, and
the whole “figure in the carpet” slowly emerges as the entire
corpus is viewed in this comparative manner. In the end, we see
that there is an almost annoying resemblance between an auther’s
egoism and the character of his work. Or, to put it differently,
there is a real, unavoidable coincidence between an author’s
egocentricity and the kind of eccentricity found exclusively in his
text.

Some light is shed on this coincidence by Foucault in the final
pages of Les Mots et les choses, where he remarks how, after su¢h
writers as de Sade, Mallarmé, and Nietzsche, mimetic represen-
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tation could comvey perther an s desives son Ty cocennig
pyehologival discovines, Conconently, the logic of syniax s well
as the hoear sequestee ab praned Linpaape i ahe work of the
authors just cited is assandeed (and Tound wanting) by a wish to
express  nonsyntactic, nonsequental, and  radically eceentric
thought. Together with these writers, Marx, Saussure and Freud
(as we saw in our analysis of The Interpretation of Dreams)
invented systems of thought which no image in words could
adcquately represent. Renan's Vie de Jésus obviously falls into
more or less the same category, for in all these cases we are dealing
with writers for whom the notion of logos is taken in the most
literal and beginning sense. Thus writing could no longer exhibit a
predictive form like that of the classical realistic novel or the
simple biographical continuum, form based either upon biological
growth or a representative governing image. Instead, writing
sought to constitute its own realm, inhabited from the beginning
entirely by words and the spaces between them. In tuen, the
l‘LlatIOﬂShlpS between this realm and cmpirical reality were
established according to particular strategies and enunciative
functions,

Thus an author's role is now more the result of 2 performance
(as Richard Poirier has recently shown® ) than of a personality. It
is possible, of course, to maintain that this predominance of
function over entelechy has always been the case: all writers are in
part performers., At the point in the modern period under
discussion, however, the balance shifted so much that the writer
seemed to be left with a role only when writing. Blanchot puts it this
way: “The poet only exists poetically, as the possibility of a poem
and, in this way, after the poem, although the poet exists opposite
the poem.”¥ A writer occupies no particular role once he ceases
writing directly, as Dickens did, for a consuming public. Pushed
back in on himself, the writer experiences his vitality in the
process of composition, which, since it both nourishes and
depletes the writer’s identity, he sees as a system with ill-defined
terminals and boundaries that is always encroaching upon his
intimacy. The writer becomes what Canrad called “the worker” in
language, and his activity “simply the conversion of nervous force
into phrases.” In writing there is no longer any proper starting or
stopping, only activity resumed or interrupted—and this because
for the self there is no stopping or starting, only a selfhood
resumed or interrupted at some risk to the individual’s security.

Nevertheless, the confusion berween selfhood and the act of
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Such a way of describing a text is ethical, in the widest sense
ol that term; furthermore, it is a method that refrains from
discussing the origins of statement or its source in some absolute
way. Rather, such a definition considers statement as an ethic of
language, with a beginning made up or organized as well as
sanctioned exclusions and inclusions, a setting amid other per-
mitted statements, a continuity and ascertainable transformations
that connect it with other statements in the order of discourse.
Foucault’s method is precisely to employ these descriptions, and
because he deals with social instances of statement (in Folie et
déraison) his discoveries are fairly dramatic. When leprosy was no
longer the scourge of society at the end of the Middle Ages,
society isolated “folly” and transformed it variously—despite its
exclusion from society—into madness, irrationality, immorality,
depravity, and so on. These exclusions entail designations and
statements saying that such and such behavior is “folly”
“madness.” Moreover, these designations become institu-
tionalized—in hospitals, houses of correction, asylums, penal
colonies, and the like. The relevance of all of Foucault’s analyses
(as we shall see in chapter 5) is that they cnable one to
understand, unmistakably, that statement has social and, pre-
cminently, ethical force—of an admittedly particular technical
(and discursive) kind.

Discourse is thercfore the organized social ethic of language
as statement making or as text making: “l am supposing that in
every society the production of discourse is at once controlled,
sclected, organized and redistributed according to a certain
number of procedures, whose role is to avert its powers and its
dangers, to cope with chance events, 1o evade its ponderous,
awesome materiality.”® In 1916 Walter Benjamin put a similar
cthical insight into language at the center of an essay on language
in general and human language in particular. Before man’s
expulsion from Eden, Benjamin says, the only knowledge withoit
a name was the knowledge of good and evil. All things have a
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knowledpe, ol good and evil D whac b thereatte

abandons the nane, ['This new knowledpe| s exterior knowledge, the
uncreative imitation of [God's| ceative verh. The name steps away from
itself in this knowledge: the Fall is the moment ol birth of man’s language
|des menschlicher Wortes|, that in which the name no longer remains intact,
that which has left behind a lanpuage that names and the language—one can
say—that knew its own imminent magic, all this in order for language now to
make itself deliberatcly magical from the outside. The word must communi-
cate something now, outside itself. [Das Worf soll “‘etwas™ ausser sich selbst.]
This is really the original sin of the spirit of language. As it communicates
outside of itself the word is something of 2 parody, by an explicitly mediate
word, of the explicitly immediate word, of God’s creative word [das
schaffende Gotteswort]; it is the Fall of a fortunate essence of language {der
Verfail des seligen Sprachgeistes] in Adam, who stands in the middle. There is
indeed a basic sameness between the word which, according to the serpent’s
promise, perceives good and evil and the word which on the surface conveys
information. The knowledpe of things is based on the name, but knowledge
of good and evil is, in the profound sense in which Kierkegaard conceives this
word, idle chatter [Geschwatz] and chatter capable only of the purification
and elevation to which the babbling man, i.e. the sinner, also had to submit,
namely Judgement.®®

Discourse, says Foucault, is things that are said (les chose
dites)—what seems to be mere idle talk—whose rarity in a text (the
occasion of their purification and elevation) is the form of
judgment {on what is being excluded and on whomever does the
exclusion), exteriority, and knowledge. The rarity of a text, in
other words, has an overt public side to it which we have
connected with the author’s career and his “performance.” There
arc no innocent texts.

How can we now discuss these matters specifically with
reference to literary texts as they are produced in a given culture
during a given period? At the outset there is the problem of
evidence. At one pole we have unmanageably large bodies of
information to deal with, and, at the other extreme, units so small
as to take us into infinite regression. For example, how can we
begin to speak of a culture? Conversely, at what precise moment
in a writer’s life, at what stage in his psychological development,
can we locate his seminal insights? I propose a set of very gross,
but I think useful, oppositions that structure an author’s career.
As | conceive of them, these oppositions are not abstractions that
support a scheme, but rather practical exigencies in the form of
choices between polar alternatives that an author faces during his
career. They might even be called the technicoethical conditions
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These conditions are respected by both the writer and bis critic,
the job of the Jateer being co redistinguish the outlines of the
author’s carcer in his {the critic's) writing. These oppositions
therefore correspond to different phases of a career; yet even
though one follows the other, the influence of each persists
throughout the career. For example, Conrad’s feeling that his
carcer had no starting point—a reflection obviously connected
with his fragile scnse of beginnings—was something to which his
tmind and temperament consistently reverted even after years of
sustained production. Consider, for example, the following written
to Edward Garnett in 1896, after Conrad had already completed
at least six important works:

Other writers have some starting point. Something to catch hold of.
They start from an anecdote—from a newspaper paragraph (a book may be
suggested by a casual sentence in an old almanack). They lean on dialect—or
an tradition—or on history—or on the prejudice or the fad of the hour; they
trade upon some tie or some conviction of their time—or upon the absence of
these things—which they can abuse or praise. But at any rate they know
something to begin with—while 1 don’t. I have had some impressions, some
sensations of common things. And it’s all faded—my very being seems faded
and thin like the ghost of a blonde and sentimental woman, haunting
romantic ruins pervaded by rats. I am exceedingly miserable. My task appears
1o me as sensible as lifting the world without that fulerum which even that
conceited ass, Archimedes, admitted to be necessary.%”

‘This sort of preliminary concern, part of the very earliest sort of
quandary faced by a writer, testifies to Piaget’s obscrvation that
““les racines sont opératoires.” Even in his mature fiction Conrad’s
mind was attracted to reflections upon, scencs of, and feelings at
the beginning—as for example in this haunting, famous passage
from Heart of Darkness:

Going up the river was like traveling back to the earliest beginnings of
the world, when vegetation rioted on the earth and the big trees were kings.
An empty stream, a great silence, an impenetrable forest.... We were
wanderers on prehistoric earth, on an earth that wore the aspect of an
unknown planet. We could have fancied ourselves the first of men taking
possession of an accursed inheritance to be subdued at the cost of profound
anguish and of excessive toil ..., The streamer toiled along slowly on the
edge of a black and incomprehensible frenzy. The prehistoric man was cursihg
us, praying to us, welcoming us—who could tell? We were cut off from the
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Although the opposition (which 1 shall presently enumerate)
follow cach other, then, they are ali potentially present in every
career and in cvery phase of a carcer; time and the sense of a
course being traversed are responsible for revealing one or the
other of them more decisively. What is most important about
these oppositions is that together they compose the author’s
career into a development that, from the point of view of his
production, is the process that actively creates and finally fulfills
his text. Another necessary qualification is that whereas 1 am
primarily discussing a period of about fifty years in European
(particularly British and French) literary history.-years that give
rise to a radical rethinking of what it means to create a text—there
are cxamples from other periods for which some of the modern
examples are relecvant. All writers have faced the problems of the
conflict between coherent development, let us say, and the mere
dispersion of energy. All writers, certainly from the Renaissance
on, have meditated in language upon the peculiarities of language.
So while we can and do cite examples from many periods in
history, these fifty years provide us with a sustained cxamination
of the issues at other times. Such writers as Wilde, Hopkins,
Proust, James, Conrad, and T. E. Lawrence in their works and lives
completcly transform the text from an object to be gained into an
unceasing struggle to be a writer, into what Lawrence called “‘the
everlasting effort to write.”

In these writers, then, we find attitudes toward writing that,
judged by most standards, arc monstrously exaggerated. When
wilde adopted Axel’s dictum that living is for servants, he might
have also been implying that living in the ordinary sense isn’t for
writers. As a project, being a writer takes up most of one’s energy.
Here again is Conrad complaining to Garnett:

I seem to have lost all semse of sryle and yet T am haunted, mercilessly
haunted by the necessity of style. And that story 1 can’t write weaves itself
into all 1 see, into all I speak, into all I think, into the lines of every book I
try to read. T haven’t read for days. You know how bad it is when one feels
one’s liver, or lungs. Well 1 feel my brain. I am distinctly conscious of the
contents of my head. My story is there in a fluid—in an evading shape. I can’t
get hold of it. Tt is all there—to bursting, yet I can’t get hold of it no more
than you can grasp a handful of water.3?
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the tarmenting framework of the writing life, whose nnpu‘atwua
scemed limitless, The result of undergoing such tyrannical domina
tion was that even the writer’s personal life for the critic as well
as for the writer himself—became matter for the writing projeet.

This is, 1 think, a significant critical point, since it has
far-rcaching importance for the kind of literary study such writers
have inspired. After two generations, beginning about 1875, of
writers like Joyce, Hopkins, Eliot, Conrad, Kaftka, Mallarmé, and
so on—writers whose every ounce of encrgy was sapped by their
continual efforts to experience and ro will their préduction into
written life—there is considerable pressure on the present-day
critic to consider everything committed ro paper by the writer
(letrers, notes, revisions, drafts, autobiography) as influencing the
writer’s carecr. Therefore, the practical notion of “text” is obliged
to include a very wide network of relationships: between notes
(for instance) and a ““final” version, between letters and a tale,
between revisions and early drafts, and so on. By the time most of
these relationships have been reconstructed by the critic, the
simple sequence of events in the writer’s life will have undergone
considerable modification. A recent case in point is the post-
humous publicaticn of the original version of The Wastelund: our
knowledge of Eliot and of the poem is thereby considerably
refined, perhaps even significantly changed; new possibilities for
knowledge about Eliot’s poetry as a whole now appear; and Eliot’s
reader can recognize elements omitted from the standard text of
the poem insinuating themselves in later pocms.®®

But this type of modification in knowledge happens regularly,
for both critic and rcader. The very process of composition
obviously causes the integral text to seem constantly in the act of
changing; new units appear to assemble sections of work into
other significant wholes. What every writer—this is no less true of
the critic—militates against is mere dispersion, the fear that his
writing is only a bunch of scattered occasions. He has an interest
in preventing the work from degenerating into a miscellany of
writings, governed successfully by neither personality nor time.
For the writer, as for the critic, the notion of career as statement
becomes privileged, if only because such shorthand terms as
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development, not simply of accnnulation. In marshating his
energies to shape his artistic life, the writer accepts the passage of
time on his own terms: time is transvalued into a sequence of
personal achievements connected by a dynamic of their own. The
displacement of empirical time by artistic time is one of the
happier results of the displacements of the normal human life by
the writing career.

One of two qualifications remains to be made before proceed-
ing to describe the seminal oppositions alluded to above. In an
examination of this relatively modest length, it is obviously
impossible to write anything resembling a full literary history. The
alternative, then, is to choose a number of figures who make of
the period a structural unity by virtue of two important qualities:
their own systematic struggle with the difficulties of coherence,
and the strength of their work, which compels the literary history
of their period into their forms and idioms. This is especially
paradoxical with the writers in question, for no writers could be
more idiosyncratic: how can they, then, be considered exemplary
of a period? Because the polar extremities to which their thought
took them establish an axis from which all less excreme thought
is measured. Thus although there was much other literary
production contemporary with them, they abide as the major
authors for whom productmn was always problematic. To them
the text was above all the metaphor for an ideal resolution, for the
exteriority that affirms the will to write aver and above mere
being. More cthan the average user of language, such writers
exaggerate and make plain in their eccentricity and solitude the
text’s extertority, that is, the true alienation of all writing as it
stands out from the natural order. What is heroic about this
exaggeration is the willingness to accept the terrifying freedom of
individuality. To make, as they did, “Y write” into a solitary
sovereignty is to be free of a great number of social and
psychological limitations, except those of the literary career. A
text in such a view of it does not depend for its validity upon
communication, a social act, neither upon mimetic representation,
nor upon a single point of origin. Rather, the text is constantly
produced, constantly justified during and by its author’s career.
Thus a text can never be simply completed as a voyage is
completed, in stages, but is conceived in terms of something
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overdrafe on life, The text, from the beginning, is excess.

Y

The first opposition (or pair of opposed, alternative choices for
the writer) is the one that concerns us most directly when we
discuss any writer: the conflict, constant in some chses, between
an authot’s career as a productive writer and either-the beginning
or the end of that career—ie., those times when he has not yet
begun to write or when he has stopped writing entirely.
Sometimes the career is threatencd with extinction during its
progress. What matters to the writer then is preeminently what
matters to us as well: whether or not that which he is in the
process of writing will finally appcar on the page, in print, or in a
book, as a text preserved. Can he keep appcaring? He may, as we
shall see, endlessly bewail his inability to appear, and even do his
complaining in writing. Writing about his writing can then be not'
writing at all, from his point of view, just as appearing—in
Hopkins’s case, for example—is entirely sterile, without issue,
almost as bad as not appearing at all.

The first opposition, between career and noncareer, is capable
of many modulations and gradations, all of which are fully
cvident to the writer himself. When it comes to seeing the
differences between writing and not writing, again very little is lost
on him. Thus he sees his life before he started his career as wholly
distinet from his writing life. He worries whether he can continue
to produce. He wonders what will make him stop. He examines
the amount of time it takes him to write and notes the moment
when his immediate project is completed. In all cases, the polarity
between career and noncareer is a matter for radical perception,
and its evidence is a text in the course (or not) of being
constituted. From the beginning, then, according to Merleau-
Panty,

the experience of perception is our presence at the moment when things,
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granted as sclf-evident, bue is on the contrary, re-discovered when it is made
to appear against the background of non-liuman nature.”?

For the writer, “perception™ of his text is literally the act of
constituting—that is, of writing—his nascent logos. Without such a
material fact there can be no rationality and, of coutse, no career.
Each incremental addition to the text is a rediscovery of what is
for the writer privileged evidence of his raison d’etre.

Yet the rationality of the text and of the career conflicts, ]
think, with the natural and the human: Merleau-Ponty’s comments
ought to end with “the background of human nature.” Modern
literature converts a dependence on writing into a method for
isolating writing and the writer from what is natural and human.
The writer’s peculiarity is that he is a writer or, as Baudelaire once
put it, that he is *‘un faux accord dans la divine symphonie”®® (a
discord in the divine symphony). Writing is an acquired man-
nerism, a performance, a characteristic gesture of inscription that
separates the spaces of the page from the spaces of “life.” To
Mallarmé there is a miracle in the disappearance of a fact of nature
as a result of the play of language (“selon le jeu de la parale™),**
To Wilde, “Nature’s lack of design, her curious crudities, her
extraordinary monotony, her absolutely unfinished condition”
makes art ‘‘a spirited protest, our gallant attempt to teach Nature
her proper place.”® From the beginning of a writer’s career, art is
an activity that leaves behind Pater’s “mere machinery of nature”;
“la  composition,” Baudelaire said marginally, “implique la
complication.”?®

T. E. Lawrence, Conrad, Hopkins, and Wilde are of paramount
importance in exemplifying the kind of harrowing complication
which this antagonism between more or less “naturally” living and
writing can represent to a writer. All were men to whom the
writing life was literally secondary; that is, it followed and in most
ways conflicted with another life. Conrad was a sailor, Hopkins a
priest, Lawrence a man of action, Wilde a public personality. To
none of them did writing come easily, and as a result each
developed mannerisms of style and thought that make them seem
endowed with what Hopkins calls ““a vice of queerness.” Most of
these mannerisms reflect the attempts by each to find suitable
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literary technique so specialized as to make the writing truly
bepin something new in the most active and liceral sense. Wilde's
epigrammatic Hair, to take one example, gained in intensity and in
the ability to show how briliiant it was possible to be in life as he
became increasingly better known as a writer whose plays
reflected the ethos of his outrageous nonliterary life. By the time
ot The Importance of Being Earnest (1895}, his manner had
become so willful that at the end of the play his characters,
through a remarkably brilliant series of moves, are able to
originate themselves in the mock baptismal rituals‘of the last act.
Algernon and Jack are brothers because a book says so, and it is
only when their fancy soars impossibly high to match the book
that their brotherhood becomes a fact of birth. Just as Wilde
created himsclf—at what was later revealed to be an exorbitant
expense—so too do his fictional creations seem to be what Yeats
called **self-born mockers” of ordinary middle-class life.

The public demands on Wilde made him pursue his vertiginous
course to a conclusion that finally destroyed him as writer and as
citizen. Yet in what Wilde considered a penitent work, De
Profindis, he is far busier shaping his career than being penitent. If
(he says to “Bosie” Douglas) I was formerly like the Marquis de
Sade or Gilles de Retz, now, in prison, I am paying the price, but
my new model is Christ. Wilde cannot help turning the brutal
experiences of his life into a statement whose form elegantly
detains his writing and public lives on the page so that they may
be balanced: the plays, epigrams, stories, and fables of his demonic
career are redeemed, set off, neutralized by his horrible punish-
ment and subsequent conversion. Thus in De Profundis Wilde
substitutes a fully shaped, fully written-out or stated career
composed of nice balances (sin, punishment, redemption: wit, jail,
Christianity: writer-dandy, fall from favor, penitence) in place of
any attempt psychologically, morally, or socially to understand
what he was all about. There is to be no comment about this
career, except that it is as special as, say, an epigram like “Only
the shallow know themselves.” The most Wilde can say is that he
has stated the pattern of his life—which really means that, like one
of his plots, his career has triumphed, at least in his writing about
himself. And Proust perfectly understood Wilde’s aesthetic atei-
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tude. Connmenting, on Wilde's ondness' over Locwn de Ru
lu'lllpl'l"'.x dearh (o Balzacs .\Ilu'ln'..l"h'lff'fl'f\ e mtieres de conrtisanes),
Proust adds in vindication thae Wilde

ctait un lecteur particuliérement bien choisi et élu pour adopter ce point de
vue plus complétement que lao plupart des lecteurs. Mais on ne peut
s'empécher de penser que, quelque années plus tard, i devait étre Lucien de
Rubempré lui-méme. Et la fin de Lucien . .. A la Conciergerie, voyant toute sa
brillante existence mondaine écroulée sur la preuve qui est faite qu’il vivait
dans lintimité d’un forgat, n'etait que l'anticipation—inconnue encore de
Wilde, il est vraie—de ce qui devait précisément arriver a Wilde.**7

The cxtent to which the formality of the writing career can
from the very beginning oppose the threats of real life is more
startlingly shown in The Seven Pillars of Wisdom. Of this book and
its author, the emptiness that Malraux remarked properly refers to
Lawrence’s role in the Arab revolt. At first enthusiastically
himsclf, then leader-initiator of the revol:, then double-dealing
British agent, then finally a man shocked at his hypocrisy,
Lawrence turns himself into an author quite late in the book. Here
is an important passage from chapter 99:

It was a hard task for me to straddle feeling and action. I had had one
craving all my life—for the power of self-expression in some imaginative
form but had been too diffuse ever to acquire a technique. At last accident,
with perverted humour, in casting me as a man of action had given me a place
in the Arab Revolt, a theme ready and epic to a direct eye and hand, thus

offering me an outlet in literature, the technique-less art. Whereupon 1
became excited only over mechanism.”

By then the revolt had gone its own way. Damascus was soon to
be liberated, and all Lawrence could do was formally reconstruct
his role and his dubious achievement. There seemed to him no way
to do that, and somehow also save himself in the bargain, except
by creating himself when he began to write as historian-manqué,
as author of epic mechanisms without conclusive meaning and
leading to no point except an aesthetic one. Even when subse-
quently he did untold damage to his personality by trying to
commit “mind-suicide” in the ranks of the RAF, he still sought
for literary exoneration in The Mint, 2 precise and frank account
of his conversion into common coin, which he rendered, paradoxi-
cally, in the most “worked” prose he could manage.

*“was a particularly well-chosen, predestined reader to adopt this paint of view more
completely than the majority of readers, But one cannot help thinking that several years
later he was himself te be Lucien de Rubempré. And Lucien’s end...at the
Cancicrgerie, watching his brilliant worldly existence collapsing because he now lived a
life whose intimacy was that of a convict, all this had been an anticipation—hitherto
unknown to Wilde—of what precisely was to be Wilde’s own fate.”
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phiysical vishs was accompamed b aswrenee's cast, not acciden
tally, by an extraordinary solicunde Toe the acnal manuseripts he
produced, which {strangely cnough) he was canstantly losing. One
of the most curious themes rusning thiough the literature and
licerary mythology of the period we are discussing is how very
hard it was for the writer to niake his works last, literally and
materially in written form. This threat of impermanence was a
perpetual reminder of how slender was the evidence that the
carcer had begun and was proceeding. The first manuscript of The
Seven Pillars of Wisdomn was destroyed upaccountably, and
Lawrence believed that a mysterious plot lay behind the loss.
Hopkins burnt his poems periodically. Wilde averred (comically, it
is true) that it took him half a day to put in a comma, then half a
day to take it out. Mallarmé agonized over destroying the paper’s
blankness. Conrad’s efforts physically to write were dogged with
every known variety of psychosomatic illness, including gout,
arthritis, and cramps. Proust’s years of writing were a near-lethal
existence. Perhaps the most pitiless account of the writer’s physical
trouble in trying to make the text a printed object is Gissing’s New
Grub Street, a novelistic diagnosis of the period under discussion.
Every writer in the novel dies or loses his manuscript, so fearful
arc the dangers of print, so humanly destructive the conditions of
its production. In all this we find the writer afflicted with terror
for having dared transgress an apprehensible, but generally
unknowable, force which his career has in some way offended.
Such is part of the price of being, according to Rimbaud, “le grand
malade, le grand criminel, lc grand maudit.”

Mysterious threats, thercfore, sometimes necessitate the initial
formulation of the authorial project on another level, where its
ability to persist is rather devious. The writer’s project, nurtured
within the special environment of a career besicged on all sides and
accomplished (if ever) in the solitary transcendance of a text
always becoming, can be described in unique languages of effort
and invisibility, and of originality and repetition. Effort and
invisibility comprise a language grounded in negatives whose
preponderance manages to stir the author’s yearnings into expres-
sions of almost unimaginable goals. One finds some of this
described in the twenty-third of Rilke’s Sonnets to Orpheus, Part
1, where the Being attained at the end of the poem is associated
with a hyperbolic, non-specific and uncircumstantial place.
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nicht e he wan semetwallen
wird in die Thimelwsaillen
steigen, sivh selber genng,

win in lichten Profilen,

als das Gerie, das gelang,

Liebling der Winde zu spielen,
sicher schwenkend und schlank,—

erst wenn ein reines Wohin
wachsender Apparate
Knabenstolz Uberwiegt,

wir, tberstilirzt von Gewinn,
jener den Fernen Genahte
sein, was er einsam erfliegt,**?

And also in Merleau-Ponty’s fascinated regard for Cézanne, wha
saw his work as “‘only an essay, an approach to painting,” whose
aim was to mix “up all our categories in laying out its oneiric
universe of carnal essences, of affective likenesses, of mute
meanings.” The artist located his work in a hesitating place *at the
beginning of the world.” His work thus located, the artist becomes
“oriented toward the idea of the project of an infinite Logos,””1°°
ar, as Proust says, “l'idée de mon oeuvre etait dans ma
téte . . . en perpetual devenir.” 119!

These images of the artist’s work at its beginning as a kind of
hyperbole are related to another sort of language used to
characterize the text as the beginning of a literary career. In both
cases, however, the text intended is a pure sign, free of

+Q not till the time when flight

no longer will mount for its own sake
into the sky stillncsses,

sufficient unto itself,

that in luminouws profiling

as the tool that succeeded,

it may play the winds' favorite,
surely curving and slim,—

not till a pure whither
outweighs boyish pride
of growing machines,

will, headlong with winning,
one who has neared the distances
be his lone flight’s attaining.”

t'the idea of my work was lodged within my head...in a state of perperual
becoming.”
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mterpetation, ol the Ggenesdlyy ditbouly cocmnstances of s
production, ol mervenions o own seenal pl.gy. It stands in
no comples system of relinonships woh Instory and socicty, but
nnly in one to one t'l:l‘l‘t'5|mm|cm:' with the artist's career, of
which it is, from beginning 1o infinity, the only statement, To say
this the writer employs a vocabulary expressing extreme original-
ity and extreme repetition. All thie genres of contemporary writing
except literature, according to Mallarmé, are reportage. On the
atlier hand, in poctry

le vers qui de plusieurs vocables refait un mot total, neuf, étranger i la la.rlgue
et comme incantatoire, achéve cet isolement de la parole: niant, d’un trait

souverain, le hasard demeuré aux termes malgré I'artifice de leur retrempe
alternéc en le sens et la sonorité, et vous cause cette surprise de n’avoir oui

jamais tel fragment ordinaire d’élocution, en méme temps que la reminiscence
de Pobjet nommé baigne dans une neuve atmosphére, +1%

The motifs of isolation, cxtreme originality, sovereignty, and
novelty alternate in this description with those of the ordinary,
the repeated, the habitual. Similarly in Mallarmé’s most celebrated
critical phrase, a complex idea unites the extreme subjectivity (and
originality) of the poet with the most common of all literary
objects, the book: “Une proposition qui émane de moi . .. som-
maire veut, que tout, au monde, cxiste pour aboutit i un
livre.”'™  Writing is therefore rewriting, which has all the force of
original —i.e., first-time —writing.

This internal contradiction in Mallarmé’s comments on the
literary text heightens the hyperbole deliberately. A text is no
longer a book, but The Book; just as, by extension, writing is
cverything and all, not merely something. The consequence is to
use this fortified hyperbole to make the text, and the writing
carcer, different from all other human productions. This is an
essential part of what Renato Poggioli has called the transhumaniz-
inng tendency of avant-garde poetics;'®  in Mallarmé the goal is to
make of the text “l’oeuvre pur’” or, as he says elsewhere, the
unsigned “hymne, harmonic et joie, comme pur ensemble groupé
dans quelque circonstance fulgurante, des relations entre
tout.” 1% But such a metamorphosis of writing into a trans-
*“the verse which out of several vacables, remakes a total word, 2 new word, a stranger
to the languape, as if incantatory, achicves an isolation of speech: cancelling, by virtue of
a sovereign trait (nianf, d'wn traft souverain) the risk lodged in terms despite the artifice
of theit being steeped alternatingly in sense and sonerity, causes you that surprise of

never having heard (de n'avoir oui jamais) that ordinarily familiar sounding fragment, at
the same time that recollection of the named object bathes in a new atmosphere,”

t“hymn, harmony and joy as a pure ensemble grouped topether in some floating
circumstance, of relationships between all.”
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human wenk entails also w mecaoionphoses ot tnne, and here Prouse
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In e Lemps retroned, there s an extraordinary, linely
derailed deseription of a nsan beginnmg 10 think as a writer about
to begin his work. Placed at the (unlinished) conelusion of an
enormously rich novel, the intial process of Marcel’s meditation
npon a literary  project, and his special loyalty to ir, vastly
magnifics our sense of sharing the intimacy of his choice to be a
writcr. Throughout those final pages a contrast is sustained
Iwtween his empirical self, exposed to interior and exterior
daungers, and his artistic self, whose creation he intends as an
nltimate replacement for the loss of memory, will, and existence
in his empirical self. What is common to both selves is the idea of
deach, which he says “me tenait une compagnic aussi incessante
que Pidée du moi.”'® 1In this condition, half-dead already, he
begins to plan his writing. He will write so that there will be no
discontinuity in the world of past time he has inhabited and now
carries within him in order to transcribe it. His point of departure
is the cvening when his mother gave in to him, and when he
remembers hearing a bell announcing Swann’s departure and his
mother’s return:

Il fallait qu’il n’y etit pas en discontinuite, que je n’eusse pas un instant
cessé d'exister, de penser, d’avoir conscience de moi, puisque cet instant
ancien tenait encore 2 moi, que je pouvais encore retourner jusqu’i lui, rien
qu’en descendant plus profondément en moi. *!%?

But such ambitions, as well as those to make his work like a
cathedral, a refuge from oblivion, are refinements of a will to write
set in motion in the course of a morning at the Guermantes house.
And that material experience is the culmination of many other
experiences of increased awareness, of which this final one is a
climax as much as the end.

The whole of A la recherche du temps perdu is a preparation
for the writing career which, it has not escaped some critics,
Marcel by the end of the novel is unlikely ever really to begin. '
Nevertheless, Proust’s analyses of the tension between the man
tout court and the incipient writer are more relevant to our point,
the initial opposition between career and no carcer, especially as
they take place within the literary text itself. Even if the actual

*"“It was necessary te have had no discontinuity, chat [ would not have ceased to exist
for an instant, nor to have not thought, nor to have had no self-consciousness, in order
for this instant from out of the past to have held me enough for me to recurn to it just
by going within myself more deeply.”
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begrmining of Maccel's work e hinever |u--.|pn|u-;|_l. IMroust's own
Faglily managed text appears Tnecally vo be o sanctol pre test for
Marcel's, The pecudiarity of this lluson imakang s that, ke Joyce
in Uysses, Proust uses his text to assnmilate all phases of the
writer’s life including those that precede the writer's life, whereas
Marcel and Dedalus exist exclusively as writers-to-be: the work of
cach of the lateer is a project of a never-to-be atcained future,
mcorporated as a beginning into another work. Yet Joyce and
Proust encourage the reader to assume that werec Dedalus and
Marcel actually to produce texts, these would resemble Ulysses
and A la recherche. The effect is reminiscent of Pericles’ “Thou
that beget’st him char did beget’’; the text is polymorphous to the
extent that it includes not only the career of the writer who
{might have) produced it, but also his lifc before he was a
producer and a description of its putative genesis, Leo Bersani
perceptively notes that “the world [Marcel] sets out to describe is
first of all in his own mind, and its existence outside his mind
cannot extend beyond his decisions as a writer. Reality is now
bearable because, by re-creating it from the perspective of
memory, he has madc of it, as Gaetan Picon writes, ‘an anteriority
from which aggressions and surprises can no longer come.’ " 1%
Reality before the writing life is seen as part of beginning to write.
Proust’s aesthetic, of course, is built on the differences
between the writing life and all other forms: the heavy polemic in
Contre Sainte-Beuve repeats the difference in many ways. “He
| Sainte-Beuve] made no distinction between the literary life . . .
and conversation,”'!®  The writer is “the self which had awaited
its turn while one’s social sclf had been in the company of
others.”!!!  Although the attack on Sainte-Beuve is imagined as,
interestingly enough, a conversation with Proust’s mother, there
seems to be no doubt in Proust’s mind that writing is a principlé of
intentional, radical individuality rationally divorced from ordinary
life. Here is how he sums up the process of begetting a text using a
rarefied language of procreation and enjoyment (note how the
author’s filial sentiments somehow get included): .

Ne pas oubliet: le talent est le critérium de Poriginalité, originalite est
le critérium de la sincérite, le plaisir (pour celui qui éerit) est peut-&tre le
critérium de la vérité du talent.

Ne pas oublier qu’il est presque aussi stupide de dire pour parler d’un
livre: “Clest trés intelligent,” que “Il aimait bien sa mérc.” Mais le premier
n'est pas encore mis en lumiére.

Ne pas oublier: les livres sont I'oeuvre de la solitude et les enfants du
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vere immaterielle, non prise tetle quelte dans Lo ealite, mais nos phrases

ellex mémes e les épisodes aussi duivent eiee faits de b substance transpar-
eite de nos minutes les meilleures, ot nous sonmies hors de la realicé et du
|-|w.:'||l."lz
A book's intelligence is no more an issue than a man’s love for his
pusther; both are natural enough without being more than
occasional, or circumstantial, and initially necessary. It is the use
to which they are put that counts, just as in conceiving of an
authar’s life before he begins to write Proust transforms it into a
beginning for that life. Or, to add another parallel, it is like
Proust’s ability to imagine a novel and a work of criticism (A la
recherche and Contre Sainte-Beuve) as mutually interchangeable
only so long as both are written texts and not mere children of
speech.

The whole of A la recherche dramatically demonstrates these
idcas. Bergotte, for example, scarcely seems to believe that he is
both the author of his own book and also the officious snob he

cvidently is;'*®  for Marcel, a writer’s work is so novel as to make
the connections between things appear totally different;''* the

matter of art must be “distincte, nouvelle, d’sne transparence,
d'une sonorité speciales, compacte, fraichissante et rose.” t''S In
short, the beginning premise of all writing is loss (*les vrais paradis
sont les paradis qu’on a perdus”#'!¢ }: to begin to write, as Marcel
sces in Le Temps retrouvé, is to view all the temporal losses one
has endured as leading inevitably to a career (the word Marcel uses
is a vocation—"‘une vocation” "7 ). Far from being a succession of
described objects, the text begins to take form, and
commencera qu’'au moment oh Decrivain prendra deux objets
différents, posera leur rapport. .ect les enfermera dans les

*“Do not forget: talent is the criterion of originality, originality is the criterion of
sincerity, pleasure (for he whe writes) is perhaps the criterion of the reality of talent,

Do not forget that it is almost as stupid to say of a book that ‘it is very intelligent’ as
to say 'he really likes his mother.” But the first statement hasn't yet been shown up
for what it is.

Do not forget: books are the work of solitude and are the children of silence.
Children of silence ought to have nothing in common with children of speech, with
ideas born out of a desirc for something, out of a sense of blame, out of an opinion, that
is, out of an obscure idea.

Do not forget: the material of our books, the substance of our sentences have to be
immaterial, not taken directly from reality, but our sentences themselves as well as the
episodes must be made out of the transparent substance of our best moments, in which
we are outside of reality and of the present,”

Tredistinct, new, of a special transparency and sonority, compact, coal.”

ne

Fupeal paradises are lost paradises”
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relationships among theme ther ool esences, which he must
perforee imagine (or recollect) rerraspectively.

Here we reach the central paradox of the text as representing
and including che beginning and the career in oppusition to
cispirical time and human cime. - What Marcel thinks about in the
Guermantes library is what he projects for the future: his career,
what a text ought to be, the oenvre to come. Thus all his past—as
memory, and not simply as occurrence —is preparation for the text
to come. And yet A la recherche itself is memory: materially, that
is, as a textual entity, it contains all the elements of the future
text. Since Marcel’s intention to write is formed within the novel,
then we can say of A la recherche that it is the event which begins
the career and the text, In a fairly literal double sénse the novel
before us is beginning itself: it begins, and it is the beginning. It is
all of that antcriority which leads to the present (memory}; it is
the beginning that intends the future. Blanchot catches this
peculiarly interesting situation when he says: “Ce que |I'oenvre]
dit ce n’est pas sculement ce qu'elle est au moment de naitre,
quand elle commence, mais elle dit toujours sous une lumiére ou
sous une autre: commencement. C'est en cela que I'histoire lui
appatticnt et que cependant elle lui échappe.” 111

Because the text of Proust’s novel is where memory and future
exist, there are further coincidences present as well. One is
Proust’s interest in sexual inversion, which, he says at the end of
the excursus on homosexuality in Sodomn et Gomorrhe, dates back
“i cet hermaphroditisme initial dont quelques rudiments d’organes
male dans 'anatomie de la femme ct d’organes femelles dans
["anatomie de I’homme semblent conserver la trace.” #'2® So, too,
the text preserves the traces of fertile memory and of a potent
future, traces always poised at the beginning of some great work
uunpletely prepared for and still to be done: “Les choses, en
effet, sont pour le moins doubles.”$'2'  Albertine and Saint-Loup

tiwill only begin at the moment the writer chooses two different objects, postulates
their relationship to each other ... and then encloses them in the necessary rings of a
fine style.”

t"what [the work] says is not only what it is at the moment of birth, buc, in one way or
another, it always says: beginning. [t is in this way that history belongs to ie and,
however, it escapes history.”

$“to that initial hermaphroditism of which some rudimentary male organs in the
woman's anatomy and female argans in the man’s anatomy seem to conserve the trace,”

Yuin effect things are at least double.”
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we lwter vevealed 1o Tave "o seoet paraltele er que e nfavais pas
oot e dhs dscoveey whioc b inmedhately precedes,
ad reflects, Marcels morming at the Guermantes when he
recognizes the doubleness of Tis nwn lile as nan and as incipient
wiiter, ‘The unity of antitheses he perceives between all the
dinmetric oppositions in the characters themselves beautifully
suggeses his consciousness in the library of his carecr and his past,
opposed and yet bound together:

Gt ¢'était eux qui étaient morts, eux dont je pouvais, separées par un
intervelle en somme si bref, mettre en regard I'image ultime, devant la
nanchée, dans la riviére, de I'image premiére qui, méme pour Albertine, ne
valait plus pour moi que par son association avec celle du soleil couchant sur
fa mer. 12

The juxtaposition of images for Marcel the writer-to-be,
however, takes a specifically material form (again during his
sojourn in the library) of the text as a produced work. His
unpremeditated choice of Sand’s Frangois le Champi from the
shelves stimulates his memory involuntarily; it is the climactic
cxperience in a sertes of four such memories that morning, each
one triggered by a physical sensation, each returning Mareel to
some particular episode in the ncar or distant past, each one
resurrecting the past so vividly as to give Marcel the impression of
an essence outside time. But in each case the experience derives
from a place or an object, from a place and a sensation, never from
an abstract essence or theoretical situation: “Toujours, dans ces
resurrections-la, le lieu lointain engendré autour de la sensation
commune s’était accouplé un instant, comme un lutteur, an lieu™
actual.” ¥'2* Thus the actnal book of Francois le Champi returns
Marcel to his childhood in Combray {“pendant la nuit peut-étre la
plus douce et la plus triste de ma vie”$125 ). And immediately
after experiencing this return he starts to reflect on his future
career as a writer, all of this now imagined prospectively through
the book he holds in his hands “retrouvé aujourd'hui dans la
bibliothéque des Guermantes précisément, par le jour plus beau et
dont s’éclairaicnt soudain non seulement les titonnements anciens

* “a secret parallelism that | had never suspected.”

t"“They had died; yet {or them I had been able, separated by an interval which was
finally so brief, ta link together the final image ... with the first image which, alse for
Alberting, was valuable for me only by its association with the sun setting on the sea.”

F4Always, in those resurrections, the distant locale, which was given rise to by the
common sensation, caupled with, like a wrestler, the present locale.”

§ “'during what was perhaps the saddest and swectest night of my life”
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Proast's strategy monshog o book e Mawvels hands the Tast ol
that series of memories triggered by the madeleine is pm[‘tmm“y
just. At once the most original vt ohjects (as the writer's hrst text,
the reader’s firse experience of reading, the first instance of
numerous copies) and one of the most common (as one copy
among  the virtually infinite number of books written, read,
printed, and preserved), a book releases for Marcel a special stream
of reflections:

La premiére edition d’un ouvrage m’eut été plus precieuse que les autres,
mais j'aurais entendu par elle ’édition oi je le lu pour la premiére fois. Je
recheccherais les éditions originales, je veux dire celles ol j’eus de ce livre une
impression originale. Car les impressions suivantes ne le sont plus. Je
collectionnerais pour les romans les reliures d’autrefois, celldés du temps ot je
lus mes premiers romans et qui entendaient tant de fois papa me dire:
“Tiens-toi droit.” Comme la robe od nous vimes pour la premiére fois une
fermme, elles m’aideraient i retrouver Pamour que j’avais alors, la beauté sur
laquelle j’ai superposé tant d’images de moins en moins aimées, pour pouvoir
retrouver la premiére moi qui ne suis pas le moi qui I’aie vue et qui dois céder
la place au moi que j'étais alors, s*i g})eﬂe la chose qu’il connut et que mon
moi d’aujourd’hui ne connait point.t *

'I"e fundamental passivity of these thoughts is exactly what
Marcel vows to replace with his own ‘“‘original™ text once he
becomes a writer, From being a haphazard collector of pleasures,
Marcel will actively seek out objects to connect with one another,
to establish that “rapport unique que I’écrivain doit retrouver pour
en enchainer 3 jamais dans sa phrase.” ¥12® The act of writing, the
physical growth of the text, the gradually more impersonal and
distant character taken on by a text—all these ground the intimate
relationships between a man and his work in the writing, which is
tere-found today here in the Guermantes library, during the very finest day, a book by

which not only my mind's early gropings but also the whole purpases of my life and
perhaps art were suddenly illuminated.”

tThe first edition of 1 book had been maore precious te me than other editions, but [
would have always meant by that the actual copy ! read for the first time, Bwould
always lock for original editions, I mean these of the book from which [ had received
the original impression. For the impressions that followed were no longer of that sort. 1
wauld collect old hindings for novels, bindings of the period when [ read my first naovels
and heard papa say to mc so many times: “‘sit up straight,” Like the dress in which we
saw a woman for the first time, they helped me to find again the love ! once had, the
heauty on which [ had superimposed teo many images 1 loved less and less, all of which
made it hard to find the first ane, [ who was no longer the “I” who had secn it, and who
had to cede his place to the “I* that had once been.”

#"“unique relationship that the writer must find again in order to enchain it forever in his
sentence,™

248



e mcamation lor Marcel ol memory il repeanon, at o iy
andd loss The Bregannmg ol o career eothe moment when the winer
oo incarnatien Lo Mareel o memory  and repetition, ol
ol igill.‘l“ty and loss, The lu'ginrling ot acareer is the moment when
the writer looks to his text ax any man looks to the future, so
Al inclusive are the exigencies of his work: “A ce premier point de
vur Pocuvre doit ctre considérée seulement comme un amour
malheurcux qui en présage fatalement d’autres et qui fera que la
vie ressemblera A Pocuvre, que le potte n’aura presque plus besoin
J'¢erire, tant il pourra trouver dans ce qu’il a écrit la figure
anticipée de ce qui arrivera,” *'2

Marcel’s meditations on his future text indicate, as I said
above, the exaggerated value attached by the writer to his career.
They certainly reflect Proust’s own case, if not in every detail then
in the fact of detail, as well as in the temporal hyperbole by which
thoughts of or about a text yet to be produced seem to engulf
vven the practical, everyday acts of writing without which no rext
can be produced. Benjamin rightly says that “‘since the Spiritual
Exercises of Loyola there has hardly been a more radical attempt
at sclf-absorption.” @ Therefore, Proust and Joyce map the
limits to which, in the modern period we are discussing, the text as
a writer's initial choice or intention can be forced. The intention
scems a drawn-out one, and thereafter writers speak of their work
as an obstacle course, The initial decision to make a text is
renewed at each successive step of the way. As he writes, the
author repeats his inaugural devotion to the career he has chosen
and to the text—that pure sign of his career—he has intended. This
is an instance of what Poggioli calls ““agonism, . . . the pathosof a
Laocodn struggling in his ultimate spasm to make his own
suffering immortal and fecund.” '*' We shall see later how the
agonism of a writer’s first step toward his text imposes upon him a
polysexual role to which Proust’s interest in “les hommes-
femmes” is finely related.

Thus the first opposition is a total and an inaugural one for the
writer; it is the radical question he must ask himself, the radical
decision he must make at the outset of his career and also at every
moment throughout the carcer. Coeval with his ordeal by
initiation is the second opposition, which mobilizes the writer’s

*'from this point of view the work must be considered only as an unhappy love affair
that fatally presages others, and that causes life to resemble the work, so much so that
the poct might not have any need to write, since such a great deal of what he had written
already prefigures what will take place.”
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producing one kind ol sequence ol works, or another? Does
given subject attract him for the right reasons, or for the wmn}_‘\
ones? What are the best solutions to questions raised by, and in,
the continuity of his text? A classic account of this set of issues,
all of which derive from and illustrate the opposition 1 mentioned,
is Henry James’s story “The Next Time.” Ralph Limbert is a
writer who vows, the next time, to write a book suited to the
public. He never does, for “he had floated away into a grand
indifference, into a reckless consciousness of art’”:'®2 but James
places his moment shortly before Limbert’s death. The career has
run its course out of life entirely, although the rlght progress had
been Limbert’s most lively concern.

Although James does not say so explicitly, Limbert’s pre-
dicament is that he views writing his text as a wholly different
matter from having his work read by his audience, or pleasing his
audience, or being approved by it. This realization applies to most
of the artist-characters James created during the 1880s and *90s.
In his usual flamboyant manner, Wilde averred that “the artist
works with his eyc on the object. Nothing else intercsts him. What
people are likely to say does not even occur to him. He is fascinated
by what he has in hand.”'* Wilde of course exaggerates by
stating that for a writer there are problematical issues of a
technical sort whose importance antedates, if it does not com-
pletely efface, the writer’s sense of his audience —antedates, and is
privileged by virtue of that antecedence, which is immediacy and
directness for the writer writing. In his Logical Investigations,
Husser]l makes a uscful distinction between meaning-conferting
acts (or meaning intention) and meaning-fulfilling acts:** for the
writer, conferring meaning is essential “to the expression as such,”
whereas fulfilling the meaning, “confirming, realizing it more ot
less adequately, and so actualizing its relation to its object,” is
something he only hopes to achieve. For a writer to fulfill the
tneaning is to realize his text—to produce a text in the honorific
sense of the word—but for the reader, or audience, this consider-
ation is comparatively arcanc. The reader wants to read and
consume and understand. The aesthetic of production is secondary
for the reader.

Now, if for a writer like Marcel Proust (either as narrator or as
author) the text is a work of the future, if its fulfillment or
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-‘umclhinp‘ ulie ;l|w.'|ys does before the toxt or toward the rext.
Writing is a specics of investigation, of preparation |c;ldi|1g up to
the text, Words in o writing therefore become truer (than in
ardinary use) for the purpases of o text. Once he is embarked
upon a carcer, the writer’s production vacillates questioningly
between sketch and final draft, which may or may not be
adequate, finally, for inclusion in the text. It is commonplace in
literary history for writers, while preparing a collected edition of
their works, tn delete, edit, interpolate, and generally meddle with
previously published material. This sort of intervention is part of
the process of meaning fulfillment, and no writer after he has
begun his career can avoid the ethical-technical questions involved
therein, So what 1 am speaking about now is the whole set of
questions he deals with as he writes, of which the questions having
to do with a collected, integral edition are a much later and more
public example.

One of the critical distinctions of modern literature is the
importance given by the writer to his own paratexts--writings that
cxplore his working problems in making a text, James’s Notebooks
come immediately to mind, as also do Gide’s Journals, Rilke’s
Letters, Valéry’s Cahiers, and Hopkins’s letters to Bridges. Often,
as Georges Bataille has often shown, paratexts may exist solely for
the writer to burn off some of his writing in a deliberate gesture of
waste, in reaction to the pressure of having always to think of the
text as representing supreme moral virtue. In no writer’s career,
however, does this second phase, with its characteristic set of
alternatives and questions, seem so engrossing and complex as in
Kafka’s. And there exists to my knowledge no more careful study
of Kafka's example than Blanchot’s in L’Espace littéraire. 1?5
Blanchot remarks that in his 1914 journal Kafka seemed
preaccupied with three related personal concerns: that only
literature satisfied him; that he doubted his own powers, which
always ‘““chwarted his plans”; and that this doubt was connected to
whatever was extreme, or eccentric, in his work, “I'exigence
centrale, mortelle, que ‘n’est malheureusement pas la mort,’ qui est
la mort mais tenue i distance, ‘les eternels tourments du
Mourir.” ”#'3 The morc Kafka wrote, the more he realized that
of all activities only writing provides no security whatever. As a

*“that ccntral mortal exigency which ‘unfortunately is not death,’ but death held at a
distance, ‘the cternal torments of Dying.” "
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With powerful insight Blanchot intimates thae for Kafka the
figure of the surveyor K. is a sort of extension from his journals
into his text: K. is the character whose profession, with its
concern for direction, distance, measurement, and decision,
signifies the writer’s troubled course once he has begun to write.
Kafka's alicnation made the course into a trial by error, not a trial
toward truth. What Kafka punishes in himself and in ‘K. is
impatience, that desire to foree a work to its conclugion, the wish
to transform partial achicvement into the total certainty of full
conclusion. K.'s fault, in other words, is that he engenders an
image—or an idol-representing a premature goal; once figured,
this image gives K. a temporary sensc of achievement and of unity,
cven as it makes real achievement and unity inaccessible, '**
Kafka's work begins and continues for a while, but he can never
reach the end of any stery he begins, so troubled is he always by
the distances symbolized by images of promise (such as those
associated with the castle) stretching before him, His self-imposed
regimen of slowness and detail of compesition developed not from
any corresponding neced in reality, but rather solely from the text’s
exigencies, what Blanchot calls its condemnation.

Kafka's feelings about his work are extreme, but they at least
illustrate the type of enterprise a writer engages in. The text’s
condemnation is based on the fact that so far as the writer is
concerned all questions- about his life, his work, his mind—are
referable to it, are surveyed from its viewpoint. Everything he
writes, whether letters, notes, sketches, or riddles, bears upon it
the mark of responsibility to the text. If it is rare to find a writer
since Dr. Johnson and Savage for whom writing is unalloyed
pleasure {this does not contradict what Proust felt—that writing is
necessary for the author's health), then since the late nincteenth
century it is even rarer to find writers for whom writing is not a
combination of suffering and loncliness, and almust always
because the imperatives of a text seemed limitless. Merleau-Ponty
comments on the paradox of “lauteur et de 'homme, ce que
¥ i

is connected, exactly as in Kafka, to that which is ‘outside’ the world; Kafka expresses
the profundity of this ‘outside’ without intimacy and without rest.”
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the text gains inreality on the bass of what Wilde ealled **her own
lines.” “The price of those “lines” is characterized by Joyce in
writing {fysses as follows:

The word scorching has a peculiar significance for my superstititious
mind not so much because of any quality or merit in the writing itself as for
the Fact that the progress of the book is in fact like the progress of some
san¢lblase. As soon as 1 mention or include any person in it [ hear of his or her
ileath or departure or misfortune: and each successive episode, dealing with

solie province of artistic culture {rhetoric or music or dialectic), leaves
behind it a buent up field,'®

The dynamic of impoverishment and problematical enrich-
ment {since there is no guarantee that sacrifices made for the text
will be of service) brings with it what one might call abandonment
ol the image. By abandonment 1 mean the sort of scorching out of
cvery image from the past or the present that might represent the
text’s fulfillment in the future. The abscnce of what R. P.
Blackmur calls predictive form in modern literature is, | think,
attributable to this scorching out of an image.'' No discrete
analogies for the “growth” of a text and its completion seem
apposite—neither organic ones, nor visual ones, nor_schematic
ones. To hope to complete the production of a text, the writer
cannot project a coursc in time which is made intelligible, for
cxample, by the image of a man becoming mature. The disparity I
spoke of above between lifetime and text-time increases rather
than diminishes. Thus, as Mallarmé recognizes, whereas in “life”
chance remains in force, in the text chance is gradually eliminated.
James’s “figurc in the carpet”—its unsayability, its elusiveness, its
resistance to formulation, its unheeding and perfect inviolability —
controls chance in the text, even as for author, reader, and curious
spectator ‘‘life”” has no great respect.

Yet there remains a conflict for the writer at this stage, and so
long as he writes, between the status of his text and its volume.
The status of Limbert’s work, for example, has to do with its
reception, its reputation, its earning power, and so on; he seems to
have discounted all these in favor of giving a greater volume to his

*“'the author and thc man, that which the man lived making up the substance of his
work, yet nceding, in order to become frue, a preparation causing the wreiter to withdraw
from the ranks of the living,”
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complexities of an author™s dileosnee Doy, the dodern perad,
valnme, m ot cases of Mallicows, Hopkins, Ehor, Joyee, Valéry,
Katka, and Wilde has to do with densay, rarity, and irrq,ul-u‘ily
Status has to do with the texts i, nuv.lhlhty to the "uldln ary”
public and, concomitantly, with its extraordinary Lp.mty for
being with, or being a part of, uther literature; chae is, the explicit
terms of reference of the texe are far less relevant to an audience
than to other literature, Thus, as Blanchot says of Kafka, writing is
an “unstable equilibrium”  between “an increasingly rigorous
spiritual monism™ and “‘a certain artistic idolatry.” '** Mallarmé's
and Wilde's numerous references to art, Eliot’s to tradition,

Valéry's to poetry--all these are instances in which the author’s
text is oriented toward a kind of commandmg metatext or
supertext, whereas his writing is evidence of penalties imposed, of
obstacles cleared, for having undertaken the task of producing a
text.

A necessary part of the status and volume of a text is style,
which for the author producing his text is the language of his
carcer. Syntactically, style is the extended signature of a writer,
his characteristic way of connecting signs to onc another;
semantically, style is the writer's device for connecting his signs to
a text they intended to complete. Style is not the origin of a text,
but that which the beginning of a text intends. Style is writing
which blots out origin, and substitutes for it the beginning, which
is the writer writing his text. (in this discussion I am limiting style
dogmatically not to an object or phenomenon of analysis—as in
stylistics '** —but to that activity of writing that begins with the
writer composing his text.) Moreover, style displaces specch, just
as the text—by virtue of its volume and status—displaces every
origin. Thus a beginning, which intends the textuality of a text,
can  transform language generally into a specific text by a
particular writer,

In the gradual development of a writer’s career there occurs a
time when be becomes aware of certain idiomatic patterns in the
work, or even of his work’s idiolect. Being aware does not
necessarily mean that he is obsessively vigilant—although that is
possible {there are the cases of Mallarmé and James)—but that he
can quote himself, refer to himself, be himself in ways that have
become habitual for him because of the work he has already done.
What starts to concern him now is the conflict between fidelity to
his manner, to his already matured idiom, and the desire to
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me his writing, So adept s he an opeesonation that in cach new
picce, whether The Bickemstaff Papers, The Conduet of the Allies,
the Drapier's Letters, or Gulliver's Traveds, a new voice emerges.
And yet there is nowhere any mistaking the Swiftian manner, nor,
more importantly, is there any mistaking Swift’s devastating
mimicry of his enemies. Originality and habit in this case coexist
m a truly productive tension. With Milton and Pope we feel that
the gain in elegance has almost overwhelmed the innovations,
although in both writers the later style (of Paradise Lost or the
Dunciad respectively) draws out a variety of new sounds and
builds on a solid store of reserves. At a ripe moment in the career,
a writer like Yeats can even schematize his earlier achievements in
| Vision in order either to vary his present and later poems or to
make it possible and convenient to use them synoptically. If and
when such a moment occurs, it is an entirely fortunate phase in
the career.

Hopkins was particularly conccrned with the tension between
innovation and repetition in his work. In a set of notes made in
1873-74 entitled “Poetry and Verse,” he claimed for poetry the
task of presenting the ‘‘inscape” (special distinguishing particu-
latity, inner structure) of speech, “over and above its interest of
meaning’:

Poetry is in fact speech only employed to carry the inscape of speech for
the inscape’s sake—and therefore the inscape must be dwelt on. Now if this
can be done without repeating it once of the inscape will be enough for art
and beauty and poetry but then at least the inscape must be understood as so
standing by itself that it could be copied and repeated. If not/repetition,
oftening, over-and-overing, aftering of the inscape must take place in order to
detach it to the mind and in this light poetry is speech which afters and
oftens its inscape, speech couched in a repeating figure and verse is spoken
sound having a repeating figure .. .. Now there is speech which wholly or
partially repeats the same figure of grammar and this may be framed to be
heard far its own sake and interest over and above its interest of meaning.
Pactry then may be couched in this, and therefore all poetry is not verse but
all poetry is either verse or falls under this or some still further development
of what verse is, speech wholly or partially repeating some kind of figure
which is over and above meaning, at least the grammartical, historical and

logical meaning. '*

“Oftening, over-and-overing, aftering” are effects that cannot be
reduced to our habitual view of things. For they achieve the
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are marked and repeatable, soch fgures enhanee the language from
which they have been fashioned: by exaggeratton, they help us to
perecive what is there but nor readily perceptible, or lcast not
perceptible in a single encounter. Such figures arise from going
over and over souuds, stressing them out of the ordinary iuto
prominence. The dynainic of repetition (as Kierkegaard also saw)
keeps one within reality even as a sort of new reality is being
created. Hopkins used the technique in his own verse, thereby
creating a new idiom-—-based on “sprung rhythm,” with its heavy
ablitcration, and an entire vocabulary of powerful neologisms. He
believed that his verse was closely imitative of the fertile processes
of nature, which while producing the essential rhythms of
repeated events (spring, dawn, harvest) made them new each time.
ln this Hopkins prefigures such poetics as those of Pound and of
the Russian formalists (especially in the notion of what Mukafov-
sky called “the foregrounding of the utterance”).

And yct Hopkins’s comments on poctry and speech suggest
other, still more interesting ways of describing this third phase.
During this third period in the career, innovation and repetition
not only constitute the writer’s judgments of what he is doing,
they also parallel judgments of him made by his audience, by now
accustomed to his idiom and to the particular place he occupies,
through his text, in its mind. But whether or not author and
audicnce agree in their judgment, it is nevertheless true that during
this phase the writer judges his work much as a rcader would. The
carcer has its particular identity, as does the text: because of the
writer’s past accomplishments, his text will be read in a particular
way; and because its idiom is more or less established, it will
produce sense in a particular way. In short, at this stage the text
will speak to the reader in a manner that the work of a new writer
cannot emulate. Hopkins desctibes speaking to, in the literary
mode, as a function of “oftening”—that is, of those repeated
verbal idiomatic performances whose purpose is identifying,
inscaping, heightening that characteristic verbal performance we
have called producing a text. Each time an author writes during
this phase he is also idiomatically speaking to his audience which,
quite apart from the meaning of what he says, recognizes his
language as characteristically his. And this act of recognition now
enables the next act of recognition {of innovation or repetition},
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A rather delicate system ob relaonmmslngs sustams atexe at this
stage, One s the I‘l‘lill‘il)ll.\ll”‘ between the writer and his text,
which he vicws as exerting presswre on him insofar as its volume
ad idiom dictate cereain uteeranees; his texe is thus a limitation
on the innovation he aims to achieve, Another relationship is the
one between text and reader. A third is that between text and the
mstitutions of its dissemination, prescrvation, and judgment—that
is, publishing, criticism, and so forth. Thus by having remained in
production until the stage we are now discussing, the text engages
cach of these relationships with the others. Altogether these
relationships make it virtually impossible for the text either to
repeat itself without limit or to renew itself without limit. In other
words, repetition and innovation for the writer take place within a
certain historical regularity that is the text’s way of speaking, or
its manner of speaking to both the writer and the world.

But how docs writing speak? Is there not a gross contradiction
that makes it foolish to describe a written language functioning as
a spoken one? In general, studies of style, and stylistics as a
discipline, attempt to characterize those aspects of written
language whose “‘over-and-overing” seems to address the reader as
if orally from the page. Speaking is thus a term for denoting
stresses in the writing {style) whose function is not to convey
information, but only the relatively pure sign of, the relatively
pure activity of, a writer’s presence at a specified moment in
literary history. Hopkins has this in mind when he says that
“poetry is speech which afters and oftens its inscape.” No writer,
however, can do this, or make his text do this, at will; analysts of
style sometimes obscure this fact by assuming that any writing has
attained this particular phase in the production of a text, whereas
style is really a comparatively privileged moment in the life of a
text. The speech of a text emerges at a midpoint in the writer’s
career, after a certain amount of his writing has appeared as
writing only—that is, as nonspeech. A text can speak once the
writet’s subjectivity has fully appropriated to itself an entire
textual language in which the “I” of the writer/speaker designates
an ego functioning in a reality created by that language.
Benveniste calls this reality discourse, ™ and when Foucault
studics discourse he has in mind just what Benveniste describes.
My thesis is that at a crucial midpoint in the career, the writer’s
text has itself become a discourse, a praxis by which statements
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For the writer the cternally present moment arrives when his
text can speak as a discursive formation “bringing out . . . sub-
jectivity” in language—his subjectivity, Hopkins said, “as a point
of reference und a belonging field.” '*7 As Benveniste goes on to
say, discourse not only “takes over the expression of temporality,
but it creates the category of person” '*® —in this case, that of the
writer whose authority is to write a text as if speakmg to the
rcader. And this can only occur if the text has already acquired
the volume to authorize statements, or utterances, or further
writing, that confirm the text as text. To use Foucault’s
terminology, the text’s volume is a sort of historical a priori fact
permitting the formulation of new statements. It is a rule-bound
order that does not, however, deny the writer the power to
muovate. The writer’s role, paradoxically, is to use the subtle
constraints of his discourse (the text’s volume) to expand their
reach, to make his discourse capable of rcpeating its present and
its rules in new ways: thus the dialectic of repetition and
innovation seems to announce the writer’s presence to the reader,
to the text, to the institutions (professional, economic, social,
political) that sustain it. Nevertheless—and this cannot be over-
emphasized —the writer is not at liberty to make statements, or
merely to add to the text at will: statements are rare, and they are
difficult, so strong is the text’s anterior constraint upon him.'#®

As an almost programmatic instance of what 1 have becn
discussing, Eliot’s ““Ash Wednesday” is very explicit, especially in
the first of the six poems.’*® The “I” in the poem gains much of
its prior authority not from the sincerity of its statements, nor
from its quasi-liturgical rhythm and repetition, but from its echoes
of earlier uses of “1” in the discourse created by Eliot’s previous
poems. This ego rejects, one by one, in perfect symmetry, a series
of possibilities: knowing, turning, drinking, thinking. Each of
these verbs refers to objects denoted by the demonstratives,
indicators of deixis, “this,” *that,”* “the,” *the one,” “such,”
“these.” For over twenty lines the ego summons a series of
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without much description as somehow extrinsic; the ego con-
sequently rejoices, “having to construct something upon which to
rejoice.” What is renounced is from the past, but what is here and
now is that which, according to Benveniste, is linguistic time, and
self-referential. “What is actual,” says ego, “is actual only for one
time.” It is as if Eliot were saying that the “I" of his poetry is
concerned now with its ability to speak exclusively at the level of
the text (“the air which is now thoroughly small and dry”), not
through fragments of life and literature as before, nor to that sort
of audience which searches for intelligibility as if it existed in a
nieze of quotations.

The shift in the poem from ego alone to “I” and “us” together
is accompanied by the use of licurgical forms (“pray for us sinners
now’') commonly used both privately and publicly. In speaking
both to and with his readers, the speaker protects his utterance
from the privacy (“thesc matters that with myself 1 too much
discuss”) of purely inward meditation: instead, the text takes on
the disciplined accents of the prayer service, which verbally
reconstructs the moment and the manner that make statements
possible. The range of these statements is made evident in the
following five poems, with the bewildering complexity of their
content. Yet in those latter five poems the ego’s manner is
restricted to delocutive statements, statements based on locutions,
which are in turn based on religious formulas. The ego speaks
now-he does not wrife, “Lord, I am not worthy . .. ] turned and
saw below ... Sovegna vos...O my people, what have 1 done
unto thee,” and so on, The text goes forward as if a voice were
superimposed on it making statements that identify the poet as
Eliot, in this state, “between dying and birth,” unturning,
speaking, creating. The text has become an event for the poet’s
voice to exploit.

When such an event becomes an unhappy one, it is because the
opposition between repetition and innovation has changed for the
worse. Whereas formerly habitual patterns and originality intersect
in the writer’s consciousness, now mere repetition is viewed as one
alternative of a pair, where the opposite is the career’s disruption
by a failing impulse. Here, too, Hopkins tells a great deal. In his
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birds build  but not'I build: no but strain,
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In another poem he says:

1 am gall, [ am heartburn. God’s most deep decree
Bitter would have me taste: my taste was me. 1%

Hopkins’s highly developed sense of self included a sizable amount
of sclf-loathing, as if in reaction to having entirely surrounded
naturc and motion with his ego. This is not true of Wilde, who in
writing De Profundis essentially repeated himself in the figure of
Christ without realizing how familiar were his locutions and his
poses.

The fourth and final opposition, or dilemma of concerns,
becomes influential when the writer begins to view himself as
nearing the end of his career, tempted with the idea of going on,
yet often able to recognize that his writing has reached its
conclusion. Works of recapitulation are common: Yeats’s “The
Circus Animals’ Desertion” and a much earlier analogue, Swift’s
“Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift,” are two perfect examples. In
the latter poern the poet not only projects his own death, bur goes
on to project the life he will lead in posterity. Swift’s vision is to
double the career by perpetuating it after his death,'*® The main
distinction of this phase is the writer’s fear that his career has
spent itself as a result of its own logic of continuity, but not
necessarily because he has completed his text. The opposition is
more accurately described as that between the subject of ending
(in a work like The Tempest), on the one hand, and, on the other
hand, writing at or near the ending. A failing impulse produces
suitably matching work with frequent references to an antipoetic
old age and to the need for what Yeats called “frenzy”:

Here at life’s end

Neither loose imagination,
Nor the mill of the mind
Consuming its rag and bone,
Can make the trath known.
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For Yeats the writer™s old age provokes a sort of anatomizing

spivit: i its sources and its achievements the carcer is reduced to a
loul rag-and-bone shop. This Swiftian motif is found everywhere
in Samuel Beckett’s carecr, of course, but many of the writers we
arc  discussing (including Yeats) come up with temporizing
antidotes to the actual end of a career. Frequently, however, these
antidotes are but symptoms of inevitable decay. One such antidote
is transfiguration, as when Yeats desires to be remade into Blake
and his frenzy. Another antidote is recourse to a recapitulatory,
essential image, such as Conrad’s Peyrol in The Rover of Gide’s
thesée; this image is really a vehicle for the author’s superannu-
ated  “voice,” with all the fruits of sencscence added to it,
sometimes embarrassingly. Another antidote is, as in Eliot’s Four
(reartets, the invasion of the text by “explanation,” as if because
it is ending, the text is suitably vulnerable to the encroachments of
mere prose. In all instances employing these tactics, the ending
curiously is not equivalent to a finished text; but then—as we have
scen—writing is the production of meaning, never its achieve-
ment. *5*  Except for Borges’s Aleph (which is an image of
beginning and of engulfment) no modern image for the end of
writing a text can be anything but ironic (such as Yeats’s circus
master), or apologetic and pontifical (Gide’s Theseus), or evasive
(Eliot). A text is not the result of a career: rather, it is the career
which, when the text reaches an “end,” stops when the writing
stops. The rare perfected text, however, is like Mallarmé’s Livre or
Joyce’s Finnegans Wake -a form of perpetual writing, always at
the beginning.

v

What organizes the literary carecr and knits together the four sets
of oppositions [ have described is the constantly tantalizing
dilemma of whether the writing life conflicts with, runs parallel to,
uniquely imitates, or finally stunes human empirical existence, the
life that Wordsworth called *“the still, sad music of humanity.”
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To another we can add alternative in apposition. Conrad called
himself hioimo duplex, since no one was more sensitive than he to
the eccentricities of two lives cxisting in permanent correlation,
and hence conflict, with one another. What is notable, however, is
how the modern writer bas used his career to réconstruct his
intimate private life into a poetic—that is, alternative —career. Even
apart from the world of literature, psychologists such as Freud,
philosophers such as Nietzsche and Kierkegaard, and anthropolo-
gists such as Lévi-Strauss all define the characteristically human in
terms of what onec might call the possibility of an alternative, or a
second time. In all these cases, language is excellent testimony to
the Vichian manner in which a naive initial corsc becomes
transformed into a cultural or verbal second ricorso. And yet it is
the problematical and alienaring (or gentile) quality of the ricorso
that the modern poetic career exemplifies,

Vico, however, had said that the repetitions (ricorsi) of history
arc exact: Each cycle duplicates the three phases through which
primitive man passes on the path from bestiality to civilization.
Vico believed that history is the history of families, so that in the
corsi and again during the ricorsi families are formed, they
flourished, then they perished; this pattern informs the rise and
fall of civilizations. But during the period I have been discussing
the ricorso represented by a poetic career is far from being an
exact repetition of the natural human corso. A poetic or literary
career does not reflect the man’s life, it absorbs it, overwhelms it,
gets on top of it, in Norman O. Brown's phrase.'*? The
correlation between career and “life” begins as discontinuous
adjacency—as when, for instance, Marcel forms his decision to
write aside from the otherwise banal experience of a morning in
the Guermantes house. Later the writer’s career distorts “life,”
and, as we have seen, its prerogatives enclose the writer in a logic
of development without any “natural’” equivalent or any predic-
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When a litcrary carcer intends the literary text there is a need
to determine the degree of correspondence, and character of the
relutionship, between literary career and the writer’s life outside
the career. As an alternative, a literary career begins—as we saw
above—by being different from all other sorts of life. Yet such
difference is haunted by a certain sameness, so powerful is the
image of physical engenderment, and so common both to writing
and procreation the notion that what one makes is one’s child,
one’s progeny, one’s temporal legacy. In his drama Ibsen foregoes
naturalism—a more exact sort of realism—in order to explore the
persuasive powers of art, powers of the sort that can endow the
artist with the ability, through his text, to lead a life strikingly
similar to biological life, yet without its limitation. Ibsen’s late
plays {such as Hedda Gabler, The Master Builder, and When We
Dead Awaken) frequently depict an artist whose work is “his
child,” even though Ibsen can himself see tragedy awaiting the
quasiprogenitors (Hedda and Lorborg, Kaya and Solness, Irene and
Rubek). What these characters do not seem to recognize is the
illicit nature of their alternative artistic projects, the peculiar
transgression one commits by devoting to verbal or artistic
material not only the technical care necessary for producing an art
work but also the sexual care usually reserved for a human being.

The central symbol for the modern producing writer depicts
the physical transfer of an image from man’s sexuval-procreative
life to his artistic one. A writer’s writing, in other words, is the
result of daring to apply sexual energy or attention to the act of
writing. The image of the writer, whether of ascetic priest
renouncing all for art (Flaubert, Joyce, Mallarmé), prodigal
expender of creative energy (Yeats), enslaved devotee (Conrad,
Lawrence), or hedonistic aesthete (Wilde, Proust), is—because, first
of all, it is an image, and also because it is transferred illicitly (or
at least inappropriately) and audaciously from one activity to
another—an intensified confusion of production with product, of
career with text, of textuality with sexuality, of image with career.
The more a text is produced, the stronger (obviously) the
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signs of the writer’s activity: they are his product, his text and
child. -

It is almost a commonplace to remark that Freud, a
contemporary of the writers I have been discussing, gencrally
regarded art as a compensatory activity rooted in the artist’s
ncurosis. But here Freud, too, I think, confused the production of
art with the finished product: in making this deliberate confusion,
and even in his judgment of it, he belongs with these writers. Like
them, his image for the artist (or the writer) is transferred from
one sphere to another, just as like theirs his textual practice {in
The Interpretation of Dreams) has a Jogic and a form and a rextual
identity different in intention from any other form, logic, identity
of life. As I said in chapter 3, the text of the Interpretation is an
invention quite beyond the mimetic realism of, say, the classical
realistic novel. Freud’s text is a redistribution of language
according to a dynamic of dissociation and association, In less
abstract terms, this means that Freud takes the images of a dream
and dissolves them by putting them into words, then allows these
words to make associations with other words and ideas, and so on
until a new form of understanding is achieved—an understanding
that cakes shape existentially in producing a text and that is
cxistentially coterminous with the texr. If “tangles” like the
QOedipus complex are psychological matters, it is the Freudian text
that embodies them; similarly, the polysexual nature of these
tangles is realized verbally by the text. Thus the text presents the
tangles (as images to be unraveled) and then produces them as
interpreted language (as psychoanalyzed). The author’s personal
life and his writing life are coupled, just as his literary career and
his text are coupled. It is these conjunctions, with both their logic
and their sexual punning, that the text is stating, outragecusly,
excessively, uniquely,

Freud’s view of art is that the art work formally exceeds the
artist’s empirical life by materially realizing his neuroses. A
writer’s decision to write is, we have said. a decision to begin
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not only is the pen-ink-paper sexual symbolism in operation, but
also the text.child complex and the writing-devoted consecration-
marriage process. Besides Freud, it iy Hopkins whose work is
characterized by an intensified confusion of all these things
rogether; it is his writing that performs the working out of a text,
the courses of a life and a career, and the omnisexuality of those
things taken together, simultancously and representatively.

Hopkins's poetry begins as a confirmation and a repetition of a
divine metaphysic of creation, which invelves both beginning and
creating. Later his poetry self-consciously considers itself to be a
rival to the divinity, so strong has the authority of the poetic self
become. Finally, the poet and his project discover themselves
imprisoned on a sterile plot totally isolated from God. By this
time, however, the poetic career has already been divorced
(Hopkins’s word is “widowed”) from the divine thrust: the poet is
now a spiritual eunuch, his text a linguistic mutant that has issued
forth from an emasculated pen.

This general account of Hopkins’s text cannot help but
obscure the constant detail of its production, which is its very life.
The inaugural and radical insight of Hopkins’s whole career is chat
in every particular, no matter how small, the world is charged with
God’s power, At the outset, then, God impregnates undifferenti-
ated matter, so that, as Hopkins says, the creation *is word,
expression, news of God™: a thing is at oncé a material object,
God's creation, and a sign, or word, of God’s male, procreative
power. Hopkins always makes these identifications. In poetry,asin
nature, there is life, there is power, there is evidence of male
thrast. “Sprung Rliythm is the most natural of things” he wrote in
his preface to the poems;’™® “stress is the life of it,” he told
Robert Bridges of a poem in 1878.1%% Stress occupies the center
of his compesitional theory, which starts by dividing words into
marked {stressed) and unmarked (unstressed) sounds. Since all
words are live, stress is a relative quality, and therefore each object
has its own instress which it is the poet’s task 1o organize along
with others in a pattern of sounds, some more stressed than
others, The poet must exaggerate the difference between stressed
and relatively unstressed phenomena, since percceiving that dif-
ference is necessary to finding realicy icself intelligible. The poet
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In The Wreek of the Dewtschland, lis Tiest major |1()l'l'|‘l.\
Hopkins repeats the articles ol his submission to a divine “*fire of
" which, he says, “hast bound bones and veins in me,
Fastened n:e flesh.” Married to the principle that made him (God’s
male authority), as a poet he then becomes the re-creator of 4
sacrificial scene in which a courageous nun receives God in a
moment of extreme crisis. At that moment Hopkins the poet joins
the nun through his poetry, and together they celebrate Christ’s
coming into her:

stress,’

Rut how shall 1. .. make me room there:

Reach me a ... Fancy, come faster—

Strike you the sight of it? look at it loom there,

Thing that she . . . there then! the Master,

Ipse, the only one, Christ, King, Head:

He was to cure the extremity where he had cast her;

Do, deal, lord it with living and dead;

Let him ride, her pride, in his triumph, despatch and

have done with his doom there.!

Thus the poet writes a scene in which the union between man (or
woman) and God has been effected by an art miming the rhythm
of incarnation through impregnation. “Let him caster in us, be a
dayspring to the dimness of us.”'®" And indeed, in all of
Hopkins’s carly poctry (after The Wreck) the setting is of a man
transcribing nature immediately. As God ““fathers-forth” material
reality, the poet “utters in notes the very make and specics” of
things. In a sense the poet’s writing refines and alienates in greater
deeail the life of things, which issues from God and reposes in the
“deep down freshness” of Earth:

And what is Earth’s eye, tongue, or heart else, where

Else, but in dear and dogged man?
Or, as he wrote in his “Comments on the Spiritual Exercises of St.
[gnatius Loyola’™: “Nothing else in nature comes near this
unspeakable stress of pitch, distractiveness, and selving, this
sclfbeing of my own.” 162

As God is to man, so the poet to his poetry. Hopkins gives

birth to being by impregnations of fecund originality whose source
is his male selfhood. Hence Hopkins’s thoroughly distinctive art,
which is at once feminine—faithfully mimetic of God’s stress or
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All things counter, original, spare, strange;

Whatever is fickle, freckled {who knows how?)

With swift, slow; sweet, sour; adazzle, dim;

He fathers-forth whose beautz_ is past change:

Praise him. '
As receptive woman, as creative man; as impregnated Christian
unpregnating the page; as stressed creature himself stressing
language into weak and strong thrusts: all these finely balanced
roles that Hopkins plays help explain why words like heaves,
springs, darts, charges, rears, bursts, and rises appear so prominent-
ly in his writing. He gives as he receives. Yet as creative poet and
man-woman he begins to perceive that what he does is not only
analogous to what God does, but something more.
fn a letter to Canon Dixon, Hopkins wrote the following:

Now this is the artist’s most essential quality, masterly execution: it isa
kind of male gift and especially marks off men from women, the begetting
one’s thought on paper, on verse, on whatever the matter is . . . . Moreover on
betrer consideration it strikes me that the mastery I speak of is not so much
in the mind as a puberty in the life of that quality, The male quality is the
creative gift, which he markedly has. ... All should, as artists, have come, at
all events should in time come, to the puberty, the manhood of those gifts:
that should be common to all, above it the gifts may differ, '

The artist’s work is what he begets on the page —but only, Hopkins
says in a later poem, after the artist’s mind has been enlivened by
“the fine delight that fathers thought.” Hopkins’s way of relating
the production of poetry to sexual capability is very finely
articulated; he says that begetting poetry occurs when the creative
male gift has reached puberty. That sort of maturity enables the
poet to produce forged language, not the easy flowing lines to
which a less mature poet is prone. Puberty for Hopkins implies
abruptness, violence even, a kind of making (as after sexual union)
that will produce live children and not just words. Thus the artist
begets more than just a replica of himself, and he does more than
passively imitate nature: he creates new life.

The difference between biology and writing fades still further
as one examines Hopkins’s compositional technique. His manner-
istic style is based upon abruptness and contraction—“forging” —
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page. Hopkins's thoughts an creation generally support such o
particularly literary activity with o highly suggestive (to the
average secular reader, at least) theology of creation: “The first
outstress of God’s power”  {which Hopkins calls “the first
intention then of God outside himself”} was Christ, who was also
God's intention. Hopkins argues that the temporality of this
intention is of a different order from, for example, that of the six
days of Creation; the latter is mere sequence, the former is
“forepitch of execution” in which perfection, or things in their
perfect state, are created first. In a sense, Hopkins adds, when, in
the time of intention, elcet things are created, they correspond
with grace, thereby seconding God’s designs; and for them it *is
like a taking part in their own creation, the creation of their best
selves.”” 1% But why did God allow his Son intentionally to go
forth from him? It is worth quoting Hopkins’s answer at length:

Why did the Son of God go thuos forth from the Father ., .? To give God
glory and that by sacrifice, sacrifice offered in the barren wilderness outside
of God, as the children of Israel were led into the wilderness to offer sacrifice.
This sacrifice and this outward pracession is a consequence and shadow of the
procession of the Trinity, from which mystery sacrifice takes its rise, but of
this I do not mean to write here. It is as if the blissful agony or stress of
selving in God had forced out drops of sweat or blood, which drops were the
warld ., .. The sacrifice would be the Eucharist, and that the victim might be
truly victim-like, like motionless, helplass, or lifeless, it must be in matter.
Then the Blessed Virgin was intended or predestined to minister that matter.
And here then was that mystery of the woman clothed with the sun which
appeared in heaven. She followed Christ the nearest, following the sacrificial
lamb “whithersaever he went,”

In going forth to do sacrifice Christ went not alone but crcated angels to
be his cempany, lambs to follow him the Lamb .. .. They were to take part
in the sacrifice and he was to redeem them all, that is to say / for the sake of
the Lamb of God who was God himself God would accept the whole
flock . ... For redeem may be said not only of the recovering from sin to
grace or perdition to salvation but also of the raising from worthlessness
before God (and all creation is unworthy of God) te worthiness of him, the
meriting of God himself, or, so to say, godworthiness. In this sensc the
Blessed Virgin was beyond all others redeemed, because it was her more than
all other creatures that Christ meant to win from nothingness and it was her
that he meant to raise the highest.
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Hopking’s extraordinary mwddling of roles (in his parable
Christ is Mary's bridegroom) is extended further in the pages that
follow the abowe quotation. Satan, the “archsnake” or dragon,
lights to win the woman for himself. Hopkins refers throughout to
“the pregnant woman” and “the manchild to whom the woman
gives birth to ... like a pleasing sacrifice”: the sexual context is
clear enough, Christ and Satan struggle to possess Mary, and Christ
wins, “At any rate I suppose the vision of the pregnant woman to
have been no mere vision but the real fetching, presentment, or
‘“adduction’ of the persons, Christ and Mary, themselves!¢®
“Ferching” and “‘presentment” suggest how in a material way a
meaning can be fetched out from obscurity or abstraction and
presented, or figured, to the senses for comprehension. Mary made
pregnant by Christ is the godworthiness of creation, a celebration
for God’s glory. But Hopkins elaborates further:

But first I suppose that Christ in his first stead of angelic being, led off
the angel choir, ... calling on all creatures to worship God as by a kind of
Venite adoremus. They obeyed the call, which indeed was a call into
being . ... This song of Lucifer’s [Hopkins refers to Lucifer’s song here for
the first time: he imagines Christ as leading the angels in singing adoration of
God, and Lucifer singing a countersong to seduce them away from Cheist)
was a dwelling on his own beauty, an instressing of his own being; it was a
sounding, as they say, of his own trumpet and a hymn in his own praise.
Moreover it became an incantation: others were drawn in; it became a concert
of voices, a concerting of selfpraise, an enchantment, 2 magic, by which they
were dizzied, dazzled, and bewitched. They would not listen to the note
which summoned each to his awn place ... and distributed them here and
there in the liturgy of the sacrifice; they gathered closer and closer home
under Lucifer’s lead and drowned it, raising a countermusic and counter-
temple and altar, a counterpart of dissonance und not of harmony. I suppose
they introduced a pathos as of the nobler selves that God was only trying
them; that to disobey and substitute thcmselves, Lucifer above all, as the
angelic victim of the woarld sacrifice was sceretly pleasing to him, that
selfdevotion of if, the suicide, the semblance of sin was a loveliness of
heroism which could only arise in the angelic mind; that it was divine and a
meriting and at last a grasp of godhead.

Meanwhile as they drew back from their appointed lots the score of
their disobedience rose as in a mirror in the vision of the woman with child:
she felt it as birthpangs and cries aloud. For this they despised her the morc
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defense of the woman in wham the sacrificial victim had lain and from whom
he had risen, a sort of Holy Scpulchre and a heavenly Jerusalem. 169

He then goes on to describe the war in heaven, in which

Michael and his angels instressed and distressed them with the thought of
their unlikeness to the Most High; they from their selfpraised pinnacle and
power of eminence flung themselves, like the sally of a garrison, with the
thought offWe are alike the Most High, thinking in their madness their
heroism, which was the divine in them, would declare itself as the godhead
and would bear them up and its splendour dismay afld overwhelm their
enemies; but it was a blow struck wide, a leap over a precipice, and the weight
of that other word bore them headlong down.

Further 1 suppose that the procession or liturgy of the angelic host was
to have its score upon the world of matter and the angels thus to unfold and
by cooperating create the species and the order of the lower world; which in
consequence is marked everywhere with the confusion, clashing and wrecking
which took place in the higher onc and was there repaired at once but here
not all at once. If this is so and the beginnings at [east of every form were in
the first move the heavenly hierarchy made one can see how it was possible
for Satan to attack man even before his fall, that is before it was
complete.'™

This rather astonishing piece of writing represents Hopkins’s
struggle to understand—not by any means to reconcile—the
physical effort to create artistically and the physical enjoyment
gained (nobly and hcroically) in the act of artistic creation. In
both experiences sexual enjoyment is plainly present, as is the
cxcessive egoism involved in countercreation. Although he con-
demns the pride of Lucifer’s gestures, Hopkins sees the heroism of
it, which, since the highest form of behavior (Christ’s} is
self-sacrifice, he interprets as quasi self-sacrifice, suicide. When he
speaks of sacrifice, which runs through the whole passage like a
ground bass, Hopkins means self-stressing, self-presentation out of
the presence of God—that is, the action by which an individual
assumes his quiddity, his independent seifhood, away from the
protection of God. The woman’s offspring is very ambiguous, and
Hopkins does nothing to explain himself on this point. The child is
Christ’s, and probably as part of “the sacrifice” the mother’s birth
pangs arc the producing of, the begetting of, a “god-worthy”
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Nevertheless, since the child is assumed by God, e an if what a
creaturc produces away from God (indludiog pacrry) wiakes him
undergo the pain of childbirth: the resuli ts thae the “child” is
made godworthy by “cooperation”™ with the higher world, even
though the time taken is relatively long and the process marked
with the confusion caused by Lucifer’s pride.

Thus regarding the poet there are several uncomfortable
observations to be made. First, there is the peculiar sexual tangle:
Christ, Mary, and their child. Second is the analogy between
poetic performance and Lucifer’s “instressing of his own inscape,”
as well as the similarity between Lucifer and the Most High. Third,
there is the implied connection betwcen the begotten child of
Mary and Christ, the poetic work, Lucifer’s attack, and the almost
masochistic idea of self-sacrifice. It is, I think, no exaggeration to
say that Hopkins’s gnarled, tangled, abrupt, forged idiom is an
accurate verbal reflection of all these conjunctions taken together.
No writer with urgent theological beliefs so imaginatively and
articulately formulated can avoid in some way incorporating them
into his poetic writing. And it is the working out of the logic and
of the stresses contained here that Hopkins's unfolding text
€Xposes.

Consider now these lines which, after The Wreck of the
Deutschland, self-consciously formulate the poetic project:

£
I say fnore: the just man justices;

e e . -
Keeps grace: that keeps all his going graces;
Acts in God’s eye what in God’s eye he is—
Christ—for Christ plays in ten thousand places,
Lovely in limbs, and lovely in eyes not his

To the Father through the features of men’s faces. '™

This is the sestet of a sonnet, hence “I say more” means primarily
that the poet is adding to what he has already said in the octet.
But the phrase also draws attention to the poet’s power to say
more {(*1 say more”), over and above what is immediately
perceptible evidence to the ordinary observer of nature. The poet
begins to launch his world. His medium is language, as God’s is
natural reality, so that in the phrase that follows, the poet makes
language produce more before our eyes and ears: he creates a new
verb by pulling it forth out of an adjective: just—ejustices. The
poet’s power lies not only in issuing forth, but also in conserving
through repetition, the opposite of playing out. The last four lines
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tarn arownd the relatioesInp benwern che verbs iy anel prys, which
together unire issuing faceh (U playpand conserving (™). There
is here anentire sevies ol stathog deatications forged by
Hopkins: between nan and Chost, berween Chrise the one angd
Christ the many {he “plays i en dhoosand places”), between
Christ who is readily tdeatifiable and Christ who takes on other
forms (“lovely in cyes not his™). All these identifications together
comprise a sort of seductive dance to entrance God (and we are to
remember the “sacrifice” by which reality glorifies God): they
play to the Father who is their progenitor and, since the poet has
himself pointed them out, even created them in language, God is
literally their prospective mate, also. We are thus left at the end
with a unity resembling a polymorphous marriage. Limbs and eyes
arc given to the Father. .

A great deal depends on the poet’s generative power and, of
course, on his memory of his and God's past accomplishments.
When, during Hopkins’s fully progressing career, he realizes this,
he recognizes that he possesses the power to take life away as well
as endow it. Hence the late sonnet “Carrion comfort.” God begins
to withdraw, so strong is the poet’s sclthood and presence,
attested to in the body of work, the text, he has hitherto
produced. Whereas formerly cherc had been a balance between the
poctic enterprise and the divine, now Hopkins incorporates both
roles within himself, ln the following poem of imprisonment, the
pronouns we and you all refer to the poet, now unnaturally
forcing himself to perform more than one part:

I wake and feel the fell of dark, not day.

What hours, O what black hours we have spent

This night! what sights you, heart, saw; ways you went!
And more must, in yet longer light’s delay.

With witness [ speak this. But where I say
Hours I mean years, mean life. And my lament
Is cres countless, cres like dead letters sent
To dearest him that lives alas! away.

Iam gall, [ am heartburn. God’s mast deep decree
Bitter would have me taste: my taste was me;
Bones built in me, flesh filled, blood brimmed the curse.

Selfyeast of spirit a dull dough sours. I see
The iost are like this, and their scourpe to be

As 1 am mine, their sweating selves; but worse. 2

Soon this omnicompetent, transgressing self will become “Time’s
eunuch,” unable to fecundate itself, even as its language veers
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sloommgly towacd diab repenine To be eative sonot only 1o
cveate dar wrewson, bot adsacta bear o parental velanion teowhiat one
b creared, Yet as bis Tetrers to Boedges s TRBS shiow, Flopkins
warn deeply perplexed by his artisie desiees. Should he weite witl
heped for recognition and fame 1o mind, as all artists do, and then
dehicate that fame to God? {He once wrote enthusiastically to
Dison that “the only just licerary critic is Christ.””) Or should he
vachew any kind of public recognition-—which, apart from dif-
(uhently sending his work to Bridges, Dixon, and Coventry
armore, he did and resolve to be silent? On all sides the question
nnist have been trying. For to have decided to serve God in silence
wutld not have guaranteed any abatement in the tension between
the male creative potential and his priestly vows of chastity. It
must have been nearly intolerable. Nonetheless, Hopkins seems to
luive rattonalized some of his hesitations about poetry into a mode
of controlled, though uneasy, silence.

e was not curbed for long. The artist’s own problem of
cteativity again took hold of him: Why was he unable to write? He
was depressed and uncreative—why? Much of this was apparently
tesolved by January 12, 1888, when he wrote sadly and resignedly
to Bridges:

All impulse fails me: 1 can give myself no sufficient reason for going on.
Nothing comes: I am a eunuch—but it is for the kingdom of heaven’s
sake.!

We come now to the change from being God’s eunuch, from
being in a state of dedicated chastity, to becoming “time’s
cunuch.” It is best understood, 1 think, if one hears with it this
verse from Matthew 19:

For there are some eunuchs which were born so from their mother’s
womb: and there are some eunuchs, which were made eunuchs of men: and
there be eunuchs which have made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of
licaven’s sake. He that is able to receive it, let him receive it.

As a foil for Hopkins’s thoughts the verse produces the decisive
agony that now erupts: he recognizes that a humbling spiritual
exercise may have failed of itself and may have become an
extended abusc. The abruptness of the hcavily vexed rhythm
(made even more clublike with its repeated b's) brings this terrible
reflection to high intensity in “Thou art indeed just, Lord”:

birds build—but not 1 build; no, but strain,
Time’s eunuch, and not breed one work that wakes,'™
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Mureaver, e these twer Lines Plopas b hileed, (e poem to 15
i, Wln n, finally, he wotes, “Mine, O thaon Inul ol lile, send

my roots rain,” it is as il the long monosyllable wniue is r.xlmlml,
grear pain, The line’s dast towr words mash together nature,
submission, pleading and the bruised self.

The most remarkable of Hopkins's last poems, “To K. B.)”
mourns the tragedy of a poct whose career is completed yet whusc
sterility knows no relief. The dominating idea is that of the poet’s
mind bereft of its male thrust. Wears, bears, cares—the simple
rhymes convey the stale sameness of a poet missing rapture,
although able to live on with “hand at work.” Instead of “the roll,
the rise, the carol, the creation” (radical features of poetic

activity), there is only an explanation:

The fine delight chat fathers thought; the strong
Spur, live and lancing like the blow pipe flame,

Breathes once and, quenchcd faster than it came,

Leaves yet the mind a mother of immortal song.

Nine months she then, nay years, nine years she long
Within her wears, bears, cares and combs the same:
The widow of an insight lost she lives, with aim

Now known and hand at work now never wrong.

Sweet fire the sirc of muse, my soul needs this;
1 want the one rapture of an inspiration.
O then if in my lagging lines you miss

The roll, the rise, the carol, the creation,
My winter world, that scarcely breathes that bliss

Now, yields you, with some sighs, our explanation."’s

The last yielding, which is cruelly opposed to fathering-forth,
delivers an explanation —the poorest substitute for a poetic text. In
his text Hopkins can upbraid the text for not being what it once
was; missing from its “lagging lines” is evidence of its seminal
beginnings, “the roll, the rise, the carol, the creation.” The words
of the poem, therefore, do not inhabit a “creative” text, bur are
rather the lifeless verbal remnants of a course that has turned,
through the logic of self-stressing poetic performance and sacrifice
{in Hopkins’s special sense), back to its start in the poet’s celibate
authority. The intensc confusion of verbal creation with sexual
procreation finally leaves the writer “widowed’*—which is to say,
alone with his voice and little else. What he speaks now is an
explanation outside the text. His language seems to have lost its
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ronnection with his creative wale gie and setans ouly its capacity
1o aaddress the reader directly, wadly commmenioeatively.

hia very poighant way, Hopkius o Ogllives that his “creative®
text iy now behind hims he has passed it by becavse he can no
longer add to it. In common with most modern writers, Hopkins
regards the text and his career as entities that stand apart from che
1est of his life; what the text preserves is a potent authority that
seelms to taunt its beginning source in the author himself.
Considering such later encyclopedic works as Finnegans Wake,
Point Counterpoint, Ficciones, 1984, and Doktor Faustus, we can
see how as texts they depress individual authority—despite the
author’s virtuosity—to the level of an “element” in verbal
performance, Such a situation in the course of modern textual
practice, noted for its eccentricity and individuality, begins, |
think, in the long debate over language and knowledge and their
beginnings. 1 should like now to discuss that debate, in the
following chapters, in its most interesting contemporary setting
and in its most compelling early modern analyst, Vico.
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1

N() reader of Paradise Lost is ever likely to have experiences of
the kind undergone by Adam; which is why Dr. Johnson insisted
on the poem’s “inconvenience, that it comprises neither human
actions nor human manners.”! Preeminently an imaginative vision,
rather than a true record of actual events, Paradise Lost is
conceded by Dr. Johnson to be the great poem of a man who “saw
Nature, as Dryden expresses it, through the spectacles of books.”?
livery inconvenience we normally feel when we find language
wanting in its ability to convey experience directly is, in such a
poem as Milton’s, especially acute. In book 7, for example,
Raphael is sent to inform Adam of the events in heaven, events
that include the indescribable and “Immediate . . . acts of God,
more swift/Than time or motion.” From the beginning,
therefore, the language of description is not adequate for its
intention. Raphael continues to hedge his recital:

. - . to recount almighty works

What words or tongue of seraph can suffice,

Or heart of man suffice to comprehend?
(112-14)

He goes on, the difficulties notwithstanding, because

Such commission from abave

I have received, to answer thy desire

Of knowledge within bounds; beyond abstain
To ask, not let thine inventions hope

Things not revealed, which the invisible king,
Only omniscient, hath suppressed in night,
To none communicable in earth or heaven:
Enough is left besides to search and know.

(118-25)
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The Tiath is ot abowe Teve conones Troan the reader, Fioa
suppressed innight o supproessed o apan by Iaplael twho as an
angel knows more than Adam}, soppresaed sall Juether because
Adam after all 1s che original man trom whose priovity we have all
fallen, suppressed another time by Milton's use of English to
convey the conversation in Eden, and linally suppressed by u
poetic discourse to which we can relate only after a mediaced act
(of reading a seventcenth-century cpic) the Truth is acrually
abscnt. Words stand for words which stand for other words, and so
on. Whatever sense we make of Milton is provided by our use of
accepted conventions, or codes, of meaning that allow us to sort
out the words into coherent significance. We may take comfort in
Raphael’s assertion that there had been a Word, a primal.unity of
Truth, to which such puzzles as “meaning” and‘“rcference” are
impertinent.’ Yet, on the other hand, we have only his word for
it; not a thing, certainly, and not more than an assertion that
depends on other words and an accepted sense-giving code for
support.

Milton’s theme is loss, or absence, and his whele poem
represents and commemorates the loss at the most literal level.
Thus Milton’s anthropology is based on the very writing of his
pocm, for only because man has lost does he write about it, must
he write about it, can he only write about it—*it” here being what
he cannot really name except with the radical qualification that
“it™ is only a name, a word. To read Paradisc Lost is to be
convinced, in Ruskin’s phrase, of the idea of power: by its sheer
duration and presence, and by its capacity for making sense
despite the absence at its center, Milton’s verse scems to have
overpowered the void within his epic. Only when one questions
the writing literally does the obvious disjunction between words
and reality become troublesome. Words are endless analogics for
one another, although the analogies themscives are for the most
part orderly ones. Outside the monotonous sequence of analogies,
we presume, is a primeval Origin, but that, like Paradise, is lost
forever. Language is one of the actions that succeeds the lost
Origin: language begins after the Fall. Human discourse, like
Paradise Lost, lives with the memory of origins long since violently
cut off from it: having begun, discourse can never recover its
origins in the unity and unspoken Word of God’s Being. This, we
know, is the human paradigm incarnated in Paradise Lost.

Dr. Johnson's reservations about the poem do not prevent him
from reading it; the practical difficulties he experiences (the

280



poe's leagel, s Lack ol homan oeeesed seem o0 hun mierely
||||1|||¢|.'\ for, ol t'!dllllill‘.'. o, the e iee that troubles
Milton's pactic achiovement. When, lowever, we read Milton's
preat poem with the disquicting seose that we are witnessing an
"1 anindmite regress of eruths perma-
nently hidden behind words then we have entered a phase of
bnowledge which has been made the domain of contemporary
trench criticism. For while it may be inappropriate to impose an
dealogical unity upon the French structuralists in particular and
upen an important style of modern French thought in general, we
ny view cach in the same way they very often view other styles
of thought—as inhabiting and constituting a certain level of
ronsciousness with its own sense of difference from others, its
own idioms, patterns, ambitions, and discoveties.

The importance of this postwar generation of thinkers to a
sudy of beginnings is of a complex nature; the length of this
¢hapter, if not perhaps all of its findings, attests to the difficulties
of dealing with the individualized, technical, and diverse events
that taken together I have called contemporary French thought.
‘I'he designation of such a group consciousness works to identify
what I consider to be an exemplary rational and contemporary
recognition in explicit critical terms of the need to make a
heginning. Moreover, this need is connected radically to the fact of
written language. No contemporary mode of thoughe, in other
words, can lay greater claim to typifying a reasoned confrontation
with the predicaments T sketched in the remarks on Milton above.
My contention is not that no other modern thinkers have made as
acute perceptions into the nature of beginnings as these. Rather, I
am saying that these critics have made the problem of beginnings
the beginning—and in a sense the center—of their thought.
Moreover, such a determination has been tied to the connection
between beginnings and language.

A fairly detailed consideration of this group necessarily scants
the brilliance of particular contributions, except as these contribu-
tions build relatively visible “machines” for thought. For all the
provinctalism of French writing, I have found that this writing has
nevertheless addressed—sometimes only implicitly—and come to
terms with the principal currents in the contemporary imagina-
tion. Nictzsche, Marx, and Freud are a common patrimony; but
then so too are positivism, linguisiic analysis, and Durkheim, and
phenomenology, revisionist Marxism, Freudianism, Nietzschean-
ism, and Kafka, Mallarmé, and Rilke. A catalog, however, does
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not say much The reception ob the names o knowledge, thei
modification, responses (o them, and ahove e transfoemg
tion into a working critical and cananal msirnmencality  all chis
matters far more. In short, 1 shall consuder these Frencl critics ag
making a sort of thought by which the contemporary awareness of
beginnings is most deeply and typically acted upon, in method and
in practice.

The general outlines of this awarcness are as follows: knowl-
edge is conceived of, first of all, as radical discontinuity —not that
the relationships between finite instances of knowledge are
necessarily nondialectical, but rather that the unit of knowledge s
an articulation, or an instance, of difference from another unit.
Therefore, dialectical knowledge presupposes diacritic knowledge:
a dialectic must be begun, and the imperative has a method and
intention of a special sort which takes into account the given
distance between cvery unit of knowledge. Secondly, the method
is postnarrative. As my cxtended discussion of Foucault will show
amply enough, the novelistic model of successive continuity is
rejected as somehow inappropriate to the reality of contemporary
knowledge and experience. [f, as we saw in chapter 3, the form of
novelistic narration begins from certain historical needs and
epistemological conditions, then, I shall argue in this chapter, that
novelistic form was displaced by a later form in which discontin-
uity, dispersion, and rarefaction are the essentials. | mean that we
can better perceive the continuitics taken for granted by the
narrative impulse in the West once we note the consequence of
their rejection by the discontinuous method of order and
knowledge. Such a rcjection is very much at stake in the
problematical modern text. The contemporary need for a begin-
ning, as reflected in the concerns of the French thinkers 1 shall be
discussing presently, testifies to an active search (related in some
ways to Freud’s scarch) for a nonnarrative way of dealing with
nonnarratable units of knowledge. Thirdly, the very acts of
apprehending knowledge, whether as that which is written or as
that which is read, are filled with a combination of uncertainty
and invention. Both are frankly constitutive acts, and yet neither
is simply arbitrary. For if the method of reading does not always
cover the method of the writing, the latter is nevertheless assumed
to be neither a stable object nor a regular succession of lines.
Instead, writing is considered a controlled play of forces dispersed
in a texeual space that is created by the writing and that does not
exist before it. Therefore, rcading can be said to repeat the
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cantolled, wbitrary natme ol the testy areation, bat war,
Ilnl\\.'i'\,’l‘l'_ (I8 an.\'f}.rh' 1t l'n|||||||\- ulnll'lf\'mu .||| lIIlh (lmnmliﬂ
vy s supposition that rational knowledge s passible, regardless
vl how very complex and even unattracnive the conditions of ies
(rocdiction and acquisition. These Tour general leatures are, |
lo heve, to be found m the wark of the chinkers with which I am
converned here, These features provide us with the elements by
whih during the mid-twentieth century beginnings have become a
venteal problem: hence the importance 1o my study of a certain
peucration of French writers,

(M them all, it is Michel Foucauit who has become, in Roland
Barthes’s words, the very thing his works describe: a consciousness
completely awakened to and possessed with the troubled condi-
(s of modern knowledge.® Foucault is, to use one of R. P.
ISlickmur's phrases, a technique of trouble. As history is gradually
uoveiled in Foucault’s explicitly historical investigations, we
withess, not an easy chronicle of events, but a succession of
functional conditions that give rise to the existence not only of
hnowledge, but of man himself:® hence the subtitle An Archeol-
oy of Human Sciences to The Order of Things (the English
nanslation of Les Mots et les choses), Permanently hampered by
language, which is the first, and in a sense the last, instrument at
has disposal, Foucault’s job of getting to the bottom yields only
the constantly repeated and varied assertion that man is a
temporary interruption, a figure of thought, of what is already
begun (e déja commencé). Any human investigation since the
nincteenth century (and the relevance of Wittgenstein’s later work
is crucial to this apergu) is actually bound up in the nature of
lainguage. The interpretation of evidence, for example, is exegesis.
But when we ask “exegesis of what?” we commit ourselves totally
to a perpetual series of the preposition of: the modern form of
criticism, according to Foucault, is philology as an analysis of
what is being said in the depths of the discourse.” Just as there is
no easily ascertainable beginning to the process of exegesis, there
is also no end:

In the sixteenth century, interpretation proceeded from the world
(things and texts together) towards the divine Word that could be deciphered
in it; our interpretation, or at all events that which was formed in the
nineteenth century, proceeds from men, from God, from knowledge or
fantasies, towards the words that make them possible; and what it reveals is
not the sovereignty of a primal discourse, but the fact that we are already,
before the very least of our words, governed and paralysed by language.®
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The drama ol Foucault™ work oot e always coming 1o
terms wrth Tanguage o both vhe conncomg horzan and che
energizing atmosphere within and by winele Il human activity
must be understood. Two ol Foncault's theee major historical
works, Folic et Déraison: Histoite de he jolie @ Pape classique and
Les Mots ef les choses, describe respectively how language has
permitted the social discriminations of “otherness,” and the
cognitive connections between the orders of “sameness.” In the
former work it is madness, isolated in a silence outside rational
language, that is made by society to carry the weight of an
alicnated “otherness”; in the latter work it is through the powers
of language that words are made into a universal collection of signs
for everything. As with most of the structuralists, Foucault must
presume a conceptual unity —variously called historical a priori, an
epistemolagical field, an epistemological unity, of épistéme—that
anchors and informs linguistic usage at any given time in history;
no structuralist to my knowledge has gone to such lengths as
Foucault to asccriain and to articulate this “‘unconscious posi-
tivity.”® In Les Mots et les choses he writes that ““in a culture, and
at a given moment there is never more than one épistéme that
defines the conditions of possibility of all knowledge.”'® One of
the various chores this univocal assertion is made to perform is, as
Steven Marcus has remarked,'! that it gives license to Foucault’s
literal faith in an era before the modern dissociation of sensibility.
For according to Foucault, language in the Renaissance was
intimately connected with things; words were believed to be
inherent in the script of an ontological discourse (God’s Word)
that only required reading for the guarantce of their meaning and
truth. Words existed inside Being: they reduplicated it; they were
its signature; and man’s decipherment of language was a direct,
whole perception of Being.

Foucault’s brilliant analyses of Don Quixote and Velasquez’s
Las Meriinas show how the intricate system of resemblances by
which things were ultimately linked to a divine Origin began to
break down: Don Quixote in his madness is unable to find the
creatures of his reading in the world, Velasquez's magistral
painting focuses outward and away from the canvas to a point its
composition requires but does not contain, The representative
space of language has become, by the eighteenth century, an
ordered film, a transparency through which the continuity of
Being can shine. Thus “the essential problem of classical [or
eighteenth-century] thought lay in the relations between name
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U Wheo words lose che

I Transparenl to the continuny ol By,
|l [ey |'l'|“'l'.‘il.‘|lt |||l.'|l HlCE s ot tholiy |'|.|! In, |h{' |11|W('l‘ 1o
o fer not mnly to objeces b also o the system connecting objeces
to one another i a universal taxonomy of existence -then we
enter the modern period. Not only can the center not hold, but
alwar the network around it begins to luse its cohesive power.
When, in his two major historical books and in his archeology
of linical observation,'? Foucault embarks on a discussion of the
nimcteenth and twentieth centuries, it becomes apparent how
mich his vision of history preceding the modern age is projected
ek from his apprehension of the contemporary. For like many
of 1he structuralists, Foucault is obsessed with the incscapable fact
ot ontological discontinuity. In language, for example, “the ching
heing represented falls outside of the representation itself”™* ; thus
the signifying power of language far exceeds, indeed overwhelms,
what is being signified. Another example: the emergence of the
wlea of man {an idea whese advent Foucault assaciates exclusively
with the nincteenth century) coincides with the breakdown in the
tepresentative power of language. Man, therefore, is what essen-
tially resists language; he links rogether what Foucault calls an
“empirico-transcendent doublet,”'$  two parallel zones of raw
human experience on the one hand and human transcendence on
the other, that together are alien to discourse. And discourse is the
“analytic of finitude’ that comprises modern knowledge and
which is made possible by man’s alienation from it; for according
to Foucault, the discourse of modern knowledge always hungers
for what it cannot fully grasp or totally represent. Thus knowledge
is perpetually in search of its elusive subject. Here again the fact of
discontinuity—or difference, as it is also called—is paramount.
Finally, the densely and portentously argued theme of Les
Mots et les choses (a book whose literary and philosophical
imnplications are overwhelming) is occupied with the vacant space
between things, words, ideas. In the eighteenth century the
possibility of representing things in space—as in a painting—derived
from the acceptance of temporal succession, which thereby
allowed the constitution of spatial simultaneity: the idea that
objects could coexist in the privileged space of a painting
depended upon an unquestioned belief in the continuing forward
movement of time. Spatial togetherness was thus conceived to
emanate from temporal succession. Yet in the modern era the
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profoand sense ol spatal distane e Tevween tlosgs, the seuse tha
separates even like thmgs hoo ooe anodher, panmits the modern
mind to contemplite e as ouly anodhision ol succession, as g
* Abaove all, 1ime ix
the most tenvous of the sp.-ni.'ll ('ulli[gul'.‘lliuns that attempt th
bridge the gap between things, Thus the human scieneds and time
together occupy the distance that separates {without uniting)
biology, economics, and philology, the three fields of knowledge
that Foucault regards as essential because they treat, respectively,
natural life, value, and representation.’” As a humanized account
of life, psychology stands next to biology; and, by the same
argument, sociology stands next to economics, and literature and
mythology next to language: in the tension and the discontinuity
between each and its adjacent partncr we have, according to
Foucault, the constituting models of the human stiences. Man isa
problem defined in terms of an alternation between impersonal
biological functions and psychological norms, between standard-
ized economic rules and sociological conflict, and between
language as system and the significations of myth and literature. '®
Modern man is the cnigmatic structure that with difficulty knits
them together.

The effect of Foucault’s argument, as much probably as the
effect of any general account of it one gives, is that man as we
know him is dissolved. Just as in his book on madness Foucault
shows how madness consistently and effectively resists language
and the postures of reason until the late nineteenth century, in Les
Mots et les choses he demonstrates how thereafter man himself
becomes an irrationality in a special sense, a structure that
dramatizes the normally unthinkable rclationship between the
diversities of knowledge. No longer 2 coherent cognito, man now
inhabits the interstices, “the vacant interstellar spaces,” not as an
object, still less as a subject; rather, man is the structure, the
generality of relationships among those words and ideas that we
call the humanistic, as opposed to the pure, or natural, sciences. '?
The structure is irrational because it is the limit at which thought
becomes intelligible, and therefore it cannot be thought about.
One can just think it—and that enly after disciplined ““archeologi-
cal” rescarch. (The novelty of such a formula in English, as well as
the distinction between thinking and thinking about, is much
more acceptable in French: peuser la structure is a valid
construction in the way that “to think structurally” is also valid,
although not lucid. In French, however, it is easier to argue—as
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Foucante and the soucanalias doc el thonkang aboret el
ive, and henee rational, whereas thodkang it o mere wtivny,
and henee rrational.) Knawledpe, theretare, moa closed systens of
kllowh:dgc for or of man by man, And haally | siicee klll:WlL‘tlgc
can only be formulated in Langnage, Inguistics becomes more a
perception than an explanation of man:?* man is the positive
domain, the ficld, of science and knowledge, but he is not the
object of science.?’

One can therefore say that there is a “human science” not simply
wherever man is concerned, but rather wherever one analyzes, in the
appropriate dimension of the non-conscious, those norms, rules, and
significant ensembles that reveal to consciousness the conditions and the
forms of its contents.”?

The eccentricity of so bleak and antisentimental a view of man
is reflected directly in Foucault’s prose. Despite the frequently
astonishing lucidity of his dissections of intellectual ventures from
Cervantes through Linnaeus and Adam Smith to Nietzsche and
Freud, one confronts a prose style whose grasp of an author or
idea is exceedingly particular but whose revolutionary direction
and epistemological radicalism are strikingly gencral: like Holo-
fernes in Love’s Labour’s Lost, Foucault is usually to be found
overglancing the superscript. For if tradition and education train
us to take man as the concrete universal, the pivot and the center
of awateness, then Foucault’s prose, and concurrently bis argu-
ment, makes us lose our grip on man. If we are inclined to think of
man as an entity resisting the flux of experience, then because of
Foucault and what he says of linguistics, ethnology, and psycho-
analysis, man is dissolved in the overarching waves, in the quanta,
the striations of language itself, rurning finally into little more
than a constituted subject, a speaking pronoun, fixed indecisively
in the eternal, ongoing rush of discourse.

Foucault’s man is well described in Roland Barthes’s clever
phrase “a metaphor without brakes” (métaphore sans frein).?
There is an uncanny resemblance between this view of man and
that other remarkable dissolution of man in discourse which is
Conrad’s Heart of Darkness. After having described Kurtz as “just
a word for me,”” Marlow continues:

I made the strange discovery that I had never imagined him as doing,
you know, but as discoursing. 1 didn’t say to myself, “Now I will never see
him,” or “Now I will never shake him by the hand,” but, “now I will never
hear him.” The man presented himself as a voice. Not of course that I did not
connect him with some sort of action . . . . That was not the point. The point
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In achieving a position of mastery over man, tanguage has
reduced him to a discursive function. The world of activity and of
human experience stands silently aside while language constitutes
order and legislates discovery. When Lévi-Strauss says that
“language, an unreflecting totalization, is human reason which has
its reason and of which man knows nothing,”?s he is stating the
condition with which serious intellectual work must reckon.
Nearly every one of the structuralists acknowledges a tyrannical
feedback system in which man is the speaking subject whose
actions are always being converted into signs that signify him,
which signs he uses in turn to signify other signs, and so on to
infinity. Foucault, on the other hand, has been trying to overcome
this tyranny by laying bare its workings. Most recently he has
ascribed that tyranny to its secrecy; just by naming, describing,
classifying where language and discourse pretend to “‘unknowable”
exigencies, the role of society and its class structure, for example,
become evident.?¢

1!

There are dangers in too quickly defining Foucault’s work as
philosophical —or even as historical, for that matter. One danger
lies in failing to acknowledge that his writing can be of overriding
interest to literary critics, novelists, psychologists, medical men,
biologists, and linguists (and in general to any professional
interested in the past and contemporary states of his discipline).
Another, more intercsting danger lies in losing sight of the fact
that Foucault writes neither philosophy nor history as they are
commonly experienced. His is a remarkable angle of vision, a
highly disciplined and coherent viewpoint that informs his work to
such a degrec as to make it sui generis, original—a claim Foucault
himself would not make for it. The universality of his theories and
the intense particularization of their meaning, however, present
the reader with a body of writing whose potential effect upon any
one discipline has already been neutralized—which is to say that
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rewarch and the study of collective mental archives as well, chat is,
cpisteriological resources that make possible what is said at any
piven period and where—in what particular discursive space—it is
wid. 7

‘I'o the English-speaking reader Foucault’s writing may appear
abstrace, a quality that for some reason is considerced to be
mmoying, especially in work that is vaguely supposed to pertain to
human experience. A word that frequently turns up in one after
amuother of his works is raréfaction, by which he means the
telinement of words into cthoroughly special, uncommaon, literally
abstracted meanings. Now, if Foucault recognizes anything like an
shsolute law it is that words now, whether “abstract’ or “concrete,”
are delivered already rarefied in statement (énoncé). Thus Fou-
cault's language is rarefied, too, and highly saturated with nouns
made of verbs of process {formation, appropriation, transwmission,
cte.), but he will maintain that the categories and the classes he
formulates for statement and discourse are themselves by defini-
tion rarefied in advance; in that way his work meets statement on
its own ground and with instruments adequate for describing its
states. This at once doubles his point about the polymorphic
character of rarefaction, which further intensifies the nced for an
attitude on the part of an alert scholar that considers special
meaning to be the signifying activity of discourse. Foucault’s
position is that language in usc is not natural; discourse does
violence to naturc, just as the use of words like ohm, coulomb,
and volt ta describe electrical qualities does violence to an
otherwise undifferentiated physical force. On the other hand, it is
“natural” for discourse to treat nature as an accident, as aléa, in
much the way that Yeats’s dolls impugn the dollmaker for having
accidentally “made” a child.

Quite apart from its real historical discoveries, Foucault’s
archeological research has a profoundly imaginative side to it, and
it is the broad lines of this that 1 wish to discuss now. The course
of his major work has been a gradual exposition of an incrcasingly
more essential and ineluctable poctics of thought. Much the same
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progress can be bound, Tor example o the comse frone The Biceh
of Tragedy o Tl Wl 1o Poweer Now | Nie rsche iy one of the
thinkers for whom Foucault Tias shown strany, .llilnlty, and the
analogy between the former's philology-and the lateer's archeology
is very marked, not least in their comman approach to philosophy
via recondite historical research. In both cases, since pllilology amuld
archeology are primarily historical disciplines, it is the special
attitude to history that separates these two thinkers from other
scholars. Indeed, Nietzsche’s perception in the second of his
Untimely Meditations that the historical sense is a disease of
history faitly characterizes the constitutive ambivalence toward
history—the medical as well as the eritical attitude- in Foucault's
work also. Furthermore, Foucaule’s analytical work, like Nictz
sche’s manner, is essentially a way of seeing man and his past being
disintegrated by the historical sense: “The historical sense .
must only be the acuity of a view that distinguishes, distributes,
disperses, allows free play to deviations and limits—a kind of view
that dissociates, is capable of dissociating itsclf, and is capable of
erasing the unity of that human being who is supposed to carry
the view in a sovereign manner towards his past,”?® [f a scholar’s
actachment to his discipline is pictured as primarily dynastic—he
carries on the work of his predecessors inside the field, whether
the field is history or philology —then Foucault’s is antidynastic,
not the continuation of a line from privileged origin to present
consciousness. Thus the relationships that Foucault’s work are
most concerned with are those of adjacency, complementarity,
and correlation, which are not the same as the lincar relationships
of succession and interiority;?® these latter ones arc broken up by
Foucault and redistributed into the former ones.

[t is probably not a coincidence that the novel force of
Nietzsche’s work at its best comes from his having relegated
“pure” philosophy to a secondary role in favor of his passions,
venerations, friendships—Wagner, Christ, Socrates, Schopenhauer,
Dionysus, the ancient Greeks. In the main, none of these perhaps
was a subject that a philosopher need have treated in very great
detail, at least so far as the main tradition was concerncd. Yet
Nictzsche flamboyantly considered his passions as events occurring
simultancously in the history of his spirit and in the history of
thought gencrally. Philosophy’s official patrimony obviously
includes philosophers and philosophies, and to these as doctrinal
cntities Nietzsche, like Foucault, pays only tangential attention.
Foucault’s work feeds its ideas with poetry, the history of science,
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goven concept with o sense ol s sioational ambience, Aside
oo Nictzsebe, Marx, and Fread, Fooacaules range ol mterests
i Jodies Borges, Haldeeling, Sade, Mallinme, Becketr, Bataille,
[ sorpues Lacan, Blanchot, and ol cowrse all those other authors he
decwaes at length in Folie ¢f déraison, Les Mots et les choses,

anvsance de ba elinigue, and the book on Raymond Roussel. He
W high regard for Georges Canguihelm, Jean Hyppolite, and
valles Deleuze, a contemporary historian of science and two
phidosaphers, respectively, whose relations with their field he
hulds ta be exemplary for him.

I'his latter observation is an important one for Foucault, since
ipatt {rom the idiosynecrasies of his insights, it is as the founder of
« nwew field of research {or of a new way of conceiving and doing
vewarelr) that he will continue to be known and regarded. The
vitual re-presentation and reperception of documentary and
heworical evidence by Foucault has been done in so unusual and
mginative a way as to have created for his evidence a new mental
dowin not  history, ner philosophy, but *‘archeology” and
“divcourse”—and a new habit of thought, a set of rules for
knowledge to dominate truth, to make truth as an issue secondary
to the successful ordering and wielding of huge masses of actual
pesent knowledge. Most writers tend to place their thought—to
lscate it as physically as thoughe can be located—cither next to, or
ander, or apart from other thought. Foucault’s central effort is to
vonsider thoughts taking place primarily as events, ro consider
them precisely, consciously, painstakingly as being mastered in his
writing in their aleatory and necessary character as occurrences.
tle has had to reorient and distort the meaning of words and
phrases whose use as a means for thought has been so habit-ridden
and so literally debasing as to have become completely unthink-
able -such words, concepts, and schemata as change, continuity,
relutionship, history, interiority, exteriority. Thus Foucault’s work
» in effect an attempt at re-thinking and thinking-through the
notion of beginning,

[n a number of places, most notably in L'Ordre du discours
{now translated into English as The Discourse on Language) and in
his essay on Deleuze, Foucault has used the image of theatre to
describe the interplay of philosophy and history with which his
research is concerned. The image has a good many uses for him.
IFirst of all, it scrves to fix study in one place and to make study as
sclf-conscious as possible from the very beginning, instead of
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|)|;It‘l‘ at the same time, and ones ol 5 et ol vague, S“I'I(""-il\hll
notes: lence Foucanlt's dominant comeern with space as the
clement in which language and thought occur. Second, to
attcnding spectator, the theatre uifers a 5[1l‘(‘t:ICLII:lI‘J evente, n
event divisible into lesser events, each playing a part on the stage,
each moving with reference to every other event on a number ol
diffcrent axes; in short, the theatre’s stage is where there occurs a
play of events, embodied cither in gestures, characters, groups of
actions, or even in a changing scene. All this precisely fits
Foucault’ s attitude toward what he calls the. existence of
discursive events in a culture, their status as events, and aiso their
density as things—that is, their duration and, paradoxically, their
monumenta_lity, their character as monuments.

What I shall call an archive is neither the totality of texts which a

civilization has preserved, nor the ensemble of traces which have been
saved ., . after its disasters, but the play of rules which in a culture determine
the appearance and the disappearance of utterances, their paradoxical
existence as events and as things. To analyze facts of discourse in the general
element of the archive is not to consider them as documents (which have a
hidden meaning, or, . .a rule of construction}, but as monuments; and this
without reference to any geological metaphor, without assigning them any
origin, without the least gesture towards a beginning, an arché—not these
things, but to do instead what, according to the playful prerogatives of
etymology, would be something like an archeology.
The stance implied in this statement is that Foucault examines
said things (les choses dites) as they happen before him. His
attitude toward the past is that of a spectator watching an
exhibition of many events, and what Foucault’s reader watches is
an exciting intellectual exhibition—and 1 do not by any means
intend this to be a pejorative description. In order to be a
spectator, which in this case wrongly implies passivity, there must
first be a reordering of documents so that they shed their inertness
and become a sort of measurable activity: this reordering, or
reorienting, of texts from the past takes a maximum of intellectual
and scholarly energy.

No idea more crucially connects this reorienting task of
Foucault’s work with the thought of a surprising majority of
contemporary thinkers than the complex one of anonymity—or, in
the terms Barthes, Lévi-Strauss, and Lacan have used, the idea of
the loss of the subject. This has frequently (and comically) been
mistaken simply as an inability to talk about anything—as in “I
have no subject for my essay or novel”-although the consequent
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eprt) s more exactronte st neans the ko sulyeccor che
Juaking subject, the subjectivity thar defines human identity, the
Cogito that enubles the Cartesian world of uh_lm ts. The influence
ol chinking subject in Western thought has, of course, been
prodound. Not only has the subject guaranteed ideas of priority
vl nriginaﬂity. but also ideas, methods, and sehemes of continuity
sl achicvement, endowing them libidinally with a primal urgency
wlerlying  all - patterns of succession, history, and progress.
Ihuaory in the main has acquired its intelligibility through a kind
vl anthropomorphism projected onto and into events and col-
lovuvities of various sorts; these are then thought of as functions
il .\‘ubjcct, and not vice versa. Of course, the influence of the
jrowcess of human generation has been paramount, forcing us to
(hink of literature, for example, as merely an imitation of the
human family.

The two principal forces that have croded the authority of the
hunian subject in contemporary reflection are, on the one hand,
the Tiost of problems that arise in defining the subject’s authen-
noy and, on the other. the development of disciplines like
hinguistics and ethnology that dramatize the subject’s anomalous
atel unprivileged, even untenable, position in thought.*' The first
laree can be viewed as a disturbance taking place at the inferior of
thaught, the second as having to do with the subject’s exteriority
to thought, Together they accomplish onc end. For of what
comfort is a kind of geological descent into identity from level to
lower level of identity, if no one point can be said confidently to
fe irreducible, beginning identity? And of what philosophical use
1s it to be an individual if one’s mind and language, the structure
of one’s primary classifications of reality, are functions of a
transpersonal mind so organized as to make individual subjectivity
just ane function among others?

Foucaule’s response has been not to dispute these perspectives,
but to absorb and understand them fully and then to give them an
important basic role to play in his work. 1 think that it is the
positiveness of Foucault’s attitude from the beginning toward the
loss of the subject as much as his explicit methodological
philosophy that determines the invigoration he communicates.
Not for him is the noisy appeal to a cult of doctrine, or of
apocalypse, or of dogma; he is persistently interested in the
responsibilities and the offices of his method, as well as in the
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instance of authorial i, thus reduomg the ariginaliey of any
writer he reads to a deliberate acdident necurring within the latey,
ordered possibilitics of oll fanguage. "The impersonal modesty of
Foucault’s writing cocxists {(paradoxically) with an unmistakable
tone of voice that can deliver both insight and learning; he gives
thE‘ imprf‘.ssion nOl‘lethEless Of huvi“g experienced fi.rst—}lal‘ld (‘VL‘I‘)’
one of the books he has read. This may seem like something to be
expected in the work of any learned scholar, but in Foucault's
case the epistemological status of a bock, or of a collection of
tracts and books, is in his methodology a complex theoretical issue
brought to the level of performance in the actual practice of
Foucault’s writing. ¢

A good way of verifying this is by remarking the extent to
which Foucault makes one aware that writing, books, and authors
are concepts that do not always entail one another in exactly the
same way. Nor is it possible for them to be considered as
genetically produced or producing. Moreover, they mean con-
siderably diffcrent things at different times. A book like the
Koran, for example, is a theme and a myth, as much as it also is an
object or the work of an individual author. In several essays
scattered throughout his carcer Foucault has ingeniously explored
these variations in stress and meaning, particularly as he finds
them taking place among variations in the value of rhetoric, of
language, of fiction, of the library. In each case, Foucault
distinguishes between the thing itself {in a Kantian or Platonic
sense) and thoughts abour it or uses made of it. This preliminary
demarcation of things—verbal things, that is—into ideal or essential
object and specific signifying quality emanating from the word for
the object onto a field of verbal praxis is a fundamental one for
Foucault, but fundamental in thar he treats it as a distinction
without a real difference. Essences are words at most, and they do
not have the capacity really to divide being into essence and
predicates. He permits “essences” no more than as designating
powers, and certainly not as powers that divide reality into higher
and lower plateaus of being. Words about essences are, of course,
words, too; according to Foucault, the job is, then, to place all
these words in relation to each other—words as essences (idea,
author, things, book, language) and words making contingent use
of essences (the good, de Sade, Hélderlin's poetry, French, and
so on). Or, to use a notion that Foucault employs continually, the
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There are some habits of thought that prevent that kind of
amlerstanding, and it is to the credit of philosophers like
Hutssche and Deleuze, both of whose philosophies Foucault
wibjects to appreciative analyses, to have made their philosophy an
attack on these habits. Much depends on the role of the subject in
mantaining thought away from events and in what Foucault,
Lellowing Deleuze, calls a Platonization that needs overturning, *
v primary cpistemological plane, therefore, Foucault sets out
ta 1edispose and redeploy thought in a primordial mental space,
nurch as an artist takes the representational space of his work in an
acttve manner, rather than passively as an inert surface. The filled,
»twvated space of a given epoch Foucault calls an épistémé; the
Idling is discourse, a body that has temporal duration and is
ramprised of énoncés (statements). {One curious thing about the
cpisténd is that, like structure for the structuralists, it is available
metlier to introspection nor to the epach to which it belongs. As
Canguilielm puts it: “In order for the épistéme of the classical age
t have appeared as object it was necessary to situate oneself at
the point where, participating in the nineteenth-century épistéme,
one was far enough away from the classical épistéme’s birth to see
the rupture with the eighteenth century, and near enough to
nnagine that one was going to live another rupture, one after
which Man, as Orde: before him, would appear as an object.”*? )

In order to think a discursive event in all its immediacy and
complexity, Foucault needs coordinately to describe: the field or
fpistéme, in which such an event can be said to take place; the
nature of a staterment-event; relationships among events; the kind
of conceptual changes that events deliver; and, above all, a method
adequate to all these tasks. {Incidentally, he is not concerned with
the effect of conceptual changes upon man—only with changes in
concepts.) Neopositivism, phenomenology, and the philosophy of
history, he contends, evade rather than accept the task. The
complexity and difficulty of the project is evident. What is not
quickly evident perhaps is how much the reader must be involved
in a process simultaneously entailing disordering, decreation, and
reordering.* Moreaver, the feats Foucault accomplishes finally
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imaginative and  philosaplical donblenes s Foucaults deepies
enterprise, Te s the game of domonanon pliyed berween thonglu
claiming truth and thought clasming knowledge, a seriously urged
set of moves between truth and the will to truth: “It involves
risking the destruction of the subject of knowledge in the
infinitely deployed will to knowledge.*"*

Foucault’s mind has a predilection for thinking in threes and
fours, so it is somewhat useful to juxtapose his themes laterally
and in parallel. T shall be concerned to show that Foucault’s
method is to connect one major tripartite constellation with a
major quadrilateral set and thereafter to impose them on one
another. The imperatives of archeological research for the present
and the future announced by Foucault are as folldws:

The philosophy of the event must move in what at first glance appears
to be a paradoxical direction: toward a materialism of the incerporeal.

It is nccessary to elaborate—quite outside philosophies of a subject or of
time—a theory of discontinucus systematizations.

One must accept the introduction of chance as a category in the
production of events, for in that production one still feels the absence of a
theory germitti.ng us to think the relationships between chance and
thought,?

This set of imperatives involves the radical introduction into
thought of ‘“le hasard, le discontinue, et la matérialite.”? In
short, Foucault intends the reinclusion into thought of elements
that had been banished as disruptive ever since Plato. He argues
turthermore that Hegel’s dialectic so compelled thought into
continuities that any radical philosopher since Hegel has to think
against Hegel.

Foucault further asserts that ene instrumentalicy for having
kept disruption at bay has been the clision of reality and
discourse—that is, the process by which discursive functions,
which comprise the focal point of Foucault’s analyses and which,
more than anything, he is now studying, have been considered an
immediate making of thought, rather than the serics of verbal
events (characterized by change, discontinuity, and materiality
acting in conjunction with one another and with thought) with a
life of their own. Thus the roles of the founding subject (le sujet
fondateur), of originating experience (l'expérience originateur),
and of universal mediation (Funiverselle médiation) have been to
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In secking to install chance, discontinuity, and materiality, to
locate them as forces operating in discourse, Foucault lists four
cvgences de méthode which he proposes to follow. These
vagencies are as much principles controlling study as they are
viles maintaining discursivity. This dual role is crucial, for it
lepitiimizes Foucault’s method as it describes its object. Foucault’s
fimmulation of these rules is in part polemical and in part
caplinatory. My first reference for each of the four in what
tollows is to L’Ordre du discours,”®  although—as 1 gloss cach one
m some detail-much of what Foucault says in this late work
draws substantially on what he did in Folie et déraison, Les Mots
vt les choses, Naissance de la clinigue, L'Archéologie du savoir,
and several of his interpretive essays.
I The first principle Foucault lists is reversibility:

Wherever according to tradition one believes the source of discourses are
1+ be found, the principle of their increase and of their continuity, in thase
ligures that appear to play a positive role, such as those of the author, of 2
liscipline, or of a will-instead of all that one ought instead to see the active
negativity of something cut off, rarefied, into and by discourse.®
Those traditional conceptions of primacy such as source or origin,
the principles of continuity. and development, and those meta-
phors for originating authority such as author, discipline, and the
will to truth are all more or less canceled by Foucault. For him
they are sccondary to the discourse: they are functions of it rather
than prime movers of it. Much in this reversal depends on what
Foucault means by discourse (discours), a notion that has a rich
history in contemporary French writing.*' From a linguistic point
of view, discourse gains its status as a mode of verbal expression in
opposition to historical narration. Emile Benveniste’s heuristic
definition is based upon correlations between verb tenses and
modes of speech, correlations which constitute two quite different
systems:

The historical utterance [or sfafement in Foucault’s terminology],
today reserved to the written language, characterizes the narration of past
events. These three terms, “narration,” “event,” and “past,” are of equal
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The field of temporal cxpression will be similarly defined. The historical
utterance admits of three tenses: the aorist, . .. the imperfect,...and the
p]upl:rfcct.42

It must be neted that the events mentioned here are not the events
Foucault is interested in. Benveniste is speaking of historical
cvents, not discursive ones, He then notes that, so delimited,
historical utterance (statement) necessarily implies a cogtrasting

“plane of discourse”:
i

Discourse [discours] must be understood in its widest sense: &very
utterance [statement] assuming a speaker and a hearer, and in the speaker,
the intention of influencing the other in some way. It is primarily every
variety of oral discourse of every nature and every level, from trivial
conversation to the most elaborate oration, But it is also the mass of writing
that reproduces Clra.l disc_ourse or that thTDWS its manner Of Cxpressiﬂn al‘l(l
its purposes: correspondence, memoirs, plays, didactic work, in short, all the
genres in which someone addresses himself to someone, proclaims himself as
the speaker, and organizes what he says in the category of person. The
distinction we are making between historical narration and discourse does not
at all coincide with that between the written language and spoken.*?

Neither of these definitions is anything more than schematic,
since historical narration and discours shade into one another in
practice as often as the speaker changes the intent of his speech
from historical narration to discourse and back again. Foucault has
used the kind of discrimination made by Benveniste to emphasize
discourse as an organized and recognizable manner of intentionally
transmitting information or knowledge from one person to
another. Thus even a chronicle, while it is primarily a historical
narration, belongs to an ensemble of discursive texts transmitting
history within an integral institution called historical writing, an
institution that has definable relationships to drama, to medical
texts, to economic texts, and also to designated readers. Discur-
sivity, then, emerges as largely an intertextual relationship. [f the
historical narrative as an ideal mode dramatizes the immediacy of
passing time, statement as discourse emphasizes the way in which
language has taken on the preserved historical form and the
materialism of a text—a documentary event subject to specific
laws of formation, preservation, and transmission,
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(he diseones du sigget. Only Bere the patien’s quasi-objective
veannt ol himselt as a0 subjecovity forees him o discover the
fondamental alicnation that made him, during his life, create
himsell s an other, which must always be unmasked by an other.
("Car dans ce travail qu'il fait de la construire pour un autre il
wirouve aliénation fondamentale qui la Ini a fait construire
cornre wi antre, et qui Pa toujours destinée 4 lui étre dérobé par
7#) The essence of this, put simply, is Lacan’s
vontention that self-discourse involves the creation of a paranoiac
wetem for which the model, I think, is Freud’s Dr. Schreber. Any
attenmipt made to relay the subject always involves the subject’s
ohjectification of himself, which in extreme cases like Schreber’s is
a [antastic hodgepodge of fantasy and fact; discourse of self, then,
r. a perpetually distanced speech, emptied of the real, elusive
mbject in order that the existential self can gain clarity and
delinition, for others, outside itself.

Since discourse always implies a speaker and a hearer,
l'oucault combines linguistic usage with psychological insight in
order to assert that speaker and hearer are functions operating in
the discourse. They preserve its formality and the assurance that it
will be transmitted even as they repress the ‘““true” reality outside,
wr beneath, the spoken chain. {Needless to say, the “outside”
reality loses its solidity, as well as its interest, quite soon in
l'oucault’s writing—not that he is uninterested in anything except
words, but the pertinence of his analysis lies in what actually is
there in words.) It becomes futile—because radically inaccurate—to
vicw a speaker as really beginning a discourse, still less as being its
master. Rather, the speaker is for a discourse. His identity gives it
a provisional start or finish (this is découpage or raréfaction), but
for its total sense it depends upon circumstances that have to do
with the speaker’s identity in a very controlled way. In other
words, the relationship between discourse and speaker is governed
by rules that antedate the speaker’s appearance afid postdate his
disappearance, Découpage as negativity and raréfaction is
Foucault’s way of describing the detachment of a single discursive
unit—a text by an author, for example—from the main positivity;
this lends the text a “rareficd”’ appearance of individual existence
apart from the great number of conditions that override and
determine its belonging to the main body.

uHodtre.
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Vacler £ Cdee o da ones Toucanl discusses the manne
i which an author con bewoadied hoviny, Linsell enered the
realm of discourse and having, deongnshed Tis parciculie subje
tivity from others in the same bady, Foucauli’s nation again i
that this is a matter of discernible vules: rituals are performed
{inftiation ceremonies, the need o belong to socicties), certaim
doctrines are subscribed to, a particular forin of education is
prescribed, and so forth.** A medical doctor who wishes to
produce a clinical test and enjoy the status of its authorship musi
have been to a medical school, belong to a medical society (usuvally
government-accredited), and so on. To speak clinically is to speak
of medical subjects in a very special way.** Moreover, the
“author” in this case produces his own discourse as part of an
alternation between repeating the formal rules, qn the one hand,
and, on the other, varying them to admit his own instances. A
given text, therefore, is an event that has appreciable and prepared
relationships with other texts or events, and strictly speaking is
not a creation in the romantic sense.

2. A principle of discontinuity:

That there are systems of rarefaction does not also mean that beneath or
beyond them a pgreat unlimited discourse has reigned, silently and con-
‘tinuously, which is withheld and repressed by these systems, and which itis
our task to bring to light, thereby restoring speech to and in it. One must not
imagine an unsaid speech or unthought thought that travels through the
world and is entwined with all the world’s forms and events, and which it is
our task finally to articulate or think. Discourses have to be treated as
discontinuous practicalities that cross one another, are sometimes juxtaposed
with one another, but just as often exclude and ignore one another,

Systems of rarefaction are discursive groups (literature, history,
psychology) part of whose self-definition includes the definition
or implication of their differences (symbolic, signifying, inten-
tional, formal) from other groups. This idea of differences can be
theoretically extended to include differences among socicties, or
among different orders within a society, Up thraugh and including
Les Mots et les choses Foucault had been studying the history of
the relationships between systems as much to determine their
internal cohesion with one another as their differences from one
another. Folie et déraison, which has been grossly misinterpreted
as historical description of madness, was in fact a study of the
relationship between sameness and difference expressed in the
most basic of social terms; that is, Foucault argued in this early
work that a society’s identity (its self-rarefaction) rested in some
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avhers of wosocety spohe oo mraaally neelgable Linguage, they
wore members of o discorave proop with comitless subidivisions,
oo which the imsane, since the disappearance ol |('|1rn.~;y at the

cwd ol the Middle Ages, bave been excluded. Foucault theeefore
sndied the changing significance of madness actually, “madness”
el is adated notion Himited o a single era, and is not a universal
vancept in the discourse of the nonmad. He shows how a realm
(hat is itself silent with reference to the world of rational discourse

apprehended in the language of reason: as madness, insanity,
ahenation, irrationality, animality, depravity—in short, as a term
ol utherness domesticated to the discourse, made to serve its needs
ad exigencies. As these exigencies are modified socially and
mwtitutionally, as well as rationally, the discourse of silence is
pven differing interpretations, incorporated, covered, and articu-
lated in the discourse of reason.

Because of his work after Folie et déraison and Les Mots et les
chages, it is not altogether wrong, I think, to surmise that
Foucault cares more for histories than he does for History. Since
Nictzsche, portmanteau categories like exteriority and interiority,
chusality, continuity, totality, and genealogy no longer have the
power to deal adequately with cvidence of the sort Foucault
deploys. Yet these categories have traditionally been subordinated
to a grand enveloping notion of History, within which they have
I functioned. In Foucault’s view, history is but one discourse
among many,*® and since the quantity of differing discourses
makes the problem of specifying their interrelationship more
immediate than the problem of whether one discourse has an
absolutely greater or lesser power to command the others, there is
2 need for developing a kind of affirmative thought “‘sans
contradiction, sans dialectique, sans négation.”** Evidence is no
longer thought of as secondary to a Platonic Idea; multiplicity is
made up of a variety of divergencies and disjuncticns berween
cqually valid, relatively weightless “bits,”” and being is ultimately
univocal, without levels, hierarchies, or gradations of reality. These
features make it difficult to expect Foucault’s work to be a
narrative chronicle of consecutive events, even though he fre-
quently confines his reflections to a specific historical epoch.

Today, Foucault says, language—whether studied or written—
occupies a space which is not defined by rhetoric but by the
library.®® Language no longer can be thought of as anything other
than incarnating itself as monotonously as Narcissus viewed
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hinsel U ine the water, The sabanoaton ol dhe Tibrary Jar rherone as
a conception for thinkig ol Language and hunin verbalivy 1 a
stunning idea, and it is one among many affinities that Foucaul
has with Borges. A library is a total, infinitely absorptive sysiam,
infinitely sclfreferential (think of the catalog, of the unlimired
possibility of cross-references there and in the books), numerically
vast in its elements, and impersonal. So organized and complete o
world is at once perfectly repetitive and perfectly actual. 'T'he
sheer actuality of repeat units (and whether books, words, idvas,
or discourses, they are simply modes of language) is sufficient ta
dismiss any ouiside or inside extraverbality. Faucault does not
insist on this point merely to declare that everything is words, but
rather to accentuate the reality of the scholar’s enterprise, and in
so doing to attack delaying tactics like appeals to the Idea of
History which every document is supposed to represent.

Indeed, Foucault’s profound distrust of mimetic represen
tation and theological givens goes even further. Correlation,
adjacency, and complementarity are, as | said above, the rela
tionships that interest him, but what lies behind them and permitx
such relationships is no scheme of imitation conceived as
representation. A discourse does not represent an idea, nor does i
embody a figure: it simply repeats, in a different mode, another
discourse.’ The extraordinary variety of discourse today is u
result of the decline in representation. This is a central theme of
Les Mots et les choses. When language is no longer thought of asa
kind of secondary transparency through which shines Being, then
the past, for example, becomes only the cumulative repetition of
designated words. Such a past lasts only so long as its elements—
which make the past possible, and not the other way around—are
of value. Thus each epoch defines its forms and its limits of
expression, of conservation, of memory, of the reactivation of
preceding cultures or foreign ones, of appropriation.> And since
the very notion of an epoch is itself a function of these limits and
forms, it is even more accurate to say that cach discursive
formulation articulates the limits and forms of its own existernce,
inseparable from others. Therefore, the library hoids together, in
ways Foucault tries to specify, a staggeringly vast array of
discursive formulations, an array whose essence is that no source,
origin, or provenance, no goal, teleclogy, or purpose can be
thought through for it.

Mercly affirming this complex notion seems hardly a satis-
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l.ntnly |1|(|y. Foweanlt had Deen o sty IIIll\il"-‘.l'l' |ly the
threshold hie veached:

Is that not what Nierzsohe was |Paving the way Lo when, in the interior
apace of his Tanguage, he killed wman and God bath at the sone time, and
therehy promised with the Return the mnliiple and re-illumined light of the
peuls? Or must we quite simply admit that such a plethora of questions on the
sibiject of language is no more than a continuance, or at most a culmination,
vl the event that, as archaeology has shown, came into existence and began to
tahe effect at the end of the eighteenth century? The fragmentation of
langiage, occurring at the same time as its transition to philological
nbjectivity, would in that case be no more than the most recently visible
ihecause the most secret and most fundamental) consequence of the breaking
np of Classical erder; by making the effort to master this schism and to make
language visible in its entirety, we would bring to completion what had
muurred before us, and without us, towards the end of the eighteenth
century, But what, in that case, would that culmination be? In attempting to
irconstitute the lost unity of language, is one carrying to its conclusion a
thought which is that of the nineteenth century, or is one pursuing forms that

alrcady incompatible with it? The dispersion of language is linked, in fact,
m i fundamental way, with the archaelogical event we may designate as the
slisappearance of Discourse. To discover the vast play of language contained
vnce more within a single space might be just as decisive a leap towards a
whully new form of thought as to draw to a close a mode of knowing
vonstituted during the previous century.

It is true that I do not know what to reply to such questions, or, given
ithese alternatives, what term I should choose. I cannot even guess whether I
shall ever be able to answer them, or whether the day will come when I shall
'I.'IVC reasons Enough to mﬂke any Such ChOiCE.53

Later, with L’Archéologie du savoir, L’Ordre du discours, and the
two cssays on Nietzsche, Foucault began to formulate his
decisions and his reasons for reaching them: first, through an
attention to dispersion and fragmentation—not to Discourse, but
to discourses and discursivity; and second, through an attention to
scriality as an internal order within dispersion. That is, Foucault
devoted his time to understanding how discourse multiplied itself
scrially, as a result of its constitution and dynamics, rather than as
2 secondary repetition in words of natural organic forms.
Archeology and order, the two terms he used in his titles, indicate
respectively “an ensemble of rules” that defines the archive of any
given period, and the regulative principles within discourse.®* This
leaves him frec to treat discourse as discontinuity bound together,
if at all, by exigent rules for particular and material, but never
transcendent, purposes. He has found Nietzsche’s word
Entstehung useful to describe the “pure distance” separating
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discoveries from one another wad permanog: then dennties o
L‘IIH.‘T;__’,L‘ Wi[ll reterenoe to ane .lIllllIIt'I i i|1'|(l ul 1||~.I‘|lu'|.' I+, he
siays, ani open space of meerdiscueave conhioutation

In all this, language guite obviewsly plays a0 central vole
Foucault has published numerous essays in which the natuee ol
language has been the underlying subjece; but what is curious in all
these shorter pieces is the ability he possesses {in common with
many of the structuralists) to speak of language as a preciscly
definable entity. It is somcthing with its own special history,
geography, and spirituality, as well as a corporeality; | supposc it s
also correct to say that language has its own language, its own
mythology and imagination. Foucault’s common motif here is that
language has becn transformed into a human phenomenon. On .
number of occasians Foucault imaginatively ipterprets the (d
yssey as marking some themes that adumbrate the formerly
human nature of language. Like The Thousand and One Nights,
the Odyssey is a text rooted in the postponement of death and
disaster. “It is quite possible that the gods sent disasters to besct
men so that man might then be able to tell of them: in this
possibility specch finds its infinite resourcefulness.”’®® Hence
Odysseus’ brilliant verbal wit. Yet hc is also a man who is
returning home, and when in Phaeacia he hears his own story told
by Demodokos in the past tense, as if it were the tale of a dead
hero, he cries, forcing himself to sing the song of his identity. Thus
revealed, his identity further distances him from a death seemingly
decreed for him by language. This complex of interconnected
stories that tell stories with death hovering ever nearby fascinates
Foucault. It suggests to him both the play of mirrors that
establishes the resourcefulness of language, as well as the presence
of death its neighbor. Moreover:

In western culture to write has meant ac the outset to place oneself in
the virtual space of self-representation and doubleness; since writing signifies
speech and not a thing, the linguistic work has done no more than to move
forward more deeply into that impalpable thickness of a mirror, to stir up
that double of a double which is writing, to discaver an infinite possibility
and impossibility, to follow after speech indefinitely, and maintain it beyond
the death that condemns it, and to liberate the streaming of a murmur. This
presence of speech repeated in writing doubtless gives an ontological status to
what we call a work, a status unknown to those cultures in which when ane
writes it is the thing itself that gets designated—bodily and visibly, and
obstinately inaccessible to time.*?

Elsewhere he asserts that the theme of Odysseus’ return, with
the influence of its anchoring in a human situation and in a
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LN i |r|.|l ¢ tne, s esercmed a boadaoe sl resenant {revie
conehe Jomdannenttadey apon g who b dug s century,
s been utterly released ™ Language now has becowe a ching of
spaves as a medium, language o Pespace oniversel dinseription,
and it speaks to us by means ol deviation, distance, inter-
mediation, dispersion, fragmentation, difference.”®” These are not
hierary themes, but givens of today's language. The importance of
wie i writers as Baraille, Sade, and Freud is that because of them
even sexuality has been denaturalized, rendered submissive to, and
thrown into the empty space of language. Indeed, for Foucault
tlsis sort of feat is associated with a new heroism, that of the artist,
which has displaced the heroism of the epic hero. In a great essay
an Holderlin, Foucault remarks that the epic quality of the
nisdern ardist arose during the Renaissance when representational
painters created a new world, which revealed itself to be another
version of the same world in which men live: “The attribute of
heroism passed from the hero to the one who portrayed him at the
very moment that Western culture itself became a world of
representations,”®  In the work of an artist like Holderlin,
lFfoucault finds commemarated simultaneously the death of God
and the new sovereign status of language, the connected prob-
lematics of absence and presence, and beneath those, the complex
niterplay of signifiers detached from a stable signified that results
{in Holderlin’s extreme case) from the “no” filling the (dead)
{ather’s place: all this is made possible when the world is no longer
conceived of as representation, but instead, Foucault says in
“Nietzsche, Marx, Freud,” as interpretation.®!

In the sixteenth century the world was viewed as a system of
resemblances (conventia,  sympatheia, emulatio, signatura,
salogia) which together yield a consensus leading directly to God.
Opposed to this was an order of simulacra, false resemblance,
lcading directly to the Devil.®%? As we saw ecarlier, in the
nineteenth century the archsignified God-facher was perceived as
absence. Hence the sign could not be taken as it once was,
inhabiting a homogenous and undifferentiated space of reciprocal
relationships among man, nature, and God; rather, signs belonged
in a far more differentiated, multitiered space which is totally
cxterior and irreducibly disjunctive. Foucault then describes chis
verbal space as containing no primary or secondary signs, but
rather alrcady-interpreted signs in need of further reinterpretation.
't is precisely at this point that Foucault locates his own work, as
furthering the work begun by Nietzsche, Marx, and Freud, for
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the beginning, according to which ane could begin ro assemble an
encyclopedia—.“unc sorte  de Corpus géndrale” ol illEt‘l'
pretations:®® the discontinuity is basced on differenges: between

discourses (themselves interpretive bodics regulated by internal
rules, and by their relationships, whether antithetical or sympa
thetic, with adjacent discourse), whose integral thematic is *‘la
revolution répétitive de Pgtre autour de la différence.”’®* In this
convergence of difference and repetition Foucault confirms the
triumph of seriality over unity, the latter with its arsenal of a
priori categories that elide differences and its nostalgia for organic
forms.

3. A principle of specificity:

i

[ This is the principle demanding us] not to resolve discourse inta a set of
preordained signiﬁcations; not to imagine to oneself that the world turns
to us a readable face that we need only decipher simply; the world is not an
accessory to our knowledges; there is no prediscursive providence that
disposes things our way. One must conceive discourse as a violence we do to
things, or in any case, a practicality we impese on them; and it is in that
practicality that the events of a discourse find the principle of their
regu[arity.65

A major branch of Foucault’s historical inquiry has been the
definition of how discourse confirms and maintains its indivi-
duality. Here, too, Sade plays an epitomizing role, for his work
makes monstrously explicit what Foucault calls ““cthe universal
Characteristic of Desire.” The classical age—roughly the late
sixteenth through the eighteenth centuries—had conceived reality
in terms of representation: “Language is simply the representation
of words; nature is simply the representation of beings; need is
simply the representation of needs.”®® Every statement could
thereby be referred back to an original source and understood as
representing it; in a complete system of taxonomics, therefore,
any instance has reference dynastically back to an Urphanomen .
Underpinning this consensus of representation, however, is a
disequilibrium between representation itself and ‘‘the empirical
domains”: in thought, the latter is held in by the former. Then

the end of classical thought—and the episteme that made general grammar,
natural history, and the science of wealth possible [these are the modes of
knowledge by which language, nature, and value respectively are made
accessible to thought in the classical period] —will coincide with the
emancipation of language, of the living being, and of need, with regard to
representation. The obscure but stubborn spirit of a people who talk, the
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to-be paralleled, Tanied, ciicnma ched g hed perhaps, but in any case
wepalated Trom the ontside, by the envrmans thioust of o freedom, o desire, or
+ will pasited as the nictapliysical converse of conscioustess, Something like a
will or o force was to arise in the modern experience  constituting it perhaps,
bt i any case indicating that the Classical age was now over, and with it the
irign ol representative discourse, the dynasty of a representation signifying
wiell and giving voice in the sequence of its words ta the order that lay
dovmant within I:l'li.ngs.(’-IIr

The force, will, or desire derives from empirical experience—in
Swle’s case, a pure libertine desire to name every sexual
possibility. And these new possibilicies batter down the limits
miposed on sexuality by representation. Every one of Sade’s
wenes is a pure instance of sexuality without precedent, original in
wself; henee it stands as a surface without depth, an articulation
without an informing rationality.

Between them, Nietzsche and Mallarmé further yield up the
essence of discourse and release it from the hold of a social-
speaker and representative function, After Sade, a statement is not
decipherable simply by tracing it to a source (a speaking subject),
whose identity is supposed to be represented by the discourse.
Nictzsche dramatizes the difficulty of attribution by inquiring into
the identity of each statement’s origin as follows: who was the
holder of discourse, who was the posscssor of the word?The
diversity and the totality of discourse, which corresponds in its
seriality to the succession of scenes in Sade’s fiction, makes it
impossible to answer these questions by supplying a name from
otitside the discourse.

Mallarme’s project—that of enclosing all possible discourse within the
{ragile density of the word, within that slim, material black line traced by ink
upon paper—is fundamentally a reply to the question imposed upon
philosophy by Nietzsche. For Nietzsche, it was not a matter of knowing what
good and evil were in themselves, but of who was being designated, or rather
who was speaking . ... To the Nietzschean question: “Whe is speaking?”
Mallarmé replies—and constantly reverts to that reply—by saying that what is
speaking is, in its solitude, in its fragile vibration, in its nothingness, the word
itself—not the meaning of the word, but its enigmatic and precaricus being.
Whereas Nietzsche maintained his questioning as to who is speaking right up
to the end, ... Mallarmé was constantly effacing himself from his own
language to the point of not wishing to figure in it except as an executantin a
pure ceremony of the Book in which the discourse would compose itself.%

The break between speaker and discourse makes it incumbent
upon discourse to gain its specificity, its nominal subject,
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fondatenr, As an cxample ol the ‘.|n‘¢|f|¢.1|||y cantemporary
predicament, Foucault is Tond of guotmg this line by Beckete
“Qu’importe qui parle, quelqu’un a dit, yoimporte qui parle 27
Therefore, the analysis of discourse cannot begin by specilying an

author for a given discourse unless authotship is defined precisely
with regard to the practical field of the discourse in question. Thus
to say that X is the author of ¥ could mean, for example, that X
designates a collection of an unknown writer (Homer, or Dionysus
the Areopagite); or that X is the legal author (Sade, whose
authority over his novels and tracts involves a criminal liability); or
that X is the author of that type of discourse (Freudian or Marxist
writing); or that X is believed to be the author of Y because Y
resembles Z (the notion of consistency between different works
leading to the attribution of a single author); and so forth.™ The
stability of a discourse depends upon something less provisional
than an author, both in the short and in the long run.

Discourse is frequently given minimal coherence by the
persistence of its subject matter; this js true of both psycho-
analytic and clinical writing, for instance. For these examples and
others like them, Foucault enumerates three criteria that, oper-
ating together, establish the systematic character (that is, the
regularity) of the discourse. In L’Ordre du discours he adds to this
group what he calls procedures of exclusion: procedures that
establish, but ccaselessly modify, the limits of its discourse, its
frontiers, beyond which everything is nondiscursive and foreign to
it. Thus concepts of what is forbidden, what is mad, and what is
wrong police the limits of a given discourse, keep out what
threatens the permissibility, rationality, and truth enclosed within
that discourse.” Inside—and now we come to the first of the
three criteria—there have to be principles of formation working to
govern the way in which concept, object, theory} and operation—
no matter how diversc—partake of the same discursivity; these
principles of formation, and not a formal structure, nor a coherent
conceptual architecture, nor the unity of a persistent object, are
what make it possible to call discourse X ‘“‘economics” or
discourse Y “‘general grammar.”* Foucault is attempting to describe
an extremely intimate level of activity of the sort that makes it
possible for an economist, for example, to use language and
thought professionally. This is not a matter only of lcarning the
jargon, but of being able to address others—economists and
noneconomists—as an cconomist speaking cconomics,
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tances must take place inorder lorw diseourse to be formed. Not
noly that, bue since discourse is itsell o specilic process of change,
there ts good reason for articulating an anterior set of transfor-
mations out of which the given discourse appears, as well as a set
vl presumably future conditions which in its movement in time
the discourse will fulfill. Thirdly, there are criteria of correlation.
I'espite its individuality, no discourse is an isolated phenomenon.
t vmsider that one discourse has specific relationships with
others -say, clinical discourse with biology, with philosophy, with
history —and that in addition to those relationships there arc
precise nondiscursive relationships (i.e., institutional, political, and
«vunomic ones) that maintain the identity of the discourse. Again,
linical discourse is a good example, for it cannot properly be
thought of apart from its existence as a discipline, an institution, a
wystem of organization, an outlook, and so forth. The merest
¢ linical statement made by a doctor in his professional capacity is
thus supported by a complex, but highly articulated, web of
cvents that have necessarily taken place—they are not vague, or
just there—in order for him to speak (or act) clinically. All the
criteria Foucault Jists are ways of measuring and characterizing the
Jdistance between events: discourse, in other words, is the
particular occupied space, insofar as it is acted within and upen,
that enables positive (although not necessarily conscious) knowl-
cdge to bear on any coherent activity.” How do an economist, a
psychiatrist, or a litcrary critic make their way in their work?
What traditions must they assume, what institutions, distinctions,
codes, symbolism?—and these without necessary reference to an
individual, but always to something called cconomics, psychiatry,
literary criticism: these are some of the questions for which
answers are provided by discourse.”

The originality of Foucault’s criteria is the effect of their use
together, After all, for formation above we can substitute
orthodoxy (what every economist must know), for transformation
we can substitute history, and for correlation, society. Putting
them together, however, robs any one of them of a privilege over
the others: thus the potentially exclusive inwardness of “for-
mation” is corrected by an exterior “correlation.” Second,
together Foucault’s criteria exert a considerably more general
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power over diffevent sorts ol pavacotars A fregqoent prahlenr watly
the sociology of knowledge bas been secrelanee upon a uaerowly
circumseribed Western, industralized socul paradigm: anything
beyond that setting scems to resist the pethod. Foucault's criteria
have a tighter incternal discipline and o wider general sweep than
that. Third, in emphasizing the detailed complications of these
criteria, Foucavlt shows them to be-from the standpoint of a
historian—demonstrably effective in separating words from things.
in making it clear once and for all that words operate according to
laws of their own. What is unexceptionably regular in a discoursc
is, from a “natural” point of view, completely perverse, even
unnatural. Discursivity is a mutual refusal—of nature by language,
and of language by nature. Language admits things as.things-of
language. A will to truth is above all a will to place things in
language, which in the ongoing discipline of a discourse is a
phcnomenon we might justifiably call “knowledge.” Once of the
discourse, an object occupies a space prepared for it--as Freud’s
unconscious climaxes a history of psychological probing—but in so
doing it must necessarily displace, or at least dislocate, other
objects. Hence there is a double violence: of language to things,
and of one language to another, and all this takes place asregularly
as the discourse proceeds. Every statement is an event that
asymmetrically covers up other statements. Insofar as the covering
up goes on habitually and repetitively, it is also re-covery, in a dual
way: ouce again obscuring other events by its presence, and
bringing up the discourse to a new level of activity.

No event can long remain an event. Foucanlt’s analysis aims to
describe the curve of motion that goes from a statement occurring
as a singular irruption to a statemcnt as variation within discourse.
The same curve would describe the relationships between one
discourse and others, between one épistéme and other épistémes,
each singularity assimilated to a larger order with more or less
violence; this is how the intransigent aleatory character of an event
is reduced, although never destroyed completely. The verb tense
most capable of conveying the movement from irregularity to
regularity is the present infinitive,” for in it the process leading
from event to eventuality via reality can be rendered faithfully.
The repetitiveness of the process does away with originality
entirely, just as seriality does away with unity, and each event, in
its violent displacement of a prior event, does away with creation.
And since there is no foreordained, a priori route for the discourse
to travel, a route legisiated from outside itself, the order of
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.||v|||t') and l)y three Ly s o rnnlinully. al p.‘ll.l'l'!l.‘l]ly guurulltccd
by God the Father,™ The order of discourse ts maintained by
hendated accident, by chance: *“The present is a throw of the
e The present as return of difference, as repetition styling
wall as difference, affirms once for all the totality of chance ”*7

Most thieorics are so constituted as to be able to compel a large
munber of different individual details into a smaller set of general
prnciples; this is true, for example, of the theory of generative
prammar, The odd, distinctive quality of Foucault’s theory, as |
hawe just described it, is that his general principles are designed to
dluminate a large number of repetitive phenomena that are
vontinuously appearing with such disconcerting randomness as to
wrm chaotic. In the mindlessness of their reptition, and the
numotivated gratuitousness of their patterns, they cannot-and
perlups should not—correspond to or fulfill preestablished laws,
needs, or desires. Except, one supposes, those of repetition and
hance, although T doubt that my vocabulary can go beyond
l'oncault’s in explaining these rather terminal conceptions. I
wuspect that Foucault is simultancously addressing the Nietzschean
idea of Eternal Recurrence and the disconcerting, surprising effect
of Freud’s will to repeat, in its irrationality: he takes from the
former the idea of exact repetition and from the latter the
(raumatic precision of onc cxactly defined event that is repeated
down to its last detail. According to Deleuze, therefore, Foucault’s
achievement “is to have discovered and surveyed that unknown
recalm where a literary form, an everyday sentence, an item of
schizophrenic non-sense, etc., are equally statements, without
lowever having anything in common with one another, nor
anything to which they are all reducible, nor any discursive
cquivalence with one another. And it is this point to which neither
logicians, nor formalists, nor interpreters have ever reached.””?

4. A principle of exteriority:

| This is] not a movement from the discourse to its internal and hidden
nucleus, to the heart of thouphts or meaning that are made manifest in the
discourse; but with reference to the discourse, in its actual appearance and its
regularity, a movement instead toward the discourse's external conditions of
possibility, toward that which enables the aleatory series of discursive events,
and which determines limits.”

Nietzsche, Mallarmé, Artaud, Bataille, Blanchot, and Pierre
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tically in modern culture by Halderhin and Sade.™ e s the
experience of a kind ol trauscendental homelessuess (Lukacy's
phrase is apt here, too}. This state is the result of discovering an
absolute incompatibility between the realm of totality and the
realm of personal interiority, of subjectivity. Holderlin and Sade
personify an extremism so complete in its heedless articulation of
impossible desires as ta exclude the possibility of accommodating
onc man’s inner self to it. Their works deliver naked desire, totally
unconditioned by subjectivity and without contingency: it is a
pure serialism unraveling itself, for its own sake. This is para-
doxical, for how, then, can men think like Hoélderlin and-Sade and
still retain some semblance of their subjectivity} Foucault argues
that the price both writers paid for their daring was virtually to
have alienated themselves into unrcason: the sign of their
exteriority to social discourse was their madness, their act of
having turned themselves inside ‘out onto the public domain of
their work. A later generation of writers, for whom only language
(and not society) was the space of their activity, no longer treated
exteriority as an inverted interiority, but as the realm of all
knowledge. This freedom of knowledge from subjectivity is
posited at the moment that knowledge is understood as a
function, not of truth, but of a statement: the “T think" is worked
against by the “I speak.” The former leads to interiority, the
traditional place of truth, the latter to extcriority. Language as
being-for-itself stands forth only when subjectivity is engulfed.?®

Exteriority also mcans an estrangement from sense—and
Foucault is no more justified than here in the use of his theatrical
metaphor. Estrangement is dislocation, an effect interestingly
attained by Brecht’s plays in putting into relief the disparity
between audicnec and message. Similarly, society puts madness
outside itself; exteriority, socially speaking, is the displacement of
sense outward—paranoia.?’  Ordinarily we discover meaning by
claiming sense from the outside world and pressing it into service
inward. The opposite process exhausts the self by constituting
another place, another history, another thought beyond the self,
gradually becoming, because stable and vvert, more powerful than
the self.*” Discourse is precisely this exteriority given form, just as
madness in Western society has been the exteriorization and
confinement in asylums of a hidden silent self. The exteriority of
discourse makes possible its existence, and it makes possible

312



Lunw]t'dgv, Bt ie does il Pt fHy nwn truilr. Lixterionty,
Hoally, is e dispersion, the systennne dissocoon, ol the unilied
ol ol mteriority uned the ocdered discursive natere ol all
Lranlt‘dgt‘.

1\

“te can say that as a field of historicity on which the sciences
appear, knowledge is free of any constitutive activity, liberated
ham any references backwards to an origin or forwards to an
listorical or transcendental teleology, and detached from any
wipport or ground in subjectivity.”® Apart from its assertiveness,
the most notable thing about this definition of knowledge is that
t is a series of denials. Knowledge is not constitutive of anything,
van be referred neither to an origin nor to a telos, is detached from
any particular subjectivity. In a certain sense, then, knowledge is
cpistemologically neutral—not value-free, but saturated with all
values; perhaps it would be better to say not that knowledge is
anything, but is rather the possibility of everything we know.
I'nucawlt’s enormously complex system of definitions—his rules,
(riteria, functions, axes, and so forth—continually force the mind
[rom habitual processes to unusual ones whose direction and
whose motivation are only minimally apparent.®® Consider, for
cxample, Foucault’s refusal to think in terms of “author” and
“work,” ready-made continuities he will do everything in his
power to avoid. Thus a writer’s name is a complex event, and his
work is a segment of the archive bound together by “discursivity™
whose rules evolve a collection of semantic elements, as well as a
collection of operative strategies for getting things said.

All of Foucault’s work is an attempt to make the history and
indeed the experience of knowledge something as specifically
ordered as “nature” has become for modern physics or chemistry.
The setting of this order is the library. Nevertheless, I think it is
cssential to say that far from being (as they appear to be) inhuman
models,¥  the “library” and the “archive” in Foucault’s project
serve a particularly humanizing purpose. Certainly a library is
manmade, even if as a collection of discrete entitics it cannot be
contained in any one man’s mind or expericnce. Still, the library’s
use for a finite purpose can be subordinated to a human
mative—just as an ace of speech is humanly mativated, whereas
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Along with the mythological analyses of Barthes and Lévi
Strauss, Foucault’s archeologies have had the effect of Taying bare
a logic inherent in knowledge but no longer dependent upon the
manipulation of a constantly intervening subject. In all three cases,
this is a logic inhabiting the spaces between the object of thought;
but only Foucault among the three has attempted to characterize
thought as radically mixed up with chance, discontinuity, and
materiality, albeit with regard to language in use. I have already
quoted Deleuze’s summary of what this means {on page 311}, but
what 1 did not then underscore was his use of the phrase “unc
terre inconnue.” Such a description raises the question of whether
Foucault has invented a new realm of speculation or rediscovered
a long-existing one. Is locating this place a matter of returning, or
of reactualization, or of invention?®® In terms of Foucault’s own
methodological attitude, each of the three designations is applic-
able, depending on one’s epistemological perspective. Thus his
archeology of knowledge is a return to Nietzschean critique and
genealogy, a reactualization of a proper way of doing the history
of science, consciousness, concepts, and ideas, and then also a
polemical invention for harassing establishment historians or
philosophers.

Yet in this connection Borges’s crucial significance o Foncault
cannot be overlooked. I suppose that were he to be asked about
why Borges matters to him, Foucault would point to the frequent
appearance together in Ficciones of terrifically precise detail,
inescapably precise repetition, sly duplicity, interestingly mono-
tonous revelation, and the total lack of a scheme of continuity
linking details together. All these do not result in a conversion for
the reader, just as it is unlikely that the world-view of any of
Foucault's readers will suddenly be altered —cven if quite literally,
his mind is changed. Foucault’s imaginative effcct ®” however, is
noticeable, and it overrules any desire for getting hold of a method
in his writing that one can “apply.” In overruling the wish for an
applicable method (this is the neutralization T mentioned at the
outset), an intellectual event takes place, with a directness we
normally associate not with words meaning something, but with
words saying something. In reading Foucault, this event is the
result in his writing of having induced thought to happen, without
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Ioussels Tanguage, which always incans “something else™® Bue
(o o onand detail this “something else”™ would be to make the
wihversion of our customary mental furniture into an exact
waenee, o stylized theatricality of dissociation which is technically
+ well as rationally plotted from moment to moment. Housing all
thus in prose is rather like taking a library very seriously, as an
mcredible peculiarity and a very powerful adjunct to the history
nl human effort. The paradox of Foucault is how he maintains
wich severity, learning, and system—quite without dishonesty or
tiickiness—with such wisdom and style: there are hardly any
scholarly enemies he attacks and no obstacles he avoids. The
bookish fragments that Joyce, Eliot, and Mallarmé wove into their
wspective works return in Foucault, but as postmodern denizens
ol a wide space that is very generously impersonal, intellectually
comprehended for all its discontinuities, and far from being an
nnheroic field of verbal action. But Foucault has not only faced
this field as the beginning place: he has also begun to chart it with
instruments of his own making.*®

A

And yet Foucault and the structuralists share a gloomy theme in
the idea of loss and, associated with it, man’s unhappy historical
insertion into a language game that he can barely understand. This
has led to a dominantly linguistic apprehension of reality. But
why, we should now ask, must the centrifugal analogies in
Holofernes's speeches and the tautologies of Lucky’s monologue
in En attendant Godot stand as emblems for the structuralist
vision of man?

The problem as seen by all the structuralists—Lévi-Strauss,
Barthes, Louis Althusser, and Emile Benveniste among them—is
that the authority of a privileged Origin that commands, guar-
antees, and perpetuates meaning has been removed. Why this has
happened does not seem as important as the fact of its having
happened; and this fact is already accepted in Paradise Lost and in
the work of Vico, the philologists of the early nineteenth century,
the great romantic poets and rebels, and the Higher Critics.”® In
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other words, man vow lives o cdde without a center, mea mase

without a way out. 1 we iy ta think af tio ™ beginning, {en
example, we must articulate the beginning in Lainguage. And since
language for us is a system of written signs, the “first” sign is a4
momentary exigency of the discourse, never an absolute ter

minal.®' So there is no such thing as an absolute beginning for

language; or, if there is one, it is an unthinkable event, since, as
Emile Benveniste puts it in one of his trenchant essays, we cannot
think without language, and language makes only a token
concession to a beginning.’® The categories of .thought and
language are identical. To complicate matters further, we generally
locate origins before beginnings, since the Origin is a latent state
from which the beginnings of action move forward: retrospec
tively considered, then, the Origin is a condidon or state that
permits beginning. Foucault’s way of showing the loss of both a
beginning and the Origin behind it is to study the way in which
eighteenth-century thought about language underwent radical
change during the nineteenth century. Whereas during the classical
age the derivation, designation, and articulation of words were
thought to be functions of the consistent transparency with which
words reflected Being, in the nineteenth century derivation gave
its place up to a theory of linguistic families (in the work of the
German philologist Franz Bopp), designation ceded its role to a
theory of verbal radicals, and articulation was replaced by a theory
of internal variations within language.”® Being, in short, was
swallowed up in the internal analysis of language. The structuralist
vision of things takes this rationale almost for granted.

As a result of these momentous changes, words now simply
double back on themselves: this is why the verb dédoubler turns
up incessantly in all structuralist writing. It is no longer possible
either to designate a beginning or to think of an origin except {in
both cases) as concessions to the empty fact or priority. Strictly
speaking, 1 think, a beginning to a modern mind occupies the
temporal place in thought that a speaking subject would in a
passage of prosc. At best, however, a beginning provides an
inaugural direction, a provisional orientation in method and
intention. Yet because we must always use language to point to a
beginning, and because for the structuralist language is always a
presence and never a prior state, the origin and the beginning are
both hopelessly alien to, and absent from, the stream of discoursc.
(This is a structuralist position which, in the course of this book, I
have implicitly been criticizing and modifying; here, however, I am
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lopotten. Man the beginning, man as the soubject of human
(hought and activity in what is now scen as the utopia of
Reuaissance  humanism, is admitted to language only as an
maipient, and inarticulate, ensemble of relationships among his
as tivities, According to Barthes, logos and praxis are praxis are cut
otf [rom one another.®® Structure remains shyly to fill the void.

Each of the structuralists in his own way alludes to origins that
antedate and provide for a beginning event. It is this allusion and
tlns cxigency that 1 wish to play up. The characteristic feature of
this event in structuralist writing is the absence of written
Linguage; literally, the evenc is a pre-scriptive beginning. In Tristes
tropiques, characterized by Maurice Blanchot as full of a fascina-
non with beginnings and original possibilitics, Lévi-Strauss en-
counters the Nambikwara, tribesmen who have not yet discovered
writing.®s There, among them, Lévi-Strauss, speculating on the
ariging of writing, concludes that writing is the advent of
enslavement. Before writing, man lived at a ‘zero point,”
described elsewhere by Lévi-Strauss as an original state preceding
the neolithic age.®® Life at the zero point was ruled over by a
ventral “floating signifier,” a kind of spiritual ctymon, whose
ubiquity and perfect consistency endowed it with the power to act
as a pure semantic value. This, in Lévi-Strauss’s judgment,
curresponds to Marcel Mauss’s notion of mana, an almost magical
value that permits prelitcrate societies to make a whole range of
universal distinctions between force and action, between abstract
and concrete, and between quality and state. {The parallels
between preliterate cultures and Eden before the Fall are
fascinating, indeed.) One beautifully functional key, man, there-
fore unlocks every signifier because it is the Origin of all signifiers.

The point here, however, is that Lévi-Strauss is attempting,
somewhat like Foucaule in his analysis of madness, to describe a
society and a state to which civilized man can have no real access;
this partially explains the enigmatic use of words like magic and
zero, as well as the quasi-fantastic air running throughout his
descriptions. Because the observing ethnologist is a product of
literate society, and because anthropology itself is subject to the
enslaving laws of literacy, the zero state is a forbidden paradise
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which literacy pencieates only e the e cotical moment thae
the paradise is being obliteraed. o vhe controntation between
prclitcrucy anel iilt'r.'u'y, the larres .a|w.|ys. wins: the illiterate
natives learn how to write. 1o so teachmg preliterates (a provess
recorded with moving philosophical precision in Fristessfropiquees),
civilization disturbs the equanimity and calm of a univocal society
in which spoken words and conerete vbjects had been intertwined
in a complex but profoundly logical unity. For a while, neverthe
less, the ethnologist can observe a socicty making its traumatic
entry at the beginning of literacy, leaving the zero-point Origin
behind it forever. (The tragedy is, as Lévi-Strauss observed in one
essay, that anthropology inevitably brings and forcibly introduces
writing to “primitive’’ society—in a kind of rape—thereby des
troying once and for all a peace ncver again to be enjoyed in
nonlitcrate solitude.’”’) To sum up, then, the process described by
Lévi-Serauss is as follows: zero state, followed by the beginaing of
writing (literacy), followed by enslavement, which is our present
situation. Writing means submission to the logic of language, and
the loss of a central and univocal resource of meaning.

There are two primitive states. One is the zero-point stability
of preliterate society, thc other the moment ar which writing
begins to be lcarned—in fine, the Origin and the beginning. Yet
only one can be actually described (in writing, of course) by the
field anthropologist who is recording its loss, or metaphorically
evoked by the linguist who notes its absence: and this, then, is the
structuralist beginning, which in anthrapological or linguistic
discourse is converted into a sign that initiates the system, a sign
for or of the signifying system. The Origin is a silent zero point,
locked within itself. It is the realm of untroubled semantic
security, closed to literate man; whereas the beginning is the event
that founds the realm of order and writing—syntax, whose weblike
wealth continues to impoverish, render obsolete, and cover up the
memory of the original germ of pure meaning. Primitive thought,
insofar as it can be described by civilized thought, is order at its
most essential level, yet the modern mind must conceive it cntirely
as a system of endless parallels and reflections. There is no center
available to the modern thinker, no absolute subject, since the
Origin has been curtained off, The modern anthropologist’s field
trips among primitive people provide us with the most lively
means of seeing our loss: as he was for the eighteenth-century
writer of philosophical voyages, the primitive is a model for our
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The structualists’ prediciment is an accurate symptom of
man’s condition, mired as he is in his systems of signification.
Their work can be construed as an attemmpt to manipulate their
way out of our enslavement by language into an awareness and
subsequent mastery of our linguistic situation. If their continuing
cuterprise is functional (like that of Robinson Crusoe, marooned
yet surviving and organizing the possibilities of his island around
his needs}, then their vision of the past is fondly utopian and their
anticipated future dimly apocalyptic. The past contained a
meaning they cherish somewhat uselessly because they cannot
hold it, although the future may restore it to them. They are
structuralists—as, in a way, we all are—because they accept their
existential fate inside language, whose mode of being is pitilessly
rclational: words derive meaning not from any intrinsic value, but
from a double system of metaphor and metonymy that links
words to one another and that grants words fleeting intelligibility
as opposed to detached permanence. Certainly the structuralists
are formalists, content being for them not much more than a
chimera of the kind that, Lévi-Strauss notes, one might expect to
dig out of a piece of music:®® it is no easier to say what writing
really means, they contend, than to say what a Beethoven
symphony really means. Meaning is dispersed, scattered systema-
tically along the length and depth of the spoken and written chain;
but it is virtually incomprehensible at any point in the chain, since
language is never present in toto and at once. The most one can
do, then, is attempt to understand and perhaps predict the
workings of the system—much as in reading a musical score—which
at least permits one to function momentarily within the system.
The question that they ask is, not “What does the system mean?”
but “How does it work?” Thus in the structuralist universe the
problem of belief is never relevant, since belief entails a hierarchy
of meanings. For structuralism there are only significations, and
they are cither adequate or inadequate for their signifying
intentions.

A major criticism of the structuralists is, 1 chink, that the
moving force of life and behavior, the forma informans, intentien,
has been, in their work, totally domesticated by system. This, I
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systematic tllmlgflL. Ouly (he ewly Banthes of Mlythologies and Le
Degré zéro de Péeritire sees the anything hot token ases to which
beginnings can be put. But more olten than not, when the
structuralist tries to allow gingerly for force, he characteristically
relegates it to a token beginning, the moment that for him
succeeds the Origin—that follows the silent zero point. When
Georges Batallle speaks eloquently of having found traces ol
“inaugural violence” in Lévi-Strauss’s work, his image is meant to
convey a correlative for an event, now only a speculation, tha
initiated a signifying system. As we said, Foucault locates such an
event at the end of the Middle Ages, when mad people were
incarcerated, violently put away by society. Madness is precisely
the zero state that resists the encroachments of reason. And for
Foucault this conception of resistance to cxclusion begins the
work of “archeology.” The violence of the madman’s confinement
conversely inaugurates, begins, the era of rationalism in whose
discursive practice we continue to live. For Lévi-Strauss, on the
other hand, the beginning is the initial violence of language itself,
which makes its hypothetical first appearance during the neolithic
age in catalogs of property, including lists of slaves. Yet
Lévi-Strauss has never systematically introduced this hypothesis
(mentioned in an interview with Georges Charbonnier'®® ) into his
investigations: those do not depend upon an incorporated begin-
ning, such as Foucault’s, for their coherence.

The efforts of the structuralists are dedicated to studying the
residual form of the violence, to attempting to clarify and identify
it—which is why form, or structure, is always a difficult mixture of
need, absence, loss, and uncertain appropriation. Structure is the
sign of these things—as much a yearning for plenitude as a
memorial to unceasing loss. The struccuralists themselves speak
like men who stand at the beginning of a new era and at the
twilight (their word is cloture) of an old one; they forecast a time
in which linguistics and anthropology will guide human endeaver,
will cnable man to reassemble the disparate pieces of his activity
into a2 new unity. Perhaps then semantics will confidently be
reintroduced into the systematic matrix of significations. For the
moment, however, they are satisfied with collecting and unraveling
systems, like Mr. Casaubon working at his Key to All Myth-
ologies—with a view toward synthesizing them into a grand and
all-encompassing universality. Yet there is a comic side to their

320



pofustry The tensaty ol thew ed o otecn semimd s one ol

Aolicre's characters who ae "“‘}'.l' pinded abonr then wonks

thar they cannot detect the wany moajob done oo rationadly; as

¢ hysale says in Les Fenones savantes, *Rosonner est Pemplod de

tote mae maison, /B le pisonnement en bannic la ratson”
/.597-98).

Vv

wiiting of Lévi-Strauss for a special section in Annales in 1964
devoted to the anthropalogist®s work, Barthes commented that
[ ¢vi-Strauss had effectively created the need for new cadres of
rescarch in the human sciences.'®  Barthes himself, perhaps
wdependently of the clder man’s work, had by that time hewn
out 4 whole program of what he called “semiotic research” —the
decoding of sign systems, from those as simple as the ones
used in advertising posters to others as complex as those that
mike of ladies’ fashion magazines a highly specialized language
with its awn typical images, idioms, and rhetoric. [n his various
essays, pamphlets, and books, Barthes was attempting to discover
how man communicates his messages to others, how he signifies
his intentions and fabricates his contingent meanings, and how
order inheres in what Barthes and the other structuralists called an
unconscious yet functional awareness. Barthes admitted at first
that this was only precriticism, and not by any means a
(ull-fledged project of judgment and evaluation.'®? A short while
later, in 1967, in a highly-barbed polemic against the old academic
criticism, he was to firm up his views considerably by arguing that
criticism can never be more than periphrasis, and that the critical
work has as much right as the work criticized to say “I am
literature.”'®® The critic’s language, according to Barthes, covers
the work criticized with an appropriate prose; signs arc laid, in an
orderly and well-thought-out fashion, upon other signs, the several
levels illuminating one another. The father of semiotics was
acknowledged to be Ferdinand de Saussure, and its tacitly
recognized Prospero was Lévi-Strauss.

The underlying rationale of semioclogy (this had been
Saussure’s own term, although C. S. Peirce had used it, and the
idea itself, quite on his own) reposed in an extremely practical
view of language. It had been apparent to Saussure in his Cours de
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knowledge; a historian, unless he is Foolish, will first decide what
history he wishes teo investigate, thus seteing up a kind ol
anticipatory model of his subject, and then proceed to investigue
it. The paradox of linguistics to which Saussure continually
returns in his Cowrs is that linguistics must always define itselt
tautologically—in the very words that it sets out ro understanid.
Hence, he argued with convincing rationality, in linguistics the
viewpoint determines the object.'® To ground a linguistic
viewpoint is first to note that language exists only within .
collectivity; moreover, no single speaker exhausts collectivities like
French or Spanish.'® Thus a totality must be presum
ed—Saussure called it langue—from which cach individual 3peaker
draws, as from a vast subliminal reservoir, during the course of his
speech (parole); the interchange between langue and parole
permits variations in meaning and manner sufficient” for the
signifying or message-bearing intention. In this view, then, every
word is a sign, made up jointly of a concept (significatum) and a
sound-image (significans): these two halves of the sign were coined
as and then put into circulation in linguistic jargon as the significd
(le signifie) and the signifier (le signifiant) 107

One of Saussure’s farthest-reaching observations was that the
connection between sound and concept, the signifier and the
signified, is almost wholly arbitrary.'® Words do not derive their
meaning from any sense Inherent in their sound; nor does a sound,
in and of itself, necessarily connote a meaning. To emit a sound is
to do no more than that; to communicate sensc, however, a word
must be compared with another word, and this kind of differ-
entiation is what we practice when we use language. The
difference between words gives language its meaning, Thus the
crucial guarantee of mecaning In any language is that the
differences between words be orderly and consistent; in other
words, differences must always be  systematic—meaning s
diacritical. Thus for “‘table” to make sense it must always be
differentiated in the same essential ways from “love” or “chair’”’ or
“man.” Language, thercfore, is a pattern, or code, of differences
that converts arbicrarily chosen sounds into systematic sense. As
far as a linguist can tell, the rules of the system are like those of a
game; the parallels here with Wittgenstein and Huizinga (to give
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binlogical, or psychic detenminem i tase lilted, then friteered
menv then brought back as weightless gamelike rules or protocols.
Vhat is, history need not be viewed as the burden of che pase; it
ored only be considered the manner in which other arbitrary
cmections between sound and sense were first made and then
conventionalized  into common  use. The interpretation of
Linpnage, then, is an aesthetic activity, a release, so to speak, from
the tyrauny of time and history. This is why Edmund Leach,
witing of Lévi-Strauss’s structural and linguistic interpretations of
bwship systems (which rely on Saussure’s method of systematic
Jdevipherment of arbitrarily connected signifier and signified), has
noted that it is possible to undertake them solely for the aesthetic
pleasure of the exercise.!®® In some structuralist writings—for
vainple, Barthes’s superb essay on the Eiffel Tower—sign analysis
r. vivried out with a sort of neutral mental glee in‘the task. In
most structuralist writing we rarely have any sense of Freud’s
hagic realization that civilization and language both serve to
wepress man’s instinctual nature, nor do we sense any of the pain
i Nietzsche’s assaults against an obdurate wall of history and
custom, nor any of Heidegger’s patient yet agonized doom within
language. For the most part, the structuralists are adjusted to
language and civilization (they sec the two as coterminous); they
(ke culture for what it rationally appears to be instead of
rebelling againse it.

The importance of Saussure’s work for the contemporary
structuralists is too complicated to be examined in detail here. The
hicf rule of procedure all of them seem to have learned from
Saussure, however, is that every problem, no matter how small,
requires  explicit  delimitation.  Borrowing from  André
Martinet—and  obviously echoing Saussure—Barthes speaks
cogently of the necessity of “pertinence,” which he calls a
principled decision to describe facts from only one point of view,
even to the exclusion of all others.’'® Most of the time,
Saussure’s rule of delimitation is used to reduce, in order to render
manageable for scrutiny, a very large body of phenomena. Quite
aside from its obvious practical advantages, Saussure’s procedural
rule has, from the standpoint of the structuralist critic, certain
moral and emotional advantages as well. [n the first place, when he
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that unites critical discernment with violence always tuins up. T'his
step is most often called déconpage, but it is also frequently called
(after Bachelard} coupure épistémnologigue; in both, the veil
couper (*to cut”) figures prominently. Facing an awesome
mountain of detail, the critic’s mind becomes a confident David
going straight for the vulnerable spot in Goliath’s forehead. The
critic cuts out a patch in the detail as 2 way of constraining the
vast body of which it is a part, and he then focuses exclusively on
that patch. Emotionally he asserts his mind’s undoubted sway over
what seems to be a totally resisting mass of 8etail; morally he
demonstrates his right to control it because he has a vicrorious
tool, proven in the encounter,

There are a few submerged assumptions that support the
structuralist découpage, that assertive curting-down to tractable
size of intolerable detail. One is that detail is not merely a matter
of quantity, but has become a qualitative feature of every human
discipline. Any historian or litcrary critic can verify this by
consulting recent bibliographies on even the most trivial subject.
The mind tends to be impressed, not with the sheer number of
details in and about a field, but with the fact that all these details
present a forbidding obstacle to any meaningful penctration of the
field. Devising a means for hurdling the obstacle thus becomes the
first order of critical business. Clearly, Auerbach’s notion of
Ansatzpunkt is a way of transacting this first step. Another
structuralist assumption is that all details have the status of
information--for the structuralist has decided, as Lévi-Strauss says,
that the world of signs is an ordetly place, and that if there is
order somewhere, it must be everywhere. Now, since order is
characterized by an economy of means that renders every detail
functional, and since the structuralist model is language, it
becomes quite logical, therefore, to assume that every linguistic
particle, every verbal emission, conveys information of some sort.
Structuralism in fact does not scem to allow for either waste or
incoherence: it states, rather, that every item in a sign system is
invested with the dignity of message-bearing capability. Finally,
the structuralist découpage (it is amusing to compare this term
with Swift’s phrase “every man his own carver”) is borne along by
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canden of Cyrus, into the dictionarics, encyclopedias, anatomies,
vatalogs, and  universal grammars of the seventeenth and
aphteenth centuries, into Flaubert’s Dictionnaire des idées regues,
anel into Borges’s Aleph.

In a restrospective comment on his Structures élémentaires de
by purenté Lévi-Strauss noted how in that work he had “chosen a
held that could, at first glance, have called attention to itself only
o its incoherent and contingent nature,” yet he had tried to
Jusw “that it was possible to reduce all of it to a very small
minber of significant propositions.””*!*  Kinship systems present a
bewildering variety of customs that resist being subjected to a
withetic overview, yet it is by projecting into them the existence
ol o set of rules that make the entire corpus a working whole that
the mind can then absorb the mass as a significant entityc And chis
i precisely what Lévi-Strauss did. Barthes’s manifesto for strue-
rrulism hinges on his statement that applauds the method as an
activity first of decomposing works—ef literature, for instance—
mto their simplest functional forms, then of recomposing them
mto wholes dominated by what he called a *‘sovercign motor
principle.”'? This had been the scheme employed by V. 1. Propp
m The Morphology of the Folktale {(1928}. Foucault’s method of
découpage is to grasp the vagaries of history as a set of
discontinuous units—the statements—ruled by laws of discursive
lormation. René Girard’s Mensonge romantique et verité roman-
exquee, a literary study carried out with structuralist instruments,
vicews the history of the novel as a set of variations on a simple but
cnormously fecund “triangular model” of desire. “A basic
contention” of Girard’s book “is that the great writers apprehend
intuitively and concretely, through the medium of their art, if not
formally, the system in which they were first imprisoned together
with their contemporaries.”''*  Finally, Louis Althusser’s
Marxism has for its methed 2 way of pulling from a text what
Althusser calls its “problematic,” which is a special mode the text
has of taking hold of its subject: regardless of how complicated
the philosophy or political program, it can be grasped by the mind
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In cvery one one ol these examples, the onde livse orders Jon
data by delimicing his field in terms of a specitic preblem, then
deduces a rationale from his initial delimitation, then applies this
rationale in detail to all the material in an cffore to make the
material work, or perform systematically. Beginning thus becoes
the principal functional step. All of this reductive activity goes on
in the critic’s writing, which is not only his instrument and the
mode of his activity, but also the common fabric in which all
human actions are recorded and given a relative stability il
intelligibility.

The linguistic apprehension—or perception - of reality is, of
course, the most important cutting-down-to- size. We tend 1
accept this découpage when we read a novelist, for example, but il
seems more extreme when it is found to be the operative bias of
the historian, the sociologist, or even of the psychoanalyst,
particularly when only meager allowances are made for brute
reality as a mere symbolic fiction. Lévi-Strauss fatalistically marks
the fundamental opposition between the discontinuities of sym
bolism {in this case, one supposes, the totemic world of objects
that symbolize values, our everyday werld) and the continuity of
knowledge—that is, between the world and the mind.''* The
grand model of knowledge, therefore, is language-as-writing, the
most continuous of man’s enterprises and the one that covers all
man’s activity with the sheen of prose. At bottom, structuralism is
a set of attitudes held toward and expressed in writing:
“grammatology.” Tn writing, the structuralist can enact his work
actually and actively; his attention to his work is an act of
disciplined relevance. Like science, structuralism is meta-
]mgmstlc—]anguage studying language, linguistic consciousness
appropriating linguistic competence and performance.

When Lévi-Strauss has spoken of primitive thought (la pensée
sauvage), he is not only describing the way in which the primitive
thinks, but also thought itself, as it is, atrophied in its essential
about-to-be-thought-about-something.  Lévi-Strauss wishes to
describe the order of thought, not its substance. This is a very
important point, one that Paul Ricoeur emphasized tellingly in a
worthwhile exchange with Lévi-Strauss.'’® Order, according to
Lévi-Strauss, is what makes thought intelligible as thought; order
holds back thought from the verge of chaos. Thus the structuralist
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MOMentary, discursive sense instead of (he certainty of l'igid and
ditached meaning. The struceuralists, in short, do not believe in
the smmediacy of anything: they are content to understand and to
contemplate the alphabetical order of sense as a mediating
tunction rather than as a direct meaning. Order, they claim, is just
vov our lruman side of nothingness; it preserves us from the
vhlivion of unremarked duration. To perceive this order one
cannnt have recourse to a direct unfolding (as in the Entfaltung of
lwinencutical interpretation) of the kernel of meaning within a
«tatement:  that alternative, we recall, disappeared with the
(nimordial Origin. We are left only with a way of perceiving how
«wnething, a sentence, or a statement—in fine, the entire world of
vperience  conceived of as a  gigantic script or musical
wore warks, how it hangs together, We search for structure as
Siwsnmmenhdnge, the “principle of solidarity” among parts,
v arding to Barthes M7
Structure hides behind the actuality of our existence because
15 the nature of structure to refuse to reveal its presence directly;
anly language can solicit structure out of the background in which
« hovers. Structure is nonrational: it is not thought thinking about
avyehing, but thought itself as the merest possibility of activity. It
van offer no rationale for its presence, once discovered, other than
wn primitive thereness. In a most important way, then, as an
ensemble of interacting parts, structure replaces the Origin with
the play of orderly relationships. A univocal source has ceded to a
proliferating systematic web. The character of structure is best
wnderstood, 1 think, if we remark the nature of its status as
beginning, its radicality, which derives from a mating of the spirit
ul Rousseau with the spirit of Sade, of existential and functional
primitivism with moral primitivism. The central fact of primitivism
v not just its precedence, but its unobjecting affirmation of its
own originality. It has no alternative but “to be”; we can see
versions of such radical originality in the perpetual spiritual
amateurism of Rousseau or in the continual, almost abstract
repetitiveness of Sade—or in the “concrete” existence of
Australian and Brazilian aborigines whose ways Lévi-Strauss has
chronicled so well,
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conscioty rules and the conequent establshiment of o gramma
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repels thought wnd spirntual donension, The rescarcher’s way
structure is in the semiotic reading of the play™of signs on the
pages of a culture: method, activity, and end there become totally
identified with one another. The structuralist wishes to lose
himself in the writing, to become the writing itself. As we saw,
Foucault in one place also cchoes this ambition. Barthes correctly
describes structuralism as an endless activity of imitation founded,
not on the analogy of substances, but on the analogy ol
functions.”*® And the final key language of structuralism is
shelved in the Library of Babel. The elegance and the terror ol
such a world-view, completely confined to discourse, is a veritable
nightmare-utopia composed of nothing but impeccably organized
writing: it is the subject of Borges’s work. When Barthes wishes to
abolish the distinction between art and criticism, he uses the word
writing (écriture) to level the difference between them (here aguin
Borges's work comes to mind). Thus writing illuminates writing,
which in turn illuminates other writing—to infinity. The sum total
of all writing is silence, zero. The end of a structuralist’s job of
work is, according to Barthes, silence —the silence that comes with
having reached the eschatological limit, with having said all there is
to say.''® Lévi-Strauss, too, describes a work of his once written
as a dead entity, a world in which he had very ardently lived, but
that now excludes him from its intimacy !

In Barthes’s case, one is willing to accept Gérard Genertte’s
view (presented in a beautifully balanced essay in Figures 1) that
what governs the semiotic project is a nostalgia for objects and
bodies whose solid presence has the undeniable reality of Dr.
Johnson’s stone.'? Genette sees Barthes longing for the silent
quiddity of objects undisturbed by the intervening yammerings of
language. There is I think no less a case for believing that Barthes
and the structuralists, but not Foucault, long also for the
zero-point calm of original primitivism and wholeness. Such
longing, paradoxically, also shores up the integrity of their faith in
the irresistible metamorphical powers of language. For if one text
might serve them all as a banner, it is Ovid’s Metamorphoses, that
celebration of reality as ceascless transformation and unhindered
function for its own sake. Yet Barthes, along with Lévi-Strauss and
Althusser, in fact has a stotcally ironic and almost poctic vision of
his own position. in the analysis of the play of significrs he sees
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T'wao disciplines one might find resisting the cide of struct-
wialist funceionalism and a linguistic world-view are psychoanalysis
sl sociology. The first deals with the terminal poles of human
behavior, the second with the all-too-solid terminal of social
reality: neither can readily succumb to an invasion by language. In
Liques  Lacan’s return to Freud, however, onc discovers
[nvehiatry serving as the interpretive tool for deciphering psychic
metaphors that have no ready and anchoring terminal in the
nnconscious. That faculty has become, according to Lacan,
“ucither primordial nor instincrual,” but instecad a floating
nepository (if that be the best word) for the “elements of the
sipnifier.” The method of operation of this unconscious is
ngporously  grammatical, its symptoms rhetorical, and it first
articulates the ego as the expression of a narcissistic relation to
uwlf.'?2? The ingenuity of Lacan’s understanding of Freud's
“talking cure” lies essentially in his taking Freud’s term literally:
e constries Freud the same way Quintillian construes poetic
linguage. Mctaphor and metonymy deliver, or withhold, a Being as
absolutely allusive as, I think probably, Freud’s unconscious
ultimatcly was not. Nevertheless, Lacan’s work is contingent in its
deliberate self-limitation upon discursive strategies which, like
those described by Foucault, are instruments of highly selective
nclusion and exclusion,'??

The other great structuralist rereading of a venerable radical is
ta be found in Althusser’s Marx. According to Athusser, Marx’s
retirernent behind his own statements in order to insure their
rigor, to guarantee their scructure (rather than their Origin),'?s
creates the possibility for a Marxism, or theory of Marxism, that
Marx himself never had time to wrire. Marx, therefore, is the
heginning of a reading of society as a complex of ideological
strands seen from a new perspective of philosophical differ-
entiation. This differentiacion shows how “human societies secrete
ideology as the element and the atmosphere indispensable for their
respiration and their Thistorical life.”’?® Althusser’s ruling
metaphor is dramatic: Marxism allows us to see how society
formulates itself for itself. Therefore, we are required to remain
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Mother Courage fixed on a skewed course through lies of her awa
making. Contradiction means the awareness of discontinuity, ol
ruptures, between one ideology and another. Yet ideology i
not a mere accident, but a necessary condition of society -indeed,
its fundamental structure.

The precision and elegance of Althusser’s spare exhumation ot
Marx as a style of thought {and a much longer account than 1 have
given would scarcely do Alchusser justice) clashes headlong with
the late Lucien Goldman's thematic appropriation of reval
utionary thought. Goldmann’s important stqdy of Pascal and
Racine (Le Dieu caché, 1955), and his subsequent forays into
general theory (propelled by his tutelage under Lukacs and
Piaget), show how literary work and society approach homology:
yet during the last years of his life, Goldmann, apparently in
response to the structural wave, started to describe himself as a
“genetic structuralist.” The issue between him and Althusser is
very clear: for Goldmann the sociology of knowledge must appeal
to a hierarchy of values that stands outside bourgeois ideology and
reveals the content of an ideology for cither its adequacy or
inadequacy with reference to all of social reality. Goldmann’s term
for *“all of social reality” is totality —an idea! whole. Totality seems
for Goldmann very curiously to be what Jakob Burkhardt called
“an Archimedean point outside events.” The structuralist’s job,
according to Goldmann, is to seize the coherence of an artist’s or a
thinker’s work at its *‘real” origin in time and society, and to sce it
as submitting to processes of growth implicit in its essential
coherence. If as a result of this a given thinker is seen to have
grasped the totality of his time, and if his work reflects it
coherently, then he is a dialectician—for Goldmann, not only a
descriptive title, but an honcrific one as well. Otherwise, the
thinker is an ideologist—albeit, as in the case of Pascal, a great one.
Althusser pointedly rejects totality—and, for that matter, any
privileged ideal reality outside the discourse of ideology. (It is
important to note that for Althusser ideology is discourse, ag least
in its political guise.) All articulated thought is ideology: only the
differences between ideologies (like the diacritical differences
between words in Saussure’s linguistics) provide us with know-
ledge as a structure of relationships. Everything else—including
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Thas the main group of French stracturalists sees the world as

dased see of what J. L. Austin called “performative stace-
™27 Closed not because its limits can be grasped as a
totaliry, but because its first and beginning functional principles
we o finite set of rules. As Barthes says, a single lexical law can
maobilize many different lexicons.'*®  Structuralism, however, is a
kind of positivism, although like all forms of positivism it has a
«ertain view of what man’s activity is all about. And that is what
I #vi Strauss calls bricolage, man’s ability and destiny to make do
with, to formulate projects out of, and because of, fragments, the
wille debris that clutters human existence.'®® Bricolage is, in the
words of Swift’s manic persona, “an Art to sodder up the Flaws
and Imperfections of Nature.” Not accidentally, as Genette has
noted with characteristic shrewdness, the French have themselves
not only defined the techniques of bricolage, but have become
vutuasi at the whole business.!?® The reasons Genette cites are
I'vench insularity coupled with a native French genius for
assembling bits and pieces into imposing models of wit and reason.
l'v probe bricolage further than this is to acknowledge also a
wibtle French sense of order based on uncertainty, on the partial,
aid on the hidden. This is why structure is neither a spatial term
nor, for that matcter, a temporal one: it is essentia”y an activity, a
rultural version of bricolage, and less a philosophy or philo-
sophical method than what Genette, quoting Ernst Cassirer, calls a
general tendency of thought.'*' A tendency, we might add, that
sceks out and is attracted to the elusive in-betweenness of order: it
doces not see order as what Freud called a repetition compulsion,
but rather as a complement to existence. Although, paradoxically,
order is a supplier, it wishes it could linger quietly over,
I.¢vi-Strauss says,

ments,

‘The essence of what our species has been and still is, beyond thought and
beneath society: an essence that may be vouchsafed to us in a mineral more
beautiful than any work of Man; in the scent, more subtly evolved than our
baoks, that lingers in the heart of a lily; or in the wink of an eye, heavy with
patience, serenity, and mutual forgiveness, that sometimes, through an
involuntary understanding, one can exchange with a cat.'*

As a formalist doctrine, structuralism differs in an instructive
way from earlier modern modes of formalism. Dilthey’s
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adumbrators ol this property was Coleridge, whose doctrine of the
secondary imagination, along with his description of the coadunw
ory and esemplastic shaping powers, granted the Bighese marks to
man’s ability to shape cxperience meaningfully. The later Germuan
and Marxist theories of Gestult andfor totality ({exemplified
variously in the works of Lukacs, Karl Mannheim, Bernaid
Groethuysen, and others) adapt from Dilthey, but add to I
conception the notion of a more rigorous historical necessity; fin
them the individual is an involuntary participant in a class o
group together with other like-interested individuals who ac
according to a common vision of their origin and destiny. It is the
property of history, therefore, to be a totality that makes things
inhere formally in thought and action. Finally, there is the more
elusive formalism of twentieth-century idealists like Croce, in
which a certain executive, almost Platonic, coherence controls,
gives theoretic shape to, human action.

For the French structuralists, form is borrowed from the
actualities of language considered as a set of fragments {phonemes,
words, phrases) that orders itself with binding rules into
constantly earned equilibrium of higher structures (sentences,
discourses, narratives). Language is the initial conceiving and
productive matrix of human activity, but its wholeness can never
really be known—and derived only partially from its rule-bound
play. The permanent elusiveness and incompleteness of structure is
typified in the eternal discrepancy between the linear flowing
chain of language in use—that is, our continuous mode of life—and
the circular system of signs that surrounds speech at any onc
moment. Structure is the unity of linguistic performance and
linguistic competence, of nunc movens and the nunc stans.

As the structuralists see him, the individual is a modern
equjvalent of Pascalian man—only with this difference, that
Pascal’s roseau pensant is replaced with what Merleau-Ponty called
le sujet parlant. The linguistic reduction of man (which continues
the tradition of Pascal’s fascination with and dislike of self) is
consistently supported by the structuralist’s stubborn desire
always to use linguistic terminology in referring to man: manisa
name, his necessity a pronoun (since, as Benveniste says, all
language requires the inclusion of an “I” and a ‘“you”),'** his
situation is discourse, and his thought metalinguistic. All in all, he
is what Lévi-Strauss calls a bricoleur. Man, therefore, is inserted
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tofar as one can speak of the central body of work maintaining
w. fortunes, structuralism resembles an open-ended manual of
methodological attitudes—and I wish neither to demean the value
ol this type of work nor to suggest unqualifiedly that it ought to
wierease., What does need to be remarked, however, is the
congruence between criticism formulated as the account of pure
aructural functionalism (and with this formulation the abandon-
wment of historical, institutional, biographical, narrative, and
(~ychological pieties of critical faith) and criticism produced
awcording to that formula which dictates patient accounts of how
2 work might be done rather than the record that it is done,

‘The problems of communication in an age of mass culture, and
ot mass confusions, are the problems that structuralism seems
destined very ably to reflect. Structuralism after all lives in che
world of McLuhanism, although it tidies up that North American
wprawl across culture with a good deal of grace and élan. One of
the chief points of difference between structuralism and the
tieneva school of critics {which together make up the central body
of French New Criticism) is that the latter group considers the
literary work as dissolved in the author’s consciousness, whose
impulse is articulation for its own sake, whereas the former group
lukes fanguage, and hence literature, exclusively as a system of
interhuman communication. What Josiah Royce called the inter-
subjective world—namely, the community of interpretation—is for
the Genevans actually enacted in the identification of the critic
with the author he considers, but for the structuralists there is
only the involuntary community of systems of information that
are transparent to one another. Yet the division between struct-
vralism and Genevan consciousness-for-itself-and-for-the-critic
derives from the dual inner nature of literary language itself as it is
realized, for example, in the vocations of individual writers. Some,
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like Colendpe, Swite, Hophue, and Jovee, are what Gead
Genette calls reddmnans of commumcaton:™  others, bk
Wordsworth, Y, Slu-”vy. and the Luer Blioe, are poee, ol
interior meditation for whom language, in Heidegger™s phrag, .
the house of Being.

It is characteristic of the structuralists here again Lévi St
is the noteworthy exception—that they scem unconcerned wid
either their counterparts or their intellectual progenitors in orhi
countries, The work of George Herbert Mead, the Chicag,
Aristotelians, Kenneth Burke, and Northrop Frye, to speak ol
of North Americans, represents fairly obvious parallels wnl
structuralism and consequently, if the structuralists cared, gains 1.
be made on the basis of thosc parallels; the similarities, howeve
are never perceived and, to be blunt about it, seem to In
unknown. Aside from respectful bows toward C. S. Peifce, 1he
structuralists express no interest in Anglo-American Nnguistn
critics and philosophers: none in Ogden and Richards, in Empson,
in Quine, or in any of the action philosophers. The work of thr
great German philologues Auerbach, Curtius, and Spitzer scemn
not to have made much of an impression either, although ane
would think that the universality and the scope of German
romance philology (with its origins in Goethe’s idea of
Weltliteratur) might have suggested at least one other model ol
linguistic research integrally organized. The samc is true of the
discipline of comparative literature, whose relevance is nevel
theless recognizeable in structuralism’s enterprise when the lattes
is viewed as the science of comparative communication. Still, the
contrast between structuralism as an essentializing and universal
izing activity and as an insular one remains an odd phenomenon,

Whetever else it is placed, structuralism belongs, with Galli
preciosity, to what Harry Levin has called the Alexandrianism of
our time.'” The organization of a structualist work is always
ingenious, sometimes even more interesting than the matter i
discusses. The positive response to Barthes’s call for new cadres of
research is immediately felt in the effort expended in putting
together one or another structuralist book. Lévi-Strauss’s books
present a surface of dazzling arrangement, whether one reads a
page or the table of contents. The choice of subject matter in
Foucault’s work, as much as in Barthes’s, Genette's, Althusser’s, or
Lacan’s, is always novel and unexpected; the unkindest cut of all
would be to call such novelty, with Raymond Piccard, “‘dogmatic
impressionism.” The styles are almost always difficult, whether
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o ks Seructaralism: has demonsoraced the value of determinedly
cimnal examination, has displaced the prior mystique of mere
preciation  passing itself ol as scholarship, and has even
tunndared novelists (like Alain Robbe-Grillet and Michel Butor) to

mst ascertainment of their own work. As Barthes has noted,
toneturalism sits securely beside such developments in modern art

the music of Pierre Boulez and the designs of Piet Mondrian, '
« diaws from the peculiar psychological traditions of France as
cvemplified in the books of Gaston Bachelard, and it has
(vaundated the brilliant work of an Arabist like Jacques Berque
vl the parascientific explorations of Gilles Gaston Grainger.
Versions of structuralism also contribute to the interest of the
mure urgently historical {and earlier) work of Georges Dumézil,
mul 1o that of his gifted contemporary disciple Jean-Pierre
Vermant; to the linguistic work of André Martinet, Edmund
tntigues, and André Leroi-Gourhan; and even to the more purely
wientific and mathematical experiments of Abraham Moles and
lean Pesanti. With the characteristic unkindness of new move-
ments, structuralism either ignores or attacks the monuments of
|m-r::ding generations; this is especially poignant in the cases of
M.lraux and Sartre, less so in the case of Gustave Lanson,

The gravest problem that structuralismn has yet to deal with
wholcheartedly is how seriously to account for change and force,
how to assimilate the powerful and sometimes wasteful behavioral
activity of man—what Blackmur calls the Moha—to the numinous
arder of structure. In Lévi-Strauss’s work we find the recognition
ol force in terms of disruption. In examining the constant passage
m both directions within society between ideas and images, he
aknowledges a certain measure of contingency and arbitrariness;
the systematic organization of society, he concedes regretfully, is
endangered by wars, epidemics, and famines.’” The relationship
between order and disorder, therefore, is one of opposition; yet
this opposition is expressed not by the society itself—or at least,
not necessarily by the society—but for the society by the observer
who stands outside it. As Lévi-Strauss says in another place,
structure will only appear as the result of observation practiced
Irom the outside;'®® hence order, or structure, is available for
analysis from the outside, while society’s process, ot force, can
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never be grasped became (heve Stanss el inakes the pomn) 1
is entirely withw che pevpecive of the socal mdividoal engaged
in his own lustovical becommp, b Fotemivn Levi Strauss speahs
of the internalization (“utrying on jonesellimodes of thought llLru
from elsewhere or simply imagined ™)' that permiged Burghon
and Rousseau to apprehend what goes on in the mind of man. "'
internalization, of course, allows the modern anthropologist 11
understand what goes on in an observed primitive socicty.

The situation can now be stated as follows: Within a socicty o
certain energy is acting to make it a society. Outside the socicty
stands an observer who notes constants {included in the kind ot
essential structure™ Lévi-Strauss himself had observed in Les
Structures éléementaires de la parenté, for example), which in tumn
are internalized and tested by the observer for their logic and
coherence. The force or energy or entropy of a'society, that which
maintains its ongoing historical actuality, is a transparency
through which observations on the structure beyond it can be
made. Two kinds of force can be distinguished: one, society's
force which for the observer is easily gotten by, the other, the
observer’s force of observation, which though essentially, amd
curiously, contemplative, has the power to penetrate through the
seeming opacity of a foreign culture to a lucidity beyond. All ot
this, as I said above, seems to take into consideration a conflict
between system and contingency which, within a socicty, always
oppose one another. Yet at the beginning of the anthropological
observation, discontinuity has already been assembled into a
transparent force that had yielded very easily to the observation
just practiced. Although the structuralist avers the power of
disruption and discontinuity, he replaces it later with a transparent
coherence that is very little more than the power of an object, or 4
society, to be observed. In linguistic terms, force and encrgy are
converted exclusively into the power of signification, which exists
to be read, to be semiotically deciphered.

This is linguacentricity pushed very far, indeed: the quality of
things that makes them significant is almost an ideal third term
between language, on the one hand, and men and the world, on
the other (one is reminded of the critique of Socrates’ ideas in the
Parmenides). This term, a quality which 1 shall call finguicity,
performs very valuable services. Among other things, it irfforms
the activity of what Lévi-Strauss calls the totemic operator, that
rational instrument carried within the primitive mind that enables
him to divide the observed world into a logic of finely organized
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TR |.'|ngualgt.' unlimited |ing||lhl|u discovery  that is, a sort of
permanent  finding  power: and - provides che links between
Junensions of investigation (say, from particular to general, or
I discontinuity to discontinuity). In short, linguicity is a
jnwvilege taken for granted by structuralist activity; its perpetua-
tion, however, is structuralism’s project and purpose. Linguicity is

vonsequence of the radical discontinuity also presupposed by
sucturalism,  Without  linguicity, the structuralist—whether
Barthes, Lacan, or Lévi-Strauss—cannot demonstrate analogy and
metaphor as intrinsic to the signifying process. For linguicity
allows mirror-exchanges between words, between levels of con-
wiousness, between myths. The power to reflect, as in a series of
mirrors, assumes the prior existence of clarity of exchange.
Structuralism replaces the darkening glass of traditional religion
and literature—which forces us to appraisals of our fragile but dear
mdividuality —with a ready antiphony of equal sights and sounds.
We might say that linguicity converts the inequities of translation
mto the equivalence of transcription, and the use of writing
(reriture) to structuralism thereby becomes even more crucial.
Linguicity discounts memory, and history, in the interests of total
recall, for structure, which is the child of language and linguicity,
has no way of containing its past, but only of delivering its present
hy “laying all its cards on the table.”'*?

What linguicity cannot do, however, is show us why structure
structures: structure is always revealed in the condition of having
structured, but never, as Jean Starobinski has observed, in the
condition of structuring, or of being structured, or of failing to
siruceure.'®®  This fact, as we saw, separates Foucault from the
structuralists. The main structuralist weakness, which is not
IFoucault’s, is that linguicity must remain outside the constitutive
structure, even to the point of being rejected by structure, yec it is
presumned by structuralism as a precondition for order. Another
facet of this weakness lies in the difficulties structuralism has with
[]l{: pl‘()blt'rll Uf a text. In tlle nOl‘lStructura] Criticism Of GCOrgCS
Poulet, for instance, the individual work is dissolved so that it may
be relocated in the irreducible consciousness of the author. For
this sort of criticism, mind is the matrix of thought, and the text is
a particular instance of consciousness thinking itself (Jean
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Rousset, another ol the Goenevans, 1o relevant hered, To e
Strauss, however, mych, or socety Tor thae naater, speaks atwelt
this corresponds to Barthes's {armolaion of  writing as an
intransitive activity.'"
between language and any of ity individual articulabions, s
none of the latter is under any more than token obligation 10 4
thinking subject. There can be no tone, in Richards’s sense of the
word, in any statement, no sense of an individual voice that is 1+
own final authority, since for the structuralists the whole world
contained within a gigantic set of quotation marks. Fverything,
therefore, is a text—or, using the same argument, nothing is a text
The inherence of a structure expresses neither an intention nu
any morc than the barest of constitutive necessities. Communi
cation is absorbed by the structure, since cqmmunication can
never cxhaust a structure or a language. The enduring power of
language to signify thus almost completely collapses the beginning
into the result, and the tautology completely eliminates both
subject and object, and to a certain extent direct communication,
too.

The willingness of structuralism to discuss differences between
objects—a feat that moves values from the objects to a privileged
space betwcen them—is consistent with the structuralist’s hesita
tion, even fear, whenever singularity is an issue. The solitary,
crystalline perdurability we feel and know in a poem, the
condition of its exile from the communal sea of linguicity, cannot
be named by structuralism. Not that anyone else can very readily
isolate this quality, since a poem is also a momentary statement.
But the effort of naming is at least possibe outside structuralism, it
only because one can acknowledge an unknown and keep it alive
in thought. Here, I think, the powerful insight of Foucault’s
notion of the modern deviant artist is sorely lacking. Structura-
lism’s holding power over its subject matter is tenuous: this is at
once a strength, when it reminds us of the provisional nature of
our efforts, and a weakness, when it commits us to an irretrievable
past and the dimensionless obsolescence of the future.

As the ground of structuralism, linguicity requires the .notion
of play, within rules, to sustain a minimum of discourse {which
Barthes calls prose'®® }. Linguicity seems to generate and then
specify rues of intelligibility by which things appear as telling
language, rather than as random bursts of being. As use in
structuralism’s arguments, thesc rules comprise a nexus binding
statements into progressively clearer units the further one works
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comvention. The stracturalist procedure ol decoding or reducing
the object to a set of statements collected into general rhetorical
ardler somewhat resembles the process of resolving literature into
ainheeypes, a kind of criticism practiced commonly in the United
States. The structuralists, and the archetypalists, always wish to
avoid direct encounters with language. Instead, they weaken the
(ull throated spoken chain into a series of signifiers, all of which
vist in the chain’s linguiciey, like the plural meanings of words in
4 pun. Linguicity forces us, perhaps against our will, to read
linguage and reality together as if they were cleverly hidden in
wmething like Swift’s little languages, or in the puns of Finnegans
Werke,

The trouble with this fairly esoteric view of language is, first of
Il that rules insure the safety and the captivity of signification: in
2 sense, therefore, structuralism is conservatively safeguarding the
assured certainty of its own a.ctivity. For every contingency, arule
can be discovered lurking in linguicity. Secondly, the number of
tules is, also conservatively, kept to a workable minimum. To be
willing to admit that (1) there are no rules for some situations and
(2) chere is no limit to the number of rules would mean the
necessity of believing in (a) an infinite vocabulary and {b} a finally
uscless catalog of infinite rules. And these latter two cventualities
are ones the scructuralist will not admit. Borges’s Irencs Funes
does admic this, however, and he is locked in “the stammering
prandeur” of his vertiginous world of numberless particulars.
linguicity, then, is the alternative to avoiding the peculiar traps of
infinite particularity—and of nonsensical dispersion. The dif-
ference between structuralist linguicity and Foucault’s notion of
discursivity is that, whereas the latter deals expressly with what
one may call the delinquencies of reason that persist in and behind
language, the former does not.

The peculiar problems of the French structuralist outlook are
purposefully and deservedly cxposed in Jacques Derrida’s
writing.'"”® A philosopher in his own right, Derrida deserves
mention in any consideration of structuralism because one side of
his work (admittedly, a special side) is a critique, by grotesque
explicitation, of the structuralists. Thus like Nietzsche’s out-

pouring of philosophy that is already in the throes of self-
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destruction, Dernda’s woting, converts the primeiples ol o
turalism intn stlrl't'.ll, ].llgl' ll|1_|('tt.~ w|lu.w averac Ur e 1‘('|.lllnll'-|r|||
to the original versions mocks them. overwhelms them, play s
havoc with them. The sense ol structuralism isin Derrida, win
large—too large. The inflation is cvident on many levels, First, in
the organization of his books, which make normal seructutal
preciosity look primly demure. De la grammatologie, for instance
is a study of writing “pure” and “simple”; its first half is titled
“Writing Before the Letter,” but before the section begins (am
Derrida is obsessed with continually prior states) there is a short
digression titled *Exergue,” and immediately following rhut
chapter 1: “The End of the Book and the Beginning of Writiny,
A later chapter is headed enigmatically “The Outside Is tiw
Inside.” Second, Decrrida’s prose style, which ds sometimes very
self-indulgent, has a quiet yet nearly maniacal complexity 1o u
that defies translation and perhaps even description. Its*centr,l
features are, first, a habit of italicizing grammatological terms than
causes them to become ontological terms (trace, letter, inscription,
archwriting) and the italicization of ontological terms so thai
those will act as grammatological ones {beginning, end, violencr,
transgression, reduction). Second, Derrida specializes terms intu
near-parodies of their commonsense meaning: he performs thi
operation on words like difference (see also his invention of words
like différence®”), works, economy, alteration, iteration, writing,
presence, supplement, auto-affection, and, finally, structire. Al
one point he describes his manner of exposition as “hesitancy”

since, he admits, his subject is the movement of deconstruction

that is, the opposite of structuring.'®® Precisely because Derrida

believes that structuralism is logocentric—it is a philosophy, that
is, of written texts, which are understood as supplementary tu
speech—he argues that structuralist notions of evidence and
necessity are forms of desire. In tracing this idea back to
Rousseau, Derrida wishes to show that textuality in the modern
West has been conceived as the abyss in which the presence of
reality is represented as absence. The exorbitance of a text is an
excessive desire in it to be presence; linguicity, then, in the
supplementary verbal richness of a text, is the articulation of thix
desire. -

The last essay in L’Ecriture et la différence collects these and
other of Derrida's metaphysical and cultural reflections very
admirably. What he undertakes to fix in our mind’s eye is the
paradox of structural knowledge that takes order as the unified
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This then is the moment when Langiage invades the universal and
poablematie field [of human existence], it is the moment where, in the
shaence of center or origin, everything becomes discourse on the condition
that this word is understood  chat is, a system in which the central signified,
whether it derives from an origin or whether it is transcendental, is never
abwolutely present outside a system of differences. The absence of a
ianscendental signified Lsigm'ﬁcatum] stretches the field and the play of
wpnilications to infinity,'%

herrida goes on to speak of the difficulty of locating an event in
e at which decentering took place. To attribute the event to
the work of either Freud or Nietzsche, say, is in fact to submit
ance again to the circle without a center, not at all to get beyond
it. Ior the vicious circle of signifiers, globally considered, is itself
the relationship between the history of metaphysics and the
destruction of that history by radicals like Freud and Nietzsche;
outside language we do not possess any way of describing
destruction in a manner that does not also rely on the same
wicture whose order is being challenged. To speak of Freud and
Nictzsche means fiest to accept the structure of philosophy, then
to try, without much hope of success, to show the structure
breaking down; yet a breakdown can only be described in terms,
ot signs, provided by the prior order. The damning difficulty of
the whole matter, according to Derrida, is that opposition, or
difference-between, remains the inescapable basis of a signifier.
T'his, we recall, has always becn one of the cardinal points in the
siructuralist creed: the meaning of a word, of a sign, is diacritical;
the meaning of a word is not intrinsic to the word, but is racher
the quality of its difference from another word. A structuralist
like Lévi-Strauss, Derrida argues, is in the position of a man whao
wishes to conserve the value of an instrument (language as a sign
system) whose truth value he is criticizing.'*®  This is no less true
of Nictzsche and Freud, the one attacking philosophy philo-
sophically, the other attacking psychology psychologically.
Detrida's grasp of the bewildering dilemma of modern critical
knowledge resembles, in its awareness of the debilitating para-
doxes that hobble knowledge, the works of Dostoevski.

Thus language—and the sciences that it commands, ethnog-
raphy in particular—emerges as a new, provisional center destined
to replace the phicsophic and/or epistemological center, or Origin,
that it has criticized and exorcised. One myth cedes to an-

341



other '™

The play (e ot spmbiers, which Dereeda calls wosenes
of infinite substiwovons, takes plice on o hiell, e space, ol
language that is lhnited and muked by the lack of o cearn
Infinity is cthe result of a specific and linite absence. Play, which i
another way of characterizing the totality of structures’in languays
as they reflect one another, is supplementary to absence. Here we
are to recall Barthes’s uncasy awarcness of the luxury of signiliers
by comparison with the poverty of “signifieds.” Therefore, play i
the eternal disruption of the presence of a center (or Origin) m
short, of presence itself, since the center identifies presence, winle
its lack signifies absence. Derrida then goes on to distinguish two
attitudes toward absence: one is Rousseau's--negative, guilty,
nostalgic; the other Nietzsche's—affirmative, joyous, forward
looking, The first, which includes Lévi-Strauss’s work, loaks
sentimentally in the present, into its current efforts, for a new
inspiration that will hopefully rejoin, regain, refind the lom
Origin.'#

Yet Derrida concludes—I think incorrectly—-by saying that the
choice between the two attitdes is not a real current possibility. It
is only partly true that we live in a world in which the forms ol
the first attitude predominate: as Derrida’s writing demonstrates,
they infect our representation of our condition, they provide ow
mental activity with kinds of organization, and they fix aspects ol
our direction, This is why we continue to be logocentric, and our
minds remain rooted in a doctrine of signs, fastened upon the
paradex of absence, committed to difference rather than value. All
we can do now is to catch a glimpse of the coming change in our
outlook; we can do so in the spirit of Yeat’s trembling question:
“And what rough beast, its hour come round at last,/Slouches
towards Bethlehem to be bom?” Yet the development of
Foucault’s attitude, as I have tried to show, differs from all this in
its atfirmativeness, its progressivism, and its cnergetic discoveries.

An important aspect of the structuralist position, unlike
Foucault’s, has been its choice of an often-nostalgic myth over
practice as the subject of analysis. To this aspect the rest of
Derrida’s work until 1968 was devoted. In it he pulled apart and
terrorized the conceptual glue of structuralism. De la gramma-
tologie and La Voix et le phénomene analyze language respectively
as the autocrotic myth of ethnocentric man (Derrida’s texts are
Rousseau, Saussure, and Lévi-Strauss) and as the outer, pheno-
menological expression of an inner voice that remains “wanting-
to-speak.” Derrida’s gaze remains fixed upon writing that has been
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alspeaking, Acceptance ol thes gesponsbdhiy, despie ethne
centric dreams of an Origin {(banished when writing replaced
wpeaking) miracuously tarning up in writing, makes writing, for
Pratida che grammatologise, & gane of pure risk: writing partici-
pates constantly in the violence of each trace it makes, and
thereby it achieves a vigilance coterminous with pure differen-
nation {différance) that somehow exists before the initiation of
mdividual differences and the creation of individual signs.

Derrida’s  critiques and  appreciations of Freud, Artaud,
Baraille, and Levinas are practiced with structuralist instruments
and nihilistic radicality, His work, therefore, busily traverses the
plice in mind between structuralism as the alphabet of cultural
order on one side, and, on the other, the bare outlines, the traces
ol writing that shimmers just a hair beyond utter blankness.
Structuralism, we must agree with his implications, is a con-
wivative force with unrcalized—because unthinkable by struc-
tiralism—possibilities. Yet the classical realistic novel had filled
that mysterious and beseeching space between action and poten-
nal, just as philosophers like Foucault, novelists and critics like
Butor, Garcia Marquez, Borges, and Beckett today rescarch, and
chart, the possibilities of a new inventive order. Yet, as we saw in
hapter 4, between the presence in Western Europe of the classical
novel and the crisis of discontinuity represented by Foucault and
the structuralists there intervenes an intentional process, a logic of
writing, and of making texts, which took place. In its richness this
process meant very much more than precedence: it involved
rethought forms of continuity, permanence, appropriation, vision,
and revision, All of these occur in the complex event | have been
calling the beginning. What this event has also meant, aside from
the thought | have been discussing in this chapter, is che subject of
the next and final chapter.
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( )nc of the “clements” of Vico's New Science (1744) is the
inllowing axiom: “Doctrines must take their beginning from that
of the matters of which they treat” (par. 314).! This seems
warcely more than an observation that any historically intelligible
avcount of an insticution, for example, ought itself to begin at that
institution’s beginning. Begin at the beginning. Yet why did Vico
consider this a novel axiom and claim it as his exclusive discovery?
Unlike Descartes, Vico believed that the human mind had ‘‘an
indefinite nature” (Vindiffinita natura della mente umane)? Clear
and distinct ideas are the last rather than the first things to be
thought, for before he becomes a philosopher, a man, tike all men
without exception, begins his life as a child who in time sheds his
childish beliefs and acquires the less imaginative, less poetic ideas
commonly known as clear, distinct, and mature ones. Historically,
therefore, the first instances of human thought are obscure images;
only at a relatively late stage of historical development do men
lhave the power to think in clear abstractions, just as according to
“the universal principle of etymology in all languages, . . . words
are carried over from bodies and from the properties of bodies to
signify the institutions of the mind and spirit” {par. 237).
Similarly, history is the passage from the obscure birth (nasci-
mento) of things to their developed, institutional state: only then
do they become clear, although their nature is determined by their
beginning. A philosopher who tries to understand an institution
like law uses a conceptual language far removed from the distant
and murky circumstances from which the law originally derived.
How, then, can Vico’s simple beginning axiom be followed? For
according to Vico, in becoming more definite, more accurate,
more scientific, the human mind in time became less grounded in
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tion is by definition a less accurate, more indefinige means tlag i
imagery for describing cerwain conerete things. Just as children haw
indefinite ideas about philosophy, sa too do p]li]usophul‘s Iava
indefinite, or at least inappropriate, ideas about the childhood
institutions.

This intransigent fact cost Vico ‘“‘the persistent rescarch o
almost all . . . his literary life” (par. 34). So universal a subject av
his—*“the common nature of the nations’’—rested upon a simple
axiom: one should begin such a study by discassing the beginning
of nations. Yet all his and his readers’ learning could not have been
preparation enough for the following bizarre discovery of fabulous
beginnings, arrived at after twenty years of research:

[This Science] must begin where its subject matter began, as we said in
the Axioms. We must therefore go back with the philologians and fetch i1
from the stones of Deucalion and Pyrrha, from the rocks of Amphion, fram
the men who sprang up from the furrows of Cadmus or the hard oak ol
Vergil. With the philosophers we must fetch it from the frogs of Epicurus,
from the cicadas of Hobbes, from the simpletons of Grotius; from the men
cast inta this world without care or aid of God, of whom Pufendarf speaks, ax
clumsy and wild as the giants called '“Big Feet,” who are said to be found
near the Straits of Magellan; which is as much to say from the Cyclopes ol
Homer, in whom Plato recognizes the first fathers in the state of the families,
(This is the science the philologians and the philosophers have given us of the
principles of humanity!} Our treatment of it must take its start from the time
these creatures began to think humanly. In their monstrous savagery and
unbridled bestial freedom there was no means to tame the former or bridle
the latter but the frightful thought of some divinity, the fear of whom is the
only powerful means of reducing to duty a liberty gone wild. To discover the
way in which this first human thinking arose in the gentile world, we
encountered exasperating difficulties which have cost us the research of a
good twenty years. We had to descend from these human and refined natures
of ours to those quite wild and savage natures, which we cannot at all imagine
and can comprehend only with great effort. {par. 338)

Man’s world begins among stones, rocks, frogs, and cicadas, rather
like Yeats’s “foul rag-and-bone shop of the heart.” This is quite
another world from Plato’s realm of forms or from Descartes’s
clear and distinct ideas. All of Vico’s great book is an effort to give
substance to the otherwise banished beginnings of human reality.
Yet every time he describes man’s beginning, Vico drastically
qualifies his characterization with something like “we cannor at all
imagine and can comprehend only with great effort. . . .”” Thus not
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Vico's place ac the condimon ai a0 book an beginnings is
carned by precisely this trath, as well as by the attitude toward
wcholarship it entails. So G as | have been able to discover, Vico is
the prototypical modern thinker who, as we shall presently see,
preieives beginning as an activity requiring the writer to maintain
anunstraying obligation to practical reality and sympathetic
imagination in equally strong parts; and in order to understand the
del owed Vico by a study on beginnings we must attempt finally
v understand his work as having begun a significant process. By
oltigation | mean here the precision with which the concrete
crcumstances of any undertaking oblige the mind to take them
nito account—the obligation not just passively to continue, but the
obligation to begin by learning, first, that there is no schematic
method that makes all things simple, then second, whatever with
ielerence to one’s circumstances is necessary in otder to begin,
piven one’s field of study. And by referring to sympathetic
fmagination | mean that to begin to write is to “know” what at
(he outset cannot be known except by inventing it, exactly,
mtentionally, autodidactically. It is the interrelation between this
obligation “and the sympathetic imagination, however, that is
crucial,

For the searching modern mind, as for our savage first fathers,
a principle of “divinity” arrived at through fear and not reason
“reduces a liberty gone wild.” Only by imagining (divining = in-
venting) a force anterior to our origin, a force for Vico capable of
preventing further regress into irremediable savagery, can we begin
to intend to be human. The coincidence between bridles upon the
primitive and the philosophical man is not gratuitous. Both the
savage and the philosopher are alien to God’s temporal order, to
sacred history; for according to Vico, most history is a human and
gentile affliction, whereas for the Jews there is a life “founded by
the true God.” Here Vico is at his most profoundly suggestive, and
le uses etymological puns to make his point beautifully. A gentile
savage or philosopher is tamed by the frightful thought of some
divinity; “by contrast the Hebrew religion was founded by the
true God on the prohibition of the divination on which all the
gentile nations arose” (sul divieto della divinazione, sullaquale
sursero tutte le nazione gentili) (par. 167). The crucial distinction
is berween the gentiles who divine or imagine divinity, on the one

349



hand, and the Tebrews whow tue God protnbats divimacu, v
the other. To be gl‘lllllt' 1wt b denied access tathe te (;lli',.ll'
have recourse lor tlmtlghl 1o divination, to live pt'rm.ulvlltl\- n
history, in an order other than God's, to be .'||1!1.‘ gt‘ll{'[it;l”y\ I
produce that order of history. Vico's concerns aret everywhen
with this other order, the word of history made by men.

Vico's idea of beginnings has, 1 think, very far-reaching
importance; for the modern reader to discover the accuracy of w
proleptic and poetic an intelligence as Vico’s is an exhilarating
experience. He is the first philasopher of beginnings, not becauw
he was the first in time to think as he did (actually, Vico usually
credits Bacon with that heroic achievement), but because far him
a beginning is at once never given and always indefinite or divinel
and yet always asserted at considerable expense, He is also the it
beause, having rethought beginnings, he saw that no one caould
really be first, ncither the savage man nor the reflective philoso
pher, because each made a beginning and hence was always being
first. Vico’s discovery of a beginning common to primitive awml
contemporary man was the result of three tributary impulses,
which in large measure have borne also upon the present book and
which constitute a large part of its method.

First, Vico undertcok to demonstrate that in certain provinces
of thought or writing, a theory and an actua! experience arc
interchangeable because directly adjacent. The notion of man, u»
the humanist conceives it, and the experience that man actually
undergoes, in all its untidy diversity, are for Vico two sides of the
same coin. To ascertain an actual point of historical departure
{called today the search for roots) and to speculate on the nature
of things in terms of an abstract origin not renderable accurately
in language; these are the extreme opposites that Vico, as
philologist and student of language, is able to think and maintain,
He did this by diminishing the uniqueness of neither. This is why
such grand ideas as the *‘mental dictionary” or the cycles of corsi
and recorsi stand without intermediarics directly next to his
descriptions of the primitive fathers copulating with their women
in the mountain caves. It is no exaggeration to say that such feats
as this were made possibe for Vico by his special understanding of
language. In language, Vico seems to have thought, cither an
abstract or a concretec word signifies {¢) an indcfinite meaning
fiest, {b) thereafter, as one demands definition, a conditional
meaning, and (¢} a greater or a lesser distance from a main body of
significance and from particular experience. The latter significa-
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ton (e} needs some explanatan, Dike achee cipheeentl centary
Ligrures (llnl' c'x.|||||1|v Lotd Moobadd R au, [haomnn, and
Herder), Vico tried to accoun dar the s appeatane e o Laguage
m history. Unlike almost every other such thinker, Vico was a
professional crymologist. Words Tor him were unimaginable as
wmply emanations from the lips of some primitive being. Every
word carries—indeed, is—a system of relationships to other words;
{Tre New Science much of the time is a virtuoso, if not always
accurate, display of ctymological and correlative explanations. To
cxplain how a name and a character (the concrete and the
abstract) had the same meaning, Vico says:

[n Roman law nomen signifies right. Similarly, in Greek nomos signifies
liw, and from nomos comes womisma, money, as Aristotle notes; and
wcording to etymologists, nomos becomes in Latin numus. In French, loi
means law, and aloi means money, and among the second barbarians the term
“canon” was applied both to ecclesiastical law and to the annual rent paid by

the fendal leaseholder to the lord of the land held in fief, (par. 433)

Such a habit of mind makes genealogical sequence, by which a
word is traced back mechanically in a straight line to some root, a
weak and unattractive prospect by itself. Vico always feels the
presence of adjacent lines: nomen, numus, loi. When he wishes to
¢haracterize the earliest historical period, he breaks it down into a
wt of complementary systems of knowledge he calls poetic: poetic
metaphysics, poetic logic, poetic history, poetic geography, and so
forth. No one alone can exist without the others. Soon it appears
to Vica that all knowledge during every historical moment is
poetic in that the sinews between different branches bind these
branches together despite an appearance of dispersion. The term
Poetic therefore signifies a relationship of adjacency asserted
against logical, sequential continuity; a perfect analogy is the set
of relationships obtaining between parts of the human body. As
men grow morc reflective and capable of seeing something other
than their body, words reach further than the body and become
abstract. The sum total of all words is a reflective idea that rather
startlingly prefigures Mallarmé’s Livre containing all books. Each
word in a dictionary is related to every other, again by systematic
adjacency, much more rarely in genealogical lines. A poetic
understanding of knowledge in a reflective period is what Vico
calls philological science.

This, then, is the first tributary impulse in Vico’s thought: the
direct presence to one another of the abstract and concrete in
language is based upon the fundamental poetic adjacency of words
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to one anathey, auother an adjacency thae Vieo slso sees et
first men congrepamg ae Lantlies. AN dhis entails a0 medhod o
argument that moves from ane constellation or cluster ol sdeas to
another. For example, Vico says that pa is the firsg syllable arieged
by man in imitation of a Irightening chunderbolt. *Daabled w
becomes pape (father Jove), and Vico shows how all the primiow
gods were imagined as fathers and mothers. Then he discuwe
patrare, the verbs impetrare, and impetrire; finally he asserts (o
“the first interpretation {interpretatio, as if for interpatratio Jwan
the interpretation of the divine laws declared by the auspices”
(par. 448). Although Vico’s subject is the common law of nations,
and his ambition is to find a common beginning—a gencalagic.l
project—his “topical” methad is everywhere to amass evidence by
correlation, complementarity, and adjacency. Although his desir
is to locate a primeval beginning, a line of direct filiality, the
material testimony of language and his learning restrain his desire,
engaging it instead with the susceptibility of language to divination
and poetry. A distant and irrecoverable origin is not yearned after
fruitlessly, because the mind can reexperience its making power by
forging novel connections (the parallel etymologies of pa, fo
instance) again and again—thus adjacency, complementarity, paral
lelism, and correlation as methods employed in the interests of u
genealogical goal. In what Vico called the gentile world, this doos
away entirely with such common hierarchies as a spirit highw
than body, a meaning higher than evidence, a father who because
he is older is wiser than his son, a philosopher or a lagician who is
more “rational” than a poet, an idea that is higher than clusters of
words. It also does away with the Beginning that stands over and
above all human effort.

The second tributary is Vico’s ambition to understand himself
and others in terms of a collective fate. In no philosopher beforce
Marx, Freud, or Nietzsche does one find an assimilative capacity as
great as Vico’s. Because he takes words s his subject, no aspect of
human experience can be relegated to the status of mere detail. In
no respect is the enormous difference between Vico and his later
eighteenth-century contemporry Sade so minimal as in the
catholicity of their interest in the detailed movement of baodies,
for which words arc an extension and symbol. This interest breaks
down barricrs between nations and dissolves hierarchical taboos;
moreover, it is expressed as a gesture against nature (or—even
though Vico would never have admitted it—against religion).?
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Man' in”('t tive Fatre |il". m I||l‘ creaton ol .|Ilnl|1|'| WlIIItI_ w|||1 JI
Vico called p‘t'lltlh'.

As 1o the rale of Gad ar even ol divine |1|L|\'lllt'ml‘. Vicn
prpears ('It'.‘ll‘l}" a believer, *Uhe clea and }.ilnpft' observation we
five made on the entiee oo raee,” he Ry S near the end of the
v Scfenee would lead vs to say certainly that this is cthe
pheat city of nations that was founded and is governed by God”
fpat. 1107} A few sentences later he says that the endurance of
man’s world “is a counsel of a superhuman wisdom™ (par.
(107) -which, he adds in the next sentence, divinely rules and
vonclucts [the city of man).” Divinely here is not an unintended
word. [n recalling the divination upon which the gentiles base their
polity (that is, the whole process of thought that makes the pun
o divinityfindefinite a telling one), this phrase also prepares us
tor the following great summation, in which God or divine
(rovidence plays a nonexistent role:

It is true that men have themselves made this world of nations (and we
tovk this as the first incontestable principle of our Science, since we
ilespaired of finding it from the philosophers and philologists} but this world
wilhout doubt has issued from a mind often diverse, at times quite contrary,
and  always superior to the particular ends that men had proposed to
ihinselves; which narrow ends, made means to serve wider ends, it has always
employed to preserve the human race upon this earth. Men mean to gratify
theic bestial Tust and abandon their offspring, and they inaugurate the
chastity of marriage from which the families arise. The fathers mcan to
cxercise without restraint their paternal power over their clients, and they
subject them to the civil powers from which the cities arise. . . . [Here follows
a series of parallel sentences, each beginning by saying that men mecan to do
what they did.] The nations mean to dissolve themselves, and their remnants
llce for safety to the wilderness, whence, like the phoenix, they risc again.
That which did all this was mind, for men did it with intelligence; it was not
late, for they did it by choice; not chance, for the results of their always so
acting are perpetually the same, {par. 1108)

In one thing above all else is man’s indefinite mind definite: in
its intention fo be, an intention which is the zero point of man’s
existence. Human intclligence means for Vico the willed perpe-
tration, the constantly experienced order of being. The collective
human fate is far from a simple choice over extinction. [t entails
the historical creation (also constantly experienced) of an order of
meaning different from (hence gentile—ic., the world of the
gentes and families) the order of God’s sacred history. Man’s
beginning is a transgression; and so long as man exists, the fact of
his existence asserts the beginning-as-transgression.
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Yoo Vico i ton hanes 1o Ty senses 1a phore titne il
diversity. Ths priomtive avapes ae conceved as aving, begun
gentile world, but nor wich having presceibed all s Lo
deve]opments. When he sys thrat “mind did all_ehis {imeamny
human history), he is saying that human history is an ordec ol
repetition, not of spontancous and perpetual originalicy. The
retically, repetition implics sameness; but practically, as one looks,
around, onc sees difference: different idecas, men, countries,
habits, languages. Repetition is a reasonable idea, and it accounts
for Vico’s reduction of ail history to a recurrent set of thtes
unvarying cycles, the ages of gods, heroes and men. And yer, ne
fact, differénce or diversity is the detail-like the paralle! and
wildly varying etymologics of the same words in differen
languages—that is the wnreasonable chaotic reality implied by
reason. The curious coming and going in Vico’s The New Scieni v
between the relatively uninteresting sterility of the thre2 cycles
and the really powerful community of intractable human detal
which Vico pours out with that unstinting philological zeal of hix
might very well have been of the kind Samuel Butler imagined o1
the Erewhonian Colleges of Unreason. “Unreason,” the college
maintain, “‘is a part of reason; it must therefore be allowed its full
share in stating the initial conditions.””* Mind for Vico determines
the choice men make when they make decisions, and also 1t
determines the “perpetually sane” results. Analyzed further, the
statement says that choice (not fate) makes as many different
decisions as there are occasions. In their staggering variety they
appear irrational—but only until their unrcasonable chanciness is
reduced to a sct of categories (the three cycles) that seem after the
fact to repeat a finite pattern of sameness ad infinitum. After that
they appear rational.

If the second tributary impulse of Vico's thought aids us
methodologically to apprehend a collective human fate that
embraces reason on the one hand and unreason on the other hand,
his third impulse is to find a mode of expression in which to
deliver his idcas. For the modern reader The New Science is not a
tidy book, and its often postponed arrival at any sort of
conclusion makes it perhaps a bad example of expository prose.
Nevertheless, let us allow Vico to state his views on what he is
doing:

There must in the nature of human institutions be a mental language

common to all nations, which uniformly grasps the substance of things
feasible in human social life and expresses it with as many diverse
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e lihicatinns s thewe same 1||i|||.u iy ave diviiw wapred b A pond ol 1hos s
Al ed |ly pln\u‘ll:.\ ar masine of wllg.u et lown, i whin b "|1|n*|r.|||li.||]l,r the
sor meanings lind s many diverse expiesnss as there alioms ancient
ad mdern. This commaon wental Linguage 0 proper to o Science, by
whose light scholars will be enabled 0 constroct o mental vocubulary

comnnmon to all the various articulate languages living and dead. . .. As far as
e small erudition will permit, we shall muake use of this vocabulary in all the
meatters we discuss, {par. 161)

Vico’s subject matter is viewed as a language, not as a series of
vvents that actually took place. He posits a kind of concordance
Letween “things feasible in human social life” and a set of
conceptual formulations already existing in the mind. Just as what
Vica clsewhere calls “the quasi-divine nature of mind” has an
meducible tendency to move itself, to transform its concepts
mventively, this ingegno in mind virtually creates new social
crcnmstances which express it., Yet his insistence upon the
common and the feasible emphasizes Vico’s belief that mind is a
lmite set of possibilities, capable of many many combinations and
permutations, all of which are kept from infinite multiplicity by
mternal restraints. In short, he is arguing that although man’s mind
« capable of so many transformations as to be inventive and
creative, it is also restrained finally by its own rules based on the
need for human community and social order. Those rules
puarantee the endurance of man upon earth.

Consequently, The New Science never loses sight of its
mtention to describe man among men. Vico’s “small erudition”
extended into several disciplines and languages: he therefore could
write for and about the community of men. He was being
consistent with his ambitions as a professor, set out with unusual
cloquence as far back as 1708 in his De nostri temporis studiorum
natione. 1f the structure of The New Science is unusual ac all, it is
because at the level of the individual sentence and at the level of a
section Vico is trying to describe the multitiered, but organized,
realms of mind. His account of poetic morals, for example, goes
from start to finish by describing the development of “virtues”
from the most simple to the most complex; whereas in the next
chapter, on postic economy, Vico repeats the progression from
simple to complex using different materials and arriving at a
different sort of *poetic” structure. While all these sections can
only be comprehended sequentially, by means of the parallels,
correspondences, and allusions among them Vico aims to render
them as though they occurred simultaneously.
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The Joon ol Voo™ anenbow i los wotiag s the Table, whach

is strictly speaking no hedoceal nanative, nor an cataely
fanciful invention, nor an animportant embellishmene of manal
(as it was to many ol his contemporaries). ‘The fable s |Ibl|l|||
languagc it is communal, it has a kind of repeacable origin: |]||y n
is autochthonous that is, it is set in a Hp(‘(,lfl(. Illatm) arid

language. When Vico recounts Homer’s description of Achillew
shield or the fable of Cadmus, he calls them repilogamenti delly
storia poetica {(Vico’s English translators render repilogamenti s
epitomes, not entirely an accurate choice, as I shall show in .
moment). This is very different from the kind of attitude towur
Greek myth one finds in Porphyry or Henry Reynolds, {
example. Vico maintains that these fables recapitulate, in com
pressed language, general stages of real history. He ridicules none
other than Erasmus for actually believing that Cadmus' fable
“contains the story of the invention of letters by Cadmus” (par.
679). What the repilogamenti are valuable for is that they arc
recapitulations (not symbols, nor epitomes} by the Grecks
themselves of their own history. These fables, therefore: {a) usc a
language that is at once historical and transparently belonging to
“the mental language common to all nations”; (b) possess a
particular narrative logic of their own so far as events in the story
are concerned, although they are generally true to the main stages
through which a period of history passed; {c} are original
creations, and yet have neither a particular individual author nor
any pretense to being more than rewritings of popular legend.
Above all, the repilogamenti recapitulate history in such a way as
to make that history available, through the disseminating power of
“a common mental language,” to subsequent generations and
other races.
One especially Vichian irony must be noted. Repilogamenti is
a word related in its root to our word epilogue. How does one
account for the conflation here of Vico’s thinking about begin-
nings and origins with his interest in a genre whose aim is to
recapitulate in a final sense? I think Vico considered such peculiar
human constructs as fables to possess the kind of primitive
freshness that we still associate with folktale and legend, as well
as a kind of imtentional power for generality and truth that we
normally associate with the classical historians or with the great
national epics. Insofar as they are written—or at any rate,
disseminated in time—the repilogamenti therefore cry out for
decipherment and study. Because of their privileged position at
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hie hegronmy momentsof huweon aconding they e alsa prosleped
'.Illl]t'(th |.n| I.IIl' .‘\Illli}". II'nIl'I'tl_ th 4ol tha |III.|| }:1|.|| al '-|||III\".
cven il they are oot histoncally “true A Vica says i the Tirst
wntence of his essay on Liaghier, oo cantrast man's inventive
Laculeies with truth is absurd. Min's tlluimng, creative power is his
first and  using the word in its double sense of “dominant” and
“heginning”—his principal gift.® All his subsequent efforts as a
thinker should be directed at trying ultimately to understand chat
pift. In the words of Holderlin:

Was der Alten Gesang von Kindern Gottes geweissagt,
Siche! wir sind es, wir; Frucht von Hesperien ists.*®

Vico’s thought, as I have so far described it, is extraordinarily
useful at this stage in that it parallels my key arguments
throughout the preceding five chapters. Here is a schematic list of
seven Vichian signposts that have helped me, from the beginning,
to discuss beginnings and to sketch a method.:

a.  The initial distinction between the gentile or historical and the
sacred or original —paralleling my distinction between beginning and
an origin.

b.  The combination in intellectual work of a special, idiosyncratic
problem and a very strong interest in human collectivity a
combination that occurs in this text from the beginning,

c. An acute awareness not only of genealopical succession (except as
its biological foundations abviously persist}, but also of parallelism,
adjacency, and complementarity —that is, all those relationships that
emphasize the lateral and the dispersed rather than the linear and
the sequential.

d. A central interplay between bepinning and repetition, or between
beginning and beginning-again.
e, Language as rewriting, as history conditioned by repetition, as

encipherment and dissemination—the instability, and the richness,
of a text as practice and as idea,

f.  Topics for critical analysis that do not fall neatly into the
categories of commentary, chronicle, or thematic tracings.

2 The bepinping in writing as inaugurating and subsequently main-
taining another order of meaning from previous or already existing
writing- Here, once again, the distinction (made in 4, above) between
gentile and sacred becomes relevant.

*What of the children of God was foretold in the songs of the ancients{Look, we are ir,
ourselves; fruit of Hesperia it is!””
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Vico’s own beginning, he rells us over and over again in Vi
Autobiography, is himsclf. For he was preeminendy an aucodida
(autodidascolo); this is the honarific title bestowed upon him by
his friend Gregorio Caloprese.” Everything he learned, he learned
for and by himself; he secems to have been convinced of tun
individuality and strength of mind from his carliest days, and mas
of the time his Autobiography is an account of this self-learning.
But, as Croce suggests,® it is valuable to read the Autobiography in
the spirit of The New Science, and to do this one can begin by
performing an interesting exercise on the term autodidact in tiw
manner of The New Science. ‘

The first investigative step is always philological, says ¥ico. In
other words, a ward has to be examined for its shades of meaning,
and so we turn immediately to his philological account in The
New Science. There he tells us that the second principal aspect of
The New Science is a philosophy of authority. Now, authority, as
a word, has for its original meaning “property.” The rcason for this,
Vico goes on to say (par. 386), is that auctor certainly comes from
autos, which equals proprius or suus ipsius. Keeping in mind the
starting point of our discussion here—the term autodidact,
particularly the prefix axto, and its application to Vico the
man—we look next to paragraph 388, where Vico tells us that
human authority, in the full philosophical sense of the phrase, “is
the property of human nature which not even God can take from
man without destroying him. . .. This authority is the free use of
the will, the intellect, on the other hand, being a passive power
subject to truth.” Thus in calling himself an autodidact Vico is
insisting with philological astuteness on the self teaching itself
with the authority—which is its property—of its humanity; and
this human property resides completely in an exercise of will, or
conation. When one learns something, one first performs an act
of will, becausc only by intending or willing to learn can one learn.

That, however, is only half of teaching, because in becoming
conscious of what one learns (for one cannot learn and be
unconscious of it) one is doing something more. In distinguishing
both the object of will and the will itself, the mind achieves
consciousness (conscienza); the completion, therefore, of the act
of teaching is when the principle that underlies consciousness is
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understond  as privciple, when dee omsment principle 1
destracted by inducoon bram the s onncmmaess tes the intellece,
Hence videre of cogitare, Then we have sowence (seienza), or erath,
o philosophy. Thus the Tull sense ot the word artodidact includes
the whole process just described, which, when it ts philologically
tahen, is couscienza, and, when the principle is grasped philo-
wophically, is scienza. What Vico is trying to describe is the mind
m its double aspect of active conation {or will} and reflective
wiellect, the mind both acting and observing itself acting. One can
hwest describe this, I think, as a voluntary mental action simul-
rancously reflected upon.

A great deal more, however, necds to be said of this “free use
ol the will” which is the active aspect of the mind. Let us return
to the middle of the Autobiography. Vico had by this time
decided that he was neither a materialist nor a Cartesian, at least
msofar as either of those philosophics could be construed as
denying the mind and its ideas on the one hand, or, on the other,
positing the mind as the foundation of empirial science. What
Cartesians and materialists would not acknowledge is that the
world of nature, the world of natural objects that one presumes to
have been made, is the artifact of God—or, if not of God, then
certainly not of man. One thinks here of Dr. Johnson disproving
Bishop Berkeley “thus”-by kicking that so obviously present
stone, Objective nature is impenetrable—not, as Descartes believed,
penetrable by .the cogitating ego. The arrogant René (who is
roughly handled by Vico) is extremely ahistorical, even
antihistorical; for armed with the tools of science and mathe-
matics, Descartes was wont to declare: Who needs the humanistic,
historical disciplines? There is the mind and its science, the world
and God: that is all.

Vico’s criticisms were directed at Descartes’s concept of the
“thinking mind”: what it perceives is no doubt certain, says Vico,
and what is certain to it is therefore true for it. But this is not
nature. For the act of perception involves (as we saw earlier) a
beginning act of will, and who is foolish enough to claim that
nature depends on human will for its reality ? If one were simply to
face a table, one could will all one liked and the table would neither
move nor change thereby, for effectively it has only presence, and
neither beginning nor end; the tragicomedy arising from such
ineffectual self-delusion carried to an optimistic extreme is the
essence of Voltaire’s Candide, The table is simply a table, the world
is the world. One can presume, however, that for God, so great
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and eHective anace ol waill s posable Tloe Vicaoells us than ta
world 15 God’s percepiiony which means that by s authorina
act of divine appropriation in the heginning God made the worll

What emerges from all this is that (@) perception fromth
beginning involves creation and (b) human perception involves
creation of quite another sort thau the kind God performs, o1t
performed, in order to create nature from the beginning. Vico here
talks of “investigating the wisdom of the ancients” under Bacon'
supremely intelligent aegis, only to discover that among thr
ancient Egyptians it had been believed that “‘the instrument with
which nature makes everything was the wedge, and this was wha
they meant their pyramids to signify. Now the Latins called natwnr
ingenium, whose principal property is sharpness; thus intimating
that nacure forms and deforms every form with the chisel of air."
Vico then goes on to discuss the etymological relationship
between ingenium (‘“‘nature’’), anima (“air”), and mens (“thought™).
This is, to us, a curious alchemical exercise, but it is highly
suggestive because, as usual, Vico’s etymologies lead us back to the
mind. In this “fabulous” Egyptian story Vico begins to detect &
historical prejudice, which is based, in the case of the Egyptians,
on ignorance, and, when it appears centuries later in Descartes's
thought, on arrogance. The prejudice is that men have always
wanted to believe that they have understood nature and its
creation, and that in some way nature corresponds to them, or thai
it depends on them. Because each successive generation of men
provides a different theory for expressing this prejudice {and one
perceives the differences in the philological and histerical varia
tions of the words used to formulate the theory), one knows
instantly that what appears certain to one group of minds is not
true for another which is separated from the first in time and
space. So that what for the Latins had been nature (ingenium} and
air (anima) has become for us ingenuity and spirit, Vico tells us
that he had learned to see men as they were, as both the creatures
and the creators of their beliefs, from Tacitus. He keeps implicitly
insisting that Descartes’s arrogance stems from his inability to sce
the obvious historical lesson to be learned from someaone like
Tacitus, that René’s theories are but a historical episode,

From Plato, however, Vico had learned that metaphysical
abstractions exist, if only because all men, at all times, have
believed in an cternal idea, if only an cternal idea of their own
mind. One can read history as a study in the eternal persistence of
the idea of man’s mind; and that idea, when it is temporally
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vonstdeeed (which bas co aboowih the wonld ol sanrare only aca
ot ol parallel toa), hecomes merate sy On occasion, Vico
vowont o characterize man®s dvaeas deading with the outside of
thimgs, with cheir sorface conbnmtes and Torms; God, on the
ather hand, deals with things from within, because he truly made
them from within'® Since the idea 1s an idea of man’s mind, and
ance the idea persists in different forms, a true historian can view
lisrory .which man makes—from the perspective of eternal, or
cver-present, or inner persistence. History then becomes the mind
vonsidered as synchronous structure (an ideal persistent archi-
recture}, as the inner form of man’s activity, and as diachronous
modality, or temporal modifications, or sequential continuity:
above all, it is necessary to understand that history is neither one
nor the other exclusively.

At this point in the Autobiography Vico rclates how he
lormulated all of this into a proper metaphysics. Two of his
rommentators, Croce and H. P. Adams, characterize this meta-
physics as fantastical.!’ Their reason for so calling it is that, in
furmulating it, Vico first confused the two Zenos (the Eleatic and
the Stoic) and then proceeded to propound what he considered to
be the Zenoistic theory of points, which is a peculiar hodgepodge
of shrewdness and fantasy. But as Vico himself said, just because a
belief is fantastic to us now does not mean that that belief did not
scrve some valid purpose for the mind that created it and held it:
this is the most insistent lesson of his historiography. And while
the theory is quasi-mathematical, Vico transposes it into meta-
physical doctrine. At its simplest, the theory argues that just as in
geometry one can posit a hypothetical beginning point fram which
lines can be extended (the point remaining a postulate, but one
which is valid becausc all lines arc divisible into infinitesimal
indivisible points), so too in metaphysical terms one can posit a
beginning point which is neither entirely mind (or abstraction) nor
matter (or concreteness). The so-called metaphysical point then
becomes conation—what in this book I have been calling beginning
intention—which in history is human will, understoocd both
temporally and absolutely. Human will, we recall, is the property
of humanity, and as such it is radically less effective than divine
will; but it is nonetheless an imperfect model of divine will, albeit
an imperfect one. It needs to be said that Vico realizes that, when
one perceives the obvious fact that the theory of metaphysical
points is only a theory—which assures us once again that it has a
temporal meaning (for Vico himself) and an eternal or philo-
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God, conceived ol s pure mind, wills intentionally, and then
mateer of nature comnes it existence Trom that beginning ac al
will. Man, in his wmind, wills intenconally, and thensnot natwe,
but a different version of it comes into existence from tha
beginning or intentional act of will. Thus we see that the doctrine
of metaphysical points is in fact fantastic or fictional—if onc can
use such terms without implying rational superiority to them
becausc it is human and therefore inadequate, plainly so. (Indeud,
Vico had used just that word—fictional—in his Wisdom of the
Ancient Italians of 1710.'*) Human will, or conation, then, is
precisely like an initial, or beginning, or inaugural wedge between
man and nature. That is why every metaphysical theory attempis
intellectual mastery of impenetrable nature and succeeds only in
providing a certain but different version of nature, which the minl
then pronounces to be true. Thus human intellectual activity is, to
use Coleridge's terms in the thirtcenth chapter of the Biographia
Literaria, “a repetition in the finite mind of the eternal act of
creation in the infinite I AM.”"® When God says cogito ergo sum,
he wills himself into material and spiritual existence. When man
says it at the beginning, he wills only himself and his world—quite
another thing—into existence. From a reflective, historical stand
point, all human things (or institutions) are, from the beginning,
created by the mind, mind understood as that which can begin
intentionally to act in the world of men.

Vico’s entire reasoning is therefore comparative {because it
compares itself to the wholly true thinking of God) and at the
same time is based on acknowledged inadequacy (because God
succeeds in influencing nature, whereas man succeeds only in
influencing himself). The only time man is more successful than
not in his creation is when he reasons geometrically, in the
analytic manner of Descartes and Arnauld. There one has mind,
conation, and the geometric object which has been willed into
existence; but what a far cry from a meadow or a tree is a line or a
surface! Geometrical thought is almost ridicuously limited, and
man is far too alive and active to be restricted to that sort of
accuracy. Because of his humanity, man continues to will, and his
whole universe is created by him; but his universe is the world of
institutions and of history, whose record is one of unending failure
to create a permanent, sequential, or orderly world.

The modes of geometrical ressoning are used necvertheless
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commprehensive desonpion ol a painting that s aselt almose
mcredibly detailed, then proceeds o rehearse many indisputable
axioms, and finally runs through a series of proofs that illustrate
andd support certain major principles. But the book is eminently
critical of itself and of human reasoning: notice that the first few
axioms pronounce the mind to be weak and inadequate. Within
the mind’s limitations, The New Science aspires to the same
vlegance and severity in describing human affairs that geometry
possesses in describing the figures with which it is concerned. An
organic unity thus binds the ambitions of The New Science to
Vico’s career as a professor of eloquence and as skillful and subtle
lowyer: there is always present a concern for separating the
configurations of a certain truth from falsehood and for describing
those configurations as skillfully and as intensely as possible. But
because the mind is weak and inadequate, as Vico says so very
often, The New Science is to be read as an aspra e continova
meditazione an the limitations of the mind. The great achievement
of The New Science is that within those very severe limitations a
great many modifications are possible and discernible once the
beginning will to begin is exercised. This accounts for the book’s
astonishing subtlety and variety. What needs emphasis, however, is
Vico’s passionate concern with the fundamentally severe and
cconomical operations of the autedidactic humanistic mind.

This concern, then, condones, even requires, the application of
The New Science to the Autobiography and vice versa. For the
Autobiography is Vico’s history of himself viewed temporally as a
series of successive episodes in the life of a thinker, and The New
Seience is a history of the modifications of man’s mind viewed in
their eternal aspect—as an enduring thought. Yet neither book
portrays and employs the mind in only one of these two aspects.
It is just that Vico uses the outer structure of etymological
philology or sequential reasoning in the Autobiography, and the
outer structure of geometric or philosophical reasoning in The
New Science. Croce quite aptly says that the Autobiography is
written in the spirit of The New Science;** but the converse is no
less true. As Aucrbach, Vico's principal and most profound
literary student, says, “che simple fact [is] that a man’s work
stems from his existence and that consequently everything we can
find out about his life serves to interpret the work.”'* Thus in the
Autobiography one notes Vico's search for what he so suggestively
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The New Science one nates the temporal suceession of vvents, 1l
three ages of man. The hegnmng s an intentional reconcilian
between temporality and universality.

The common background of the two books can now be sl.llul
as follows. Confronted with the objective presence of nature aml
the very subjective presence of human thought, Vico’s problem
like Descartes’s, Spinoza’s, and Leibnitz's, was to bring thuw
opposites together in a meaningful relationship. The mind
however, can be finally certain only of itself, and then unly
conditionally: certainty implies knowledge that comes from
having observed, and observation implies will. But will is pract
ically appetitive, and it is soon discovered that intellectual will 11
little real effect on nature, Human will has, to be sure, a real effed
on what is intellectual and human; yet the substance of thought is
sense perception, which is recorded in the mind as imagery of one
kind or another. Men, however, are gifted with language; anl
language, because it is associated with the mind, expresses the
result of sense perception. Thus Vico is able to postulate .
primitive man who, like a child, made sounds that resembled hi
sense impressions as closely as possible. Each linguistic expression
represents a beginning act of choice, of will, for in making a seund
man is confirming a sense impression, becoming conscious of it.

History’s records are primarily verbal: language itself is the
foremost historical document. This Vico knew bath by training
and from common sense. Yet his early training in Naples alwayy
lefe him dissatisfied; he felt, he implies, that the traditional
manner of study was far too stylized and superficial. Left to his
own resources, Vico, like the primitive men he was to describe in
The New Science, discovered the basically utilitarian inner
function of language, which is to make man’s impressions of the
world intelligible to him. Understanding means defining and
restricting, it means isolating the essential from among a welter of
tumbling impressions. In the very act of understanding the world,
man is in reality understanding himself. The language that a man
speaks, then, makes the man, and not man the language.

The most overwhelming sense impression, the one closest to
man, is that of man’s body. The human body is the first object of
knowledge, but it is not the only one. There are mountains and
trees, the sky, water, land, cthunder and lightning, and other men.
How, then, is one to describe the mind’s apprehension of all these
competing natural objects? How is one to describe —from the point
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the britlant cconainy of Vica's philosophy, which has the
preatest value methodologically for the argument of the present
work, lies in the fact that Vico proves essential inadequacy, not
wmply in terms of self-aggrandizing abstractions (which he uses in
lus fantastic metaphysics), but in terms of dramatic images that
convey in their concreteness and their desperation the operations
of the human mind as a pathetic and yet grand wedge differ-
ritiating at the very outset between the encroachments of the
divine and the natural.

These threatening encroachments are described by Vico as the
result of a divinely willed flood, which I take to be an image for
the inner crisis of self-knowledge that each man must face at the
very beginning of any conscious undertaking. The analogy in
Vico’s Autobiography of the universal flood is the prolonged
personal crisis of self-alienation from full philosophical knowledge
and self-knowledge that Vico faces until the publication of his
muajor work, The New Science. The minor successes of his
orations, his poems, and his treatises reveal bits of the truth to
him, but he is always striving with great effort to come literally
into his own. The result of all his learning—the Autobiography
artfully wishes us to believe—is The New Science, a major work
that puts all his earlier life and work in proper perspective, as well
as providing the beginning for a novel, rational method of further
study. The important fact is that Vico the autodidact teaches
himself everything, and not until he has a viable universal law
formulated in The New Science can his autodidacticism be said to
have reached its objective. In The New Science the first men, those
imaginative poetic characters, are in a state of unconscious ferality
until the flashes of lightning, glimmers of some far-distant sense of
unified truth, begin. They create Jove in their image. But this is
not enough: they have been animallike in their huge passions, their
ways have been undisciplined and furious. They create a whole
world of gods or words or images that correspond to each act of
self-discipline, each act of self-conscious choice that carries with it
a whole burden of guilt and inadequacy. Theirs is a poetic world
where poetic is an adjective the Vico intends in three ways: as
imagistic and hence inadequate, as creative and hence human and
grand, and as descriptive of the beginning.
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passage from the secoud hook ol The Newr Seience, Vico piuses to
describe this “poctic cconomy.”™ Man, he says, has to make hinsolf
inte a figurc\tlmt cconomically matches the world he has credted
(note the two Latin words whose meaning he ponders):

The herces apprehended with human senses those two truths whidh
make up the whole of economic doctrine, and which were preserved in the
two Latin verbs educere and educare. In the prevailing best usage the first of
these applies to the education of the spirit and the second to that of the
body. The first, by a learned metaphor, was transferred by the naturd
philosophers to the bringing forth of forms fram matter. For herole
education began to bring forth in a certain way the form of the human soul
which had been completely submerged in the huge bodies of the giants, and
began likewise to bring forth the form of the human body itself in its just
dimensions from the disproportionate giant bodies. (par. 520)

Like these first men, Vico was an autodidact: he has applied to
himself the meanings of educare and educere. By extracting his
body out of a gigantic object of awe-inspiring signification, man
places his bodily person as an object among objects. And by
extracting his soul out of the welter of matter, he has perceived a
form that inheres in and yet overrides the world of objects. Man,
in short, has become a historic being—in the two senses, temporal
and eternal, of that word. He has become a historic object and, in
his soul, an eternal or formal one. This, after all, is autodidacticism
in the most profound sense. Man, Vico, has become a philological
object and a philosophical one at the same time. Similarly, the
beginning has become the same sort of object.

1V

Vico’s way of pairing philology with philosophy—in The New
Science the terms are almost always used side by side—suggests the
necessary complementarity of the two sciences. Not only are they
close because love motivates the adherents of both—or because
“conceit” is an affliction their adherents both share—but also
because philosophy deals with the true, philology with the certain.
These are subjects that Vico intends us to see as practically close:
both the true and the certain lay claim to belief, both to urgency,
both to conviction—most of all, both to man’s mind, which can,
and ought, to live with both. When reflected upon, human
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philology in his survey “The Stady Merthods of Ome Time”
Because he was a prolessor ol elogquence, he averred, he could
survey all the sciences of his tme, But why do so, and what is the
connection  between pmfcssing L‘I()quvncc and bf:ing able to

oversee all learning?

In answer, 1 wili say: As G. B. Vico, | have no concern; but as a
professor of eloquence, great concern in this undertaking, Our ancestors, the
lounders of this University [of Naples] clearly showed, by assigning the
professor of eloquence the task of delivering every year a speech exhorting
vur students to the study of the principles of various sciences and arts, that
they felt he should be well versed in all fields of knowledge. Nor was it
without reason that the great man, Bacon, when called upon to give advice to
James, King of Enpland, concerning the organization of a university, insisted
that young scholars should not be admitted to the study of eloquence unless
they had previously studied their way through the whole curriculum of
learning.

What is eloquence, in effect, but wisdom, ornately and copiously
delivered in words appropriate to the common opinion of mankind? Shall the
professor of eloguence, to whom no student may have access unless
previcusly trained in all sciences and arts, be ignorant of those subjects which
are requited by his teaching duties? The man who is deputed to exhort young
students to grapple with all kinds of disciplines, and to discourse about their
advantages and disadvantages, so that they may attain those and escape these,
should he not be competent to expound his optnions on such knowledge?'®

Eloquence is what makes possible an understanding of the true
and the certain: this is what Vico seems to be saying. Eloquence
invalves not only the best use of words, but also their most
copious articulation. Thus, since philosophy and philology must
employ words, Vico saw his role as professor of eloquence as
providing a place, almost literally, for philosophy and philology to
enrich one another. And that place was language—or more
specifically, Vico’s own copious, eloquent discourse. Later in the
above oration Vico insists that he speaks as he does without “the
desire to diminish the prestige of a colleague or to place myself in
the spotlight.”!” In a certain scnse, Vico’s authority as the maker
of copious discourse rises above his personality; [ think, too, that
Vico's claims for impartiality are strengthened by his lifelong
attempts to subordinate the contingencies of time to the universal
laws governing human history. His audience, he says in a lecter to
Bernardo Maria Giacco on October 25, 1725, is among the very
largest, most noble, most greathearted, most learned.’® And yet,
in every one of his works, Vico’s human authority, his character or
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For not only is the subject matier of Vieo's discourse new, Tan
also the tone is wovel, the organization cceentric, aml th
digressions central. One sees at work a stdbborn intellvi
prodigiously learned and well versed in the ucademic traditon .
his time, but homemade, original, quirky in its undercaking.

The use of the word method to describe Vica’s procedure has
to everyone {Vico himself not excepted) seemed fairly inaccuran
It is not just that as he grew older Vico opposed his “topical”
manner to the Cartesian-Port-Royal geometric method. Tl
opposition was methodical and polemical, by which the “jnvewm
ion” of arguments around a subject exposed the thinncss ol
straight deduction;'® Vico's circular manner as I have described
in the first and third sections of this chapter pitted the wealth vl
human diversity against the poverty of philosophy mathematically
considered. But not just all that. Vico’s obsession with details,
each of which confirmed, even if it obscured, the human histori !
presence—this obsession itself also obscured method. When e
argued for a new science, or for a considered rational appraisal ul
contemporary methods of study, Vico’s tendency was to turn
away from schematic mechods that could be lifted out of his text,
instead, he advocated wideness of scope, broad comparisons, the
love of detail linked to large universal principles—all intended
load down schemata beyond usefulness. The power of Vico's
rhetoric always takes one away from method, rationalistially
considered, to knowedge as pathos, invention, imagination—with
their pitfalls unobscured.

And such a route returns the rcader, as it does Vice, to
language, which is where Vico teaches us always to begin. After
describing his six orations, delivered “at the annual opening of
studies in the Royal University,” Vico concludes in the Auto-

biography:

Whence Vico proves that the pain of our corruption must be headed by
virtue, knowledge, and eloquence; for through these three things only does
one man feel the same as another. This brings Vico to the end of the various
studies, and fixes the point of view from which he considers the order of
study. He shows that as languages were the most powerful means for setting
up human society, so the studies should begin with them, since they depend
altogether on memory which in childhood is marvelously strong.2®

Hence eloquence standing at the end of a sequence recapitulating
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oy and seraction e Lagrage ol cdnld are the beginmng,
toth perminals are contained Voo wants us 1o believe in the
pradually developing, exemplary discourse of fiv work. As an
wetanee there is thiss “From the time of the fiest oration of which
o have spoken, it is evident both in it and in all that
tollowed . .. that Vico was agitating in his mind a theme both new
md prand, to unite in one principle all knowledge human and
dvme."?! The ceaseless activity of mind delivers language and is
dvhvered by and in language, Vico’s own, and it is precisely this
tlar characterizes Vico’s novelty and originality.

liverywhere in Vico’s work there is to be found the sometimes
puadoxical play between, on the one hand, learning, tradition,
lustory, method, pedagogy -in short, applied and pure reason in all
(heir dynastic forms—and, on the other hand, originality, person-
ality, the marvelous, detailed, and often heroic style in all its
depersed forms. This interplay, in addition to the hortatory
mclination of his every sentence, puts Vico very close to
ltuusseau, his near-contemporary. Both men write as teachers to
the world at large, each appealing in his own style to a valorized
personal experience as a support for theoretical arguments. Like
Vico, Rousseau is interested in the conjunction of language, at its
wource in human experience, with passion. And if we compare
Rousseau’s pedagogical programs in Emile with Vico’s, the
resemblances are more striking still, since in both men there is a
subtle interplay of traditional authority with a sort of humanistic
quasi freedom. The purpose of education, says Rousseau, is to
produce men (“en sortant de mes mains . .. il sera premi¢rement
homme”*%3; what is crucial is to adapt educational schemes to
men, and not vice versa (“appropriez ’education de I'homme i
I'homme, et non pas A ce qui n’est point lui”?? ). The principle of
all human action, Rousseau continues, is the will of a free man,*
which is not to say, however, that philosphers know what that
means.?* Rather, we must remember the animistic philosophy of
primitive men—here Rousseau’s image exactly resembles Vico’s
gigante—and that although man begins to think with difficulty,
once he bepgins he never stops.?® As for language, it is best that the
child be founded in only one, so that copiousness of linguistic
knowledge be something he learns as he matures.?”

All these norions, so similar to Vico’s, are rooted in Rousseau’s

*when he leaves my care . . . he will be first of all a man™
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“Péxiste, or ' oo sens [ I('\l.]llll.'lh J& suis alfecrés. Vol by
premitre  vérite qui me bappe et 3 laguelle e suis Tor
d’acquicscer.” ' Yer immediately aftee nu tking such an .l”lllu
ation Rousscau, unlike Vico, cxpresses doubt whether his sense ol
his own existence is anything more than mere sensation. For th
doubt is what it comes to in Roussecau, whereas for Vi,
education, or self-education, brings out mind from the body, 1hus
assuring mind of a real existence. Not that mind is independeni ot
sensations; racher, mind for Vico, even while it is derived fram (he
immediacy of sense experience, can enjoy a continuity, s
coherence, a style of its own. It is precisely this duration of mind
in the world, after the beginning in animistic sensation, tlu
underlies Vico's method in The New Science. On the other hanil,
Rousseau’s discourse deliberately refrains from taking that parta
ular step in that certain direction.

Both mid-eighteenth-century writers, however, appeal in an
enormously important, urgent manner away from traditiotal
learning and toward personally learned certainties, Hf Vico is the
quasi-medieval scholar in his recondite learning, and Rousscan
seems the relentless amateur, what is true of both men is the
carned authority of each as a writer whose experience iv
tnstructive as well as exemplary for having done things on his oun.
In both men, method is self-taught and, more important,
self-tcaching. Together they symbolize the great shift in
knowledge away from dynastic continuity and toward that of
radical discontinuity, toward that mode in which the beginning of
intellectual work and writing cannot be detached either from
thought about or the actval activity of beginning.*® More
over—and this is, I think, especially true of Vico—the
“scientific” or methodological innovation of each derives from
urging upon his readers something more like a constant experience
of self-teaching than a schematic para-Cartesian method. Both men
gain in importance for what their discourses silently make possible
in later writers. Vico’s I believe to be the more instructive case for
what it means now to begin a course of reflective study, especially
since his appeal as a writer is especially relevant to readers for
whom (as for me)} the beginning is principally an activity of
reconstruction, repetition, restoration, redeployment.

In everything I have so far said, whether about Vico or about

*+ exist, and I have sensuous faculties by which [ am affected. That is the tirst truth
that strikes me, and to which | must submit.”
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Ner Seferiee s ks ol the newness ol abter v cather thon (he
newness of Edenic immediacy, While Vico never says that he is
nysag by means ol schalivshap to resupply the world wich whae it
haw lose as a resule of cither of those two great diminishments, the
Fall or the Flood, the first, far more obscurely than the second,
haanes all his pages. His laborious commentary on the allegorical
hantispiece to The New Science includes this glossing passage on
the funerary urn that stands at picture center:

The second human institutien is budal. (Indeed humanifas in Latin
vames first and properly from humando, burying.) This institution is
winholized by a cinerary urn.... The vrn indicates also the origin among
the gentiles of the division of the fields to which is to be traced the
distinction of cities and peoples and finally nations. (par. 12)

The first institution is matrimony, but it ought not to be lost on
the reader that it is burial that for Vico gives rise to history, not
mere conjugation. The “giants’” who begin human history divide
the earth into intelligible physical, intellectual, and moral units;
their name (giants) is “a Greek word meaning ‘sons of the earth,’
i.c., descendants of those who have been buried” (par. 13). They
bury their ancestors because, unlike beasts, they maintain long
residence in a place, which to Vico signifies fear of the divine and
2 desire to hide. The giants cannot live surrounded by putrefying
corpses, so in burying them they undertake, for the first time in
human history, an intentional order by which the dead and the
living are related to ane another.

Hence they considered themselves noble, justly ascribing their nobility
in that first state of human institutions to their having been humanly
engendered in the fear of the divinity. From this manner of human
cngendering and not fom anything else, what is called human generation took
its name. (par. 13)

We must remember, too, that by generation Vico means
“parturition” as well as the act of bringing forth (educere/educare)
bodies of human, as opposed to gigantic, size. Adam, “‘the prince
of all mankind,” was of “proper size” because God made him so;
human beings, gentile descendants of the giants, are reduced by
their own effort to proper size, by the intentional beginning act of
will to have a history and a continuity or genealogy. This can only
come about when the masses of dcad bodies—Vico’s metaphor for
the undifferentiated, polymorphously perverse desire for that
unlimited presence which is ahistoric existence—are buried, and
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disappeared, Linguape hecomes possible. Becanse the dead, e
imagined as having tmmortal sauls extending, as it were, from the
past into the present, words then link man witly chings Ginnaan
cally (that is, by a sort of fictional process).

For that first language, spoken by the theological poets, was nn
language in accord with the nature of the things it dealt with {as must huwe
been the sacred language invented by Adam, to whom God granted divim
onomathesia, the giving of names according to the nature of each}, but wus »
fantastic speech making use of physical substances endowed with life aml
most of them imagined to be divine, {par. 401}

In time, language losses its fantastic quality, just as, analy
gously, men shrink from giant to human size. Vico is of coursw
describing shifts in perception by which the senses stop sceing
things as divinely original in order to begin secing them .n
humanly regular. From being fabulously extraordinary, men and
words become ordinary because they become human, continuous,
intelligible; yet such a shift is possible only because man effects it,
because he begins to effect it. In time, fantastic myths give way to
bloodless abstractions. Vico hints even that Adam and Noah are
apprehensible by man only as two versions of an abstract concept
called “‘the beginning.” Yet it is The New Science in whose
generous discursive and textual space the loss of vivacity and
immediacy accompanying the shift from divine originality to
human beginning is given acknowledgment. This is an achievement
I have kept in mind as I have been writing about beginnings.

v

A major thesis of this book is that beginning is a consciously
intentional, productive activity, and that, morcover, it is activity
whose circumstances include a sense of loss. Furthermcre, as
Vico’s New Science demonstrates, the activity of beginning
follows a sort of historical dialectic that changes its character and
meaning during the processes of writing and intellectual pro-
duction. Thus beginning has influences upon what follows from it:
in the paradoxical manner, then, according to which beginnings as
events are not necessarily confined to the beginning, we realize
that a major shift in perspective and knowledge has taken place.
The state of mind that is concerned with origins is, 1 have said,
theological. By contrast, and this is the shift, beginnings are
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dillerence st be nored boaetly hece smce i my discussions of
Freud and of modeen teses | have abeady examined one aspeet of
this difference in details a ln'glnuinp‘ intends meaning, but the
continuitics and methods developing from ie are generally orders
of dispersion, of adjacency, and of complementarity. A different
way of putting this is to say that whereas an origin centrally
dominates what derives from it, the beginning (especially the
modern beginning), encourages nonlincar development, a logic
piving rise to the sort of multileveled coherence of dispersion we
find in Freud’s text, in the texts of modern writers, or in
I‘'oucault’s archeological investigations.

To lay this difference at Vico’s feet is, if not an exaggeration,
then a way of recognizing how The New Science prophetically
suggests terms for comprehending a very modern polemic. When
Vico said that human comes from the root to bury, he might not
have realized that his humanistic philosophy contained in it the
clements of its own negation. To bury, in Vico's sense, is to
cngender difference; and to engender difference, as Derrida has
argued, is to defer presence, to temporize, to introduce absence.
As we saw, Vico connects human history with language, the
former having been made possible by the latter. What Vico oaly
hints at, however, is that language effectively displaces human
presence, just as history is engendered only by the burial (removal,
displacement) of immediacy. This act of deferring can be
understood as part of Vico's continuing attack upon Descartcs,
upon the centrality of the cogito, and upon geometric method.
When Vico speaks of a mental language common to all nations, he
is, therefore, asserting the verbal community binding men together
at the expense of their immediate existential presence to one
another. Such common language—which in modern writing has
appeared as Freud’s unconscious, as Orwell’s newspeak, as
Lévi-Strauss’s savage mind, as Foucault’s épistéme, as Fanon’s
doctrine of imperialism—defers the human center or cogito in the
{sometimes tyrannical) interest of universal, systematic relation-
ships. Participation in these relationships is scarcely voluntary,
only intermittently perceptible as participation in any egaliterian
sense, and hardly amenable to human scrutiny.

Humanism thus engenders its own opposite. I cannot here
discuss the implications of this, except methodologically, and only
in a limited way at that. In the United States and France during
the past decade there has been going on a unique, fairly
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widespread, otren mensely nithiane analysas af the situstion i ile
humanities, The Frend v quareel between wn mcreasigly inaindihb
academic establislonent, onoone side, and the New Criticrsan
literature, socialogy, anthropology, psychiatry, epistemaolopy, apl
ontology—on the other, hus centered on the human ‘content
subject of these humanistic disciplines. I simplify a very canmplh
debate (to which I have alluded in detail in chapter 5) i 1 say 1has
the general linc of French New Criticism has been entirely 1o
doubt and subsequently nullify the constitutive, authorizig
powers of the human subject in the so-called human scicnces
Instead of maintaining an unexamined core of “humanism’ s an
original validating center of the humanities (the ‘“‘old critical”
position, generally speaking), such writers as Barthes, ‘Foucaul
Derrida, and Lacan have contested that view with intricate sl
proliferating rules that account for human reality without recourw
to an originating, privi]eged human subject: this, of course, is ane
side of Vico’s “humanistic” science. These writers have sought
show that literature, psychology, philosophy, and language are ton
independent of direct and constant human intervention to be
reduced to the traditional creeds of humanism for explanation
understanding—that is, that these disciplines have acquired rule
governed lives of their own that include man while never beiny
subordinate to or dominated by him, nor, moreover, accessible 10
him by retrospection. Man is occasionally a measure of things, bu
by no means is he the measure. There are systems, distributions,
and structures that by virtue of sheer variety and nuambet
supersede the power of a dominating, permanent human center to
activate them; a whole new array of disciplines, concepts, and
orientations have appeared more adequate than the individual
cogito, and these have been contained by difficult technical
disciplines that proceed internally by discontinuous steps, not
humanistic beliefs. Unlike the futurists or the surrealists (despite
the latter’s asseverations to the contrary), the New Critics in their
work have claimed—correctly, 1 think—to occupy a political
position on the left.

In the United States the battle between the old and the new,
or the establishment and the countercultures, if it has had a focus
at all, has largely been concerned wich issues connected to the
politics of culture. The famous question of “relevance,” as much
as Lionel Trilling’s celebrated book Beyond Culture, or the truly
widely {and qualitatively) varied efforts of such radical or
revisionist writcrs as Theodore Roszak, Noam Chomsky, Gabriel
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Kodho, Loews Kampl, Hethert Maonse Sivan Sontag, anl nany
cthees, or the enterprasmg and specoalative citcean of men hke
e lrd  Poirier, Angus Flercher, Fredench Crews, andd Haraold
Woaom all these represent dilficultios Tor the taditonally bred
lmanist who attempts to emplay *school” knowledge to account
lon modern phenomena that either bypass or overwhelm that
hnowledge. These phenomena are of three sorts: sociopolitical
behavior not  explainable or understandable behavioristically;
aitistic activity that conforms to canons other than those of
practicable creativity, construction, or profit; and instances of an
mitellectual potential (conscious ar unconscious) whose experience
stubbornly resists the habitual categories of explanation based on
the stability of history and cogito. What was the general culture to
do: retrace its steps to traditional ideas, recoil in anger and
bewilderment, or meet the challenge with knowledge constructed
on new bases?

Of course, in the United States the Vietnam War and the
strong opposition to it provided an urgent setting for debate and
drew it forth. But a general difference between the American and
I'rench polemics, in my opinion, is that, so far as the human
scicnces are concerned, in France there have been sustained efforts
made to theorize and systematize the issues around which debate
has centered; whereas in the United States this has been far less
true (except, I think, in linguistics, owing largely to Chomsky’s
cxtraordinary labors), and for two reasons. The first is the
propensity, perhaps a national-cultural one, to avoid theory as a
subject pertaining to the study of humanism in general and of
literature in particular, Concerning the one influential (and
Canadian) exception—Northrop Frye's theory of literature and
criticism—I shall have something to say in a moment. Secondly,
with a few notable cxceptions, parties to the debate in criticism
seem to have confined their work mainly to celebration or
complaint, and much less to audacious speculation.

The net effect, and to an extent also the cause, of this debate
in France and the United States has been to discourage “aca-
demic” or *‘scholarly” study. Each has come to seem a pedantic
exercise, and most American scholars probably agree that even the
idea evoked by scholarship lacks dignity. Trilling’s recent Jetferson
Lecture puts the blame for these symptoms globally upon a
denigration of mind, an impoverishment that increases uncertainty
about intellectual values and diminishes mind’s authority.?® Yet
the very fact that since the Second World War in France, for
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('x;uuplv, theve has been pomg anowhat momy opimon oo
astonishing and Lasomuing producnon ol thanght acess 1o
continued belicl i mund, albeit o vadically altered view o
scholarship. As Paul de Man once wrote, the American view ot
modernism has always stressed che & nk confused s side ol 0.
nihilism®' —neglecting cthat aspect of Nlctz.s.a.hc s nihilism, fa
instance, which was a revitalized sense of rational learning .l
radically constitutive sense of the human sciences. I am trying liens
to insist on the surface espousal of modernist nihilist
America,®® and trying also to insist that if the work of Suin.
Lévi-Strauss, Foucault, Robbe-Grillet and others has any valuc o
originality, it is in having harnessed thé methodological vitality (1
modernism over and beyond its not especially novel discaverivs ol
an all-enveloping darkness.

A principal aspect of methodology so comprchcnded is, an |
said above, rejection of the human subject as grounding center fou
human knowledge. Derrida, Foucault, and Deleuze have gonr
further than the rejection. Epistemologically they have spoken ol
contemporary knowledge {savoir) as decentered; Deleuze’s formu
lation is that knowledge, insofar as it is intclligible, is appre
hensible in terms of nomadic centers, provisional structures tha

are never permanent, always straymg from one set of information
to another.”® When this position is compared with that of Frye's
Anatomy of Criticism, the difference between them is seen to be
dramatic. Anatomy of Criticism, after all, is a major piece ol
intelligence and systematization; it has played the dominant part,
and deservedly so, in giving critical discourse in English today an
important share of coherence. Nevertheless, Frye’s monumental
edifice of historical, ethical, archetypal, and rhetorical criticism,
with its corresponding modes, symbols, myths, and genres, is
premised upon structural principles for which Frye’s analogies are
tonal music and Platonic Christianity. The former gives him a
well-tempered circle within which to enclose all literary discoursé,
the latter a logos by which to center all literary experience. I do
not intend this observation as an index of Frye’s limitations,
because in my quasi-journalistic account of his theory I have
perhaps inadvertently failed sufficicntly to analyze the openness
of his aim® and the prodigious élan with which his work tries to
reforge “the broken link between creation and knowledge, art and
science, myth and concept.”?® What | wish to indicate is the need
in Frye’s theory for a center—not always a stated one perhaps, but
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one nevertheless aeanned o be e st gd oo pedbormea centenmg
anld originating lunction far i alda o

It is precisely Frye's view  that verbal lainpoages™ have *a
tiat the three French philosophers
niwentioned above firmly dispute. Curlously Lévi-Strauss, whose
analyses are of preliterate cultures and who has often been
meliscriminately lumped together with those three, takes a view in
the “Overture” to his Mythologies not wholly unlike Frye’s—that
myths have (like music) a center which is not stated, but which is
like the tonal system embodied in disparate expressions.”” Frye
and  Lévi-Strauss. both argue that meaning is distributed in an
orderly way throughout the total system by an original center or
fogos; Deleuze’s position is that the system delivers as much
wonmeaning (non-sens) because meaning is produced, never
originated or grounded in something prior to it, and because
mcaning begins at the zero point at which nommeaning can be
distinguished from no meaning as derived from a fecundating
Origin or Center, and because meaning is a “‘machine” producing
local instances of sense. It is worth quoting Deleuze a little on this
point:

RARIT

.vnlripct;l] character

It is therefare pleasant that good news resound today: meaning is never
principle or origin, it is always something produced. It is not something to be
discovered, restored, or re-employed, it is to be produced by new mech-
anisms. It belongs neither to any heighth nor to any depth; it is an cffect of
the surface, inseparable from the surface as its proper dimensions. Not that
meaning lacks depth, or heighth, but rather that heighth and depth lack
surface and lack meaning (or if not that, then they have meaning only as an
“effect” presupposing meaning). We no longer ask if the “original meaning”
of religion exists in a God betrayed by human norms, nor do we ask if man
contains that meaning, lost now because he has alienated himself from God’s
i_mage.33

For each appeal to the absolute, profound, or transcendent
Origin, Deleuze—and this is a methodological principle I support—
would oppose in answer an instance of surface, which is the place
at which meaning begins. Freud and Nictzsche represent this
answer of his at its most fierce. Yet intcrestingly, both Frye and
Deleuze view meaning—whether at the level of production (for
Deleuze) or at the level of embodiment or analogy (for Frye)—asa
form of repetition. Satire, according to Frye, repeats the mythos
of winter, romance {in each and every example of it} that of
summer. According to Deleuze, who adapts Nietzsche’s Eternal
Recurrence to his philosophy, repetition signifies the absence of
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an assignable organ whar o eepeated, theredore, oonot the Cne
but the many, nov the same bur the diflerent, ot the necessay
but cthe alearory.™ Vrye's themy of repetition resttans the
system, cordwns ofl its possibilitics at the limirs of resemblange g
an archetypal set. Deleuze’s theory, he has said recently, moloplies
meaning because it is articulated as an account of production, n
of a priori validation based on resemblance.

I do not think Foucault and Deleuze are unjustified in seeing
their philosophy of decenterment as revolutionary, at least in itw
reliance upon an intellectual who views his role within lie
discipline and its institutional supports as an adversary one, "'l ¢
role de Pintellectuel,” says Foucaule,

n’est plus de ce placer “un peu en avant ou un peu i cdté” pour dire la verite
muctte de tous; c’est plutoe de lutter contre les formesde pouvair 1a oi il vn
est 4 la fois Pobjet et I’ instrument: dans Pordre du *“savoir,” de la “verlté,"
de 1a “conscience,” du discours.”* %

The intellectual makes it his task to controvert the dynastic role
thrust upon him by history or habit. He does not see himself un
subordinate even to concepts such as “truth” or “knowledgr"
insofar as those descend (figuratively or literally} from on high o
ascend from the Origin to the surface. True theory, says Deleusr,
docs not totalize, it multiplies.®' Instead of reducing phenomena
to corresponding ideas, theory releases phenomena and expericnce
from the limitations of having happened. Theory does not contain,
envelop, or aggrandize cxperience and knowledge, and neither
does it hand them on in the form of processed truth. Theory
assumnes the evident irregularity and discontinuity of knowledge
and hence its lack of a single central logos—but goes on to
elucidate or to produce the order of dispersion in which
knowledge takes place.

Here Foucault and Deleuze rejoin the adversary epistemo
logical current found in Vico, in Marx and Engels, in Lukacs, in
Fanon, and aiso in the radical political writings of Chomsky,
Kolko, Bertrand Russell, William A. Williams, and others. Writing
is the act of taking hold of language (prendre la parole) in order to
do something, not merely in order to repeat an idea verbatim,
Foucault again:

Si désigner les foyers, les dénoncer, en parler publiquement, ¢’est une

*The intellectual’s rale is no longer to place himself *a litde to the side ar a little
ahead’ in order 1o express everyone's silent truth; it is rather to fight against the forms
of power wherever that role is an object and an instrument: in the order of *knowledge,”
of ‘truth,’ of ‘consciousness,’ of 'discourse,’ ™
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irte, vo n'ew i U e e 0 aval) e o Tons Tete e, i el
jriree que premdee Lo parale sipel, e e sesewu de Pinformation
mslitntionelle, nommes, duoe qgus a dwil, o, ||t‘:|IRII|‘I la vible, c¢'est un
preticer retousnenent il Potvedn, st preinicl pas pout davtres luttes
contre le pouvair, . .. Le discanes e Tntie ne s'oppose pas a I"inconscient: il
s'appose au seeret, 42

An active, not to say aggressive, sense of writing underpins this
passage: for prendre la parole usually means “to begin to
speak” —to take the floor, to occupy the foreground. To make
cxplicit what is usually allowed to remain implicit; to state that
which, because of professional consensus, is ordinarily not stated
or questioned; to begin again rather than to take up writing
dutifully at a designated point and in a way ordained by tradition;
above all, to write in and as an act of discovery rather than out of
respectful obedience to established *‘truth”—these add up to the
production of knowledge, they summarize the method of begin-
ning about which this book turns.

From all of the French critics T have mentioned, and from the
Americans, too, one receives a vivid picture of the institutions of
knowledge against which contemporary scholarship, if it is to be
scholarship in the Vichian sense, must take action. Among these
institutions—best analyzed by Foucault in L’Ordre du discours and
by Chomsky in his “Objectivity and Liberal Scholarship”—is
specialization, an ideological professionalism, and a hierarchical
system of values that places the reinforcement of traditional
cxplanations at the top (by granting rewards and prestige) and
keeps beginning speculations that deal heedlessly with the artificial
barriers between ‘“‘original” and “critical” works at the very
bottom. These institutions are characterized by Foucault and
Chomsky (correctly, [ think) as representing power. Thus,
according to Chomsky, ‘‘one might anticipate that as power
becomes more accessible the inequities of the society will recede
from yision, the status quo will seem less flawed, and the
preservation of order will become a matter of transcendant
importance.”™® In the study of literature, not only has a
thoroughly pernicious and unexamined distinetion been per-
petuated between the primacy of “creative” writing and secondary
*“if designating the thresholds [of power], denmtncing them, speaking of them publicly,
is a strupgle, it is not because no one has been aware of this, but rather because taking
held of Janguage [prendre la parole] about this subject, challenging the network of
institutional information, naming, saying who has done what, designating the target—all
these make up a first turning back of power, a first step made for other struggles against

power The discourse of struggle does not oppese what is unconscious: it opposes
what is secret,”
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writing {sa thar the navel, for t'\.llll]lll', s thoaghe 1 he
granclest Loren, Becaore the ost coormously presenr aond eroyl
instead of as the most crcamstantal ot all gerres), o wlwy thao
has been maintained an almast Platome view of a text o of g
author, a view that militares tatally against ”t|||:,s realiones
producing a text. Morcover, what Conor Cruise ('Brien (spuenad
by Chomsky) characterizes as counterrevolutionary subordimaim
also applies to that notion of the study of licerature which maes
upon “art” as standing apart from the conditions of its appratan.
and as well from tendencies around it of which it is a part.

Beginnings, therefore, are for me opposed to originalities, it .
those ideal Presences whose ideal originality Yeats called “«li
born mockers of man’s enterprise.” A beginning is what 1 1liuh
scholarship ought to see itself as, for in that light scholarship v
criticism revitalizes itself. Yet it would be rank folly to understand
this kind of scholarship as an immediate, direct call to arms, i
such impulsiveness as that is often the clearest proof of ““the lony
tradition of naiveté and self righteousness that disfigures one
intellectual history.”** Rather, a beginning methodologically
unites a practical need with a theory, an intention with a methu
For the scholar or researcher, a beginning develops when 1h
conditions of his reality become equal to the gencrosity of his, ul
everyman's, intellectual potential. To call this a radical beginniny
is to risk repeating a hackneyed expression. Yet a root is always
one among many, and | believe the beginning radically to be «
method or intention among many, never the radical method
intention. Thus beginnings for the critic restructure and animate
knowledge, not as already-achieved result, but ““as something to be
done, as a task and as a search.” Such radicalism—to continue the
quotation from Pierre Thevenaz—“aims at fusing together the
moral will and the grasping of evidence."*$

To have reached such a propaedeutic conclusion in a book
about beginnings is perhaps too neat a trick. One (apologetic) way
of allowing it to stand is to add that “beginning” is an eminently
renewable subject. In the course of studying for and writing this
book, I have opened, I think, possibilities for myself (and
hopefully for others) of further problematics to be explored.
Some of them are: the question of language as an object of
speculation, as an object occupying for che writer a privileged first
place; the formal and psychological question of the inter-
dependence of literary and sociological approaches in dealing with
how English, for example, is at once a national and a world
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Lnguage (for some writess a0 tnse wndd dor others o secand
Lonpuage): the question of camparative htevatae teself, in rerms of
helds of dispersion among themes, matils, and genres, in which
heginning s an absolutely crucial step: the question of the cultural
domination of one intellectual or national domain over another
one culture is more “developed™ than - having begun earlier and
“arrived” “before —another); and the questions of liberty, or
freedom, or originality as they obtain in complex social and
wiellectual orders of repetition. These are studies to which I hope
our moral will shall be equal—if in part this beginning has fulfilled

Its purpose,
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Tolinsey, Samuel, 250, 28 HD, 4%

Joyee, Jumen, W 10, 11, 140,000, 20,
IS views o, onowriter's carerr, 244

Jude the Obscure {Hardy), 11K, 150,
Father Tine in, 137 41, 143

Kafka, Franz: importance of paratexts to,
251-52; writing as suflering and
loneliness, 252

Kampf, Louis, 375

Kant, Immanuel, 47

Keats, John, 2; text as means of fame,
204-205

Kenner, Hugh, 20

Kermode, Frank, 49, 75

Kierkegaard, Soren Asbye, 85, 93, 94,
231; on repetition, 88, 256 truth as
silence, 86-87; worldly writings as
preparation for religious works,
85-86, 88

knowledge, 42, 230-31; adjacency of, to
Vico, 351; to Foucault, 287, 310,
313-14; governed by irrational, im-
personal rules, 43; in Islamic culture,
200; Nietzsche on, 159; as radical dis-
continuity, 282; rational, as possible,
282: required of pre-World War II
writers vs. modern, 7-9; revolution,
51; of self, 160, self-, to Vico, 365, 366

Kolko, Gabriel, 374-75

Koran, 294; as center of Arabic litera-
ture, 82, 199: figh and hadith and,
199

Kuhn, Thoemas 5.: definition of paradigm,
17, 51; seience textbook as obstruc-
tion to research, 202.203

Lacan, Jacques, 329, 374; definition of
self-discourse, 299

Laing, R. D., 7

L'Archéologie du savior (Foucault), 297,
303

language, 78, 283; as beginning, 341-42;
beginnings of, 43, 280, 316, 351,
372; defined by the library, 301;
ethical ideas of, 230-31; Foucault's
idea of, 288, 289, 301-302, 303, 304;
Freud’s view of, for psychoanalysis,
64-65, 167, 178, 229; intransitive be-
ginnings, as being outside, 73, 77;
Mallarmé’s and Valéry's explanation
of, 63-64; and man, according to
Nietzsche, 158-59; Nietzsche's view

ul, VFOWH, WL AN I reletion 1o hu
man teality, |5E, FRG; Satsaiie's
view of, VH, VA %A Raueure's
wutel theme, B3 85 aginlying a series
of dinplacetmentn, 6, 77 78, to
Structuralista, VIR 19, 332 33 uni
veraal involuntary patterns in, 54 65,
Vico's explanation of regular pauterun in,
55; Vico's ideas of, 350.51, 364, 167,
368-69, 372; words implying their
opposites, 75, 78; sce also linguistics:
philology

Lanson, Gustave, 335

Las Meninas {painting): Foucault's analy-
sis of, 284

“Law of the Mind, The" (Peirce), 193

Lawrence, Thomas Edward, 153-56, 233,
236, 263; on writer's life, 237,
239-40; see also Seven Pillurs of
Wisdom, The {Lawrence)

L'Ecriture et la différence (Derrida},
340-41: problem of absence of center
or origin in, 341

L'Education sentimeniale (Flaubert),
147-48; unnatural order of time in,
147-48, 168

Leibnitz, G. W., 364

Lenin, 30

Leopardi, Giacomo, 262

Leroi-Gourhan, André, 335

L'Espace littéraire {Blanchot), 251 &2

Levin, Harry, 74, 334; idea of the novrl,
82-83

Levinas, Emmanuel, 343

Lévi-Stravss, Claude, 29, 314, 315, 119,
327, 341, 342; bricolage, 331, 112,
kinship systems, 323, 325; orderlinean
of world of signs, 324; on predeter
minism, 56; structure observed (rom
the outside, 335-36; zero point in pre
scriptive society, 317-18, 320, 326,
342, 377

Lewis, C. 5., 7

library: Foucault’s idea of, 301-302, 313-
14; as space occupied by language,

301-302

Library of Babel (Borges): transhuman
quality of texts in, 201

Life of Johnson {Boswell), 141

linguicity, 340; defined, 336; difference
from discursivity, 339; limitations of,
337, 338, 339

linguistics, 287; rules of, 322; Saussure’s
ideas on, 322-23; signified and sig-
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tinguistiex {conftnned}
nitier, 32223, see alvn language,
philalogy

Linnacus, 287

literature: Arabic, 81-82; beginnings aa
an unknown absence in, 74-75; criti-
cism as, 321; hysterical beginnings in,
43-44; self-conscious beginnings in,
47; solemn dedicated beginnings in,
44-46; see also novel; poems

Logical Investigations {Husserl}, 250

L’'Ordre du discours, see Discourse of
Language, The (Foucault)

Lord Jim (Conrad), 25-26

Lukacs, Georg, 11,41, 42, 142, 146, 312

Luxemburg, Rosa, 33

Maas, Paul: ideas on text, 207, 209, 210

Madame Bovary (Flaubert}, 98, 146-47

Major Barbara (Shaw), 140

Mallarmé, Stéphane, 10, 20, 63, 67, 70,
237, 240, 253, 261, 263, 307, 315;
ideas on writing and repetition, 242

Malraux, André, 77, 239, 335

Man, Paul de, 13, 376

Mann, Thomas, 10, 182-88

Manuel, Frank, 47

Marcus, Steven, 284

Marcuse, Herbert, 7, 375

Martin Chuzzlewit (Dickens), 93

Martinet, André, 335

Marx, Karl, 41, 89, 93; role of money in
fiction, 145-46

Marxism, 7, 325, 329-30

Mead, George Herbert, 335

Mensonge romantigue et verité roman-
esque {Girard), 141, 325

Merleau-Ponty, Maurice, 19, 43,73, 236-
37, 253; description of modern fic-
tion, 176; interest in art of Cezanne,
241

Metaphysics of Ethics and Critique of
Practical Reason (Kant), 47

Metzger, Bruce, 200-201

Meyer-Liibke, Wilhelm, 7, 9

Middlemarch {Eliot), 89, 95

Milton, John, 44-46, 221, 279-80; style
of, 255; writings as displacement of
the Gospels, 212-13: see also Paradise
Lost (Milton}

Mimesis (Auerbach), 6%, 211

Mint, The {Lawrence), 236, 239

Moby Dick {Melville): Ahab’s flawed be-
ginning in, 143-44; Ishmael's ex-
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Istet e o, W8, 144, signilic win e of
cading o, 144

CModent Prapanad™ (Swllr), 11

Mutles, Abiahanm, ¥4

moleatation: in the clussical novel, 24, 94,
137, 152, 14l; definjtion, K4, B4, 0
language, 395 in the rl:'.l'li!{li.lf tavel,
143.44

Maliére, Jean Baptiste, 29, 321

Moses and Monatheism (Fread), 161, 171
72

Mots anglais, Les (Mallarmé), 70

Muots es les choses, Les (Foucault), 226,
228,283, 297, 300, épistéma, 284,
theme of, the decline of representa
tion, 302; vacant space, as theme ol
28586 -

Mots sous les mots: Les Anagrammes v
Ferdinand de Saussure, Les {Starubin
ski}, 53

Naissance de la clinique (Foucault), 297

Nausée, La {Sartre), 222-23

New Grub Stree! {Gissing), 139-40, 240

New Science (Vico), 55, 90-92, 199, 203,
350, 354, 363, 372; Autobiography
and, 363-65; philology and philosaphy
in, 366-67

New Testament, 14142, 198, 210-13;
Renan's stages of development of, 216
17; see aise Gospels

Next Time, The (James): writer's concern
with career in, 250

Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm, 10, 42, 56,
138, 222, 339, 342, 376; anthropo-
morphism according to, 37, 38; asks
“whao is speaking” to dispel represen-
tation, 307; an connection between
man and language, 158-59; distinction
between origin and purpose, 174-75;
on Homer, 56-58; idea of Eternal Re-
currence, 311, 377; on knowledge,
159; on language, 37-38, 39, 143; text
as obstruction of historical past, 203;
text as a starting point, %; truth ac-
carding to, 38-39, 152; view of history,
290, 201, 323, 341

Nigger of the Narcissus, The {Conrad), 93

Nostromo {Conrad), 100-137, 144; au-
thoritative characters in, revealed as
false, 125; authority cxisting outside
man in, 133-34; conflict between ac-
tion and record in, 106-107, 118, 131,
134, 161; Conrad’s false public image
of cheer and true inner struggle re-



Mecird i, SV IO, FUN, T2 24,
LRt DV, Drecend ail
Nt 1o Tepoenrnl tinn s vecond
i, 13 didter s Boos o Lamwin sl wowel|
137; duality ol Nostrmo campared
to that of Courad, 106, 1 W03, 142
Father Roman sees "divine' ma
chincry as benign in, 136; lreedam in,
126, 132-33; Higuerola {inountain} in,
contrasted with Conrad's split per-
sonality, 123-24; importance of
leaving a personal record to charac-
ters in, 134; lack of starting point in,
and in Conrad’s life, 124; lack of
time scheme in, 121-22; man's au-
thority his ultimate weakness in, 136
Nastromo as author and prisoner,
113-14,120.21, 127, 132, 134-35;
significance of ending of, 134-35; sil-
ver mine as controlling force in, 100,
109-10,115-17, 119,128, 130, 132,
134,135; South America a metaphor for
maodern world, 117; a world authored by
Naostromo as intolerable as world super-
ceded, 118, 119
novel, 17-18: authoritative characters in,
95-100; authority and molestation,
83-84, 98.99, 157; beginning linked ta
time in, 143, 146; changes in late
nineteenth century, 139-40, 146, 151-
52, 158; classical, 24, 93, 94, 157,
163, 229; conditions for beginning
conception of, 88-93, 140-41; dis-
covery of self in, 141; sarly and mid-
nineteenth century, $5; eighteenth
century, 141; end of man as sub-
jectin, 182; formal structure cutside
material of, 188; as inimical to the
Islamic world-view, 81; as a means of
augmenting the real world and cre-
ating fictional beginning, 82; pro-
tagonise in, 91, 95, 143, 158; realistic
interaction of money and sexual gen-
eration in, 146; returning to a paint
af fertile beginning in, 140-41; secular
imitates sacred in, 142, 306-307; time
in, 146-50; in Western literary cul-
ture, 17-18, 82, 157; see also names of
individual novels; predetermination
vs. free will

Objectivity and Liberal 5cholarship
{Chomsky}, 379

U BETew, Lot € e, THID

Ehbvry Hoomee, 2P0 vt ' analysin
al WM M seturatag toa el
hegrmimg i, (41

fhdyiney [Joyoee), 10, 154

Owecipus vennplen, see Do, Siygmonnd |
Oredipus complex

"0 Mere Being™ (Stevens), 49

Ogden, CO11, 334

id Testament, 21415

“Om First Looking Inta Chapman'a
Hamer" (Keats), 20

Order of Things, The, see Mots ef les
choses, Les (Foucault)

Origin of Species (Durwin), 51

Ortigues, Edmund, 335

Orwell, George, 373

Panafsky, Erwin, 7

Paradise Lost (Milton}, 5%-60: abscnee
and loss as theme of, 279-80, 315; as
disptacement of the Gospels, 21213,
as an example of solemn-dedivaced
beginrnings, 44-46

Peckham, Marse: on textual criticism, 20H

Peirce, C, 5., 193, 321, 334

“Philologie der Weltliteratur," 64

philology, 6-8, 69, 70, #1; lass nf 1he
“Origin" and, 315; a5 mrlern T ol
criticism, 283; philosephy and, tar Vi,
366-67, see also language: lingndstioy

Philosophenbuch, Das (Nictzsche), V7,
as

Philosophical Investigations (Wittdenstein)
text as album of notes, 224.25

philosophy, 91; philology and, for Vieo,
366-67

Piaget, Jean, 232; definition of struc
turalism, 191-92, 224

Piccard, Raymond, 334

“Pierre Menard, Author of The Quixnee"
{Borges), 194

poems: with "'the beginning"” as their
theme, 44-456

Poetics [Aristotle), 34, 41

Poggioli, Renato, 242, 249

Pairier, Richard, 229, 375

Point of View for My Work as an Author,
The (Kierkegaard), 85, 86

Polanyi, Karl, 55-56

Pope, Alexander: style of, 255

Porphyry, 205

Portrait of a Lady, The [James), 95;
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Porteait of o Lady, The (1 onttnwed)
Isabel Archer as cgucentric character,
228

Possessed, The (Dostoievsky): text ax
having its own life in, 150, 161; un-
natural use of time in, 148-50

Poulet, Georges, 335: as representative of
Genevan school of criticism, 194-95

Pound, Ezra, 8, 256

Poverty of Philosophy (Marx), 41

predetermination vs. frec will, 53-56;
Marx on, 89-90; in Nestrome, 109-10,
115-16,117, 119, 128, 130,132,
133.34, 135; Pip in Great Expecia-
tions as example af, 90; Rousseau on,
369: Vico's idea of, 358-59; see also
humanism vs. supranaturalism

Prelude, The (Wordsworth}, 13, 59; as an
example of solemn-dedicated begin-
nings, 44-46

Pralegomenon to Any Future Meta-
physics {Kant), 47

Proust, Marcel, 233, 238-29, 240, 24349,
263; first edition means first copy
read, 248; on his writing career, 241,
243-44,250

Propp, V. 1., 325

Quine, Willard Van Orman, 334

reading, 74; text and, 201-202

Renan, Bmest, 210, 213, 215.22, 227,
229; text exceeds its subject, 221;
see also Vie de Jésus {Renan}

repetition: beginning and, 357, 377-78; in
history, 262, 354; and innovation,
255.59; in literature, 12; random, as
order of discourse, 311

reptesentation: in classical age, 142, 306-
307; see also novel

reversibility, 30-32, 34, 35; Foucault's
idea of, 297-300

Rhetoric of Fiction {Booth), 87

Rhetoric of Religion, The (Burke), 42

Richards, I. A., 19, 334

Rilke, Rainer Maria, 20, 74

Robbe-Grillet, Allain, 83, 375

Robinson Crusee {Defoe), 92.93

Romerbrief (Barth), 205

Rosenthal, Franz: on Islamic textual
practice, 200

Roszak, Theodore, 374

Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 327, 336, 338,
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342 artiiude toward ahwenee, W4},
Vicoand, WY

Foneanel, Rayonml, 315

Raycoe, fusial, 343

Ruldes for the Pirections of the Mimid
{Idescartes), 35 ™

Sade, Marat de, 306, 307, 312, 152

Sandys, Sir John, 198

Sartre, Jean-Paul, 74, 335; text as sign of
writer's carcer, 222.23

Saussure, Ferdinand de, 36, 322, 342, .
establishing of viewpoint, 36-37: an
father of semiotics, 321: on language,
38, 39, 229; rule of delimitation,
323-24; word-theme (mot-théme}, 5%
54,68

Schopenhauer, Arthur, 290

scribes, 201, 206

Secret Agent (Conrad), 135

semiotics, 328; explanation of, 321

Sense of an Ending, The [Kermode), 49,
75

Seven Piflars of Wisdom, The {Lawrence),
153-56, 161, 239; authar as creator
and created in, 154-55, 156-67;
emptiness and secrecy of, 155-56; a8
paychelogical novet, 157

sexual energy: of divine, parallels human,
265-67; transferred to writing, 26366

Shaw, George Bernard, 140

Smith, Adam, 287

Sodom et Gomorrhe (Proust), 246; sexual
inversion in, 246-47

Songs of Experience (Blake), 204

Songs of Innocence {Blake): idea of text
in, 203-204

Sonnets to Orphens (Rilke), 240-41

Sontag, Susan, 375

specificity: Foucault's idea of, 306-11

speech: according to Valéry, 62-63

Spencer, Herbert, 35

Spinoza, 364

Spitzer, Leo, 7, 69, 194

Spoerri, Theophil, 7

Starobinski, Jean, 53, 337

Stevens, Wallace, 49, 78

Stevenson, Robert Louis, 99

Stoic Comedians, The, 20

Strachey, Jamcs, 165

Structuralists, 374; adjustment to fan-
guage and civilization, 323; arche-
typalists and, 339; change and force
accounted for by, 335-36; découpage,



Y2 Irenphla' s crtegiee ol VAN,
dldberet v T Caenervan oy,
ARV ML MY rvrcy e i ngn g
Lem s e ssage heatimg, 3204 Tone wee
rules ol 381 dienevans va, 1341, 147,
mdividual e, dittcalry i explain
ing, VK insularisin of, Y44 mtennion
conteolled by system, 319 20, internal
analysis of Linguage replaved Being
for, 316, 327; linguicity as weakness
of, 336-37; Piaget's delinition of,
191-92, 224; pre-seriptive beginning,
317: removal of “the Qrigin" for,
315, 316, 342; word content to, 319,
works inspired by, 335; zero points,
317-19, 320, 328

Srruc!ur(.:'ofScl'mm'fl'c Revolutions, The
{Kuhn}, 202-203

Structures elementaires de la paranté
{Lévi-Strauss), 325, 336

Study Methods of Our Time, The [Vico},
367:eloquence in, 367

“‘Surrationalisme, Le," 40

Swift, Jonathan, 21, 224, 260-61; ego
redefincd in his writing, 141; idea of
reversibility to simplicity in writings
of, 30-32; style of, 255

Tacitus, 360

Tale af a Tub, A (Swift), 21, 35, 224; as
an example of hysterical beginning, 44

Temps retrouvé, Le (Proust), 243-49;
beginning of a career, 249; temporal
losses lead to career, 245; writer's
career vs, noncareer in, 243-44

text: adjacency of, as opposed to dynas-
tie, 10, 13, 66, 290; author as father
of, 172, 213, 263, 264-65; hefore
advent of printing, 200.201; classical,
appearance in Hebrew, Greek and
Latin, 198-99; conventions cof, 162-
63; as developing, 192, 194, 205;asa
displacement of other things, 20-21,
22, 25,197, 202, 205, 209; end of
consecutive explanation in, 171;
as epistemological judgment, 225;
formal structure outside the material
of, 188; as means of preserving, 209;
New Testament’s effects on classieal,
210-13; Nietzsche-Wilamowitz con-
troversy as to meaning of, 9, 23; as
notes, letters, revisions and all else
associated with text, 234-36, 252; as
obstruction, 203-204; “original,” as

hoegdtnving tewi, 2145 " iginad,” and
tewniting of 0% 10 presrrvatlon ol
0% teading aenl, 2L, 200 e latonn
of oo, B9 G, MM 0,
Wenan's wlea o, P16 TH, 22 sodeine
tent an nbatiaction 4o conratch, 202
208 an mign of writer' s sateer, 223 03,
teansindividusl authuiy of, S84 49,
2000wy unity with writer's career,
196, 226 27 volume and status,
253.54

Textual Criticism (Maas), 207

Thackeray, William M,, 145

Thearic des Romans {Lubics), 141

Thevenaz, Pierre, 380

Thomas 4 Kempis, 142

Thomas, Keith, 55

Thorpe, James: ideas of textval criticisn,
208

time: in Doctor Faustus, 184-Bag in fiction,
146-51;in Flaubert's writing, 147:
for Foucaunlt, 285, 311 for Flardy,
137-41, 143; in L'Education seati
mentale, 147-48; melamorpliosis o,
243;in The Possessed, 148 S0 jn
Proust’s writing, 246

Tom Janes (Fielding): protagonist given
paternity by narrative, 141

“To R. B."” (Hophins), 274

Totemn and Taboo (Freud), 163, 200, 21,
215

Totemism (Levi- Strausm), 316

“Tower, The” (Yeats), 160

“To William Wordsworth,' 21 22

Trilling, Lionel, 374, 374

Tristes tropiques (Lévi-Strausy), 117

Tristrarn Shandy (Sternc), 13, 152, 224,
as an example of hysterical heginnings,
44, 47

truth, 90-92, 100; according tu Nietzulw,
152; in Paradise Lost, 280

Twain, Mark, 89

Tzara, Tristan, 40

Ulysses (Joyce), 151; view ol writer's
career in, 244, 253

Use and Abuse of History, The (Mietaslie),
203

Vaihinger, Hans, 49, 78

Valéry, Paul, 49, 73, 76; essays on
Leonardo, 48, 49, 60-64; ideas on origi-
nality in writing, 14-15

Vatar, Johann, 214
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Vernant, Jean Pierre, 334

“Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift™ (Swilt).
as work of recapitulation, 260-61

“Yerses wrote on a Lady’s lvory Table-
Book™ {Swift): idea of text in, 204

Vico, Giambattista, «iii, 11, 16, 42, 47, 77,
90-91, 96, 170, 199, 315; adjacency of
waords and knowledge, 351-52; as auto-
didact, 358-59, 365, 366; beginning of
nations, 348, 353; the beginning to,
348-49, 350, 352, 353, 371-72; the
Bible and, 214; collective fate of man,
352-53, 354, conation or intention,
361-62; Descartes and, 359, 360, 373;
explanation of regular patterns in
language, 55; Gad as creator of nature,
359-60; human intelligence, 353, 354,
355, 365; idea of history as secular and
religious, 92, 142, 349-50, 353; interest
in the fable (repilogamenti), 356-57,
language and etymology, 350-51, 360,
364, 367, 368-69, 372; metaphysical
beginning peoint, 361-62; Plato and,
360; pure reason vs. otiginality, 369;
repetitionin history, 262, 354; Rousseau
and, 369-71; signposts of, 357; text as
cbstruction of historic past, 203;
theory and actual experience inter-
changeable, 350; understanding of
“divine,” 35; see also Autobiography
(Vico); New Science (Vico)

Vie de Jésus {Renan), 210, 213, 215.22,
229;ideas of text in, 216-22; Jesus as
subject not author of the Gospels, 221;
Son exceeds Father in, reversal of
hierarchy, 220

Virgil, 9, 227

Visible et l'invisible, Le (Merlcau-Ponty),
7778

Vision, A (Yeats), 255

Voix et le phénoméne, La (Derrida),
34243

Voltaire, 359

Wagner, Richard, 48, 290

Wahlverwandschaften (Gdethe), 95-96

Wasteland, The {Eliot), 10, 11, 234

What Maisie i(new (Ford): use of narrative
in, 151

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Ulrich von, 9;

Lot an aosystem al bomdares ].I.lx'i('(|
v L bW

Wilde, O, L1 BH, L0 237, 240, ’25.":
o owriter’s lile and career, 233, 237.29,
250, 263 - y

Williams, William Carlos, B

Wittgenstein, Ludwiy, 224-25, 283, 322

Wolf, Friedrich August, 198

Women in Love (Lawrence), 116

Wordsworth, William, 44-46, 47, 261

Wreck of the Deutschland, The {Hopkins),
266-71

writer(s): as created and creator, 152-53;
educational background of, 6-8; loss of
manuscripts by, 240; modern, as ego-
centric, 228 as performer, 229; career
of, 226-75: audience’s effect on, 256-57;
beginning of, 249; dependency on one’s
early writings, 228, 254; distinctiveness
of, 262-63; everything subject to inter-
pretation in, 234; fourth phase of],
recapitulation, 259-61; importance of
paratexts to, 251; replaced writer's voca-
tion, 227; second phase of, being on
course, 250-55; self-critical phase of
Thomas Mann, 187; style in, 254, 257;
suffering and loneliness of, 252-53;
third phase of, repetitien and innovation,
255-59; transfer of sexual-procreative
life to, 263-64, 274; as undateable, 202;
as uniry with text, 196, 222-23; volume
and status in, 254, 258, vs. noncareer,
236-37,243, 264

writing: authority of, 23; as a basis for
other writing, 20-22, 152, 198, 213; as
a2 beginning of reading, 74; beginnings
of, 23-24; as a displacement of speech,
25, 205; exaggerated, 63-64; as an
intransitive activity, 338; in relation to
human reality, 158; and rewriting, 357;
use of quotations in, 22; viewed as a
displacement of other writing, 20-21,
22, 191; see also text

Yales, Francis, 55
Yeats, William Butler, 10, 232, 238, 255,
260-61, 263, 348

Zeno, 361

Bayerische
Staalz.itil.cthek |

Monchen
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is Professor ol Faglish
and Comparative Literature af Columbia
University, and a 19751976 I'cllow
the Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences, Palo Altn, Cali
fornia. Author of Joseph Conrad aned the
Fiction of Autobiography (1966), he was
a Visiting Professor of Compuarative Lil
erature at Harvard in 1974,
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