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INTRODUCTION

AFTER DE MAN: TRANSFORMATIONS OF DECONSTRUCTION IN

CONTEMPORARY LITERARY THEORY

“I had a feeling that the interpretation of thigtpaf the
dream was not carried far enough to make it passibl
follow the whole of its concealed meaning. If | hadsued
my comparion between these three women, it wowe ha
taken me far afield.”

(Sigmund FreudThe Interpretation of Dreams

The title of the dissertation deliberately evoles brief, yet all the more revealing
closing chapter of Martin McQuillan’s monograph abBaul de Man’s contributions to
literary theory and critical thinking. In this chtep McQuillan delineates three possible
interpretations of the word “after”: coming aftex Man in a historical sense; influenced by de
Man’s way of thinking; and “going in search of” theeaning of de Man'’s texts” (McQuillan
113-114). My dissertation proposes to analyze d@ingfrcations of all these three aspects of
“after,” what it means to “come after” de Man, whdsxts now seem unavoidable for critics
dealing with contemporary literary theory. He hatbasiderable impact on the ongoing
theoretical debates about literature, philosophgtaric, textuality and even history. Many
think that the most important significance of heuare lies in pointing out how the
ambivalent structures of rhetoric operate in exatyof language, not only in literary texts.
However, as there are many excellent monographtewbout the topic, the dissertation
does not want to give an extensive analysis of da’'$texts, instead it wants to read
different theoretical texts driven by the aim dieeting rhetorical deconstruction with other
trends in contemporary literary theory, for instapsychoanalysis, feminism, trauma-, or
legal studies. | am convinced that these encounterde best examined in the texts of some
of de Man’s former colleagues and students: Sh@skaiman, Barbara Johnson and Cathy
Caruth. All of these thinkers demonstrate diffeneaiths of how we can reread de Man’s
notion of rhetoric, all of their texts are tryingventively to transform his approach with other
fields and discourses. In other words, much lik8igmund Freud’s famous “Irma Dream,”
three women are in the focus of the dissertatiom comparison (and difference) between
these threm constitutes my field of inquiry.

Tracing the kinds of permutations de Man'’s strdidexonstruction went through in

these texts, the dissertation revolves aroundribeunter of four different theoretical and
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critical discourses: deconstruction and psychoamslgeconstruction and feminism,
deconstruction and trauma studies, deconstruchdregal studies. My thesis is that through
certain crucial notions, all of these thinkerstayeng to create a dialogue between different
theoretical positions that, as Johnson suggess)din skeptical of each other” (Johnson
World 4). Their rethinking of transference, female dedine figure of apostrophe, the notion
of trauma and justice can all be read as examplggsoeffort. The dissertation also aims to
show that these “hybrid” discourses (I am using H&nBhabha's term here) are not mere
revisions (that is, corrections) of de Man’s theofyanguage and rhetoric, but different ways
of explicating and interrogating certain key nos@and problems within deconstruction.

My use of the term “deconstruction” in the titledaimroughout the dissertation might
be slightly misleading. It could suggest that thesis treats deconstruction as a unified set of
theories about philosophy, rhetoric or literatuinethis way reducing the various differences
between philosophers and critics associated wighnttovement. It could even evoke an
expectation that Jacques Derrida’s texts will dledept in the foreground, only to fail to
keep such a promise. It should be better nameldwimig Jeffrey Nealon and Robert
Eaglestone, “deconstructive criticism,” which these to name “The acts of deconstruction
characteristic of [J. Hillis] Miller and Paul de Ma(Eaglestone 65, cf. Nealon 1268), thus
when | write “deconstruction” it is to be understicas a shorthand for “deconstructive
criticism,” narrowed mostly to de Man'’s “rhetoricd¢constructive criticism.” This clearly
indicates that the dissertation would only likddomulate valid claims about the afterlife of
this branch of deconstruction, and at least pastjylains why | had to leave out an extensive
treatment of Derrida’s oeuvre, whose fields ofiest since de Man’s death often overlapped
with the three critics studied in the dissertation.

After recognizing such a plurality within deconstiion itself, we must also note that
the relationship of deconstructive criticism to lea€ these other discourses is rather different,
and is not without peculiar controversies and funeatal disagreements. Thus, the dialogue
that is going on in the texts | am going to analgkeays presupposes an interpretive effort.
Sometimes de Man'’s texts and notions lend themsehae easily to these encounters,
establishing this dialogue sometimes requires a&rdgnamic approach. For example, ever
since Jacques Lacan’s “linguistic” contributionpgychoanalysis, the discourses of
psychoanalysis and deconstructive criticism cahbrbeaght to the final denominator of
language and rhetoric, regardless of how diffetiegit views about language may be.
However, in the case of feminism and deconstructizere seems to be a more essential
disagreement about the notion of the subject, lagguand politics. Despite the obvious
points of controversy and disagreement, throughmtlissertation | will point out how these
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different theoretical/critical discourses are ibigned in each other. This “inter-implication”
(Felman “To Open” 9) of discourses—however parachxt might be—is perhaps the most
exemplary in the development of Felman’s oeuvre.

While the dissertation demonstrates a series ajwgriers between five different
theoretical discourses (deconstruction, psychoamalfeminism, trauma and legal studies),
its method is mainly influenced by the close-regditrategies of deconstruction. | am writing
here about texts that claim to be deconstructiuethe thesis will also try to apply the lessons
gained from them to pinpoint not only their crugraights, but their possible blind spots as
well. To each of these chapters, | will attachadreg of a literary text, which should shed
further light upon, and will try to rethink the thretical problems delineated in the main
chapter. In this way, the readings are not intertddze mere illustrations of the theoretical
insights, but will offer a chance of thinking thewer again from a different (literary)
perspective to supplement the abstractions of yheiih a concrete historical counterpoint.
With some exceptions, all of these texts come fi®fcentury American literature: in the
case of deconstruction and psychoanalysis, | wadlyze Edgar Allan Poe’s “The Man of the
Crowd”; in the chapter about deconstruction andifém, Poe’s treatment of “the most
poetical topic” will be my subject; two pieces, BlalWaldo Emerson’s texts about the death
of his son, Waldo, and the parable of Tancred dodr€la from Torquato Tassokerusalem
Deliveredwill illuminate the encounter between deconstructod trauma studies; and last,
but not least Herman Melville’s “Bartleby the S@aner” will shed further light on the
encounter between deconstruction and the law.

Even though many nuanced and interesting readihds Man’s work have been
published recently, very little has been writteow@ithe dissertation’s topic that would
exceed the boundaries of a review or an essay.ig pertly a result of the fact that two of the
oeuvres examined in the thesis are still in theinta&ven today: while Johnson died on 27
August 2009, both Felman and Caruth continue tdoegmew topics and ideas, constantly
renewing their own practices of reading. The disé®n wants to call attention to the
importance of a serious theoretical engagement el texts as heirs to a mode of reading
which was heralded as “dead in literature departgi€healon 1266) in Jeffrey Nealon’s
“The Discipline of Deconstruction” (1992). Yet, yanuch like Poe’s female figures,
deconstruction seemingly refuses to die and retarmarious shapes and under various
guises (cf. Johnsowakel7-18). This research too, then, proposes towligalthe “afterlife”
or “haunting” of deconstruction, how its textuabst reading strategies with all their insights
and blind spots were scattered, or disseminateddiffierent kinds of discourses within
literary theory operating through contextual methddelieve that the texts of Felman,



Johnson and Caruth also proceed through an inkendmttween deconstruction’s strictly
textual reading and contextual methods, often dexgghow these two ways of reading
should not be considered opposites, they rathauppose each other.

| am aware of the fact that each one of thesaterfaces studied in the thesis
demands to be examined in a separate work, givewnast theoretical and critical
complexities involved in them. Yet, | am fully canged that by exploring the parallels and
differences between these “hybrid” discourses,llilvad able to point out several important
aspects of the ambiguous afterlife of deconstractiio order not to lose critical focus, |
decided to concentrate on the texts of Felman,slohand Caruth to show the lessons that
can be gained from their fascinating approachessé&lauthors contributed to a different
degree to the topics covered by the dissertatiosn FHelman’s oeuvre, which provides a stable
point of reference, she has written extensivelyualadl these fields examined. In the chapter
about deconstruction and psychoanalysis, | mogititewbout Felman; the chapter examining
deconstruction and feminism focuses on Felman ahdsbn; the texts of Felman and Caruth
will be selected for the extensive analysis of aetaction and trauma theory; while all these
three critics will be dealt with in the closing gher about deconstruction and legal discourse.

If we take a look at the Hungarian critical sceme,may note that from the second
half of the 1990s and especially in the 2000s etleenerges a growing awareness of recent
trends in psychoanalysis, feminism, trauma and k&gaies, which was partly shown in the
appearance & posztmodern irodalomtudomany kialakulé2@02), selecting and publishing
for the first time many invaluable texts from dréat trends in postmodern literary theory.
This broadening of critical horizons went hand am& with a profound critical interest in de
Man’s legacy, somewhat predating, but mainly stgrfrom Gyo6rgy Fogarasi’s translations
of de Man’sAllegories of Reading 1999. Perhaps the best example for such a seriou
critical engagement with de Man’s texts is Zoltauldsar-Szabo’'Jetten érhetetlen szavak
(2007), which touches upon various key issues iNlde’s oeuvre, like language, history or
the ethics of reading, which concepts will alsanmetmany times in the dissertation as well. A
text from Felman and Johnson was included in ABtMay and Efs Ferenc’s
Pszichoanalizis és irodalomtudomgi@98), which includes a chapter on psychoanabsis
postmodern literary and thus it could be seen@syahoanalytic supplement £0
posztmodern irodalomtudomany kialakulagdiereas Gyorgy KalmarSzoveg és vagy
(2002) demonstrated how effective a reading styateg be when it is inspired by both
deconstructive and psychoanalytic notions. | belihat boti5étalé agyak1998) edited by
Orsolya DrozdikandA feminizmus talalkozasa a (poszt)moderii2@06) edited by Nora
Séllei, as well as Séllei’s other books, proved/vemportant in communicating the encounter
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between feminism and (post)modernism, which foregded many key aspects (like the
guestion of the subject) that proved crucial fantan and Johnson as well. Laszl6 Sari B.’s
A hattyd és a gorenf2006) was a unique contribution to the criticabdtes with its complex
interest in issues of gender, politics and ethié¢s.can trace a similar, though mostly
American-oriented ethical perspective in GyorgyylsiAmerikai etikai kritika(2009), which
focuses on the ethical criticism of Martha Nussbauna J. Hillis Miller. The relevance of
trauma studies and the need to engage with itsalrfteld have been made all the more
relevant to Hungarian literature when Imre Kertészived the Nobel Prize for Literature in
2002: Péter Szirak's monograph about Kertész (2808)Anna Menyhért’Elmondani az
elmondhatatlan{2008) has greatly enriched our critical vocabulaith nuanced approaches
to the relationship between trauma, literature sundival. Perhaps the investigation of the
encounter between law and literature is the leamstliar from Hungarian critical discourse,
though Tamas Nagy, Attila Simon, Istvan Szilagy, ét. Anna Kiss have already taken the
first steps in this field as well. By no meanshes ibove list meant to be complete overview,
and it should rather be seen as a “personal histarghout these books, | doubt that the
dissertation would have been the same, and thritsiglose scrutiny of the oeuvres of
Felman, Johnson and Caruth, | imagine the thesagsascontributing to the discussion

opened up by these important volumes and critics.

A word on the structure of the dissertation: wiile table of contents might suggest
that these encounters | am writing about constiigenct fields of inquiry that influenced
deconstruction in a temporal succession, the natsgems to resist such clear-cut linear
structure. This becomes most apparent in the chaptegauma, but it is palpable elsewhere
too. For example, some texts of Felman dealing feithinist issues were already published
in her first book, most of which | read in the cteapn psychoanalysis. These feminist texts
were published as a separate volume only laterndeéman’s theoretical frame for trauma
was already established. Or another example mgldbhnson’s rereading of the relationship
between feminism and deconstruction, which takasepthrough a figure (apostrophe) that is
negotiated between law and literature. These exasrqlggest that there is a complex
interrelationship or dialogue going on between dstwiction, psychoanalysis, feminism,
trauma and legal studies.

The first chapter of the dissertation tries to wetdhe intricacies of the dialogue
between rhetorical deconstruction and psychoarsatiisit is developed in the texts of Felman.
For Felman the meeting point between these twadrses is the concept wansferencethe
key metaphor of psychoanalytic reading, the exatiwnaf which enables us to displace the
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conventional, hierarchical relationship betweencpsynalysis and literature as well. In my
reading of the psychoanalytic notion of transfeegnavill point out its double structure,
revealing it as a process that partakes in tharggert rhetorical operations at work in any
given text (the transference of the text), and alsa process that tries to resist this former
recognition in order to bring the process of regdima close (the transference of the reader).
As the texts of Felman point out, this second meageates an illusion which is necessary for
reading, yet, the meaning of the text being readnever be fully grasped, it always “take[s]
flight” (FelmanWriting 165). Hence a reading governed by the structuteangference can
never be a definitive one as it always participateand is a reading-effect of, the rhetorical
operations at work within the text. Reading throtigh dissertation again, this chapter seems
less critical than the others, more interestedplieating problems than giving a general
critique. The reason for this is that these theéwakpositions and practical techniques,
together with all its blindnesses and insights, pose the very axioms of my reading
strategy. The first literary text being read thrbdigese axioms is Poe’s “The Man of the
Crowd.” The analysis follows the short story’s gigle with the notion of unreadability as it
passes through various kinds of transferences (bibhiin the text and in the critical

reception) to arrive at a historical-ideologicatlerstanding of the deconstructive /
psychoanalytic notion of unreadability.

The second chapter explores the interface betweeondtruction and feminist theory
in the texts of Felman and Johnson. It starts iuh fan examination of the theoretical
position Felman embracesWhat Does a Woman WaritPwhich she visualizes the female
reader and female desire as a deconstructive fanagh can reveal the internal ambiguities
and incongruities that reside within a (male) téet|t a literary or a philosophical one. |
suggest that reading this concept together witteltigaray’s notion of mimicryrhimétismg
can offer us a way to critically analyze the parfance of Felman’s texts, as her view seems
to only to “rename” and appropriate the effectshaftoric in the guise of “female desire,”
which appears problematic from a deconstructivatpaii view The second part of the chapter
focuses mostly on Johnson’s essay entitled “AppspAnimation, and Abortion,” where
the author examines a subject which seems to peotinésestablishing of what de Man called
“the convergence of referential and figural sigrafion” (de MarAllegories208), politics
and rhetoric, and with the help of which she cahink the reductive view of the relationship
between feminism and deconstruction. This subyelgich is profoundly ethical in its nature,
is the problem oébortion the meaning of which is negotiated between teeadirses of law
and literature (in this case, more precisely, lyrdohnson suggests that these debates
surrounding abortion seem to hinge on the struatieefigure,apostrophewhich is
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precisely the trope of giving (figural) life, aniti@n and presence to something dead,
inanimate, or not present. As opposed to the segynatraightforward (and reassuring)
structures of apostrophical address encounterathla writers’ texts (Baudelaire and
Shelley), Johnson shows that the poems of Gwend@ilgaks, Anne Sexton, Lucille Clifton,
and Adrienne Rich reveal a rather unstable straatfiaddress. However, this claim is
problematic from a deconstructive point of viewaimvay similar to Felman’s proposal
concerning female desire. The stability and instgtof apostrophical address here seems to
be in one to one correspondence to the binarytsheiof sexual difference, even though the
structure of address can be shown to be similargable in the texts of male writers as well.
Through the reading of Poe’s poem entitled “Thesfée,” his “The Philosophy of
Composition,” and two short stories, “The Fall loé tHouse of Usher,” and “Ligeia,” the next
sub-chapter tries to think through the ambivalerdebetoric and gender pointed out at the
end of the main chapter. It analyzes the encour@®veen feminist and deconstructive
critical approaches to Poe’s theory of aestheticshas literary practice. While both Felman
and Johnson seem to appropriate the ambivalenuaed fa rhetoric to the feminine, Poe’s
texts demonstrate that the ambiguities involvetherhetorical figures of apostrophe and
prosopopeia are no less problematic in the caae'mfale author.” In a rhetorical reading, it
can be shown that the death of the other (the tfeawoman”) does not stabilize the
discourse of the self and that a “purely” decortive reading runs the risk of reinforcing the
traditional separation between aesthetics andigmlithe problematic nature of which
feminist theory have often pointed out.

In the third chapter of the dissertation, | will to illuminate how the oeuvres of
Felman, Johnson and Caruth can be regarded asstiéléy contributing to an “ethical turn”
of deconstructive criticism, which, through trauthaory, emphatically foregrounded
questions of reference, history, politics and resgality. In the light of recent discussions of
de Man’s texts (for example Kulcsar-Szabé’s monphyathese issues have always been in
the center of his attention and it is in termsisfrhetorical theory that Caruth and Felman
grasped the experience of trauma and the Holoocad@istonstrating a continuity in the history
of deconstructive criticism. Trauma theory invended conceptualized itself through the
double perspective of deconstruction and psychgaisah the early 1990s and took both of
these theories “beyond themselves”: it is precibelyause of this profound ethical
involvement that | chose to deal with trauma stsidiea separate chapter than
psychoanalysis. After contextualizing trauma thesithin the framework opened up by the
ethical turn, | am examining three problems: tHe df literature and art in trauma theory,
deconstruction’s conceptualization of history asitna, and trauma theory’s implicit
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doubleness; then supplement these theoreticalssgitie the reading of literary and
philosophical texts. | argue that Felman’s conadpiterature, or the “literary thing,” has a
crucial place in trauma theory: the literary imagian provides us a way of relating to
another’s suffering; literature as a testimony detacts forgetting; through prosopopeia, it
gives a face to the other disfigured by historyd through apostrophe lets the other address
us and remind us about the ethical obligationgafling. Trauma theory also constituted
deconstruction’s return to history, reconceptuaiteough the notion of trauma which
subverts the intuitive relationship between conssness and history. In this chapter | read
“history” as a traumatic return of the real thagvitably shapes the texts and oeuvres of
Walter Benjamin, Sigmund Freud, or de Man. To opetrauma theory to recent critiques, |
return briefly to the relationship between feminiand trauma theory in Felman'’s two books
about these topics, to point out how they write paoallel narratives about trauma, which can
be regarded both as its “monumental history” agdatitical history” understood in a
Nietzschean sense. In the last section of the eh&pim tracing the relationship between
recognition and foreclosure through reading Eméssmourning for his son, Waldo.
Emerson’s journal entries and letters testify tthkeprofoundly felt pain over his loss, as
well as the impossibility of mourning. His philogogal essay “Experience” talks about his
inability to mourn, revealing a distance betweenthin he felt over his loss and the
antebellum ideological constructions of mourning.aAcounterpoint to the philosophical, the
literary—nhis poem “Threnody”—acknowledges pain #edomes an attempt at mourning.
Yet the elegy shows consolation as dependent upbe@menalization of voice (the “deep
Heart”), which proves to be hollow, leaving therpaf loss unresolved, in excess of
Transcendentalist philosophy. Nowadays many créise draw attention to the fact that
trauma theory with all its ethical potential migiself be haunted by the foreclosure of
gender, class, or racial traumas, so this chaptds with reading the parable of Tancred and
Clorinda in Tasso’s epigerusalem Delivereth order to reveal how the blind spots of trauma
theory can be pointed out from a complex gendesstgolonial perspective.

The fourth chapter of the dissertation revolvesiadothe notion of law and justice as
it was traditionally conceptualized as a suturihthe wounds of symbolic or very real
violence. The texts of Felman reveal different medé the relationship between law and
literature, namely literature as a supplement ¢oldlwv, or literature being a rupture of the
legal framework. Johnson’s texts focus on the igahip between sexual politics and the
law, and the notion of legal personhood, similath® one that can be shown to inform
Caruth’s texts about law and literature as welle Téading attached to this chapter proposes
to examine Melville’s “Bartleby the Scrivener,” vdhi seems to involve many of the concepts
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that | write about earlier: the notion of unreadigband transference; the ethical question;
literature as a rupture of the legal frameworlerbture as a supplement to law; and the notion
of legal personhood.

The closing chapter tries to sum up the most ingmbraspects of the critical oeuvres
being read throughout the dissertation, pointingtieir contribution to, and significance
within contemporary literary theory, addressing by can reinvigorate deconstructive
practice. However, | also suggest that the reélkestaf these critical concepts are only
revealed in the process of reading: if read in @wociion with literary texts, these theoretical
concepts also reveal an unexpected historical diroarthat also needs to be addressed,
providing more lessons to be learnt. The editorthe¥ ale French Studiespecial issue
devoted to “The Lesson of Paul de Man” predicted fftom this unique lesson “new
directions for literary study will continue to enger” Given the examples of Felman, Johnson

and Caruth, | believe they were absolutely right.
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CHAPTER |. DECONSTRUCTION AND PSYCHOANALYSIS

PSYCHOANALYSIS AND RHETORICAL READING: FELMAN , LACAN, DE M AN

“The impossibility of reading should not be taken t
lightly.” (Paul de ManAllegories of Reading

Many critics think that Lacanian psychoanalysid bae of the most influential impact
on Anglo-American literary theory in the seventieghties and nineties (Bennett 181),
providing a strong counterpoint to the hegemongmterican ego-psychology. Since then
American literary theory and philosophy has begimgy to integrate this new way of reading
Freud into its own tradition. According to Vince®it Leitch, it was Eugenio Donato who first
introduced Jacques Lacan’s texts at The Johns Hspkniversity in the 1960s, which was
followed by many thematic issues of renown perial$it (Leitch 289) Nowadays Lacanian
psychoanalysis forms a crucial part of the disoewfsnot only literary theory and literary
criticism, but cultural studies, feminism, new Migrr, postcolonial theory, as well as film
studies, to name a few distinct fields of inquiByill, Shoshana Felman warns us in her book
Jacques Lacan and the Adventure of Instbht “we can by no means take it for granted that
Lacan’s »exemplary lesson of reading« has in anyben learned, let alone assimilated”
(FelmanAdventure20). In this part of my thesis | will demonstrat@wv Felman’s fascinating
books read Lacan’s “exemplary lesson of readingétber with Paul de Man’s notion of
rhetoric, creating a dialogue between the Frenchtlam American critical heritage. | will
attempt to delineate the most important pointhsf tconversation” to point out the lessons
that can be learnt from them. | hope to demonsthetgossibilities that such a double
perspective involving psychoanalysis and deconstmi@llows by reading one of Edgar

Allan Poe’s tales in the next part of the chapter.
The Locus of Speech
Henry James thought that the tone of his writsxdetermined by his traveling back

and forth between Europe and America and he wagrooed that the meaning and the

undecidability of this “shuttle experience” can ties conveyed through a dynamically

! These periodicals include for exampale French Studie$8.French Freud: Structural Studies in
Psychoanalysi§1972),Yale French Studigs5-56.Literature and Psychoanalysis — The Question ofditen
Otherwise(1977),Diacritics 9 The Tropology of Freu¢Spring 1979)MLN 98 Lacan and Narration: The
Psychoanalytical Difference in Narrative ThedByecember 1983).
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changing perspective of writing (Felmitadnessl8). Felman who is neither French nor
American also imagines in a similar way the platere heMriting and Madness-the book
she called her “most fundamental book of literaryiaism” and her “purest book of literary

theory” (Felman “Story” 2)—is written from:

If it were possible to know the place from whicle@peaks (and the place from which
one is silent), | would say that this book speaksfaplural place and from a
dialogical perspective constituted by an intellectual excleamgtween America and
France, between French and English, between tHe @ad the Anglo-Saxon
contexts. This exchange necessarily involves tinérantation of two different sets of
cultural and ideological assumptions and of twdedént theoretical and literary

fields. (FelmarMadness20)

The scene of speech can never be fixed and thedmidresses us from such a position of
dislocation, which Homi K. Bhabha called in a diffiet context “an exploratory, restless
movement caught so well in the French renditiothefwordsau-dela—here and there, on all
sides/fort/da, hither and thither, back and forth.” (Bhabha hgTwo traditions Felman is
referring to here cannot be clearly told aparthay ttomprise together the decentered scene of
speecit. The two contexts the author is evoking here arehe one hand, de Man’s
deconstructive criticismon the other hand, Lacanian psychoanalysis.

Psychoanalysis was “a subject that de Man shunfkeinan “Postal” 57), a
discourse that he consciously “resisted” (Felmaost®” 51). In “Postal Survival,” an essay
acknowledging her “intellectual indebtedness” tawtln (Felman “Postal 56), Felman argues
that

he resisted it as one who was extremely close &sibne who in a way knew all about
it, but chose to say that knowledge in the formswinuch of a denial as ofefusal

a refusal actively repeated, reasserted, paradiyxeaough, not out of blindness to,
but out of insight into, the importance of psychalgais. [...] | take [this refusal] to be
nothing other than a complex dialogue with psyclabgis: a lifelong dialogue
engaged, in de Man’s writing and in the procedsi®feading, between de Man’s
emotional proximity to, and simultaneous criticatdnce from, the psychoanalytic

discourse. (Felman “Postal” 51-52)

% This movement between theoretical contexts is @fiected in the translation between languaiésting and
Madnesss the translation of certain texts selected fiegiman’sLa folie et la chose littéraire
% | am using this term based on Robert Eaglestdfiisal Criticism: Reading After Levinas
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The photograph reproduced at the end of Felman& necent collection of essays,
The Claims of Literaturebecomes highly symbolic given the context andsanfiFelman’s
earlier texts: taken during Lacan’s visit to Yaleitersity in November 1975, the picture
shows Felman standing between de Man and Lacampoging between them, and at the
same time linking them. It was de Man who introdlitee prestigious guest to the audience
at Yale in a speech that Felman finds “unique at this the only text in which de Man
implicitly acknowledges his closeness to, rathanth-as it is usually the case—explicitly
states his distance from, psychoanalysis.” (FeltRastal” 52) Like this picture, most of
Felman’s earlier writings try to approach liter&tinrough rhetoric and psychoanalysis.
These two traditions show considerable paralletsilyey can never be reconciled without
conflicts: for example, ever since Lacan’s “lingigscontribution to psychoanalysis, the
discourses of psychoanalysis and deconstructiofbedmought to the final denominator of
language; yet Lacanian psychoanalysis postulatesxistence of an unconscious which is
structured as a language, while for de Man, langusighought to work mechanically without
any regard for human subjectivity. Because of tiis,dialogue between them can only be
agonistic, it decenters and displabesh contexts (FelmaMadnes20, FelmarQuestiord).
Felman refers to this mutual displacementrasslation which concept has generated a lot of
interest and research in both psychoanalyticalrbatbrical contexts (Felma@uestiord,
FelmanScandal59)*

Double epigraphs

Besides language, perhaps the other common deatonivetween psychoanalysis
and deconstruction is their mutual emphasis onntipessibility of reading, which
nevertheless has certain pressing ethical impesatis welf. (Felman “Postal” 52-53) This
implicit link is also illustrated in the double gpaphs that appear kiterature and
Psychoanalysis: The Question of Readidtherwise a volume of essays edited by Felman.
The first of these quotes is from Lacah&s Séminaire, livre XX: Encor@9, 37), the second

is taken from de Man’s “Semiology and Rhetoric” ({dan Allegories19).

* The locus classicus of translation in rhetoribalught is de Man’s “»Conclusions«: Walter BenjaminThe
Task of the Translator«” (collected in thbe Resistance to Thedrpennis Porter’'s “Psychoanalysis and the
Task of the Translator” also deals with this problfieom a psychoanalytical point of view.

® In Felman'’s opinion, “all texts narrate the impb#iy of reading as the point of failureut of whichthey
demand to be reaaut of which they inscribe a paradoxical impemtio read.” (Felman “Postal” 53-54)
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This is what analytical discourse is all about: imen be read. What can be read
beyond what the subject has been incited to saylf.analytical discourse, the

signifying utterance is given another reading tivwat it means. (Jacques Lacan)

Reading is dramatized not as an emotive reactiovhtt language does, but as an

emotive reaction to the impossibility of knowing atht might be up to. (Paul de Man)

For de Man, reading involves an emotive reactiorcvis closely connected to experiencing
an impossibility: reading means encountering theredictable mechanisms of rhetoric,
which make it impossible to reach a reassuringurksLacan faced the questions of reading,
language and rhetoric from a psychoanalytical peatyge: for him, “the unconscious is
structured like a language” (Lac&eminar 111167) and this language is “the discourse of the
Other” in the conscious self (Lac&urits 190). Felman is convinced that Lacan’s reading of
Freud demonstrates how the discovery of the uncaunsstemmed from an unprecedented

act of reading, which necessitated a radically peactice of reading: Freud’s

first interest was in hysteria [...]. He spent adbtime listening, and while he was
listening, there resulted something paradoxicadaaling It was while listening to
hysterics that he read that there was an uncorscldat is, something he could only
construct, and in which he himself was implicatgdated by FelmaAdventure22-
23).

Psychoanalysis, whose most important task is rgadeading the discourse of the patients,
proceeds from a performative reading experiendgs,itself areading-effectthe “primal
scene” of psychoanalysis is the scene of readihg.uhprecedented experience of reading
constitutively preceded the theoretical foundatiohgsychoanalysis which tried to explain it,
yet it was unable to fully grasp its implicatiolt®(manAdventure24).

Analytical discourse in Lacan is about what camdasl, but the nature of this reading
IS quite extraordinary as it is not the consciousneiation that matters but the unconscious

desire that speaks through it:

® Interestingly enough, there is a little detail sitigy from this quote as the original one goestliis: “reading is
dramatizedin the relationship between Marcel and Albertinet as an emotive reaction to what language does,
but as an emotive reaction to the impossibilitkidwing what it might be up to.” (de Makllegories19,

emphasis added) Thus the observations on readinigleen from an interpersonal relationship, which i
gendered relationship as well, but here this aspextcluded. This omission in the volume edited-biman is
quite symptomatic, as it is only later,\vhat Does a Woman Warttvat she embraces an openly gendered,
feminist standpoint towards literature and theosyill deal with this problem in detail in the sa@bchapter of

my thesis, “Deconstruction and Feminism”.
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The analyst is called upon to interpret the exaedise patient’s discourse — what the
patient say®eyondwhat he has been incited to say, beyond the dumetivation of
the situation; and the analytic meaning is therspldcement of the meaning of the
patient’s discourse, since it consists in givingaivhias been pronouncadother
reading The analytic reading is thus essentially the irepdf a difference that
inhabits language, a kind of mapping in the sulgatiscourse of its points of

disagreement with, or difference from, itself. (ReahAdventure21)

Analytical reading always involvesdisplacementhen, the displacement of meaning: the
reading of the difference inhabiting language, asdn visualized the unconscious “not as
hidden but on the contrary as exposed—in languagestgih a significant (rhetorical)
displacement.” (FelmaAdventure45) The analytical situation warns us that no eration
can be reduced purely to its statement (FelBzandalb2, Unoka 228): in the slippage
between statement and enunciation, grammar andritiatonstative and performative we
can recognize the traces of unconscious mechanfsmasthis space where reading takes

place is also the spacetadnsference

Transference and Rhetorical Reading

Despite Charles Mauron’s claim that the most intgardifference between
therapeutic analysis and psychoanalytic literaitycsm is the absence of transference from
the latter, Felman is convinced that transfererm@s dhave a crucial role in literary readings

too:

Transference (rethought in a new way) actually diegme, but in a different way, the
specificity of the literary experience; that tragreince, of all the concepts of
psychoanalysis that have relevance to literatuddligerary criticism, is at one the
most important and suggestive, and, paradoxictiy)east explored. | will hold (and
attempt to demonstrate) that we enter the litet@xyonlythroughtransference:
through the lure of rhetoric. | suggest, then, thditerature (but perhaps in
psychoanalysis as well), the notion of transferanast be rethought in terms of a
theory of rhetoric. But at the same time rhetorigsiritself be rethought, reinterpreted,

in terms of the analytic conception of transfererfEelmanMadness30-31)
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As opposed to seeing transference as a signifidifference between therapy and criticism,
Felman views it as a crucial part of psychoanadytics well as literary experienéén

analysis of the process of transference givesalmaace to rethink the relationship between
literature and psychoanalysis and, at the same theeconcept of literariness itself. Felman’s
realigned notion of transference already goes betytsrpsychoanalytical definition, it is not
only a thematic, but an innately rhetorical phenoaré

There is a certain duplicity in the history of &@ncept in psychoanalytic theory. On
the one hand, Josef Breuer and Freud first useddtien of transferencéJpertragung in
Studies on Hysteriél895) where it meant certain “false connectiomghich substituted the
analyst for the original objects of desire (Breaed Freud 390). It was the task of the
analysis to do away with these delusions which wesated during the analytical sessions.
The “Dora-case” (“Fragment of an Analysis of a Cakklysteria,” 1905) brought about a
shift in the evaluation of the concept: it no longent directly against psychoanalytical
treatment, but became a crucial part of every dasspite the fact that its repetitive structure
does not enable the patients to consciously remewiat they should, this repetition does
offer a way of exploring the repressed contentdrbackground. On the other handTime
Interpretation of Dream$1900) transference is similar to the psychic psscof
displacement: unconscious concepts can only dmbgoreconscious if they transfer their
cathected psychic energy to a different “day’sdest (Freudnterpretation353) revealing
transference as a general mechanism of psychif_fielanche and Pontalis 455-462).

That is why Felman claims that transference i bibte rhetorical function of any
signifying material in psychic life,” as well ash# repetitive structural principle of the
relation between patient and analyst” (Felnvtadnessl82, cf. Chase “Transference” 212-
213). Transference in the former definition refiershe rhetorical mechanisms of the texts,
while the latter is a necessary side-effect of ireadl he transference of the text, just like
rhetoric in de Man’s texts, is an endless chairheforical displacements, which does not let
meaning fossilize, yet the transference of theeegd/es an illusion of stability,

" From this perspective, Felman’s approach resenidesdith Anne Skura’s concept of transference rilesd
in The Literary Use of the Psychoanalytic Proc&3sura’s book includes a chapter about “Literase
Transference: Rhetorical Function,” where she @gtnansference as a series of rhetorical excharggagen
tellers and listeners. However, | feel that thera difference between how Felman and Skura vibet®ric:
Felman'’s use of the term clearly implies de Mareésahstructive criticism, regarding transferencéege and
persuasion, while Skura’s concept of rhetoric setenmsvolve only its persuasive aspect.

8 For an extended rhetorical reading of transferesee Cynthia Chase’s “Transference as Trope and
Persuasion” which interprets this concept in teofnde Man’s writing. | believe that Chase and Faima
represent two different ways of inflecting decoustion and psychoanalysis, as Felman interpretdatein
Lacanian terms, while Chase reads Lacan from dedvmrspective.

° For more on these interpretations of transferesee Russell Grigg’s “Signifier, Object, and thafsference,”
Humphrey Morris’s “The Need to Connect: Represématof Freud’s Psychical Apparatus,” and Chase’s
“Transference as Trope and Persuasion.”
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presupposing a meaning that exists despite theenature of texts. Cynthia Chase translates
these two different interpretations of transferew@é de Man'’s familiar vocabulary of
statement and utterance, cognitive and performatiope and persuasion to point out that
“the function of transference as persuasion—the&gekletorical designs upon the reader—
obscures the status of the text as a pattern n$ sitg status of as transference as trope.”
(Chase “Transference” 214) The repetitive aspettanisference emerging in the relationship
between the patient and the analyst eclipses tmgndtion of the patient’s discourse as
rhetoric. Based on these different, yet intertwideéinitions Felman can reinterpret the
conventional relationship between psychoanalysisliéerature, and theorize the concept of
thereading-effec{Forrester 265-266).

“To Open the Question”

Felman identifies the most important problem wfté typical interpretations of
literature and psychoanalysis in the “and,” whidéspite being a coordinating conjunction,
rather suggests a subordination between these pis&®sychoanalysis and literature are
usually not on the same level, psychoanalysislisccapon to interpret literature:
psychoanalysis “occupies the place slaject literature that of anbject (FelmanQuestion
5). Felman compares this structure to the Hege&tationship of the master and the slave
delineated inThe Phenomenology of Spiit807), the only outcome of which can be the
recognition of the supremacy of the master: “litere’s function, like that of the slave, is to
serveprecisely thalesireof psychoanalytic theory” (Felmauestion6). This situation
might be satisfactory for analysts, but not faertry critics and theoreticians: what this kind
of psychoanalytic interpretation misses is pregifle¢ literariness of the texts they are
reading: “literature could perhaps even be def@®ethat which remains in a text precisely
unaccountedor by the traditional psychoanalytical approach teréiture” (FelmarQuestion
6). Felman imagines the “literary thinga[chose littérairg"" as profoundly involved in

rhetoric: it is an excess that resists interpretatguestions and subverts the frames of

19 Jane Gallop analyses in a similar way the funotibtand” in the uneasy relationship between festimand
psychoanalysis (Gallopeminisml). Diane Elam also focuses on the “and” in hedysis of feminism and
deconstruction (Elam 13). Peter Brooks also probteras in a Felmanian fashion the conjunction “tawl
literature” (Brooks “Law” 14).

|n the new preface to hivriting and Madnesdelman defines “the literary thing” the followimgay: “It is
precisely this dramatization of the irreducibildf/the relation between the readable and the ualdadhat
constitutes what | have called in Fredalthose littéraire- the literary thing” and goes in a footnote tal ot
it is “not exactly literature as institution: it,igather, the original, originative drive that makes read. It is what
makes texts literary, what turns them into eventsgt constitutes their literary life, their contediemotional
and rhetorical vitality.” (Felman “The Story” 5)
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interpretative metanarratives (Jardine 31). Chhsw/s how the inquiry into the rhetorical

structure of philosophical texts led to the rectigniof

rhetoric as the ‘other’ of philosophy; they explti@v an exclusion and at the same
time exploitation of literary strategies and rhatak modes have been vital to the self-
construction of philosophical discourse in waysd@ds with the truth claims of
philosophy. (Chase “Transference” 211)

She claims that psychoanalysis is just like phiddgoin the sense that it partakes of
rhetoric—and the “literary thing"—, yet it refusesacknowledge this debt.
Felman pinpoints the exact place where literataeeds the limits of psychoanalytic

readings:

There is one crucial feature which is constitut¥diterature but is essentially lacking
in psychoanalytical theory, and indeed in theorgwash: irony. Since irony precisely
consists in dragging authority as such into a sedmeh it cannot master, of which it
is not aware and which, for that very reason, ésstene of its own self-destruction,
literature, by virtue of its ironic force, fundamalty deconstructs the fantasy of
authority (FelmarQuestion3).

Irony is thus something that is constitutive oéddture, but is lacking in theoretical
approaches: psychoanalysis can only incorporae é blind spot which threatens to subvert
the whole system. Just like for de Man, irony fetrfan is about the moment of aporia
narrating the impossibility of reading and underdiag (de MarAestheticl66-167). Irony is
always an excess that cannot fully be grasped mvitie limits of a non-ironic theory:
“literature still functions as @ap for psychoanalysighen psychoanalysis tries to »explain«
or master it, to catch the unconscious in theréig act” (Felman Madness 30) as irony,
instead of “closing off the tropological system, ] enforces the repetition of its aberration.”
(de ManAllegories301)

Felman examines psychoanalysis from a literargpestive, but, as we have seen in
the case of irony, this does not simply mean thersal of positions of power, but an attempt
to expose its illusory structure and show how ditere and psychoanalysis amglicatedin

each other:
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Psychoanalytic theory and the literary text mugualform—and displace—each
other; [...] there is no longer a clear-cut oppositis a well-defined border between
literature and psychoanalysis: psychoanalysis eantbaliterary just as much as
literature is intrapsychoanalytic. The methodolag&take is no longer that of the
applicationof psychoanalysiw literature but, rather, of thamterimplicationin each
other. (Felmaddventured9, cf. FelmarQuestion8-9)

Literature and psychoanalysis cannot be separedetddach other, their relationship is not
structured by a spatial opposition of outside/iasad “they are really traversed by each other”
(FelmanQuestionl0): psychoanalysis uses literary proper namaesiae and invent itself—
for example Oedipus-complex, Narcissism, etc. (Bel@uestion9)—, and it is through a
highly poetic prose style resembling Mallarmé’sgg@oems that Lacan proposes his most
influential hypotheses. However, we must not fadbithe trap of identifying literature with
psychoanalysis as “each is contained in the othé@satherness-to-itselits unconscious

[...] in the same way that psychoanalysis pointh&ounconscious of literaturgerature, in

its turn, is the unconscious of psychoanalydtelmanQuestionl0).

Analytical Reading

Psychoanalytical reading is about interpretingekeess of the discourse of the
patient, and Lacan’s radical lesson of readingas interpretation takes place in both

participants of the analytical session:

The unconscious, in other words, is not simply thiaich must be read but also, and
perhaps primarily, that which reads. The unconsciswa reader. What this implies
most radically is that whoever reads, interpretsobinis unconscious, is an analysand,
even when the interpreting is done form the pasitibthe analyst. (Felmakdventure
21-22, cf. FelmaMadnessl64, Flzesséry 73)

Reading, then, is not only the task of the analyst,also happens in the patient, so the
hierarchical structure recognizable in psychoanslgan be subverted because of the
postulation of the unconscious, which was supptsgive authority to psychoanalysis as a
discourse of power: “literature tells us that auityds a language effect, the product or the

creation of its own rhetorical power: that authprg the power of fiction; that authority,
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therefore, is likewise a fiction.” (Felma&uestion8) This makes the relationship between the

critic and the text being read a little more corogied. Even though

1) the work of literary analysis resembles the wafrkhe psychoanalyst; 2) the status
of what is analyzed—the text—is, however, not tifahe patient, but rather that of a
master: we say of the author that he is a masterteixt has for us authority—the very
type of authority by which Jacques Lacan indeededetie role of the psychoanalyst
in the structure of the transference. Like the psgnalyst viewed by the patient, the
text is viewed by us as “a subject presumed to Rreas the very place where
meaning, anttnowledgeof meaning reside. With respect to the text, iteedry critic
occupies thus at once the place of the psychoanaiythe relation of interpretation)

and the place of the patient (in the relation ahgference). (Felma@uestion?)

Critics are analysts as they try to read the tepds,at the same time, patients as they read
through their unconscious, which reading is deteeaiby structures of transference they
might not fully be aware (Chase “Transference” 214k text affects the readers, a reading
comes into existence and this interpretation iscstired by the text’s rhetoric.

It is thus an error to imagine the bond of the t.d the critic as a one-sided
interpretative relationship. But why does Felmalhtcansference itself an error, “a rhetorical
errorpar excellence(FelmanMadness29)? Slavoj Zizek calls our attention to the fhett,
according to Lacan, meaning as such is never gasmh,toproducenew meaning, it is

necessary tpresupposéts existence in the other.” (Zizek 185) Lacarirokthat

If the unconscious has taught us anything [...] fir& of all this: that somewhere, in
the Other, ‘it" knows. ‘It’ knows because ‘it’ isipposed by those signifiers the
subject is constituted by [...]. The very status wbwledge implies that some sort of
knowledge already exists, in the Other, waitinpeédaken, seized. (quoted by Felman
Madnes<201)

Producing new meaning presupposes the illusionitiehot created by us, but it can be
found somewhere if we keep looking hard. This meeessary illusion called by “the mystery
of transference.” And for Lacan, one of the cortmras of transference was the subject
presumed to know, which comes into existence becalihe decentering effect of the

unconscious. The unconscious is an experiencafahdraway from our being, our truth,
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which truth is, paradoxically, supposed in the otlige subject presumed to know: “he is

presumed to know what no one can escape: meansurhs’ (FelmaMadnessl79) “This

supposition of knowledge can some real knowledgerbduced.” (Zizek 185)

Felman introduces her “To Open the Question” witfuatation from Rimbaud’a
Season in Helf1873): “love has to be reinvented” (Feln@uoestion5). Thus the pretext and
the model of rethinking the conventional relatiapdbetween literature and psychoanalysis is
the rethinking of love, and the most important @ptadn this process is transference, which

was restated by Lacan in terms of love:

| deemed it necessary [...] to support the ideaasfdference, as indistinguishable
from love, with the formula of the subject presunb@&now [...]. The person in
whom | presume knowledge to exist, thereby acquirg$ove [...] Transference is
love [...] linsist: it is love directed toward, agdised to, knowledge. (quoted by
FelmanMadness202)

Transference as love and an allegory of readingsitihe language of affection and
epistemology, suggesting that in the analytic situeknowledge always comes into existence
in an interpersonal relationship. And from de Maamkmow that, similarly to transference,
love “is structured like a figure of speech” (devillegories169) as it is “a figure that
disfigures, a metaphor that confers the illusioprajper meaning to a suspended, open
semantic structure® (de ManAllegories198) Transference as love is a rhetorical illusion

necessitated by the closure of reading.

What is at stake here is the reconceptualizationterpretation and understanding.

Lacan is convinced that

Interpreting is an altogether different thing theaving the fancy of understanding. One
is the opposite of the other. | will even say tih& in on the basis of a certain refusal of
understanding that we open the door onto psychgamahderstanding. (Quoted by
FelmanAdventurel08)

2 De Man elsewhere calls this “figure that disfiggiranthropomorphism, which “freezes the infinitairhof
tropological transformations and propositions iot@ single assertion or essence” (de RRaetoric241). Chase
associates the concept of anthropomorphism touhelypperformative act of transference.
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The practice of reading delineated by Felman iedght from conventional psychoanalytic
readings as she thinks that “The history of reatiagaccustomed us to the assumption—
usually unquestioned—that reading is finding megyihat interpretation can dwell only on
the meaningful.” (FelmaAdventure45) Due to the signifying mechanisms peculiathi® t
unconscious, we need to question the primacy ohingaand the signified. We need to break
with the old reading methods to recognize the nessibilities within psychoanalytic reading
as “for Lacan, what is analytical par excellenceas|...] thereadable but theunreadable

and theeffectsof the unreadable. What calls for analysis isitisestence of the unreadable in
the text.” (Felmamdventure46) Such a reading must be attentive to the theraatwell as

the rhetoric dimension of a text:

It should be noted that the expression “Freudiadirg” isitself an ambiguous
expression that can refer either to Freudiatement®r to Freudiamutterance a
reading can be called “Freudian” with respeaitat it readgthemeaningor
thematiccontentit derives from a text) or with respecthow it readits
interpretativeproceduresthe techniques anethodsf analysis it uses). (Felman
Madnessl64)

Felman is here talking about the difference betwbematic and rhetorical readings. We
have to notice that these two types of readings pmsuppose each other. This new reading
method is not about throwing out thematic readfieggurely rhetorical readings, but about
illustrating the dynamic tension between these dvfferent dimensions, through which the
effects of the unconscious can be traced. Rhewaapposed to be “nothing other than a
mode of contradiction in the text. [...] rhetoricnisver external to the theme: it resides in it,
pervades it, but in so doing decenters it, artiesldt otherwise. Within the theme, rhetoric is
a discourse that is radically other.” (FelnMadness89) Much like how literature and
psychoanalysis are implicated in each other, thed#tic and the rhetorical dimensions cannot
be separated unproblematically. It is through reabdisplacements that thematic content is
always in flight, explaining why Felman'’s strategfyreading aims to uncover the structure of

the question of reading instead of finding a singiswer to it

13«Our reading [...] would thus attempt not so muclcapture the mystery’s solution, but to follow hext, the
significant path of its flight; not so much to seler answer the enigmatic question of the textttirivestigate
its structure; not so much to name and make expiieiambiguity of the text, but to understandribeessity
and the thetorical functioning of the textual amliig. The question underlying such a reading isthot »What
does the story mean?« but rather »How does thg stean?« How does the meaning of the story, whaieve
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According to de Man “Writing always includes thement of dispossession in favor
of the arbitrary power play of the signifier andrfr the point of view of the subject, this can
only be experienced as dismemberment, a beheadmgastration” (de MaAllegories296).
Felman does not experience this kind of “disposse$as a loss, rather as a possibility,
claiming that meaning “can only be inscribed in ¢fag left by its own disappearance, by its
own castration.” (Felmakladness38) Constructing meaning is always an arbitrary
inscription in a place where it can no longer benfih Hence, instead of the “meaning” of a
certain text, Felman prefers to use “effect,” anpiact,” which suggests that, even though
their “/meaning” is not necessarily establishedtg@an, and do have (unconscious) “effects,”

or “impact” upon their readers and critics.

The Theory of the Reading-Effect and the Possitofil_iterary History

A reading that is created through transferencesatseexistence partly to unconscious
processes, of which the reader is not fully awBezause of this, the rhetoric of the text and
the critical discourse cannot be clearly separaedyiticism, instead of grasping the meaning
of the text, often repeats and acts out rhetogoairs already inscribed within what it reads.
From this general insight into the relationshipasn literature and criticism, Felman
formulated her theory of the “reading-effect” contating on the impact of a certain literary
text. From this perspective, this theory is complrao the models of reading delineated in
literary hermeneutics, which conceptualized litgtaistory as a history of “reception and
impact” (Jauss “Literary” 7). However, becausettieory of the reading- effect seems
inseparable from a transferential structure anditfemnscious in Felman’s texts, these two
notions that looked similar at first glimpse faillve fully compatiblé? Her notion means “a
theory of reading centered on a rhetorical analysda theoretical examination of the
occurrences of transference in both the text andritical reading.” (FelmalMadness30) In
her view “the discourse of literary history itspiints to some unconscious determinations
that structure but of which it is not aware” (Fem#edventures0). If we cling to the
traditional notion of literary history, we mightrmclude that if it is driven partly by
unconscious desire, because of its personal dimensifails to be historical enough. It is not
so, however, as Felman'’s literary theory works \aitthfferent theory of history, in which the

may be, rhetorically take place through permaneaglacement, textually take shape and take effeké
flight.” (FelmanMadnessl65, cf. Felmaidventure49-50)

4 See JaussFoward an Aesthetic of Receptiand his “Literary History as a Challenge to Litgr@heory” for
more information about reception theory.
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impossibility of conscious understanding still alkohistory to be written; but it will be
riddled with gaps and ambivalences that testifylpam the unconscious preconceptions and

processes through which the narrative came intstenxce.

How can these unconscious traces be found, i atbels, how can this theory of the

reading-effect be turned into a praxis? She clairas

by locating what seems to be unreadable or incangmsble in this effect; by situating
the most prominent discrepancies or discontinuitigke overall critical discourse [...]
the most puzzling critical contradictions, and tyyrig to interpret those contradictions as

symptomatic of [...] the unconscious. (FelmfEaventures0)

If readings are governed by transferential/rhetdstructures, literary texts often contain the
seeds of the errors that are necessarily actedlyowdrious (mis)readings.From this
perspective, Felman'’s critical enterprise alsotbdace its impossibility, as it claims that no
reading can be definitive, every reading contagrsain blind spots from which we can
expose its systematic errors, resulting in an itdgiohain of critical “corrections,” which
structure closely resembles de Man’s famous dynaetiween blindness and insight (de Man
Blindness106):° Its axiom is that each reading is symptomatic¢histrategy of reading
focuses its attention on ambiguities, discrepan@asadoxes and aporias, which all refer to
the “other scene” of the production of meaning,uheonscious (Felmaidventurel08, cf.
Davis “Introduction” 854). Readings proceed fromnp® that resist understanding, where the
text seems to differ from itself (Felmaalventure45, FelmarScandall36, footnote 63).

Such points can be found both in literary textgval as critical narratives and we can
suppose transferential structures at work behiathttCritical texts can be analyzed as

reading-effects, or transference-effects which is

thedynamic interpretandf the text interpretantin Peirce’s sense: not a person, but an

effect—of the signifier, or of meaning). The theory oétbric thus finds itself

!> As Barbara Johnson writes, “literature stagestibdes of its own misreading, making visible therkrity of
the heart of theory and rendering the effectspibject o understanding unpredictable. The riebr
subversion of theory by its own discourse doesmmiyever, prevent it from generating effects; irdlités
precisely the way theory misses its target thatlpces incalculable and interesting effects elseavhélohnson
Critical xii)

'® Dominick LaCapra also notes transference’s entanght in the structures of blindness and insight:
“problems and processes active in the texts diaats we study are repeated in displaced and dfsgyuised or
distorted form in our very accounts of them” (LaGaRepresentind.11).
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transformed and renewed, opening onto a generahtlod the reader and of reading: a
theory of the reader as a participant in a liviragsferential drama, as an unconscious
textualactor caught without knowing it in the lines of forcetbe text’s “pure rhetoric,”
of theaddressing poweof its signs, and of their reference to interpnetaReading, in
this way is here rethought, reformulated as thedokepetition the performative

enactment of thenetoric of the text (and not of its meaning). (FelnMadness31)

Governed by transference, the readings that driisaourses come up with are “dynamic
interpretants,” which notion comes from the seng@bCharles Sanders Peirce, who, just
like de Man, argued that grammar and rhetoric ateeantinuous categories, there is a
tension between them (de MAHegories8-9, quoted in FelmaMadnes24). The

interpretant is a third element breaking the birsgrstem of sign and its object, necessitated
by understandingd’ This does not mean, however, that the interpretanid be equated with
meaning as such: it is a reading, which is by dbim inconclusive, as it can only proceed
from signs to other signs, instead of leaping fdgms to meanings. This is what Peirce calls
“pure rhetoric,” a process through which meanimnvgagis escapes our grasp. He used the
notion of the interpretant to illustrate the temsb®tween grammar and rhetoric, and by
calling the reading-effect a dynamic interpret&@man also hints at the possibility that it is
also structured by that very same tension of granamd rhetoric. A reading is part of a
transferential system of repetition, which fordes teader to unconsciously act out the
rhetoric of the text it reads: “any speech act posd an excess of cognition, but it can never
hope to know the process of its own production ¢thky thing worth knowing).” (de Man
Allegories300, cf. Felmarscandal67)

Hence, a reading governed by the structure of feagrsce can never be a definitive
one as it always participates in, and is a reaéififgct of, the rhetorical operations at work
within the text. From these initial axioms, the niegical step for Felman was to analyze
literary history in a transferential relation teettexts it reads (c€Claims7) as hers is “a
literary theory anchored precisely in the pract€enterpretation and primarily responsive to
the singularity of texts.” (Felman “The Story” 2h@ author superbly demonstrated the
critical potential involved in such an enterpriseough her reading of Jame3ke Turn of
the Screwand through the reading of the vicissitudes afddillan Poe’s literary

appreciation. In both these texts, Felman showsdetain recurrent motifs in literary history

" The notion of the interpretant can be comparetied_acanian concept of the Symbolic which brehlks t
imaginary unity of the self and the other by intohg a third element: language.
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are inevitably shaped by the rhetorical ambiguitiehe text. InThe Turn of the Screvhe
founding ambivalence of the story (are the ghostal*? or are they just the “projections” of
the governess’s mind?) splits the history of reoepinto two different types of reading: a
psychoanalytic one that reads the story as a syngito text and “sees the governess as a
clinical neurotic deceived by her own fantasies destructive charges” (Felmafadness
145); and a “metaphysical, religious, or moral’dieg, which emphasizes the role of the
supernatural, and “sees the governess as a sdie, savior engaged in a heroic moral
struggle for the salvation of a world threatenedbpgernatural Evil” (Felmakladnessl45),
and which tries to “save” the text from psychoatialgeading, just like the narrator tried to
save the children from the ghosts (Felnvednessl47). Instead of “solving” the central
mystery of the text, Felman is mostly interestethsdynamic tension between these two
irreconcilable perspective as a symptom of the chaat the story had on its various readers,
which impact also tells a lot about the transfaegistructure of reading in general.

In Jacques Lacan and the Adventure of Insi§leiman reads Poe “as a symptom of
poetry” (Felmamdventure27), noting the various disagreements and comtiads in the
critical narratives written about his oeuvre, faample, his French critical acclaim as
opposed to his neglect in American literature (Feiddventure30), or that his texts were
often read through a psychoanalytical perspectetnfanAdventure32). She is convinced
that “this critical disagreement is itself symptdima@f a poetic effect, and that the critical
contradictions to which Poe’s poetry has given aiseethemselves significant of the nature of
poetry.” (FelmarAdventure28) Interestingly enough, Poe’s poetry never afgpeaFelman’s
essay, it is only evoked through the effect it et in various critical accounts. As opposed
to “Madness and the Risks of Practice,” “The Cddea” outlines a general theory of how a
reading might emerge: by locating in a poem “aifignof poeticity and to analyze it
functioning and its effects” in conjunction withetiexamination of the unconscious

transferences of literary history (Felmadventures0).

Conclusion

This chapter tried to unravel and interpret thegaties of the dialogue between
rhetorical deconstruction and psychoanalysis. liedghat the meeting point between these
two discourses is the concepttansferencethe key metaphor of psychoanalytic reading, the
examination of which enables us to displace theventional, hierarchical relationship

between psychoanalysis and literature as well:lpsycalysis can no longer offer a meta-
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position that is called upon to interpret liter&tsince the interpretive discourse is itself
inhabited by “literariness.” In my reading of thgyphoanalytic notion of transference, |
pointed out its double structure, to reveal it gsacess that partakes of the contingent
rhetorical operations at work in any given texi] afso as a process that tries to resist this
former recognition in order to bring the processeaafding to a close. As the texts of Felman
point out, this second process creates an illusioich is necessary for reading; yet, the
meaning of the text being read can never be fulhgged, it always “takes flight” (Felman
Madnessl65), escapes us. Nevertheless, even though tleeaining is escapes us, literary
texts do have an impact: they provoke reading-effiectheir readers, which constitutes a
historical dimension of interpretation that thedesais not fully aware. In the next part of my
thesis, | will write about one of Poe’s short stsrabout the impossibility of reading, “The
Man of the Crowd” further to illuminate the encoanbetween deconstruction and

psychoanalysis in terms of unreadability and litgtastory.
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“E R LASST SICH NICHT LESEN": THE UNREADABLE IN

EDGAR ALLAN POE’'sS“T HE M AN OF THE CROWD”

Edgar Allan Poe’s texts have often been in théreesf critical debates, in fact, his
short story, “The Purloined Letter” has generated of the most fascinating encounters
between psychoanalysis and deconstruction. (Eisersaldalmar “Az ellopasban” 181)
Jacques Lacan and Jacques Derrida both read thisssbry and came to very different
conclusions: for Lacan, the letter was the allegdrihe signifier (Johnso@ritical 115),
while Derrida used Lacan’s reading of the storydoroverarching critique of psychoanalysis.
Some years later, it was Barbara Johnson, whorimbgenious study of the debate (published
in The Critical Differenciargued that “In all three texts, it is thet of analysisvhich seems
to occupy the center of the discursive stage” (§oh€ritical 110) and showed how the
readings of both of these French thinkers are emited by a transferential structure always
already inscribed within the text, and of whichytlage not fully aware.

Beginning with Charles Baudelaire, and reachiagpéak with the texts of Lacan and
Derrida, the approach labeled as “French Poe” piiynacused on the linguistic and psychic
dynamics of Poe’s texts and thereby largely ignamredbscured their historical context. In
The American Face of Edgar Allan P&hawn Rosenheim and Stephen Rachman argue that
these readings failed “to recognize that Poe’s ragavagant literary maneuvers were
usually based in the specific cultural and polltdanate of antebellum America”

(Rosenheim and Rachman xi), and all the essaysoted] in that volume propose to read
“The American Face of Edgar Allan Poe,” to contakize his works as deeply involved in
American culture. Just like how Shoshana FelmasXsstare written through a “shuttle-
experience” between the French and the Americategts) this chapter tries to work out
ways to face Poe from such a double perspectivedirand American, psychoanalytic and
deconstructive, theoretical and historical. To stugther light upon the interface between
deconstruction and psychoanalysis, and to subatarand rethink the theoretical concepts of
the previous chapter, this part of the dissertgimposes to examine Poe’s “The Man of the
Crowd,” which, on the thematical level, happenbécan allegory of (the impossibility of)
reading, that is, an “allegory of unreadability” i@dzkowski 30). While “The Purloined
Letter” presents a detective with a brilliantly sassful act of analysis, “The Man of the
Crowd” stages failed acts of reading, and showsittadytical powers of the mind at their
limits. Yet this resistance to interpretation ev®kecertain compulsion to meaning: in spite of

its impossibility, a (mis)reading still comes irgristence both within the story and in the

31



various critical texts it has generated, reveadingansferential structure at work, on the one
hand, within the text (between the narrator andhthe of the crowd) and, on the other hand
the between the short story and its critical act®(the critics and the tale). My reading of
the case, however, does not intend to stop heeerddognition of the impossibility of
reading in “The Man of the Crowd” is only a firgep in demonstrating how this
deconstructive / psychoanalytic notion of unrealitgbivhen read through certain "19
century narratives and concepts (like the cityaketdr the gendered notion of the flaneur),
reveals a historical dimension, or a historicitgtteven this contemporary theoretical notion

(unreadability) seems to be determined by.

The Rhetorical and the Analytical

The plot of Poe’s short story is relatively simglaving just recuperated from a
serious illness, the narrator is sitting in a ceff@use in London. Basking in his newly
acquired acuteness of the senses, he can reacdsedtsarly as the expressions on people’s
faces hinting at their true personality. After aile@hhe notices a man who proves to be a lot
more difficult to decipher. For this reason, hetstéollowing the man around the city just to
realize that he is always going round and rourtthéncity without any apparent purpose.
Faced with such a meaningless itinerary, he comsltidat the man must be a criminal. The
story thus sets out to valorize the powers of megdbut it ends up being a cautionary tale
about the possible pitfalls of interpretation.

After the opening frame of the narrative, the unad narrator of “The Man of the
Crowd” relates how his story began:

Not long ago, about the closing in of an eveningutumn, | sat at the large bow
window of the D—— Coffee-House in London. For somenths | had been ill in
health, but was now convalescent, and, with refigrstrength, found myself in one of
those happy moods which are so precisely the ceav@dennui—moods of the
keenest appetency, when the film from the mentbrideparts—theyivg oc mpw
enmnev—and the intellect, electrified, surpasses as yréatevery-day condition, as
does the vivid yet candid reason of Leibnitz, thedmand flimsy rhetoric of Gorgias.
Merely to breathe was enjoyment; and | derivedtpaspleasure even from many of
the legitimate sources of pain. | felt a calm mgpuisitive interest in every thing. (Poe
“Man” 388)
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After a long iliness, which many of Poe’s charagteave gone through, the narrator is finding
both his physical and especially his mental pou@ige returning. Such a change in his
intellectual capabilities is reinforced by diffetexspects related in this paragraph,
legitimizing his role as an ideal reader of the @round him: a Greek quote from Homer;
the juxtaposition of Leibnitz and Gorgias; and Weey fact that he is sitting in a coffeehouse
in London.

The Greek passage in the quote above was takenHommer’sThe lliad in Robert
Fitzgerald’s translation, these lines are told bjld® Athena to Diomedes midst the battle of
Troy. As an answer to his prayers, the goddesatasicomes alive and tells the following

things to the hero:

‘Courage, Diomedes. Press the fight

against the Trojans. Fury like your father’'s

I've put into your heart: his never quailed—
Tydeus, master shieldsman, master of horses.
I've cleared away the mist that blurred your eyes
a moment ago so you may see before you
clearly, and distinguish god from man.

If any god should put you to the test

upon this field, be sure you are not the man

to dare immortal gods in combat—none,

that is, except the goddess Aphrodite.

If ever she should join the fight, then wound her
with you keen bronze.’

(Homer 76, emphasis added)

The goddess here gives physical as well as meotads to her hero: the spirit of his father
will help him in battle, and by purging the montaists from his eyes, Pallas makes him able
to tell the difference that is hidden from othéh® true nature of his opponents. A similar
knowledge, which proved crucial to Diomedes’ suaViseems to be given to the narrator of
Poe’s story as well, with which he can discern ingrat details about the world around him. |
interpret this power as, first and foremost, rhietdy for two reasons: on the one hand,
Homer’s line “I've cleared away the mist that bkaryour eyes” testifies to the performative
powers of language and rhetoric that makes thiagpén through language (a la Austin); on

the other hand, it is taken from literature, seltes on a fiction created in language and
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rhetoric. The narrator of the tale thus institudiesauthority through the valorization of
rhetoric, yet, at the same time, through the algecif rhetoric that is apparent in the
juxtaposition between Leibnitz and Gorgias.

Leibnitz, a rationalist philosopher of the™@entury, believed that the powers of the
mind can penetrate the deepest secrets of natdresiGerald Kennedy argues, “the narrator
appropriately identifies himself with the Enlighteant tradition, for he too seeks a rational,
scientific classification of experience.” (Kennétlymits” 187) As many critics of Poe’s
story observe, in the earlier version of the taxdtead of Leibnitz, we find a reference to the
name of the phrenologist George Combe, “who adedcatscience that theoretically offered
a way to read personality on the basis of outwppkarance.” (Hayes “Visual” 448, cf.
McClintock 50) For phrenologists the body was angigr whose signified was the true
personality hiding behind the accidences of appeaahey were convinced that “the face is
the sign of the person, and, second, that thatcagrbe read” (Eaglestone 74, cf. Miller
Hawthorne97). Both the language of reason and phrenologpyeaf for stable references
between signifiers (events of nature, bodies) agmifeeds (natural laws, personalities),
which opened a way for the advent of general tratiaut the world and human nature.

As opposed to Leibnitz and Combe, Gorgias, a sk@bilosopher of thecentury
BC, gave a central role to rhetoric over reasoay(B, et al, eds 1381, footnote 5) Such a
view, which was later espoused by Friedrich Nidtes@and rediscovered by deconstruction
(both by Derrida and Paul de Man), held that ag s any knowledge is produced within a
linguistic universe, the stable references betvggmifiers and signifieds might come undone
due to the random effects generated by “mad and¥fi rhetoric. In fact, Nietzsche argues in
“On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense” (1873) #natn truth is

A movable host of metaphors, metonymies, and; aptimorphisms: in short, a sum
of human relations which have been poetically d&darically intensified, transferred,
and embellished, and which, after long usage, deerpeople to be fixed, canonical,
and binding. Truths are illusions which we havey@iten are illusions—they are
metaphors that have become worn out and have lvagred of sensuous force, coins
which have lost their embossing and are now consitas metal and no longer as
coins. (Nietzsche “Truth” 117)

Nietzsche thus essentially links epistemology &tahic, a philosophical insight, which the
narrator of the short story, by juxtaposing Leibf@ombe to Gorgias, seems to resist. For
him, language is a clear medium of thought, ofig@anchance for interpretive closure. The
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story seems to neglect theetorical for theanalytical about which Poe will later write in
“The Murders in the Rue Morgue,” the tale that igpaated the genre of the detective story,
that

The mental features discoursed of as analytical,iathemselves, but little
susceptible of analysis. We appreciate them ontigeir effects. [...] [T]hey are
always to their possessor [...] a source of theilgtlenjoyment. [...] [T]he analyst
[glories] in that moral activity whicdisentanglesHe derives pleasure from even the
most trivial occupations bringing his talents iptay. (Poe “Murders” 397, cf. Felman
Adventurel49)

Analysis is conceptualized here as a “moral agtwihich disentanglesinvoking the
etymological sense of the word, “the undoing ohatk (Felman “Postal” 71). Indeed, this is
what the narrator needs to do, analyze and “unu®’khot presented by the title character,
whose unreadability is as much an effect of rhetasi an effect of history.

These two stories, “The Murders in the Rue Morgared “The Man of the Crowd” are
related to each other in many other respects, tamdrst to realize this was Walter Benjamin
in his influential monograph about Baudelaire. ld#sc“The Man of the Crowd” an “X-ray
picture of a detective story” (BenjamiBaudelaire48), which reference was later superbly
developed by Dana Brandl$e Spectator and the City in Nineteenth-Centurgigan
Literature Yet we must realize that there is a considerdifference between the two stories:
while “The Man of the Crowd” narrates a readingrstang from a failure, the Dupin texts
allegorize the triumph of the analytical.

Textuality and the City

The fact that the story sets forth from a Londoffe=house is crucial: in the 9
century London was one of the biggest cities ofvibbeld, a trade center as well as a center of
information too. And within the cities it was theffeehouses where one could hear all the
recent gossip and read all the papers from homealarchd, making it a public space ideal for
people hungry for information, reinforcing “the retor’s role as both a reader and an
information seeker.” (Hayes “Visual” 448) The naorafeels a “calm but inquisitive interest

in every thing” (Poe “Man” 388) and amuses himself
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for the greater part of the afternoon, now in pgrver advertisements, now in
observing the promiscuous company in the room,redin peering through the
smoky panes into the street.

This latter is one of the principal thoroughfaréshe city, and had been very much
crowded during the whole day. But, as the darkieasse on, the throng momently
increased; and, by the time the lamps were wditdid, two dense and continuous
tides of population were rushing past the doorth#s particular period of the evening
| had never before been in a similar situation, @edtumultuous sea of human heads
filled me, therefore, with a delicious novelty ahetion. | gave up, at length, all care
of things within the hotel, and became absorbeazbinttemplation of the scene without.
(Poe “Man” 388-389)

The analytical gaze finds its objects in texts,dimvd within the coffeehouse as well as
outside the busy streets where the observer cashwathole panorama of contemporary
urban life stratified by class. Faces become textse read through a rhetorical analogy that
Kevin J. Hayes finds to be very fashionable in B@gje: “reading someone’s character is a
matter of interpreting a set of personal and caltsigns akin to language—signs such as
clothing, facial expression, gesture, demeanor vane.” (Hayes “Visual’ 446) Hayes also
argues that in that period, “Language was becommage and more visible, and cities were
starting to be covered with writing.” (Hayes “Vidud53) There were more and more
advertisements, street signs and sandwichmen &éaucgnsumerist attitude that presupposed
a widely spread knowledge of reading and writingpagcity dwellers (Hayes “Visual” 455).
All of these contributed a lot to a modern expereenf the urban environment. The
sandwichmen, who literalized the proverbial realitglof human bodies (Hayes “Visual”

459), was even thought to be “a splendid symbotHerdehumanization of modern man.” (J.
A. Leo Lemay quoted by Hayes 459) Modernity thuderoed writing and textuality as a

new possibility of spreading consumer culture,agethe example of the sandwichman shows,
there was a certain unease about such an unpreeddenliferation of signs and signifiers as
there was no guarantee of their readability. Reathiase signifiers (advertisements, street
signs and the faces of the crowd) seemed to reglke=nness that the narrator of “The Man
of the Crowd” attributes to himself. In such a idened mood, the narrator is especially

successful in reading people at a glance:

The wild effects of the light enchained me to aamaination of individual faces; and
although the rapidity with which the world of lighitted before the window,
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prevented me from casting more than a glance upo esage, still it seemed that, in
my then peculiar mental state, | could frequerglgd, even in that brief interval of a
glance, the history of long years. (Poe “Man” 392)

Histories are written on bodies and accurate reggdifi people’s faces take place in spite of
the briefness of the observation.

Once the narrator’s rhetorical authority is eslildd, comes the sight that puts his
reading capabilities to the test. A sight that reggumore than a cursory glance and absorbs

his whole attention:

suddenly there came into view a countenance (freadecrepid old man, some sixty-
five or seventy years of age,)—a countenance waiicnce arrested and absorbed my
whole attention, on account of the absolute idiosgsy of its expression. Any thing
even remotely resembling that expression | had mesen before. | well remember
that my first thought, upon beholding it, was tRatzch, had he viewed it, would have
greatly preferred it to his own pictural incarnasaoof the fiend. As | endeavored,
during the brief minute of my original survey, twrin some analysis of the meaning
conveyed, there arose confusedly and paradoxiagthyn my mind, the ideas of vast
mental power, of caution, of penuriousness, ofiagaof coolness, of malice, of
blood-thirstiness, of triumph, of merriment, of egsive terror, of intense—of
supreme despair. | felt singularly aroused, stdfl@scinated. “How wild a history,” |
said to myself, “is written within that bosom!” Tineame a craving desire to keep the
man in view—to know more of him. Hurriedly puttiog an overcoat, and seizing my
hat and cane, | made my way into the street, astiguithrough the crowd in the
direction which | had seen him take; for he hadady disappeared. With some little
difficulty I at length came within sight of him, pppached, and followed him closely,
yet cautiously, so as not to attract his attention.

I had now a good opportunity of examining his pardHe was short in stature,
very thin, and apparently very feeble. His clotlges)erally, were filthy and ragged,;
but as he came, now and then, within the strong giba lamp, | perceived that his
linen, although dirty, was of beautiful texturegdamy vision deceived me, or, through
a rent in a closely-buttoned and evidently secomdedroquelairewhich enveloped
him, | caught a glimpse both of a diamond and dégger. These observations
heightened my curiosity, and | resolved to folldwe stranger whithersoever he should
go. (Poe “Man” 392-393)
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The countenance of this man is entirely differeanT all the easily readable faces, it resists
reading, which makes the face even more fascindtaging to “a craving desire” to follow
the man on his itinerary in London. Yet a sorttodifsferential) reading does take place, but it
is most likely a projection governed by the uncamss, telling more about the watchful gaze
than about its object. This explication can onketéhe shape of an enumeration of
paradoxical qualities, and | argue that these enatas prove to be paradigmatic in the
history of the reception of “The Man of the Crowak well. Each of these new ideas
supplementthe qualities referred to before, but, just like than himself, this enumeration
has no distinct aim® Instead of creating a synthesis, it remains amegjodist of
characteristics, much like what de Man elsewhelledéan enumeration which never moves
beyond the confines of a set of particulars” (denlRaetoric250). Reading his clothes, his
body and his face as signifiers seems to deny at¢oeany depth, signs just proliferate
endlessly. While literally, as well rhetoricallyh(bugh enumerations), pursuing the man, the
narrator has to realize that “He crossed and resex the street way repeatedly without
apparent aim” even though “He urged his way stgaid perseveringly,” as if he was intent

on reaching something:

| was surprised, however, to find, upon his haviregle the circuit of the square, that
he turned and retraced his steps. Still more veetdnished to see him repeat the same
walk several times—once nearly detecting me asaheeaound with a sudden
movement. [...] | was now utterly amazed at his bé&hay and firmly resolved that

we should not part until I had satisfied myselseame measure respecting him. [...]
upon the whole, | was at a loss to comprehend thevwardness of his actions. (Poe
“Man” 393-394)

Before encountering the old man, the narrator le@s lable to read a whole life from the
faces of the people he had seen: where they cameand where they are going, what their
role and purpose is in society. But the man’s rang seems a possibly endless route without
any meaning, which baffles the narrator’s desiraufalerstanding, constituting an experience

of the uncanny: “Poe suggests that few experieamore terrifying than encountering the

18] use the notion of the supplement in the distierias it was conceptualized in Jacques Derridd’s
Grammatologythe supplement, in a first reading, is sometlsiagondary, only later added to the original
plenitude. The supplement adds certain things ahstiutes others (Derridarammatologyl44-145), however,
by the necessity of this addition and replacemntbetsupplement reveals that the original plenitwee never
‘complete’ in the first place. As Gayatri ChakratyoBpivak quotes: “The supplement »is« aaddition [that]
comes tanake upfor a deficiency, ... to compensate for a primordiah-self-presence.«” (Spivak
“Translator’s” Ixxi) Probably Derrida’s most famoagample of the supplement is writing (text, absg¢ms it
supplements speech (voice, presence).

38



unreadable in a world we thought we could readutfienown in a world we thought we
knew.” (Hayes “Visual’ 465) After following him awumd the city for a very long time, the
narrator finally decides to confront the old mant be once again fails to read the face of the
man (Rachman 57), nevertheless, this failure resula reading. In the end, the narrator

concludes that

“This old man,” | said at length, “is the type aifi genius of deep crime. He refuses
to be aloneHe is theman of the crowdit will be in vain to follow; for I shall learnm
more of him, nor of his deeds. The worst hearhefworld is a grosser book than the
‘Hortulus Animae,” and perhaps it is but one of ¢heat mercies of God thadr lasst
sich nicht lesert’ (Poe “Man” 396)

Coming face to face with unreadability and resistato meaning, the narrator compulsively
tries to reach closure and give a certain integpicat to the story by inscribing the old man
into the narrative scheme of a detective story,ajritee archetypal narrative types of
modernity. We must see though that this reading-geseout of a failed act of reading, such a
resistance to reading is what started the chaseifirst place: “The purpose of his arduous
pursuit, after all, was to discern the old man&nitty; failing to accomplish that purpose, the
narrator alternatively seeks rhetorical closurklayes “Visual” 460) Jan Mieszkowski also
argues that “the meaning of the story is estabdisti¢h no consideration for its parts”
(Mieszkowski 32), in other words, the failure oéttanalytical” is redeemed by the

emergence of the “rhetorical.”

The Lessons of German Books

In the first paragraph of “The Man of the Crowthé reader faces quite strong
assertions concerning reading and telling stoflesvas well said of a certain German book
that »er lasst sich nicht lesen—it does not permit itself to be read.” (Poe “M&88) This
German book, that is also referred to in the clpgiaragraph quoted above, is therefore set as
prototype of what cannot be read, a text withiexd that cannot be readnase-en-abymef
unreadability. Through the German quote, the baksya sense of subjectivity too, because
of the confusion of the neutezg and the masculinex) pronoun (Rachman 73). This
unreadability or intransigence can only be proppHyased in another language, in this case,
German, labeling the resistance to reading a pnolbletranslation as well (cf. Mieszkowski
30-31).
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Based on a note given by Poe at the end of thg, siatics usually identify this
German book in question with thiddrtulus Animae cum Oratiunculis Aliquibus Superaddi
of Grunninger’, but they do not agree why the btades not permit itself to be read” (Poe
“Man” 396). The unreadability of the book can btemreted both in a literal as well as in a
figural sense. T. O. Mabbott, the editor of the IL9Brsion of the text claims that the
“German book Poe names correctly, but, purposehotrignores the fact that it is a
collection of prayers which »could not be read«dse it was so badly misprinted” (Mabbott
419-420) and that Poe’s information about the bmarke from William Gowans, “the
bookseller, who imported incunabula.” (Mabbott 4RPBireadability here is a problem
stemming from misprinting, making the bolierally unreadable. Interestingly enough, such
a literal unreadability also appears in the variedsions of the text, for example in the
hopeless confusion of the German pronouns, whlifiess to the double bind of the
philological faithfulness to Poe’s lettelex) as opposed to a faithfulness to grammatical rules
(e9. If we take a closer look at what ‘incunabula’ans, we find the following iNVebster’'s
Unabridged Dictionary ‘extant copies of books produced in the earktsges (before 1501)
of printing from movable type,” and ‘the earlietages or first traces of anything,’ the latter
definition hinting at the possibility that even thery first appearance of the text was
inhabited by the difference we can trace in théohysof its various publications.As
opposed to Mabbott’s literal explanatidre Norton Anthologgrgues for a figural
interpretation of unreadability: the German book i%ook by John Grunninger printed in
Germany around 1500; Poe’s idea of it comes framd®Disraeli’'Curiosities of Literature
where it is instanced as containing offensive relig illustrations” (Baym, et al, eds388,
footnote 6), a view shared by Patrick F. Quinn{fdemes 593). Instead of helping the
understanding of the text, like good illustrati@m®uld, these pictures are not in harmony
with the text, disturbing its meaning to a pointesdit becomes unreadable.

Hayes also engages with the problem of the Gelbmak and points out the
implications that the word “German” might have liadPoe: “in the literary parlance of the
time, »German« often simply meant »Gothic.«” (Hafxésual” 461) David Galloway would
also agree with this interpretation: we know tmathis preface td'ales of the Grotesque and
the Arabesquene [Poe] objected to being taxed by critics f@hat they have pleased to term
»Germanism« and gloom. The charge is in bad tastkthe grounds of it have not been

sufficiently considered.” (Galloway, ed. 23) Pdsaclaimed that “I maintain that terror is

191t must be noted that Sigmund Freud used thedigfirnew impressions or reprints” and “revisedtiedis” of
earlier texts (Brook®sychoanalysi§3) to illuminate the process transference, thasribing it into the
economy of textuality, writing, repetition and cowdification, which, in the vicissitudes of Poe’'ghstory,
prove to be the return of difference instead of esagss.
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not of Germany, but of the soul” (qtd in Hayes “¥a$’ 461). In other words, such an
interpretation of “German” suggests a denunciatibthe gothic mode—a style Poe excelled
at—rendering it as unreadable. Based on its gefkiments (cf. Shelden 31-35) we may even
think about “The Man of the Crowd” as an instantée “German” texts that it denounces as
unreadable, hinting at the hidden yet crucial odleomantic irony in Poe’s texts.

Probably the most important theoreticians of rotigarony was Friedrich Wilhelm
Schlegel, who used the notionaBbesqudwhich Poe later used in the title of fiales of

the Grotesque and the Arabesjue

to denote a form characterized by involutions, clexpnd seemingly aimless
digressions, and wanderings back and forth betweraporal and spatial settings as
well as between levels of narrative reality. Thist] the device generally called
Romantic irony, is thus to be seen as one elenfembhat Schlegel terms the

arabesque. (Immerwahr 84)

Schlegel’'s seminal essay on irony, “On Incomprelditg” (1800) also sets out from a
similar unreadability, or “incomprehensibility” wencounter in Poe’s “The Man of the
Crowd,” making irony a trope narrating the very gibsgity of understanding, as de Man
would have it. Schlegel’s periodic#ithenaeunias seen similar bad critique as Poe’s tales
and he concluded that “the grounds for the incoimgmsible must lie in incomprehension”
(Schlegel 119). He argues that “one obtains thegiiand most splendid incomprehensibility
precisely from science and from art, whose veryigito be understood¢rstandigehand to
make understandable, and from philosophy and mylot (Schlegel 119) In other words, we
encounter incomprehensibility and unreadabilititsrmost radical form in modes of writing
aimed at understanding and reading, like literatume philosophy. Schlegel even goes a step
further and claims that the incomprehensible fotinesbasis of intelligibility itself, rhyming

with various psychoanalytic and deconstructionggiraaches:

But is incomprehensibility actually something songetely reprehensible, so base? |
think that the welfare of families and of natioests on it. If | am not utterly deceived,
states and systems, the most artificial works ofdwkind, are often so artificial that
one cannot admire the wisdom of their creator ehoAg unbelievably small portion
of incomprehensibility is adequate if it is onlygteompletely true and pure, and no
heinous understanding dares to approach its halfires. Yes, the most precious
thing man possess, inner contentment itself iangene knows, ultimately connected
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to such a point, which must be left in the dark, tanetheless carries and holds the
whole. It would lose this power at the same montiegit one wanted to resolve it into
understanding. Indeed, you would all be quite dpgmsive if the whole world, as you
demand it, were for once to become entirely undadsble. And has not this infinite
world itself been constructed by the understandungof incomprehensibility or
chaos? (Schlegel 126)

Both Schlegel and the narrator of “The Man of tmev@l” thus face the very same question
of reading and understanding, yet come to vergfit conclusions. For Schlegel—unless
he means it ironically, adding yet another twisthte picture—the lack of comprehension is
essential to give way to different structures adenstanding, yet the narrator’'s encounter with
unreadability is a moment of baffling connectedhe untold terrors of the human heart.

No wonder the second sentence of the tale tuoms fhe question of books, reading
and understanding to the ontological problems afatian. How can one narrate the
unnarratable? How can we talk about somethingrédsasts being translated into a narrative?

There are some secrets which do not permit themsétvbe told. Men die nightly in
their beds, wringing the hands of ghostly confessand looking them piteously in the
eyes—die with despair of heart and convulsion oddh on account of the
hideousness of mysteries which will rsoiffer themselves be revealed. Now and
then, alas, the conscience of man takes up a usthé@eavy in horror that it can be
thrown down only into the grave. And thus the essesf all crime is undivulged.

(Poe “Man” 388)

Much like how that “German book” is unreadable r¢hare secrets which may not be
narrated, even though they are constitutive oktligect: Lacan, for example, called the
unconscious “a knowledge that cannot tolerate emtdpes, in every sense, conscious
reflection.” (FelmarMadnes209) Even at the last moments of life, there hnags that
cannot be told, even in a confession. The varicapeas of meaning of the word ‘confession’
here seems to be irrevocably split between twosates it links, namely: confessions made
at church (which are abosin) and confessions made at court (which are atrmie). Both

of these modes of writing (like psychoanalysis) diszourses in which the one who
(over)hears has the authority to give meaning tatwias been said—the truth of the subject
does not reside in the subject of confession dnlyjs constituted in a dialogue with the
confessor (Foucault 62). For Michel Foucault, theat of (clerical) confession transforms the
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body (through its sexual innuendoes) to narratimutault 19-20), but such a confession
cannot take place in Poe’s narrative, as it isk#d@recisely by thbody the subjects of the
confession “die with despair of heart and convuigbthroat.”

If we examine one of the texts Poe was influengedlben writing “The Man of the
Crowd,” “The Drunkard’s Death” from Charles Dické&nSketches by Bpowe may draw
very close parallels between them: they seem faréeccupied with the very same problem,
but resolve it differently (Rachman 72)The following lines are introduced to Dickens’s

text, when the drunkard’s wife lies dying in heattebed:

It chills the blood to hear the dearest secreta@heart—the pent-up, hidden secrets
of many years—poured forth by the unconscious,les$pbeing before you; and to
think how little the reserve and cunning of a whidkewill avail, when fever and
delirium tear off the mask at last. Strange takegehbeen told in the wanderings of
dying men; tales so full of guilt and crime, thav$e who stood by the sick person’s
couch have fled in horror and affright, lest thbpsld be scared to madness by what
they heard and saw; and many a wretch has die@ alaving of deeds the very name

of which has driven the boldest man away. (DicKe5is)

For Dickens, these deathbed stories are alwaysantees, (psychical) enclosures
constitutive of the subject, they are pent-up, tlesyde below a mask, evoking the notion of
the uncanny Sigmund Freud conceptualized throughirgg Schelling: a secret that is
revealed even though it should have remained @s@treud “Uncanny” 345). Whereas in
Poe’s story, the body obstructs narrative, herg gioair forth when the body is overcome by
fever, delirium, when the body as other startg®ak. Hearing these tales also elicits a very
visceral reaction in their listeners and readard, @erhaps this is why Poe’s narrator thinks
“it is but one of the great mercies of God thatlasst sich nicht leseih Such a hysterical
reaction to what is being heard or read is alsedactit in the various critical narratives trying
to give a proper meaning to what Poe’s story hiasiteeadable. Encountering

meaninglessness criticism transferentially reptegsnisreading of the narrator.

2 While Mabbott calls the relationship between g of Dickens and Poe “inspiration” (Mabbott 4420),
Rachman and Félix Martin Gutiérrez go even furtRarchman discusses the literary dynamics of plegmin
Poe’s oeuvre (Rachman 71), while Gutiérrez arguassDickens’sSketches by Bag “the target of an explicit
textual appropriation” in this short story (Gutiézrl61). Robert H. Byer calls our attention to heopossible
source for Poe’s vision of the crowd, “Bulwer-Lyite Eugene Arama narrative of crime set in modern
London” (Byer 224).
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Criticism and Its Vicissitudes

It seems that “The Man of the Crowd” (the shootg) arrested the attention of
readers as much as the old man fascinated theoranishin the story: based on its critical
accounts the effect of the face of the old manhemtarrator is metaphorically transferred to
the effect of the short story on its readers. Kangple Arthur Hobson Quinn notes that “The
story made such an impression upon the critBlatkwood’s Edinburgh Magazirvehen he
found it in theTalesof 1845, that he selected it for extended treatrhéQuinn 310) While
various incongruous and paradoxical ideas arofigeimarrator’s mind about the nature of the
old man (Poe “Man” 392) leading to an endless ematimn of qualities, critics reacted to the
effect of the story in a similar way. The old maasxhought to be the Wandering Jew, or
even Satan himself (Baym, et al, eds. 1381, foethpiWinwar 209, Bonaparte “Selections”
120¥% the outsider (Galloway, ed. Z%)the double (Kennedy “Limits” 186, Byer 223, 233,
Mieszkowski 30); or the story was even read asritse en scénef the father in an Oedipal
fantasy (Winwar 209, Bonaparte “Selections” 1&%6Jhis list could probably be continued
with several different types of readings, which Wbcreate such an enumeration without any
hope for synthesis.

These critical narratives all try to solve thegena of the text, just like the narrator’s
attentive analysis tried to solve the mystery pdsethe old man. What they did not realize,

however, is that when they give a stable meaninbaainreadable, they repeat the same type

L The Norton Anthologgxplains in a footnote that “The Man of the Croviséélongs to “a tradition of stories
about mysterious strangers. A well-known comic eedient is Irving’sThe Stout Gentlemamhere, as in this
story, an arresting figure is singled out by theesler in a mundane setting. But behind Poe’s quimealso
lies the legend of the Wandering Jew, who refusddttJesus (then carrying his cross to Calvarst) oatside
his house, and whom Jesus punished by doomingchimaihder the earth until the Second Coming; artién
repeated references to the stranger’s going ‘toflEmdoe may intend an allusion to Satan, the etytal
criminal who according to Job 1.7 has a way ofigaio and fro in the earth,” and ‘walking up andwdan it.
(Baym, et al, eds. 1381, footnote 1) Marie Bonapatates that “So, too, with the eternal wandetanghich the
guilty father is condemned. The Man of the Crovg, Wandering Jew, the Flying Dutchman, and the Wild
Huntsman, all, by contrariety, namely immortalitgpresent their death and the son’s deep wisth&drdeath.”
(Bonaparte “Selections” 120)

2 Galloway thinks that “Poe shares with Melville addwthorne the concept of the hero as a lonely and
estranged figure, and in this respect Poe’s ‘Tha bfahe Crowd’ bears close reading alongside Hawmii's
‘Wakefield’ [...] Like Hawthorne and Melville, Poe ttgned repeatedly to the theme of the outsider,hend
shared with them a vision of the torment which &éite@ed to engulf the character who stepped oudaéty.”
(Galloway, ed. 21)

8 Frances Winwar notes that “Edgar had drawn the¢hieom the profoundest springs of his personaSiy.
years after John Allan’s death he, the victim &f tfid man’s avarice and cold blooded calculati@d igazed at
him steadfastly in the face’ and meted out punigfirti@ough the immortality of his works, in whichrMAllan
had never believed.” (Winwar 209) Bonaparte arghas“The slayer-father, as imagined in the infiergadistic
concept of coitus, here appears as the mysteriokisown, the man of the crowd, ‘type and geniusrofqund
crime’ as, also, in the orangoutang of ‘The Murdarthe Rue Morgue.’ In one case a dagger symbmtize
piercing phallus, in the other, a razor.” (BonapdBelections” 106). Roland Barthes would defiyitaegree, as
for him, “all narrative (all unveiling of the trulis a staging of the Father (absent, hidden, spended)—which
would explain the consubstantiality of narrativenfis, family structures, and interdictions on nudétly brought
together in our culture in the myth of Noah'’s nakesk covered by his sons.” (quoted in Broekading31)
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of misreading that was given about the man of tbevd by the unnamed narrator of the tale.
They are repeating, instead of recognizing thectire they are unconsciously inscribed into.
One of the most careful readers of Poe, Michaeli&lfils argues that narrators in Poe’s short

stories are

frequently confronted by texts that, like the “eemtGerman Book” mentioned at the
beginning of “The Man of the Crowd,” do not peritiiemselves to be read [...] That
is, they resist the recovery of a single definitmreaning authorized by an original
voice. Though characters might claim to have ewstiaddl just such a univocal
reading—of a text, or of the world as text—the atives in which these claims are
made subvert such interpretive closure, reveda & projection of desire or fear, and
demonstrate the irreducibility of language. (Wiitia 632)

In other words, Poe’s “The Man of the Crowd,” andny of his other short stories, seem to
verify the universal notion of unreadability famailifrom deconstructive criticism, which
notion Felman translated so eloquently into psynhbaical vocabulary. Seeing its
presuppositions confirmed, a psychoanalyticallleicted deconstructive reading could stop
here, assuming that “there is nothing left forlttexary critic to do but reconfirm the
relevance of de Man’s findings for everything heé dot get around to discussing explicitly”
(Mieszkowski 33). But | believe that if we considke literary tradition into which Poe’s
allegory is inscribed into, we might catch a gliras the broader historical significance of
the unreadability he is writing about. The “aftiliof this short story is all the more
puzzling: even though it insists on the notion mfaadability, it “forms a point of origins for
many of the imaginative and social preoccupatidrjs. g later explorations of modernity and

its ideology” (Byer 221), like that of Baudelaire Benjamin.

Poe’s Appropriation of the City Sketch

Historically, Poe’s short story grows out of aditeon of city sketches, which were
very fashionable during the nineteenth-century, laddo the conceptualization of the notion
of the “flaneur” as a social explorer in Baudela&rghe Painter of Modern Lifand Walter
Benjamin study about the French poet. AccordinDeéborah Epstein Nord, in the first years
of the century, the sketches “employed eighteeetiitry literary conventions of urban
description” (Nord 159), and owed much to colomial’el writing (McClintock 120). Charles

Lamb claimed that a metropolis, like London, oftees “accumulation of sights—endless
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sights” (qtd. in Seed 155) for the urban exploaeid therefore endless topics to ponder. The
emergence of this genre also implied a shift inldimary oppositions of “home” and “not
home,” “familiar” and “unfamiliar”: the city, as lmome suddenly became unfamiliar or
unreadable, and this “bewildering multiplicity biet city” (Seed 160) had to be made familiar
again through the act of seeing, writing and regdin

Nord also argues that in the 1820s, the selfxeffemetaphor of the texts written by
Charles Lamb, William Hazlitt, or Thomas de Quincegs the analogy of the theater:

The image of theater is crucial to urban represiemian the early nineteenth century,
for it suggests not only entertainment and perforcesbut a distance and tentativeness
in the relation between the spectator and the mcfpmn the stage. The urban spectator
of this period, whether writer or imagined subjestperienced the sights and people

of the street as passing shows or monuments ttirbopsged briefly or from afar. This
distance helped obscure and control all that waswartered, however arresting or
unsettling, and it helped, too, to insure that wiat did unsettle the urban spectator

was not understood as a symptom of some largealsdisturbance. (Nord 159-160)

In a letter to William Wordsworth, Lamb also calledndon “pantomime and a masquerade”
(gtd. in Seed 155), and the theater metaphor atlavsocial explorer to stage city life as a
drama or a spectacle, while keeping a safe distBiooewhat is going on. They saw “the
social reality of the city as part of a naturalemda system of social relations that was
fundamentally organic and not to be challengeddically transformed.” (Nord 186) The
writer was like an ethnographer who did not wislmtoude upon the culture being described
and wanted to remain an objective observer.

Dana Brand also describes the notion of the flanélh a similar theatrical analogy:

In common French usageflaneuris someone who, without any set purpose, strolls
through and observes the life of a city or town.\Malter Benjamin has observed, the
word was commonly used in Baudelaire’s time, teréd member of a class of
writers and journalists who, in theuilletons the serial feature sections of the Paris
newspapers, and in books calfgd/siologieswrote sketches of urban life from the
perspective of a strolling or panoramically sitaatdserver. According to Benjamin,
the flaneur, as a journalistic and literary typrgimiated in the 1830s, when the writers
of thefeuilletonsbegan to represent city life with the same eleg#etbched, and
leisurely tone they used in their theatrical atetréiry reviews. At all times insisting
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upon the randomness with which they encountered thies described, the flaneurs,
in the city sketches would “watch” and presentdtmvds on the boulevards, and in
the arcades, as if they were watching a performartoey would present themselves
as reading these crowds as if they were readingthst innocuous and diverting
texts. (Brand 6)

To textually represent modern city life, flaneyust like social explorers and the narrator of
“The Man of the Crowd,” transferred their attentfoom “theatrical and literary reviews” to
“crowds on the boulevards, and in the arcades’vemote about this “randomness” of the
people passing by “as if they were watching a perémce.” The transition from scripted

plays and random city crowds posed a challengegtien

In order to produce this effect, they would claorpbssess extraordinary powers of
interpretation. The flaneur, Benjamin writes, tygig presented himself as a “botanist
on asphalt,” in possession of special languagekayslthat made it possible to
identify and classify the components of the crottd.would also often claim to be

able to gain access to the history and consciosssfesthers. (Brand 6)

The flaneur’s rhetorical power over the languagthehtre and literary criticism has already
been established and they transferred this auyttorihe reading crowds. In other words, this
unquestionable authority that vindicated a “metépys of reading (cf. Rachman 77),
flowed from an illusion created by language itsedgembling the rhetorical power attributed
to the narrator in Poe’s short story.

Nord argues that from the 1830s on, the genréestén change, and “The city ceased
to be simply a theater, a spectacle, a panoramaft(li88) examined from a safe distance.
From being a purely aesthetical venture, the &gt embraced social commitment,
becoming a “literary means for promoting socialraye and for this reason alone it was
imperative to press on their readers a sense ofemion with the people of the streets.”
(Nord 186) The trajectory of the genre thus rarfgms separation to involvement. As Anne
McClintock observes, during the L@entury, the city crowd, especially the poor, weften
represented as “dangerous,” “irrational, subveraive feminine,” “savage” (McClintock 46,
83, 118), hence “unreadabl&.In a metonymical chain that shows the interretetiop

between class, gender and race, McClintock ardusgs t

24 Byer also thinks that “The mid-nineteenth-centeity and its crowds seemed to countless obserfers t
incarnation of unprecedented incoherence and disb(Byer 221).
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the crowd became the metonymic symbol of the uneyeol and unruly poor; who
were associated with criminals and the insane; wé@ in turn associated with
women, particularly prostitutes and alcoholics; wiere in turn associated with
children; who were associated with “primitives” ahé realm of empire. (McClintock
119

Managing and disciplining this “threat” of the citypowd first necessitated representation
(McClintock 119): urban space was representedragifee waiting to be explored by the
male flaneur, revealing a gendered aspect of tyesketch that also hinted at its purpose for
social containment (McClintock 82, Felski 2). Fradms perspective, the hidden agenda
behind these journalistic sketches written by thaad explorers and the flaneur can also be
spotted: its purpose was to establish the reatiabilithe modern world where signs

proliferate to such a degree that they threatdiotal and envelop us:

According to Benjamin, such a fantastically giftethan interpreter existed to assure a
literate bourgeois audience that urban crowds wetas illegible as they appeared to
be, that social life was not as incoherent aspeaped to be, and that the masses were
not as politically threatening as they appeardaetaBrand 6)

Such a rhetorical power of reading thus stems fiteerexperience or the threat of the
unreadable that it tries to cover up as best asilgles

One of the best examples of this latter type tyf sketch was DickensSketches by
Boz(1836-37), which, in David Seed’s view, offeredc@mplex perspective for his
reportage, striking a balance between the miscatlas implications of the term ‘sketch’ and
his social concerns.” (Seed 156) Audrey Jaffe #igtks that in Dickens’s book “Eighteenth-
century benevolence encounters both nineteentligeanxiety about social mobility and a
nineteenth-century perception of the poor as raggigovernment scrutiny and regulation’
(gtd. in Seed 159) The relationship of Poe witls thadition is manifold. His positive review
of Dickens’sSketches by Baa 1836 shows that he was fascinated with theegeminich
helped him to refine his own principles of the hest as well (Po&Vatkins204-207, Grubb
215-216). His love of Dickens led to the textugb@gpriation of certain key scenes and
(rhetorical) figures fronSketches by Bplike from “The Drunkard’s Death,” or “Gin Shops”
(Mabbott 419-420, Rachman 76). Poe’s descriptioth@furban crowd is thus at best a
pastiche, or the plagiarism of Dicken’s sketchethefcity, about which Rachman concludes
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that Poe was himself “a textugneur, and if Poe’dlaneurlike narrator is observing
anything it is Dickens’s text, not the streets ohton, Paris, or New York.” (Rachman 77)
The story is thus communicated through a struatirepetition, leading to an incessant
slippage of meaning. Poe’s city, as a repetitisithe locus of unreadability, and this
“mystification of the city relies on Poe’s tranafigition of Dickens’s text and the effacement
of London’s social relations.” (Rachman 76) Inste&diving a reassuring picture of the
various strata of contemporary life, or protestgginst social ills, it stages the aesthetic as a
separation from history and a foreclosure of tincat, and demonstrates the uncanny return
of the unreadable. As Robert H. Byer argues, ‘drfiguration of the crowd, Poe’s story
represents social life neither as a readable t@xas a recognizable structure of the visible”
(Byer 241-242). If we conceptualize the city skeitthts relation to social commitment, in
Poe’s short story, the historical significancelad genre is eclipsed by the problematics of
reading: a shift that is familiar from de Mam#legories of Readings well?®

As one of the prototypical founding narrativesraddernity, the city sketch wanted to
give a reassuring, readable picture about modertyi exploring contemporary society. In
“The Man of the Crowd,” which can be read as appation of this genre, Poe testifies to the
failure of reading and the uncanny return of theeadable at the heart of the city sketch, the
tradition the short story emerges from. Yet if wamine the short story, like Benjamin does,
as an “X-ray picture of a detective story” (BenjarBaudelaire48), Poe seems to resist his
own recognition of the experience of the unreadbblereating another archetypal narrative
of modernity, the analytical detective story. Afstaging a violation of the social order by an
act of transgression (murder), these stories aipndee through the act of investigation,
which is also an act of reading, that the world lbamationally reorganized once again after
the crime that has been committed (Bémejtélyesl5, 25). Seeing direct continuity between
“The Man of the Crowd” and “The Murders in the Rdergue,” however similar their
preoccupations might be, would risk reinscribing thost radical insights of the tale (the

uncanny return of the unreadable) into the metapaldiscourse it has called into question.

Conclusions

If we generalize the transferential logic showtéoat work in “The Man of the

Crowd” and, at the same time, in the critical ablegs written about it, Poe’s tale “resist the

% One of the most memorable example of reading pssEm to history occurs in the prefacéttegories of
Reading which “started out as a historical study and énale as a theory of reading.” De Man found himself
“unable to progress beyond local difficulties dfeirpretation. In trying to cope with this, | hadstaift from
historical definition to the problematics of reaglirand called this shift “typical of my generatiofde Man
Allegoriesix).
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recovery of a single definitive meaning” and resigtterpretive closure,” demonstrating “the
irreducibility of language,” an insight shared gcdnstruction and psychoanalysis as well.
Just like for the narrator of Poe’s tale, as weltla Man and Lacan, “What calls for analysis
is the insistence of the unreadable in the tex¢IrtfanAdventurel49), an imperative that
Felman, Johnson, or Caruth pursued in their owtlesways. However, | believe that when
dealing with nineteenth-century texts, this “theiad,” “universal” notion of unreadability
uncovered by deconstructive readings needs toXbegased to a historicity evoked by
Brand, Hayes, Nord, McClintock, and Seed, whiclyesahe “unreadable” in its relation to
the social function of the city sketch, the genderetion of the flaneur, as well as the
inception of detective story. Such a reading waealderse the narrative emerging from de
Man'’s introduction tcAllegories of Readiny pointing out how these “local difficulties of
interpretation” (de Mam\llegoriesix) that are usually generalized under the decoosve /
psychoanalytic notion of unreadability acquire stdvical dimension that is often forgotten

by critical narratives.
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CHAPTER |I. DECONSTRUCTION AND FEMINISM

BONDS OF READING : DECONSTRUCTION AND FEMINISM IN

SHOSHANA FELMAN 'S OEUVRE

“Resemblance is ‘loved’ because it can be integurets identity as
well as difference and is therefore unseizablesvier in flight.”
(Paul de ManAllegories of Reading

To begin this chapter about the uneasy relationséiween deconstruction and
feminism, let me briefly return to one of the epigins of Shoshana Felmahierature and
Psychoanalysi§1985). As | have written in the previous chapksiman has taken that
epigraph from Paul de ManAllegories of Readingyet she decided to leave out a little detalil
of that quote. The original passage reads like thesding is dramatizedk the relationship
between Marcel and Albertinaot as an emotive reaction to what language dngss an
emotive reaction to the impossibility of knowing atfit might be up to.” (de MaAllegories
19, emphasis added) De Man’s observations aboding#éus come from a very specific
reading of Proust and stage the stakes of readiag interpersonal relationship, which
happens to be a man-woman relationship as weB, ittrevitably gendered. It is as if only
through the omission of such an interpersonal, gegtirelationship that the general theory of
a deconstructive psychoanalytic reading can initself, which seems a bit odd, as its pretext
and model was supposed to be the reinventing &f fola RimbaudExploring such “bonds
of love” and “bonds of reading” became crucial F@man later, in héFhe Scandal of the
Speaking Bodyfirst published a3 he Literary Speech Agt 1983) andVhat Does a Woman
Want?(1993), which “borrows for the title the frustratedd bewildered question Freud
formulated in a letter to Marie Bonaparte, »Whatgla woman want?«” (May 631), and
which espouses an openly feminist standpoint tosviierature and literary theory. This
feminist stance embraced hevas all the more symbolic as many critics, inclgdBarbara
Johnson, in her “Gender Theory and the Yale Schbalje identified the Yale School as a
“Male School” (JohnsofVorld 32). As Felman reflected later, in her new prefadd/riting
and Madness'the Yale School was perceived as the creatidivefmen. The women were
its unofficial members, not its official ones. [.[our gender] did not prevent our personal,
privativeinclusion, but it did not promote opublicone.” But all this, as Felman admits,
only became apparent “when feminist critique becpare of our baggage.” (Felman “Story”
8-9)
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She also realized later thatriting and Madneskid the foundations for her later
texts, and “in many ways anticipatesefiguresall my later books” (Felman “Story” 5). For
example whileNriting and Madnesaimed “to seek the specificity of literature bypkring
literature’s constitutive relation to what culturas excluded under the label »madness«” (2),
What Does a Woman WargRplores a similar exclusion, “the exclusion ofmen in
patriarchal society” (Felman “The Story” 6). The shobvious link connecting these two
volumes is “Women and Madness: The Critical Phgllaghich essay was written in 1974
and it already appeared in the French origindlaofolie et la chose littérairen 1978. It was
first published in English iDiacritics in 1975 to appear later iWhat Does a Woman Want?
In a similar way, the topics analyzedlihe Scandal of the Speaking Boahost notably the
relationship between J. L. Austin’s speech actthaad the bodyalso prefigure Felman’s
“feminist turn.” Later on, the author’s pioneerimgnture into the theme of the body and
sexuality was appropriated by mainstream postmastieminism as weff®

There are many other examples that could be list@dove that there is a consistent
continuity in her writings. Yet when she is writiagout what the navel of the dream means
for Freud and de Man, she comes to the conclub@irt‘Ereud is looking for the continuity of
the paradoxical figure of discontinuity, for theno@ction of the disconnection. De Man, in
contrast, insist on the discontinuity disrupting ttontinuity, on the disconnection of the
connection” (Felman “Postal” 71). In a similar fashy Felman’s oeuvre can be read in the
“Freudian” as well as the “de Manian” way: do w@pase that there is continuity or
discontinuity between the different phases of laeeer, focusing on psychoanalysis,
feminism, trauma or legal studies? Do these diffetexts, these unique acts of reading lead
to a synthesis, offering a synecdochical way dadnmtetation? Or do the individual texts
follow each other in a radically contingent waystjlike the enumerations we have witnessed
in “The Man of the Crowd”? This question is all tm@re pressing as it also allegorizes the
possibility of inflecting deconstruction with diffent discourse, psychoanalysis, feminism,
trauma or legal studies. | believe that Felmamsstare so seductive because they can be read
both ways, at the same time offering and denyiroip soterfaces, embracing them, at the
same time remaining critical of them. In this clemmif the dissertation, | will address the
unique strategies employed by Felman and Johnsomrating one of the most intriguing
encounters between deconstruction and feminisnil trwto highlight the strong points as

% The 2002 reissue dhe Scandal of the Speaking Banigluded an afterword by Judith Butler, where she
praises Felman’s work as having a profound impaatrdgicism: her “text prefigured and sometimesmpbed
the cross-disciplinary travels of the speech actegal and literary works, performance studiegeguheory,
political theory and ethnography.” (Felm&nandall14)

52



well as blind spots of their enterprise, and show lan analysis of Edgar Allan Poe’s notion

of “the most poetical topic” can help us better erstiand the problems at hand.

Repetitions

Felman admits that she realized that the trajgaibher earlier essays collected in
What Does a Woman Wan#as pointing at roughly the same (feminist) di@ctvithout her

being conscious of this (Felm&Womanl7-18):

the practical readings that compose this book epassand unwittingly reveal the
implicit story—and the autobiographical itinerary+hmw one becomes a feminist.
At the outset of the writing process of the bool, eurrent feminist positions were not
a given. They were neither altogether consciougmity owned by me with their full
critical potential: | arrived at them through reagli acquired them in writing. (Felman
Womanl2-13)

These readings used different deconstructive agchpanalytical approaches (Felman

Woman?) but in the end they analyzed

three texts by male writers who dramatize, eadhisrown way, a male encounter with
femininity as difference, a male experience, thabf femininity as precisely the
emergence of the (unexpected, baffling, and noagdwonscious) question: “What
does a woman want?” (Felm&vioman3)

Strictly speaking only the introductory and thesihgy chapters of the book are new, yet this
new frame rereads these essays and casts thediffi@rant light, bringing about a return of
difference instead of samené$$or example “Textuality and the Riddle of Bisetyal
originally appeared with the title “Rereading Femity” in Yale French Studids 19818 A
crucial chunk of “Competing Pregnancies: The Drdéaom which Psychoanalysis Proceeds”

was also included in “Postal Survival, or the Qioesof the Navel” (1985), Felman’s tribute

" The frame is also immensely important as Felmaat®n of female autobiographies also conngtst
Does a Woman Want#ith Testimony: Crises of Witnessing in Literature Peyatalysis and History1992).

8 |t is interesting to see that the notion of reiegdurfaced both in Felman’s as well as Johnsentngs in
that period, and in both cases, the importancere&ading was emphasized in analyses of texts agBal
revolving around the question of sexual differefi@de Girl with the Golden Eyes” ar@arrasine
respectively). Johnson’s review about Roland Baf#®/Z“The Critical Difference” was originally presentat
the MLA Convention in 1977, published iacritics in 1978, and it was also includedTihe Critical
Differencein 1981, the year when Felman’s “Rereading Fentifimppeared.
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to de Man, which imagines the relationship betwegychoanalysis and deconstruction
through a significant “bond of reading,” and intuces the question of gender into rhetorical
study.

The performance of the book is thus partly depehdpon repetition, which figure
also proves to be a strategy of (re)reading fom&el. Repetition is thus both a performative
aspect and a thematic concern of the book. | afgate=elman’s repetitions of texts being
analyzed as well as the notion of female desir @sconstructive force is similar to Luce
Irigaray’s concept omimicry [mimétismgdelineated inThis Sex Which Is Not Oig977),
where the French feminist thinker is also trying fimd answers to the question of sexual
difference. And to argue that there is an intriisik between Felman’s and Irigaray’s mode
of reading also implies that there might be a b8pdt in Felman’s feminist approach. To
substantiate this claim, | will first briefly dekate Irigaray’s critical endeavor, then proceed
to read Felman’s critique of it, to conclude witle return of mimicry in Felman’s “Textuality

and the Riddle of Bisexuality.”

The Mimic Women

In one of her essays on the psychoanalytic thebfgmale sexuality Irigaray cites
Freud’s (in)famous metaphor of female sexualityh@s'dark continent’ in excess of
psychoanalytic knowledge (Irigardhis48), and sets out to trace its vicissitudes in

psychoanalytic theory:

In the process of elaborating a theory of sexudfitgud brought to light something
that had been operative all along though it rentdhinglicit, hidden, unknowrthe
sexual indifference that underlies the truth of anience, the logic of every discourse
This is readily apparent in the way Freud defirmmadle sexuality. In fact, this
sexuality is never defined with respect to anylsaixthe masculine. (Irigaraihis 69)

Irigaray suggests here that Freud’s formulationsexuality are governed by certain
presuppositions, the effects of which he is ndyfalvare. These underlying assumptions are
most apparent in his theory of female sexualityiciiine defines with a constant reference to
male sexuality as a norm, as opposed to which es&tuality can be understood. The result
of this structure is what Irigaray calls ‘sexuadifference’, which, by subordinating its object
(female sexuality) to the principle of samenesspisable to see it in its own right. Thus,
although psychoanalysis is revolutionary in transiiog Western philosophy, when it comes
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to the question of sexual difference, psychoanafreimains submissive to that [patriarchal]
order” (IrigarayThis 70, Moi Sexuall129).

In Irigaray’s view, the phallocentric nature of &dés discourse on female sexuality is
by no means exceptional, as a similar standpombestraced to be prompting “the truth of
any science, the logic of every discourse.” Thalhésreason why she decided to shift her
attention to key philosophical texts in which shesues the underlying assumptions that
account for the psychoanalytic theory of femaleusdiky. For Irigaray, turning to philosophy
provides a chance for a “critique of the foundadioof the narrative that governs the
traditionally hierarchical relation between theesxShe reads philosophy as the systematic
“master discourse” that provides all other kindslistourses with authority: “this discourse
sets forth the law for all others, inasmuch a®itstitutes a discourse on discourse.” (Irigaray
This74) That is why, if she wants to call our attentio the arbitrary nature of the discourse
of sexual difference, “it is indeed precisely pbiphical discourse that we have to challenge,
anddisrupt’ (Irigaray This 74). Irigaray claims that philosophical discounses the “power to
reduce all others to the economy of the SpmEto eradicate the difference between the
sexedn systems that are self-representative of thestuline subject’.” (Irigarayrhis74) In
the name of this sameness, all kinds of differeies® to be reduced to enable the system to
be articulated in a process that erases the Otherlogic of philosophy is far from being
gender-neutral as it implicitly gives primacy t@timasculine as a subject of discourse: it is
only by a reference to masculinity that ‘the otbex’ can be posited.

In her texts, Irigaray challenges this ‘logic oétBame’ by submitting it to critical
analysis, by reopening philosophical discourseuthowhat has been excluded from it,
through articulating the system with its Other tihaéties to forget. It is through this kind of
reading that the points where these key metaphytsixis are exposed to be in contradiction
with themselves. Irigaray’s readings thus set taiiriterrogate¢he conditions under which
systematicity itself is possibl@rigaray This 74) showing what had to be excluded from
discourse in order to make it seem systematic.€elfses problem, however, of “how can we
introduce ourselves into such a tightly-woven systicity?” (IrigarayThis 76) Thus, there is
the question of introducing and recovering the féng in(to) discourse that emerges
precisely upon her silence. Judith Fetterleyle Resisting Readseems to argue that “Such
a closed system cannot be opened up from withimiblytfrom without.” (Fetterley xx,
quoted by FelmakVomanb) Irigaray is quite sure too that “a direct femachallenge”
leveled against philosophical discourse “means deling to speak as a (masculine)

‘subject,’ that is, it means to postulate a relatio the intelligible that would maintain sexual
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difference.? (Irigaray This 76) In other words, a direct challenge againsiogbphy cannot
be satisfactory because it would repeat on thd tEugtterancethe error that it wanted to
expose.

That is the reason why she chooses to trace “thenscious of philosophy,” to
analyze their unsaid presuppositions. These ung@ssumptions that govern the
psychoanalytical constructions of sexual differeferesure its coherence so long as they
remain uninterpreted.” (Irigarayhis 75) Thus, only through the exclusion of the femécan
philosophical discourse be systematic and cohefenliong as this position is not interpreted,
it functions to provide discourse with coherencdnithi is to say that the foundations of this
system of patriarchal representations have to remn@ddressed in order that the system
function properly. It seems that in this respedgrpretation itselfs disruptive, pinpointing
the silent grounds on which metaphysical discoiggeedicated. What is at stake here is the
re-reading ofnterpretationitself: Irigaray here offers a new way of inteffatéon which
would be on the one hand, proper to its subjeatitise difference), on the other hand which
would not re-inscribe itself to the framework itntad to criticize (Irigaray his 78-80). This

method of interpretation, which should be callegteategy” or a “style,” isnimicry.*

There is, in an initial phase, perhaps only onatffiahe one historically assigned to
the feminine: that omimicry [mimétismg One must assume the feminine role
deliberately. Which means already to convert a fofraubordination into an
affirmation, and thus to begin to thwart it. [...] Ptay with mimesis is thus, for a
woman, to try to locate the place of her explostatpy discourse, without allowing
herself to be simply reduced to it. It means taibasit herself — inasmuch as she is on
the side of the “perceptible,” of “matter” — to &ds,” in particular to ideas about
herself, that are elaborated in/by a masculinecldmit so as to make “visible,” by an
effect of playful repetition, what was supposedeimain invisible: recovering a
possible operation of the feminine in languagealdb means “to unveil” the fact that,

29 According to Bart Moore-Gilbert, a similar doulitdirect challenge is found in the texts of Julidskeva and
Gayatri Spivak: “those who oppose the dominant paweits own terms or in its own language are nemeély
caught up in its logic and thus perpetuate it” (MeGilbert 139). Homi K. Bhabha also puts a “simila
emphasis on contiguity rather than direct oppasiéie the most effective political position to intiabnd his
stress on infiltration of the dominant symbolic @rgland systems, rather than more traditional fainsjection
or reversal of the dominant.” (Moore-Gilbert 139914

%0 “Mimicry (mimétismg— An interim strategy for dealing with the reatindiscourse (where the speaking
subject is posited as masculine), in which the wodiberately assumes the feminine style and pgstu
assigned to her within this discourse in orderrtoaver mechanisms by which it exploits her.” (IreyaThis
220) Irigaray’s strategy seems to be similar to IBhabha conceptualizes mimicry as a form of colqmidicy,
yet the way their notions ignore each other isggsytmptomatic. In my view, “feminine” and “coloniimicry”
contain each other as their condition of possipditd as a self-subversive blind spot that thresatemlisrupt
their authority. | have written extensively abdutge issues in “Két mimikri k6z6tt: A mimikri Lud¢egaray és
Homi Bhabha szdvegeiben.”
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if women are such good mimics, it is because tmeyat simply resorbed in this

function. They also remain elsewhefieigaray This 76)**

Though it always brings with itself the questidrhow to move beyond it, mimicry is
aconsciousassuming of the feminine role historically invahtey the patriarchal system of
representations to impose fixity on her, thus toosdinate he?? This deliberate assuming of
the representations of the feminine (‘ideas’ alimrself) in a process of repetition lays bare
the mechanisms of oppression by which the femiismkefined as lack in metaphysics
making them liable to critical interrogation. Mimycdoubles the feminine in discourse,
which results in its displacement, since this riéjpetis “tactical and it aims giroducing
difference” (Braidotti 99, quoted by Whitford 7The “critical difference” that this
doubling/interpretation of the feminine producegsfions the authority of the mechanisms of
representation that provide metaphysical discowiteits power. Thus, to read through
mimicry is to repeat/interpret “the way in whichitln discourse, the feminine finds itself
defined as lack, deficiency, or as imitation andat&e image of the subject,” and to reveal in
this process that “with respect to this logidisruptive excesis possible on the feminine
side.” (IrigarayThis 78)

However, what seems perplexing for readers oatay is the status of mimicry as a
strategy of reinscribingr displacing texts of philosoph¥.This ambivalence concerning
mimicry can be compared to the psychoanalytic modibrepetition, which is itself double: as
the repetition of identity, as a way of gaining $otic mastery over lossand repetition as
difference, as compulsion, closely allied to théamof the uncanns/* However, what
distinguishes Irigarayan mimicry from “mere repetit (the ambivalence of which it shares)
is its inevitable gendered aspect: she appropriatescry as a specifically feminine strategy.
Due to “the citational, often ironic status of tiepetition” (Suleiman 165), mimicry
inevitably constructs a reading that always sdiahother interpretation, leading to an
endless chain of repetitions. Much like irony, whimstead of “closing off the tropological

system, [...] enforces the repetition of its abearati (de ManAllegories301)

%1 Translation slightly modified, following Margarethitford’s translation of this passage. (Whitfort) 7
$2«pAs Irigaray suggests, mimicry may be only anti@miphase,’ a first strategy adopted traditiondijythe
oppressed. This raises the question of how onetrgigbeyond mimicry, to other possible strategietsbhased
on an ironic relation to a preexisting situatio(Buleiman 165, footnote 25)

% For example, Susan Stanford Friedman argues lifigarayan parody, however disruptive, does nagpldise
the hegemonies it cracks open because the text'scnyi requires the (re)activation of the culturatmatives it
would expose” (Friedman 30-31)

% For an extended account of ‘the primal scenehefrepetition compulsion, see tloet/da game in chapter 2
of Freud’s “Beyond the Pleasure Principle” (andvasious re-readings that are too many to namigjaraly’s
reading of that scene (“The Gesture in Psychoaisd)yseems fully aware of its gendered nature (Beam ed.
16).
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Felman’s Critique of Irigaray and the Return of tRepressed

Felman in “Madness and Philosophy, or, LiteratuResson” argues that the
discourse of Reason and philosophy was predicat¢deoexclusion of madness (Felman
Madness39), while literature constitutes an imaginarycgwhere this missing voice can be
recovered (Felmakladnes$1). If “Madness and Philosophy” approached tiidiesion
from a general philosophical perspective, “Womea Eadness: The Critical Phallacy” can

be regarded as its feminist supplement, focusingaamwomen, as “irrational,” “emotional”
beings, were associated with the notion of madtwss patriarchal discourse and society.
The parallel history of these essays is quite davga itself: both essays are from 1975;
“Madness and Philosophy” originally appearedale French Studiesnd was later included
in Writing and Madnesas “Foucault/Derrida: The Madness of the Think8pgaking
Subject”; “Women and Madness” was publishe®iacritics and it was included in French
in La folie et la chose littérairbut it was missing from the book’s English tratisia of
Writing and MadnessWNVhile the general philosophical perspective onlnegs was preserved,
the feminist approach disappeared, repeating dns®o that Felman herself talks about in
the essays. “Women and Madness” appeared againadefyinWhat does a Woman Want?
Pursuing this connection between women and madRebaan reviews Irigaray’s
Speculum de l'autre femn(&974) together with Phyllis ChesleWgomen and Madness
(1973), two feminist texts approaching this topi@n incompatible, yet complementary way
(FelmanWoman24). While Chesler relies on the “subjective testiy of women® (Felman
Woman21l), inspired by Derrida’s deconstructive critiglregaray interrogates “the key
theoretical writings of men — fundamental textpimlosophy and in psychoanalysis—which,
in one way or another, involve the concept of famig.” (FelmanWoman22) Felman
argues that there are certain pressing ambivalendggaray’s approach which involves the

position her texts are written from:

A question could be raised: if “the woman” is pesty the other of any conceivable

Western theoretical locus of speech, how can thmawoas such be speaking in this
book? Who is speaking here, and who is assertmgtterness of the woman? If, as
Luce Irigaray suggests, the woman'’s silence, orépeession of her capacity to

speak, are constitutive of philosophy and of thecaediscourse as such, from what

% «Supported by extensive documentation, Phyllis <lveproposes a confrontation between objective dadl
the subjective testimony of women: laced with tb&gs of women speaking in the first person-litgxcerpts
from the novels and autobiographies of woman wsjtand word-for-word interviews with female psych@
patients-the book derives and disputes a »femagiehpsogy« conditioned by an oppressive and patnarmale
culture.” (FelmanNoman21)
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theoretical locus is Luce Irigaray herself speakingrder to develop her own

theoretical discourse about the woman’s exclus{éetmanwWoman24)

In Felman’s view, Irigaray’s venture runs the ridkepeating “the oppressive gesture of
representationby means of which, throughout the history of Isgman has reduced the
woman to the status of a silent and subordinateabjo something inherentbpoken for
(FelmanWoman24), and from this perspective she can show timel Ispots of her critical
undertaking. Chesler’s bookjies voicdo the woman” directly (Felmawoman25), but in

Irigaray’s case, it is not clear whether

statement and utterance [...] coincide so as to ksftadctual feminine difference, not
only on the thematic, but also on the rhetorice¢lealthough the otherness of the
woman is here fully assumed as the subject oftttersent, it is not certain whether
that otherness can be taken for granted as pdgitieeupying the unthought-out,
problematical locurom whichthe statement is beingtered (Felmanwoman25)

Just like she showed how Freud’s statement anchatte about femininity failed to coincide,
Felman demonstrates that similar ambivalencestawerk in Irigaray’s text as well,
implying that such aporias might surface even wiherauthor-philosopher is not male.
Anticipating similar critiques, in the introductido What Does a Woman Want?
Felman addresses in detail her theoretical postif@peech: “I am not proposing to speak in
the name of women: the »we« is a rhetorical streabfiaddress, not a claim for
epistemological authority. | am speaking fatwomen, buto women” (Felmarwwoman14)
assuming a personal bond, an apostrophical steiofuaddress in which reading may take
place. Felman is here implicitly also talking abthé political investment in two rhetorical
figures,prosopopeiaandapostropheWhile prosopopeia, the “fiction of an apostrophi@n
absent, deceased, or voiceless entity, which ptbgtpossibility of the latter’s reply, and
confers upon it the power of speech” (de NRiretoric75-76) is posited as inevitably bound
to the structures of representation condemned alapastrophe, a trope giving (figural) life,
animation and presence to something dead, inanjimat®t present (Johnsdkorld 185),
seems like the only politically correct method F&aiman to pursue “the enigmatic truth of
sexual difference” (Felmawoman2). Just like how Cathy Caruth regards Jill Roblsin
texts, in Felman’s book “the other is not spokeawl...] but addressed” (Caruth

“Insistence” 7).
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In Felman’s view, as for Irigaray, the driving gtien ofWhat Does a Woman Want?
“can be truly opened up and radically displaced py.being repossessed, reclaimed by
women” (FelmarWwWoman3), and this process is carried out partly throtegetition. This
repetition becomes immediately apparent in th@dhictory part of Felman’s “Textuality and
the Riddle of Bisexuality,” where she analyzes semeial lines from Sigmund Freud’s

infamous lecture on “Femininity”:

Throughout history people have knocked their hea@snst the riddle of the nature of
femininity— [...] Nor will youhave escaped worrying over this problem—those of
you who are men; to those of you who are womenwilisiot apply—you are
yourselves the problem. (Freud “Femininity” 146pted by FelmaWoman41)

By simply reading out Freud’s lines as a woman téx¢ provoked laughter in the lecture
room where Felman’s paper was first delivered. thist displacing repetition and the ensuing
laughter had deeper implications as it uncoveretirdnerent textual discrepancy between
Freud’sstatementopening up the questiaithe Woman, and histterance closing it for
women, excluding women from the question” (Feliéoman43). Through the interposition
of a female reader the inherent rhetorical disarejgs of Freud’s text could be highlighted.
Felman insists that similar ambiguities can alwlaggound in literary and
philosophical texts inasmuch as they are all madefuanguage and rhetoric, which gives

the specificity of what she call&‘chose littérairé. She argues that such aporias

can be amplified, made patent, by the desire—arttidoyhetorical interposition—of a
woman reader. It is this double practical procdsanplification and rhetorical
interposition—and its incalculable theoretical @mlotional effects—which | would

like here to propose. (Felmadomant)

Felman thus visualizes the female reader and fedesige as a deconstructive force which
helps revealing the internal ambiguities and inconigs that reside within a (male) text, be it
a literary or philosophical one. “Women and Madnése Critical Phallacy” thus aims to
highlight the incongruities that reside within Bigy’s approach (the incompatibility between
what her text says and what her text does). Yetadiately after this critique, “Textuality and
the Riddle of Bisexuality” goes on to employ thengsstrategy that Irigaray was using when
Felman is citing, repeating and displacing Frewgsds about femininity. She points out the
blind spots involved in Irigaray’s method, yet rétally acts out the same kind mimicry
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(she calls it “amplification and rhetorical integition”) that the French feminist critic argued
for in her search for female difference in the fdung texts of patriarchy. What Felman'’s text
says and what it does seem to be at odds withaheh in this respect. It seems that even
though “To Open the Question” argued that thefemg crucial feature which is constitutive
of literature but is essentially lacking in [...] trg as such: irony” (FelmaQuestion8),

irony (as repetition, mimicry and “rhetorical inp@sition”) might become a very powerful
rhetorical tool for theory and critique, suggestmgignificant link between de Man'’s
rhetorically oriented deconstructive criticism d&lman’s feminist practice. But this link can
never be stable, making the conversation betwaamiem and deconstruction potentially
unstable and endless. Read through Felmafiiat Does a Woman Warnépetition, irony

and apostrophe over prosopopeia become the megtestof a reading practice employing

such a double perspective.

The Navel of Theory

It must be noted, though, that such a claim tle&tngn is proposing in her
introduction towhat Does a Woman Warnihs the risk of appropriating the radically
contingent effects of rhetoric in any given texthe name of “female desire,” which
resembles her “feminine appropriation of the figof¢he navel” (Felman “Postal’ 70), a
theoretical move that de Man has deconstructedsiarswer to her texf.In “Postal
Survival, or the Question of the Navel,” Felmande&reud’s inaugural “Irma-dream” irhe
Interpretation of Dreamsas “a dream about a knot of female pain recaltiti@ and in
excess of, Freud’s discourse (Freud’s interpretgitia dream about a knot of irreducibly
resistant women; a dream about a knot of feminamepaints.” (Felman “Postal” 66) This
dream is also important for Felman because itiis lmea footnote that Freud introduces the

figure of the navel into the theory of dreams:

| had a feeling that the interpretation of thistprthe dream was not carried far
enough to make it possible to follow the wholetefdoncealed meaning. If | had
pursued my comparison between the three womemutdihave taken me far
afield.—There is at least one spot in every dreawhach it is unplumbable

% Felman'’s appropriation of the ambivalences andiap®f rhetoric appears very resonant with Jacques
Derrida’s representation of the “woman” as a detrontive force inEperons Derrida has often been criticized
by feminist critics for appropriating the conceptwoman” for his own deconstructive project (Kalm#& nai
test” 233). From a deconstructive point of viewlnk@n’s gesture appears as problematic as Derrdais a
feminist perspective.
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[unergriindlich—a navel, as it were, that is its point of contaith the unknowri’

(Freudinterpretation186, footnote 2)

Dreams thus have a point where they are linked thiglunknown, the unreadable, where
interpretation falters: “The »navel« is, in othesrds, Freud's discovery-through the Irma
dream-that in every theory, interpretation or camse meaning there is a disconnection”
(Felman “Postal” 67). In this account, the “blinétaphor” of the navel refers to a point of
fissure, a gap in interpretation; still, by intrathg such a point, Freud can propose a coherent
reading of the drearif.While pursuing the “comparison between the threenen” that

would have taken Freud “far afield,” Felman asks

Why, indeed, does Freud choose to call “navel’dieam’s relationship to the
unknown? The navel marks the place where the ucabitiord which connects the
infant to the mother has been cut (during delivatynarks, in other words, at once
the disconnection and the connection between arnsteody giving birth and a
newborn child. The navel of the dream embodies, tthesway in which the dream is,
all at once, tied up with the unknown and discotedérom its knowledge,

disconnected from the knowledge of its own beggttfRelman “Postal” 63)

Elizabeth Bronfen interprets the figure in simitaaternal terms: the metaphor of the navel
“sounds reassuring because it refers to the mowsbpdial mark on the body, one that carries
a sense of continuity, generation and origin aiwdlte the site of connection to one’s
maternal origins” (BronfeKnotted81). But the navel, as she puts it, is also aml&ptic

index of a bodily wound” (BronfeKnotted4) signifying vulnerability and mortality (Botting
8, BronfenKnotted20, Fdldényi 96, 97). In a broader philosophieaispective, the navel can

3" What was translated as ‘unplumbable’ by Stracbeyupfathomable’ elsewhere) is in the German owagi
‘unergriindlich’ meaning in English ‘unfathomable,’ ‘bottomles$iscrutable’ and ‘impenetrableCassell’s
German-English, English—German Dictionabyndon: Cassell Ltd, 1986. 640), and, taking ataount the
meaning of the wordyriindenry ‘without a proper foundation.’

% Freud later also argues that “There is often agesBtelle that is, ‘place’] in even the most thoroughly
interpreted dream which has to be left obscumeQunke] that is, ‘in the dark’]; this is because we beeom
aware during the work of interpretation that as thoint there is a tangle of dream-thoughts wharmot be
unravelled and which moreover adds nothing to mavwkedge of the content of the dream. This is tleah’s
navel, the spot where it reaches doanf§itzt that is, ‘straddles’] into the unknown. The drediraughts to
which we are led by interpretation cannot, fromrhéure of things, have any definite endings; theybound to
branch out in every direction into the intricatévmark of our world of thought. It is at some pointere this
meshwork is particularly close that the dream-vgisbws up, like a mushroom out of its mycelium.”€&d
Interpretation671-672) For According to Lacan, “Freud uses émentnavel to designate the point at which the
sense of a dream appears to culminate in a hédegtabeyond which it is to the core of being tthegt dream
appears to be attached.” (Lacg@minar 111259-260) Freud’s description of the dream-wishagng up from the
meshwork resonates with Lacan’s formulation of mkta: “metaphor occurs at the precise point at vsiense
emerges from non-sense” (Ladacrits 175), making the navel a metaphor of metaphor.
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also be read as the symbol of the centre, propoaim harmony (Bronfelkinotted3,

Foldényi 87), but the figure does not only conrtentral point, but a wound, a site of loss,
separation as well: the Sanskrébhifrom which the Greekmphalosor the Englismavelis
derived from means at once a central point, origogme and rupture, disruption, fissure.
(Foldényi 94, 106, 114). Following associationsk®d by the Greek wormimphalos LaszI6
Foldényi links the navel with a symbolic matrix whiincludes the center of the earth which
is referred to as a cavestoma this Greek word is used interchangeably to mearoath, or

a navel, or vagina, even. (Foldényi 105) The reasgumature of the navel can thus soon turn
uncanny: removed from its logocentric self-sameia@scentrality, “the navel,” as Fred
Botting argues, “opens, literally and figurally, tmquestions of difference.” (Botting 3)

The navel is a central point, which is at onc@iafof resistance to understanding: it
both provokes and defies interpretation, and “tite@e@ dream interpretation revolves around
this moment of failure” (BronfeKnotted77). For Freud, the navel is what stops the
potentially endless chain of interpretations, yetFelman, it is precisely what opens up
possibilities for a critique: in her reading, theevel of the specimen dream is intimately linked
to feminine difference, it “points not to the idigiability of any given feminine identity, but
to the inexhaustibility, the unaccountability ofifale difference” (Felman “Postal” 64) within
the discourse of psychoanalysis. De Man’s anabysssich a theoretical position (which takes

place in a special bond of reading) is very muctih&point:

My only question arises, if | dare say, at the le@fg¢he navel. What should we do
with the manifest bisexuality of that mark, whigparates as much as it unites, and
which escapes the difference between the gendéesPavel is a knot that's cut, and

as such, more philosophical than analytical. (qiibye Felman “Postal” 68)

Such a deconstruction of her critical project bsiffglman to an exemplary moment of self-

reflection:

My reading of Freud, in equating the figure of trevel with the female knot and
through it, with the feminine stance in Freud's,tesed that figure to introduce,
rhetorically, a self-subversive (sexual) differemu® Freud's own discourse. In
displacing my rhetorical equatioravel=female (knot)in pointing out-imaginatively,
creatively-as the blind spot of my vision of thevelathe bisexuality of that same
figure, de Man, at the sweep of a surprise, decoacistthe thrust of my whole
discourse, in repeating my rhetorical procedurdé wespect to Freud but in turning

63



that twist back upon myself-in introducing, thusetorically, a self-subversive
(sexual) difference into my own text, into my ovaading of Freud's difference and
self-difference. (Felman “Postal”’ 69-70)

De Man thus reads Felman’s feminine appropriaticthe® “androgynous” (Migiel 31) navel
“by pointing out some residue to meaning” in heqt tevhich subverts and undercuts our
illusion of coherence, of appropriation” (Felmaro&®al” 70). | believe that appropriating for
the feminine the ambivalences and aporias fouradl ilexts by rhetorical readings might open
up a possibility of subverting Felman’s text inimigar way that was demonstrated in “Postal
Survival.” As Marilyn Migiel puts it in her readingf “Postal Survival,” “the operations of
language (and by extension, of the text) can alwaysal themselves indifferent to desire”
(Migiel 38), or in de Man’s words, “independentliyany intent or any drive or any way or
any desire we might have” (de M&esistanc®6). Thus it happens regardless of “the desire
of [...] a woman reader” (Felmawoman6) constructed by Felman®hat Does a Woman
Want?Though nor the navel, nor the contingencies ajl@age can unproblematically be
appropriated solely for the feminine, we find aigaminsistence of connecting the aporias of
rhetoric to the operation of the feminine withimdmage in Johnson’s texts, which | will

analyze at length in the next part of this chapter.
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“T HE SPACE IN BETWEEN”: BARBARA JOHNSON’' S DISLOCATIONS OF

FEMINISM AND DECONSTRUCTION

“A thinking of politics can thus only address itality when it
begins not with the smooth transition from knowiagloing, but
with an attempt to understand the notion of resitdlitg as
emerging precisely in the ineradicable conflictitn them.”
(Cathy CaruthCritical Encounter¥

With the publication oDéfigurations du langage poétiq&979),The Critical
Difference(1980) and her translation of Jacques Derri@assemination1981), Barbara
Johnson emerged as one of the most eminent degactngrcritics. Most readers remember
this volumeby the closing article in which Johnson analyzesdébate between Jacques
Lacan and Jacques Derrida about Edgar Allan Pdéis Purloined Letter.” To claim that the
volume was an example of “purely” deconstructividasm would not however do justice to
the amazing complexity of the book. The essayekample, that lent its title to the volume,
“The Critical Difference: BartheS/BalZac” reads Hboa de Balzac'Sarrasineas “a
subversive and unsettling formulation of the questf sexual difference” (Johns@ritical
5). “Allegory’s Trip-TeaseThe White Waterlifyalso sets out “to analyze and question the
very nature of the relations between literature seuality” (Johnsoritical 14). In
“Melville’s Fist: The Execution oBilly Budd” we see a superb example of a deconstructive
reading which deals with questions of ethics, lamg judgment. All these examples suggest
that from the very start, Johnson'’s critical apptoeontained different discourses which were
explored later on too in various essays and baokkjding her most recent, and, sadly, last
volumesPersons and ThingR008) andVioses and Multiculturalisn010). Singling out
only one problem from Johnson’s complex and nuaaggioach to literary, philosophical or
critical texts might be as dangerous as it is rigwgain this chapter of the dissertation | will
analyze the relationship between feminism and d&caction in Johnson’s oeuvre.

Such an analysis should start with examining #¥pietly stated aim of Johnson’s
second volume of essaysWorld of Differenc€1987) was “to transfer the analysis of
difference [...] out of the realm of linguistic unigality or deconstructive allegory and into
contexts in which difference is very much at issuthe ‘real world” (JohnsoWorld 2). One
of the most important contexts in which Johnsontsaized this kind of difference was
feminism and gender studies, to which she lateotelva whole volumé& he Feminist

Difference(1998). However, Jane Marie Todd concludes hesigea review ofA World of
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Differenceby pointing out a crucial problem inherent in Jetm's book: “there is a drive to
bring feminism around to deconstruction, or to éinith deconstruction in order to make it
more politically acceptable, without a real recaigm of the very different stakes of the two
critical traditions and the enormous difficulties’olved in any confrontation between them.”
(Todd 284) These concerns are prompted by Toddibtdovhether fetishistic notions of
deconstruction, like unreadability, undecidabibity‘self-difference” can provide a solid
ground for the advent of an “authentic voice” pygsesed by feminist politics and

intervention®® Agreeing with Todd, Chris Weedon also claims that

much deconstructive analysis, especially in Ameridarary criticism, fails to attend
to questions of social context, particular intesesd power. [...] Deconstructionist
approaches to textual analysis which share a disdefigr the wider historically
specific discursive context of reading and writargl the power relations which

structure the literary field itself do not meet farst needs. (Weedon 165)

For both critics the most important difference betw feminism and deconstruction is their
irreconcilable approach to the question of politibs rephrase Todd’s doubts abdu¥orld
of Differenceand formulate it as a question: can deconstruetitimits focus on language,
textuality and rhetoric be transformed to adopoktipal standpoint necessary for feminist
critique? CarA World of Differencéive up to its promises, given Johnson’s decoustra
affiliations?

In her “Gender Theory and The Yale School”, evamn3on claims that the Yale
school “has always been a Male School” (Johnatanld 32), and ponders upon the
relationship between feminist issues and decortstrudn this sense, Todd’s criticism of
deconstruction as unresponsive to questions ofegeartt sexual difference is justified.
Instead of accusing “the male Yale School theoostsaving avoided the issue of gender
entirely,” Johnson in her study chooses “to denmmatesthat they have had quite a lot to say
about the issue, often without knowing it” (John§®arld 33), arguing that the issue of
gender was a blind spot in their writings. It i®agh to think about the infamous Archie
Bunker example Paul de Man used to point out theigunties involved in (rhetorical)
guestions (de MaAllegories9-10). But Johnson confesses her own guilt ofriigaelided the

question of gender in her earlier writings: “no kgwoduced by the Yale School seems to

% Diane Elam, the author &eminsm and Deconstruction: Ms. En Abymiso notes that “Initially, the two
seem to have little in common. Feminism seems ta pelitical project, whereas deconstruction appezore
philosophical or literary. By this account, theiutmal interests do not converge.” (Elam 1, cf. EGfn
Nevertheless she argues in her book that “femimischdeconstruction are beside one another inlbgtshare
a paralleldivergencdrom (or dislocation of) politics and philosophyElam 1)
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have excluded women as effectivelyTdee Critical Difference[...] In a book that announces
itself as a study of difference, the place of tleenan is constantly being erased” (Johnson
World 39). While | do not agree with this view, | thirtkig erasure of woman she is referring
to, in her readings of Mallarmé and Apollinairdesst, might be due to the ambiguities
caused by the inherently rhetorical nature of laggu Deconstructive readings focusing on

the rhetorical behavior of texts do have an undonscendency to overlook issues of gender.

Politics, Figurality and Reference in Deconstrueti@riticism

In “Apostrophe, Animation and Abortion” Johnsorte®that “the political
dimensions of the scholarly study of rhetoric hgeae largely unexplored by literary critics.
What, indeed, could seem more dry and apoliticah th rhetorical treatise?” (Johnstorld
184) In other words, the various kinds of linguistimbivalences uncovered by rhetorical
analyses do not seem to have much to do with palitjuestions and problems, or, in turn,
issues of gender or sexual difference (they aréetigtic,” “apolitical,” “neutral”)*° In spite
of these observations, however, Johnson argueéttieastudy of rhetoric has everything to
do with human politics(JohnsonNorld 6). In her view, it is precisely the undecidabdgiin
texts that enable politics to come into existemcthe first place: “It is often said, in literary
theoretical circles, that to focus on undecidapibtto be apolitical. [...] [I] suspect that, on
the contrary, the undecidabiethe political. There is politics precisely becatlsere is
undecidability” (JohnsolVorld 193-194). As opposed to this theoretical stancewleacan
call deconstructive, feminist critics Biddy Mart@handra Talpade Mohanty, Leslie Wahl
Rabine, or Mary Poovey all contend that the deecanosve notion of undecidability and
indeterminacy in general entail an empoverishméagency necessitated by feminist
intervention (Warhol and Herndl, eds. 295, Rabi6gRPbovey 61, cf. Elam 82-83). Still, for
Johnson, the very existence of the political fldwsn the undecidable itself, which, in this
interpretation, does not hinder, but rather allpabtics to come into existence. Johnson here
seems to agree with Jacques Derrida that “decanistepractices are also and first of all

political and institutional practices.” (Derrida égond” 168, cf. Montrose 16) Still, the

“9 think Johnson is acutely aware of the probleneseé critics pointed out, and she addresses thisatr
dilemma several times in her career. For examplhaWake of Deconstructi§gh994) she warns of the
double-bind in which deconstruction is caught: “W&ees critics in the public media are attacking dstmiction
for its subversive politics, politically radicalittcs of deconstruction within the academy haveglattacked it
for its quietistic, apolitical neutrality, its pileging of analysis over action. Because deconstménvolves the
analysis of texts or situations to the point ofdep’ or ‘undecidability,’ the argument goes, itrplyzes, or at
least cannot authorize, action.” (John§@ake28) From this perspective, then, deconstructiamoredemned
both because of its “subversive politics” and fer‘quietistic, apolitical neutrality.”
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question remains: how can politics be posited ateaidability, which is regularly

understood as making it impossible? How can theipiisy of politics flow from its
impossibility? Can the discrepancy between femirasih deconstruction be reconciled by
this claim? | think that such a “paradoxical altahbetween undecidability and politics,
deconstruction and feminism does come into existémough Johnson’s special way of
reading. To see the stakes inherent in these gusstive must briefly return to de Man’s
theories of rhetoric as it is his model of rhetarieading that Johnson is using and displacing
in her writings; then we must examine closely thestimportant ethical/legal/literary figure

in Johnson’s tex@&abortion and point out the ways this figure might helgasethink the

relationship between feminism and deconstruction.

A passage iAllegories of Readingonnects to this problem of literature and pditic

Far from being a repression of the political, [.it¢dature is condemned to being the
truly political mode of discourse. The relationsbigthis discourse to political praxis
[...] [can be described] in terms of the relationshghin the rhetorical model,
between theeferentialand theigural semantic fields (de MaAllegories157,

emphasis added).

Thus, similarly to what Johnson says, in de Marmésw literature, deconstruction and politics
do not simply exclude each other, their relatiopsgimuch more complex. | think it is a
mistake to say that de Man'’s texts are only attertt the figural dimensions of language,
and they neglect referentiality as such, as hetpaomt that through their rhetorical structure,
texts both promise and deny reference at the sianee As Vincent B. Leitch argues,
“language vacillated uncontrollably between thenpise of referential meaning and the
rhetorical subversion of that promise. [...] De Maver renounced referentiality; he
problematized it, undermined it, exploded it—yetg@rved it, as did other deconstructors.”
(Leitch 285) De Man also notes that “Political aandobiographical texts have in common
that they share a referential reading-moment eXlgliouilt within the spectrum of their
significations, no matter how deluded this momeay e in its mode as well as in its
thematic content.” (de Mahllegories278, cf. Felman and Laub 143) | argue that Johnson
explicates such moments within the political, witikdman explores mostly the
autobiographical aspects of this insight, struggliwith the “horns of the bull” de Man

borrowed from Michel Leiri§}

“! Felman inTestimonyexplicates the meaning of this reference in de’Mtaxt as a threefold structure: “1. the
inescapable materiality of one’s past; 2. the uctole reality of the confrontation, through thatimg, with a

68



If we would like to follow de Man in determiningpmssible relationship between
deconstruction and politics, we must first clatife relationship between referentiality and
figurativity within his thinking. Language in de M& view is inherently figurative,
rhetorical, which is at odds with the texts’ claitogefer to an “outside world” beyond them.
Direct political action and intervention requireggsely this kind of reference, whereas
deconstruction, with its problematization of refeze and figurality (through the question of
rhetoric) seems to exclude straightforward politss Werner Hamacher claims, “the
referential intention of a text can be denied kyyitidication of the possibility of its merely
figurative status.” (Hamacher “Lectio” 173) In tlgense, if political praxis has to be
connected with transparent, referential languddails to be “political enough” because of
the inescapably figurative language it has to aderimulate its claims. In a rhetorical
reading, the language of politics becomes opadueuthority is subverted by the very means
which was used to posit it. In order to be effegtipolitical praxis has to forget about its

necessary figural status.

The most important problem here is de Man’s amgtivat “the convergence of the
referential and the figural signification can nelerestablished” (de Mahllegories208),
which suggests that politics and rhetorical inguieyninism and deconstruction may never
simply converge. Yet there seems to be a needufdr 8 convergence, as texts often try to
reconcile these two dimensions: de Man says tleatatiraction of reconciliation,” in this
case, of figurality and referentiality, “is the efiwe breeding-ground of false models and
metaphors” (de MaAllegories5), which he elsewhere calls ideologies (de RRasistance
11).

In the introductory chapter (“The Insistence ofé&ence”) toCritical Encounters:
Reference and Responsibility in Deconstructive iig;itCathy Caruth also addresses the
problems of reference, history, ethics and respditgi For many readers, deconstructive
criticism seemed “to involve a dangerous deniarmof link between texts and reality: that
reference is indirect seems to mean that we haveliable access to experience or to history
and hence no basis for political action and ethdeaision.” (Caruth “Insistence” 1) Such
denouncing claims are most often found in the tektshom Robert Eaglestone calls the late
heirs to the “modernist paradigm of criticism” (E2gjone 10), or even “anti-theoretical
critics and philosophers” (Eaglestone 2b)n Eaglestone’s view, these “anti-theorists” seem

real danger deriving from a real event; 3. thetpali and ethical effects of writing as itself agt,an act that
provokes change and that thus itself has matesiaequences” (Felman and Laub 143-144)

“2 These critics, who, “unlike the wide range of thsts they amalgamate and oppose,” in Eaglestangfsgon,
“form a relatively coherent group because theyeliae same paradigmatic view of the method andifumof
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to defend “a humanist modernist critical paradigiaglestone 10) against the alleged moral
decay of “theory” understood as “a combinationtaicuralism, deconstruction,
psychoanalysis, philosophy, poetics, and culturaiemalism.” (JohnsoWwake79, cf.

Eaglestone 20) Eaglestone’s analysis of the crisicane in the 1990s seems to evoke what de
Man in the 1980s identified as “the resistancetéodry theory” (de MamResistanc®). De

Man imagined “theory” on the basis of

the introduction of linguistic terminology in theetalanguage about literature. By
linguistic terminology is meant a terminology thigsignates reference prior to
designating the referent and takes into accourtharconsideration of the world, the
referential function of language or, to be somewhate specific, that considers
reference as a function of language and not negklysas an intuition. Intuition

implies perception, consciousness, experienceleauts at once into the world of

logic and of understanding with all its correlaByamong which aesthetics occupies a
prominent place. (de MaResistanc®)

Following this quote, “theory” and “anti-theory” alal be juxtaposed on the basis of how they
conceive of the referential function of languagéile/theory examines the reference in terms
of a linguistic terminology, anti-theory resist Bue terminology in favor of an intuitive

model. However, as de Man aphoristically warns fesxapages later, “The resistance to
theory is a resistance to the use of language daogtage. It is therefore a resistance to
language itself or to the possibility that languagatains factors or functions that cannot be
reduced to intuition” (de MaResistancd 2-13), which he earlier connected with perception
consciousness, experience, logic and understan8iuran a view prompts Caruth to claim that
“deconstruction does not deny reference, but dehetsreference can be modeled on the laws
of perception or of understanding.” (Caruth “Insiste” 2) This latter presupposition seems to
be the common denominator between certain critighiegconstruction, anti-theorist, or
feminist alike: “the assumption that experienceasstituted in large part by self-awareness
and thus by meaningful perception, that historgmMailable primarily as the completed
knowledge of a past, that political and ethicalisiens can and do arise only from a position
of understanding and self-understanding.” (CariitisiStence” 1) Instead of surrendering to

such presuppositions, Caruth ponders

criticism” (Eaglestone 20), include Howard Felpefugene Goodheart, Tobin Siebers, Michael Fidbavjd
Kaufmann, Patrick Parrinder, or Patrick Grant, éfaglestone 32-33).
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What would it mean, on the contrary, to conceivarmmgxperience that is constituted
by the very way it escapes or resists comprehefditmw might one have access to a
history that is constituted by its continually dedd entrance into experience? In what
ways could we define a politics or ethics that\desifrom a position in which full
understanding is not possible? Taking as theitistapoint the attempt to rethink
fundamental questions of reality and of referetioe essays in this volume ask how
we might learn to recognize and to respond to ¢hétres of a history, a politics, and

an ethics not based on straightforward understgnd@aruth “Insistence” 1)

In other words, the intuitive model of understamglireference, experience, history, politics or
ethics offered by the modernist paradigm of cstici(Eaglestone’s “anti-theorists”), or
feminist critics who think that agency disappeaithwndecidability, can only grasp
something as positive knowledge if it is availatdeonsciousness, which precludes, for
example, traumatic experience to be recognized@s 8y prioritizing moments that “resist

or disrupt patterns of totalizable meaning” (Carlitisistence” 4), Caruth argues that

it may indeed be in those moments that are leaghdable to understanding that a
referential dimension can be said to emerge. Thé/aes by which deconstruction
comes to distinguish reference from perceptuabgnitive models thus do not
eliminate reference, but rather examine how togeize it where it does not occas
knowledgelt is indeed in this surprising realignment dierence with what isot
fully masterable by cognitiothat the impact of deconstructive writing can ails

precisely to take place. (Caruth “Insistence” 3)

Caruth is convinced that by “breaking the tie betmeadingandcertainty,” deconstructive
readings “permit reference to arise where undedstgmmay not.” (Caruth “Insistence” 5)

Politics and Rhetoric

In the light of these statements, how are we dggulohnson’s intention of

“reconciling” rhetoric and politics, deconstructiand feminism? Does it (falsely) promise
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the convergence of figural and referential sigaifiien, which according to de Man cannot be
established? Is this promise only a metaphor, la¢fmodel,” an “aberration” even, or a way
through which Johnson can voice certain suggestefhanexplored in de Man’s writing?

(cf. Sari 64) Johnson states that the essays taidlécA World of Differencattempt “to
transfer the analysis of difference [...] out of tkalm of linguistic universality or
deconstructive allegory and into contexts in whddference is very much at issue in the ‘real
world” (JohnsonWorld 2). She also warns that “It would be falsely pesgivist, however,

to see in these essays an itinerary that couldlieddd ‘From Deconstruction to Feminism’
[...] The book as a whole moves back and forth anpmgitions that remain skeptical of each
other” (JohnsoWorld 4). It would thus be a mistake to think abswiVorld of Differenceas

a text where deconstruction is wholly left behindthe sake of feminist inquiry: the author’'s
texts show that the (falsely reductive) oppositi@tween deconstruction and feminism can be
realigned in the process of reading literature civl@ntails not only an inquiry into rhetoric,
but an engagement with politics as well. As Johraguies inThe Feminist Differenge
“literature is important for feminism,” as well & deconstruction, “because literature can
best be understood as the place where impassd® daapt and opened for examination,
where questions can be guarded and not forceciiptemature validation of the available

paradigms” (JohnsoReminist13).

In an interview, Johnson explains how this tranBfam linguistic structures to the

real world might take place:

certain political problems are based on rhetostictures or are thoroughly shaped
and overdetermined by rhetorical structures. Inctise of the essay | wrote,
‘Apostrophe, Animation, and Abortion,’ it seemedifaapostrophe and the attendant
personification were inseparable from the way inclvhperson’ was discussed in
legal texts and the way in which the investmernthaunborn was structured like
apostrophe. (Johnsdake81-82)

This “turning to the real world,” then, proves tiloat straightforward: in the essay referred to
in the passage above, “Apostrophe, Animation andri#dn,” Johnson is trying to illuminate
problems in the real world (the political and legedblem of abortion) with rhetorical issues
(apostrophe), and vice versa, showing that, aslti&chweizer claims, “aesthetic and textual
concerns are then perhaps in surprising ways aipédo the political situation” (Johnson

Wake82). For Johnson, then, politics, examined thraighvery real question of abortion,
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“begins not with the smooth transition from knowiegdoing, but with an attempt to
understand the notion of responsibility as emergirgisely in the ineradicable conflict
between them.” (Caruth “Insistence” 6)

There is a certain parallel between what Johnstnying to do with more practical
criticism and what Diane Elam argues in her thecaktreatise about the relationship of
feminism and deconstruction. Elam’s theoreticalingioffers an ethical solution to the
impasse generated by the debate of the theorediofahe two fields, after all, both feminism
and deconstruction is about uncovering a repregsied from texts (Elam 87). In Johnson’s
“Apostrophe, Animation and Abortion,” abortion aswbject, or a figure, the meaning of
which is negotiated between the discourses of lasMigerature, appears to promise of
establishing what de Man called “the convergenaefeirential and figural signification,”
politics and rhetoric, and at the same time, wittichr she can rethink the reductive view of

the relationship between feminism and deconstractio

Law, Literature and the Aporia of Abortion

Barbara Brook emphatically calls our attentiothi® fact that “pregnancy is one of the
areas where the modern state seems to have \weryphbvblem in deciding the personal is
political, not in the way feminism required, but &asing women’s pregnant bodies and
focusing on the foetus” (Brook 95). In other worthe neat boundaries between the private
(to which women were traditionally referred) and fublic seem to break down by reference
to the figure of the pregnant body. This confussdéboundaries does not however mean for
women an advent of voice, quite the opposite: #ragnal (the experience of pregnancy)
becomes political only through erasing the ageriayamen. The female body is
appropriated by power and becomes a public “instnith no longer fully available to

women'’s choice (either of abortion or of givingthjc

In Elisabeth Porter’s view, “One of the most vexiasues in ethics is that of abortion”
(PorterFeminist134). She suggests that the “impasse that ocdues we discuss the ‘rights’
of a woman to choose whether or not to terminaggtiegnancy and the ‘rights’ of the foetus
to life appear insurmountable” (Porteeminist135). It is this ethical aporia that law and
literature must address. Between law and literatuganeaning of abortion still continues to
elude us: “Competing rights are opposed, causing@solvable moral-legal dilemma”
(PorterFeminist139). Adrienne Rich claims that “The child thatakry for nine months can
be definedcheitheras me nor as not-me” (quoted by MacKinnon 363trfote 15), suggesting
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that in the experience of pregnancy, there carmobeasy and clear-cut differentiation between
mother and child, self and other. It is precisélptigh a “cut,” the cutting of the umbilical
cord that the difference between mother and infafihally stabilized, leaving the navel as a
memento to this primordial separation. It is thusnbilically” intertwined relationship

between self and other, mother and infant that tetb-choice” and “Pro-life” arguments
miss. Robert GoldsteinMlother-Love and Abortioargues that both these stances “treat the
fetus and woman as independent creatures, indesgdysts, and avoid the extraordinary
dependence and intertwined interconnectednes®wofrtationship.” (quoted in Davis
“Mother” 957)

Jurisprudence is usually the instrument callechupaesolve these kinds of aporias,
“to arbitrate between opposing views” (Felmamidicial 4). InThe Juridical Unconsciouys
Shoshana Felman claims that a “trial is presumdxta search for truth, but, technically, it is
a search for a decision, and thus, in essenaegkissnot simply truth, but a finality: a force of
resolution” (Felmarduridical 55). It either chooses to respect women'’s riglgrieacy (as in
the legal cas®oe v. Wadg or decides to give primacy to the right of thetls to life. In
either case, it inevitably misses something: a®IGailligan claims, pregnancy implies a
connection between the mother and the foetus “ichvtinere is no way of acting without
consequence to other and self” (cited in PdfeEminist152). Both solutions imply some kind
of violence, thus law cannot but partake of thdenoe it was called upon to adjudicate. As
opposed to the language of law, literature is faatision of concrete embodiment and a
language of infinitude that [...] encapsulates nosate but precisely what in a given legal
case refuses to be closed and cannot be closelfigRdauridical 8). Literature is thus about
what a legal case must inevitably miss by redutiiegundecidability concerning abortion to
the “finality” of a decision. It is this supplemany aspect of literature that Johnson’s article
explores in her analysis of the shifting and oftembivalent structures of address in women’s

poems about abortion.

In “Apostrophe, Animation and Abortion” Johnsorogls how rhetorical and political
structures are mutually implicated in each othbe &sks whether “the very essence of” a
legal or “a political issue” might “hinge on thestture of a figure?"\World 184) In her
view, the various legal debates surrounding abo’igpear to revolve around the central
question of “when, precisely, a being assumes aanuiorm” World 189), suggesting that
these debates are contingent on the structureostraphe, which is precisely about giving
(figural) life, animation and presence to somethdiegd, inanimate, or not present through a

structure of address. Similarly to Felman, for whapostrophe, speakirtg someone, creates
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a structure of address which might escape the septational logic of speakirigr someone
that implicitly mutes the subjects it claims tomegent (the error she criticizes in Irigaray),
Johnson also focuses her attention to this rhefidiigure as it seems to be an allegory of the

relationship between rhetoric and politics, decartsion and feminism.

Apostrophe and “the Male Canon”

Before turning to the main problem of “ApostropAaimation, and Abortion” (the figure of
abortion), Johnson sets up the rhetorical backgt@gainst which she will read the dilemma
of abortion and its literary inscriptions. She gaak two poems—one from Charles
Baudelaire and one from Percy Bysshe Shelley—irtlwhpostrophe has a crucial structuring

role. In Johnson’s view,

Apostrophe [...] involves the direct address of aseai, dead, or inanimate being by
a first-person speaker. [...] Apostrophe is thus leiitbct and indirect: based
etymologically on the notion of turning aside, ajréssing from straight speech, it
manipulates the 1/Thou structuredifect address in an indirect, fictionalized way.
The absent, dead, or inanimate entity addressbelsby made present, animate, and
anthropomorphic. Apostrophe is a form of ventrilsgu through which the speaker
throws voice, life, and human form into the addeessurning its silence into mute

responsiveness. (Johnsdrorld 185)

Baudelaire’s “Moesta et Errabunda” narrates a sehkess, “the loss of childhood aliveness
brought about by the passage of time.” (Johnafanld 186) It is this loss of animation, the
self-difference uncovered in the poetic persordfitgvhich the poem is trying to overcome

by means of a sequence of apostrophes culminatiaghetorical question. In these last lines,
apostrophe “becomes not just the poem’s mode batthe poem’s theme”: the rhetorical
guestion ponders “whether its own rhetorical st can be effective. The final question
becomes: can this gap be bridged; can this lo$eaked, through language alone?” (Johnson
World 187) Shelley’s “Ode to the West Wind” “makes eveorenexplicit the relation

between apostrophe and animation.” (Johnafmld 187) The apostrophes of the poem are
born from a recognition of a dissimilarity betwebe poetic persona and the addressed entity

(the West Wind), and this difference is a resula ¢dss of animation in the poetic self, which
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tries to “borrow” life from the addressed entitynelgap between the addresser and the
addressee is precisely what the linguistic perforresof address tries to reduce to
metaphorical sameness, which would enable the@selfi to overcome its loss of animation.
Like in the case of Baudelaire, the poem ends aithetorical question asking about whether

the apostrophes can enact this metaphorical tataliz between self and other.

These lines, expressed by way of rhetorical qoestireveal that the effect, and, most
importantly, thereadability of the poems depend upon their main rhetoricairég
apostrophé® Reading in these poems is contingent upon an st conferring of
animation. Both poems “end with a rhetorical quasthat both raises and begs the question
of rhetoric.” (JohnsomWorld 188) As de Man warns us in his reading of the niedb
guestion as uniquely exemplifying the conflict beém grammar and rhetoric, “grammar
allows us to ask the question, but the sentenaadmns of which we ask it may deny the very
possibility of asking.” (de MaAllegories10) In the case of a rhetorical question askirguab
the performance of apostrophe, we are dealing {(aitleast) two, mutually exclusive
meanings, which implies that, in Johnson’s word#iedorical question “has no stable one-to-
one correspondence with a meaning.” (Johnatamld 188) One poses the question as a real
question, and opens it up for the other to anstherpther reveals the questiasan answer,
denying the possibility of recuperation by meanamdstrophe. The ambivalence involved in
the rhetorical question is thus the rhetoricalateshent of being in a state of loss (aporia),
which the figure of the apostrophe tries to overeofpostrophe, the figungar excellencef
lyric voice (JohnsoWorld 185), faces an impossible task by trying, througguistic means,

to bridge a gap caused by loss (of meaning).

Apostrophe and “the Female Canon”

In the second part of her essay, Johnson anahgses

these structures of apostrophe, animation, andifestill take on a very different cast
through the foregrounding of the question of mdtbed and the premise that the life

that is lost may be someone else’s. [...] For if &qopdhe is said to involve language’s

43 Johnson is convinced that apostrophe is “a rhetbdevice that has come to seem almost synonymithis
the lyric voice” (Johnso#Vorld 185). Jonathan Culler also argues that “one mightstified in taking
apostrophe as the figure of all that is most rddemabarassing, pretentious, and mystificatoryhimlyric, even
seeking to identify apostrophe with lyric itselfCuller “Apostrophe” 151, cf. Culler “Reading Lyti¢00)
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capacity to give life and human form to somethiegdlor inanimate, what happens
when those questions are literalized? (JohiW§ond 188-189)

This is the point where “apolitical” deconstructingading strategies seem to take on a more
overtly political stance. As opposed to the seetyisggaightforward structures of address
encountered in Baudelaire’s and Shelley’s poemscfwhevertheless have their own
ambivalences), the poems of Gwendolyn Brooks, ABeeon, Lucille Clifton and Adrienne
Rich reveal the structures of address to be mudie fishifting and complex” (Johnsaiorld
188), when the lives lost are taken literally, aod in a poetical-figurative sen$&The

pattern Johnson is following here has its modelaMan’s “Anthropomorphism and Trope
in the Lyric,” where he offers a unique way of regptwo poems by Baudelaire, showing
how the devices used by “Obsession” defamiliarize dismantle the rhetorical inventory of
“Correspondances.” In a much similar fashion, gdmeg the asymmetries of address
inherent in the poems about abortion written by wondohnson shows the way these poems
retroactively “disrupt and displace” the male casdtyric illusion of dialogic reciprocity

and symmetry” (Johnso@ritical 30)* In the following few paragraphs, | will try furtheo
illuminate the problems and ambivalences involvethe rhetoric of the poems Johnson

reads in her essay.

The most striking feature of Gwendolyn Brooks'$i&TMother” is the way the
rhetoric of the poem presents us the relationseipden guilt and excuse, which can be
analyzed with the help of de Man’s “Excus€®fifessions” The poem narrates an attempt at
what might be termed an excuse (“Believe that indaljberateness | was not deliberate”),
but goes on to say: “Though why should | whine /iNéhthat the crime was other than mine?
/ Since anyhow you are dead.” It seems that tieeacable death of the children no longer
enables the mother to make an excuse: the gliéyiend question and beyond exoneration.
Yet the poem goes on to supplement that last wdedhd”: “Or rather, or instead / You were
never made. / But that too, | am afraid, / Is fgutth, what shall | say, how is the truth to be

said?” Neither “dead” nor “never made” seems t@lpeoper term for the aborted children,

4 What Johnson does not reflect on in her essaatsin many feminist thinker’s view, the femaleitgl “I” is
itself (herself) a problematic notion. For examphlndra Gilbert and Susan Gubar used the term @aifitkiety of
authorshipto describe the ambivalent feelings of women wsite their art and poetical representation. These
anxieties, in Jonathan Crewe'’s view allow “no imgdgpoetic subjectivity to be constituted” (Crewge leaving
the female poetic persona fragmented.

> Although this quotation is taken frofihe Critical Differenceand it refers to the two versions (one lyric, one
prose) ofinvitations au voyagby Baudelaire, the model Johnson uses in “Apolppnimation and
Abortion” remains similar, but in this case, perteelathrough and through by the questions of gender.
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which mirrors the undecidability between the redbgn of guilt and its lack: if the children
were indeed thought of as “living,” the persongudty of killing them, but if they are
represented as “never made,” there is no guiltaBse of the inability of language to refer
properly to the aborted children, guilt cannot beugdedcognitively it remains undecidable
in the poem. Thus, because of the suspension oitoaggrounding, the poem has to shift to
aperformativemode of diction to carry out an attempt at persuasBelieve me, | loved you
all. / Believe me, | knew you, though faintly, anidved, | loved you / All.” This need to
persuade (“Believe me”) arises from the obviousmsancy between having an abortion and
the confession of feeling a profound affectionl¢ted you all”) even for these aborted
children. Although, these last lines are clearlyexcuses, their purpose make them seem
very much like excuses: their “purpose is not &desbut to convince, itself and ‘inner’
process to which only words can bear witness.da Allegories281) Both excuses and
these lines try to exonerate guilt, but while exesuy to “explain it away,” these lines
operate precisely through embracing guilt. Thispasion can only be carried out through
language—only “words can bear witness” to it—, @rabsumes that theresemeondo be
convinced. The attempt at persuasion, as it isticetowards the aborted children—who are
neither “dead” nor “never made”—thus presupposespastrophic structure of address,
which necessarily presents the children as anibmgitegs. In this way, the rhetoric of the
poem (through its use of apostrophe) retroactistdbpilizes the undecidability of guilt which
“rested” on the impasse whether the children wal®é” or “never made.” The animating
address o&postrophewhich constitutes poetic voice itself, is “makiagelation between
persons out of [what] was in fact a relation betwpersons and non-persons” (Johnson
Persong9), once the poem is written, the persona becauity. Functioning very much like
an excuse, the performative mode in the poem “géefs] the very guilt [it] exonerate[s]”
(de ManAllegories299). It is only through its performative rhetotiat the poem can
produce guilt as atableessence. Language’s incapability of naming arermef is
“redeemed” by apostrophic address, but which retregly reinstates guilt.

Anne Sexton’s poem also seems to reinforce thisncas it depicts a vague and
elliptical story which has the title “The AbortidriThe last stanza of the poem spitefully
glosses this evasive “logic” as one which “willdelato loss without death.” Language not
only partakes of the violence against the fetusM@bave seen in the case of the Brooks
poem), but tries to disguise it as well. In theosetspeaker’s view, the use of the linguistic
devices of figurality and euphemism (substitutiggrie” for the act of abortion itself) fails to
register what actually happened, and is, in thisegcowardice. It is from the discrepancy
between death (which discloses an actual violepoe b the fetus) and loss (which only
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affects the mother), and the reduction of semdatision between the two terms through
euphemism that the fury of the second personarmatigs. But the last words of the second
speaker (“this baby thatlleed) reveal that using these linguistic proceduresn@ figures)
that erase pain and suffering does not totally déms intention. Paradoxically, there is
something in the irreducible materiality of the etef abortion that resists being addressed in
literal terms. “The Lost Baby Poem” by Lucille Goh deals with this problem as well. The
word “dropped” in the first line of the poem (“thiene i dropped your almost body down”),
and the word “lost” in the title of the poem himtstwo different interpretations of what might
have happened: the child is either “lost througbrédn or through miscarriage” (Johnson
World 195). Thus, the reader cannot decide between ossilplities, one is intentional
(abortion), the other is not intentional (miscagea These two words rhetorically erase the

difference between the event being deliberate andeliberate.

The rhetoric of women’s poems about abortion dudffer us easy solutions to the
problem: the differences between self and othetimiand perpetrator, animate and
inanimate, life and death, literal and figural,lgand innocence, intentional and unintentional
act are blurred to such an extent that we can mgelotell them clearly apart: it is “impossible
to distinguish violence from victim, subject frorhject, or self from other.” (Schweizer 9)
That is why both lyric poetry and the discourséa@f—which in Johnson’s view, “two very
different ways of instating what a ‘person’ is” flsonPersonsl88)— tries to reduce this
ambivalence to sense by stabilizing the boundéedseen them, reminding us that the lyric
is “not a genre, but one name among several tguats the defensive motion of
understanding.” (de MaRhetoric261) This stability, as the “female canon” demaatsss, is
contingent upon the clear distinction between speakd addressee within the apostrophic
structure. Only in this way can poetry grant “tleesgibility of undoing loss or death”
(Schweizer 8) through apostrophic address. Howéhisrseparation is precisely what is not

available to female personas writing about pregypamd abortion.

The last part of Johnson'’s essay is concernedththelationship of poet-parents of
different sex to their deceased children. | thimkttthis is the most problematic part of the
essay as Johnson seems to suggest that the rbktonbivalences pointed out in women’s
poems about abortion cannot be found in male pagigks. Johnson’s essay is best read in
conjunction with Jonathan Crewe’s essay, “Babydfd]” which was written as “a late
response” to Johnson’s text. The article forcefaligues, that “historical difference is fully
subsumed under gender difference in the contréstsém draws between poems by

nineteenth-century men and by twentieth-century e(Crewe 3) It might as well be that
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the (rhetorical) ambivalences uncovered in womeon&ams are not unique to female

personas, male poets’ texts can also show suclgaities.

In “Gender Theory and the Yale School” Johnsonesrthat “It may be impossible to
know whether it is the gender question that isrdeteed by rhetoric or rhetoric by gender
difference.” (JohnsokVorld 39) This rather enigmatic claim is left in “susded animation”
in this quote, but I think in “Apostrophe, Animati@nd Abortion,” this question receives an
implicit answer: gender difference seems to deteentine shifting and unstable structures of
address. Thus, Johnson’s account fails to remaipgply in the space “in between”
deconstruction and feminism as she implicitly gipesacy to gender differences from
which rhetorical differences are derived. In otiwerds, just like Felman, Johnson seems to
appropriate the contingencies of rhetoric for tmihine.

Conclusions

While deconstruction’s insistence on the ambivedsrand undecidabilities uncovered
in texts through rhetorical readings runs the okkffacing questions of gender and sexual
difference, feminism, through its demand of poéitimtervention and strong subject
positions, forecloses self-difference and ambivege his is, doubtless, a very reductive
reading of both feminism and deconstruction, eatiie considerable differences that exist
within both of these theoretical approaches. Wethark of the differences between
Derridean deconstruction or American deconstruatiitecism; or a feminism that argues for
essentialism and the need for strong subject positior a “more postmodern” feminism that
emphasizes the social construction and performahgender and the strategic belief in
“contingent foundations.” | think that the textskdlman and Johnson point out that the
interaction of these various styles within critid&dcourse may lead to fascinating new

insights.

Felman argues that female desire can be seedexastructive force which reveals
the internal ambiguities and incongruities residiithin a literary or philosophical text, the
praxis of which can be likened to Irigaray’s notimimicry. However, from a
deconstructive point of view, her theoretical seansks appropriating for the feminine the
ambivalences and aporias uncovered in all texthétorical readings. Through the figure of
abortion—the meaning of which is negotiated betwiaanand literature—, Johnson is also

able to create a dialogue between deconstructidrieaninism, in spite of their considerable
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differences. On the one hand, abortion can be showave its unique kind of
undecidabilities and ambivalences, which makesistant to univocal feminist appropriation.
On the other hand, the familiarity of “linguistiaiuersality or deconstructive allegory”
(JohnsonNorld 2) found in de Man’s view of language and rhet@imflected with and, at

the same time, displaced by the focus on the psldf gender and sexual difference.

In both Felman’s and Johnson’s critical praxispifgism and deconstruction are
“intertwined” (JohnsowWake96): they exist in a relationship of mutual imptica, as
Felman put it elsewhere, “each one finding itsalfghtened, informed, but also affected,
displaced by the other” (Felm&uestion9), or, in Johnson’s words, “haunted by the glodst
the other” (JohnsoWorld 44). Feminism and deconstruction seems to be ahein’s
condition of possibility and, at the same time,lrelmctions as the element which threatens
to disrupt the other’s authority. Johnson’s texiggest that we should “recognize these
ghosts not as external enemies but as the uncdanilijiar strangers that make their own
knowledge both possible and problematic” (Johratamid 46).

If Johnson allegorizes feminism and deconstruci®fighosts,” the next part of the
dissertation will also focus on ghosts, but in aeridgeral sense, it reads Edgar Allan Poe’s
concept of the poetic as it is negotiated betwhenrly, poetry and fiction. The concept links,
on the one hand, a purely mechanical, material wielnguage familiar from deconstructive
criticism, and, on the other hand, the death cdaubiful woman being sublimated into the
advent of poetry as the elegiac, a notion veryaubirom a feminist perspective. | will read
this topic from a double perspective of feminisnd @econstruction inasmuch as these critical
positions are haunted by each other, just like $aesthetics is haunted by the uncanny
exchanges between life and death, beauty and tewetry and prose.

81



GIVING LIFE, GIVING DEATH:

PoOE AND THE APORIAS OF “T HE M OST POETICAL ToPIC”

“Perhaps the loss of unconsciousness about theofack
humanness is what de Man was calling “true ‘mouwghin

(Barbara Johnsomersons and Things

Edgar Allan Poe has always had an ambiguous pta&merican literary history. As
Shoshana Felman claims, “Perhaps no poet has bdeghdy acclaimed and, at the same
time, so violently disclaimed as Edgar Allan PdéélnanAdventure27). Shawn Rosenheim
and Stephen Rachman also note that in many cosifiB@e has served as a crucial and much
celebrated literary model for generations of watand readers. In the country of his birth,
however, Poe can hardly be said to be at home”dfttim and Rachman i$§ While being
denied a place in the grand synthesizing literasiones of American literature, Poe was
“purloined” by French writers and theorists (Rosanhand Rachman ix, xi): the central
place of Poe’s “The Purloined Letter” in deconstine criticism goes without saying
nowadays. In spite of this fact, it seems thatahihor’s poetry proved much harder to grasp
in deconstructive terms than some of the shortestoRichard De Prospo writes in a review
that

Nowhere among the writings of [...] major deconstiist critics of Poe is there
anything that even approaches the bravura perfarenafithe high deconstructionist
critics of the works of the several difficult nieenth- and twentieth-century poets
who admire Poe, such as Baudelaire, Mallarmé, Riughband Rilke. (De Prospo 50)

That is why he thinks that “The one definitely anig task that remains for deconstructionist
critics of Poe to accomplish is the ‘fresh’ rereagof Poe’s poetry, and if deconstruction can
rejuvenate even Poe’s old bird, then the rejuvenatf all the other, for the most part less
stigmatized, poems may be at hand” (De ProspoEa@. since this review, many fascinating
deconstructive readings of Poe’s poetry have beblghed. For example we can think of
Johnson'’s brilliant reading of “The Raven,” Tom @als reading of “The Bells,” Kevin J.

6 Kevin J. Hayes also notes this asymmetry in Paeption: “While Poe had achieved a status iné¢&an
equal to that of a great national author and, thinchis French reputation, was gaining much acceptanother
parts of Europe, his reputation among the literaEnglish-speaking nations was ambiguous.” (Hagds,1)

82



Hayes'’s interpretation of “Ulalume,” or Felman’sading of Poe as well, which is mostly

concerned with the vicissitudes of Poe’s recepitiditerary history.

As opposed to the celebration Poe has receivddaanstructive approaches, for
feminist critics, he usually performs the role loé tvillain, a character to be “exorcised” from
the canon, for example in Beth Ann Bassein’s viBwderick 15). For feminist readers, the
most disquieting claim of Poe occurs in “The Phojasy of Composition”: “the death [...] of
a beautiful woman is, unquestionably, the mostipaktopic in the world—and equally is it
beyond doubt that the lips best suited for suckctape those of a bereaved lover” (Poe
“Philosophy” 19). Elizabeth Bronfen i@ver Her Dead Body: Death, Femininity and the
Aesthetimotes that by examining such views on aesthéfg}l@me critics, who assume a
compatibility between lived reality and aesthegpidtion, have accused Poe of misogyny”
(BronfenOver59). In this book, Bronfen contextualizes these@gmatic aesthetic notions
in a tradition of Western thinking which tends tmnoect death and femininity on the basis
that “both femininity and death serve as westettupeis privileged topoi and tropes for what
is superlatively enigmatic” (Bronfe@verxiii). One reason for this association might be tha

because the feminine body is culturally construetethe superlative site of alterity,
culture uses art to dream the deaths of beautibuh@n. Over representations of the
dead feminine body, culture can repress and aatieuis unconscious knowledge of

death which it fails to foreclose even as it careqiress it directly (Bronfe@verxi).

Aesthetic representation thus has a tendency foresp the materiality of the dead female
body through the guise of art. By denying the &itiey of the corpse, it sublimates it into the
purely figurative, in this way foreclosing the aetyi hidden behind the cultural constructions

of death and femininit§’

There is no doubt that the analogy between fentynamd death in many cases had a
profoundly negative impact on historical womenigs. Yet, failing to take into account the
intricate relationship between lived reality antistic representation might lead to
oversimplifying interpretations, although it mighg argued that canceling out such “literal”

readings in the name of high-brow literary thecopstitutes another attempt to marginalize

4" As Bronfen claims, “[flemininity and death causdisorder to stability, mark moments of ambivalence
disruption or duplicity and their eradication prads a recuperation of order, a return to stabilibe threat that
death and femininity pose is recuperated by reptaten.” However, as Bronfen shows, this “recutierais
imperfect, the regained stability not safe, thesuigy order inhabited by a fascination with disiaptand split,
and certainty emerging over and out of uncertai@@ronfenOver xii).
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the effects that misogynist representations havieiale experience. The system of

representation that links femininity, death andlaetscs shows certain symptoms of

instability, ambivalence, and in order to portraeRs a misogynist thinker, these referential
readings need to forget about these puzzling inché@cies and identify “imagined violence”
in one to one correspondence with “real violenées’'Bronfen herself concedes: “it seems as
necessary to stress the fundamental differencedesiwneal violence done to a physical body
and any ‘imagined’ one [...], as it is necessaryxplere the way in which these two registers

come to be conflated and confused” (Bronfarer59).

These female figures in Poe’s texts do not se€tresd peacefully”: the dying
women, who should have stabilized the author’sheiss (which is “unquestionably”
symptomatic from a feminist perspective), on thet@ry, return to subvert his theory from
within. This “return”—be it literal or figurative—sithe problem that this part of the
dissertation will address: this theme creates resimptomatic ambivalences in Poe’s texts
which are best analyzed through a double perspgeofifeminist and deconstructive reading
strategies. Bronfen’s book is a brilliant exampiswch a reading that is attentive to
deconstructive, psychoanalytic as well as femi@atling strategies; in my reading | would
like to supplement her analysis of the figure @& ttying woman in Poe’s oeuvre by noting
that, as a result of these ambivalences involvegghllife itself becomes no less problematic.
I will point this out by offering a rhetorical reiag) of some of Poe’s texts, in a way making
up for this aspect which | feel is lacking in Brenfs book: she sketches the possible outlines
of such a reading, but does not wish to pursue tioetfmeir logical conclusions. In such a
reading, it can be shown that the death of therdthe “beautiful woman”) does not stabilize
the discourse of the self in such a reassuringagagritics like Bassein or Bram Dijkstra
would have it, which counters somewhat the chafgeisogyny; of course, by claiming this,
| am not suggesting that Poe was a feminist eithieother reason | find this double
perspective more viable is that a “purely” decamgive reading would run the risk of
reinforcing the traditional separation betweenlassts and politics—even though this is one
of the explicit intention of Poe’s aesthetics—, @hhfeminist criticism has shown to be

illusory and deluded.
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“The Sleeper” and “The Most Poetical Topic”

In the first part of this chapter, | will attentpt (re)read one of Poe’s less celebrated
poems, “The Sleeper,” which poem seems to have foegotten, rarely given the critical
attention that would reflect its complexity. Thdesexception may be David Halliburton’s
monograph on Poe which devotes a short, but nolestheery illuminating chapter to this
poem and also conceptualizes the category of tbegsr-poems.” In my interpretation | will
focus primarily on the rhetorical figures that bibe borderlines between the living and the
dead, using the insights gained from this analyséscontrastive reading of the poetry and
the short stories. | think that there are certaigettling points inherent in poetry, which
threaten with the collapse of the most importategaries figured in Poe’s aesthetics, and

these disquieting insights are allegorized in #iest of terror.

Here is the opening section of the poem:

At midnight, in the month of June,

| stand beneath the mystic moon.
An opiate vapour, dewy, dim,
Exhales from out her golden rim,
And, softly dripping, drop by drop,
Upon the quiet mountain top,

Steals drowsily and musically

Into the universal valley.

The rosemary nods upon the grave;
The lily lolls upon the wave;
Wrapping the fog about its breast,
The ruin moulders into rest;

Looking like Lethé, see! the lake

A conscious slumber seems to take,
And would not, for the world, awake.
All Beauty sleeps!—and lo! where lies
(Her casement open to the skies)

Irené&, with her Destinies! (Poe “Sleeper” 64)
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These opening lines introduce some of the most itapbimages and rhetorical figures of the
poem, portraying an anthropomorphic natural scemewhich the landscape is filled with

life through the metaphor of slumber. From the useginning, delicate figures of permeation
(like the “opiate vapour” which is itself persomifi later on, or the fog covering the
landscape) reign in the poem, blurring the bordediof the animate and inanimate, human
and non-human, showing one as always traverseldebgther, even within the same
sentence: “Wrapping the fog about its breast /e moulders into rest.” Whereas the first
line constitutes an anthropomorphic exchange betwadauilding and the human body, the
next line revokes this figural substitution by tlegying verb “to moulder.” Similarly to this
figural oscillation, the animating rhetoric is ifsgomewhat paradoxical as well: Western
culture usually regards sleeping, on the one hasd, transitory state between life and death,
and, on the other hand, as a euphemism that ssgigssih as its signified. In Poe’s poem, the
landscape is “alive” inasmuch as it is “slumberinga state suspended between life and
death: the “conscious slumber” of the lake (fromialihit consciouslydoes not want to

awake) is perhaps the most apt oxymoron to destiribestate. Irene, the lady addressed by
the speaker is also “sleeping” in a similarly amaigs condition. In this figure of the
slumbering beloved, we can recognize the imagegdyioman from “The Philosophy of
Composition”: neither dead, nor alive, she is they\emblem of the poetic for Poe. (Perhaps
it is precisely this undecidability which constiést“the poetic” as suah his thinking?)

When examined from a feminist perspective, theypoests on imbalanced gender
roles familiar from patriarchal texts: an activeglenpersona is addressing a sleeping, silent,
distant female figure, which classifies “The Sle&pdogether with, for example, John
Keats’s “Ode on a Grecian Urn"—as belonging to d&enhaical tradition (Gilbert and Gubar
68) where “women are often idealized, objectified ailent.” (Johnsofeminist132)

Because of her silence, she can become a screerafemprojections and fantasy (Kalmar “A
noi test” 20, 31, 34, Gilbert and Gubar 53-55), whilc¥olves ,a male appropriation of
female muteness as aesthetic trophy accompaniad bision of sexual violence.” (Johnson
Feminist136) This is not to suggest that the personaeptiem is directly responsible for
the lady’s “solemn silentness” (Poe “Sleeper” 6&yertheless it offers a way of pointing out
how this patriarchal image of female passivity aience often evoked close associations
with death (Gilbert and Gubar 24-25), which metaptab link also happens to structure “The
Sleeper.” In a reading sensitive to gender isghes, “the most poetical topic” seems
predicated on the silence of the woman, who, in,toan be mourned by the male elegist,
which process often operates through the rhetoiigates of apostrophe and prosopopeia. |
think, however, that the rhetorical feats undeythis scenario are worth exploring in a
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further detail, because it can be shown that theevaf the male persona is undercut by the
same mechanisms of address that constitute the.poem

From a deconstructive stance, then, what is pnodilie in such an alignment of the
anthropomorphic landscape and the “sleeping” laweg] is that there is a fundamental
difference between them, yet the rhetorical devafdhe poem blur this difference, as they
are both conceptualized through the metaphorseepsghg. The distinction that | feel here is
probably best exemplified by the difference betwiemrhetorical figures, that of
anthropomorphism and prosopopeia, although thenumycperformance of the poem lies in
the act of annulling this disctinction. In Paullan’s late writings, anthropomorphism,
prosopopeia and apostrophe become the most impadnetorical figures of lyric poetry. In
his view, prosopopeia is a “fiction of an apostreph an absent, deceased, or voiceless entity,
which posits the possibility of the latter’s repand confers upon it the power of speech” (de

Man Rhetoric75-76). As opposed to prosopopeia, anthropomorplasm

not just a trope but an identification at the lesesubstance. It takes one entity for
another and thus implies the constitution of speeiftities prior to their confusion,
thetaking of something for something else that can thenskaraed to bgiven
Anthropomorphism freezes the infinite chain of wlmgical transformations and
propositions into a single assertion or essencelwlais such, excludes all others. It is

no longer a proposition but a proper name (de Rhetoric241).

In Johnson'’s interpretation, the most importantedénce between the two figures is that
while anthropomorphism posits the essence of b#inman” as a quality which precedes
language, prosopopeia demystifies this act byrgphittention to this essence as contingent on
linguistic acts’® For anthropomorphism, it is already given whatrftan” means thus it can
safely invest human traits in inanimate objectgedsed persons or abstract concepts,
prosopopeia is a much more disquieting figure agetrogates what it means to be “human.”
The implications of this distinction for the poene ananifold. In the beginning of the
poem, the anthropomorphic structures seem fairprallematic, the animate and the
inanimate, human and non-human enter into a ch@ashain of substitutions. The
complications arise once these personificationguat@aposed with the rhetoric that the

speaking persona uses to refer to the sleepeejirdmns switch brings a new opposition into

“8 Johnson claims that “[tJo use anthropomorphisio iseat aknownwhat the properties of the human.”
(JohnsorPersonsl90) and that “anthropomorphism depend[s] on thermess of the essence of the human and
personification does not” (JohnsBersons206-207).
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play (alive and dead) which cannot symmetricallypbgected onto the sets of oppositions
introduced in the beginning (animate-inanimate, &nmonhuman). Introduced by the
prosopopeia of the dead beloved, this new paippbsitions intersects and transgresses the
anthropomorphic structure constituted in the beigmninviting the reader to retroactively
notice that what seemed to be the “triumph of pdetthe synthesis of animate with the
inanimate, the human with the nonhuman—also leavesidue of anxiety which questions
the possibility of differentiating between theséegaries. In such a system of figuration it is
hard to tell what the essence of the human is: trisestructure can be shown to be at work
in the poem, anthropomorphism ceases to functiooggrly.”

This ambiguous animating rhetoric is later intéadiby an apostrophe to the loved
one as well, giving her (figural) life, animationdapresence: “Oh, lady bright! can it be
right—/This window open to the night?” (Poe “Slegmb) If we compare “The Sleeper” to
one of the first drafts of the poem (dating fronB1&nd then entitled “Irene”), we notice that
in the early version the moon is “humming,” and speaker stays in the background nearly to
the very end of the poem, while in the later versaoalysed in detail here, the persona is
himself addressing the lady. The apostrophe ansrthteloved one and the fictive dialogue

represents her as being able to respond to thg qtiete speaket’

Oh, lady bright! can it be right—

This window open to the night?

The wanton airs, from the tree-top,
Laughingly through the lattice drop—
The bodiless airs, a wizard rout,

Flit through thy chamber in and out,

And wave the curtain canopy

So fitfully—so fearfully—
Above the closed and fringed lid

‘Neath which thy slumb’ring soul lies hid,
That o’er the floor and down the wall,
Like ghosts the shadows rise and fall! (Poe “Sleep®)

49«Apostrophe [...] involves the direct address ofsdnsent, dead, or inanimate being by a first-pesgeaker.
[...] Apostrophe is thus both direct and indirectséé etymologically on the notion of turning asiok,
digressing from straight speech, it manipulated/fhieou structure oflirect address in an indirect, fictionalized
way. The absent, dead, or inanimate entity adddessthereby made present, animate, and anthrogumicor
Apostrophe is a form of ventriloquism through whtble speaker throws voice, life, and human forra the
addressee, turning its silence into mute respones&” (JohnsoWorld 185)
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If we take a closer look at what this apostrophlei¢tv happens to be a rhetorical question) is
inquiring about, we can see that the persona isgamg here whether the “wanton airs” do
not disturb the rest of the lady. The speaker edabed earlier, if only in parentheses, that
“(Her casement [is] open to the skies),” but nowshquite anxious to perceive that thags
“flit” freely through the realms of the living arttle dead. Clearly, the function of the word
“air” is crucial in these lines. According Webster’s Dictionaryit includes among its
various meanings, “the breath of life” (meaning direwe breathe in and out), a “tune or
melody,” an “aria,” or even an “Elizabethan art gdnn this sense, these “bodilemiss”

which “flit through [her] chamber in and out” arfaet“opiate vapour” which is “exhaled”
from the moon’s “golden rim” in the beginning oktpoem can be read fagures forthe
poem itself The “air” is traversing and transgressing therutaries between the living and
the dead, through its promise of animation givernhay “breath of life,” apostrophe. Taking
this possibility into account, these lines of tloem can be shown to be implicitly
interrogating the uncanny effdatought about by their own rhetorithe blurring of the
boundaries between the living and the dead, wisd¢hherent in the figures of apostrophe,

prosopopeia and anthropomorphism. A bit later greaker risks another apostrophe:

Oh, lady dear, hast thou no fear?

Why and what art thou dreaming here?
Sure thou art come o’er far-off seas,

A wonder to these garden trees!
Strange is thy pallor! strange thy dress!
Strange, above all, thy length of tress,

And this all solemn silentness! (Poe “Sleeper” 65)

From this point on, the second person addressftrans into the third person singular, the
interrogative gives way to the imperative, whicbarly indicates a rhetorical shift in the
poem resulting in yet another erasure of the worttas as if the persona realized something
about that “solemn silentness” of the addressaé nmate responsiveness” (Johnséforld

185) is no longer desired. We can interpret thiff shith regard to the titles of the earlier
(“Irene”) and the later versions (“The Sleeper”}loé poem as well: the rewriting of the text
also entails theffacement of the namehich is a logical consequence of the structiae k
have been tracing in the poem. After a point treakpr has to abandon apostrophe, as this
figure creates such rhetorical complications whiehpersona is no longer able to control. At
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this point, it is useful to refer to another of Boggoems, “Ulalume,” which, as opposed to the
“The Sleeper,” dramatizes theturn of the nameit is through reading the epitaph of his dead
beloved (the name of the lady, which happens tihéditle of the poem as well, enabling us
to read the whole poem as an epitaph) that thef‘the poem is able to recognize itself.
While in “The Sleeper” the speaker slowly loses poaver his rhetorical vocabulary and
becomes unable to tell whether the loved onelisafitie or already dead, the inscription-like
unchangeability of the other’s death in “Ulalums’able to unify the persona again.
Paradoxically enough, this self-recognition is eatout in “Ulalume” through the metaphors
of the dead scenery depicted at the beginningeoptiem: it seems that here the reclaiming of

the self is only possible through its figurativeatte

In “The Sleeper,” this recognition (if it does ocat all) of the performance of
“aberrant” figures that leads to this shift in tinetoric takes place in the silence of the blank
space between the two stanzas of the poem. Asiliigagpon this recognition, the rhetorical
shift in the following part of the poem reflectethpeaker’s anxious attempts to re-establish
the boundaries between the living and the dead {artdrn, anthropomorphism and

prosopopeia) that the rhetoric of the poem hagdiduto an uncanny sameness:

The lady sleeps! Oh, may her sleep,
Which is enduring, so be deep!

Heaven have her in its sacred keep!

This chamber changed for one more holy,
This bed for one more melancholy,

| pray to God that she may lie

Forever with unopened eye,

While the dim sheeted ghosts go by!

My love, she sleeps! Oh, may her sleep,
As it is lasting, so be deep!

Soft may the worms about her creep! (Poe “Sleepg)”

At this point, again, there is a considerable défee between the early and the later version
of the poem. Whereas in “Irene,” the Moon is deafsdy pleading the lady to wake up, the
persona (who appears only at the end of the pdém}he speaker of “The Sleeper,” is
praying “may her sleep,/Which is enduring, so bepdelt seems that the two distinct voices

we can find in “Irene” become an internal divisiorifThe Sleeper.” While part of the self

90



wants to preserve the lady in this “sleeping” statspended between being alive and being
dead (which state, according to the early vers®ouopheld precisely by remembering the
loved one), another part wants to “kill her offt (@ast rhetorically speaking). This state,
however, brings with itself a certain anxiety: las tlistance between life and death is eroded,
this threatens to undo the oppositions structuttiegpoem. That is why the speaker has to
modify the rhetoric of the poem as best he cangedoaw the borderlines between the living
and the dead again by, this time reassuringlyndefithe state of the sleeper. A perfect
metaphor for this re-established boundary mighhee'black/And winged” gates of the “tall
vault” referred to in the last section of the podine lady’s “proper” place is not in the
imaginary space of the here and now created btethporality of apostrophe and

prosopopeia, but

Far in the forest, dim and old,

For her may some tall vault unfold—
Some vault that oft hath flung its black
And winged pannels fluttering back,
Triumphant, o’er the crested palls,

Of her grand family funerals—

Some sepulchre, remote, alone,

Against whose portal she hath thrown,

In childhood, many an idle stone—

Some tomb from out whose sounding door
She ne’er shall force an echo more,
Thrilling to think, poor child of sin!

It was the dead who groaned within. (Poe “Sleep&r66)

The final lines of the poem thus thematize thidisgaff of the living from the dead,
condemning the blurring of these boundaries thraugtile anecdote. The speaker calls Irene
“poor child of sin,” recalling her childhood delosi of mistaking an echo that a rock made on

a door, for the voice of the dead within. In othvards, because she has mistaken the purely
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material sound of the echo for phenomenal voiceraeaning, for the voice of the de¥d.
(But then, is this not the error inherent in albsrophical address? An error already inscribed

within language?)

Through this little allegory, then, the personaalerces speaking of the dead in terms
of the living. But as he himself has committed pely this (rhetorical) error earlier (through
his use of apostrophe and prosopopeia, througadueess to the lady), this allegorical
venture can also be interpreted as a move by whekext is trying to efface its own
(unconscious or unadmitted) “mistake.” By callitgsta “sin,” these lines hope to rectify the
“error” the rhetoric of the poem has already adetlby having recourse to “aberrant
figures.” Yet it seems that the aberrant use ofjlage condemned in these lines finds its way
back to the text at the very same spot whereleisg denounced. If we examine these lines
from a rhetorical point of view, we notice—paradwmatly enough—that it is through the use
of prosopopeia that this claim is formulated. Téve tan only grant its “wisdom” in
erroneous form: even the vault that seals off gadms of the living and the dead is
represented through the use of personificationrf&wault that oft hatlung its black/And
winged pannels fluttering back”), and it is only jpgrtraying Irene as living and acting that
the speaker can condemn the “delusion” of refertinpe dead in terms of the living. Thus,
the re-establishing of the boundaries betweenitirggland the dead is carried out by virtue
of yet another aberrant figure, which inescapablfyiscates these borderlines again. The text
once again destabilizes the boundaries betwedivihg and the dead, the present and the

past by the very gesture through which it was sapgdo seal it once and for all.

By apostrophizing and later personifying the laithg, speaker entangles himself in a
structure which, in the end, seems to threatenwis sameness, his own claims to poetic
voice, and his pure existence even, as he is rgetaable to symmetrically align and control
the sets of binary oppositions that structure thenp (animate-inanimate, human-nonhuman,
alive-dead, being awake-being asleep, etc.). Tiwisgss is all the more intimidating as it
might disrupt the movement of sublimation of Deatio Beauty, which has a crucial place in
Poe’s aesthetic. The speaker in the poem triesunter this threat, on the one hand, by a

rhetorical shift (from the second person to thedtiperson), and, on the other hand, by

%9| think this is a process similar to the one whichnson points out in her reading of “The Ravényvhich

the speaker of the text interprets the word “neeehfirst as a name, and as his imagined dialagttethe
raven goes on, the word is filled up with differemtaninggJohnsor\World 99). The persona seems unable to
resist making some sense or meaning out of thdypon&terial sounds that make up the word. Theeldfkl in
“The Sleeper” makes a similar mistake: she canabthink that the sound that the stone elicitednfitbe door
comes from the inside (as the answer of the dddmd) rhetoric of the poem, however, is unsure albdather
this was only an effect of language, or wa=illy the “dead” that “groaned within"? These lines sderallow
both interpretations.
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resorting to allegory. However, as this latter demation of the error is itself “aberrant,” the
“negative imprint” of the delusion that the allegdries to erase is inscribed into and retained
within the fabric of the poem as an anxiety whichsstrbe disavowed, perhaps, only through

yet another aberrant figure.

The Testimony of the Short Stories

Poe’s tales of terror often seem to be structugesitilar anxieties that we uncovered
in a rhetorical reading of “The Sleeper.” While em makes an effort to reduce and
contain its haunting rhetorical performance, thersktories demystify this poetic disavowal
by letting this anxiety surface in a much more {filte” form, throughterror. We might say
that Poe’s tales of terror witness the literaliaatof what remained only a threat in “The
Sleeper”: the dead woman returning from death tohthe narrator, condemning him to
numb silence. An analysis of such a return, frol@nainist perspective, would help us answer
the question asked by Barbara Johnsdihs Feminist DifferencéWhat happens when
women attempt to break that silence” (Johnseminist137) on which the male elegist’s
voice was predicated upon? What happens when woesener agency after being
subordinated by male systems of representation’Pdké&s gothic tales seem to suggest that
this return marks a disruptive moment in the tewtsich often proves fatal for male personas.
| will try to substantiate these claims, on the baead, by reading the relationship between
personification and reification implied by the cdnaic structure of prosopopeia in “The Fall
of the House of Usher”; on the other hand, by esipipthe function and the effect of the
vocative in the apostrophical addresses we firffdligeia.” In other words, | am proposing to
read both of these tales as allegories of rhetdigares that threaten to disrupt the
emergence of the aesthetic or the poetical. Throlighrhetorical reading it can also be
shown how close Poe’s ambiguous representatioginfdnd returning women is to
Felman’s theory of female desire: these subverfenale figures seem to become an
uncanny allegorical counterpart to Felman’s thecaktepresentation of female desire as a

deconstructive force in the process of reading.

At the beginning of “The Fall of the House of Ugh¢here is a moment when the
unnamed narrator of the tale first catches a glemgdsthe melancholy House of Usher” and

tries to record as accurately as possible thenigelof dread that he experienced then:
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| know not how it was—but, with the first glimpsétbe building a sense of
insufferable gloom pervaded my spirit. | say insudble; for the feeling was
unrelieved by any of that half-pleasurable, becgqasic, sentiment, with which the
mind receives even the sternest natural imageseafi¢solate and the terrible. [...]
There was an iciness, a sinking, a sickening ohttet—an unredeemed dreariness of
thought which no goading of the imagination cowldure into aught of the sublime
(Poe “Fall” 317).

There is something terrifying in the atmospheréhefhouse that resists being translated into
aesthetic categories: the imagination fails to iregantrol over terror by inscribing it as a
sublime experienc®- As a result of this failure, the narrator is ovene by “an iciness, a
sinking, a sickening of the heart,” he feels grdigudeprived of life in a figurative sense.
Both the narrator of the tale and his “cadaverdigie “Fall” 321) host, Roderick Usher are
haunted by this possibility: becoming de-animatedis strange theory about “the sentience
of all vegetable things” (Poe “Fall’ 327), Ushetridiutes this process of de-animation to the
“silent, yet importunate and terrible influence’o@‘Fall” 328) of the atmosphere of his
ancestral home. It can be traced in the short $tovythe house (much like the haunted
palace in the poem inset) gradually acquires ttidates of a person, while the inhabitants
are slowly losing their animation. Although the nador dismisses this theory as one needing
“no comment,” | think Usher’s point is worth expiog here: besides many of its thematic
preoccupations pointed out by critics, this takBaeems to be dramatizing a rhetorical
figure, prosopopeia“The Sleeper” already hinted at the more sinistée of this trope: how,
as a result of inanimate things becoming animaisohg de Man’s words here), “the living
are struck dumb, frozen in their own death” (de NRdretoric78). Because of the chiasmic
reversals between the animate and the inanimadivihg and the dead involved in
prosopopeia, it is really hard to say exactly wheeboundaries of these concepts are
located. The fact that, much like the charactetbéntale, the reader is unable to distinguish
whether she is still alive or already dead makdsaofy Madeline’s death and burial a
hauntingly memorable scene in the tale. As in thenp, the key to the ambiguities is a female
figure, one of Poe’s half-dead, half-asleep fenfigieres, who also happens to be the par
excellence figure of “the poetical.” This aporiathhe dying woman embodies so tragically

plagues Usher’s mind, and when his twin sister i final appearance at the end of the

*1 This blockage might even be similar to what Negrtd writes about in “The Notion of Blockage in the
Literature of the Sublime,” although he interpristis blockage as a necessary moment in the diedgcti
movement of the sublime. For Poe’s narrator thiskdge is insurmountable, but perhaps this is wiekes it
“sublime” in the end.
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story, he ends up becoming, as the narrator puss victim to the terrors he had anticipated”
(Poe “Fall” 335). Usher’s “terror” is very much &khe “error” denounced in the last lines of
“The Sleeper”: thinking about the dead in terms¢hefliving, if only in a figurative sense,

blurs the borderlines between them, and enabledghé to return to haunt the texts.

While the narrator’s feelings about this dreadégt|“family reunion” are omitted
from the text, the narrator of “Ligeia” is eloquetiout his feelings when the corpse of
Rowena, his second wife, after a long and painfot@ss of dying, starts to show faint signs
of life again: “Through a species of unutterablerboand awe, for which the language of
mortality has no sufficiently energetic expressioielt my heart cease to beat, my limbs
grow rigid where | sat” (Poe “Ligeia” 275). Thisrdence hints at a similar bodily sensation to
that which the narrator of the previous tale entexad at the first glimpse of the mansion.
This sensation is clearly in excess of languagel tyenk it is also uncannily connected to it.
In a way very similar to that in which “The Fall tife House of Usher” dramatizes
prosopopeia, “Ligeia” revolves around the trop@pbstropheTo justify this claim, let me
recall the narrator’s fitful repetition of Ligeiatsame in the first paragraph of the tale:
“Ligeia! Ligeia! [...] it is by that sweet word aloreby Ligeia—that | bring before mine eyes
in fancy the image of her who is no more” (Poe diaj 262). The figurative structure of
apostrophe (the vocative manifestation of the “jvihn, if only to the imagination, make
Ligeia present once more. Yet the victory of thell"vover death (that the tale might offer
itself an allegory of) has a residue of terror, athiadically defamiliarizes the ideal it wanted
to regain. What makes apostrophe so sinister sntéhe is that its fictional structure which
confers life upon the dead is uncannily literalizénd narrator’s fitful apostrophes are
answered from beyond the shrouds that cover LadyelRa’'s body, by “a sob, low, gentle,
but very distinct” (Poe “Ligeia” 274).

This address, instead of reclaiming animation askeHor the melancholic narrator,
figuratively deprives him of life: “I trembled not+stirred not—for a crowd of unutterable
fancies connected with the air, the stature, tmeedmor of the figure, rushing hurriedly
through my brain, had paralyzed—had chilled me sttme” (Poe “Ligeia” 276-277). This
paralyzing terror cannot even be redeemed by reziogna familiar face in “the thing that
was enshrouded” (276). This recognition of—or, eatlthisconferring of a facéthis is how
de Man etymologizes the Greek prosopopaiasopon poieinto—Ligeia at the end of the
story resembles the ambivalent ending of “The Sie&plere, as in the poem, the
uncontrollable effects of the “will” (or apostropheannot be “conquered,” only reformulated,

by another “aberrant” figure, prosopopeia. While goem tries everything to evade this

95



insight, the tales, as mementoes to terror, conyalysre-inscribe this knowledge, insistently
reminding us of its uncanny nature.

It is as if there was something irredeemably matafout the death of these beautiful
women in the tales, which refuses to be translfatibginto the figurative, and which blocks
the dialectical movement of aestheticization wtiebmed at first glimpse quite complete in
the poems. Only at first sight, though, for, asvétried to show, “The Sleeper” encapsulates
similar moments of blockage which disturb the sullion of Death into Beauty, leaving the
poem without any reassuring resolution. (It miglgrebe suggested, after all, that the
moment “the most poetical topic” appears in aditgritext, it deconstructs the aesthetical
categories it was supposed to uphold.) It becothes, the task of “The Philosophy of
Composition” to subdue the anxiety left behind assadue of this lack of resolution. Poe’s
careful differentiation between “the sole legitimarovince” (Poe “Philosophy” 16) of poetry
and prose could be such a method: to say that Beadt Terror have nothing to do with each
other offers a possible way of resolving the pragsimbivalences | have identified in this
section of the dissertation. Yet the difficultibat emerge when both “provinces” thematize
“the most poetical topic,” seem to destabilize sacateat opposition between poetry and
prose, revealing their relationship as being oneystification and demystification. Indeed,
through a rhetorical reading of “the most poettogic,” we can demonstrate that the
relationship between life and death, animate aadimate, Beauty and Terror, success and
failure, poetry and prose is much more complexiatichate in Poe’s writings than that of
being mutually exclusive terms, revealing a streeefamiliar from the constellation between

deconstruction and feminism hinted at in the tekxtselman and Johnson.

Conclusions

There is at least one question left to ask afterrading, and this question also bears
on the broader context in which | have chosenad feoe in the first place. Is there an
essential link between the return of the muted ferfigure in Poe’s texts and the
complications that appear in the rhetoric of higg¢@ The attempt to answer this question will
return us briefly to “The Philosophy of Compositi@gain. If we take a look at what this
essay is doing, we find that “the most poeticaldopignifies on several levels: being
“poetical” connects language as pure signifierp@® sound) with a thematic preoccupation
(we might say obsession: a dying woman), and thtorital feat of Poe’s essay is the

performance of the superlative (“unquestionablyhieh links contingent values to each other
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and (re)presents them as neces¥ity. other words, this might be the performative neomn

that gives birth to the allegorical system thatremsts an aspect of femininity and rhetoric that
we have already seen in Felman’s account of feaed@e as a deconstructive force. Like the
raven’s “nevermore” or the echo of the stone iné Bleeper,” this founding contingency can
no longer remain in its “primary meaningless” foasit becomes a vortex that attracts all
sorts of meanings. Poe’s rhetorical feat, on theeltand, demonstrates that the relationship
between gender difference and the rhetorical carapdins is a “non-relation,” on the other
hand, to cover up this non-relation, his aestheésiedl about creating essential
(“unquestionable”) links between gender and pastidnterestingly enough, it is precisely
because of the ambivalences of the rhetoric inexits that this link remains unstable.

To rephrase the question on a more abstract ledelt can we learn from Felman,
Johnson and Poe when we are dealing with the comelationship between gender
difference and rhetoric? While de Man’s texts diegave primacy to “universal” rhetorical
structures which neglected gender as a categagaif/sis (Johnsoworld 45), both Felman
and Johnson explore these possibilities never@i{plembraced in de Man’s oeuvre. Their
argumentation, in the end, suggests that an eakknki exists between rhetoric and gender—
they even seem to appropriate the ambivalencesanthim rhetoric for the feminine, which
seems problematic from a deconstructive perspeetjwghile Poe’s texts reveal the internal
contingencies at the heart of this problem. Reeaaltfh these examples, the relationship
between deconstruction and feminism is structusethé endless sliding between these two
extremes (either there is an essential or a cagringonnection) when it comes to answering
this aporia. | see the most important contributbthese theorists (Poe included) to the
ongoing debates about feminism and deconstruatiginting this problem out as a key

question to be seriously considered.

*2 Bronfen claims that “What emerges from Poe’s regiéinsistence on the superlativest(as a moment of
supreme suggestiveness) in conjunction with exfmes®f determination — ‘universal’, ‘obvious’,
‘unquestionable’, and ‘equally beyond doubt’ —iisgisely a poetics of such a death-induced doBtdnfen
Over61) Note however that this passage also revealsatitording to Bronfen, the obvious origin of the
complications in Poe’s texts can be found in outuce’s ambiguous relationship to death, and theglywoman
is used as a symptomatic facade that might hetpver this anxiety. This problem in Poe seems Igavi
overdetermined, and | think that “death” is onlyeaf the many possible sources of the ambivalefozesl in
Poe’s texts and each reading can only reducerthigiiing complexity. Being suspicious of the naotiof
“origins,” a rhetorical reading is mostly interest@ analyzing how these readings work as allegafehe
question they are trying to solve.
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CHAPTER Ill. DECONSTRUCTION AND TRAUMA THEORY

BETWEEN DECONSTRUCTION AND ETHICS:

THE CONCEPT OF THE LITERARY IN TRAUMA THEORY

“We might think of deconstructive writing, indeea
struggling with the difficulty of listening to a dain
address and of writing in a mode that is not astent but
itself a paradoxical address, governed by the &thic
question of how to speak without reducing the texd
form of comprehension.” (Cathy CarutBritical

Encounter}

Simon Critchley asks in his bodie Ethics of Deconstructipfwhat could
deconstruction possibly have to do with ethicsriajpam radically putting into question the
possibility of the latter?” (Critchlekthics2) Just like the link between deconstruction and
politics in the previous chapter, connecting detroicion and ethics may seem odd at first
glance, given the primacy that deconstructiveasith gives to linguistic structures and
rhetoric in general in contrast to the notionstbfes, reference, politics or history. The “and”
between deconstruction and ethics, just like betveksEonstruction and psychoanalysis, or
deconstruction and feminism, needs further elamrain this chapter of the dissertation, |
will try to illuminate how the oeuvres of Shoshdfelman, Barbara Johnson and Cathy
Caruth can be regarded as substantially contrigutiran “ethical turn” of deconstructive
criticism, which, through trauma theory, emphaticédregrounded questions of reference,
history, politics and responsibilifj. After contextualizing trauma theory within the
framework opened up by the ethical turn in conterapoliterary theory, | would like to
examine three problems: the role of literature tedliterary in trauma theory; the
reconceptualization of history as trauma; and tratimeory’s implicit doubleness; then
supplement these theoretical issues with the rgagfititerary and philosophical texts. | argue
that literature, or the “literary thing,” has a cial place in trauma theory: as a testimony it

counteracts forgetting, through prosopopeia, iegia face to the other disfigured by history,

%3 |f we consider Critchley’s claim that “the textymhctice of deconstructive reading”—and he isitajk
specifically about Jacques Derrida here, and noomructive criticism—"“can and, moreovehouldbe
understood as an ethical demand” (Critchilyics1), the “ethical turn” of deconstruction does nwan a
literal turning to questions of ethics, but ratheecognition that, from the very start, Derridsddicitation of
philosophy “takes place(lieu) ethically, or there is duty in deconstruction’rit€hley Ethics2). Derridean
deconstruction has been ethical from the startwdnes of American reception simply tended to “to@k or
relegate the importance of the relation of ethicdéconstructive reading.” (Critchl&thics2)
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and through apostrophe it lets the other addresseanind us about the ethical obligations of
reading. Trauma theory also brought about decoctsinis “return to history”: it
reconceptualized history through the psychoanahgiton of trauma which theoretical move
radically changed the traditional relationship bestw history and consciousness. In the texts
of Felman, Johnson and Caruth, “history” becom&gawmatic return of the real that
inevitably shapes texts and oeuvres. To concluglé¢htoretical part of the chapter, | am
opening up trauma theory to recent critiques, ngrheill return briefly to the relationship
between feminism and trauma theory in Felman’stiaoks, to point out how they write two
parallel narratives about trauma, which can berdsghas its “monumental history” and its
“critical history.” Nowadays many critics call atitgon to the fact that trauma theory with all
its ethical potential might itself be blind to traas pertaining to gender, class, or race. In the
last section of the chapter, | am tracing the i@ship between recognition and foreclosure
in the face of trauma through reading Ralph WaldeEon’s mourning for his son, Waldo;
and | end the chapter by reading the parable otfEghand Clorinda in Torquato Tasso’s
Jerusalem Delivereth order to reveal how the blind spots of trautmeoty can be pointed

out from a postcolonial perspective.

Trauma Theory and the Ethical Turn in Contempotatgrary Theory

Probably Robert Eaglestondzhical Criticism: Reading After Levinagves the most
convincing narrative about the reemergence of thiea claims of literary criticism that took
place in the 1990s. His narrative goes back tdéwgnning of the 2D century and argues
that, as opposed to the literary criticism of t8& tentury, “An explicit concern for ethics has
been at the heart of literary criticism since iitsaption in a modern and modernist form at
around the time of the First World War.” (Eaglestdr) Emphasizing a newfound need for
modernist art and interpretation in the face ofdapchnological development and the horrors
of the World War, this paradigm of literary crison created seemingly essential links
between questions of ethics, literature and csitic{Eaglestone 17, 14) Since then, this
“universal” claim of literature to ethical signiiace became insecure. During the history of
literary criticism “both the humanist ethics ane thiay in which those ethics can underlie a
critical practice, have come into question.” (Eatpae 10) For example Gauri Viswanathan
pointed out that “English literature” and “literasyudies” as a subject has a colonial history of
being “a vital, active instrument of western hegagian the early nineteenth century
(Viswanathan 199, quoted by Eaglestone 14), bynglyleologically on its “civilizing
values” (Eaglestone 15). It seems, then, that nmaskecriticism is determined through and

99



through by this colonial legacy, hinting that fraunch a historical perspective its ethical
grounding can be radically questioned. The othatlehge to this critical tradition came from
“theory”—that is, mostly deconstructive criticism-s laid bare the theoretical and
methodological assumptions and inconsistenciekeofate heirs of the modernist critical
paradigm, which related “literature back to humaaisoncerns, since their understanding of
literature is a reflection of their own humanisritEaglestone 21) Eaglestone identifies one of
the underlying critical assumptions of this paradig “its straightforward understanding of
language and the problem of reference” (Eagles@ielanguage for them, unlike
deconstruction, is a clear medium through whidrditure can engage with the outside world.
They assumed that “the realm of ethics is sep&mate the realm of the aesthetic, or from
works of literature” and the transition from thetteal to the ethical is unproblematic and self-
evident (Eaglestone 30).

Eaglestone regards the ethical criticism of Maftligsbaum as a neo-Aristotelian
way of renegotiating “the modernist, humanist catiparadigm” (Eaglestone 30-31). Her
oeuvre shares the modernist assumptions aboutdgegdu that it ignores “the very textuality
of text” and assumes “a clear referentiality.” (Estpne 93) Following Denis Donoghue,
Eaglestone calls this type of reading peculiar talemnist critics as ‘epi-reading’: “For an
epi-reader, language is transparent, a window giravhich the world of people, actions and
events can be seen.” (Eaglestone 3) Epi-readisglike prosopopeia, “is predicated on the
desire to hear ... the absent person” and it “mowefslg from print and language to speech
and voice and the present person” (quoted by Eagles3). As opposed to Nussbaum, whose
critical practice presupposed a continuity betwettincs and literary criticism,

“deconstructive criticism appeared to exclude #tigcal base of literary criticism,” and
sought to show that oversimplifying “assumptionsdzhon referential structures,” like
history, ethics and politics “were deeply probleimaiEaglestone 66) For example J. Hillis
Miller offered a different perspective of the réaiship between literature, criticism and
ethics, which, however, “explored only the texttyatif the text,” “denying the validity or

even the possibility of reference outside the t¢Eeiglestone 93} The critical method

* |t is important to note, however, that “Millernist denying the importance of political engagembut,he is
insisting that before this engagement can takespkhere is the ethical obligation to read.” (Eaglee 67) And
to read is to face the contingencies of rhetor@t geem to shatter any historical scheme, whiclsdede
scholars to claim that deconstructive criticismrgdgses political or other forms of action” (Eadtese 74), and
ultimately to accuse deconstructive critics of fh#m” (Kulcsar-Szabo 201, cf. Eaglestone 67), etlmugh, as
a letter to Wlad Godzich shows, de Man regarde@fample history his “main and ever-recurrent comte
(Waters Ixxiii, cf. Godzich xvii and Kulcsar-SzaR01) that kept disappearing and reappearing thrawtgtis
oeuvre. One of the most memorable example of rgaairopposed to history occurs in the prefacslagories
of Readingwhich “started out as a historical study and engie as a theory of reading.” De Man found himself
“unable to progress beyond local difficulties dfeirpretation. In trying to cope with this, | hadstaift from
historical definition to the problematics of reaglih(de ManAllegoriesix)
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exemplified by Miller is referred to by Eaglestaa®graphi-reading, as it “prioritises
language, text and reading over a nostalgia fohthlean and seeks to engage with texts ‘in
their virtuality’ [...] it represents, in Geoffrey Hanan’s words, ‘the eclipse of voice by
text’.” (Eaglestone 4) If we connected epi-readiith prosopopeia, we might think of
graphi-reading as “defacement,” Paul de Man’s cpntteat narrates the impossibility of
moving from text directly to anthropomorphic sulosta.

In Eaglestone’s view, for an ethically driven canfeorary literary criticism, neither
‘epi-reading,” which appears to exclude language, graphi-reading,” which seems to
exclude reference, is sufficient. He offers the ptax ethical philosophy of Emmanuel
Levinas as a counterpoint to this impasse exeraglifiy the modernist paradigm and
deconstructive criticism, claiming that “Levinasi®rk shows how the ethical signifies in
language” (Eaglestone 94) and literatiitén Eaglestone’s reading, Levinas'’s philosophy
responds to the imperative of language as welf asference, offering fascinating ways of
renewing our critical practice. However, | thinlathihe synecdochical logic that Eaglestone
employs (Miller is the only example from deconstiue criticism) fails to account for how
the generation after de Man changed deconstrudfimm the end of the 1980s on,
deconstructive criticism also tried to rethinkrggationship to ethics, reference, politics or
history, resulting in volumes lik€ritical Encounters: Reference and Responsibitity i
Deconstructive Writing1995) edited by Caruth and Deborah E¥dn. the light of recent
discussions of de Man'’s texts (for example ZoltancKar-Szabd’s monograph), these issues
have always been in the center of his attentionitaisdn terms of his rhetorical theory that
Caruth and Felman grasped the experience of tramthahe Holocaust, demonstrating a
continuity in the history of deconstructive crigm, and resulting in the field that we now call

%> However, Eaglestone warns us that “ethical csititi seems “meaningless” (Eaglestone 124) if werdega
Levinas's “deep-seated antipathy to art” Eagles@Bjeand his distrust of representation in gen@aglestone
110), making his theories not directly applicakite the interpretations of works of art” (Eaglest@$. In
“Reality and its Shadow” anflotality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriorjtiethics stem from the face-to-face
relationship, guaranteed by an assumption of poesé(Eaglestone 99) It is this presence that sderhs
lacking in art; “as an objectless image,” art “p@rs not to truth and objects, but to a strangetnath”
(Eaglestone 107), it “opens to the inhuman,” antiésefore “secondary and parasitic” (Eaglestor®.1lh
Otherwise than Beingart still cannot partake of the ethical sayirglavinas regards “the non-saying of art as
an example of the ‘pure said’, with no referencthtwsaying” (Eaglestone 155), so at the levetatksnents, his
philosophy would still “resist any attempt to relatiticism to ethics.” (Eaglestone 156) In Eaglests view,
the way Levinas treats art and aesthetics hagiitain blind spots, which could open up his thdorgive way
to an ethical criticism. This blind spot occurs wtie Otherwise than Beingevinas is criticizing Martin
Heidegger for writing like a poet, which critiqueinterrupted by a voice: “Only the meaning of thieer is
irrecusable, and forbids the reclusion and redntoythe shell of the self. A voice comes from dtker shore. A
voice interrupts the saying of the already saiduoted by Eaglestone, 157) This moment is cruciahf least
two reasons: the voice can be recognized as arjtatlusion to Hamlet; and the very fact that$b¥ is
addressed by the voice of the other. This liteeditysion occurs when Levinas’s text has just conuen
Heidegger for writing in a literary style, whichgiare reveals a blind spot about literature inphigosophy,
enabling literature to partake of the ethical sgyin

*% It must be added that this rethinking took plaaglp through the first serious encounters with ibas: Jill
Robbins’s contribution t€ritical Encountershappens to be a treatise on Levinasian ethicidsaphy.
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“trauma theory.®>’ As Ortwin de Graef observes, “Caruth’s trauma th@mbraces the
ethical register never quite assumed—nor, impdstadénied—in de Man’s work” (de Graef
“Instance” 251), which observation, | believe, applequally to Felmarf De Graef writes
that

trauma theory redeems the liminal promise of etlgubstance left gratuitously
suspended in hardcore textualist deconstructiomsibyg the resistance to
understanding documented with such perverse paes®ein the rhetorical readings
of canonical texts as a matrix for the non-undeditag of trauma. (de Graef
“Instance” 252)

It is through the double perspective of psychodiwlyinquiry and rhetorical theory that
trauma theory invented itself in the beginningled 1990s and took both deconstructive
criticism and psychoanalysis “beyond” themselvelda@ble respond properly to questions of
ethics, reference, politics or history and to folael a powerful alternative to Levinasian
philosophy within the framework of the “ethical it

" Both Felman and LaubBestimonyas well as Caruth'¥nclaimed Experience — Trauma, Narrative, and
History (1996) include an important chapter on de Manmael even connects de Man’s notion of the
“impossibility of reading” to the effect of the Hmlaust on his theories (Felman and Laub 140): “de kkeps
reiterating, and demands that we keep facing, igterical impossibility of reading (or the Holoc#uas an
unredeemable scandal of injustice and of injurlyglthan and Laub 152) Looking back on his wartime
journalism, de Man must also have discovered ‘ties¢apable, pervasive way in which ideological cioeris
surreptitiously built into language, into the veligcourse one is inadvertently employing and thg weiting of
which one believes oneself to be the author.” (Belmnd Laub 139)

*8 Dominick LaCapra is on the same opinion too: “hersion of trauma theory, as well as Shoshana Fetma
may itself be interpreted as an intricate displaaeinand disguise of the de Manian variant of dettoason.
[...] In this view (close to Lacan’s), the real oetliteral is traumatic, inaccessible, and inhegentl
incomprehensible or unrepresentable; it can onlgepeesented or addressed indirectly in figurative
allegorical terms that necessarily distort andaett.” (LaCaprawriting 107, footnote 20) He also thinks that
“The key notion of »unreadability« is now construederms of trauma.” (LaCap#h&’riting 184, footnote 3),
which quotes are to be read more of a critique thaompliment. LaCapra suggests that “One may iunette
extent to which Caruth’s version of trauma theayyan ambitious rewriting of de Manian deconstountis
able to get beyond the repetition compulsion othan through allegories of excess, incompreheiitsibiind
empty utopian hope.” (LaCapkemory208, footnote 22) Susannah Radstone also thirts'Wiithin the
Humanities [...] deconstruction was one of the thewhich, along with these clinical developmentssim
shaped the emergence of trauma theory. Its infrieaa be traced through repeated references todtieof
Paul de Man (Caruth’s erstwhile teacher) througl@aruth’sUnclaimed Experiencas well as through a
chapter devoted to him in Felman and Laukgstimony: Crises of Witnessing in Literature, P®analysis and
History. To put things at their simplest, trauma theorgesrs to help the Humanities move beyond the ingsass
and crises in knowledge posed by these theori¢sputiabandoning their insights. Trauma theory pses)
that is, not a way round the difficulties preserttgdhese theories, but a way through and beyosah th
(Radstone 11)
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‘La Chose Littéraire’ and the Holocaust

Co-authored with Dori LauP’, Felman’sTestimony: Crises of Witnessing in
Literature, Psychoanalysis, and Histaglaborates on questions of reference, represeniati
history, trauma and the Holocausestimonywas an immensely influential book in the 1990s,
creating, together with Caruthtdnclaimed Experience whole new discourse for literary
and cultural criticism (cf. Goodhart 203, Radst@heln Petar Ramadanovic’s view, “While
Felman is not the first to use this term in theteahof literary and cultural studies,” in this
book, “trauma is formulated into one of the fundataéconcepts of this field.”

(Ramadanovic “Introduction” footnote 1) The inceptiof this new theoretical field was all
the more important as it created a new discourséhinh the complex relationship between
literature, history, withessing and testimony cooddreformulated with the help of
psychoanalysis as well as deconstruction.

Many theorists think about the Holocaust as awmigyent in history (Braun 40), the
“unrepresentable” par excellence, and associatghtthe (negative) sublime (LaCapra
Writing 190, LaCapréMemory2, footnote 3, LaCapraepresentingi, Berger 573). It
constituted an event that ultimately defies un@eding and can only be inscribed into
historical narratives in the form of disruptionlgsice; nevertheless it insists to be represented
if we are to integrate it into our history and le@s possible lessons (van Alphen 12) to be
able to keep on living. Similarly, for trauma swwis, it is of great importance to represent
their stories in a coherent narrative that reseisidem within the symbolic order that the
overwhelming experience seemed to shatter altogdthe precisely from this perspective
that (legal or artistic) testimonies, autobiograshor diaries receive a crucial role in the
process of recuperation. These modes of writingrivst van Alphen’s view, seem to provide
a “directness” of experience that was precludethbytraumatic situation (van Alphen 11),
the most sinister characteristic of which was thegsulted in a “collapse of withessing”
(Felman and Laub 80), robbing its victims of a laage (Felmaduridical 125) or a voice
that would have been able to integrate the evémpmct. Felman reclaims this lost voice of
the witness and the survivor through art and liteea These modes of discourse contribute to
the reestablishment of subjectivity, which is nnder captured by the traumatic repetition of
the past (van Alphen 14).

%9 Michael Berenbaum argues that “The book is neitheork of collaboration nor a joint effort. Inste@ach of
the seven essays is written by one of the auth@@&rfenbaum 93) | would agree here with Sara Rowiz’s
interpretive stance, who considers primarily Felffamnthe author of the book”: “Although nominallg-c
authored Testimonyis essentially Felman’s, who penned five of itsesechapters; Laub’s two more narrowly
focused essays are interpolated within her largaxi@. Both authors sign the »Forward, « but e tand
scope more closely resemble the style and confdfglman’s chapters.” (Horowitz 66, footnote 9)
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Various artists, philosophers and critics pointatitbe paradoxes involved in
transforming the Holocaust into art, suffering iagsthetics (van Alphen 3, 16). For example
Elie Wiesel claims that “There is no such thinggs diserature of the Holocaust, nor can there
be. The very expression is a contradiction in teduschwitz negates any form of literature,
as it defies all systems, all doctrines” (Wieset)3Dr we might think of Theodor W.
Adorno’s famous dictum that “To write poetry affauschwitz is barbaric. And this corrodes
even the knowledge of why it has become impossiblerite poetry today.” (Adorno
“Cultural” 23) In Adorno’s view, “The aesthetic pdiple of stylization” makes “an
unthinkable fate appear to have had some meanirsgransfigured, something of its horror
is removed. This alone does an injustice to thém&’ (Adorno “Commitment” 61§°
Despite what Wiesel and Adorno write, | think Fehisaconcept of literature, or as she calls
it, la chose littérairethe “literary thing” might provide a useful cdél tool in understanding
what is at stake in the dialogue the author creadéseen deconstruction and trauma theory.
For both Felman and Caruth, literature is very ingott, because, as Dominick LaCapra
argues, “literature in its very excess can someget\at trauma in a manner unavailable to
theory” (LaCapraNriting 183).

Testimonyis a unique contribution to trauma theory asfiersf “an alternation of a
literary and a clinical perspective,” using litens and psychoanalysis as two “separate, yet
complementary fields of endeavor” (Felman and L&y which “have come to contaminate
and to enrich” (Felman and Laub 15), as well asuallyt illuminate and displace each other
during their intertwined history (Felm&uestion9). Even though the new prefacéniting
and Madnesslaims that “the quest for literature is replabgdor rather is subordinated to,
the question for history (the quest for legal faantdl for historical events)” (Felménadness
5), literature and art still has a special placthia critical endeavor, since they are
conceptualized by Felman and Laub “as a precociode of withessing—of accessing
reality—when all other modes of knowledge are préetl” and the book tries to demonstrate
“the uniqueness of experience in the face of gotization, and of the shock of the
unintelligible in the face of the attempt at itseirpretation” (Felman and Laub xx). This
insight into the role of art and literature in flaee of trauma and the Holocaust echoes
Adorno again, who later refined his famous statdsiand admitted that “it is now virtually
in art alone that suffering can still find its vejaconsolation, without immediately being

betrayed by it.” (Adorno “Commitment” 61) Throudhetliterary imagination we may relate

%0 | aCapra thinks that “Adorno’s famous and oftenunierstood comment about the barbarity of writing
poetry after Auschwitz is itself best seen not &&ebot(prohibition) but as a statement concerning the
difficulty of legitimate creation and renewal irpasttraumatic condition, and it is also better agupto the role
of the imagination as well as its interactions witamory than to poetry in any generic or delimgedse.”
(LaCapraMemory181)
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to another’s suffering, but literature can alsotaomin itself something of the resistance to
understanding that is frequently referred to iroties about the Holocaust: writing about
Albert Camus’sThe PlagugeFelman claims that “Literature bears testimoniyjast to
duplicate or to record events, but to make histmailable to the imaginative act whose
historical unavailability has prompted, and madssiae, a holocaust.” (Felman and Laub
108)

Felman clearly associates the literary thing wiid inherent rhetorical nature of
language, arguing that tileetorical actpar excellence is what “generates the specifafity
the thing called literature” (Felmaviadness27). In her introductory essay to the collectién o
texts trying to reinvent the relationship betwesgghoanalysis and literature, Felman also
argues that “There is one crucial feature whiatoisstitutive of literature but is essentially
lacking [...] in theory as such: irony.” (FelIm&uestion8) Irony becomes a distinctive
feature of the literary as opposed to theory, amirhetorical residue attributed to irony
demands much critical attentihl believe that Felman’s concept of irony being a
characteristic ofa chose littérairedraws upon de Man'’s texts on the topic. In contiadlew
Criticism, which saw irony as a stabilizing factmmtributing to the understanding of texts
(Brooks “lIrony” 732-733), de Man regards irony gsasadigmatic example of the
complications involved in rhetoric. Probably hisotwmost memorable texts about irony are
“The Rhetoric of Temporality” and “The Concept odry,” which reveal their central
rhetorical figure in different theoretical cons&tibns, both of which seem to have proved
important for the inception of trauma theory. “TRbetoric of Temporality” discusses irony
in connection with allegory (Antal 104), and focsig a crucial moment within Charles
Baudelaire’s “On the Essence of Laughter”: “thecspele of a man tripping and falling into
the street” (de MaBlindness211) resulting in a duplication within conscioussieWriting
about this notion ofdédoublemeritde Man observes that “The ironic language spiies
subject into an empirical self that exists in destd# inauthenticity and a self that exists only
in the form of a language that asserts the knovdexddhis inauthenticity.” (de Man

®1 Both contemporary literary theory and literatuzsarves a crucial role faony in our “understanding” of
trauma and the experience of the Holocaust. Fanpl@Martin Amis’sTime’s Arrowemploys a temporal
reversal of a Holocaust narrative, while TadeuswBasi’'s This Way to the Gas Ladies and Gentlermet
Imre Kertész'sSorstalansagises the grotesque and the ironic to show themg®in their very
“meaninglessness.” These texts not only consciodiglw upon and refer to the traditional anti-fatsajgproach
authors used to talk about the Holocaust, and iimgdso, they radically estrange that discoursechviaiso
contributes to the cultural construction of natiddantity as well. (Szirak 54, 73-74, Morse 218mAlphen 2)
The novels’ narrative techniques lead to the narsafailure to fully understand the events, whiekults in the
text's bracketing of direct historical referenceatyit is through these failed acts of understagslior misfires
that these novels and storsgeak about “the nature of the offence” (the phcasees from Primo Levi'She
Drowned and the Savexhd acts as an “alternative title” Tame’s Arrow, which, in van Alphen’s view, was in
excess of the anti-fascist narrative provided byiL#orge Semprun, or Steven Spielbeigthindler’s Listvan
Alphen 3).
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Blindness214) The fall thus becomes a historical eventjripact of which divides the self
into a “fallen” empirical self and its self-reflesa linguistic counterpart. Kevin Newmark’s
“Traumatic Poetry: Charles Baudelaire and the Stluddlaughter” suggests that it is possible
to see this self-reflexivity as a “key that allothi® conscious subject to move away from the
experience of shock by reintegrating it into a lalmderstanding of it” (Newmark
“Traumatic” 248), providing an essentially modetmesading of the scene (Antal 107). Yet, in
a more pessimistic reading, this fall that resuta “perpetual shock” of laughter (Newmark
“Traumatic” 242) can be seen more of a paradigtnaafma, which “signals the breakdown
of our ability to maintain the perspectival distioas we ordinarily make between the inside
of an empirical experience and the outside of ayéin cognition of it” (Newmark
“Traumatic” 248). The experience of trauma as cpheaized by contemporary trauma
theory simply does not allow such a stable difféegtion to emerge. Similarly to Newmark,
Caruth’sUnclaimed Experiencalso interprets the figure of falling within de Ma texts as
an allegory of the impact of reference (Cardtitlaimed74), which her texts reconceptualize
on the theoretical model of trauma (Caruth “Ingistg 3, cf. LaCapr&Vriting 76 and
LaCapraMemory111).

In “The Concept of Irony” de Man moves beyond sgeiony “solely as a principle
of consciousness and self-reflexivity” (Newmark d&limatic” 249, cf. Antal 114) and regards
it as a rhetorical allegory narrating the (im)pb#g#y of understanding (Antal 117). De Man
ponders “what if irony is always of understandipg)] if what is at stake in irony is always
the question of whether it is possible to undest@annot to understand?” (de MAesthetic
166) to later arrive to a Schlegelian definitionrohy as “the permanent parabasis of the
allegory of tropes” (de MaAestheticl79), which seems like a restatement of the finak
of Allegories of Readinglaiming that “Irony is no longer a trope but thedoing of the
deconstructive allegory of all tropological cogaits, the systematic undoing, in other words,
of understanding. As such, far from closing off thepological system irony enforces the
repetition of its aberration.” (de Makllegories301) In these texts, irony thus becomes a
paradigmatic example of the aberrations rhetoesuiting in aporias of understanding.

A similar notion of irony and rhetoric also echae$iow Caruth conceptualizes
literature as “a language that defies, even dasiitng, our understanding” (Carutinclaimed
5):

literature, like psychoanalysis, is interestedh@ tomplex relation between knowing

and not knowing. And it is, indeed at the spegifaint at which knowing and not
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knowing intersect that the language of literaturd the psychoanalytic theory of

traumatic experience precisely meet (Catuticlaimed3).

Ramadanovic would seem to agree with Caruth akihkstthat

What makes literature into the privileged, but tina only, site of trauma is the fact
that literature as an art form can contain andgirean aspect of experience which
was not experienced or processed fully. Literaturether words, because of its
sensible and representational character, becautsefiglurative language, is a channel
and a medium for a transmission of trauma whiclsdue need to be apprehended in
order to be present in a text or, to use Felmamis@ori Laub’s term, in order to be
witnessed. What is thus also presented througktasta certain truth about history

that is not otherwise available. (Ramadanovic ddtrction” 2)

This not knowing that Felman, Caruth and Ramadan@fer to always resides in the literary
text as a linguistic excess: it is this residuengmaning which is linked to the non-
understanding encountered in traumatic experietie&faef “Instance” 252). There is
surprising common choice of words between how theaks about trauma and rhetoric:
Nadine Fresco has termed the experience of tragrfthe gapingyertiginousblack hole”
(quoted by Felman and Laub 64, emphasis added)e @whiMan argues that “Rhetoric
radically suspends logic and opensveptiginouspossibilities of referential aberration” (de
Man Allegories10, emphasis added). This vertigo where stabletstres of meanings are
undone is a point where trauma theory and rhetadiseonstruction meet: rhetoric is
structured as trauma, while trauma is structuretorically. Trauma theory thus marks a
point around which deconstructive and psychoaratyitions of literature, rhetoric,
understanding and history converge, which mighhestegggest—given how de Man observed
at the end of “The Concept of Irony” that “Ironydahistory seem to be curiously linked to
each other” (de MaAestheticl84)—that trauma theory is a version of the exailon into

the relationship between rhetoric and history tteaMan could never fully complete himself.

The Recuperation of the Other

Trauma theory thus demonstrates that our undelisigiof the Holocaust is inevitably
filtered through questions of rhetoric. Howevercading Péter Szirdk and Anna Menyhért,

the historical occurrence of the event was alwdngsmdy bound up with various rhetorical
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procedures of deception (Szirak 41, 54, Menyhé&f#3 Felman claims that the aim of this

Nazi scheme of deception was to make the Jews

essentially invisible. To make the Jews invisibde merely by killing them, not
merely by confining them to “camouflaged,” invigldeath camps, but by reducing
even the materiality of the dead bodies to smokkashes, and by reducing,
furthermore, the radical opacity of thightof the dead bodies, as well as the linguistic
referentiality and literality of thevord “corpse,” to the transparency of a pure form
and to the pure rhetorical metaphoricity of a nfeyere: a disembodied verbal
substitute which signified abstractly the lingusdaw of infinite exchangeability and
substitutability. The dead bodies are thus verbahgdered invisible, and voided both
of substance and of specificity, by being treatedhe Nazi jargon, aBiguren that
which, all at oncegannot be seeand can bseen through(Felman and Laub 209-
210)

Instead of a name, inmates of death camps wera gunmnbers. Devoid of literality, even

their corpses became figures, exposing this kindrguage as a site of violence, defacement
and foreclosure. A dismantling of this deceptiveiNaetoric in the form of testimony, thus,

is also a way of recovering these bodies from thid of invisibility, offering recuperation, a
regaining of subjectivity within the symbolic ord&fThis movement also takes the shape of a
rhetorical figure, that of prosopopeia, wherefémeof theFigurenis restored by language.
This view of prosopopeia, then, is different frdme bne that she conceptualize®What Does

a Woman Want2vhere the rhetorical figure is condemned for gdiound up with the

political structures of representation: speakinthemname of someone mutes and erases those
subjects from discourse (Felm&bmanl4). In the context of trauma theory, prosopopeia
gains an ethical dimension perhaps partly derifiom Levinas’s conceptualization of the
face as “the relation with the other” constitutiiige essential moment of ethics” (Eaglestone
117, 121, cf. Critchle¥thics5, Robbins 139). Prosopopeia becomes a strategy of
recuperation, the recovery of the face of the oftwen forgetting. It is this forgetting that art

and literature as testimony is trying to overcome:

%2 Such bodies often seem to haunt the texts of deadavell as Felman: with reference to “Shelley
Disfigured”—"“The final test of reading, in the Tmph of Life, depends on how one reads the textuafithis
event, how one disposes of Shelley’s body.” (de Rhetoric121)—, and de Man’s reading of Walter
Benjamin’s “The Task of the Translator,” Felmanuweg that “The task of the translator [...] is to rétae
textuality of the original evenwithout disposing of the bogdwithout reducing the original event to a false
transparency of sense.” (Felman and Laub 158)
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The literature of testimony, therefore, is not dyrg statement (any statement can but
lag behind events), but a performatarggagemenetween consciousness and history,
a struggling act of readjustment between the iatagr scope of words and the

unintegrated impact of events. (Felman and Laul) 114

Literature is thus always performative in the sahse it tries to incorporate into language
that which resists it. Felman defines traumaticegdgmce as caused by “occurrences that have
not settled into understanding or remembrance,thatscannot be constructed as knowledge
nor assimilated into full cognition, events in ese®f our frames of reference.” (Felman and
Laub 5, cf. van Alphen 44, LaCapvemory2, footnote 3) As trauma is not available “self-
transparently” to cognition, she argues that testiynas a “performative speech act” can
reveal “the bits and pieces of a memory overwhelmgdsuch occurrences, but can never
offer “a completed statement, a totalizable accafittiose events®® (Felman and Laub 5)

“Education and Crisis, or the Vicissitudes of Taag” also demonstrates that because
of this excess in language, the outcomes of reg@ingitnessing) texts of trauma can never
be fully planned ahead: just like trauma testimsnibey often transmit their message to their
readers in the form of an ungraspable experienka@wledge that is governed yet again by
the structure of trauma (cf. Forter 262). Laub akd that this characteristic of witnessing
trauma narratives is already known to psychoamalysdte listener to trauma comes to be a
participant and co-owner of the traumatic everrbulgh his very listening, he comes to
partially experience the trauma in himself.” (Fefmaand Laub 57) LaCapra also warns about
this implication of the listener, or historian Imetstories they listen to and ascribes it to the
psychoanalytic notion of transference (LaCaating 87, 192, LaCapr®demory11-12, 41,
LaCapraRepresentingii, Braun 25) that Felman’s early texts concefpngaas the general
frame of reference in which any reading takes place

We might interpret the story of Felman’s studentghieh is also a story of
transference—as the “primal scene” of the book,adn allegory of essays and books
written in response to the Holocaust. Having walcheideotape of testimonies of survivors,
the students of her class about witnessing anuinesy “looked subdued and kept their
silence even as they left. That in itself is notasunal either. What was unusual was that the
experience did not end in silence, but insteadnésted into endless and relentless talking in

the days and weeks to come” (Felman and Laub 48 .class was going through a crisis and

% Felman later translates this individual notiortraima into a historical framework: “The event (lague—,
the Holocaust) occurs [...] as what is not provideddy the conceptual framework we call »Historynd as
what, in general has no place in, and thereforaadne assimilated by or integrated into, any éxgstultural
frame of reference.” (Felman and Laub 104)

109



Felman had to seek the counsel of Laub, who advisgd-elman should “reassume authority
as the teacher of the class and bring the stutbactsinto significance.” (Felman and Laub
48) She explained to them that

The significance of the event of your viewing o first Holocaust videotape was, not
unlike Celan’s own Holocaust experience, somethiig to a loss of language; and
even though you came out of it with a deep neddlkoabout it and to talk it out, you

also felt that language was somehow incommensuwigtat. (Felman and Laub 50)

Basically literary as well as the philosophical w®written about the Holocaust emerge from
this problem of language being radically incommeatwith the event.L'anguage wasall
that remained” (Felman and Laub 50), but it failed to give meam authentically
communicate the horrors that the event brought &ou

This loss of language did not leave post-Holochtgstture or poetry unaffected
either: in Felman'’s view, “one has to conceiveh#f tvorld of the Holocaust as a world in
which the very imagination of the Other was no lemgossible” (Felman and Laub &%).
One of the most shattering examples of a poemdryrgrasp the meaning of the Holocaust
was Paul Celan’s “Todesfuge,” which in Felman’diag is shown to be “contingent upon
various forms of apostrophe and of address,” (Felaral Laub 32) and which locates “the
very essence of the violence, and the very ess#rtbe Holocaust” in the inability of the
persona to address the other (Felman and Laul&3)xecutionercommandanand
maestrd (Felman and Laub 38). Very much like how Johnezads the political and legal
dilemmas about abortion as being contingent upastapphe, Felman realizes the ethical
stakes of this rhetorical figure in the face of H@ocaust too: the “I” can no longer
apostrophize the Other, initiating the breakdowaedthetics as well as the deconstruction of

the fabric of the self:

There was no longer an other to which once cowdBlaou” in the hope of being

heard, of being recognized as a subject, of baisgvared. The historical reality of the

% Laub also found that “The survivors did not onged to survive so that they could tell their stahgy also
needed to tell their story in order to survive. [THis imperative to tell and to be heard can beciisedf an all-
consuming life task. Yet no amount of telling seewer to do justice to this inner compulsion. Themre never
enough words or the right words, there is neveughdime or the right time, and never enough listgror the
right listening to articulate the story that canbetfully captured in thought, memory and speette pressure
thus continues unremittingly, and if words are tnastworthy or adequate, the life that is chosenlmecome the
vehicle by which the struggle to tell continuedz&lman and Laub 78)

% In a psychoanalytical context, Laub also talkstalee problems stemming from “The absence of apathic
listener, or more radically, the absence ohddressable othean other who can hear the anguish of one’s
memories and thus affirm and recognize their resfh@~elman and Laub 68).
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Holocaust became, thus, a reality which extingudgbt@losophically the very
possibility of address, the possibility of appeglior of turning to, another. But when
one cannot turn to a “you” once cannot say “thotgreto oneself. [...] one’s identity

ceases to exist as well. (Felman and Laub 82)

Celan faced this breakdown of poetry and the pergoits own ways: “As an event directed
toward the recreation of »thou,« poetry becomes;ipely, the event afreating an address

for the specificity of a historical experience whhignnihilated any possibility of address.”
(Felman and Laub 38) The “literature of testimo(lyg it poetry, prose, or even philosophy or
theory) tries to counteract the silence broughuabg the decomposition of the aesthetic by
restoring the face of the victimized through pragmgia, and the linguistic creation of an
addressable other through apostrophe, so thactmegddress us, and tell us about our ethical
obligations. Giving a face—that which exceeds tleaiof the other in the self (Critchley
Ethics5)—and a voice by art, that is, through prosopmpeid apostrophe, that it might
address us in return, seems the ultimate ethigadiative that Felman extracts from the
experience of trauma and the Holocaust.

The notion of prosopopeia as the recuperatioh@bther from the realm of forgetting
and apostrophe as an address to the self also lesaonrcial for Caruth as well. In “The
Wound and the Voice,” the introductory chaptetltaclaimed Experience: Trauma,

Narrative, and History(1996), Caruth cites Freud’'s example of the réipaticompulsion
from Beyond the Pleasure Principlehich stages a similar interpretation of thessatical

figures:

The most moving poetic picture of a fate such &sdan be found in the story told by
Tasso in his romantic ep{gerusalemme Liberatdts hero, Tancred, unwittingly kills
his beloved Clorinda in a duel while she is disgdis1 the armour of an enemy
knight. After her burial he makes his way into i@sge magic forest which strikes the
Crusaders’ army with terror. He slashes with hisrslat a tall tree; but blood streams
from the cut and the voice of Clorinda, whose ssunprisoned in the tree, is heard
complaining that he has wounded his beloved onama-reud “Beyond” 293,
quoted by Carutlinclaimed?2)

After “unwittingly” killing her in a duel, Tancredeencounters his beloved Clorinda in the
form of a living tree brought to life by personditon to force the knight recognize the
meaning of the violence he has committed earliarut®’s reading foregrounds her voice,
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“the moving and sorrowful voice that cries out,ace that is paradoxically releasguough

the wound (CaruthUnclaimed?2) that addresses Tancred and “bears witnese tpatst he

has unwittingly repeated.” (Carutinclaimed3) It becomes Tancred’s burden, then, to listen
carefully to the plea of the victimized other, wiatks about the offense he has committed.
The parable of Tancred and Clorinda, however, tsmlze interpreted as a parable of
deconstruction and “the return of history” thatkquace after the discovery of de Man’s
wartime journalism, which made deconstructive cistn face a history of violence it was not
consciously aware of. Trauma theory exemplifiesiinreading that deconstruction could
reinvent itself by carefully listening to the “wadintalking about the “guilt of deconstruction”

that will be dealt with in greater detail on thddwing pages.
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THE RETURN OF HISTORY IN FELMAN , JOHNSON AND CARUTH

The interest in history and reference in Shosliaaan and Dori Laub'$estimony:
Crises of Witnessing in Literature, Psychoanalyarg] Historycan best be described through
the rhetorical figure of a chiasmus: it strivesdontextualize the text” as well as “textualize

the context” (Felman and Laub xv). The authors autpat

If our readings [...] thus extend, indeed, not metelthe texts themselves but to the
intellectual, political, historical and biographicantext of their actual production, it
is not, however, so as to return, once again,dg@tirely academic “mirror-games”
between “novel” and “life” and to the traditionall-too-familiar critical accounts of
the mutual “reflection” (or “representation”) betare“history” and “text.” It is rather,
and more challengingly, so as to attempt to seearialtogether different and
exploratory light—how issues of biography and higtare neither simply represented
nor simply reflected, but are reinscribed, trarslatadically rethought and
fundamentally worked over by the text. In ordeg&n insight into the significance
and impact of the context on the text, the emgdicoatext needs not just to kaown
but to beread to be read in conjunction with, and as partioé teading of the text.
We thus propose to show how the basic and legiéroatical demand for
contextualization of the tekself needs to be complemented, simultaneousiyhé
less familiar and yet necessary work@ftualization of the contexand how this
shuttle movement or this shuttle reading in thBatsiwork—the verytension between
textualization and contextualizatiermight yield new avenues of insight, both into
the texts at stake and into their context—the fgalit historical, and biographical
realities with which the texts are dynamically itwed and within which their

particular creative possibilities are themselvesiiied. (Felman and Laub xiv-xv)

Similarly to J. Hillis Miller, Felman and Laub exam “the relation of literature to history” as
“a problem, not a solution” (MillePygmalion33, cf. Eaglestone 83), and emphasize the need
to read not only the text itself, separately frdra historical context to point out the general
functioning of language, but to read the text injoaction with the context, and, at the same
time, to read the context textually. The text ewottee image of thshuttlethat Felman used

as a self-metaphor of h@/riting and Madnesw/hich tried to talk from the double perspective

of Lacanian psychoanalysis and Paul de Man'’s rloaticdleconstruction (Felmavadness
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20). Just like Barbara Johnson demonstrated hoioépolitical problems are based on
rhetorical structures or are thoroughly shapedasidetermined by rhetorical structures”
(JohnsonNake81-82), Testimonyweaves together the rhetorical reading of thewatkt an
analysis of the context, “an encounter with the,téthe events and implications of
contemporary history” (Felman and Laub xvi).

The chiasm evoked by Felman and Laub seems totheltask of literary criticism
conceptualized in New Historicism, which came iexistence as a counterpoint to “the
formalism of the deconstructive approach and trstpem of the old historicism”
(Hohendahl 87), a reaction to “poststructuralisrd daconstruction, whose formal strategies
appeared arid and predictable” (Kaes 148 “Professing the Renaissance: The Poetics and
Politics of Culture,” Louis A. Montrose also fornaiés in a chiasm the most important
interpretive strategy used by this new trend irdieg they pay attention to both “The
Historicity of Texts and the Textuality of HistoryfMontrose 23, cf. Szélpal 138, Kaes 148,
Greenblatt 20). In Stephen Greenblatt's view, Nastdticists’

concern with literary texts has been to recovdanas possible the historical
circumstances of their original production and econgtion and to analyze the
relationship between these circumstances and onr ldew-historicist critics have
tried to understand the intersecting circumstancéss a stable, prefabricated
background against which the literary texts caplbeed but as a dense network of
evolving and often contradictory social forces. Tdea is not to find outside the work
of art some rock onto which literary interpretatman be securely chained but rather
to situate the work in relation to other represeomal practices operative in the

culture at a given moment in both its history and @vn. (Greenblatt 20)

As opposed to “old historicisnfthis new way of seeing the dynamics between tdiigua
and historicity does not view history as a “stapiefabricated background,” or a “some

rock,” which could explain the text, as there exist dynamic, unstable, and reciprocal

% while New Historicism might be a counterpoint &cdnstructive criticism, as Peter Uwe Hohendahimem
us, it was also conceptualized partly with the tafIplew Marxist and poststructuralist practices]uding
Foucauldian historiography and Derridean deconstnu¢Hohendahl 90-91). In fact, Carolyn Porterusyg that
deconstructive criticism, “the American brand oednstruction« centered at Yale defanged the mookte
Derridean theory, anesthetizing its political thraad appropriating its fertile analytic power #oreproduction
of the formalist program” (Porter 256) inheritedrft New Criticism that New Historicism challengedagé
150).

" Hohendahl sees this classical historicist stasdewlving a belief that “history can be preserasahe acts
of individual subjects who are related to and dated by an absolute subject. This assumption altbe/s
historian to reconstruct past eventsyaaningfulsince they come together in a unified narrativeeddistory.”
(Hohendahl 90)
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relationship between the discursive and materialans.” (Montrose 23) This is a two-way
process of representation and displacement, teepiaty of which might yield surprisingly
new ways of seeing certain textual or historicausences.

While Miller in his 1986 MLA Presidential addregslarized the “linguistic and the
social,” Montrose emphasizes “their reciprocity amgtual constitution” (Montrose 15, cf.
Hohendahl 98). | believe that the change from M8lstance that separated the textual and
the historical, to Felman’s recognition of theicigrocity in the preface tbestimonywas
brought about by the infamous de Man case, whictlenal@constructive criticism face a
history that it was not aware 8¥This “return of history” as trauma, the discovefyde
Man’s wartime journalism, started a feverish rusineconceptualize deconstruction’s
relationship to history, on the one hand, throughihg the notion of history offered by de
Man'’s texts, on the other hand, through appropwgtine dynamics between textuality and
historicity offered by New Historicism, and it rd&a in the inception of the new field of
inquiry, trauma studies, which visualized historytbe model of trauma.

Apart from the appropriating of New Historicistraept of the relationship between
textuality and historicity, this interpretative meoth Testimonys also heir to the example
offered by de Man’s “Shelley Disfigured,” which aes that reference is always already
inscribed onto the text as a traumatic “non-eveyef’which inevitably shapes both the text
and its reception:

The decisive textual articulation: its reductiorthie status of a fragment brought
about by the actual death and subsequent disfigareai Shelley’s body, burned

after his boat capsized and he drowned off thetadd<erici. This defaced body is
present in the margin of the last manuscript pagkehes become an inseparable part
of the poem. At this point, figuration and cognitiare actually interrupted by an event
which shapes the text but which is not presersingpresented or articulated
meaning. It may seem a freak of chance to havetdites molded by an actual
occurrence, yet the readingTfie Triumph of Lifestablishes that this mutilated
textual model exposes the wound of a fractureltésihidden in all tex®® (de Man
Rhetoric120)

% Anton Kaes also argues a similar point when héewfiTo many the much-publicized case of Paul da'Ma
troubling disavowal of his own past seemed likinlivproof for the fundamental suppression of histar
deconstruction in general.” (Kaes 150)

% Felman also quotes these lines and reads theonjortion with de Man’s essay on Benjamin’s “thasK of
the Translator” (Felman and Laub 157-158)
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De Man thus implies here that Shelley1se Triumph of Lifés “molded by an actual
occurrence,” the poet’s tragic death, but suchpturne, or “wound,” is to be found in all texts,
literary or theoretical. However this perspectioeld never be wholly explicated in his
oeuvre, because of his death in 1983, leaving bik wnfinished, just like Shelley’'s poem. It
was Felman, Johnson and Cathy Caruth who forces thieyuments to their logical
conclusions by offering models of textual analyis the one we find ifestimonyMother
Tonguesor Unclaimed Experiencdn the next pages, | will focus on three examplagh

are prefigured in de Man'’s reading of Shelley: Jums and Felman’s reading of Walter
Benjamin’s suicide; Caruth’s reading of Sigmundueér's “Moses and Monotheism”; and
Felman’s reading of de Man’s “afterlife.” These eyaes, Benjamin, Freud, de Man, all
testify to the ungraspable impact of the historaaturrence of World War Il. They
demonstrate the “return of history” as an interiupbf the text, which can be compared to

the psychoanalytic notion of trauma.

Walter Benjamin’s Signature

Johnson observes in the first chapter ofMether Tongues: Sexuality, Trials,
Motherhood, Translatio2003) how

it is precisely in the case of an author who hamrodted suicide that readers who
normally restrict their interest to features intdrto a text develop a terrible taste for
biography as a tool for understanding poetry. Resadiee unable to resist asking the
poems to tell us why the poet killed herself. (BdniMother27)

We bear witness to an uncanny return of the “refigieaberration” as the “only way” of
making sense of texts when their authors decideshdiotheir lives. The act of suicide thus
imposes itself on the texts, somehow becoming firat referent. Such is the case with the
poetry of Anne Sexton or Sylvia Plath that Johraoalyzes in detail in her book. Her
reading of Benjamin’s oeuvre also shows that timeesis true if the author is male and if the
writings are theoretical or philosophical. Similatd how Shelley’sThe Triumph of Lifevas
left unfinished because of “a freak of chance” ik Rhetoric120), Shelley’'s death,
Benjamin’sThe Arcades Projeds also left in fragments due to “an uncommonkstrof bad
luck” (quoted by Felmaduridical 50, 191, footnote 83) as Hannah Arendt has célled
leading to his suicide on the French-Spanish bard&940 (Felmai estimonyl55, Felman
Juridical 48). Johnson argues that
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The Arcades Projedevelops the way all scholarship develops: thraugfletaking,
guotation, and commentary. But it seems to stogeftand thus is always considered
“unfinished.” And indeed, Benjamin’s death did lyithe work to a halt. (Johnson
Mother 116)

We find one of the most moving examples of suakaaling from the point of view of
the author’s suicide in Felman’s “The StorytelleBitence: Walter Benjamin’s Dilemma of
Justice” in heiThe Juridical Unconscious: Trials and Traumas ie fhwentieth Century
(2002). Felman reads Benjamin as the theoretididinec‘expressionless” (Felmahuridical
13): “His life becomes a parable of the relatiotwsen history and silence.” (Felman
Juridical 22) This silence is best illustrated in his théioes texts struggling with the
experience of to the World Wars: “The Storytell€k936) attributes this silence and the
incommunicability of experience to the First Wowtar (Felmanjuridical 28), while “Theses
on the Philosophy of History” (1940), “his secoheary of silence” (Felmaduridical 28)
attributes this to the “history of the oppressdeithanduridical 31), who were deprived of
their language during the Second World War. Felneals Benjamin’s autobiographical
Berlin Chronicleas an “allegory of the ungrasped impact of thetfRtvorld War” (Felman
Juridical 36), “an autobiography of trauma” (Felmauridical 42), even though this text
seems to be completely oblivious to history andwhe The impact of the war for Benjamin
was inevitably linked with the personal tragedyasing of one of his friends, Fritz Heinle,
who committed suicide. In Felman’s reading Benjdsiawn suicide in 1940 repeats and
mirrors “the suicide of his younger friend, hisealego, at the outbreak of the First World

War.” (FelmanJuridical 48) Her reading ascribes a quite specific meatuortgis suicide:

Beyond the irony of fate, beyond misfortune, thieigle (as | have suggested earlier)
makes of death a sign. In desperation, dying besdamguage. It makes a point. It is
not only a decision to stop suffering and to lajpse protective and forgetful sleep. It
is—across the gap of two world wars—a knockindhatdoors of history. It is the
punctuation of a life of writing which, by a finadjllful act of silence, leaves behind
its signature a signature of desperate but absolutglgonditional refusal of
complicity and of collaboratiomwith the coercive tyranny of world wars. (Felman
Juridical 50)
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Far from being a wound or a rupture that leavetherre in fragments, in Felman’s critical
narrative, suicide paradoxically becomes an e efgignature,” that completes it. However
morbid it sounds, suicide seems thus a logical ategy from theory to practice, from
knowledge to act. Felman always already readsetkts bf Benjamin from this event that
ended his life, which left his oeuvre in fragmeatsl paradoxically completed it at the same
time. However, Johnson challenges such notionsioide: based on Benjamin’s suspicion of
Marxism as a meta-narrative (which necessitatethteigk with Theodor Adorno as well), and
his belief in the impossibility of “overriding thissand synthesis,” we can no longer know for
sure “what ‘finished’ means any more” (Johnddather116). This claim amounts to no less
then a refusal to interpret Benjamin’s work frone goint of view of his tragic fate and
deconstructs critical narratives, like Felman’swimich the act of suicide—as a “signature”™—

comes to restructure retrospectively the whole oeuv

Sigmund Freud’s Traumatic Departure

In a move that can be read as the restatemertatf sthhe has written in “The
Insistence of Reference,” her introductiorCmatical Encounters: Reference and

Responsibility in Deconstructive Writirfy990), Caruth claims that

Recent literary criticism has shown an increasimgcern that the epistemological
problems raised by poststructuralist criticismparticular deconstruction, necessarily
lead to political and ethical paralysis. The podigyithat reference is indirect, and that
consequently we may not have direct access tottoereven our own, histories,
seems to imply the impossibility of any accessttepcultures, and hence of any

means of making political or ethical judgments.r{@aUnclaimed10)

Caruth’s introduction t&ritical Encountergwhich proved crucial in the context of the
encounter between feminism and deconstruction d¥ predatedJnclaimed Experience
(it emerged from a conference, “Deconstruction Beed,” in April 1989), and only hints
at the crucial theoretical concept of trauma imitiefy such claims. Such critical notions

condemning poststructuralist and deconstructiviecsim in general presuppose

the assumption that experience is constitutedrgelpart by self-awareness and thus

by meaningful perception, that history is availgienarily as the completed
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knowledge of a past, that political and ethicalisieas can and do arise only from a

position of understanding and self-understandi@gr(th “Insistence” 1)

However, in her view, “deconstruction does not degfgrence,” nor the possibility of
history, politics, ethics, or justice, it only desithat they “can be modeled on the laws of
perception or of understanding.” (Caruth “Insis&n2) Perception and understanding are
precisely what is precluded in the shattering elgpee of trauma, thus it may provide a
theoretical way of reconceptualizing notions otdng, politics as well as ethics.

Unclaimed Experience

propose[s] that it is here, in the equally wideagrand bewildering encounter with
trauma—>both in its occurrence, and in the attempinderstand it—that we can begin
to recognize the possibility of a history whichis longer straightforwardly referential
(that is, no longer based on simple models of ezpee and reference). Through the
notion of trauma, | will argue, we can understamat & rethinking of reference is not
aimed at eliminating history, but at resituatinquibur understanding, that is, of
precisely permittindnistoryto arise wher@nmediate understandingay not. (Caruth
Unclaimed11)

The ethical turn of deconstruction is thus far frbeing “aimed at eliminating history,” it

tries to realign our given notions of history thgbuthe experience of trauma, which is caused
by violent historical occurrences, yet the regtsdraof which is symbolically denied.

History, as trauma, becomes “a mode of interruptibconsciousness’ awareness, and
perception, of reality” (Felman and Laub 148). Tikishe point in Caruth and Felman that
Dominick LaCapra criticizes and warns us that sarcinquiry into the dynamics of trauma
and history must not lead to “an indiscriminateftadion of all history with trauma”
(LaCaprawriting 76, cf. LaCapraMemory111). He contends that “What is unclear in
Caruth’s approach is whether trauma not only idipated as the condition of possibility of
history but tends to be generalized and conflatigl fvstory.” (LaCapraRepresenting 4,
footnote 10) In other words, Caruth thinks thatttaglitional straightforward view of history,
which presupposes an essentially conscious sudmpeicineaningful events, forecloses the
recognition of experiences like that of trauma, thutheir structure of belated recognition and
lack of symbolization. The model she advocatesawsbf this view is based on what was in

excess of it: trauma becomes the structure fahalexchanges between consciousness and
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history. Trauma is not one of the possible modaidistory, then, but “the model” par
excellence for Caruth and Felman. In Kevin Newngudgpinion, this understanding of history
as trauma derives from FreudBgyond the Pleasure Principlehich argues for a disjunction
or a “dissociation” between “consciousness” andrfmagy” (Newmark “Traumatic” 237,
239): “becoming conscious and leaving behind a nrgftrace are processes incompatible
with each other within one and the same system.donkciousness arises instead of a
memory-tracé(Freud “Beyond” 296-297). This amounts to no ldsn the hypothesis that
the impact of history occurs as an inscription véhoganing is not readily available to
consciousness.

Similarly to how Felman points out connectionsazstn Benjamin’s “The Storyteller”
and World War 1, and “Theses on the Philosophy istdty” and World War II, Caruth
argues inJnclaimed Experiencthat we might uncover a similar connection betwieerud’s

texts about trauma and the traumatic events 8fc2@tury history:

The centrality and complexity of trauma in our eggtwas first most profoundly
addressed in two important and controversial wbskEreud Beyond the Pleasure
Principle andMoses and Monotheisnihese two pieces, written during the event
surrounding World War | and World War Il, respeeti have been called upon by
contemporary critics as showing a direct relatietween Freud’s theory of trauma
and historical violence, a directness presumabilgad in the theory of trauma he

produces. (Carutbinclaimed58)

The World Wars have changed our notions of histibry traumas they witnessed have
changed the way we conceptualize consciousnesexgedience, which no longer allow for
transparent notions of historical reference. Catiutis read8eyond the Pleasure Principées
“the theory of individual trauma” within “the conteof the notion of historical trauma in
Moses and MonotheisniCaruthUnclaimed58) and shows how these texts do not only
theorize trauma from an objective, theoretical ipes#ion, but are, in fact, talking out of a
traumatic situation. Trauma thus appears in thests not only on the level of statement, but
performance as well.

Elizabeth Bronfen locates the traumatic core ketBieyond the Pleasure Principie
the death of Freud’s daughter, Sophie Freud-Hathbdtren 25 January 1920, which he, in a
letter to Max Halberstadt, glossed as “a ‘meanisglérutal act of fate’, a ‘joke played on
helpless, poor humans by higher forces™ (Bronfarer 15). Sophie died of influenzal
pneumonia while Freud was working on the theorthefdeath drive “as an alternative to his
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work on narcissism” put forward BBeyond the Pleasure Princip{BronfenOver17). Freud
vehemently tried to establish “the autonomy oftheory from biographical events,” but this
denial of reference reinforces all the more angfisg¢ction” or “an interdependence between
the theoretical formulation of the death drive #mel experience of his daughter’s death.”
(BronfenOver 18). The concept of the death drive that lead®bhéyhe theory of narcissism
is thus partly a testimony to a historical dimensiathin the text that it aims to foreclose. It
is as if only through a denial of its painfully eeéntial dimension that the general theory of
the death drive could come into existence.

While behindBeyond the Pleasure Principlee find a personal tragedy, the “urgent
historical context” (Carutkunclaimedl12) ofMoses and Monotheismas the Nazi
persecution of the Jewish people, the genealogyhath Freud also tries to uncover in this
text. He argues that there is a discontinuity anhistory of the Jewish people, and such a
rupture also comes to be inscribed onto his texhbyevents of his departure from Austria
due to the German invasion. At first sight, jukeldeconstruction, Freud’s text can be read as
“a tacit denial of history,” because he substitdéesual history with “the curious dynamics of
trauma.” (Carutiunclaimedl15) However, what Freud does here is similar tatwh

deconstructive criticism is trying to do in Carwinterpretation:

For history to be a history of trauma means that ieferential precisely to the extent
that it is not fully perceived as it occurs; omiat it somewhat differently, that a
history can be grasped only in the very inaccel#silof its occurrence.” (Caruth
Unclaimed18)

Traumatic texts thus no longer simply mirror higtas they are about an experience which is
not readily available to consciousndgmses and Monotheisim also such a symptomatic

text “molded by an actual occurrence” (de MRimetoric120), about which it cannot talk, but
which is revealed by the interruption of its wrdin

The book itself, Freud seems to be telling ushésdite of a trauma; a trauma which in
this case moreover appears to be historically ntbbyethe events which, Freud says,
divide the book into two halves: first, the infdtron of Nazism into Austria, causing
Freud to withhold or repress the third part, arehtthe invasion of Austria by
Germany, causing Freud to leave, and ultimatebyitog the third part to light. The

structure and history of the book, in its traumé&ien of repression and repetitive
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reappearance, thus mark it as the very bearehistarical truth that is itself involved

in the political entanglement of Jews and theispeutors. (Carutbinclaimed20)

The events of history have an impact on the texditagling it into two parts. The structure of
the book thus illustrates a similar traumatic rugtinat it writes about. It is through these

discontinuities that the text stands as a witnes$kd impact of historical reality.

The “interval between the prefaces” which Freudlieily notes, and which is also
the literal space between “Before March 1938” amdJune 1938,” also marks,
implicitly, the space of a trauma, a trauma not@intdenoted by the words “German
Invasion,” but rather borne by the words “verliéds,” “I left.” Freud's writing
preserves history precisely within this gap inteig; and within the words of his
leaving, words which do not simply refer, but whitrough their repetition in the
later “Summary and Recapitulation,” convey the iotpa a history precisely as what
cannot be grasped about leaving. (Catuiclaimed21)

The ungraspable impact of history takes placeergtdps between the pages, as well as in the
gap and “movement” (Carutbnclaimed23) between languages in the letter that Freudewro
to his son Ernst in 1938, right before his deparfuom Austria: “Zwei Aussichten erhalten
sich in diesen triiben Zeiten, Euch Alle beisammesehen und—to die in freedorff.”
(FreudBriefe 459) Curiously enough this gap between languaigesyang a “traumatic
departure” disappears in the English translatiothefletter. The translation thus seems to
take away some of the edge of Caruth’s argumenitdhe experience of departure, focusing,
rather, on the arrival to “freedom” (Ramadanovich®” 55). There seems to be a
discontinuity between the “Viennese” and the “Eslgliphase, or the afterlife, of
psychoanalysis, which disjunction is not very mualike the rupture that Freud locates in
Moses and MonotheisrRead in the retrospective temporality of trangfgtthe native
language of psychoanalysis seems English, andstisri seems continuous. It is only if we
consider the gap between languages that Caruthtisgvabout that this traumatic break,

figured as a departure, can be located.

" The English translation of the letter is the fallog: “Two prospects keep me going in these grimes: to
rejoin you all and—to die in freedom.” (quoted bgrGthUnclaimed23)
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Paul de Man’s Afterlife

De Man'’s fate shows considerable similarities émf@amin and Freud: the events of
World War Il had a profound impact on the livesatifthese thinkers. FreudMoses and
Monotheisntestifies to the experience of persecution andridnema of departure necessitated
by Germany’s invasion of Austria; Benjamin alsodexbto flee France due to the German
invasion, but he never saw the “freedom” Freud é&mhfpr: in his hopelessness he committed
suicide at the French-Spanish border. De Man als@klgium and emigrated to the United

States in 1948 (Felman and Laub 134, Waters xd,mfrelman’s view

Benjamin’s suicide is referentially inscribed wittde Man’s survival as well as
within “The Task of the Translator” (both de Mamisd Benjamin’s), in much the
same way as Shelley’s death is referentially ilsct in de Man’s interpretation
within the manuscript of his unfinished poem, paradally entitledThe Triumph of
Life, a poem whose writing process was historically mwaderially interrupted by the

author’s accidental drowning.” (Felman and Laub)157

The reference to a passage from “Shelley Disfiguieetdy no means accidental, as it has
become a locus classicus of “the de Man case” #s\What de Man writes of Shelley here is

surprisably applicable to his “afterlife” too:

For what we have done with the dead Shelley [..sjngply to bury them, to bury
them in their own texts made into epitaphs and mmanital graves. They have been
made into statues for the benefit of future arobgists “digging in the ground for the
new foundations” of their own monuments. They hlbgen transformed into historical
and aesthetic objects. (de MBhetoric121)

De Man'’s death in 1983 left his latest project stfite critical-linguistic« analysis of
»aesthetic ideology«” (Warminski 1)—that would oititely have led to the publication of a
new book Aesthetics, Rhetoric, IdeologyWwarminski 2)—in fragments, much like how
Shelley’sThe Triumph of Lifeor Benjamin’sThe Arcades Projeatas left unfinished.
Nevertheless, this incompleteness invites furthlliectual effort: Wlad Godzich believes
that de Man was “quite aware that the task he hasheked upon would always remain
incomplete. The texts he has left behind invitéougursue his reflexion, challenging us to

read them in the radical way he had begun to faateul (Godzich xi)
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As if acting upon the urge that he has shown tathweork in Shelley’s poetical
heritage—‘monumentalization is by no means necégsanaive or evasive gesture, and it is
certainly not a gesture that anyone can pretemag@al making” (de MamRhetoric121)—de
Man was indeed first monumentalized like a statMatérs Ixii, LaCapr&epresenting 13-
114). The 1985 issue dfale French Studiesas entitled “The Lesson of Paul de Man,” “to
bear witness to the legacy of an extraordinarycctiéacher, and colleagu€'This periodical
also provided “what we hope is a complete biblipgsaof Paul de Man's published work”
(“Foreword” 1). Their hopes were shattered in 198@en, as a “return of history,” de Man’s
wartime journalism that appeared between 1941 8d@ in the collaborationist journale
Soirwas discovered (Felmamnd Laub 120). It was a “freak of chance” that Qmtde Graef
found these writings, yet they provoked some ofrtfost serious ideological and theoretical
debates in the 1980s, casting doubt on de Man’agmgical imperative and illuminating the
politics of deconstruction from an entirely diffatgperspective (Kulcsar-Szabo 257, LaCapra
Representind 35). The discovery led to a hysterical denunaratf his theories, radically
and inevitably changing the way de Man'’s texts loamead today: his “personal history has
become part of the debate about the ethics of d&wanive criticism.” (Eaglestone 95,
footnote 20). The “Lesson of Paul de Man” was satideansformed into “the de Man
affair,” the monument was defaced: “those opposetktonstruction took this opportunity to
make a public denunciation of De Man and everythiagepresented.” (McQuillan 98)
Deconstruction as a whole was condemned as adatéorand perpetrator of Nazi ideology,
and was even suspicious of Holocaust denial. De'sfaends and former students, like
Jacques Derrida or Cynthia Chase, approached Heetisaough a rhetorical perspective that
also offered a way to discuss the questions otgtind politics in the context of
deconstruction. Chase’s interpretation of the ¢asesed on “Excuse£pnfessionys in
Allegories of Readingvhich could be read as de Man’s missing confesgtelman and
Laub 141, Kulcsar-Szabo 274, Michaels “Slavery”, Hdd which chapter recently became a
central text of the “ethical turn” of deconstructio

Johnson’s “Doing Time” iMother Tongueswvhich was also elicited as a response to

the de Man case, asks

What difference does de Man’s own history make tmthe things he said about

history then? [...] In what he says about historthiose essays, how has the

" Felman consciously alludes to Shelley’s death e Triumph of Lifevhen bidding farewell to de Man:
“Thank you, Paul, for having taught us, even thiotlge process of your loss of life, how life canrmph. May
we live up to your precious memory. May we, throtig loss of you, learn how to liwg to your triumptf
(Felman “In Memoriam” 9)
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knowledge that he was concealing/repressing/reitigrtkenbecome newly readable
now?” [...] what can be said about de Man’s statemelndsighistory, now that his
history has rendered those statements themselviesf astory? (Johnsoklother
141)

Johnson is alluding here to the pressing questbhsw certain events of history, like the
discovery of the wartime writings, can retrospesifvdemystify the critical practice of a
famous theoretician like de Man. Like Benjamin'scgie, this discovery seems to alter the
very readability of de Man’s oeuvre. The texts wawddenly rendered unfamiliar, which
prompted the uncovering of their “political uncomss.”

Without trying to exonerate the mistakes thatytheng de Man has committed,
Felman’s “After the Apocalypse: Paul de Man andRB# to Silence” insists that the danger
in simply abjecting him is that we might “blind @etves to the historical reality of that past
by reducing its obscurity to a paradigm of readgb#an easily intelligible and safely remote
Manichaean allegory of good and evil” (Felman aadl.122). Felman undertakes a double
task in her essay: on the one hand, she provideataxt to the birth of these collaborationist
writings influenced by Nazi ideology, and triestitace when de Man’s “traumatic
awakening” took place (Felman and Laub 130); orother hand, shows “how both de Man’s
silence and his speech articulate, and thus heljnderstand, the ways in which we are still
wounded by the Holocaust, and the ways in whicthar®or the unfinished business of this
recent history within us.” (Felman and Laub 124)

In TestimonyFelman inserts her answer to the de Man case batthe readings of
two novels (cf. LaCapr&lemory74): Albert CamusThe Plagug1947) andrhe Fall(1956),
which both revolve around “a scene of witnessirkglnan and Laub 167), and both can be
interpreted as allegories about the Holocausteholpinion,The Fallis “fundamentally and
crucially, a transformation afhe Plaguea narrative of critical rethinking of the stalads
witnessing in history” (Felman and Laub 168) anlisdar a redefinition of the notion of
witnessing itselfThe Falldemystifies directly allegorical narratives of tHelocaust (like
The Plagugbecause they fail to capture its essence iroitgptexity. The “actual occurrence”
(de ManRhetoric120), or the “wound” (Felman and Laub 124) of l@ocaust, or history in
general, cannot be directly represented in nagalfilve Fallstages the very crisis of
witnessing that Felman and Laub’s book is abowt:stiicide of the other, as a signifier of the
Holocaust, occurs as a non-event, but which, iretltg as a black hole, comes to structure, or

rather, disintegrate the whole narrative (Felmashlaaub 171, 187). The suicide becomes “a
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moment of a missed encounter with reality, an entauvhose elusiveness cannot be owned
and yet whose impact can no longer be erased” @ebnd Laub 167).

In her reading oT he PlagueFelman differentiates between two different moafes
testimony, that of the journalist or historian, dhdt of the writer: “Normally, it is the
journalist who, by profession, is considered thetdrical witness of society and culture, the
bearer of historic testimony.” (Felman and Laub)198ch a narrative mode supposes
“transparent mediation between seeing and telpnigate experience and public testimony”
(Felman and Laub 193) and claims to be directlgragitial, because it models its notion of

reference on perception (cf. Caruth “Insistence’VZhereas the writer’'s testimony

cannot be simply referential but, to be truly higtal, must be literary [...] Literature
bears testimony not just to duplicate or to re@wents, but to make history available
to the imaginative act whose historical unavaiigphias prompted, and made

possible, a holocaust. (Felman and Laub 108)

Journalism in Felman’s view is also prone to badlio the ideologies that inform it (like
how de Man was blind to Nazi ideology informing tiartime journalism), but, as she often
claims, literary texts are “literary to the precesdent that they are self-transgressive with
respect to the conscious ideologies that inforrmth¢FelmanWoman6) Similarly to

Felman, Johnson also sees de Man'’s guilt in theréof the imaginative act:

Paul de Man, writing in his early twenties withr@gocious sense of entitlement,
served as a mouthpiece for a dominant ideologyltékitled, demeaned, excluded,
and eventually killed millions of Jews. He did matnself commit murder, but he
expressed a complete failure to imagine himsetfignplace of the other whom he was

willing to dismiss from Europe. (Johnstvake47)

Felman retrospectively locates the change in de’$hinking about language at this

moment of recognition:

Once de Man realized the utter fallacy and abemadi his “war testimonies,” the act
of bearing witness could no longer be repeatedsample narrative act but had to turn
upon its own possibility of error to indicate—andmw us against—its own

susceptibility to blindness. (Felman and Laub 138)
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No longer a clear mediator of thought, language paseived to be a medium deeply
submerged in ideology: “de Man discovered the iapable, pervasive way in which
ideological coercion is surreptitiously built inenguage, into the very discourse one is
inadvertently employing and the very writing of whione believes oneself to the author.”
(Felman and Laub 139) No wonder that after his vaarla journalist, de Man renounced
direct reference to become involved with the tratieh of Herman Melville’svioby Dick

and in Felman’s view he later devoted his whol&gaai career to the demystification of such
ideologies that informed his wartime journalismstead of providing a direct confession of
his earlier mistakes, de Man’s later texts do “najtother than testify to the complexity and
ambiguity of history as Holocaust” (Felman and L4337, 139). Felman’s reading of de
Man’s “ExcusesConfessiong in Allegories of Readingoints out “the incapacity of
apologetic discourse to account for history as ealst” (Felman and Laub 152). Instead of a
“confession,” de Man enacted or “translated” histim@e experience into writing, knowing
that translation “does not afford, however, a tatat) view of history (or of the original
historical occurrence) as a whole but, on the eoytra constant fragmentation of such a
view, a continuous disarticulation of any illusiohhistorical closure or historical
totalization.” (Felman and Laub 161)

LaCapra’s reading of Felman’s approach to the da base has highlighted that the
problem with “After the Apocalypse” is that Felms@ems unaware of the transferential
relationship her essay is inscribed iftdndeed, this essay could be read in juxtapositiith
her “Postal Survival,” which openly acknowledges @motional and intellectual debt to de
Man, while “After the Apocalypse” forgets aboutshransference and constructs a “theory of
silence,” claiming that “de Man'’s later writingsidall that could or need be said about his
own silence and there was no need for an expéckaning with the early articles” (LaCapra
Representing16)® In other words, her theory of de Man'’s silence ba interpreted as an
excuse which tries to erase guilt itself and “epat# the confessor” (de M#idlegories280).
The problem with such a reading of the case isithatterpretive performance seems to deny
that there is a case at all, the empirical exigarfavhich necessitated the interpretive effort

in the first place. Such an approach, in LaCappigion, forecloses “the possibility of

2 LaCapra notes that “Felman’s analysis tends tapgmogetic with respect to him and his »silencerceoning
his early World War Il journalism” (LaCapiemory112) and reminds us of “Felman’s intensely traresfgal
relation to de Man,” which can be read in juxtagosiwith a similar relationship between Hanna Ateand
Martin Heidegger (LaCaprislemory83, footnote 10). See LaCapra’s “Paul de Man a®lgect of
Transference” in hiRepresenting the Holocaustr an extended treatment of the case, espegaligs 116-125,
where he is addressing Felman’s response at length.

3 Walter Benn Michaels puts this problem with Felrsamswer to the de Man case the following way:
“Felman thus regards what some have thought oéadah’s worst sin, his failure to confess, as heatgest
virtue. For confession, diminishing the crime, wbakcuse the criminal.” (Michaels “Slavery” 11)
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learning from trauma by acknowledging and mourrimgspecific losses it involves”
(LaCapraRepresentind 36). If we see de Man, like Tancred, only theimaoof the traumatic
situation, we might never be able to listen towloeind that tells of a historical dimension to
deconstruction that was unavailable “before thé'Fal

“It is certainly possible to see,” writes JohnsoriDoing Time,” “de Man’s post-1960
work as an attempt to avoid being duped at alls;obke Felman does, “but the earlier de
Man, the ghost of the dupe, is all the more hagriti@@ohnsorMother141) Seen through the
afterlife of de Man’s oeuvre, deconstructive créim is haunted by its other, which threatens
to dismantle its very methods of demystificationeText part of this chapter is devoted to a
similar critique of trauma theory from the perspeebf feminism and postcolonial theory,
which can be evinced through a reading the relaligmbetween two books from Felman, as
well as in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s mourning for log,sbut the full force of which will be

explored through a reading of Torquato TasSelssalem Delivered
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FEMINISM AND TRAUMA THEORY: SHOSHANA FELMAN’S

WHAT DOES A WOMAN WANT? AND TESTIMONY

It can be argued that the next steps from the peytdlysis ofVriting and Madness
and the feminism dfVhat Does a Woman a Wané&el towards questions of trauma, history,
and memory in Shoshana Felman’s oeuvre. This stajso narrated by the author herself in
her new preface t@/riting and Madnessthe quest for literature is replaced by, or eatls
subordinated to, the quest for history (the questegal facts and for historical events),” in
other words, “reality and reference seem to havetne much more important in my work”
(Felman “Story” 5). From very early on in her aél career, Felman has been preoccupied
with ethical issues, for example she exposed hewdibcourse of rationality was predicated
upon the exclusion of madness; how women were egedavith unreason in patriarchal
discourse, which condemned them to silence; oethieal imperative involved in facing
question of trauma and the Holocaust in contemgghinosophy and literary history. |
believe thawWhat Does a Woman Warft¥ms a bridge in Felman’s oeuvre in many ways:
two of its chapters date it together witfriting and Madnessut these essays only formed a
coherent and separate book once the frame offgrééibinvestigations into the
psychodynamics of trauma irestimony: Crises of Witnessing in Literature, P®analysis,
and Historywere available. Trauma theory thus became a fthateallowed the completion
and subsequent publication of the text, which i marks the advent of the feminist voice
through the practice of reading (Felmatomanl3).

| argue in this part of the chapter about traunemt that by closely examining the
relationship between FelmarVghat Does a Woman WardfdTestimonywe can pinpoint
how she is conceptualizing two different accouritsauma. In my opinioff estimony’s
narrative can be regarded as the “monumental gistdétrauma, making many crucial
psychoanalytical and rhetorical concepts avail&ni¢he study of traumatic experience;
while What Does a Woman Wani®ites the “critical history” of trauma that impitly
criticizes trauma theory for the disavowal of certends of trauma (trauma experienced

especially by women).

Female Autobiography and Trauma

Felman admits that her inquiries into the questibfemale desire somehow came to

hinder the completion daiVvhat Does a Woman Wan(PelmanWomanl0), until she realized
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the hidden, yet all the more crucial relationsHiphts question to the notions of
autobiography and trauma. Because of being instiitte a narrative which traditionally
“belonged” to male authors, Felman thinks that

none of us, as women, has as yet, precisely, abegraphy Trained to see

ourselves as objects and to be positioned as ther Gistranged to ourselves, we have
a story that by definition cannot be self-presenig, a story that, in other words, is
not a story, bumust becoma story. And it canndiecomea story except through the
bond of readingthat is, through thstory of the Othe(the story read by other women,

the story of other women, the story of women totdthers) (FelmaiWvomanl4).

She further clarifies her point in a footnote atiedt to this part of her text:

our own autobiography is not available to, m®t simply because we have no models
and because, inhabiting male plots, we are enjano¢do transgress convention and
to leave the realm of accomplishment to men (te ivound a male center) but
because we cannot sim@ybstitute ourselves as centeithout regard to the
decenteringeffects of language and of the unconscious, withoute awareness of
the fact that our own relation to a linguistic freumf reference is never self-

transparent. (Felmawwomanl56, footnote 17)

Felman posits an inevitable slippage between “tbigy $old about women” (“what a man
might think a woman wants”) and “their own stor{fvfiat a woman wants”), which slippage
opens up a critical potential that “must becom#oays’ For example, Sidonie Smith and Julia
Watson argue in a similar fashion that “in an aedntric tradition, autobiographical
authorization was unavailable to most women,” aadtkd attention to the fact that “any
theory of female textuality must recognize how jathal culture has fictionalized »woman«
and how, in response, women autobiographers hdkebad the gender ideologies
surrounding them in order to script their life radives.” (Smith and Watson, eds. 12) Barbara

Johnson addresses this problem of an own storyJi@oWorld of Differencehe writes,

The problem for the female autobiographer is, @ahe hand, to resist the pressure
of masculine autobiography as the only literaryrgeavailable for her enterprise, and,
on the other, to describe a difficulty in conforigito a female ideal which is largely a
fantasy of the masculine, not the feminine, imagoma (JohnsoWorld 154)
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Indeed, Felman'’s theory of female autobiograpHhyeist understood within the terms offered
by Johnson. As a follow-up to her introductory 8nen chapter five o¥vhat Does a Woman
Want?Felman goes on to analyze the interplay of litegtautobiography and theory in the
oeuvres of Adrienne Rich, Simone de Beauvoir andikia Woolf, and points out how
“Literature, autobiography and theory remain [.. éxiricably tied together in the way in
which they mutually resist and yet mutually inhaime another.” (Felmawoman138) Such
a profound insight into the dynamics of female aiudgraphy also enables Felman to
interpret her own book as a text about how shemiasingher own implications in the texts
she was reading (Felm&domanl9), suggesting that theory and the practice adirey
offered a way of writing her own “autobiographyraissing” (FelmarWwoman15).”* Felman
insists that missing one’s autobiography in sualag, “»the absence of a story« (or its
counterpart »the presence of too many stories@hfenWomanl26) is “characteristic of

the female condition” (Felmawomanl5):

Women have no real memory of their autobiographwtdeast that they cannot
simply command autobiography by the self-consceftet of a voluntary recall.
Unlike men, who write autobiographies from memevgmen’s autobiography is
what their memory cannot contain—or hold togettsea avhole—although their

writing inadvertently inscribes it. (Felmakomanl5b)

The “essence” of female autobiography thus sediasaln excess in the text (“what their
memory cannot contain”), the meaning of which isneadily graspable, evoking the
psychoanalytical notion of trauma. While Johnsocoisvinced that “the monstrousness of
selfhood is intimately embedded within the quesbbfemale autobiography” (Johnson
World 154), Felman finds “the critical difference” bewvemasculine and feminine
autobiographies in the notion of trauma. She is/oaed “that every woman'’s life contains,
explicitly or in implicit ways, the story of a trma” (Felmanwomanl6), which claim

nevertheless runs the risk of gender-essentiakténsmith and Watson, eds. 11, Séllei

" The passages quoted above also suggesithat Does a Woman a Warnigot only a critical work pursuing
the enigmatic question of sexual difference, butaao be read as a very personal testimony bgutieor

herself. Such a reading of the book would be smbdddelman’s reading of Hannah ArendEghmann in
Jerusalenmas a text of unconscious mourning, and could ¥olloe prompts given by Cathy Caruth’s response to
Felman’s oeuvre (“Trauma, Justice, and the Politisconscious: Arendt and Felman’s Journey to ddens’,
reprinted inThe Claims of Literatude by drawing parallels between the life storie$-efman and Arendt,

Caruth argues in this text that not only Arendti®k contains a “silent subtext” (Sun, et al, ed2)4but such a
“mute testimony” can also be found in Felman’s téah unconscious existential resonance with Arsnalivn
unconscious, untold story [...] permeates and inadwndly steers Felman’s own writing” (Sun, et als.edl16).
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Tiukrom33). The meaning of trauma is unavailable througtscious recall and it returns in
the various rhetorical ruptures of the text, prowgda plausible explanation why female
autobiographies tend to be more fragmented (SElkiom32, cf. Jelinek 17, 19). These

traumatic narratives, then, necessitate a diffeapptoach to writing female autobiography:

Because trauma cannot be simply remembered, ibtamply be “confessed”: it
must be testified to, in a struggle shared betveesipeaker and a listener to recover
something the speaking subject is not—and cannefibb@ossession of. Insofar as
any feminine existence is in fact traumatized exise, feminine autobiography

cannot bea confession. It can only be a testimony: to saivi(FelmanWomanl6)

Felman is contrasting confession and testimony &etgvo different modes of discourse: on
the one hand, confession would presuppose thattweatbject wants to confess is readily
accessible to consciousness, it exists as a mem@uopterpretation which seems to be at odds
with what Michel Foucault has written about thipito™ On the other hand, testimony for
Felman “does not possess itself as a conclusidieasonstatation of a verdict or the self-
transparency of knowledge.” (Felman and Laub 5% TOmstinction between confession and
testimony seems to rely on de Man’s differentiaiiofExcuses Confessiong between
“confession stated in the mode of revealed trutid ‘@onfession stated in the mode of
excuse” in the sense that “evidence for the fonmeeferential (the ribbon), whereas the
evidence for the latter can only be verbal.” (denMdlegories280) While confession
supposes referential evidence, testimony, as ‘f@ieative speech act,” necessitates “a
discursivepractic€’ (Felman and Laub 5) to establish reference amth@nthe unnarratable

events once again within language (Felman and ld4b. She argues ihestimonythat

as opposed to confession, the meaning of the tesyins not completely known, even
by its author, before and after its production salé of the very process of its

articulation, of its actual writing. (Felman andubal63)

She also calls our attention to the judicial conteixhin which testimonies most frequently

occur:

S Foucault writes that “the agency of dominationsinet reside in the one who speaks (for it is he igh
constrained), but in the one who listens and satfsimg; not in the one who knows and answers, ibtiié one
who questions and is not supposed to know. Anddisisourse of truth finally takes effect, not ir thne who
receives it, but in the one from whom it is wredtlg Foucault 62)
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In its most traditional, routine use in the legahtext—in the courtroom situation—
testimony is provided, and is called for, whenfduets upon which justice must
pronounce its verdict are not clear, when histbacauracy is in doubt and when both
the truth and its supporting elements of evidemeecalled into question. (Felman and
Laub 6)

Being a “hole of memory” (Felman and Laub 65) “edésthe range of comprehension, of
recounting and of mastery” (Felman and Laub 68@ynra cannot be “confessed” as it lacks a
stable referent. Laub explains the paradoxicalreatfitraumatic experience the following

way:

Massive trauma precludes its registration; the frsg and recording mechanisms of
the human mind are temporarily knocked out, malfionc The victim’s narrative—
the very process of bearing witness to massiverteagtdoes indeed begin with
someone who testifies to an absence, to an evainhds not yet come into existence,
in spite of the overwhelming and compelling natoiréhe reality of its occurrence.
(Felman and Laub 57)

Trauma, then, is very real, yet the excess cordamthin the experience precludes its mental
inscription (it is “missing”) leading to hauntingturns of the foreclosed. It is during the
testimonies that it can emerge as a (semi-)consciatrative, even if the events recounted
defy historical evidenc®. In Felman’s opinion, women might be able to nar(and
overcome) and reclaim the loss entailed by trauher(autobiography as missing) through a
“bond of reading,” through an apostrophical addtessther women that performs “ant of
empowermeit(FelmanWomanl27), just like “the return of the voice” of thersivor in the
narratives of the Holocaust that she writes abmgbnnection with Claude Lanzmann’s film
Shoahin Testimony

Much like how Johnson writes about Shelley andd@taire establishing the
“normative,” “masculine” poetic use of apostropiich female poets’ poems about

abortion deconstruct, Felman reads female autodpbges as testimonies to trauma in a way

" “The historians’ stance, however, differed from way of listening, in their firm conviction thateHimits of
the woman'’s knowledge in effect called into questioe validity of her whole testimony.” (Felman draub
61) In Felman'’s view, Claude Lanzman$hoahcan be seen as enacting such a narrativizatioma“golicitor
and an assembler of the testimonies, in his fun@®a questioner but mainly, in his function distaner (as
the bearer of a narrative of listening), Lanzmam&gormance is to elicit testimony which excedus t
testifier's own awareness, to bring forth a comjtleaf truth which, paradoxically, isot available as sucto
the very speaker who pronounces it. (Felman and 2&3)
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that they reveal linguistic contingencies in tharef the autobiographical enterprise that
remain hidden within the texts if the author is ead&lelman’s notion of autobiography, then,

Is similar to her conceptualization of female desis a deconstructive force, or Johnson’s
rendering of rhetorical difference from gender eliéince, in that it seems to run counter to her
critique of essentialism evident in, for exampMrjting and Madnessdemonstrating another

blind spot in her theoretical stance.

The “Monumental” and the “Critical History” of Trama

Interestingly enough, the feminist issues explidatelength inWhat Does a Woman
Want?seem to be pushed very much into the backgroumdstimonysuggesting, in a first
reading, that the relationship between trauma thaond feminism is a one-sided connection:
the feminist stance could only be truly embracedugh an act of looking back (Felman
Womanl8), or “re-vision” (Felmatwomanl3) from the point of view of trauma theory.
However, in a second reading, we must also keepskef gender-essentialism in mind:
even though trauma theory allowed the feministc#dn come into existence in the first
place (the frame “completed the book”), in the éhd,feminist stance paradoxically seems to
take control over the notion of trauma, runningtisk that the notion of trauma is also
appropriated by the feminine, which perspectivaissing fromTestimony| think we need
to recognize that Felman is working with two di#fet notions of trauma in these two books.
The notion of trauma we find What Does a Woman Wardg@ems different from what she
espouses iifestimonyand is similar to how Laura S. Brown conceptualites key term
through feminist inquiry. In the very book thatta®s trauma theory—Carutifsauma:
Explorations in Memory-, Brown critiques psychiatry for not being abler¢cognize
instances of “private, secret, insidious traumait thapes the lives of certain groups within
patriarchal society, like women, people of colaosexuals, or even people living in
poverty, or with disabilities (Brown “Outside” 1003). She cites DSM-III's definition of a
traumatic event as “outside the range of humanrexpee” (qtd. by Brown “Outside” 100),

which “human experience” somehow becomes synonymiths'male human experience”:

The range of human experience becomes the rangkatfis normal and usual in the
lives of mean of the dominant class; white, yowtge-bodied, educated, middle-
class, Christian men. Trauma is thus that whichugis these particular human lives,

but no other. War and genocide, which are the wbérkean and male-dominated
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culture, are agreed-upon traumas; so are natwwasidrs, vehicle crashes, boats

sinking in the freezing ocean. (Brown “Outside” 101

Brown concludes “our images of trauma have beeromaand constructed within the
experiences and realities of dominant groups ituces.” (Brown “Outside” 102) Inasmuch
as trauma theory shares some of the blind spgisyahiatry, it only seems to recognize the
trauma of white Western males, and appears toibé ta “the daily threat of private violence
and constant exposure to traumatic situationsvibaten and oppressed peoples face.”
(Novak 37, cf. Radstone 24-25) Brown’s feministuirg testifies to “the immanence of
trauma in our lives” and argues that “traumaticréselo lie within the range of normal
human experience” (Brown “Outside” 108, 110), whngtessitates a redefinition of the
concept of trauma, in a similar fashion as FelmagsdnWhat Does a Woman Warit?such
an interpretationhis bookbecomes a powerful feminist supplementé&stimonyin the sense
that it investigates the implications of traumatfoe feminine, which was mostly left
unexplored in the book written together with Lalib.borrow two terms from Friedrich
NietzscheTestimonywrites the “monumental history” of trauma by adily engaging the
shattering experience of the Holocaust; as opptustds narrativeyWhat Does a Woman
Want?offers a “critical history” of trauma that is intmted in the fragments, bits and pieces
that were forgotten or disavowed by “monumentaldnis”’’ In this case, what is foreclosed
from thegrand-recitis women’s daily traumas in a patriarchal culture.

In the next chapter of the dissertation, | willdiemn a reading of Ralph Waldo
Emerson’s mourning for his son, Waldo as it is niedged between various discourses:
philosophy, journals, letters and literature. Mmas to focus on the performance of the
rhetorical figures | identified as structuring tnaa studies itself, apostrophe and prosopopeia
and to show that his performance of mourning isntediby the same problem of recognition

and foreclosure that seems to plague trauma theory.

"My use of these terms derives from Felman’s intetggion of Nietzsche’$he Use and Abuse of History for
Life. “Monumental history” consists in “an aggrandizeatpe magnification of the high points of the pasthey
relate to man’s »struggle and action«; in conti@ashis history that magnifies the past and seekisan
inspiration, a »great impulse« for a future actitiere is what Nietzsche calls »critical history<«history “that
judges and condemns« and that undercuts illusiod®athusiasms.” (Felmakuridicial 111)
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REPRESENTING THE TRAUMA OF PARTING :

M OURNING EMERSON’S“H YACINTHINE Boy”

“A father had been watching beside his child’s giekd for days and
nights on end. After the child had died, he wetd the next room
to lie down, but left the door open so that he dade from his
bedroom the room in which his child’s body was laid, with tall
candles standing round it. An old man had beengedjto keep
watch over it, and sat beside the body murmuriryens. After a
few hours’ sleep, the father had a dream tiimthild was standing
beside his bed, caught him by the arm and whispierédn
reproachfully: ‘Father, don't you see I'm burning{Sigmund

Freud,The Interpretation of Dreams

Sigmund Freud’s dream of the burning child is ohthe most moving examples that
demonstrate the ethical obligation involved in nmag. Having lost his child, the father sees
him returning in a dream, granting him the wisHifluhent of seeing him alive once again;
but the child reminds him “reproachfully” that heaus to wake up, only to find his son
burning— this time not with fever, but in a verielial sense (cf. Zizek 45, Carutimclaimed
94-95). The dream as a wish fulfillment animatesl ¢hild once more, yet the son calls for the
discontinuation of the process of personificatiod dreaming: by waking up, the father
recognizes the demand of the child, even if it sdatting him “die again.”

In the present chapter of the dissertation, | feitlus on another father losing a son:
the death of Ralph Waldo Emerson’s son, Waldo, dibd of scarlet fever on 27 January
1842 (Porte, ed. 273, Sanchez-Eppler 74). Theyaar-old boy’s death is communicated by
Emerson in different modes of discourse: journalies, letters, poetry and philosophy. For
Edgar Allan Poe, death of the other constitutes fttost poetical topic in the world” (Poe
“Philosophy” 19). It provides a moment of entrythe aesthetic, transforming the
meaninglessness, the accidence of death into aingdalrexperience—however
symptomatic that experience might be (Bronfarer59): the trauma of death is sublimated
into the mourning of art. In contrast to Poe, fondtson, the experience of Waldo’s death
resists being fully inserted into the meaningfudrking a point in excess of his

Transcendentalist philosophy.
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The Testimony of the Personal

As Emerson’s journal entries, letters and his p6€menody” testify, he was deeply
struck by grief after his son’s death. In a jollerary dated 28 January 1842, Emerson
laconically records “Yesterday night at 15 minuaéter eight my little Waldo ended his life”
(Porte, ed. 276), while a letter to Margaret Futlerwrote on the same day is much more
eloquent about the event:

My little boy must die also. All his wonderful besicould not save him. He gave up
his innocent breath last night and my world thigmag is poor enough. He had
Scarlatinaon Monday night. Shall | ever dare to love anyghagain. Farewell and
Farewell, O my Boy! (Myerson, ed. 263, quoted blysgh 145)

In a journal entry, dated 30 January 1842, recgrdificatalogues of objects and persons, the
acquisitions blessed or mediated by the child”i$gh 145), Emerson writes,

What he looked upon is better, what he looked ponus insignificant. [...] The sun
went up the morning sky with all his light, but tla@dscape was dishonored by this
loss. For this boy in whose remembrance | have bletht & awaked so oft, decorated
for me the morning star, & the evening cloud, houcinmore all the particulars of
daily economy; for he had touched with his livelyiosity every trivial fact &
circumstance in the household, the hard coal &tifecoal which | put into my stove;
the wood of which he brought his little quota foaigdmother’s fire, the hammer, the
pincers, & file, he was so eager to use; the maops, the magnet, the little globe, &
every trinket & instrument in the study; the loadgravel on the meadow, the nests
in the henhouse and many & many a little visithe doghouse and to the barn.—For
every thing he had his own name & way of thinkihig, own pronunciation & manner.
And every word came mended from that tongue. [...peee up his little innocent
breath like a bird. (Porte, ed. 276, quoted bysBii 145)

The passage describes a morning with the sun gmrithe morning sky with all his light,”
reminding us of the lines Emerson recorded abaut#ath of his first wife, Ellen: “the air
was still sweet, the sun was not taken down fromfimyament.” (quoted by Cameron
“Representing” 19) But here, “the landscape wakahsred by this loss.” In Emerson’s
recollection, the son “decorated” “every triviatfa& circumstance in the household,”
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everyday objects became elevated by his “touch.&lde became a “mediator” between
people, for example Fuller and Emerson (Ellison)14Te entry testifies to a loss of
animation, referred to by the text as the landsteeg “dishonored.” This animation
brought about by presence of the son is intimdieked with the performance of poetry
itself: it is a result of his “instinctively poeticenamind® of objects operating through
catachresis, which implies a “misuse” or a “misaggilon of a word” (Cuddon 122), a
“deliberate wresting of a term from its proper sigance for effect” (Huelhs 353), or in de
Man'’s interpretation, “a trope which coins a named still unnamed entity, which gives a
face to the faceless” (de M&esistancd4). Objects of everyday life were animated by the
performance of catachresis resulting in a giving édce, prosopopeia. In fact, we might
interpret the child as an allegorical figure foogopopeia. Even more so, the son’s presence
seems to “mend” language itself by this catachaépeocess, suggesting an implicit fault that
resides within words that need to be “mended.” pinely conventional relationship between
words and their objects suddenly became motivagathan the act of renaming, generating a
romantic symbol. With the loss of the child—"he gayp his little innocent breath”the poetry
animating everyday things is gofte.

From a biographical perspective, it is possildédpiving Julie Ellison, to insert

Waldo’s death into a series of personal calamitidsmerson’s life:

Death also constitutes one of the fundamentallseadities of Emerson’s career. His
father dies when he was eight; his first wife diafiér 18 months of marriage in 1831;
his adult brothers, Edward and Charles, died iM1a&®1 1836, respectively; and then
Waldo in 1842. (Ellison 142, cf. Cavitch 153)

His immediate and later response to the deathsdiitst wife is worth exploring in further
detail here, especially as it stand in contrastow he responded to Waldo’s death. On 13

February 1831 Emerson records

Ellen Tucker Emerson died"&ebruary. Tuesday morning ... [...] God be merciful to

me a sinner & repair this miserable debility in efhher death has left my soul. Two

"8 Interestingly enough, in the winter of 1843, oeauyafter Waldo’s death, “Fuller dreamed of himhém
dream the boy announced that his name was nowe&haresumably a link to Emerson’s brother, whodied
in 1836.” (Ellison 147) In Fuller's dream Waldo thtenames even himself, reminding of the brotheerson
lost six years earlier than his son. About Emersoefation to the proper name ‘Waldo,’ see Cavit6R-163.

" In his letter to Mary Moody Emerson, dated 8 Fabyul831, Emerson writes about a similar obseraatio
connection with the death of his first wife: “I sié@lainly that things & duties will look coarse ®ulgar enough
to me when | find the romance of her presence (®&awce is a beggarly word) withdrawn from them all.”
(Myerson, ed. 111-112)
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nights since, | have again heard her breathingy Beedying. O willingly, my wife, |
would lie down in your tomb. [...] There is that whipasses away & never returns.
This miserable apathy, | know, may wear off. | aétni@ar when it will. Old duties

will present themselves with no more repulsive fashall go again among my
friends with a tranquil countenance. Again | sh&lamused, | shall stoop again to
little hopes & little fears & forget that graveyaiut will the dead be restored to me?
(Porte, ed. 74-75)

These lines show that he was quite struck withf ¢fhieiserable apathy”) and feared that it

might “wear off,” lamenting that it was such an e his life after which nothing will be

the same, yet life will go off. Such a concept of grief wants to cling sentiméytalthe

memory of the loved one and glosses the fadingesharies and forgetting as a sort of

betrayal. Four years later, on 19 March 1835, Earerstrospectively records in his journals

that

| loved Ellen, & love her with an affection that uld ask nothing but its indulgence to
make me blessed. Yet when she was taken from m@jithvas still sweet, the sun
was not taken down from my firmament, & howeveresaas that particular loss, |

still felt that it was particular, that the Univereemained to us both, that the Universe
abode in its light & in its power to replenish theart with hope. Distress never, trifles
never abate my trust. Only this Lethean streamwlaghes through us, that gives
sometime a film or haze of unreality [...] only thiseatens my Trust. (Porte, ed. 137,
partly quoted by Cameron “Representing” 19)

This “Trust” that Emerson writes about was latangformed into a full fleshed philosophical

approach: Ellen’s death was inscribed into a sysielnss and reimbursement in his 1841

essay, “Compensation” (cf. Cavitch 161):

the compensations of calamity are made apparaghetanderstanding also, after long
intervals of time. A fever, a mutilation, a cruéappointment, a loss of wealth, a loss
of friends, seems at the moment unpaid loss, apdyable. But the sure years reveal

the deep remedial force that underlies all facke death of a dear friend, wife,

80 Max Cavitch claims that he also wrote “plaintivegges for his first wife, Ellen—elegies that Enwas
himself never published. [...] In the poems for Ellenrepeatedly bemoans his separation from heeagwl
berates her for her failure to attend him in heedibodied state.” (Cavitch 152-153) This “beratiofthe
mourned one, as a “reproach,” is completely misfiogn the texts written about Waldo.
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brother, lover, which seemed nothing but privateesmewhat later assumes the aspect

of a guide or genius (Emerson “Compensation” 30®ted by Cavitch 160-161).

The essay seems to suggest that the structureéiad compensation, evoked through an
economic metaphor (cf. Sanchez-Eppler 78, Cavifet),lis always in motion, yet it only
becomes available for understanding after “longrvdls of time.” Consolation for the trauma
of loss and privation, then, is sure to come, just a matter of time.

However, Waldo’s death in 1842 seems to be inexoéthe specular structure set up
by “Compensation” (cf. Sanchez-Eppler 78, Porte 2dd), maybe because, as Philippe Aries
writes, “In middle class circles in the nineteeaémtury, the death of the child has become
the least tolerable of all deaths” (quoted by Gdwit44). Joel Porte concludes that

Emerson, to be sure, was no stranger to such guethe loss of Waldo was different
from that of Ellen or his brothers. He learned tihatdeath of one’s child is the most
terrible of all personal disasters. [...] Emersoadrhard to assimilate this crushing
blow to his affirmative philosophy [...]. Yet he seednto “comprehend nothing of
this fact but its bitterness.” Two years laterJanuary 1844, he admitted to Margaret
Fuller that he had “no experiences nor progressétoncile himself to the “calamity”
whose second anniversary he was marking. (Port7&)

The loss of the boy is thus painfully registeredhie “personal” and seems to shatter the
reciprocal structure of loss and compensationttieai841 essay was proposing.

On the one hand, the immediate response of thrsdpal” testifies to a loss of
animation brought about by the loss of the childilee other hand, it also tells a different
narrative: a few days after the event, in a letigCaroline Sturgis, dated 4 February 1842,

Emerson writes:

Alas! | chiefly grieve that | cannot grieve; thhtd fact takes no more deep hold than
other facts, is as dreamlike as they; a lambentdl¢ghat will not burn playing on the
surface of my river. Must every experience—thosg pnomised to be dearest & most
penetrative,—only kiss my cheek like the wind & pasvay? | think of Ixion &
Tantalus & Kehama. (Myerson 264, quoted by Cam&Rapresenting” 20, 29)

In this letter, we find the origins of what woulztér appear in the philosophical response to
Waldo’s death: what is grieved is the impossibiifymourning. The death of the son “takes
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no more deep hold,” it is only one among the seasfdacts of life, not a privileged one. This
way, the “personal” seems irrevocably split betwesgistering the event as a loss of
animation, and the impossibility of its recognitidrhis duplicity is, in turn, allegorized by the
“philosophical” and the “literary” responses to #nent: the 1844 essay “Experience” and the

poem entitled “Threnody” dating the same year.
Philosophy and the Impossibility of Mourning

In a “most dramatic autobiographical moment” of published prose (Ellison 140),

Emerson writes in “Experience” that

In the death of my son, now more than two years bgeem to have lost a beautiful
estate,—no more. | cannot get it nearer to mantidrrow | should be informed of the
bankruptcy of my principal debtors, the loss of pngperty would be a great
inconvenience to me, perhaps, for many years;thubuld leave me as it found me,—
neither better nor worse. So is it with this calgmi does not touch me: some thing
which | fancied was a part of me, which could netitwrn away without tearing me,
nor enlarged without enriching me, falls off fronepand leaves no scar. It was
caducous. | grieve that grief can teach me notmoggcarry me one step into real

nature. (Emerson “Experience” 473)

What Emerson is writing about here is quite cogttarour received notions of grief and
mourning: he tells about his inability to grieve ttheath of his son. The real pain he should
feel only comes in the form of numbness, standinghiarp contrast to how he felt the pain of
grief when his first wife Ellen died and wantedctimg sentimentally to it as long as he could
S0 as not to betray her memory (Porte, ed. 743t .trauma in this text seems to be that his
philosophy is somehow unable consciously to regagath as trauma. Grief is only
experienced on a theoretical level, which can témchnothing. The impact of a directly
referential moment in the essay fails to be refimeanough: it tells about the inability of
gaining direct knowledge about nat{té>robably the most radical insight of Emerson’s
essay is precisely this impossibility of directnesthin the category of experience and

intersubjectivity:

81 Ryan White connects this claim of indirectnes$ainguage: “Emerson is principally concerned wittat
could be called the faultiness of language, a dorise inability to refer to a real and stable Vabf»natural
facts«) beyond the words themselves. This manifesst as a preoccupation with the act of namaong,
pronouncing a name as an act of representationtit&/286)
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What opium is instilled into all disaster! It showsmidable as we approach it, but
there is at last no rough rasping friction, butitihest slippery sliding surfaces. We fall
soft on a thought. [...]

Was it Boscovich who found out that bodies nevenean contact? Well, souls never
touch their objects. An innavigable sea washes siiémt waves between us and the
things we aim at and converse with. [...]

The Indian who was laid under a curse, that thelwhmould not blow on him, nor
water flow to him, nor fire burn him, is a typews all. The dearest events are
summer-rain, and we the Para coats that shed dvepy|...]

| take this evanescence and lubricity of all olgeathich lets them slip through our
fingers then when we clutch hardest, to be the molsandsome part of our condition.
Nature does not like to be observed, and likeswleashould be her fools and
playmates. We may have the sphere for our crickifdut not a berry for our
philosophy. Direct strokes she never gave us pooverake; all our blows glance, all
our hits are accidents. Our relations to each ahepoblique and casual. (Emerson
“Experience” 472-473)

What has only been a looming threat to his hope®wipensation in his 1835 response to his
first wife death—"Distress never, trifles never &by trust. Only this Lethean stream that
washes through us, that gives sometinfiBraor hazeof unreality][...] only this threatens my
Trust. (Porte, ed. 137, emphasis added)—beconteg ih844 essay a paradigmatic model of
experience that establishes itself in the disjamchietween reality and its representatitns.
We find a certain mistrust of these representatioriExperience,” yet the essay also argues

that everything is inevitably mediated to us thriougpresentation.

8 In essence, then, Emerson here seems to be sgeajdmst “the assumption that experience is coimsti in
large part by self-awareness and thus by meanipgfideption,” instead he conceives of experiende“as
constituted by the very way it escapes or resmtsprehension” (Caruth “Insistence” 1), in other dmrthe very
way Cathy Caruth reconceptualized the term in higoduction toCritical EncountersThis insight would make
him not only the founder of American philosophyt buforerunner of deconstruction” as well. Whettt@s is
good news or bad depends on the evaluating critmsexample David Leverenz represents a somewdnati
stance regarding Emerson being a “proto-deconsiru¢My deflationary reading of »Experience« oppes
almost every recent critical assessment. Thoughr&més business constituency shies away from thayes
depressive complexities, intellectuals have foumderand more to praise. At the December 1983 MLA
convention, in welcoming deconstructionist appre@agiiawrence Buell noted that »Experience« is httgest
text these days.« It self-destructs its own meaniitg@xposes Emerson’s resistance to his owntaviflower; it
presents him as bricoleur of his own text, at oditls what the essay calls the »rapaciousness«effavhose
senses have fallen into the world. As an ironicygatrning exposure of the will to power, the essay be a
deconstructive masterpiece. In its approach tarfgehowever, the essay seems to me annoying,gmetand
evasive at almost every turn.” (Leverenz 52)
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The only example that might penetrate this “filmhaze of unreality,” these “slippery
sliding surfaces” of representation might be gaiefl suffering. Emerson writes that “Nothing
is left us now but death. We look to that with argsatisfaction, saying, there at least is
reality that will not dodge us.” (Emerson “Expereii 473) Still, in his view, it does “dodge

us”:

People grieve and bemoan themselves, but it ifalbso bad with them as they say.
There are moods in which we court suffering, inlibpe that here, at least, we shall
find reality, sharp peaks and edges of truth. Bturns out to be scene-painting and
counterfeit. The only thing grief has taught mepi&now how shallow it is. That, like
all the rest, plays about the surface, and newsrdoces me into the reality, for
contact with which, we would even pay the costiggof sons and lovers. (Emerson
“Experience” 472-473)

For Emerson, death can only be experienced thrthegteluding systems of representations,
which is quite similar to Simon Critchley’s view time topic, claiming that “Death, or, rather,
dying, is by definition ungraspable” (Critchl®ery 73, 26), or, in Emerson’s terms, it slips
“through our fingers then when we clutch hardeBetause of this, as Critchley suggests,

death can only be “experienced” through represmmtat

Since direct contact with death would demand thathdef the person who entered into
contact, the only relation that the living can ntain with death is through a
representation, an image, a picture of death, venetisual of verbal. And yet, we
immediately confront a paradox: namely, that thresentation of death is not the
representation of a presence, an object of pemepti intuition—we cannot draw a
likeness of death, a portrait, a still life, or wénger. Thus, representations of death are
misrepresentation®r rather they are representations of an absé@aéchleyVery

73, 26, cf. Bronfen and Goodwin, eds. 7, 20)

However, there is a very crucial difference betwEererson’s and Critchley’s approach:
while for Critchley, death is the “unrepresentalpat excellence, the death of “sons and
lovers” fails to become privileged moments of “difeexperience for Emerson, it is just
another example where “reality, sharp peaks andsdfjtruth” are dissolved into an

“evanescence and lubricity of all objects.”
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The notion that death is only available to us tigiorepresentation also means that it
has a certain historicity that changes over tinfe ihability to mourn that Emerson
complains about in his essay might be linked, fellg Ryan White’s argument, to a
Calvinist / Puritan heritage too, which was suspisiof mourning and discouraged “the
representation or naming of the de&8i(White 288) In David E. Stannard’s view, “the
Puritans were gripped individually and collectivbly an intense and unremitting fear of
death, while simultaneously clinging to the traah@l Christian rhetoric of viewing death as a
release and relief for the earth-bound soul” (SaacfiDying” 1315), yet there was also a
“social taboo on excessive mourning or grief iniRarculture.” (White 294) Nevertheless,
from the end of the seventeenth century on, andogslpy during the nineteenth-century this
fading Puritan tradition has been replaced, acogrth Ann Douglas’3he Feminization of
American Cultureby a host of consolatory practices that clingaatisnentally to the memory
of the loved ones and “inflated the importanceyhd and the dead by every possible
means” (Douglas 6-7, 13, 201). | believe that hest to situate Emerson’s gloss about the
impossibility of mourning put forward in “Experiegitwithin the crossroads of the historical
trajectory ranging from a Puritan foreclosure tdietorian overabundance of the
representations of deathEmerson’s lines admitting that “In the death of sy, now more
than two years ago, | seem to have lost a bea@tstialte,—no more. | cannot get it nearer to
me” (Emerson “Experience” 473) stand in sharp @sitto these sentimental mourning
practices described by Douglas. From such a peirspeEmerson’s comparison between the
loss of a life and the loss of mere property thaves the self mutilated yet still seemingly
whole reads like an outrage and seems closer tButitan traditio> Wai-chee Dimock
argues that

8 To substantiate his claim, White quotes RonaldcBsintroduction téThe Puritan Sermon in America
which argues that “Except to acknowledge the pgssimNew England’s most illustrious men . . . thgifan
ministry positively discouraged, and during the @$4nd 1650s civil law forbade, public notice ohithein any
significant way.” He also quotes Gordon E. Gedd@gdcome Joy: Death in Puritan New Englaridiming
that there was also a “prohibition against speakiiegname of the dead by others outside the faghifing the
period of mourning” (White 295). White is well aveathat associating Emerson with Puritanism is at be
precarious—"Emerson never became a Calvinist aftandoning Unitarianism” (White 294)—yet | alsodfin
this possible link very suggestive.

8 Karen Sanchez-Eppler for example reads “Experietasea critique of the notions of memorializatiand
preservation characteristic of nineteenth-cententimmental mourning practices” (Sanchez-Eppler 80).

% |n a letter to Thomas Carlyle, a month after lis's death, he writes: “You can never sympathizi wie;
you can never know how much of me such a younglaaih take away. A few weeks ago | accounted mgself
very rich man, and now the poorest of all.” (quagdCavitch 153) In the 1Bcentury, notions that children
(likened to “principal debtors”) were the propeatytheir parents were common (Ellison 143). Beside notion
of property, Jonathan Crewe also identifies in“d@mmonplace elegiac accounting system” its opposiite
child as a “loan to the parents, rather than theperty.” (Crewe 19) While children as propertyaken in a
figurative sense here, the institution of antebmlklavery hauntingly literalizes this question bildren or
people as commodity: “The question of what Emetsaslost in his son resonated chillingly with Angan
slaver’s collapsing of distinctions between offsgrand property.” (Cavitch 154). Grossman alsoevel that
“Experience” “demonstrates Emerson’s entanglemeantebellum figurations of embodiment through
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what disappoints Emerson is [...] not so much theats of pain as its insufficient
magnitude, its failure to exceed the usual lime.fidels some pain when his son dies,
sure enough; but that pain turns out to be no rii@e what he would have felt had he
lost a large sum of money. It is this—the fact tift pain is not greater, more acute,

more shattering—that embitters Emerson. (Dimock 85)

This “insufficient magnitude” that Dimock identianakes the loss of the son comparable to
the loss of property, rhetorically interchanging teelings for his son with property, in other
words, with the metaphor of interchangeabilitylit¢ef. Dimock 85 and White 293). The
uniqueness of an event (the death of a loved aribus occluded by a discourse of economic
exchange. In such a perspective, the loss of Wadédomes only one example among others
for loss in the argument of the essay, buttheexample of loss par excellence. It is only part
of a series, the elements of which are interchdrigedust like in Paul de Man’s reading of
Charles Baudelaire’s “Correspondances,” here weesg “an enumeration which never
moves beyond the confines of a set of particulads”ManRhetoric250), leaving no
theoretical space for the death of the other tariguely meaningfu® Talking about the

lords of life, Emerson uses a similar enumeratbged: “I dare not assume to give their order,
but | name them as | find them in my way.” (Emer8&rperience” 491). Emerson suspects
that there might even be no end to the series agdias experience with the following
thoughts: “Where do we find ourselves? In a sesfeghich we do not know the extremes,
and believe that is has none.” (Emerson “ExperieAcé) Near the end of the essay, he also
states that “I know better than to claim any cortgsless for my picture. | am a fragment, and
this is a fragment of me.” (Emerson “ExperiencellBEnumeration in “Experience,” then,
becomes an allegory of synecdoche as well, troghiegelationship between completeness

and incompleteness as they chiastically mergegath othef’ On the one hand, what was

slavery’s corporealized practices” (Grossman 1%id) r@ads the analogy between children and profierty
historical terms as symptoms of the functional egl@nces between persons and objects, and bet\wddren
and objects, that slavery as an institution makesdable in antebellum America. Indeed, as PhilghEr has
argued, part of the work of sentimentalism’s obseswith the child and slave in antebellum writingsthe
extension of full and complete humanity to classefigures from whom it has been socially withhéld«
(Grossman 199). Cavitch also writes about how atietm culture was stratified by class concernirgithage
of children too. With very high birth rates, forque of the lower classes, children could becomeéia kind of
burden and drained parental authority of its leggity.” (Cavitch 150, cf. 145)

% As Critchley would have it, in such a context, dtteis meaningless and the work of mourning isnite?
(CritchleyVery 26, 73) Shoshana Felman also reads Albert Carmibgd-allin precisely these termsThe Fall
bears witness to the failure of the Other’s deatbiaim significance. And yet, this very insignditce claims
the narrative, since it decenters and defocallzesignificance of all the rest.” (Felmand Laub 171)

87 De Man conceptualizes synecdoche as “one of thiebiine figures that create an ambivalent zonevben
metaphor and metonymy and that, by its spatialreatreates the illusion of a synthesis by totéitira” (de
Man Allegories63, footnote 8, cf. Bénydipokrif 283)
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supposed to be a part of the self “falls off” ateaes no scar,” paradoxically suggesting a
loss that leaves the self complete; on the othed hdwe imagine the self as “always in
progress” and negotiated between a potentiallyitefiseries—like Emersonssays: First
Series or Essays: Second Serjéke word “series” being “powerfully self-refereait here
(Grossman 197)—, then the self can never be compldhe first place. The self hovers
“ghostlike” between fullness and fragmentationgeognition of loss and its opposite.

By its title and subject matter, “Experience” apof a philosophical tradition that
wrestles with the heritage of empiricism which rasgrom Locke all the way to Kantian
transcendental philosophy and Romantic poetry.dth Caruth’s view, this discourse of
experience is an inquiry into “self-knowledge, tempts by thought to turn upon itself.”
(CaruthEmpirical vii) She argues that in LockeAn Essay Concerning Human

Understanding

understanding becomes comprehensible to itselh iexperience very much like that
of visual perception [...] the analogy between phgisemd mental observation as
comparable forms of experience is precisely whihdishes the certainty of self-
knowledge [...] The argument for self-certainty degeefirst of all on the claim that

self-knowledge is structured like perception. (Glampirical 6)

The opening paragraph of “Experience,” howevetjfies not to a Lockean self-knowledge

structured by the analogy of the visual, but toaergeneral confusion of perception:

Where do we find ourselves? In a series of whicldweaot know the extremes, and
believe that it has none. We wake and find oursebrea stair; there are stairs below
us, which we seem to have ascended; there ars atawe us, many a one, which go
upward and out of sight. But the Genius which, agdicg to the old belief, stands at
the door by which we enter, and gives us the latirink, that we may tell no tales,
mixed the cup too strongly, and we cannot shakéeftethargy now at noonday.
Sleep lingers all our lifetime about our eyes, ighthhovers all day in the boughs of
the fir-tree. All things swim and glitte©ur life is not so much threatened as our
perception Ghostlike we glide through nature, and shouldkmaiw our place again.

(Emerson “Experience” 471, emphasis added)

In Emerson’s view, this loss of perception derifresn a constitutive moment of a forgetting

of origins (“gives us the lethe to drink”), whichakes the self confused, out of place,
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ghostlike and prevents a relationship with natulnéctv would not be an uncanny return of the
relationship between the dead and the liihif.for Locke, understanding “comes to know
itself [...] as a narrative” (CarutBmpirical 32), in “Experience” self-reflection loses its ¢a
in narrative due to this event of forgetting (“tlneé may tell no tales”).

Within their pursuit of the meaning of self-refiien, the texts of Locke, Wordsworth,

Kant and Freud reproduce

a surprisingly similar scene: the scene of the entar between a parent and a child,
an encounter that uncannily takes place not axemege among the living, but as a
relation to the dead, as a scene of mourning arwfier, and of the confrontation
between a parent and a dead child, or betweericdhanid a dead parent. (Caruth

Empirical vii)

As many critics have shown, this encounter betwbkeniving and the dead, the parent and
the child also returns in Emerson’s essay as @aeglgn example for, and allegory of, the
impossibility of direct experiend® However, if we see the essay from the perspeofive
empirical philosophy, this loss, which is alsogufie for the loss of self-certainty bringing
about a general distrust of representation, ispe@ied by the reflexive movement of
comprehension that is constituted through langegeesentation)’

Locke evokes the narrative of “the madness ohtbéher endlessly mourning her
dead child” in an attempt to distinguish “empirisahity” from its “mad other” (Caruth
Empirical 134). Both “death” and “madness” are unavailablsdlf-reflection deriving from
direct experience, so this story of the mothertéwedchild constitutes an account that defines

the limits of empirical philosoph{. However, as the figure of the child also functiams

% This aspect of confusion can be linked to how Whitntextualizes “Experience” in contrast to “NattiHe
notes that “Experience” was “often linked to a da@ shift away from the optimistic and affirmative
transcendentalism ®&fature in particular the idea that we are fundamentatliijome in the world.” (White 286)
8 In Kevin Newmark’s reading, Walter Benjamin, jlise Emerson, is also “repeatedly bemoaning the
traumatic loss of »experience« entailed for thgesiilwhen the mode of all possible experiencedsgaized as
a recurrent strategy of defense against »the intadigg, blinding age of large-scale industrialisnfidewmark
“Traumatic” 238-239) peculiar to Benjamin’s integpation of modernity.

% From this perspective, Emerson’s “Experience” barjuxtaposed to Charles Baudelaire’s “On the Esseh
Laughter” (1855), which also supposes a redoubdiitlgin the self, “between the experience itself aritht he
calls the »disinterested observation« of it,” betméempirical experience” and “an analytic cognitiof it” that
is constituted in language (Newmark “Traumatic” 248), and which de Man associates with irony,aas “
consciousness of madness, itself the end of al@onsness” (de MaBlindness216, cf. Newmark “Traumatic”
249). However, for Emerson, this split does notuwas “laughter,” rather as “mourning”: once theibling
happens, there is no direct return to a “purelyieng” self, which impossibility is conceptualizes a loss.

%1 Caruth writes that “madness is precisely thatgmenomenon which is neither like nor accessible to
experience, and hence represents an othernesgffiioaophy that asserts the full power of selfeetfon over
the entire realm of understanding.” (Cartttmpirical 20-21, cf. FelmaiMadness39) Later she argues that
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Locke’s text as a “central figure of empirical setfderstanding,” this narrative of death and
loss also becomes “the very place in which empinicioses the transparency of self-
observation, and comes up against itself as a moarsstinnameable.” (CaruEmpirical 40)

As opposed to LockeBssay “Experience” proceeds from a state of “threatémeaception
that makes the self ghostlike, imagining the selalaeady talking from within an experience
that is not directly available for conscious refiec. WWhat has been a moment of excess, a
“fiction” in empirical philosophy returns in Emensg essay as a referential moment (the
death of his son), and the general condition oéspeand thought, which denies the
possibility of direct experience. While Romanticepmlike Wordsworth or Kantian

philosophy regarded this lack of directness, “admental break with, or detachment from,
sensory reality” as the condition of possibility fthe turn of the mind upon itself” and a
demonstration of the “power of imaginative self-somosness” freeing itself “from the
constraints of literal, referential meaning,” Enmrs stance suggest more of an attitude of
mourning for this loss of “meaning grounded in eedi, perceivable link between language
and the empirical world.” (CarutBmpirical 133) His problem seems to lie in the inherent
separation between sense experience and its rapagse, which disjunction evacuates affect
from language and makes the ghostlike, fragmerdgédessemble the dead son he is unable to
mourn??

Such an argument (we can call it deconstructigejrss to regard Emerson’s
“Experience” as implicitly refusing the Romantiemogy of the imagination. However in
Stanley Cavell’s persuasive interpretation, thagstso promises to fulfill the “Schlegelian
demand for the unification of philosophy and pogtwhich were set apart by Kant's
Critiques(CritchleyVery 124, 85). Kant perceived a division between epistegy and
ethics and he hoped to overcome this separationghrthe notion of the aesthetic (Critchley
Very88-89), which would unify poetry and philosophyhétaesthetic or literary absolute” or
‘Gesamtkunstwerldf the romantics, “would have the poetic formioé great novel of the

“death is not an empirical property among others not part of a fully known »experience« thaticbobe
shared by mother and child. (Car@&mpirical 36)

%2 In Memoires for Paul de Madiacques Derrida asks “What is an impossible magthwWhat does it tell us,
this impossible mourning, about an essence of mgand as concerns the other in us, even in thistast
premonition of the other,« where is the most unjpettayal? Is the most distressing, or even the deadly
infidelity that of apossible mourningvhich would interiorize within us the image, idol,ideal of the other who
is dead and lives only in us? Or is it that of ithh@ossible mourning, which, leaving the other Hisray,
respecting thus his infinite remove, either refusetsake or is incapable of taking the other witbireself, as in
the tomb or the vault of some narcissism?” (DerhNtamoiress) While “Experience” might be about this
“impossible mourning,” which rejects to give “amtternalized representation of his son” (White 287),
Emerson’s calling his son “my beautiful statue” @ison, ed. 298) in a letter to Margaret Fuller widukn this
impossible mourning into its opposite. Emerson’simang for his son thematizes not only the ethipadstion
of respecting the otherness of the other, but axparience haunted by the economic metaphor, wihiphes
that one thing is interchangeable by another @hcBez-Eppler 79). Jay Grossman finds the “mis&ng”
between mourning and economic loss in “slavery’o&man 237, footnote 48).

148



modern world, the Bible of secularized moderni{LtitchleyVery105) However, this

“literary absolute” that romantics were hoping Yeais never completed and hence

The romantic model for the literary absolute, tlkarg par excellence for romantic
expression is thitagment Now the specificity of the fragment, its uniqusseis that

it is a form that is both complete and incomplé@h a whole and a part. It is a form
that embodies interruption within itself. Thatassay, the fragment fails. [...]
However, if the fragment enables a plurality ofitspgo be treated in a single text, it
also allows the possibility of a plurality of vogand authors. The fragment opens up
the possibility ofcollectiveandanonymousvriting, the possibility of genius as a
multiple personality (Critchleyery106-107).

Critchley argues that “the Emersonian essay ianmehunciation of fragmentation in the
name of wholeness—the great novel of secular maglesnather Cavell claims that the
essay is the realization of the fragment, thelfoiént of this genre.” (Critchleyery123)

Just like the self struck by grief, the fragmenitisth complete and incomplete,” and opens
up the possibility for speaking in a multitude @ices speaking in discrepant terfisf we
connect Emerson’s writing style to that of the freet, these contradictions seem to be either
irrelevant as they “embody interruption within thestves,” or suggest that the essays, as
members of an infinite series, lead to no synthéske the fragments in Critchley’s
interpretation, due to their ambiguity they “faflCritchleyVery 124) but we also have to
notice that, for example, “Experience” is expligilbout failure: a failure to experience the
world directly, the failure to mourn the death & kon, or maybe even the failure to unify

philosophy and poetry.

“Threnody,” or the Testimony of the Literary

If “Experience” fails to register the loss, it lneges the task of literature to testify to
the importance of Waldo in Emerson’s life. Emer&arshed his poem entitled “Threnody”
about Waldo in 1844, the same y&asays: Second Seriess published. Giving a “portrait
and feelings of an individual mourner” (Johngersonsl4) through the poetic imagination,
the elegy provides an imaginary space for the vimgrkinrough of his feelings for his son,

which dimension was not available for the “philosimal.” Ellison ascribes the differene

9 Sharon Cameron argues that “All critics of Emersame commented on the contradictory feature of the
essays—namely on the fact that Emerson fails t® éakount of his own discrepant statements.” (Camer
“Representing” 16)
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between the philosophical and the literary to éfédence of genre” (Ellison 149). In her
view, most of Emerson’s philosophical essays dergctireference to biographical events,
“while his other writings—journals, poems, lecturesequently embrace these occasions.
(Ellison 142) It is as if the philosophical couldlp come into existence through the denial of
direct reference, reminding us how Freud was arsxioudisavow the painfully referential
moment of his daughter’s death while writiBgyond the Pleasure Princip{BronfenOver
18). “Experience” is an exception, then, becaudigeitnatizes such a biographical moment,
but the force of the example is largely bluntedhmsy rhetoric of the text, as this example is
inserted into a series of other topics and subjbetisdeny any directness in experience.

Max Cavitch observes that the title of the poeso @aluggests what | have referred to
concerning the multivocality of the philosophiceddment: threnody is a genre “that still
carries with it the suggestion of multiple voicé€avitch 166). Another very important
generic frame of the poem is constituted by thégoak connecting Emerson’s “Threnody”
with, for example, Milton’s “Lycidas.” If “Experiete” suggests that the recognition of the
uniqueness of death and the possibility of mourmrtgreatened by being inserted into a
series, we can also pinpoint a similar problemlégies: given the overabundance of elegies
in the history of poetry (Cavitch 2), individualipas in danger of being swallowed up by the
clichés of the genre and losing its sincerity (@&&avil67). This poses the question of whether
consolation is a matter of expressing “sincerity, it is brought about merely by mechanical
repetition of poetic conventions.

Conjuring up the image of the “South-wind"—reminglius of Percy Bysshe Shelley’s
“West Wind” that animated the speaker of the poerfiFhrenody” opens with the following

lines:

The South-wind brings

Life, sunshine, and desire,

And on every mount and meadow

Breathes aromatic fire;

But over the dead he has no power,

The lost, the lost he cannot restore;

And, looking over the hills, I mourn

The darling who shall not return. (Emerson “Threyiatil 7)

However, in constrast to Shelley’s “Ode to the W&/atd,” Emerson’s lines deny that the

performance of poetry personified in the “South-ailinould consist in the reanimation of the
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dead. The experience of the other’s death is pbbiggond the powers of the imagination,

and the persona needs to resign to his separationtis son:

The hyacinthine boy, for whom

Morn well might break, and April bloom,—

The gracious boy, who did adorn

The world whereinto he was born (Emerson “Threndtly7)

Waldo, who “decorated” with his gaze the trividjects of domestic life and
“adorned” the world and thus became the allegofigake for personification in the journals,
is dead and the animating power attributed to timelsaves the objects and domestic spaces
bereft of poetry and life. Waldo is presented ia ploem as primarily a voice, which is no

longer available:

And he, the wondrous child,
Whose silver warble wild
Outvalued every pulsing sound

Within the air's cerulean round, (Emerson “Threriddy7)

Whose voice, an equal messenger,

Conveyed thy meaning mild. [...]

his lips could well pronounce

Words that were persuasions. (Emerson “Threnod§) 1

In this sense, the poem could thus be juxtapos®dai@sworth’s “Boy of Winander” episode

in Book V of The Preludewho, in Barbara Johnson’s interpretation, becofhbe
personification of apostrophe” (Johngdarsonsl0), and who, just like Waldo, dies, leaving
only silence behind (Weinfield 351). The boy’s gisaarance is made more emphatic, on the
one hand by the personification of the south-wthd,Day, as well as Nature and Fate as they
are seeking him; on the other hand, by the apds¢é®pf the persona that try to address the
child. Waldo has

Disappeared from the Day’s eye;
Far and wide she cannot find him; [...]

Nature who lost him, cannot remake him;
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Fate let him fall, Fate can’t retake him;

Nature, Fate, Men, him seek in vain.

And whither now, my truant wise and sweet,
Oh, whither tend thy feet? (Emerson “Threnody” 117)

In Ellison’s opinion, the first part of “Threnodyffers a “catalogue of vacated paths and
places” (Ellison 146), for example his “empty hotsggnifying the emptying-out of the

domestic sphere without the boy:

The painted sled stands where it stood;
The kennel by the corded wood;

The gathered sticks to stanch the wall

Of the snow-tower, when snow should fall;
The ominous hole he dug in the sand,
And childhood's castles built or planned;
His daily haunts | well discern,—

The poultry yard, the shed, the barn,—
And every inch of garden ground

Paced by the blessed feet around,

From the road-side to the brook
Whereinto he loved to look.

Step the meek birds where erst they ranged,
The wintry garden lies unchanged;

The brook into the stream runs on;

But the deep-eyed Boy is gone. (Emerson “Threndd)

While “Experience” claimed that “some thing whicfahcied was a part of me, which could
not be torn away without tearing me, nor enlargé@tout enriching me, falls off from me,

and leaves no scar” (Emerson “Experience” 473)pthem testifies to the opposite:

Covetous death bereaved us all,
To aggrandize one funeral.

The eager fate which carried thee
Took the largest part of me:
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For this losing is true dying;
This is lordly man’s down-lying,
This is slow but sure reclining,

Star by star his world resigning.

O child of Paradise! [...]
| am too much bereft.
The world dishonored thou hast left. (Emerson “hiocy” 121)

However, the death of the child does not only digtine trauma of loss, but heralds an advent
of poetry itself as an elegy for the dead (JohrBersons/7), reminiscent of Poe’s “most

poetical topic,” which sublimates death into aestise

For flattering planets seemed to say,
This child should ills of ages stay,
By wondrous tongue and guided pen

Bring the flown muses back to men. (Emerson “Thdsfid 20)

Such a passage from loss to poetry is also imptidimerson’s apostrophe of Waldo as “The
hyacinthine boy” (Emerson “Threnody” 117), refegito the myth of Hyacinthus (Ovid 278-
280), who was accidentally killed by Apollo andriséormed into a flower “bearing the
inscription of Apollo’s compunction and grief’ (Céah 162): in Cavitch’s view, “the story of
Hyacinthus provides Emerson with a figure for thedian substitution of the aesthetic object
for the lost child—a substitution that is both grsof the poet’s devastation and an extension
of his creative identity.” (Cavitch 170) After rasgering such a loss, which nevertheless also
inaugurates poetry, the task of “Threnody” woulddeffer consolation through the
phenomenalization of voice and thereby reclaims@iéfrom its “true dying.” The plea of the
persona takes the form a quarrel with “the unreygytate” (Emerson “Threnody” 123) in the

forms of passionate exclamations and rhetoricadtpres:

Was there no star that could be sent,
No watcher in the firmament,

No angel from the countless host
That loiters round the crystal coast,
Could stoop to heal that only child,
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Nature’s sweet marvel undefiled,
And keep the blossom of the earth,
Which all her harvests were not worth? (Emersorrénbdy” 120)

However, consolation for these pressing questidmdit come “until Time and Thought had
brought their healing,” suggesting a temporal disiciity between the two parts of the

poem, which was a literal discontinuity given thetfthat Emerson wrote the poem through a
period of two years (Cavitch 166). The voice thawaers is “The deep Heart,” which Mark
Edmundson associates with the Over-Soul (Cavitdh).Ithe deep Heart might be, on the
one hand, “Emersons’s hortatory projection of suliyi” (Cavitch 165), or, on the other

hand, a “self-address” disguised as the voice@bther (Cavitch 166, 168) functioning as a
mouthpiece for Transcendentalist doctrine. It rephes the persona submerged in “the
blasphemy of grief” (Emerson “Threnody” 122), besae has not understood “the genius of
the whole” (Emerson “Threnody” 123), which liesyagheless, “beyond the reach of
speech” (Emerson “Threnody” 123, cf. Cavitch 165)16

‘Wilt thou freeze love’s tidal flow,

Whose streams through nature circling go?

Nail the wild star to its track

On the half-climbed zodiac?

Light is light which radiates,

Blood is blood which circulates,

Life is life which generates,

And many-seeming life is one,—

Wilt thou transfix and make it none? (Emerson “Tuay” 123)

Nature has its own course, regardless of man, @madsfixing” is condemned by the deep
Heart as an “annulment” of life. The moment of tieatetaphorized as an overflowing, is
also part of life. The consolation offered by tleem basically lies in the promise of meeting

the loved ones again:

what is excellent,

As God lives, is permanent;

Hearts are dust, hearts’ loves remain;

Heart’'s love will meet thee agai(Emerson “Threnody” 124)
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In a letter to Fuller, dated 30 January 1844, Boeponders the meaning of a literary
parallel to his grief, Ben Jonson’s loss of hissséamented in “On My First Sonne”—and his

vision of his son as they might meet again afterrfsurrection (Belasco 84, cf. Cavitch 143):

| read lately in Drummond of Hawthornden, of Behdson'’s [sic] narrative to him of
the death of his son who died of the plague in laanden Johnson [sic] was at the
time in the country, & saw the Boy in a vision, ‘fefnly shape, & of that growth he
thinks he shall be at the resurrection.” That spneéernatural maturity did my
beautiful statue assume the day after death, & sfdein comes to me to tax the world
with frivolity. (Myerson, ed. 298)

The volume Emerson is referring toBsn Jonson’€onversations with William Drummond
of Hawthornderwhich recounts the poet’s tragic tale: at the tohkis son’s death in 1603,
Jonson was separated from his family in London bseaf the plague. He was safe in the
country, but his family was in imminent dang€onversationsecites this vision, that

resembles Freud’s dream of the burning child, ¢lewing way:

When the King came in England, at that tyme the ®as in London, he being in the
Country at Sr Robert Cottons House with old Cambtersaw in a vision his eldest
sone (then a child and at London) appear unto hiimtive mark of a bloodie crosse
on his forehead as if it had been cutted with aduat which amazed he prayed unto
God, and in the morning he came to Mr. Cambdensbkato tell him, who
persuaded him it was but ane apprehension of htage at which he sould not be
disjected; in the mean tyme comes there lettera fis wife of the death of that boy
in the plague. He appeared to him (he said) of mlismahape, and of that grouth that
he thinks he shall be at the resurrection. (Pattersd.25)

According to many critics, the vision testifiesth@ guilt that Jonson felt over parting with his
family. Even though the “manlie shape” of the bagswater explained by the discourse of
salvation, in David Riggs’s opinion, “the immedig®ychological impact of this vision
cannot have been so consoling. The dream fusedtdfaener’s wish to abandon his family—
just as his father had abandoned him—and his gudt the gratification of that wish into a
single harrowing image.” (Riggs 95) Using this exdeof Jonson, just like the myth of
Hyacinthus, then, suggests Emerson’s unresolveshnatious guilt, a brooding over the
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possibility that “through his own assertions ofidity and creative power he has caused his
son’s death” (Cavitch 162), explaining why “Thregbddo longer seems to believe in the
force of its own figures to bring back the child.

As opposed to the testimony of the vision, the gniilt avowed by Jonson’s “On His
First Sonne” is not deserting his family in the neats of crisis, but having “too much hope
of thee, lov'd boy” (quoted by Crewe 17). In Johmisoview, an epitaph “must mark memory,
not display the mourner” (Johns&ersonsl3-14), yet in Crewe’s opinion, “On His First
Sonne” “is marked by the somewhat chilling self-nogiaization pursued in and through a
poem on the occasion of teen’sdeath.” (Crewe 18) As opposed to Jonson’s poem,
“Threnody” tries to resist such a self-memorialiaat as well as the economical discourse
addressing the child as property, when Emersoresvabout his son that he was “Not
mine,—I never called thee mine, / But Nature’s fi@nd calls him “Not what | made, but
what | loved” (Emerson “Threnody” 120).

However, the concept of “Lost in God, in Godheawinfd” (Emerson “Threnody” 124)
that ends “Threnody” conjures up nothing else ti@nreturn of the specular structure of loss
and reimbursement put forward in “Compensation.iMdeer, as Emerson’s letter goes on,

the reciprocal structure seems to be put out Griza:

Does the Power labour, as men do, with the impogibf perfect explication, that
always the hurt is of one kind & the compensatinather. My divine temple which
all angels seemed to love to build & which was t&ratl in a night, | can never
rebuild,—and is the facility of entertainment frahought or friendship or affairs, an
amends? Rather it seems like a cup of SomnusMoafus. Yet flames forever the
holy light for all eyes, & the nature of things aus all appearances & specialties
whatever assures us of eternal benefit. But thifsmations are tacit & secular. if
spoken, they have a hollow & canting sound; and #iliour being, dear friend is

evermore adjourned. (Myerson, ed. 298)

Emerson’s plight thus emerges from the non-specntar-reciprocal and imbalanced
relationship between “hurt” and “compensation,” @fhreduces the voice and the
“affirmations” of the “deep Heart” in “Threnody” ta mere “hollow & canting sound,” a
repetition of poetic conventions devoid of meanigyl thus offering no real consolation
(“‘compensation”) for the trauma of loss (“hurt’@alving “all our being [...] evermore
adjourned,” or suspended. Perhaps the discoveahiofpurely material sound” devoid of
consolation is what Cohen addressed as the masalausight of Emerson’s pragmatism, “a
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materiality of language and tiechneas such, void of subjectivity or romanticism” (@oh
Mimesis111).

Conclusions

For Emerson, the meaning of the loss of his soregotiated among what | called the
“personal” (journals and letters), the “philosomiiqfrom “Compensation” to “Experience”)
and the “literary” (“Threnody”). The “personal” tifges to an ambivalence concerning the
recognition of grief and its foreclosure; the “@sibphical”’ inserts Waldo’s death into a series
in which all the members are freely interchangeabil@ all tell about an impossibility of
directness within experience; the “literary” ackdeslges the loss and tries to offer
consolation. Conflating these categories, as,Xample, Sharon Cameron does, risks

resisting one of the most radical insights of Ererdn her view,

“Experience” is an elegy, an essay whose primasly igits work of mourning, and, in
light of that poorly concealed fact, it is surpnigithat critics have consistently spoken
of the child as only one of several causes equidin provocation of listlessness and
despair. In those few discussions in which Waldi@ath is acknowledged to have
special status, it is still not seen as it crugiatlust be: the occasion that generates in a
nontrivial way all other losses that succeed it. Waldo’s death is not just one of a
number of phenomena equally precipitated and hgvanigy with each other.

(Cameron “Representing” 25)

In this chapter | wanted to demonstrate that wret&xperience” is, it imot “an elegy
whose primary task is its work of mourning.” | rattbelieve that the essay represents
Waldo’s death as “one of several causes,” in tiramangeability and meaninglessness. To
claim that “the occasion [...] generates in a nomtiway all other losses that succeed it” is
to resist the rhetoric of the text operating thtopgre enumeration and metonymical
interchangeability instead of metaphorical anal6gxperience” presents the body after the
loss as seemingly intact, while the “literary” asstes Waldo’s death with a mutilation
leading to the annihilation, or “true dying,” ofetlself. In other words, the “literary,” or the
lyrical tries to resist the negative knowledgelad philosophical deriving from the rules of
sheer enumeration, confirming, as de Man argues;‘tlyric is not a genre, but one name
among several to designate the defensive motiomaérstanding” (de MaRhetoric261, cf.

JohnsorPersonsl95). Yet, even as a defense, “Threnody” can bevslio offer only a
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hollow repetition of poetic conventions delivering real consolation for the trauma of loss,
which shatters the reciprocal economy of “hurt” &ooimpensation.” This demonstrates that
for Emerson, the experience of Waldo’s death resising fully inserted into the meaningful,
or sublimated into art understood as mourning, imgrk point in excess of his
Transcendentalist philosophy.

Read through Emerson’s example of mourning, tratimeary seems to be haunted by
a similar problem of recognition: it recognizestaar experiences of trauma, namely “the
traumatic experiences of white Westerners” (Craps Buelens 2), while foreclosing others,
for example instances of “insidious trauma” (BroV@utside” 107). Critics have identified,
for example, a “failure of Western trauma theoryatacount for a gendered, racialized Other”
(Novak 49), and therefore called for a “decolonmatof trauma studies” (Rothberg
“Decolonizing” 226). In the next chapter of the s#igation, | would like to pursue these
issues of rhetoric and ethics further through airepof the parable of Tancred and Clorinda
in Tasso’sJerusalem Deliveredwvhich | offered as a parable of deconstructiaaitgcal turn
earlier.
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TRAUMA AND | TS LITERARY EXAMPLES: TASSO, FREUD, CARUTH

In Unclaimed Experience: Trauma, Narrative, and Higt@Cathy Caruth cites
Sigmund Freud’s literary example of the repetitompulsion fromBeyond the Pleasure

Principle, which was taken from Torquato Tasso’s efg@ousalem Delivere(i1581):

The most moving poetic picture of a fate such &sdan be found in the story told by
Tasso in his romantic ep{gerusalemme Liberatdts hero, Tancred, unwittingly kills
his beloved Clorinda in a duel while she is disgdig the armour of an enemy
knight. After her burial he makes his way into i@sge magic forest which strikes the
Crusaders’ army with terror. He slashes with hisrslat a tall tree; but blood streams
from the cut and the voice of Clorinda, whose ssunprisoned in the tree, is heard
complaining that he has wounded his beloved onamafFreud “Beyond” 293,

guoted by Carutunclaimed?)

This allegorical episode thus illustrates for Fréuel unconscious repetition compulsion that
traumatized patients display. However, as ElizalBe®ellamy warns us, this very same
repetitive aspect proved to be one of the most rapbexamples for the feeling of the
uncanny as well (Freud “Uncanny” 359), a concegat Breud was theorizing at roughly the
same time aBeyond the Pleasure Princip(Bellamy 226, Royle 90).

Caruth, instead of focusing on the repetitive, mranny aspect of the tragic scene
evoked by Freud, chooses to foreground Clorindaisey “the moving and sorrowful voice
that cries out, a voice that is paradoxically reéstihrough the wountthat addresses
Tancred and “bears witness to the past he has timylytrepeated.” (Carutbinclaimed2-3)

Caruth is convinced that

Tancred’s story thus represents traumatic expegiaot only as the enigma of a
human agent’s repeated and unknowing acts bualsioe enigma of the otherness of
a human voice that cries out from the wound, ae/that witnesses a truth that

Tancred himself cannot fully know. (Carutimclaimed3)

By using this parable, Freud'’s text is juxtapodimg “unknowing, injurious repetition and the
witness of the crying voice” (Caruthnclaimed3), which both form a crucial part of Caruth’s

understanding of trauma. She uses “The exampleeaffiey the poetry of Tasso”
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more than a literary example of a vaster psychgéinabr experiential, truth; the
poetic story can be read, [...] as a larger pardddth of the unarticulated implications
of the theory of trauma in Freud’s writings andydred that, of the crucial link

between literature and theory (Caruthclaimed3).

The episode illustrates for Freud his theory ofrédpetition compulsion, but it largely ignored
its literary quality, the function of the scenehitit the epic. For Caruth the parable is an
allegory that speaks about Freud’s theory of trauaeavell as suggesting a crucial link
between literature and theory. However, what | tbproblematic in her usage of this literary
example is that—like Freud—she takes its meaningrfanted and does not seek its context
within Tasso’s epic, leaving a blind spot in hesjpct.. This is all the more surprising as,
Dominick LaCapra argues, this example is supposée t for Caruth, “paradigmatic of the
relation between theory and literature, especiaiti respect to the problem of trauma”
(LaCaprawriting 181). This doubt about the lack of reading is alsared by Sigrid Weigel,
who also argues that “she does not actually readdrsepic; instead she uses the scene as the
founding myth of her own model of trauma whiches gp via the pathos formula of the
crying wound” (Weigel 88).

Many critiques of Caruth’s book emerged recentbyrf which a feminist and a
postcolonial perspective seems the most pressirgpritrast to Shoshana Felmawhat
Does a Woman Want@#hich can be read as a feminist supplemefiestimony Caruth’s
Unclaimed Experienceemains as unresponsive to issues of gender ékadn and Dori
Laub’'sTestimonyWendy S. Hesford argues that Caruth “does nat@eledge how
trauma’s belatedness and the possibility of hist@ye been rhetorically gendered in classic
psychoanalytic theory in ways that influence oudenstanding of violence against women
and its traumatic aftermath” (Hesford 204). Whasfdrd finds “particularly striking about
the Tasso tale is how trauma is signified as amfgblence toward a woman that a man
unknowingly commits (Hesford 204). Most recentlgridnis also a call from a postcolonial
perspective to “decolonize trauma studies” (RotglBrecolonizing” 226) as it is “almost
exclusively concerned with traumatic experiencewluite Westerners and solely employ
critical methodologies emanating from a Euro-Amamicontext” (Craps-Buelens 2, cf.
Rothberg “Decolonizing” 225 and Neeves 108). Withewch a “decolonization,” its “self-
declared ethical potential” remains void (Craps Bodlens 3). Amy Novak specifically

claims that
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the failure of Western trauma theory to accountfgendered, racialized Other is due
to its positioning of a very specific conceptiontioé subject at the heart of its
psychoanalytic drama. While presented as a neatichLiniversal formulation for
healing, trauma theory is actually the product otitwrally specific (Western
Enlightenment) concept of the Self occupying thecspof speaking subject,

addressing the listener, and mastering the pastgki49)

Ruth Leys’sTrauma: A Genealogf2000) was the first text to point out the probéeimherent
in Unclaimed Experien¢g usage of the Tasso allegory: both Freud andtGaakes Tancred
for the prototype of the traumatized subject, etemugh he is not the victim, but the
perpetrator of a crime committed against Clorindayé 297, cf. Rothberlylultidirectional
89, Novak 32, Neeves 124, LaCapvaiting 182). Novak refined this point even further,
claiming that “the voice that cries out from theumd is not a universal voice, noris it a
generic female voice: it is the female voice ofckléfrica.” (Novak 32, cf. Rothberg
Multidirectional 89)

All of these aspects that Weigel, Hesford, Leysd Bovak mention—the absence of
reading, and ignoring the intersections of gende®e and trauma—are symptomatic in
Unclaimed Experiencé believe that a reading of this allegory in T@sspic that is aware of
issues of gender and race can supplement Carutiéswase very profound insights into the
structure of trauma. In my reading, | will concextéron the connections (and confusions)
between the discourses of courtly love and wartieerole of prosopopeia and apostrophe, as

well as the power of language to create and extmegralt within the epic.

The Discourses of Courtly Love and Warfare

It is in Book 1. of the epic that Tancred firseseClorinda and falls in love with her at

first sight:

XLVI
Fame tells, that on that ever-blessed day,
When Christian swords with Persian blood were dyed,
The furious Prince Tancredi from that fray
His coward foes chased through forests wide,
Till tired with the fight, the heat, the way,
He sought some place to rest his wearied side,
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And drew him near a silver stream that played

Among wild herbs under the greenwood shade.

XLVII
A Pagan damsel there unwares he met,
In shining steel, all save her visage fair,
Her hair unbound she made a wanton net,
To catch sweet breathing from the cooling air.
On her at gaze his longing looks he set,
Sight, wonder; wonder, love; love bred his care;
O love, o wonder; love new born, new bred,

Now groan, now armed, this champion captive led.

The fair Clorinda thus appears “near a silver sir@8unwares” that she is seen by Tancred
who was chasing “coward foes.” Interestingly enqubht we are seeing her only through
Tancred’s eyes is reinforced by the fact that haward description is almost totally
substituted by the prince’s desire for her and'lloige new born,” which subdues him (“this
champion captive led”) more than any physical figttiich, after all, takes place, suggesting
that, even though Freud talked about her as “dsgglin the armour of an enemy knight,” she

is, in fact, an amazon watrrior fighting against thesaders:

XLVIII
Her helm the virgin donned, and but some wight
She feared might come to aid him as they fought,
Her courage earned to have assailed the knight;
Yet thence she fled, uncompanied, unsought,
And left her image in his heart ypight;
Her sweet idea wandered through his thought,
Her shape, her gesture, and her place in mind

He kept, and blew love's fire with that wind.

XLIX
Well might you read his sickness in his eyes,
Their banks were full, their tide was at the flow,
His help far off, his hurt within him lies,
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His hopes unstrung, his cares were fit to mow;

Clorinda escapes without physically hurting Tanctad “her image is in his heart ypight,”
fixed, pitched, suggesting a stabbed wound, rewgdlie confusion between love and
violence in romances, epics and the courtly loadition (Burns 32, Gravdal 562). Indeed,
the whole story of Tancred’s tragic love can belrasan allegory that literalizes this implicit
link between the imagery of love and war. Suchaalireg would locate the trauma haunting
this story in a textual tradition that Tasso’s egicerges from. Love seems “traumatic” in the
sense that Freud used the word, “as a wound iedliobt upon the body but upon the mind.”
(CaruthUnclaimed3) When the mortal blow strikes Clorinda, it iszays already the
repetition, and the literalization, of this “wounddused by love. Earlier, Clorinda’s body was
substituted by his desire for her, but now “Her sindea,” “Her shape, her gesture” comes to
substitute everything in Tancred’s mind. Love isgla “sickness” which shows in his eyes
ready to burst in tears, like the tide of a river.

| think this first encounter between Tancred atali@da can be read in a similar way
to how Paul de Man reads metaphor of the word “miadean-Jacques Roussedtssay on
the Origin of LanguageThe following quote from Rousseau is taken frohypothetical first

encounter between two primitive men which becorhegyenesis of metaphor:

A primitive man pn homme sauvafjen meeting other men, will first have
experienced fright. His fear will make him see the®en as larger and stronger than
himself; he will give them the nanggants After many experiences, he will discover
that the supposed giants are neither larger nongér than himself, and that their
stature did not correspond to the idea he hadrailyi linked to the word giant. He
will then invent another name that he has in commibh them, such as, for example,
the wordman and will retain the word giant for the false attjthat impressed him
while he was being deluded. (quoted in de M#lagories149)

Tasso’s version of this encounter is less hypathEbut no less fictive, and it can be read as
the gendered restatement of Rousseau’s problenapimats substituted by metaphors.
Clorinda’s otherness in stanza XLVII above is r@adpparent, she is a “Pagan damsel,” but
not in any distress, it seems. Yet this othernbss difference is at once reduced (“ypight”) as
she disappears in the process where her descriptgubstituted by Tancred’s desire or

“love” for her.
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Calling the stranger “giant,” the hypotheticalrpitive man “displaces the referential
meaning from an outward, visible property to anwand feeling.« The coinage of the word
»giant« simply means »l am afraid.«” And in de Maréading this “Fear is the result of a
possible discrepancy between the outer and the properties of entities.” (de Man

Allegories150) It is only later that the word “giant” comiesbe substituted by “man”:

By calling him a “giant,” one freezes hypothesisfiction, into fact and makes fear,
itself a figural state of suspended meaning, intiefinite, proper meaning devoid of
alternatives. The metaphor “giant,” used to conmoé®, has indeed a proper meaning
(fear), but this meaning is not really propereifers to a condition of permanent
suspense between a literal world in which appe&rand nature coincide and a
figural world in which this correspondence is nadera priori posited. Metaphor is
error because it believes or feigns to believeésown referential meaning. (de Man

Allegories151)

By contrast, the process of substitution in Taseaunter is motivated not by fear, but by
desire: “love”™—which, for Rousseau, is always neged in “the interplay between self-love
(amour de sqj vanity @mour propre, and the love of others” (de M#ilegories164)—
becomes a “blind metaphor” to denominate Tancrisbngs for Clorinda. In de Man’s
view, love “is structured like a figure of speec¢d& ManAllegories169), it is “a figure that
disfigures, a metaphor that confers the illusioprjper meaning to a suspended, open
semantic structure.” (de Makllegories198) By being loved by Tancred, Clorinda’s
otherness seems to vanish, and turns into reseaghlaich culminates in the scene when
the mortally wounded “damsel” asks the prince tptiza her (Book XIlI, stanzas LXV-
LXVIII). It is by not realizing the complex intertion created by “love” between difference

and resemblance that Tancred comes to kill Clorindke first place.

“Oh woful knowledge, ah unhappy sight!”

She uses a similar interplay between resemblamteliféference when in Book XII.

she finds herself outside of her fort:

L
But when appeased was her angry mood,
Her fury calmed, and settled was her head,
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She saw the gates were shut, and how she stood
Amid her foes, she held herself for dead;

While none her marked at last she thought it good,
To save her life, some other path to tread,

She feigned her one of them, and close her drew

Amid the press that none her saw or knew:

Suddenly in enemy territory, Clorinda, “Amid heef) she held herself for dead” and
“feigned her one of them.” What is not clear heréhie reference of the deictical “them,”
which can refer both to her “foes,” that she ig@neing to be one of them, or even the
“dead,” meaning that she is pretending to be d@adly Tancred notices her fleeing the
battlefield and not recognizing each other, thaytstghting, “Like two fierce bulls whom

rage and love provoke.” (LIll) Erasing the diffecenbetween the sexes, this simile repeats
Tancred’s mistake concerning Clorinda’s identitye“deemed she was some man of mickle
might, / And on her person would he worship winTl{LHere we also encounter the aberrant

confusion of the vocabulary of war and love:

LViI
Thrice his strong arms he folds about her waist,
And thrice was forced to let the virgin go,
For she disdained to be so embraced, .

No lover would have strained his mistress so:

As the night approaches, it lends the battlefeelchiform shroud of darkness: “here in
silence, and in shade [we] debate / Where liglsuof and witness all we miss / That should
our prowess and our praise dilate” (LX). It is otthyough an artifice of literature that we may
witness their fight at all:

LIV
Worthy of royal lists and brightest day,
Worthy a golden trump and laurel crown,
The actions were and wonders of that fray
Which sable knight did in dark bosom drown:
Yet night, consent that | their acts display
And make their deeds to future ages known,
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And in records of long enduring story

Enrol their praise, their fame, their worth andrglo

The very visibility and our witnessing the whole@se of the tragic duel is thus poetically
dependant on the figure of personification, théhhigust first give its “consent that | their

acts display,” until

day-break, rising from the eastern flood,

Put forth the thousand eyes of blindfold night;

Tancred beheld his foe's out-streaming blood,

And gaping wounds, and waxed proud with the si@h]II)

Now that daylight has arrived, Tancred wants tovknvho his opponent is, but

Clorinda denies him, substituting her name, agasure, with the act of destroying a tower:

Tancred the silence broke at last, and said,

For he would know with whom this fight he made:
[...]

If words in arms find place, yet grant me this,

Tell me thy name, thy country, and estate;

That | may know, this dangerous combat done,

Whom | have conquered, or who hath me won."

LXI
"What I nill tell, you ask," quoth she, "in vain,
Nor moved by prayer, nor constrained by power,
But thus much know, | am one of those twain

Which late with kindled fire destroyed the tower."

Clorinda’s reticence, which refuses to reflect bagkrship” (LII) for the knight and denies

his recognition as a master, provokes Tancred wiadly delivers the mortal blow:

LXIV
But now, alas, the fatal hour arrives
That her sweet life must leave that tender hold,
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His sword into her bosom deep he drives,

And bathed in lukewarm blood his iron cold,
Between her breasts the cruel weapon rives

Her curious square, embossed with swelling gold,
Her knees grow weak, the pains of death she feels,

And like a falling cedar bends and reels.

The simile that is used for describing the movenoéier dying body, “like a falling cedar
bends and reels,” also prefigures her soul’s entea in the tree in the forest. It is only after

killing her that Tancred realizes what he has done:

With trembling hands her beaver he untied,
Which done he saw, and seeing, knew her face,
And lost therewith his speech and moving quite,
Oh woful knowledge, ah unhappy sight!

The recognition of the truth can only happen inrtygture of aposiopesis, which tropes one
of the key traumatic moments of the epic: the “Wafwowledge” strikes the self dumb. Here
we find both sense of the notion of trauma: the Vieeral, bodily wound of Clorinda inflicted
by Tancred’s act stemming from a lack of recognitiand its psychic reflection by which
Tancred is also traumatized by the act he has tingly committed. While Tasso, Freud and
Caruth focus on the latter, psychical wound, mantics, like Leys, Neeves and Novak,
emphasize the former, more literal wound, and show the very real violence done to
Clorinda is overshadowed by the traumatizatiorhefwestern male subject (Leys 297,
Novak 32, Neeves 124).

Clorinda is the mute victim of colonial violencejtirancred seems both the
perpetrator and the victim of trauma. Freud idesdithat a similar splitting was characteristic
of war neuroses too, regardless of the side thtBesslfought the wars for. Tancred’s position
as perpetrator and victim alludes to “the psyclserhpowerment signified by colonial
encounter” (Suleri 4) that Sara Suleri has wrisibout inThe Rhetoric of English Indidn
her view, “the story of colonial encounter is igellf a radically decentering narrative that is
impelled to realign with violence any static birsani between colonizer and colonized.”
(Suleri 2) Like Homi K. Bhabha, Suleri analyzes tlodonial encounter not through the
specular terms of colonizer and colonized, poweriasubordination, but as a traumatic

situation that dislocates both parties. She stsetbed
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the stories of colonialism—in which heterogeneaultuces are yoked by violence—
offer nuances of trauma that cannot be neatlytmardéd between colonizer and
colonized. If both are identifiable as victims umatic change, then the idiom of
trauma itself requires a reformulation that carvigte a language for the slippage of

trauma from apocalypse into narrative. (Suleri 5)

Instead of being a way of reinforcing it, in Sukeriew, “narration occurs to confirm the
precariousness of power” (Suleri 23) which claimalso illustrated by the parable of Tancred

and Clorinda in Tasso®rusalem Delivered

Tancred and the Work of Mourning

The epic says that Tancred “died not” (LXVIII), the metaphors through which the story
describes him shows him trapped between the reafithe living and the dead:

Death through his senses and his visage ran:
Like his dead lady, dead seemed Tancred good,
In paleness, stillness, wounds and streams of blhXX)

him deprived
Of signs of life; yet did the knight remain
On live, nigh dead (LXXI)

With “Her dead, him seeming so” (LXXII) the epic phasizes an uncanny resemblance
between the dead and the living. This confusiowbeh the living and the dead, the animate
and the inanimate does not only happen on the tetagel of the story, but is enacted in its
rhetoric as well, through a series of apostrophis.first of these occurs in the laments of

Tancred once he comes to his senses:

Ah, coward hand, afraid why should'st thou be;
Thou instrument of death, shame and despite,
Why should'st thou fear, with sharp and trenchaifiek
To cut the thread of this blood-guilty life? (LXXV)
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In other words, the knight is here addressing bisvard hand,” which killed the lady he
loved, in an apostrophe that dismembers the badst, least disowns a part of it. This
dismembering of the body makes it possible to atdome of its parts as if it was different
from the rest. The performance of apostrophe cemla read in the mode of an excuse
(“This hand she knows hath only sinned, not I,” XIQ)V On the constative level these lines
suggest that taking full responsibility over whattras done can only lead to the total
annihilation of the self (suicide), but the vergtféghat the address is posed as a rhetorical
question reveals that this is not a possible smiuior now. The self is also traumatized by the
sheer fact of its survival after having unwittinglfaughtered its love object. Such a feeling of

guilt leads to nightmares and a splitting of thié isethe process of mourning:

The ugly shades, dark night, and troubled air
In grisly forms her slaughter still present,
Madness and death about my bed repair,
Hell gapeth wide to swallow up this tent;
Swift from myself | run, myself | fear,

Yet still my hell within myself | bear. (LXXVII)

The only way to overcome such melancholia (as éustom between the dead and the living)
is to bury the beloved, and stabilize the confusietween the living and the dead: “For
where she buried is, there shall | have / A statahyb, a rich and costly grave.” (LXXIX)
Interestingly enough, the wording of these lingbdfe shall | have”) suggest that the burial
of the beloved also includes the burial of the,s#kating a linguistic excess that re-attaches
the subject to the dead. The confusion thus retagam, especially in the apostrophes that

take place when Tancred visits the body of Clorinda

LXXXI
When he came there, and in her breast espied
His handiwork, that deep and cruel wound,
And her sweet face with leaden paleness dyed,
Where beauty late spread forth her beams around,
He trembled so, that nere his squires beside
To hold him up, he had sunk down to ground,
And said, "O face in death still sweet and fair!
Thou canst not sweeten yet my grief and care:
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LXXXII
"O fair right hand, the pledge of faith and love?
Given me but late, too late, in sign of peace,
How haps it now thou canst not stir nor move?
And you, dear limbs, now laid in rest and ease,
Through which my cruel blade this flood-gate rove,
Your pains have end, my torments never cease,
O hands, O cruel eyes, accursed alike!

You gave the wound, you gave them light to strike.

The silent wound, “his handiwork” seems to shatterbody of Clorinda, and does not enable
the self to see, or address to the beloved as ewbrdy an enumeration of her “face in
death,” “fair right hand,” or “dear limbs,” whicm turn, can be apostrophized.

Finally it is Reverend Peter whose authoritativternpretation of the scene puts
Tancred’s mind at ease for a few moments. He $geesituation as a punishment from God

himself because the knight has strayed from hige“path”:

To worthy actions and achievements fit

For Christian knights He would thee home recall;
But thou hast left that course and changed it,

To make thyself a heathen damsel's thrall;

But see, thy grief and sorrow's painful fit

Is made the rod to scourge thy sins withal, (LXXXVI

The priest emphasizes the essential differencedegtWwancred and Clorinda (a “Christian
knight” and “a heathen damsel”), which disappedhedmoment the knight fell in love with
her. Such a discourse that suggests divine reimipbehind the traumatic event inserts it into

a meaningful context, and thereby manages to eelies effects of the trauma:

LXXXIX
This said, his will to die the patient
Abandoned, that second death he feared,
These words of comfort to his heart down went,

And that dark night of sorrow somewhat cleared,;
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Yet now and then his grief deep sighs forth sent,
His voice shrill plaints and sad laments oft reared
Now to himself, now to his murdered love,

He spoke, who heard perchance from heaven above.

However, there still is an excess of suffering lefTancred, which manifests itself
linguistically, ranging from “sighs,” “shrill plais,” “sad laments” as well as the addresses to
himself and “his murdered love.” At least he isling to let Clorinda go and lives up to his

promise and creates a tombstone fitting to the:lady

Meanwhile of his dear love the relics sweet,

As best he could, to grave with pomp he brought:
Her tomb was not of varied Spartan greet,

Nor yet by cunning hand of Scopas wrought,

But built of polished stone, and thereon laid

The lively shape and portrait of the maid. (XCIV)

The tombstone is thus “built of polished stone,t imstead of putting an epitaph on it that
talks to its reader (“Spartan greet”), the portfdively shape”) of the lady is placed on it,
suggesting a gap between the performance of laegarag) the portrait. Somehow language
proved ineffective, or rather, uncannily effectirememorializing the lady, so the silence of
the image is the only proper “epitaph.” Such artagyh also enables Tancred to see the body
of the beloved made whole again, after the destnudirought about by the wound. The
image on the stone puts it into metonymical refetiop with the beloved inside, allowing

Tancred to apostrophize it:

"O marble dear on my dear mistress placed!

My flames within, without my tears thou hast.

XCVII
"Not of dead bones art thou the mournful grave,
But of quick love the fortress and the hold,
Still in my heart thy wonted brands | have
More bitter far, alas! but not more cold;
Receive these sighs, these kisses sweet receive,
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In liquid drops of melting tears enrolled,
And give them to that body pure and chaste,
Which in thy bosom cold entombed thou hast.

Indeed it is odd to address a piece of stone, #iti§ act is motivated by the image etched into
its surface. The apostrophe also has a personiéfiiegt, the grave is a “bosom cold,” that is

able to transmit “these sighs, these kisses sweet.”

Repetitions

Soon, in Book XllI, Tancred is selected for an artant quest of exploring the
haunted forest “whose ugly shapes affray / Andtpdiight” the crusaders. Earlier, their foe,
the magician Ismeno, enchanted the trees, not thdeChristians use them to build more

siege machines:

"Keep you this forest well, keep every tree,
Numbered I give you them and truly told;

As souls of men in bodies clothed be

So every plant a sprite shall hide and hold,
With trembling fear make all the Christians flee,

When they presume to cut these cedars old:" (VIII)

By this act, we witness the return of a well-knowpos inJerusalem Deliveredvhich
Bellamy calls “the topos of the haunted, animigt@od where epistemological uncertainty
holds sway in the absence of any reality” initiabgd'the episode of the Avernus wood,” the
passageway to the Underworld, in Virgifeneid(Bellamy 215). The living woods also
appear in Book 3 of LucanRBharsaliag Canto XlIl of Dante’dnferng, as well as Canto 6 of
Ariosto’s Orlando Furioso Bellamy argues that while “for Virgil, Lucan, abante, the
topos of wounded trees is always thheimlichsite of dread and horror, for Ariosto the
topos is reduced to the occasion for comic absutdiBellamy 219, cf. Kennedy “Ariosto”
47-48) The relevance of this topos d@rusalem Liberatet even reinforced by the author’s
very name, Torquato Tasso, meaning “twisted yee/ tfBellamy 222).

The first obstacle Tancred needs to overcome ehé&gring these woods uncannily
familiar from other epics (Bellamy 225) is a pillafrfire, then a storm blocking his way to the

woods (XXXIII, XXXVI). These obstacles seem to segga borderline between the real
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world and the woods, which perhaps can be renaheecellm of the living and the dead.
Having overcome these obstacles, Tancred is freater the “forbidden wood” (XXXVII),
in which he finds a cypress tree with curious etghi

XXXV
At length a fair and spacious green he spied,
Like calmest waters, plain, like velvet, soft,
Wherein a cypress clad in summer's pride,
Pyramid-wise, lift up his tops aloft;
In whose smooth bark upon the evenest side,
Strange characters he found, and viewed them oft,
Like those which priests of Egypt erst instead

Of letters used, which none but they could read.

The characters thus seem unreadable at first ghinijpg soon he finds the part he can read:

XXXIX
Mongst them he picked out these words at last,
Writ in the Syriac tongue, which well he could,
"Oh hardy knight, who through these woods hastezhss
Where Death his palace and his court doth hold!
Oh trouble not these souls in quiet placed,
Oh be not cruel as thy heart is bold,
Pardon these ghosts deprived of heavenly light,

With spirits dead why should men living fight?"

The etchings on the tree read like an epitaph (t8pagreet”), as if on a tombstone,
addressing its reader from beyond the grave, flenipalace,” or the “court” of Death. The
writings equate the woods with the realm of theddehose address takes the form of a plea
to the living to “pardon” them. Just like the fmed the storm earlier, this text also tries to
ward off the possibly cruel and tragic encountdénieen the living and the dead (“With spirits
dead why should men living fight?”).

Jerusalem Liberatedtages here a scene of reading that redoublesote®

(non)reading of Virgil'sAeneidin Canto XIlII ofInferno. After Dante has plucked a splinter
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from a living tree, thereby causing pain to it, jisde addresses the “wounded soul” the

following way:

"Had he been able sooner to believe,”

My Sage made answer, "O thou wounded soul,
What only in my verses he has seen,

Not upon thee had he stretched forth his hand;

In other words, what made Dante hurt the tree ansuway was a lack of understanding of,
or a lack of belief in, its poetic predecessord {Bellamy 218). In Tasso’s epic, the text to
be read and understood is even more “availabl@atacred in the material etchings of the
tree he is about to tear down. However, like Danéeis not able to understand it, even

though the plea in the text is soon even reinfolned ghostly voice:

XL
This found he graven in the tender rind,
And while he mused on this uncouth writ,
Him thought he heard the softly whistling wind
His blasts amid the leaves and branches knit
And frame a sound like speech of human kind,
But full of sorrow grief and woe was it,
Whereby his gentle thoughts all filled were
With pity, sadness, grief, compassion, fear.

Even thought the voice fills the knight “With pityadness, grief, compassion, fear,” neither
the text, nor the voice is enough to stop him fmmitting the act that is described as even
crueler than killing Clorinda for the first time:

XLI
He drew his sword at last, and gave the tree
A mighty blow, that made a gaping wound,
Out of the rift red streams he trickling see
That all bebled the verdant plain around,
His hair start up, yet once again stroke he,
He nould give over till the end he found
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Of this adventure, when with plaint and moan,

As from some hollow grave, he heard one groan.

XLII
"Enough, enough!" the voice lamenting said,
"Tancred, thou hast me hurt, thou didst me drive
Out of the body of a noble maid
Who with me lived, whom late | kept on live,
And now within this woful cypress laid,
My tender rind thy weapon sharp doth rive,
Cruel, is't not enough thy foes to kill,

But in their graves wilt thou torment them still?

XLIN
"I was Clorinda, now imprisoned here,
Yet not alone within this plant | dwell,
For every Pagan lord and Christian peer,
Before the city's walls last day that fell,
In bodies new or graves | wot not clear,
But here they are confined by magic's spell,
So that each tree hath life, and sense each bough,

A murderer if thou cut one twist art thou."

Calling the etchings on the tree epitaphs was iddight, the tree is like “a hollow grave,”
supposedly “imprisoning” the spirit of Clorinda,camirroring her tomb “built of polished
stone” (Book 12, XCIV). Harkening back to Dantetd af tearing a splinter from a living tree
in Canto XIllII ofInferng, “from that splinter issued forth together / Betbrds and blood”
(Spitzer 88, cf. Bellamy 229, footnote 33), a vaices out from the “gaping wound” of the
tree, repeating “that deep and cruel wound” (BoRKLIXXXI) that Tancred himself has
inflicted on Clorinda. Hearing the other’s voicees®s to be tied to acts of violence in
Jerusalem Delivered

The episode that Freud uses for illustrating theonscious repetition compulsion in
Beyond the Pleasure Principig itself a repetition of the story from Danteggasting that in
Jerusalem Deliveredepetition does not only appear at the levehefdtory, but of poetic
diction as well. This compulsion to repeat is nsitated by the poetic conventions of
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imitatio, or following the models of great poetic antecddeandaemulatiq which also
involves “the attempt to surpass the model” (Pigra@)) turning poetic discourse into a site
of combat (Hope 85).

This plea or “plaint” (XLVI) can also be understoas the repetition on the level of
the story of the voice of the narrator which wanig to “warn” Tancred of the tragic mistake

he is about commit when he and Clorinda was fighitmBook 12:

Oh vanity of man's unstable mind,

Puffed up with every blast of friendly wind!

LIX
Why joy'st thou, wretch? Oh, what shall be thyn@ai
What trophy for this conquest is't thou rears?
Thine eyes shall shed, in case thou be not slain,
For every drop of blood a sea of tears:

The intrusion of the narrator’s voice here on el of discourse thus prefigures the voice
that cries out from the wound of the tree, bringamgethical consciousness into the story, the
need of which emerges out of the distance betweeamaiscient narratorial perspective and
the limited perspective of Tancred. This ethicahdad is only readable in retrospect, in the
temporality of dramatic irony. In the woods, in Bab3, the knight encounters a similar
ethical demand in the writing on the tree, buirgtfproves as unreadable as the narrator’s
foreshadowing intrusion to the scene of the du@ank 12. A little while later it becomes
readable, but it is still not available for undarsting. The sound or voice that accompanies
the reading of the text, “a sound like speech @han kind” (XL), fills Tancred “With pity,
sadness, grief, compassion, fear,” (XL) tellingled various emotional responses to another’s
suffering. However, this emotional understandingasshared by the rational mind: “once
again stroke he, / He nould give over till the dedound / Of this adventure” (XLI). In the
name of reaching “the end [...] of this adventuregh@red seems to disavow the ethical
knowledge, which amounts to “cruelty” and “murder'the discourse of the wound.

This reopening, or return, of the wound promptsu@ato read Tasso’s story as a

staging of the figure of the wound, as a parabliefvery terntrauma|...] For the

story of the movement from the original woundingddbrinda to the wounding of the
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tree can also be read as the story of the emergdéibe meaning of trauma from its

bodily referent to its psychic extension (Carutinclaimedl116, footnote 8.)

Both Freud’s and Caruth’s reading is contingentruth@ fact that Tancred has repeated his
earlier act of murder unwittingly again when he @eép into the tree. However, this reading,

however fascinating it is, might not be accurate:

XLVI
Thus his fierce heart which death had scorned oft,
Whom no strange shape or monster could dismay,
With feigned shows of tender love made soft,

A spirit false did with vain plaints betray;

In my reading, these lines reveal that the voigemaining from the wound is not, in fact,
Clorinda’s. A spirit disguised itself as the deadidved, to transmit the (ethical) message that
it meant to convey. From such a perspective, Talestory is less an allegory about
committing the same tragic act twice, which Freeads as the manifestation of the repetition
compulsion, then an allegory about a sense of lswouns guilt that cannot be redeemed by
the discourse of divine retribution, nor of divifoggiveness.

This is not the first time, though, that Tancredus Clorinda’s voice calling out for
him. He first encountered her in his dreams in Bb2k“so mourned, so slept the knight”
(XC),

XCI
And clad in starry veil, amid his dream,
For whose sweet sake he mourned, appeared the maid,
Fairer than erst, yet with that heavenly beam.
Not out of knowledge was her lovely shade,
With looks of ruth her eyes celestial seem
To pity his sad plight, and thus she said,
"Behold how fair, how glad thy love appears,

And for my sake, my dear, forbear these tears.

XCII
"Thine be the thanks, my soul thou madest flit
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At unawares out of her earthly nest,

Thine be the thanks, thou hast advanced it

In Abraham's dear bosom long to rest,

There still | love thee, there for Tancred fit

A seat prepared is among the blest;

There in eternal joy, eternal light,

Thou shalt thy love enjoy, and she her knight;

XCIIl
"Unless thyself, thyself heaven's joys envy,
And thy vain sorrow thee of bliss deprive,
Live, know | love thee, that | nill deny,
As angels, men: as saints may wights on live:"
This said, of zeal and love forth of her eye
An hundred glorious beams bright shining drive,
Amid which rays herself she closed from sigh,

And with new joy, new comfort left her knight.

In other words, Clorinda appears in Tancred’s detnforgive and, paradoxically, to thank
him for “advancing” her soul to Heaven through #oe of baptism. The trauma within the
story is thus made meaningful and redeemed byittewrse of divine forgiveness. The other
forgives the self, even in the face of her destonctThe Imaginary seems to heal the wound
caused by the Real: “Thus comforted he waked” (XCWfites Tasso.

There is an obvious disjunction between the twicathat we hear, the voice in the
dream, forgiving Tancred for what he did, and tb&e® resounding from the wound,
complaining and accusing the knight for an act&®jbst repeated. Are these two voices the
same? Freud iBeyond the Pleasure Principgeems to suggest that the voice is Clorinda’s,
showing his perspective closer to Tancred’s limkadwledge than to the omniscient point of
view of the narrator hinting at the acts of a “gBgalse” (XLVI). Read through this literary
example, Freud’s theory of trauma seems alwaya@rto speak from a traumatic situation it
set out to describ¥,verifying Caruth’s claims that

% LaCapra voices the same doubt about Caruth: “@hguage of literary theory—at least in Caruth’dastrof
this language—itself seems to repeat, whether eonsly or unconsciously, the disconcertingly opaque
movement of post-traumatic repetition in a seenaittgmpt to elucidate that moment.” (LaCapvating 184)
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the Tasso example suggests that the languageuofidgrdoes not simply originate in a
theoretical knowledge that stand outside of trabotamay emerge equally from

within its very experience. Yet this inner link iveten the experience of trauma and its
theory, or between the language of survivors aedahguage of theoretical
description, need not imply a lack of objectivitytauth, but the very possibility of
speaking from within a crisis that cannot simplykbewn or assimilated. (Caruth
Unclaimed116-17, footnote 8)

According to the dream, Clorinda is in Heavenstbhe is no longer within the reach
of Ismeno’s dark magic hastening the spirits ofuhderworld to inhabit the trees of the
woods (Book 13, VIII). This interpretation wouldggest that the voice speaking from the
tree is, indeed, not hers, but a voice which iskpg out of the residue of guilt that the
discourse of forgiveness could not eliminate froamdred’s soul. There might be another
reading, though, that questions the epistemologtedilis of the dream and interprets it only
as a wish fulfillment (a la Freud). In such an ustending, the dream is only an excuse
invented by Tancred’s mind to exonerate himseé#,firgiveness is only imaginary, and the
voice in the woods might be Clorinda’s, whose aatioas now seem all the harsher. The
problem is that we cannot decide whether an actuahly an imaginary forgiveness took
place, which decision could underlie an accuraaelirgy of the episode.

Through Ismeno’s act of “personifying” the trethge ethical potential implicit in the
rhetorical figure of prosopopeia can also be hitedy personification, the other—meant
both in the sense of a person, as well as theuesitiguilt that could not be redeemed by the
discourse of divine retribution or forgiveness—caturn to address the self, to forgive or to

accuse. That is the haunting experience that Tdiscaecount of his journey testifies to:

XLIX
"What would you more? each tree through all thabav
Hath sense, hath life, hath speech, like human, kind
| heard their words as in that grove | stood,

That mournful voice still, still | bear in mind

Tancred says “a witness true am I” (XLVII), butwdat? On the one hand, from Freud and
Caruth’s perspective, he is a witness to the retroastructure of trauma and the repetition
compulsion; on the other hand, the power of languagreate and exonerate guilt, as well as
the impossibility of absolution.
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Conclusions

From a postcolonial perspective it may be arghatldivine forgiveness and divine
retribution are both part of a Western religiousalkbgy that was used to justify the very
occurrence of the crusades. After all, Tasso’ epabout the crusades, and talks out of the
very same discourse (Tylus “Reasoning” 111). Suphrapective would also enable the critic
to understand Tancred’s unexplained and irresodvegsdidue of guilt as the return of this
cultural repressed, illustrating the hardly maskiedence of Catholicism advocating a
crusade. | think it was this inability or impotermfereligious discourse to act as a
metanarrative that could have resolved all the gmbes within the epic that led Tasso to
rewrite hisJerusalem Deliveredis “tainted romance” into the “godly epiderusalem
ConqueredTylus “Review” 1236).

Read through the tale of Tancred and Cloridéaysalem Deliverethus portrays the
crusades as an encounter with the other thatustated like trauma—very much like how
Suleri glosses the colonial situation through tee/\ssame metaphor. The residue of guilt
emerging in the story thus owes to a certain bksgrto the suffering of the other, the
unethical nature of which can only be properly dastated if the other takes the shape of
the dead beloved. While for Reverend Peter, Claritioe “heathen damsel” (Book 12,
LXXXVII), is otherness that needs to be eliminaged conquered, Tancred seeks to “love”
her, and feels utter guilt for unwittingly destrogiher. What Tancred did was, in a way, a
literalization of the aims of Reverend Peter’s digse. If we examine the relationship
between these two different modes of representiagther, it is obvious that the first
threatens to eclipse the latter, but even therannot redeem the residue of guilt emerging
from the traumatic encounter with the other.

At first glimpse, it seems odd that Freud and Garwho are interested in the ethical
potential invested in narratives of trauma showde an example taken from a work about the
crusades, which was predicated upon the destructitre other. In the end, Tasso’s epic
may speak from a discourse of violence peculig@dtholicism, but through the literary
qualities of his text, and especially in the allggabout the tragic love of Tancred and
Clorinda,Jerusalem Delivereth a deconstructive reading becomes one of théiginpritics
of the discourse it emerges from. This impliciticrsm can help us recover the ethical
resources which theoreticians of trauma theoryaoking for and which might help in the

“decolonization of trauma studies” that Michael Rwtrg is calling for.
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CHAPTER |V. DECONSTRUCTION AND LEGAL THEORY

DECONSTRUCTION, LAW AND LITERATURE

“The poet, according to the tradition which hasrguevailed
among us, and is accepted of all men, when helews on the
tripod of the muse, is not in his right mind; ligsdountain, he allows
to flow out freely whatever comes in, and his ainlg imitative,

he is often compelled to represent men of oppaé#gositions, and
thus to contradict himself; neither can he tell thiee there is more
truth in one thing that he has said than in anoffikeis is not the
case in a law; the legislator must give not twesuhbout the same

thing, but one only.” (Platdfhe Law}

This chapter of the dissertation aims to explae the relationship between
deconstruction, law and literature figures in tket$ of Shoshana Felman, Barbara Johnson
and Cathy Caruth. Felman’s most recent bddle Juridical Unconscioy®ffers two closely
interrelated models of law and literature: literatbeing a supplement to the law; and
literature constituting a rupture of the legal feamork. Johnson’s texts analyze this
relationship within the context of sexual politees well as of legal personhood, the study of
which proved to be crucial for Caruth’s “The Claiofg¢he Dead,” too. The various theories
these writers offer about the intricate and compéationship between deconstruction, law
and literature, | believe, have contributed amobpening up fascinating new possibilities in

our understanding of these notions.

Between Law and Literature

“To many,” write Drucilla Cornell, Michel Rosentebnd David Gray Carlson in the

introduction toDeconstruction and the Possibility of Just{¢©92),

the very title of this book [...] would seem to beatymoron. At least by its critics,
deconstruction has been associated with cynicisvartbthe very idea of justice.
Justice, so the story goes, demands reconstrucimeconstruction. [...] For them,
deconstruction purportedly undermines public reasgjects communitarian standards
of morality, mocks legality and denies even thesgmbty of shared reality given to us

in language.” (Cornell, Rosenfeld and Carlson, eds)
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The coordinate conjunction in the title (“and”) theeems as problematic here as it proved to
be in Felman’s analysis of psychoanalysisl literature, Jane Gallop’s reading of feminism
anddeconstruction, or Simon Critchley’s study of destouctionand ethics. For Felman the
coordination was, in fact, hiding subordinatioteflature was subordinated to
psychoanalysis). Gallop’s analysis of the “and’e&ed how feminism and deconstruction
had very different approaches to politics and stilyiy. Critchley also asked “what could
deconstruction possibly have to do with ethicsriajpam radically putting into question the
possibility of the latter?” (Critchlelgthics2) It is enough to swap “ethics” with “justice” in
this quote and we can begin to understand the yrtkiat certain thinkers feel when
deconstruction starts “meddling” with issues of lamd justic€” Indeed, deconstructicand
the possibility of justice is, for some criticsisttured like an oxymoron: their understanding
of deconstruction would never allow for the podgibof justice to emerge, as itis a
“cynical” discourse that “mocks legality,” dismisgj it as mere fiction. Caruth, in her
introduction toCritical Encounters: Reference and Responsibifitpeconstructive Writing
(1995)% identified these critical standpoints as stemnfing a misreading of
deconstruction in terms of its views on referentyal'the possibility that reference is indirect
seems to mean that we have no reliable accesp#mierce or to history and hence no basis
for political action or ethical decision.” (Carutimsistence” 1)

In reaction to these views, the aim of Cornells&deld and Carlson is to deepen “our
understanding of deconstruction and its relatioguestions of law and justice” and “to widen
the horizon of how justice can and should be cargze? (Cornell, Rosenfeld and Carlson,
eds. x) In a similar way, Caruth also asks, “In tmays could we define a politics or ethics
that derives from a position in which full undersdang is not possible?” (Caruth “Insistence”
1) In her view, the theories of reference that ted@nition or perception as their model,
“rather than assuring us access to reference glimsate the possibility of recognizing it
where it does not occur in preconceived concepéuais” (Caruth “Insistence” 3). This does

% Deconstructive philosophy did not leave legal Esdinaffected either, as Johnson argues “decatisinthas
had a career equal in controversy and importantigetcareer it has had in literary studies, palditythrough
the work of what has been called Critical Legald&#s. The Critical Legal Studies movement, whiabktehape
during the 1970s, has been described by Mark Tugtsn®osely organized around ‘three propositidisua

law: that it is in some interesting sense indetaatd; that it can be understood in some interestagby

paying attention to the context in which legal demis are made; and that in some interesting dansis
politics.” Critical Legal Studies thus bring togettthe questions raised by deconstruction andigatlitritique.”
(JohnsonWake37) Jack M. Balkin notes that the implicit philpsical problem involved in legal deconstruction
was that to use deconstruction “lawyers would havadapt it so that it could serve a critical andnmative
function” (Balkin 721), which largely neutralizets icritical potential.

% Interestingly enough, both books originate in 1986construction and the Possibility of Justigeows out of
a symposium entitleBeconstruction and the Possibility of Justibeld at the Benjamin N. Cardozo School of
Law on October 1-2, 1989” (vii), whil€ritical Encounters'emerged from a conference” that “took place in
April 1989, under the title »Deconstruction Revielwe (vii)
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not mean, however, that the impossibility of knogventails revoking the claims of
responsibility, quite the contrary, “the demandr@sponsible action arises most urgently in
the impossibility of a pregiven self-understandancgnowledge.” (Caruth “Insistence” 5)
Probably the most essential disagreement betwessndtruction and legal discourse
flows from their different concepts of consciousne&/hile deconstruction focuses on
moments with rational discourse where consciousfadtess (blind spots, aporias), in
Felman’s view, the law is “traditionally callingrfeonsciousness and cognition to arbitrate
between opposing views, both of which are in pplecavailable to consciousness” (Felman
Juridical 4), and is in principle, ahistorical, universagélfanJuridical 11). Yet all the papers
collected inCritical Encountersas well adeconstruction and Possibility of Justiage
interested in the blind spots that inevitably residthin the discourse of the law, given its

textual nature as a narrative (Brooks “Law” 14@dediscourse thus

finds itself either responding to or unwittinglywlved with processes that are
unavailable to consciousness or to which conscesssis purposefully blind. What
has to be heard at court is precisely what canaeatrticulated in legal language. [...]
the law has quite conspicuously and remarkablgvis structural (professional)

unconscious. (Felmajuridical 4-5)

We could hypothesize that legal discourse itseémrgmd out of the need to settle undecidable
matters, yet it seems to contain certain symptangdiments that disrupt its authority. To
point these out, like Felman, Johnson or Carutls diedar from dismissing it as an
unnecessary institution: it means that we can gamore profound insight into the nature of
law when we examine it in the moments it eludescmusness, where it does not occur as
sense. These moments are associated by Felmam lgsridry occurring at the heart of the
legal. It can be suggested that, much like psychiyars, literature functions as an
unconscious of the law, dismantling its blind spantd rethinking the judgment it passes.
Both Paul Gewirtz and Peter Brooks in their intrciibns toLaw’s Stories: Narrative
and Rhetoric in the Laywroblematize in a Felmanian/Gallopian/Critchleyashion the
conjunction between law and literature, as it maynote different approaches: “It is no
secret that »law and literature« has become songetifia movement, a subject addressed in
scholarly journals and even an occasional law dotmarse. But the rubric covers different
uses of thatand «” (Brooks “Law” 14, emphasis added) Brooks andvi primarily
differentiate between two separate models: ‘flaWterature,” which basically means a
thematic approach to the representations of tharditerary texts (Gewirtz 3, Brooks “Law”
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14, FelmanJuridical 55, 192); and “lavas literature,” which examines legal texts with the
help of methods developed by literary theory aniicgm (Gewirtz 4, Brooks “Law” 15,
FelmanJuridical 55, 192-194§’

In Felman’s view, the problem with thematic intetations is that they are
“essentially conservative of the integrity andlod stable epistemological boundaries of the
two fields” (FelmanJuridical 55), they submit literature to the mastery ofgalgerspective,
reducing literature to a mere illustration of taevl Most often, these approaches are
examples of what Robert Eaglestone has calledrégaings,” for which “language is
transparent, a window through which the world agde, actions and events can be seen.”
(Eaglestone 3) Such an approach that reduces lgagaa mere instrument might satisfy law
scholars, but it leaves much to be desired faeaaliy critic.

Brooks argues that law, just like literature, @snprised of language (Brooks “Law”
14), and can thus be analyzed with the tools famitom literary theory. The critical
vocabulary for reading language as rhetoric has bsest radically broadened by
deconstructive criticism, or “graphi-reading,” whitprioritises language, text and reading
over a nostalgia for the human” (Eaglestone 4)s Hpproach has led to a reconsideration of
legal hermeneutics, and the various “rhetoricanmtetations of legal opinions, statutes and
legal texts,” as well as, for example, “narratobagiinterpretations of legal storytelling”
(FelmanJuridical 192, 193). However, this model also runs the thsk the law is swallowed
up by literature, which might also entail the lo$sts persuasive and performative powers—
that is precisely why critics opposed to deconsionccondemn it as “cynical.”

Felman, Johnson and Caruth’s approaches to thstign®f law and literature can be
regarded as belonging mostly to the latter categetywith certain limitations. As Felman

explains her approach rhe Juridical Unconsciouthe following way:

My approach here will be different. | will compaadrial to a text. My starting point
will be their comparably real and comparably asthagimpact the striking

similarity of their historical reception. | will pceed, then, to compare the trial’s and
the text’s narratives of crime and trial. This japosition between legal facts and

literary facts is, admittedly, quite bold. Its reda will be assessed by the surprises it

%" For a nuanced history of the relationship betwaenand literature, see C.R.B. Dunlop’s “Literat@widies

in Law Schools” and Brook Thomas's “Reflectionstba Law and Literature Revival.” There have been
attempts to address this subject in Hungariarcatitliscourse too, for example the 2007/2 issuagitim
Aequum Salutarwvas devoted to “law and literature.” This fieldinfjuiry is still relatively new here and has not
received the critical attention it deserves (Sirdi@h although there are researchers, like Tamay Nagttila
Simon, whose essays provide a good introductidghdstudy of law and literature. This chapter &f th
dissertation also wants to contribute to these t@shia Hungary by introducing the theoretical ihsgyof

Felman, Johnson and Caruth.
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reserves. The ground for juxtaposition will be réfere, not just an analogy of theme
(of meaning) but an analogy of impact. | read thpact (of the trial, of the text) as
itself asymptonof the (unarticulated) meaning, or as itself pdithe evidence
presented by the case. (Felndamidical 55)

Felman’s grounds for comparing law and literatin@cped from both their thematic
preoccupations and their impact (which need natdmescious at all) within their legal or
literary context, which is symptomatic of the ofi@mgrasped meaning of the case. In her
approach, legal and literary texts mutually illuati® and displace each other—in surprising
ways—through their different views of language tohie, trauma and subjectivity. In this
chapter | will examine two examples of the relasioip of literature and law that Felman
proposes: in the first instance, literature becomsspplement to the law; in the second
example, literature appears in legal discourseraptare.

This element of surprise that we find in Felmanyhat Harold Schweizer also
emphasized in Johnson’s approach to the interogistiip between law and literature:
“aesthetic and textual concerns are then perhagpgrprising ways applicable to the political
situation” (JohnsoiVake82). As Johnson explains, “certain political peshk are based on
rhetorical structures or are thoroughly shapedamidetermined by rhetorical structures.”
(JohnsonNake81-82) | have already written extensively aboetfigure of abortion which
proved crucial in Johnson’s dislocation of decangton and feminism. In this chapter | will
also address her other essays dealing with thiearedhip between law and literature,
especially “Anthropomorphism in Lyric and Law,” vahi essay can be regarded as a
rewriting of Paul de Man’s “Anthropomorphism andjbe in the Lyric,” as well as her own
“Apostrophe, Animation and Abortion.” Caruth’s “Ti@&aims of the Dead: History, Haunted
Property, and the Law” deepens Felman’s understgnafithe relationship between legal
discourse, trauma, history and literature througbaaling of Honoré de BalzadZolonel
Chabert(1832), which in her interpretation becomes aagalty of “how the law, in this tale,
at the same time comes to recognize, and failg falcomprehend, the legacy of a traumatic
history.” (Caruth “Claims” 421)

Literature as the Rupture of the Legal Framework

Felman and Dori Laub$estimonywas a unique book in the sense that it opened up a
whole new discourse for talking about trauma, mstnd literature. Its double perspective
focusing on psychoanalysis and literature initiatedether with Caruth’$rauma:
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Explorations in Memorywhat we now call trauma studies. As a “sequelléstimonyThe
Juridical Unconsciousrgues that in “the past half-century, two worksdamarked what can
be calledconceptual breakthroughe our apprehension of the Holocaust” (Felndandical
106): Hannah Arendt’Eichmann in Jerusaleifi963) and Claude Lanzmanr8hoah(1985).

Felman believes that

We needed trials and trial reports to bring a cianscclosure to the trauma of the watrr,
to separate ourselves from the atrocities andstinicg to demarcate and draw a
boundary around, a suffering that seemed both ungrathd unbearable. Law is a
discipline of limits and of consciousness. We nedduits to be able both to close the
case and to enclose it in the past. Law distarieesiblocaust. Art brings it closer. We
needed art — the language of infinity — to moumnltsses and to face up to what in
traumatic memory is not closed and cannot be cldsestiorically, we needed law to
totalize the evidencégptalizethe Holocaust and, through totalization, to diart
apprehend its contours and its magnitude. Histllyioae needed art to start to
apprehend and to retrieve what the totalizationléf@®ut. Between too much
proximity and too much distance, the Holocaust bezotoday accessible, 1 will
propose, precisely in this spacesbppage between law and aBut it is also in this
space of slippage that its full grasp continuesltie us. (Felmaduridical 107)

Felman inTestimonyhas already begun exploring how Lanzmann’s filrhich is “about the
relation between art and witnessin@grelman and Laub 205), tries to reclaim a voethe
witness through a multitude of personal testimonsated in many different languages. The

author finds a legal parallel f&hoahin the 1961 Eichmann Trial and claims that

Law is a language of abbreviation, of limitatiorddntalization. Art is a language of
infinity and of the irreducibility of fragments,language of embodiment, of
incarnation, and of embodied incantation or endiegmic repetition. Because it is
by definition a discipline of limits, law distancds Holocaust; art brings it closer.
(FelmanJuridical 153)

While the Nuremberg Trial of 1945-46 chose to djard the personal testimonies of
survivors in order to establish the case agairesN#zi leaders purely on the basis of
documents, “the Eichmann trial chose to rely extahg on witnesses as well as documents
to substantiate its case” (Felmauridical 133). Seen in such a light it becomes
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understandable that the Nuremberg Trial had mdheeince on international jurisprudence,
creating the precedents of “crimes against humaffgimanJuridical 1, 134, cf. Menyhért
65), while the Eichmann Trial had more impact oleabive memory (Felmaduridical 134),
creating for the first time the collective narratiof the Holocaust and a new language of
recuperation (Felmaduridical 123, 127, cf. Sun, Peretz, Baer, eds. 399).

In Felman'’s interpretation the Eichmann trial iqmanated a “literary” moment: a
witness, K-Zetnik, himself a writer, fainted at théness stand while giving a testimony. In
Arendt’s interpretation, this scene can be regafdedgymptomatic of the general misfire of
the trial” (FelmanJuridical 140), while Felman reads it, like the judge of thse, as “a
profoundly meaningful and not a senseless mometteofrial” (FelmanJuridical 156),
where the body as an other “spoke” and disruptedahonal discourse of the law
(Rottenberg 1099, Murav 236):

The writer’s collapse can be read as a parableeotollapse of language in the
encounter between law and trauma. It reveals thety as a dimension of silence in
the courtroom, a dimension of speechless embodjmdmth brings to the fore
through the very failure of words the importanceha witness’s body in the
courtroom. Thus, the Eichmann trial includes thisaehsion of the body’s collapse as
a legally meaningful dimension. (Felmauridical 9)

This scene also reflects the different relationgifaw and literature to trauma and
testimony, and thus they are condemned to misutatet®ach other. K-Zetnik’'s body
“speaks” here inasmuch as it falls to silence rm&ing, in a subversive “literary moment,”
the legal procedure, showing what the law is untbtgrasp: “law’s story focuses on
ascertaining the totality of facts and events. $story focuses on what is different from, and
more than, that totality.” (Felmaluridical 152) This is one of the most important insights
gained by Felman from the Eichmann trial: the et its interpretation testifies to the
centrality of “the expressionless” (she is usingldfaBenjamin’s term here from “The
Storyteller”) within the case, and attributes legeaning and significance to a moment that

seemed to subvert the legal frame (Felmanidical 165)°®

% The “expressionless” is not only attributablehe silence of K-Zetnik, but in Felman’s view, whicain also
be traced in Arendt’s book, which can also be @sad work of mourning for Walter Benjamin.
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Literature as a Supplement to Law

Felman’sThe Juridical Unconsciougicks the thread up whefe@stimonyhad left off,
focusing on “the hidden link between trials anditnas” (Felmaruridical 1), the question of
how the voice of the witness can be reclaimed afteaumatic event that was structured by
its annihilation. Yet it presents the argument meav context that remained mostly implicit in
Testimonyshe explores how a legal perspective can refieoh the complex relationship
between trauma and recovery. In other words thé& Eotying to understand “the relation
between law and literature and between law andraaand [...] the dialectic between social
injury and justice” (FelmaMadness). In “The Return of the Voice: Claude Lanzmann’s
Shoaly’ art provided a way for reclaiming the missingosof the witness, whil&he
Juridical Unconsciousritically “examines the cultural conviction théetlaw sutures the
wounds of collective violence” (Sun, Peretz andrBads. 9). Felman believes that each trial
“Is related to an injury, a trauma for which it cpemsates and which it attempts to remedy
and overcome” (Felmaburidical 60), in other words, it is through judgment that oulture
tries to integrate into a meaningful discoursesyrabolic (and most of the time all so real)

violence done by traumatic events:

As a pattern inherited from the great catastropimeisthe collective traumas of the
twentieth century, the promised exercise of legsiige—of justice by trial and by
law—nhas become civilization’s most appropriate arabt essential, most ultimately

meaningful response to the violence that wound&#&manJuridical 3)

Austin Sarat also writes in his response to Felsmamdrk that “It is the distinctive work of
law to confront the catastrophic and to try tooesisense to a shattered world.” (Sun, Peretz
and Baer, eds. 390)

In an ideal case, a trial “is supposed to be pefcis translation of the traunmao
consciousnhesdgFelmandJuridical 122, cf. 150¥° in Felman’s view, however, the law in
general, or trials in particular, cannot fully igtate or “translate” traumas within its discourse
which results in “the trauma inadvertently repewg]iitself as an unconscious legal memory
under the conscious legal process” (Felmamndical 85, 146, cf. Rottenberg 1099). The law

also has its unconscious and its blind spots,rbtite author’s interpretation this blindness

% Harriet Murav glosses these terms the following:wa@rauma, a devastating, hidden psychical wound,
remains unavailable to consciousness, but nonethsfalls over into conscious life, making its effeknown
by symptomatic repetition. Trials, in contrast, ldegh what is known, clear, and subsumable undé&onal
categories, and most importantly, bring conflictslosure.” (Murav 234)
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goes well beyond the emblematic figure of the blindtitia in front of whom everyone is
equal (Felmaduridical 80)1%°

Precisely such a repetition of trauma happeneldar. J. Simpson case as well,
which was heralded in the media as the “trial ef¢kntury.” In 1994 Simpson was accused
of killing his ex-wife, Nicole Brown-Simpson andrh@mpanion, Ronald Goldman (Felman
Juridical 194). From this moment on, the trial was broadpesttlike a soap opera, attracting
a massive number of viewers, up until October 1M@B8n the jury unanimously acquitted
Simpson from under the charges. The legal procetiorgever, did not end here, as the
family members of the victims initiated a civil adguit which ruled in 1997 that the accused
was responsible for the death of the victims, aad laable for paying damages, despite
having been acquitted from the charge of homicatéer. The verdict was also upheld by the
appeals court in 2001 (Felmdaaridical 194).

During the trial, both the defense, and the prosesuntended to locate the
significance of the events in broader contextsptlosecution emphasized the domestic
violence aspect of the case, while the defenseedrggainst the implicit racism of the legal

system:

On the side of the prosecution, the issue that ntaddéaim in court became the
trauma of abused women, and on the side of thenglefehe issue that imposed itself
was yet another trauma, here again the massivefiaate: the trauma of being black

in America. (Felmaduridical 4)

Two “competing traumas,” “that of race and thagehder” (Felmaduridical 91, Rottenberg
1098, Murav 235) emerged during the trial, howewethe end, only one of them could be
recognized in front of the law. The law could nat kemain blind to the fact that these two
discourses that define the subject (gender and hesterically came into existence with an
implicit reference to each other (McClintock 68,0dnoba 161, ButleBodies181, 182). The
jury’s verdict chose “race solidarity” (Felmdaridical 91), and had to ignore the domestic
violence, symbolically repeating the murder of ¥itim through the erasure of her
perspective (Felmabduridical 77). This necessary blindness of the legal prasedas often

been criticized ever since.

10«3ystice, as is well known, is customarily repreed as a blindfolded goddess (see Raphael’s fiasstice).
In this concrete image, the blindness stands afseofor impartiality. The metaphor of the blindne$gustice
has been underscored by the vocabulary of legaddllsm: an impartial constitution is often presdne be
color-blind as well as gender-blind.” (Felmauridical 200, footnote 31)
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Tolstoy’sThe Kreutzer Sonataad a similar feverish impact on nineteenth-century
Russia like the Simpson trial had at the end otwentieth-century (Felmaluridical 66-
67). As opposed to Simpson, there was no doubfTiblatoy’s protagonist, Pozdnyshev killed
his wife for her supposed infidelity. During higaty he was acquitted “since his crime is
deemed to be a crime of passion caused by theyabtrahis wife.” (Felmaruridical 74) It
seems that patriarchy has an “unwritten rule,” tprarogative” for betrayed husbands to Kkill
their infidel wives and their lovers, revealing‘amvisible relation between marriage and
domestic violence.” (Felmaiuridical 79) However, the conclusion of the legal casendid
mean the end of the story as the main charactegtitdahat justice was never able to
understand the “essence” of the events: the tracmap between the sexes, which coulc only
momentarily be covered over by marital love andd({Felmarduridical 88-89). Felman
believes that “Both verdicts,” Simpson’s and Poztey’s, “are in turn traumatic in that they
deny, in fact, the very trauma that the trial wapposed to remedy(FelmanJuridical 81)

If “Law relates to history through trauma” (Felmauridical 84), reading Felman’s
The Juridical Unconsciousiakes us realize that the most crucial figure higkaw and
literature is the notion of trauma, too. Yet lawdditerature offer two very different ways of

relating to traumas:

Another dimension through which | read the cultighificance of these historic
trials is the complementary dimension of literatlrigerature emerges from the very
tension between law and trauma as a compellingeziial, correlative yet differential
dimension of meaning. An encounter between lawliég@dture—understood in new
ways and methodologically conceived in utterly ngstomary terms—will thus
beckon in the background of these trials. | anatiigeways in which the testimony of
some literary writers in the face of trauma anthmface of the events of law
corroborates and complements the testimony ofriliescand the thinkers, the
theorists of trauma. | will show how [...] in everylturally symptomatic and
traumatic case, legal meaning and literary meaneugssarily inform and displace
each other. The complexity of culture, | submiteaflies in the discrepancy between
what culture can articulate as legal justice andtvtharticulates as literary justice.

What indeed is literary justice, as opposed tallagstice? How does literature
do justice to the trauma in a way the law does orotannot?

Literature is a dimension of concrete embodimeutalanguage of infinitude
that, in contrast to the language of the law, esgkpes not closure but precisely what
in a given legal case refuses to be closed andot&enclosed. It is to this refusal of
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the trauma to be closed that literature does jasfibe literary writers in this book
thus stand beyond or in the margin of the legadwle, on the brink of the abyss that
underlies the law, on whose profundity they fixithesion and through whose

bottomlessness they reopen the closed legal deslengnJuridical 8)

When Felman aims “to illuminate legal obscuritigghvliterary insights and to reflect on
ambiguities the trial has left by using textualiss that will turn out (surprisingly) to be quite
relevant to them” (Felmaburidical 55), she is implicitly also suggesting that wheahained
unresolved by law manifests itself as an excedscraonly be narrated as literature.

She later writes that

A trial and a literary text do not aim at the sakmal of conclusion, nor do they strive
toward the same kind of effect. A trial is presunietbe a search for truth, but,
technically, it is a search for a decision, andsth essence, it seeks not simply truth
but a finality: a force of resolution. A literargxt is, on the other hand, a search for
meaning, for expression, for heightened signifiearmnd for symbolic understanding.
(FelmandJuridical 55)

Law tries to provide closure and resolution, but oaly temporarily cover up the gap in the
depth, while literature, as a supplement to the am expose the “abyss between the sexes”
or the “abyss between the races” (Felrdaridical 90) in its most radical form (Felman
Juridical 95, cf. Rottenberg 1102):

the purpose of the literary text is, on the contrém show or to expose again the
severance and the schism, to reveal once moreptv@rg, the hollowness of the
abyssto wrench apart what was precisely covered oversed or covered up by the
legal trial. The literary text casts open the abyss so at tasllook, once more, into

its depth and see its bottomlessness. (Felinadical 95)

In the concept of literature above, we again retmgRelman’s notion db chose littéraire
an aspect of literature that cannot be fully grdspihin a critical narrative, creating an
excess that threatens to subvert critical accolnksle Felman elsewhere associated
literariness with rhetoric, or irony, here literagigets an ethical function as well, speaking
about a residue of guilt that could never be fudlgolved within legal discourse. From this
perspective, it is worth considering the “Afterwbedtached tolr'he Kreutzer Sonatas well,
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which is somehow neglected in Felman’s reading. aftexword was attached to the text,
because of the “confusing” meaning of the storysiy wrote that “I have received, and
continue to receive, a great deal of letter fromgbde | don’t know asking me to explain in
clear and simple terms, what | think about the eciopf the story” (Tolstoy 163). However,
by “explaining the story,” it transformed the raaliinsights of the tale into a moral allegory,
limiting its interpretive possibilities, resemblitige closure necessitated by legal discourse.
The case of the afterword also points out a probigmarent in the relationship between
literature and criticism: in the movement fromiéwire to theory, the “literariness” of the text
often disappears.

Interestingly enough, Johnson'’s first text dealwith law and literature can be found
in The Critical Differencewhich contains a chapter on Herman Melville’sgematicBilly
Budd which imagines the relationship between law dieddture in terms similar to
Felman’s: literature opens up and becomes a sujgpleto the legal closure of the narrative.
The story in Johnson’s interpretation stages “Wisted relations between knowing and
doing, speaking and killing, reading and judgin@jekt make political understanding and
action so problematic.” (Johns@ritical 108) “Melville’s Fist: The Execution dilly Budd’
thus connects the notion of unreadability and amibigvith questions of politics as well as
judgment. She argues that it is “by means of masrepof gaps in knowledge and of
discontinuities in action that the plot Billy Buddtakes shape” (Johns@ritical 95), leading
to the protagonist’s crime and subsequent execufibe impact of the story stems from the
incongruity between two different modes of narratiagllegory and legal discourse: the
allegorical encounter between good and evil (Biygl Claggart) is thus overwritten by legal
discourse that represents Billy’s fatal act as@rofinsubordination against authorifyf.
However, the obvious discrepancy between theseraaes of discourse that shape the
outcome of the narrative returns to haunt the nesagled the critical reception of the tale. One
of the key interpretive moments of the tale revelpeecisely around Captain Vere’s very
harsh verdict: “Judgment, however difficult, isailly the central preoccupation of Melville’s
text, whether it be the judgment pronounbgd/ere oruponhim.” (JohnsorCritical 101) In
fact, the history of the tale’s reception can bétem based on how the critics regarded Vere’s
judgment (Johnso@ritical 101). Relying on strict martial laws stemming fréme urgency
of the historical situation, Vere’s rationale fas ldecision reveals the law as less “an

191 Johnson notes how critics frequently associatdlgl ®ith good and Claggart with evil (Johns@mitical 98-
99) and “For many readers, the function of Capt&nre has been to provide »complexity« and »realityan
otherwise »oversimplified« allegorical confrontatigJohnsorCritical 98), and “to insert »ambiguity« into the
story’s »oversimplified« allegorical oppositionJohnsorCritical 105)
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absolute, timeless, universal law,” but “a histatiphenomenon” (Johnsd@ritical 100)%2
In Johnson’s view, “Judgment, then, would seenrtoigd itself in a suspension of the
opposition between textuality and referentialityonsorCritical 104), and its function is
“to convert an ambiguous situation into a decidaivle” (JohnsorCritical 105).

Law thus moves from cognition to performance, \utperformance is “nothing less
than the wielding of the power of life and deatbubh language.” (Johns@ritical 102)
However, this decision is contingent upon a “repias of ambiguity” (Johnso@ritical 106),
which reveals judgment as an essentially politcdlleaving behind an insistent residue to
meaning that paradoxically makes the closure néag=s by the law impossible. Johnson
believes that “what Melville shows Billy Buddis that authority consists precisely in the
impossibility of containing the effects of its owpplication” (Johnsogritical 108), which is
most apparent in the triple ending of the storg @hding proper; the story recounted in a
naval chronicle that reverses the roles of Claggadit Billy; and a ballad about the Handsome

Sailor):

far from totalizing itself into intentional finalit the story in fact begins to repeat itself
retelling itself first in reverse, and then in v@r$he ending not only has no special
authority: it problematizes the very idea of auitydoy placing its own reversal in the
pages of an “authorized” naval chronicle. To entbigepeat, and to repeat is to be
ungovernably open to revision, displacement, amdreal. The sense of Melville’s
ending is to empty the ending of any privilegedtoalrover sense. (Johns@ritical

81)

Even though legal discourse is introduced to theysas a counterpoint to the allegorical
narrative, it fails to contain the tension thatrisated by these two different modes of
discourse, leaving the story open-ended and pmnepetition™®* In Billy Budd literature
becomes a powerful supplement to law, its uniqueachemerging from the blind spots of
legal discourse. Similarly to Felman, Johnson bebehat whereas law enacts “the forcible

transformation of ambiguity into decidability” (JuonCritical 107), “literature can best be

192 The role of history is ambiguous both within théetand its history: “The ultimate irony in thegtas thus

that our final judgment of [Captain Vere] the veeader who takes history into consideration is made
problematic by the intervention of history; by thistorical accident of the author’s death” (JohnGoitical

102), which left the story unfinished.

193 Johnson notes that “Interestingly enough, reviitsiseems to constitute not onBilly Budds ending but

also its origin: the&Someramutiny case, which commentators have seen asa s@jrrce for the story, had been
brought back to Melville’s attention at the timeuwas writingBilly Budd by two opposing articles that reopened
and retold the Somers case, forty-six years dfefdct, in precisely antithetical terms.” (John§bitical 151-
152, footnote 7) She is referring here to the flaat the legal impasse in the story was looselgébaon the real
and widely debated problem that had confronted &iaptlackenzie of the U. S. brigomersn 1842.” (lves 31)
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understood as the place where impasses can bak@ppened for examination, where
guestions can be guarded and not forced into agitemvalidation of the available
paradigms” (JohnsoReminist13).

Law and Sexual Politics

In the first chapter dflother Tongues‘Correctional Facilities,” Johnson is
contemplating the relationship between law andditge through a reading of Plato’s
banning of poets from the Republic, as well asttia¢s of Gustave Flaubertidadame
Bovaryand Charles Baudelairel$he Flowers of EvilWhereas literature is traditionally
defined as exempt from legal judgment, here théofmmmous” sphere of aesthetics is
condemned and censored by the law. To be ableniecon these literary pieces, legal
discourse must posit them as having direct referémt¢he outside world, even though the
notion of I'art pour I'art aimed to separate thalne of aesthetics from any sort of reference to
the outside world (Johnsdother 3), constituting an “ivory tower” of art. Johnsmentifies
the central anxiety of the law over Baudelaire’tumte of poetry in sexual difference in
general, and lesbianism in particutdt“what is censored in the Western tradition derived
from Plato is always the fact of sexual differefi¢gohnsonMother4) The prosecutor Pinard
was worried about “what will happen to public dexewith the mass circulation” (Johnson
Mother7) of “immoral” texts like Baudelaire'§he Flowers of EvilRita Felski inThe
Gender of Modernitjas already called our attention to the problefmegresenting mass
culture as female, secondary, supplementary, dmasdn’'s analysis in this chapter adds
further depth to the interrelationship of sexualést, economy, society and the technologies
of reproduction in the age of Frenatodernité Talking about Benjamin’s reading of
Baudelaire, Felski claims that “the lesbian’s stada heroine of the modern derived from her
perceived defiance of traditional gender rolesulloa subversion of ‘natural’
heterosexuality and the imperatives of biologiegroduction.” (Felsk0) Seen in this light,
the punishment against the Baudelaire (he hadyt@p@me and remove some poems from the
volume) can be regarded as a way of assuming ¢egdtol over the “excesses” not only of
female sexuality (lesbianism), but female read@rsisiwell. As Johnson suggests, because of
the fact that sexual difference “leaves a residuegs to be legislated” (Johnsdother 24).

In other words, female desire—should we encouniarthe form of lesbianism, or in Emma
Bovary’s marital infidelity—must be made normatigeippressed under the guise of

compulsory heterosexuality and motherhood.

104 One of the subtitles afhe Flowers of Evitould have been “Les Lesbiennes.”
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These trials thus tried to regulate what remaimg an implicit subtext in Johnson’s
reading ofBilly Budd the story is also structured by homosocial ddkiag fails to
correspond to, and exceeds the traditional modes»aal difference (Segdwick 92).
Literature in this train of thought becomes thegmary space where the licentiousness of
sexual desire might gain representation and heénmeseds to be censored and regulated. In
The Kreutzer Sonatéhe law was unable properly to respond to théemice between the
sexes; the law in Baudelaire’s trial becomes a ativ@ force that tries to contain the
ambiguities that emerge from homosocial desirgiliby reintegrating it within the confines
of compulsory heterosexuality and marital blissqinkon’s reading of the vicissitudesTdfe
Flowers of Evilreveals a symptomatic constellation of law aretditure when both
discourses encounter issues of gender and dese:again, the verdict passed by the law
proves to be less than impartial and inherentlytipal.

One of Johnson’s strangest contribution to thati@iship between law and literature
is “Double Mourning and the Public Sphere” openliige Wake of DeconstructioShe
relates in the final part of the essay that sheas&sd by thélarvard Law Reviewo respond
to an essay entitled “A Postmodern Feminist Legahi¥ésto” by Mary Joe Frug. Even
though this text was left unfinished because ofatignor’'s brutal murder near hear home on
April 4, 1991, the editors of thdarvard Law Revievdecided to publish it in its fragmented
form, followed by the responses of Johnson, Rutk&@nd Martha Minow. (Johnson
Feminist183, JohnsokVake37, 42) Mary Joe Frug's death “textually” occurghe middle
of a sentence she was writing, leaving a gap irtéhrthat Johnson calls “the lesbian gap”
(JohnsonNake38):

Women who might expect that sexual relationshipgh wiher women could

[to be completed by:

economic and security incentives which make a rpatener more advantageous for
non-sexual reasons than a same-sex partner for wmqoueoted by Johnsdreminist
191, JohnsokVake39-40)

This “lesbian gap” testifies to a “return of histbwery much like we find in de Man’s
“Shelley Disfigured”: the text being “molded by aotual occurrence” (de Mdrhetoric

120), which interrupts the writing process, revaglileath as “a displaced name for a
linguistic predicament” (de MaRhetoric81, quoted by Johnsdake38). From Johnson’s
essay it becomes obvious that these are preclselyaps that legal discourse cannot tolerate
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(JohnsonNake39): for example her question posed in the esBay/‘does this gap signify?”
has constantly been changed during the editinggpiire to ask “What does this gap mean?”
(JohnsorWake38, Johnsofreminist191) This systematic rewriting of Johnson’s &t

points out the fact that

law review writing is a resistance to opening u@meg as a question, as a non-given,
as a bafflement, as the possibility that what iended and what is readable might not
be the same. [...] The ideology of law review stylewd thus seem to attempt to
create a world saturated with meaning, intentiol, @nsciousness—without

discontinuities or gaps. (JohnsWake39)

Johnson included some of her points about this icasé€The Alchemy of Style and Law” in
The Feminist Differencavhere the latter sentence reads: “The ideolodgwfreview style
attempts to create a world saturated with meamutout gaps, and, indeedoubtless
without lesbians (JohnsorFeministl174, emphasis added) Legal style thus believe$ wha

Caruth has called

the assumption that experience is constitutedrgelpart by self-awareness and thus
by meaningful perception, that history is availgienarily as the completed
knowledge of a past, that political and ethicalisieas can and do arise only from a

position of understanding and self-understandi@grth “Insistence” 1)

As opposed to such views, deconstructive critiggoblematizes meaning, intention as well
as consciousness. It conceives of meaning as aaueasther than a given, brackets
intention as the only source of meaning, showsuhderstanding can occur even where
consciousness is absent. Making this “lesbian gagéningful by completing it would imply
its reinscription within the system of compulsostdérosexuality (JohnsaiVake40), a
reinscription which is made impossible by Mary Foeg’s tragic death.

The afterlife of this text in thilarvard Law Revievghows uncanny resemblances to
the appearance of Billy Budd’s story in the navabaicle, which completely reversed the
roles of Billy and Claggart: at the first annivarsaf Mary Joe Frug’s death, in 1992, the

Harvard Law Revuea “spoof” edition of thédarvard Law Revievappeared (Johnson

195 This systematic rewriting by legal discourse isnoymeans peculiar only to Johnson’s texts. In “The
Alchemy of Style and Law,” she writes about how, dgample, “Patricia Williams repeatedly documehts
revisions, erasures, and displacement her writimdgrgoes in it encounters with the rules of legdésand
citation.” (Johnsorreminist171)
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Feminist173), which “contained a parody of Mary Joe Fruggsay entitled ‘He-Manifesto of
Post-Mortem Legal Feminism,” authored by ‘Mary DB&gor-Mortis Professor of Law,’
dictated from beyond the grave.” (John&gake4?2) In the misogynistic text “The victim of
sexual violence is [...] confused with the perpetraidohnsonWake43), totally reversing
the roles of killer and victim in the brutal murdarline of argumentation all so familiar from
rape casessheasked for it, it waker fault,” so the familiar argumentation goes,
emphasizing the victim’s responsibility for herdatnd contributing to a myth of the “willing
victim” (Brown “Outside” 105-106).

Johnson also sees a surprising parallel betweecatbe of de Man and Mary Joe Frug:

Both were admired and loved; both were deeply medirand in both cases, mourners
had to confront—though very differently—a secoralitnatic event which opened up
a heated controversy in the public sphere. But hege another parallel between the
two cases that | had not seen before. Paul de Watmg in his early twenties with a
precocious sense of entitlement, served as a miegthfor a dominant ideology that
belittled, demeaned, excluded, and eventuallydiftellions of Jews. He did not
himself commit murder, but he expressed a comjégige to imagine himself in the
place of the other whom he was willing to dismigsxf Europe. Is his case different
from the case of the authors of the Frug parodyg ptesumably in their early
twenties, also speaking with entitlement, alsomotderers, yet refusing to take
seriously the magnitude of the problem of violeagainst women, incapable of

imagining themselves in the place of the violatdter? (JohnsoWake47)

In the O. J. Simpson trial, legal discourse repk#te violence done to the victims by not
being able to register their trauma, silencingrtkieices. Felman called upon literature to
thematize the residue of guilt which could not béeemed by the legal process. In Johnson’s
case literature as parody grants voice to themithirough prosopopeia (Johnsdfake4?2)

only “to turn the fiction of her voice, the instremt of her survival, into a weapon with which
to violate her again (Johnsdviake43). To reverse Felman’s model, legal discourse wa
called upon to condemn the excesses of literalmeiever the investigation regarded it as a
“private, sophomoric, interpersonally regrettalalied isolated” (JohnsdWake46) case rather
than “a symptom of a pervasively hostile or unwelowy” (Johnsor\Wake45) attitude of
Harvard Law School to women, or as a piece affigrihre violence done to women in our
society. In this sense, the law’s inability proged respond to trauma (of literature) or the
repetition of violation is what makes this caseiEimonce again, to the Simpson trial.

197



Law and Personhood

In the chapter about deconstruction and feminldmaye written extensively about
how “Apostrophe, Animation and Abortion” arguestttiee political issue of abortion—the
meaning of which is negotiated between the dis@suo$ law and literature—hinges on the
structure of apostrophe, the rhetorical figure Whgprecisely about giving (figural) life,
animation and presence to something dead, inanjmiatet present (Johnsavorld 184).
Twenty years after publishing “Apostrophe, Animatend Abortion,” JohnsonBersons
and Thinggeturns to the very same problem from a diffeparspective. Undoubtedly one of
the most revealing parts of this book is “Anthromwphism in Lyric and Law,” the title of
which consciously evokes de Man’s famous essaythi®pomorphism and Trope in the
Lyric.” In the author’s view the discussions of land literature “tended to focus on prose—
novels, short stories, autobiographies, even plagsher than lyric poetry” (Johnsdtersons
188), yet a study of lyric from a legal perspeciias well as studying law from a lyrical
perspective) might prove very rewarding in termsroicial insights: for Johnson, “lyric and
law might be seen as two very different ways ofdtisg what a ‘person’ is” (Johnson
Personsl88). These two notions of personhood are quiferdnt though: “lyric person” is
“emotive, subjective, individual,” while “legal pgwn” is “rational, rights bearing,
institutional” (JohnsorfPersonsl89).

Johnson discusses in detail “Anthropomorphismnoghe in the Lyric,” and poses
the (rhetorical) question: “Does lyric poetry toydive a psychological gloss to disruptions
that are purely grammatical?” (Johndeersonsl95) referring to de Man’s reading of the
word commen Baudelaire’s “Correspondences,” which can ssggeth “metaphorical
similarities among the senses point[ing] to a higperitual unity” or a “sheer enumeration
[which] would disrupt that claim” (Johnsdtersonsl94). Such a reading would deny the
claims of anthropomorphism over personification apdn up the text to the random
interplay of language, which does not allow suljégtor consciousness to emerge. Johnson
claims that “anthropomorphism depend][s] on the gness of the essence of the human while
personification does not” (JohnsBersons206) and we can never safely tell them apart,
which leads to an anxiety over humanness and pleosoihas such.

We might think that law should help us when trytadind a definitive answer to the
relationship between persons and things, but Jofsisaamples show that American legal
history has ambivalences of its own revealed irRbeonstruction Adtthe act that gave full
citizenship, that is, personhood to slaves) Dieionary Act(which extended personhood to
corporations), in test cases likme v. Wadéruling when the fetus becomes a person), or
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Rowland v. California Men’s Colonyw case which in Johnson’s reading seems to revolv
around “what a person is, and how you can tellifference between a natural person and an
artificial person” (JohnsoRersonsl98). The judges in the case did not find thenesela an
easy situation as the legal language they use leopague and “the task of reading becomes
an infinite regress of glossing terms that are tedaes supposed to be determinants of
meaning” (JohnsoRersonsl99). To refuse the claim of the prisoners tolide & suen
forma pauperigto deny their natural personhood as they aretodnsidered artificial
persons), Justice Souter even has to refer tothnogomorphism of the Congress to put an
end to this infinite regress of language resulimthe deferral of meaning.

Caruth’s “The Claims of the Dead: History, HaunRrdperty, and the Law” focuses
on a similar aspect of the law that we find in Jamis writings, that of revoking, as well as
restoring legal personhood. The essay presentdageof one of Balzac’s storieSplonel
Chabert(1832), in which the title character, a coloneNafpoleon’s army who had
supposedly died in the battle of Eylau, asks fdp frem a lawyer to grant him “legal
recognition that will restore to him his lawful &y, his property, and his wife.” (Caruth
“Claims” 419) His death was actually a “legal faoii’ stemming from a misrecognition
(Caruth “Claims” 424): “My death,” says Chabert,

was announced to the Emperor who took the troltdedther liked me, did the boss!)
to find out if there really was no chance of sauilng man to whom he owed such a
dashing charge. He sent two surgeons with inststio try and recognize me and
bring me back to the ambulance wagons, telling thmarhaps rather negligently—he
did have a lot on his hands at the time—"Just gbsae if by any chance my poor
Chabert is still alive.” Those bloody medics whaidt seen me trampled underfoot by
two regiments’-worth of horses no doubt couldn’tdm¢hered to feel my pulse, and
reported that | was indeed dead. So my death icatgfwas probably drawn up in
accordance with the rules established by militarisprudence. (BalzaColonel19)

This “legal fiction” contributed to his status asvar hero, but deprived him of his name, his
identity, his property, in fact, his life. In Cahis reading, he seeks the law to come to life
again, to get back his property, as well as origohentity, “to revive himself legally.”
(Caruth “Claims” 427) His “death”—having been trdeghby the horses—undoubtedly
scarred his body, making him disfigured, unrecoaipiiz (Caruth “Claims” 419), leading to a
defacement that disrupts the continuity of his texise before and after the battle. His face
seems “cadaverous,” “dead,” making his figure “velgdunereal”:
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Colonel Chabert was as completely motionless agxawark figure [...]. His eyes
seemed to be covered with a transparent veil: lthaked like dirty mother-of-pearl,
with their blueish reflections shining tremulousiythe light of the candles. His pale,
livid ‘hatchet face’, if we may use that common egsion, seemed dead. His neck
was tightly enclosed by a dingy black silk cravidte shadows concealed so well the
part of the body that extended downwards from tiogvh line drawn by this tattered
neckpiece that a man of imagination might havendke old head to be a silhouette
created by chance, or an unframed Rembrandt poffia rim of the hat covering the
old man’s brow cast a black furrow across his uppee. This strange, albeit natural
effect contrasted dramatically with the white wigg the cold meanderings, and the
sense of being washed out evident in this cadaggrbysiognomy. Finally, the
absence of any movement in the body, or any wammiitie gaze, was in keeping with
a certain expression of gloomy dementia, withtal degrading symptoms that
characterize idiocy, and made of this figure sometiraguely funereal, something
that no human words could describe. But an obseavet in particular a solicitor,
would have also found in this stricken man the sigha deep sorrow, the marks of a
misery that had worn down that face, just as tlopslof water falling from the sky on
a beautiful marble sculpture eventually erode itlg&tor, an author, a magistrate
would have guessed at an entire drama on seegublime horror whose least merit
was that it resembled those fantasies that pagmjery doodling at the bottom of their
lithographic stones while chatting to their frien(BalzacColonel16-17)

The dead man’s (Balz&Zolonel18, 58) face resist description, yet compulsiveWtes
reading, just like the face of the old man in Edglan Poe’s “The Man of the Crowd.” Poe’s
narrator evoked the ideology of the flaneur to ibecto himself preternatural skills of
reading, while here solicitors, doctors, authorsmagistrates are imbued with such an ability
to guess the stories behind such faces.
The performance of the law thus needs to retueriabe, making the legal case an

allegory of prosopopeia, which would grant “theaowgnizable figure before him the
recognition of a human being” (Caruth “Claims” 428jough “translating the traumatic story

into recognizable legal terms” (Caruth “Claims” 42Bven though Chabert’s “death” proves
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to be a “legal fiction” through his return, becaw$éiis defacement, the continuity in his

identity can only be established, once again, tindiction.*°°

‘Colonel, your case is extremely complicated’ [...]

‘It seems perfectly simple to me,’ said the soldi€hey thought | was dead, and here
| am! Give me back my wife and my wealth; give e tank of general, as | deserve,
for | was made a colonel in the Imperial Guardloméve of the Battle of Eylau.’
‘That’s not how things work in the legal world, pieed Derville. (BalzacColonel40)

The case is made even more complicated becaubke tEgal framework: Caruth situates the
story within the context of the change of politieslwell as of the legal system, from the
(Revolutionary-Napoleonic) Civil Code of 1807 whith a certain sense redefined the
human around the notion of rights” (Caruth “Claird28), and the Charter of 1814, a
“historical attempt to return to the past effeddgdhe Restoration” (Caruth “Claims” 422, cf.
427): the confusion generated by the return of €hakas that “At the point that the
Restoration would return property to the aristagraere a figure of the Revolution comes to
demand that his own property be returned to hi@argth “Claims” 422-423)

To deal with this complicated situation, the tradems insufficient for legal discourse,
and its persuasive powers need to be augmentadtionf Derville, Chabert’s lawyer wants
his client to trust his solicitor to the utmost (Bec Colonel45) and suggests a
“compromise”: ““We might have to compromise,’ saek solicitor. ‘Compromise?’ repeated
Colonel Chabert. ‘Am | alive or am | dead?”” (Batzaolonel31) In Caruth’s interpretation,

such a compromise would allow

the possibility of recreating a smooth successitwben past and present and
incorporating the legal history of the Revolutiardgostrevolutionary periods (the
extended history of the Revolution as the founaatibmodern law) into the
continuity of a nontraumatic history. (Caruth “Gte” 432)

The compromise, as we later learn, is contingenhupe nonpersonal, purely legal
relationship between Countess Ferraud and Colonabé&rt. Derville thus stages “a literary

1%n Felman'’s reading of Balzac’s “Adieu,” it is thrgh fiction, yet again, that Philippe tries toe@téphanie,
by recreating the traumatic moment when they wepasated from each other during the Napoleonic Whes
decides to reproduce the primal scene of »adied4hars to re-present theatrically the errant sigrigf lost
significance, its proper signified.” (Felm&ioman37) But just like Derville’s compromise, the thpyails
miserably: “Stéphanie will die; Philippe will sulspeently commit suicide.” (Felmawoman38)
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encounter” between them where the details of tmeptomise are to be agreed ug8hThey
are led into different rooms, with the lawyer shugt between them. Because of Chabert’s

impatience, however, the compromise fails. He sigjosthe room where his wife is sitting:

‘Yes, we’ll go to Court,” exclaimed hoarsely thel@uel, opening the door and
appearing suddenly in front of his wife, with orentd placed over his stomach
underneath his waistcoat and the other pointirthegarquet floor, a gesture which
the memory of his adventure made all the moreltierand dramatic.

‘It's him,” the Countess said to herself. (BalZaglonel62)

However, this “personal recognition,” as it miglet ¢alled, is a moment later replaced by an

official refusal: “‘But this gentleman is not Cou@habert!” exclaimed the Countess, with

feigned surprise.” (BalzaColonel62) The compromise thus fails because of the isipoisy

of the recognition of the face: Derville explainsGhabert, “When you made your

appearance, the Countess’ reaction could only raparthing. But you’ve lost your case,

your wife knows that no one will recognize you!"glBacColonel63, Caruth “Claims” 435)
The law thus fails to give Chabert the recognitiens longing for, denying his

humanity, which he later tries to reclaim througimplete renunciation of what he used to be:

‘My dear,” said the Colonel, seizing his wife’s lasn ‘| have resolved to sacrifice
myself entirely to your happiness—’

‘That's impossible,” she cried, with a convulsiveudder. ‘Think what you're saying;
you’d have to renounce your identity, by signingodficial paper—'

The word official pierced the Colonel to the hesarti awoke an involuntary sense of

mistrust. (Balza€olonel70)

This mistrust of the law and its confusion of tratid fiction prompts Chabert not to sign any
further papers. Still, he gives his word not toasarthe Countess again: “I will never lay
claim to the name which | have perhaps given Iustefrom now on I'm just a poor devil
name Hyacinth®® who merely wants his place in the sun.” (Bal€atonel 75, Caruth
“Claims” 439) Through the performative act of thremise, he renounces his claims to his

971n Caruth’s opinion, “Balzac would appear, in thtene, to put on stage not only the two charabters
precisely the highly theatrical language used lsyonians of the period to describe the Revolutibis; not only
the artifice of the literary textut the language of historians that Derville thmgates.” (Caruth “Claims” 432,
footnote 13, emphasis added)

198 Chabert turning into Hyacinthe might suggeststtagic outcome of Hyacinthus'’s tale in Ovid’s
MetamorphosefOvid 278-280), the accidentally killed youth tumg into a flower of mourning.
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name and to his old identity. Caruth believes thraaddition to recalling the centrality of the
promise in theSocial Contractgenerally considered to be one of the philosadtsources of

the Revolution, Chabert’s act draws on the powehefspeech act constituted by the 1789

Declaration (Caruth “Claims” 439, footnote 24)

Having denied his claim to humanity within thenfreawork of law, Chabert
metaphorically turns into literature as a livingttmony to the failure of the lai¥? He later
even renounces this new name, “Not Chabert! Nalt! My name is Hyacinthe,’ replied
the old man. ‘I'm not a man, I'm number 14, room (BalzacColonel81), turning himself
into a number, a cipher, devoid of any humanityt, Yyaradoxically, this renunciation is
precisely what returns the face of the colonelirdythis meeting, “Chabert’s face is now
described as noble, rather than ghastly and ghogigruth “Claims” 440, footnote 26)

In the end, Chabert's example makes Derville pohdeown position as a solicitor, a

representative of the law:

‘Do you know, my friend,” Derville continued aftarpause, ‘that there are three types
of men in our society—the Priest, the Doctor, dralltawyer—who are quite unable
to view the world with any esteem? They all weach| perhaps because they are in
mourning for all virtues and all illusions. The @mpiest of the three is the solicitor.
When a man comes for the priest, he is impelletebgntance, by remorse, by beliefs
which make him an object of sympathy, raise himtature, and give the mediator’s
soul a certain consolation, so that his task ismtbtout its pleasures: he purifies, he
repairs, and he reconciles. But we solicitors, aethe same bad feelings coming into
play repeatedly, nothing can improve them, ourceiare sewers that can never be
swept clean. How many things have | not learnhandischarging of my duties! | have
seen a father dying in an attic, without a pennlgisoname, abandoned by two
daughters to whom he had given an income of ftwdyisand livres! I've seen wills
being burnt. I've seen mothers despoiling theitdtken, husbands stealing from their
views, wives killing their husbands by using theddhey had kindled in them to drive

them to a state of madness or imbecility so theydclive at peace with some lover.

199 \When Derville and Godeschal later meet the ColdBetleschal observes: “I say, Derville,” said Gscteal

to his travelling companion, ‘have a look at thiat man. Doesn't he look like those grotesque chiaraavho
come over from Germany? To think he’s alive, anglmaeven happy! Derville raised his lorgnon, sicrized

the poor man, gave an involuntary start and sadildat old man, my friend, is a whole poem, or, &rtfmantics
would say, a drama.” (Balz&olonel80) Andrew Brown associates Godeschal’s referémttose grotesque
characters who come over from Germany” in litet@ryns, too: in his reading, it is “Probably a refege to the
‘grotesque’ characters in the tales of the Germateme.T.A. Hoffmann, much admired by Balzac.” (B&c
Colonel86, footnote 19) We can also think about Poe’se“Man of the Crowd” again which associated the old
man in the title with a German book which doeslabitself to be read.
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I've seen women giving to the child of a first mage tastes bound to lead to its death
so they could bequeath their wealth to a love-chitn’t tell you all that I've seen,

for | have witnessed crimes against which justicenpotent. At all events, all the
horrendous things that novelists think they areingalip always fall short of the truth.
(BalzacColonel82-83)

While the priest offers purification, reparatiordareconciliation, in Derville’s interpretation,
the law can give none of these, a view that igriking opposition to what the law the stands
for in its traditional self-representations (offegitruth, justice, recuperation, or
reconciliation). Legal procedures always leave bela residue of guilt metaphorizing the law
offices as “sewers that can never be swept cléérese last words of the novel testify to the
powerlessness of the law as well as literaturgaspthe truth of what people are capable of,
“fiction” (legal or literary) can never catch upttvithe “real.” Balzac must have had a
profound insight into both worlds, initially havirggen trained as a law clerk, which
profession he later abandoned for becoming a liexaiter, a fate mirrored by Derville’s in
Colonel Chaber{Caruth “Claims” 441, footnote 27). Paradoxicalyough, this inefficiency
or impotence of literature and law in the faceratima can only be voiced from within a
literary work, and, in fact, the examples that Dié\cites are examples taken from Balzac’s
Comédie humaind.e Péere GoriotUrsule Mirouét GobseckLa Muse de départemernd

La Rabouilleus¢BalzacColonel86, footnote 21). It might as well be that boti kand
literature tell us the most about the unreadaldeipely through their failures. In the next part
of the dissertation, | will read Herman MelvilléBartleby the Scrivener” in a similar way to
Caruth’s reading of BalzacBolonel Chabertfocusing on the supplementary relationship of

law and literature as they try to comprehend thgreatic figure of Bartleby.
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“ANIRREPARABLE LOSS TOLITERATURE " LAW AND LITERATURE IN

HERMAN MELVILLE 'S“B ARTLEBY THE SCRIVENER”

“A figure of such interpretive dualism, what Meleilin
‘The Whiteness of the Whale’ calls ‘a dumb blanig ksl
of meaning,’ can be found on Melville’s grave in
Woodlawn Cemetery in the Bronx. Carved onto thenigea
headstone is a blank stone scroll—a haunting testgm
perhaps, to the mysteries of silence but a tamaliz
invitation as well to further inscription.” (Robe®t Levine,

The Cambridge Companion to Herman Melyille

At the end of Honoré de Balzac@lonel Chabertthe lawyer Derville comes to the
following conclusions about certain cases thatdmekth witness in his praxis: “I can’t tell you
all that I've seen, for | have witnessed crimesirgiavhich justice is impotent. At all events,
all the horrendous things that novelists think taesy making up always fall short of the
truth.” (BalzacColonel82-83) The lawyer’s words testify to the inabildf/both literature
and the law to understand and deal with “the hasfdhe real.” However, as we could argue,
law and literature are two very powerful discourted we have for apprehending the
unnarratable, yet in Derville’s view, they are bbthund to miss. As a way for thinking
through the theoretical issues stemming from thquenrelationship between law and
literature uncovered by Shoshana Felman, Barbdmasdm or Cathy Caruth, this part of the
dissertation will be devoted to a reading of Herrivielville’s “Bartleby the Scrivener”
(1853). The short story’s significance in both Midvs oeuvre, as well as in American
literature in general, is beyond doubt, despiteféioethat its meaning constantly eludes us, or,
it might be argued, precisely because it eludeJlus.narrative involves many of the
concepts that | have written about in the disserathe notion of unreadability and
transference; the ethical question; literatureramterruption of the legal framework;
literature as a supplement to law; or the notiotegél personhood.

J. Hillis Miller argues that “A large secondariehature has grown up around
»Bartleby,« remarkable for its multiplicity and drgity. All claim in one way or another to
have identified Bartleby and to have accountechior, to have done him justice.” (Miller
Versionsl73) Dan McCall calls this multitude of criticat@unts “the Bartleby Industry”
(McCall x, cf. Knighton 185, Zlogar 505), while Arelv Knighton argues that “The critical
machinery of that uncommonly productive industrg leng strained to dissect the tale’s
various ambivalences; innumerable critical ventem@er into contradiction, overwhelm each
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other, and refuse to work together” (Knighton 188yealing that the history of criticism is
far from heading towards a possible synthesis,“spktion.” Following Dieter Meindl,
Katalin Kallay G. sums up the various critical apgehes to the short story in the following

way:

Bartleby can be—and has been—seen as a rebel tgatha victim of American
business-like, money-making society, as a nihdigtbel, as the lawyer’s
subconscious personified, as a lunatic sufferingifdementia praecox, as a mental
case of catatonia or anorexia, as a new incarnafidesus Christ, as a representative
of the Derridearecriture, as a symbol of death, the story can be—and has-be
further understood as a parable of Melville’s oatefand the fate of the artist during
Melville’s time, as a prefiguration of modern aldity, or a demonstration of the

human situation itself (Kallay 126).

From this long enumeration it seems obvious thati®ay is like the “blank stone scroll” on
Herman Melville’s tombstone missing an epigraphichhs, in George S. Levine’s
interpretation, “a haunting testament, perhaptheanysteries of silence but a tantalizing
invitation as well to further inscription.” (Levined. 10) Instead of trying to add yet another
interpretation to the long list, thereby inscribihg “blank stone scroll,” | would like to focus

on (failed) acts of reading in the short storytreey are negotiated between law and literature.

The History of the Oppressed

After a cursory glimpse at his present conditibie, narrator of the story begins his

narrative by talking about an “oppressed clasgieple:

| am a rather elderly man. The nature of anpcationgor the last thirty years has
brought me into more than ordinary contact with twkauld seem an interesting and
somewhat singular set of men, of whom as yet ngtttiat | know of has ever been
written—I mean the law-copyists or scriveners. (Wled “Bartleby” 92, emphasis
added)
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The lawyer is writing a story about a group of deppiving a voice and a face to these
scriveners, who have never been properly repredemi@gegal or literary) narratives. In this
sense, the text’'s master trope seems farbsopopeiathe rhetorical figure, which Paul de
Man defines as “the fiction of an apostrophe t@bhsent, deceased, or voiceless entity, which
posits the possibility of the latter’'s reply andhters upon it the power of speech.” (de Man
Rhetoric75-76) The relevance of this rhetorical figurategal context is first demonstrated
by Quintillian’s Institutio Oratoria where the Roman rhetorician “places under thecuds
prosopopeia [...] the invention of a hypotheticalogofor a client in a court of law” (Paxson
17), thereby placing the figure at the heart oilegpresentatioh’ The story in this sense is
shaped by the structure of legal representatiowhich the lawyer is representing someone
who does not have a voice. In a way, what the t@arratrying to do here is similar to what
Walter Benjamin was calling for in his “Theses e Philosophy of History”: the recognition
of the “history of the oppressed” (Felmauridical 31), who were deprived of their language
during the Second World War. In a certain readihg,final aim of Melville’s lawyer could

be to translate the unresponsive silence and sstemt refusal of Bartleby into an eloquent
plea to redeem the hopelessness of the human imoniitthe world of business, even
though—as it is suggested by the latent meaninfgeofvordavocation—this can only be a
diversionfrom the “original” voice*** It seems that when this translation is succesisul,
failure becomes more and more evident as well.athkeority of the narrator to represent

these law-copyists or scriveners, as he explaomees from the fact that

| have known very many of them, professionally gangately, and if | pleased, could
relate diverse histories, at which good-naturedlgeren might smile, and sentimental
souls might weep. But | waive the biographies bb#ier scriveners for a few
passages in the life of Bartleby, who was a scevéime strangest | ever saw or heard
of. While of other law-copyists | might write theroplete life, of Bartleby, nothing of
the sort can be done. | believe that no materiats &r a full and satisfactory
biography of this man. It is an irreparable los$tarature. Bartleby was one of those
beings of whom nothing is ascertainable, excephftioe original sources, and in his

case those are very small. What my own astonisyes! saw of Bartlebythatis all |

10 Tom Cohen locates the origin of apostrophe inlldigzourse too: “Literally a »turning aside, « figure of
apostrophe locatéts own origin in Greek law courts, as a strategyearspasion in arguing a case. It derives
from the device used when an advocate turned argay the jury to address (and personify) an abtert
party, thing, or god.” (CoheMimesis166)

1 \webster's Dictionaryists the following meanings for avocation: ‘dig&m,’ ‘distraction’ (this usage is
glossed as archaic); ‘vocation’; ‘hobby,” and lirtke etymological root of the word to the Latiox, voice.
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know of him, except, indeed, one vague report whkithappear in the sequel.
(Melville “Bartleby” 92)

What interests me the most in this passage is hevatk of a satisfactory account of
Bartleby’s life becomes “an irreparable loss terkiture.” In what sense is literature meant
here? ‘Literature’ here may refer to both ‘litenatuas Felman would have ia(chose
littéraire), but, as Miller warns us, it can also refer te sum total of previous legal cases;
that is, legal case histories can also be thouighs @ body of ‘literature’ (MilleWersions
146). Apostrophe and prosopopeia, two of the nmapbrtant figures of literature can be
shown to originate from legal rhetoric, and thighis second instance that reveals us how
literature and law are intertwined in this story.

Lacking a detailed life story, Bartleby becomdsiad spot (“an irreparable loss”) in
the text that the story constantly tries to compreh yet the narrative we are to read, just like
Edgar Allan Poe’s “The Man of the Crowd,” presamtswithfailed acts of understandingie
seems to elude legal definition, constituting adkpot of legal inquiry too, revealing a
“literariness” at the heart of legal theory andgpice. The only way of dealing with this lack
or loss is through literature, which, in Felmanfslohnson’s view, is thetherof, or a
supplement to, legal discourse. Legal inquiry I8 #ense needs something other than itself
(literature) to give a proper account of what itl missed and cannot recover. Literature in
this sense is also the “conscience” of law, addiwyer’s narrative emerges from a moral
residue of the unjust legal procedure against 8ayt|But, in a way, literature, if it is
structured around the model of legal representatiors the risk of repeating the blindness of
legal discourse, which could not understand tihe ¢iharacter. If this is so, this would turn the
story into an allegory that Derville was talkingoait: the inability of legal discourse and
literature to give a proper explanation to the sragf the text. In other words, the case the
narrator-lawyer is about to present us is in exoésss usual “avocations” and, in Gregory S.
Jay’s opinion, “occasions for the first time in thgvyer’s experience the challenge of an
ethical decision, in other words, a decision forelimo absolute law can provide an a priori

judgment.” (Jay 26)
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Legal Failure
The narrator presents his legal career the foligwvay:

| belong to a profession proverbially energetic ardsous, even to turbulence, at
times, yet nothing of that sort have | ever suffieieinvade my peace. | am one of
those unambitious lawyers who never addresseyaguimn any way draws down
public applause; but in the cool tranquility ofraug retreat, do a snug business among

rich men’s bonds and mortgages and title-deedslvilée'Bartleby” 92-93)

He is thus “a conveyancer and title hunter, anevdraup of recondite documents of all sorts”
(Melville “Bartleby” 99), dealing with legal documts about property: “the lawyer’s offices
are the site where properties are subject to reptagon and reproduction” (Jay 20).
Melville’s short story depicts a capitalist socigtkiere property thus becomes synonymous to
“selfhood” (Caruth “Claims” 430, footnote 18% Such documents about property in Caruth’s
interpretation involve “the very possibility [...] @chieve a recognizable identity” (Caruth
“Claims” 428), and they are thus similar to the ®tieat established through a “legal fiction”
the death of Colonel Chabert in Balzac’s novehairtperformance lies in the very
recognition or denial of legal personhood basegroperty*** In this way, “Bartleby the
Scrivener” can be read as a literary supplemeKarb Marx’s redefinition of the subject and
the self within capitalist society (cf. Cohbhmesis159, Jay 23, West 225, Brown 134,

Levine ed. 9} Among its various levels of meaning, the storpaiffers itself as an

112 caruth argues that “Against the background of#aiced notion of property as mere possession,illerv
thus resuscitates, with Chabert, the sense in vthigBeclaration of the Rights of Man and Citizeather than
recognizing the human through his property, prégisenstituted the subject as proprietor, as thewho is
recognized through his very right to claim.” (CértiClaims” 432) David Kuebrich also argues how thdical
working class spokesmen, Thomas Skidmore “calledifiodmmediate and equal redistribution of property
argued that the Declaration of Independence héetiféo articulate a crucial unalienable human rigttt
citizens were entitled to property, Skidmore desiarsnot because they had a certain being forenpar not
because of purchase, of conquest, of preoccupaneyhat not; but BECAUSE THEY ARE; BECAUSE THEY
EXIST. | AM; THEREFORE IS PROPERTY MINE.«" (Kuebhc388).

13 There is, indeed a punishment by law called “aieath”: “In criminal law the living dead are prahal
through »civil death,« a legal fiction indicatinthe status of a person who has been deprived oivdlfights«
[...]. Historically, U.S. civil death statutes havietdted that the felon may not vote or make comsrade loses
his property. In some states his wife becomes awjidree to remarry without divorcing him. Thus the
incarcerated convict retains his »natural life«—Heart beats on, he labors, and he consumes—hashiest
the abstract life that made him fully human in élyes of the law.” (Smith “Detention” 245)

114 Examining the political context of the story, Jayiates the short story at a time of transitioorti a feudal
mode of economic production to a capitalist on@3/(d0), while Kuebrich’s argues that “by 1850 M#évivas
well aware of the tensions, political struggles] afeological discourse that characterized relatiogtween
New York workers and their employers.” (Kuebricd3&e warns that “An awareness of the many coiicalat
between »Bartleby« and current social conditiorts@bates does not in itself explain the mystarid¢be
story, but it does make a strong prima facie casgi€wing it as an historicized text more conceérméth then-
contemporary economic realities than is usuallynagkedged. But this is not to suggest that the @uti
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allegory struggling with the vergefinition of the humawithin a capitalist society basing
itself on written contracts and deeds regulatirgpprty—atfter all, as the subtitle says, this is
“A Story of Wall-Street.*'° However, this personhood, or the definition of hivenan derived
from legal documents is not at all straightforwatde to the documents being “recondite” or
obscure, even suggesting “unreadable,” or at leagtiring professional aid in interpretation.
This legal machinery regulating property and penemd is contingent upon what
Tom Cohen calls “a certain vision of the logos amithesis itself”: the meticulous work of
copying, “the production of copies based on orilgirigCohenMimesis8, 152) The story
stages various threats to this mimetic functiotogbs: preceding the age of mechanical
reproduction, the very materiality of copying sedmsterrupt the authority of the
documents. Turkey, one of the scriveners, “woulddaless and sadly given to making blots
in the afternoon, but some days, he went furthed,vaas rather noisy.” (Melville “Bartleby”
94) These blots are touches, or residues, of dradmevertheless refer to the dimension of
the “human” within the obscure, inhuman discoursiegal documents. Nippers, the other
copyist symbolizes a different threat to the mimé&igos: at times he shows “a certain
impatience of the duties of a mere copyist, an uraméable usurpation of strictly
professional affairs, such as the original drawipgf legal documents.” (Melville
“Bartleby” 96) In other words, he tries to usur thhaster-narrator’s position by writing texts
on his own for his shady clients. Even with thdweats, the cogwheels of the “logos-

machine” are working fine, up to a point:

Some time prior to the period at which this littistory begins, my avocations had
been largely increased. The good old office, natinet in the State of New York, of

a Master in Chancery, had been conferred uponltweas not a very arduous office,
but very pleasantly remunerative. | seldom loset@nyper; much more seldom
indulge in dangerous indignation at wrongs andagés; but | must be permitted to be
rash here and declare, that | consider the sudu@rialent abrogation of the office of
Master in Chancery, by the new Constitution, agramature act; inasmuch as | had
counted upon a life-lease of the profits, whereasly received those of a few short
years. But this is by the way. (Melville “Bartlel§3)

»Bartleby« is a social or socialist realist. Thargt primary concern is not to expose underlyingreomic
structures, mirror the midcentury New York workm@aor advance a particular ideology. Rather, Migvil
practices what might be termed a »short-hand realthat assumes or merely intimates the existehcertain
economic conditions so that he can concentratasochief interest, which is to disclose the undedy
ideological assumptions (that is, the largely usoisus modes of thought and behavior) these newithoms
engender.” (Kuebrich 388-389)

115 Miller, Cohen and Jane Desmarais have very intiegethings to say about the role of walls in therg
(Miller Versions150-152, CoheMimesis158-161, Desmarais 31).
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This aside comment is far from just being “by thewl it refers to an issue central to the
short story. The office of the Master in Chancegswa legal construct called into effect to
remedy what common law could not guararitéét operated on the basis of “a system of
rules developed to counterbalance the rigoursatfisg and common law by the Courts of
Chancery so as to allow for fairness in individoases.” (Hudson xix) It fulfilled a
paternalistic, protective, or “balancing” (HudsgnmomasCross-Examination&72-173)
function of the law, and as an instrument of equitgtrived to rectify the injustices that were
possible within the existing legal framework (foraenple unjust actions committed against
workers). David Kuebrich argues that “The origipatpose of the system of chancery was to
supplement the regular judicial system and to terapd correct the rigidity of written law by
allowing for the imposition of judgments based upatural law and conscience.” (Kuebrich
399) In this way, equity became a supplement tonsomlaw, by trying to think what was
excluded from market regulations: “equity ‘mitigatie rigour of the common law’ so that
the letter of the law is not applied in such acstay that it may cause injustice.” (Hudson 3)
To paraphrase Ortwin de Graef here, equity law ends “the liminal promise of ethical
substance left gratuitously suspended” in commuon(tie Graef “Instance” 252). It is
somewhat ironical from this perspective that tHeecefcame to “abrogated” later, situating the
story on the margins of a legal reform: Article XI8 8. of the Third Constitution of New
York (1846) abolished the “anachronistic” officerofster in chancery (Smith “Recalcitrant”
736). This change strikes the narrator mostly las@of prestige and wealth, rather than as an
allegorical loss of legal conscience that couldife the law: “the abolition of the chancery
a few years later suggests the growing power atasgnd the diminution of natural rights
and moral argument.” (Kuebrich 399)

Bartleby’'s very appearance stems from the narsamquisition of this office, which

was predicated on the slippage between equity arllenlaw:

Now my original business—that of a conveyancer tattelhunter, and drawer-up of
recondite documents of all sorts—was consideratiyeiased by receiving the

master’s office. There was now great work for\samers. Not only must | push the

16 \we find more about the role of this office in Aaghmerican law in Herbert F. Smith’s essay: “While
primitive law is concerned only with the maintenard public order and strict law (common law) ifpipally
interested in individual security, equity drawsptinciples from »natural law,« and is concernethwihat can
only be described as the ideal application of pestAristotle defined equity as »that idea of gestivhich
contravenes the written law,« and that definitias hardly been improved upon. Courts of Equity loariery,
then, are not »higher« than courts of common lawabe courts wherein different principles of lang a
extended-principles of ideality instead of precegdprinciples of absolute instead of relative josti (Smith
“Recalcitrant” 736-737)
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clerks already with me, but | must have additidrep. In answer to my
advertisement, a motionless young man one morsiogd upon my office threshold,
the door being open, for it was summer. | cantisaefigure now—pallidly neat,
pitiably respectable, incurably forlorn! It wasrBaby. (Melville “Bartleby” 99)

“There was now great work for scrivenef$”so the title character is at once inserted inéo th
mimetic structure of the office, and he does hisqaite well:

At first Bartleby did an extraordinary quantitywfiting. As if long famishing for
something to copy, he seemed to gorge himself odoayments. There was no
pause for digestion. He ran a day and night bgying by sun-light and by candle-
light. 1 should have been quite delighted with dpplication, had he been cheerfully
industrious. But he wrote on silently, palely, magically. (Melville “Bartleby” 100)

Interestingly enough, the lawyer’s only criticistmoait him is that he lacks the periodical
insubordination of his other scrivener, he writesethanically,” like a machine, fulfilling
every expectation. He is working laboriously uotile fine day he refuses to work anymore,
seeking refuge in his polite, but firm “l would fee not to” (Melville “Bartleby” 101), which
completely baffles and “unmans” (Melville “Bartleb$09) the narratot*® Miller reads this

turn of phrase as

neither constative nor performative, or perhapsight be better to say that is an
exceedingly disquieting form of performative. laisise of words to make something
happen, but what it makes happen is to bring athuimpossibility of making
anything happen with words. It performs the bloekagall those forms of
performative language by which the narrator lived mnakes his living. (Miller
Versions256)

Jay suggests that “Bartleby’s withdrawal from wmgtand his refusal to copy may be
interpreted as a willed disobedience to every pigtsen in his culture’s »general text,«” and
thinks that “Bartleby’s is a pure negation thastrates every attempt that the law makes to

117 Johannes Dietrich Bergmann suggests that Melsiltiéa of the story might have come from James A.
Maitland’s The Lawyer's Story; Or, The Wrongs of the Orph&ysa Member of the Baa novel which shows
considerable similarities to the short story. (Beagin 433)

18 pavid S. Randall reads this act of insubordinatisra subversion of Hegel master-slave dialecéseptted in
The Phenomenology of SpifRandall 94).
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recuperate it.” (Jay 21-22 Cohen interprets this refusal as a “dispossessibtite Law
Offices (CoherMimesis8), an interruption of the mimetic system of logéG®henMimesis
152-153). This interruption of work also entailsiaterruption of sense, leaving the narrator,
the reader, and the critics of the tale wonder tays refusing to work. By trying to find an
answer to this question pertaining to the meanirtgestory, the critical accounts also risk
reinscribing Bartleby to the very system his refusene to “dispossess.”

The lawyer soon comes to imagine Bartleby as poresbility coming from “fate”:

Gradually | slid into the persuasion that thesahtes of mine touching the scrivener,
had been all predestinated from eternity, and Baytlvas billeted upon me for some
mysterious purpose of an all-wise Providence, whighas not for a mere mortal like
me to fathom. (Melville “Bartleby” 121)

Yet this model of responsibility as destiny is ssoibstituted by another model, which is

predicated on pure “chance”:

| thought all was going well, when a perturbed liogkstranger visited me, inquiring
whether | was the person who had recently occumenhs at No.— Wall-street.

Full of forebodings, | replied that | was.

“Then, sir,” said the stranger, who proved a law{sou are responsible for the man
you left there. He refuses to do any copying; Hieses to do any thing; he says he
prefers not to; and he refuses to quit the preniigekelville “Bartleby” 124)

This metonymically structured notion of respongipi{“you are responsible for the man you
left there”) is also the model that legal discoussadvocating, the visitor being a lawyer too.
From here on, Bartleby becomes a “fixture,” a “stibine” for the narrator: “not only useless
as a necklace, but afflictive to bear. Yet | wasystr him.” (Melville “Bartleby” 115)
However, this feeling of sorry soon passes, asohees to see Bartleby as an undermining of

his authority:

And as the idea came upon me of his possibly tgrairt a long-lived man, and keep

occupying my chambers, and denying my authoritg; @erplexing my visitors; and

119 However, | would not go as far as Jay, to claiat tBartleby allegorizes a Derridean solicitatidrttee law
[...]. Bartleby occupies the very premises of the,ldisobediently. He refuses the social contrashalids the
state by withdrawing his signature from its comnsiitn. In this he takes seriously both Jeffers@md Thoreau’s
thesis that the state originates in the indivicsiatonomic choice to trade part of his freedonmHterbenefits
that political association brings.” (Jay 22)
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scandalizing my professional reputation; and cgstigeneral gloom over the

premises. (Melville “Bartleby” 122)

The narrator is a man of appearances, and in & sBagleby defaces him, and becomes an
“apparition,” a “ghost,” or even an “intolerablecurbus” for him (Melville “Bartleby” 108,
123, 122, cf. MilleVersions162). He clearly has to come up with a solutidihat shall |

do? what ought I to do? what does conscience shguld do with this man, or rather ghost.”
(Melville “Bartleby” 123) He asks his former emphkag: “What earthly right have you to stay
here? do you pay any rent? Do you pay my taxes8 s property yours?” (Melville
“Bartleby” 119) These questions all pertain to thgitalist definition of legal personhood
based on property. The little property Bartleby (@bttle savings bank in his drawers) is

hardly enough to count him as a person. The lasgems convinced that

something severe, something unusual must be dohat!\&urely you will not have
him collared by a constable, and commit his innbpatior to the common jail? And
upon what ground could you procure such a thingetdone?—a vagrant, is he?
What! he a vagrant, a wanderer, who refuses todfittgs because he will not be a
vagrant, then, that you seek to count him as aavagihat is too absurd. No visible
means of support: there | have him. Wrong againinidubitably he does support
himself, and that is the only unanswerable proat #ny man can show of his
possessing the means so to do. No more then. Benadl not quit me, | must quit
him. I will change my offices; | will move elsewlgrand give him fair notice, that if |
find him on my new premises | will then proceediagehim as a common trespasser.
(Melville “Bartleby” 123)

Here we have a legal solution that forecloses ti®n of responsibility that the literary mode
is predicated upon. Bartleby’s “non-acts” escaparctut legal definitions, for example, he
cannot be a vagrant if he stays in one place altithe. The only way of fixing Bartleby’s
uncanny meaninglessness as a “common trespasser‘egacuate” the offices (Cohen

Mimesis152). In spite of the fact that he is not a vagrhe is taken into custody:

When again | entered my office, lo, a note fromldrellord lay upon the desk. |

opened it with trembling hands. It informed met i writer had sent to the police,
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and had Bartleby removed to the Tombs as a vagiateover, since | knew more
about him than any one else, he wished me to agpé¢laat place, and make a suitable
statement of the facts. (Melville “Bartleby” 127)

In other words, Bartleby was put to the Manhattamibs based on a “fiction” similar to the
one at the end of “The Man of the Crowd” (*he igeadable, so he must be a criminal”), and
the one that led to the legal death of Colonel €haln fact, the name of the prison suggests
that this conscious act of legal misinterpretatgoim fact a symbolic murder that transfers the
title character from the realm of the living to ttealm of the dead. It is there, in fact, that he
literally dies later on. The narrator meets him tas time in the Tombs, which encounter
proves to be another crucial moment in the talekriow you,’ he said, without looking
round,—‘and | want nothing to say to you.” (Mell“Bartleby” 128) It seems that the
narrator’s non-understanding stands in contraBiartieby’s recognition and knowledge of
the lawyer (“I know you”), which leads to his reéiso speak to the lawyer. This very last act
of rejection leaves the narrator of the tale ilymlsolic “debt,” which stems from a residue of
guilt translated into economic terms. This debinigurn, repaid by telling Bartleby’s story

(cf. Miller Versions171-172), recuperating his blank face from mutkgwf faces forgotten

by history.

Literary Failure

Melville’s tale represents the acts of legal ustirding as essentially unethical, only
aimed fixing Bartleby’s identity to “remove him tbe Tombs as a vagrant” (Melville
“Bartleby” 127), while literature emerges as a dapgent to this legal framework. The story
as literature tries to embrace the ethical potktita was foreclosed in legal discourse.
Within literature Bartleby can come alive agairotigh the artifice of prosopopeia, which,
however, exhibits once again some of the ambivaletitat necessitated the recourse to the
literary mode in the first place.

The narrator first thinks that Bartleby’s initi@fusal not to work is only a
misunderstanding so he asks the reason: “And velthie reason?’ ‘Do you not see the
reason for yourself,” he indifferently replied.” @Wille “Bartleby” 115) This is an absolutely
crucial scene in the story: it represents a faletdof (legal) understanding. After the failure
of rational understanding, the lawyer proceedsetaltavor charitably to construe to his
imagination what proves impossible to be solvethigyjudgment.” (Melville “Bartleby” 104)
Where reason falters, the literary imagination enés a supplement for understanding,
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enacting the primal scene of the story itself, veHepgal failure flows into the literary through

prosopopeia.

What miserable friendlessness and loneliness aeerbeealed! His poverty is great;
but his solitude, how horrible! [...] For the firstre in my life a feeling of
overpowering stinging melancholy seized me. Befbhad never experienced aught
but a not-unpleasing sadness. The bond of a conmmaanity now drew me
irresistibly to gloom. A fraternal melanchot§? (Melville “Bartleby” 109-110)

The story in this sense allegorizes Caruth’s natia ethics and an ethical relation to the
other can flow from non-understanding (Caruth “stishce” 1):%* Jay argues too that “For the
lawyer, the questions of will, freedom, and resplaitiy present themselves exactly as the
effect of Bartleby’s undecidability.” (Jay 26) Theoblem is that even this reading proves
unstable because of a possible tinge of irony tiwy.sThis ambiguity is probably most
apparent when the narrator looks into Bartlebytefafter he refused to work anymore:

| looked at him steadfastly. His face was leanlgnposed; his gray eye dimly calm.
Not a wrinkle of agitation rippled him. Had thereelm the least uneasiness, anger,
impatience or impertinence in his manner; in otherds, had there been any thing
ordinarily human about him, doubtless | should havsoon violently dismissed him
from the premises. But as it was, | should havecas thought of turning my pale

plaster-of-paris bust of Cicero out of doors. (Migv/‘Bartleby” 101)

He is like a statue, a “pale plaster-of-paris misticero,” yet as the narrator confesses, “had
there been anything ordinarily human about him,oeld have been dismissed at once.
This reveals a pressing ambivalence in the natsastorytelling enterprise. He intended to
give a face and a voice to people (“the law-cogymstscriveners”) who have never been
represented in literature. The performance of gropeia would humanize this unseen class

of people who he feels responsibility for, in ad@rce with Kuebrich’s call for “an initial,

120 Brook Thomas argues that “A number of critics hapeculated that the lawyer/narrator in »Bartleby«
manifests attributes of Judge Shaw and that tla¢ioekhip between the lawyer and Bartleby is Miis|
comment on the relationship between himself anddsally superior father-in-law.” (Thomas “Leg&4. Cf.
Jay 21 and Randall 89)

2L Miller would have it the other way though, for hithe story is “the story of the failure of the rador to tell
the complete story of Bartleby. It is also the gtof the corollary of this failure: the narratoetifore cannot
determine his ethical responsibility toward Barfleind act on it.” (MilletVersions142) For him, the absence of
a biography entails an impossibility of construgtancorrect ethical stance towards Bartleby, réngdhat

Miller is working with a surprisingly metaphysicabtion of responsibility in his reading of the stor
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minimal step” requiring “the lawyer stop treatingrBeby as a commodity and recognize him
as a fellow human being.” (Kuebrich 401) Yet iftnemanizes Bartleby (the ethical act par
excellence), based on the quote above he paradlg)sess himself a pretext for dismissing
him at once.

It is very interesting to ponder whether the analf‘biographical rumor” the narrator

hears about Bartleby helps in understanding him:

There would seem little need for proceeding furihehis history. Imagination will
readily supply the meager recital of poor Bartlsbypternment. But ere parting with
the reader, let me say, that if this little naxrathas sufficiently interested him, to
awaken curiosity as to who Bartleby was, and whamer of life he led prior to the
present narrator’s making his acquaintance, | cayreply, that in such curiosity |

fully share, but am wholly unable to gratify it. @Wille “Bartleby” 131)

Bartleby’s interruption of the mimetic structuretbé law/logos/sense as well as his
unreadability proves that rational/legal understagds insufficient to account for his
enigmatic behavior. The story thus evokes liteeag a mode of discourse, which, through
the literary imagination, might be able to giverager answer to the pressing question: “who
is he?” However in the final reading literaturéwsolly unable to gratify” this question, and

it has to (re)turn to the biographical, which oaKists as an unconfirmed rumor:

Yet here | hardly know whether | should divulge ditiée item of rumor, which came
to my ear a few months after the scrivener's decé#son what basis it rested, | could
never ascertain; and hence, how true it is | canowattell. Butinasmuch as this
vague report has not been without certain stranggestive interest to me, however
sad, it may prove the same with some others; anavibbriefly mention it. The
report was this: that Bartleby had been a subotelidiark in the Dead Letter Office at
Washington, from which he had been suddenly rembyeal change in the
administration. When | think over this rumor, hoat adequately express the
emotions which seize me. Dead letters! does isnahd like dead men? Conceive a
man by nature and misfortune prone to a pallid legs@ess, can any business seem
more fitted to heighten it than that of continudigndling these dead letters, and
assorting them for the flames? For by the card-kb&y are annually burned.
Sometimes from out the folded paper the pale dhdtks a ring—the finger it was
meant for, perhaps, moulders in the grave; a bat&-sent in swiftest charity—he
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whom it would relieve, nor eats nor hungers anyanpardon for those who died
despairing; hope for those who died unhoping; gaaidgs for those who died stifled
by unrelieved calamities. On errands of life, thiesiers speed to death.

Ah Bartleby! Ah humanity! (Melville “Bartleby” 13]1

The epistemological status of the rumor is highipidus, yet it is infinitely suggestive (cf
Miller Versionsl58). These “dead letters,” which, in the narratenumerated examples, all
testify to individual tragedies, are in strikingnt@ast to the “letters of the law,” the abstract
documents regulating legal personhood. Even if tepged to death” after missing their real
destination, they escape the mimetic system ofddigsed on copying. They speak from
beyond the grave, reminding the narrator of ethegponsibilities he owes to the dead and

the dispossessed. The final question is: can he thed call?

Conclusion

In my reading, Melville’s masterpiece shows tlle ttharacter as a person thoroughly
defined (and crippled) by the notions of legal pateood based on property, negotiated by the
slippage between common law and equity 1&#Bartleby’s cessation of copying comes to
obstruct the law, which is contingent upon the mioeproduction of logos. Because of his
inscrutability, he becomes a figure for unreadgbthat escapes legal definition; yet he is
taken to prison based on a “legal fiction.” Thiscible act leaves behind a residue of guilt in
the narrator that can only be redeemed througtatites, which, as a “history of the
oppressed,” emerges as a supplement to the colchtiadal discourse of the law. However,
even the literary imagination is unable to exoreethe guilt it originates from, as its master
trope, prosopopeia, seems to exhibit the sameatiestructure that governed legal discourse
in the first place. In the end, neither legal digse, nor its supplement, literature can solve
the central enigma of the text, and do justiceaalBby, constituting one of the most

profound insights of Melville’s pros&® An insight, which—together with his

122 This notion of personhood is in striking contrsthe romantic individualism coming from Thoreauen if
their methods of “passive resistance” are simbar. more on what kind of intertextual dialogue taninitiated
between Thoreau and Melville, see Jay’s “Style€iofl Disobedience” and Desmarais’s “Preferring tet

123 Jay argues that “By focusing on the lawyer, Mé&hvlituates the dilemma of the modern subject when
confronted by an otherness that cannot be accodotény the traditional economies of religious pnepy or
capitalist profit making.” (Jay 26) Elizabeth Renkéso claims that “Melville famously referred tis bbooks as
‘botches.’ His frustration with his work, fed byshfiailures in the marketplace, ran deeper: it veaetially an
epistemological problem with the condition of wriiitself. He conceived of writing as what he daliee ‘great
Art of Telling the Truth,” but he simultaneouslylieees that the truth could not be told frankly. [ Melville's
frustration over his thwarted desire to speak theghrthrough art is intimately related to the matleronditions
of his scene of writing.” (Renker 115) She thinkatt“writing failed Melville in a most crucial semsin fact in

218



“disgruntlement with the demands of the literaryrkegplace” the short story can also be an
allegory of (Jay 24, cf. Thomas “Legal” 38-39)—ndheless, condemned him to silence. As
Cohen argues,

In a sense what makes “Bartleby” unique may beitlsgtems to be “about” the
cessation of writing (as copying), like a blackéal the continuum of literary history.
[...] It is common to remark that after this texthis own scripto-biography Melville
ceased writing prose during the long lyrical hiadasling only with “Billy Budd.”
(CohenMimesis152-153§%*

Johnson suggests that the lyric, with its centgaires of apostrophe, prosopopeia,
anthropomorphism and personification is “by natuogking against a decline of humanness
and a thingification that go on all the time anddanly accelerated with commodity
capitalism.” (JohnsoRersons23) Even though he was suspicious of the perfocamarh
prosopopeia, by turning to lyric, then, Melville svamomentarily able to forget his insights
into the rhetoric of law and literature suggestgdhis short story. But the very fact tHaitly
Buddexists hints that the questions of law and literatontinued to haunt him as much as

the various texts written in response to “Bartlétg Scrivener.”

the sense that mattered most to him: in enablingtbipenetrate the world of the material in ordeattain a
transcendent realm of Truth.” (Renker 132)

1241n fact, it was only after the publication e Confidence-Ma(1.857) that Melville turned to poetry. That
novel was profoundly concerned, in Levine’s vievithwithe tendencies of letters, characters, antbtagies to
block and occlude meaning. Melville’s increasingerest in the page, Renker posits, made his mopedtry
after the publication ofhe Confidence-Maall but inevitable.” (Levine, ed. 8) Lawrence Busbko concludes
that “The reflexive, fabulizing style dathe Confidence-Ma(iL857), Melville’s last published work of prose
fiction, shows a sensibility pushing at the oubmits of the genre and ready to exchange it fotlagroform that
the persona can dominate more fully—that is, eiffwatry or nonfictional prose. Melville tried boththere is a
mystery about the turn at the point in Melvilleareer, it is not that he ceased to write proseatiaer (except
for the posthumously publish&illy Budd), but that he chose poetry over the essay,” wivighld have been “a
much more logical next step in Melville’s developmg (Buell 135)
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CONCLUSIONS: BETWEEN THEORY AND HISTORY

Much has happened in literary theory and lite@itycism in the thirty years that the
trajectory of the dissertation is about. If we wblike to give a rough—and therefore
oversimplifying—sketch of this itinerary, the stdsggan with a reinterpretation of the
relationship between deconstruction and psychoaigaiy the second half of the 1970s. It
continued with the encounter between deconstruetwhfeminism in the 1980s, then went
on to examine deconstruction and trauma theoryinvttie ethical turn taking place in the
1990s, to conclude with the interface between dgtcaction and law at the end of the 1990s
and the beginning of the new millennium Shoshana&e, Barbara Johnson and Cathy
Caruth were active participants in these theorketiebates that helped to create critical
positions in place today. They came up with varitheoretical constructions for the study of
literature: unreadability and transference; thégrerance of mimicry; apostrophe as an
intermediary between rhetoric and politics; thatiehship between trauma and testimony;
prosopopeia as a reclaiming of the other from ftinygs apostrophe conceptualized as an
address to and as a call from the other; literadsra rupture of the legal framework and as a
supplement to law; or the juxtaposition of legatl diterary personhood. Some of these
notions find their roots in Paul de Man’s textst many others are conceptualized through an
extended dialogue or quarrel with discourses dtiem deconstruction. Despite their possible
errors and occasional blindness, these concepttutenized literary theory and literary
criticism. Reading their texts | always have th@igassion that if deconstruction is “dead,” its
afterlife, or haunting, looks all the more fascingt

For Felman transference became a mastertropaainig which testifies to the
rhetorical mechanisms of the text as well as to/ir@us misreadings of criticism. Mimicry
emerges in her oeuvre as a crucial strategy afrodating patriarchal texts, but which
nevertheless runs the risk of appropriating rhetb@mbiguities in a text for the feminine. In
Johnson’s texts, apostrophe, the rhetorical figivang personhood, becomes a nodal point
around which rhetoric, politics, law, feminism, égtudies and deconstruction can converge,
while Caruth and Felman reconceptualized the figigran address to and a call from the
other that enacts the advent of the ethical. Felnaotion of literature as a testimony for
trauma inserts the literary into a historical arldgal framework, which position is explored
fully in The Juridical Unconscioys book outlining different approaches to the tjoasof
law and literature. In her reading of the Eichménmad justice was conceptualized as a
suturing of the wounds of symbolic or real violeng®ing hope for recuperation and healing

in contrast to the endless repetitions of traunet.thie law sometimes fails to fulfill this role,
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and it becomes the burden of literature to emesge supplement to what the law was not
able to recognize and resolve.

In the dissertation | tried to juxtapose the exaation of these theoretical figures with
the reading of texts coming (with some exceptidresh 19" century American literature. |
am aware that the literary texts | read in theithage all Western, white, male fantasies about
otherness. Still, I think that through the blinepuncovered in the process of reading, they
can reveal a different narrative than the ideolegiat they emerged from. The lesson |
gained from these readings was that the real ttieak#orce of the notion of unreadability
that de Man and deconstructive criticism came up wan be shown when dealing with
concrete literary texts. However, these texts almasform the deconstructive concepts by
juxtaposing their historical testimony to the umsadizing tendency of theory. As the texts of
Edgar Allan Poe, Honoré de Balzac, Leo TolstoypRa&aldo Emerson, or Herman Melville
suggest, there is a growing need of reading arddrétation in the fcentury: signs appear
in the city streets, newspapers, books enter malsicption, and with this proliferation of
language, comes the haunting notion of unreadgbiitio. These stories stage unreadability as
a historically determined phenomenon pertainingtoong other things, class, gender, or
race, rather than as a general category of intexjowa. The enigmatic or the unreadable
usually appears in them through liminal figuregxperiences.

For contemporary criticism, the experience of desthe unrepresentable par
excellence, it is unavailable as a “lived expereehi can only be mediated through
representation, which inevitably prove to be misegpntations. Emerson’s ambivalence
towards grief revolves around the recognition dredforeclosure of the other’s death, which
ultimately destabilizes his texts; Poe’s aesthetitsased precisely on the death of the other,
the death of a beautiful woman. However, Poe’shadists is haunted by the return of these
women, leading to a deconstruction of his aesthié&ory. While the violence towards the
other is only implicit in Emerson and Poe, Torquaasso’s parable of Clorinda and Tancred
struggles with death as the result of the violanfieeted by the subject.

Poe’s “The Man of the Crowd” posits the flaneurdsatural reader” of the city
crowd, and the unreadable figure is a social outwhs roams the streets endlessly, in a
repetitive and meaningless itinerary that is ndedeiss made meaningful through a strong
misinterpretation. Such a misreading or “fiction”s-areduction of unreadability to sense—
condemns both Balzac’s Colonel Chabert and MelsiBBartleby to die in an almshouse,
revealing an uncanniness of “downward mobility"ieen the classes.

Johnson’s reading of Balzac&rrasineencounters the unreadable in the figure of La
Zambinella, the castrato, who is “simultaneouslisme the difference between the sexes as
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well as representing the literalization of its sty symmetry. He subverts the desire for
symmetrical, binary difference by fulfilling it.” JphnsorCritical 10) Felman interprets
Paquita in “The Girl with the Golden Eyes” as umi&ale because she “resists sexual
appropriation” due to her bisexuality (Felmafomand, 44). Stéphanie in “Adieu” is the
victim of the trauma of parting, which Philippe m@ads and “mistreats,” leading to her death.

Given the cultural significance of the “peculiasiitution” of slavery in antebellum
American literature, the issue of race also prdawdse involved with unreadability. For
example in Melville’s “Benito Cereno,” Babo orchedées an elaborate play to mislead the
helpful but ignorant Captain Amasa Delano, whonahle to understand the mimicry he sees,
because “he is a prisoner of his inherited andraaic cultural stereotypes.” (Viragos 180,
cf. Kavanagh 354-355 and Thonfasss-Examination89). Even though the mutiny on the
ship is resolved by a legal trial at the end ofstwy, there remains an unreadable residue that
is inextricably involved with the heritage of raci@olence. Even though many of Johnson’s
texts engage seriously with the question of rdus,dimension is probably the most
important lack in the dissertation, as it is ordy¢hed upon in my reading érusalem
Delivered Just like in the oeuvres of Felman and Caruttpristitutes a not yet fully explored
theoretical position within the thesis, which, las thapter on Tasso suggests, might prove
very effective in displacing the hegemony of detartsive criticism and its heirs. It is
possible to briefly sketch the outline of such imgiy looking at the texts of Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak, whose thesis about W. B. Y@digelf Must | Remake: The Life and
Poetry of W.B. Yeatsvas also supervised by de Man in the 1970s, drg just like
Johnson, entered the critical scene as the tranglbfacques Derrida®f Grammatologyo
become one of the most eminent postcolonial critday. The reason | could not include her
texts in the dissertation is that | feel that tiscdurse her books speak is very much unlike de
Man’s, and owes much more to Derrida.

| see the most important contribution of the csitstudied in the dissertation to literary
theory and literary criticism in inflecting thesetions of rhetoric and unreadability familiar
from deconstructive texts with historically detenadl issues, like that of class, gender, race,
or ethics, the importance of which were never d&reit neither were they fully explored in
de Man’s writings. If these are misreadings of danlythen so be it; according to some
critics, like Rodolphe Gasché, or Jeffrey Nealonl{@Mimesis3), it was precisely this kind
of misreading that produced “American deconstructar “deconstructive criticism” in the

first place.
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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

The dissertation analyses the theoretical texghofshana Felman, Barbara Johnson
and Cathy Caruth, which are driven by the aim @&ating Paul de Man’s rhetorical
deconstruction with other trends in contemporasgrdiry theory: psychoanalysis, feminism,
trauma-, or legal studies. My thesis is that throagrtain crucial notions, Felman, Johnson
and Caruth are trying to create a dialogue betwigésrent theoretical positions that, as
Johnson suggests, “remain skeptical of each other.”

Transference becomes a mastertrope of readinglmaf’s books, which testifies to
the rhetorical mechanisms of the text as well abéovarious misreadings of criticism.
Mimicry emerges in her oeuvre as a crucial stratd@ggterrogating patriarchal texts, but
which nevertheless runs the risk of appropriatimgtorical ambiguities in a text for the
feminine. In Johnson’s texts, apostrophe, the riwgtbfigure giving personhood, becomes a
nodal point around which rhetoric, politics, lawnfinism, legal studies and deconstruction
can converge, while Caruth and Felman reconceptsathis figure as an address to and a
call from the other that enacts the advent of theal as well. Felman and Caruth’s notion of
literature as a testimony to trauma inserts tleediy into a historical and a legal framework,
which is conceptualized as a suturing of the wowfdsg/mbolic or real violence, giving hope
for recuperation and healing in contrast to thdeswrepetitions of trauma. Yet the law
sometimes fails to fulfill this role, and it becosnte burden of literature to become a
supplement to what the law was not able to recegamd resolve properly.

Recognizing the importance of the “literary” iretie theoretical positions, the thesis
also reads literary texts in conjunction with th#seories, to show how literature can help
transform the deconstructive concepts by juxtagp#ieir historical testimony to the
universalizing tendency of theory. With some exites, these texts come from™@entury
American literature: Edgar Allan Poe’s “The Mantloé Crowd” comments on the encounter
between deconstruction and psychoanalysis; thet@hapout deconstruction and feminism
examines Poe’s treatment of “the most poeticaktopivo pieces, Ralph Waldo Emerson’s
texts about the death of his son, Waldo, and th&lyb@ of Tancred and Clorinda from
Torquato Tasso’derusalem Deliveredluminates the encounter between deconstructiah an
trauma studies; while Herman Melville’s “BartlelhetScrivener” sheds further light on the
encounter between deconstruction and the law. {Ahese texts, with all their different
subject matters can help us perceive the histeidealogical contexts of key deconstructive

notions.
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A DISSZERTACIO MAGYAR NYELV U OSSZEFOGLALOJA

A disszertacio Shoshana Felman, Barbara JohnsGatéyg Caruth teoretikus
szovegeit elemzi részletesen, amelyeknek tézisenmsaz a célja, hogy a Paul de Man-féle
retorikai dekonstrukciot egyéb, a kortars elmélethiemelked fontossagu diszkurzusokkal
vegyitse, ugymint a pszichoanalizis, a feminiznausaumaelmélet, vagy a jogelmélet.
Szovegeiken keresztil ezek a sakriehat egy dialogust probalnak létrehozni kiilorgb6z
elméleti poziciok k6zott, még akkor is, ha egyesteadden az elméletek kdzotti
kilonboségek athidalhatatlannak latszanak is.

Felman irdsaiban az attétel valik az olvasas miegpeisava, tanasagot téve a
szovegek retorikai mechanizmusairdél és strukturalvaodalomrol szo6l16 kritikai narrativak
olvasatait. Késbb a mimikri valik szévegeiben a patriarchalis sgek kritikus olvasdsanak
néiségnek tulajdonitja a szovegek retorikai ambiveil@h Johnsonnal az aposztrofe, a
megszolitas trépusa valik egy olyan vezérfonalidelst mentén elképzelhet retorika, a
politika, a feminizmus, a dekonstrukcid, vagy aglmgélet dialégusa, mig Caruth és Felman
tanulméanyai e retorikai alakzat etikaval valo iropilkapcsolatat bontjak ki. Kettejik
szovegeibl kittinik, hogy a trauma tanusagtételeként értett iroddtoncepcidja hogyan
illeszthe® be egy torténeti és jogi kontextusba, amely ereded szimbolikus, vagy a nagyon
is valés edszakot altal okozott sebeket kivanja orvosolnietéteget adva a trauma
ismétléskényszerébvalé szabadulasra és gyogyulasra. Am az igazelgitatas nem
mindig képes ezt a funkcidjat betdlteni, igy adalmmra harul az a feladat, hogy a jogi
diszkurzus szupplementumaként ,igazsagot szolgaitas

Az irodalmisag rendkivil fontos szerepet tolt lisszertacidban szerépudosok
szovegeiben, a dolgozat pedig arra mutat ra, hadggodalmi szévegek hogyan lehetnek
képesek megvaltoztatni az univerzélis dekonstrgkidalmakat a sajat torténeti Bpontjuk
segitségével. A dolgozat ennek demonstralagaént a XIX. szazadi amerikai irodalombol
szarmaz0 szbvegeket valaszt: Edgar Allan Poe ,Aetpembere” cirth novellgja vilagit ra a
dekonstrukcio és a pszichoanalizis parbeszéedélekanstrukcié és feminizmus kapcsolatéat
boncolgato fejezet Poe ,legkéibb témajat” jarja korll; a dekonstrukcio és trauiejazet
Ralph Waldo Emerson fia halalat feldolgozo6 szoviegalamint Torquato Tasso
Megszabaditott Jeruzsalemérigncred és Clorinda torténetét olvassa; végul ldarm
Melville ,Bartleby, a tollnok” cinfi szévegét kapcsolja szervesen a dekonstrukcigags a
dialogusanak elemzéséhez. Ugy gondolom, hogy enkidild szévegek mindegyike képes

lattatni egyes dekonstruktiv alapfogalmak tortérdeologiai determinaltsagat.
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