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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Area and Objective of Research

The aim of this dissertation is to investigate {hmblematics of father-son relationships,
orphanage, and patricide in four selected Southmowels: Mark Twain’'s Adventures of
Huckleberry Finn(1885), William FaulknersAbsalom Absalom(1936), Robert Penn Warren'’s
All the King’s Men(1946), and Flannery O’ConnorEne Violent Bear It Awayl960). These
novels share the critical assumption to be amoagntbst influential Southern novels of thé"19
and 28" century. Moreover, they all have fathers, substitiathers, and sons in their centers,
engaged in a power game.

The protagonists all want to become free of thenpal inheritance and break out of the
shadow of the past and the ancestors. In doinghgy, commit a series of patricide on the
thematic, structural, textual or figurative levadé each text. The protagonists can be aptly
described with Marthe Robert’s words as “Bastamsd are never done with killing their fathers
in order to take their place (30 their quests to achieve this goal, they commnuitmarous
attempts of real and symbolic father murders. I dissertation, | focus on and analyse these
orphan heroes’ different attempts of overwriting fhaternal pattern, overcoming the father and
establishing their freedom from paternal authotdysee what forms these attempts may take,

whether they can become successful and what thaicess or failure mean and entail.

1.2. Theoretical Background

C. Vann Woodward talks about “the peculiar histalriconsciousness of the Southern writer”
(24). According to him Southern writers are chardzed by a “preoccupation, obsessive
concern” (35) with the past in the present, whibhas' been expressed often explicitly as well as

implicitly in their stories” (35). SimilarlyJohn T. Matthews claims that “Southern writers in



general are often seen as distinctively preoccupight the past . . .” (173). It seems that for the
Southern writer, the haunting presence of the gashot be done away with. As Faulkner states
in hisRequiem for a NurfThe past is never dead. It's not even paB&dquienact 1, scene 3). |
claim that there is a similar ‘preoccupation andestsive concern’ with the question of the
father/fatherhood in the Southern novEhe metaphor of the father is a key fantasy appgan

it. In my view, the father is a symbolic embodimehthe past in these novels. Thus, overcoming
the father is one way of overcoming/coming to tewith the past.

Literary critic Richard H. King argues that thedii¢ctuals and writers of the Southern
Literary Renaissance in the®@entury were attempting symbolically to defineithelationship
with the region’s “fathers” (13). Iconic sons arttbag fathers have been predominant images in
modern southern literature (16). Ah©dve been mostly educated on poststructuralistryhéoe
writers’ attempts and intensions in King’s sense— are not subject to my investigations.
Discussing the protagonists’ attempts, howeveredrime to the same conclusion: the heroes of
these novels intend to define, or rather redefiveer trelationships with the father/fathers. They
attempt to overwrite the traditional Southern atial pattern. | claim that the protagonists of
these novels are all self-willed orphans, who emd@phanage and do not tolerate any attempts
of fathering coming from the outside. Moreover, ythensure their fatherless state by several
father-murders, which take place on the thematractiral, textual, and figurative levels of the
narratives.

King's approach haveen widely popular and has had many followers, wkhamine
Southern novels in their cultural historical contekather-son relationships, orphanage, and

“Bastard” sons could also be examined from thisspective, focusing mainly on the iconic



”

“bastard” archetype of the South: the fruit of tidantation liaison,” “the tragic mulatlg' the
mixed-blood son of the plantation Lord born frons Hlegitimate affair with his slave women.
From this aspect numerous iconic Southern textédcbe subject to my investigation, such as
Alan Tate’sThe FathersLangston Hughes'Mulatto, and several novels of William Faulkner.
The present dissertation does not want to break this tradition, moreover, it uses some of its
insights and examines one tragic mulatto figuredatail in the chapter entitled “Family
Romances in William Faulkner'sbsalom, AbsalofilHowever, the reading strategies of the
dissertation follow the methods of poststructutatarratology and psychoanalysis; essentially it
does not build on the cultural historical backgmamd its textual reflections, but the other way
round: it focuses on and analyses the paternal fdilationships appearing in the different texts.
A practical effect of this is that the number ofimined texts had to be limited. However, | will
elaborate on the choices | have made in the outlitlee dissertation.

I will examine fatherhood, father-son clashes miy @t the plot but the structural level of
narratives as well, as, in my view, the presencé¢heffather can be detected not only at the
thematic, but at the structural level of narratites. Claiming that, | follow in the footsteps of
Robert Caserio, Peter Brooks, Patricia Tobin, J&eeter, and Robert Con Davis, who have all
examined the possible connections of the figuréref father” and Western narratives. Although
they approach the field of study from diverginggmerctives, they all share a basic assumption:
they all identify the “paternal impulse” (CaseriB4) or the “narrative authority, the symbolic
father” (Con DavisFictional Father25)as key to the sense of plot in narratives.

In Plot, Story and the NoveRobert Caserio insists that “[tlhere is indeedaa@logy
between family line and story line in the moderweld (234) and recognizes the “paternal” to be

crucial for “a sense of plot.” However, he alsaesahat this “repressive central authority” (235)

! As Zsolt Viragos refers to the stereotypical fig(iviragos 248) to whom | am endebted for this idea



has to be subverted and replaced by a fictionatodise with “adjacent parts” which “are
fraternal, but they are kin without parents” (23Similarly, according to Patricia Tobin, there is a
“homologous congruity between time-line, familydimnd story-line” (ix) in realistic narratives,
which can be detected as a “lineal decorum” tharvades the structure” (7-8). On a wider
platform, inFamily Plots Jeanette Beizer introduces a general theoryehtrrative based on
the work of Balzac. She states that “our experieasereaders links traditional or classical
narrative . . . to themes of the father and theilfatme and to related issues of authority,
subordination and insubordination. A chain of asgams further attaches this tradition to formal
principles of mimesis, order, coherence, lineatityity, closure, and totalization” (3). In spite of
the fact that these scholars make claims abouerdiit types of narratives (Caserio about the
modern novel, Tobin about realistic narratives,zBeabout narratives in general), | consider their
claims to be highly similar. My investigation, hoves, is more limited, focusing not on
narratives in general, but on four novels in patac.

In the novels | examine, | have also found a cotioe®etween family line and the story-
line, however, this connection is far from being“analogy” or a “homologous congruity.” In
these novels, the story-line subverts patrilineage,necessarily to have it replaced by fraternal
“adjacent parts” though, as Caserio claims. Alltagonists are sons subjected to a patrilineage
and numerous paternal narratives. All of them ewoleto overwrite these paternal narratives and
outscribe themselves from them. They want to be dfepaternal control and authority.

In the following part of the chapter, | introdudeose theorists who have examined the
connection of novelistic narratives and paternity different (structural, thematic, semantic)

levels, in other words, those, who can be listedigst inspiration to my work.



Marthe Robert’s insights are of central significario my argument, as she recognizes
the roots of the novel as a genre in Sigmund Feeetiiidhood family romancea common
fantasy among children, which may appear in laferwith neurotics, too. According to Freud,
the child fabricates a fabulous tale to overcome the fiisagbointment he suffers in his parents:
“the child’s imagination becomes engaged in thi tdgetting free from the parents of whom he
now has a low opinion and of replacing them by ath&ho, as a rule, are of higher social
standing” (“Family” 237-39). This act of liberatiamsually happens through assuming that they
are not his true parents, but strangers who founddnd took him in. Thus, the child starts
thinking of himself as a “Foundling,"to whom his Royal parents will reveal themselves.
However, the Romance does not end here but getseaved shape when sexuality appears on the
scene. From then on, the child does not see hentsmas undifferentiated but realizes that they
have “two distinctive functions in the story of ligth” (Robert 25). Therefore, he strives to keep
his mother by his side and get rid of the fatheplacing him with an absent, imaginary, noble
father to ensure the desired noble rank. The fathmbility and extended absence provides a
perfect combination for the child, since he cantsegself in a flattering royal glow and can also
fill the place of the absent father. Consideringttthe unconscious sees every relationship as a
sexual one and every absence as murder (27),tenalpall the allusiveness and euphemismes, it is
not too difficult to notice the Oedipal theme irethackground. The “Bastartithild is “never
done with killing his father in order to take hikge, imitate him or surpass him by ‘going his

own way’ (30). Not only does he rob the fathertbé mother, but of his phallic power, too,

2 Freud uses the terminology in lowercase, whileth&@Robert capitalizes it. In the dissertationsé the Freudian
form.
% Both Freud and Marthe Robert focus their attentarthe male child, so whenever | use the termld¢hl also
refer to sons.
* Robert’s terminology
® Robert’s terminology



since, in his fantasy, heswrites the story of his own conception as well as theilfigm
genealogy.

So far, with the exception of the names (FoundliBgstard), Robert does not add
anything to the Freudian scenario. However, shes goe to state that “[s]ince the Oedipus
complex is a universal human phenomenon, all fictinvention and image making expresses it
more or less explicitly” (315. Moreover, she identifies the family romance notyoas the
psychological origin of the genre but as the org @onvention to which it is willing to submit
(32). According to her, the novel hasc¢ampulsory conterdnd aroptional form admitting of as
many variations as the imagination can invent” (32ying to the fact that the child’s family
romance has got two separate stages, Robert difigies between two kinds of novels:
Foundling and Bastard. The Foundling type admiterteates a world of his own, ignoring
reality, while the Bastard tries to be true to hfed imitate reality as much as possible.

Although Robert’s view on the compulsory contentofels is arguably rather limiting, |
find her work particularly useful for my argumens & can be employed to explain the
relationship of male protagonists and their reahwginary family romances in novels, as well as
their real or symbolic patricides motivated by tiesire to take over the father’s place.

Another critic whose work is highly relevant to mgsearch is Pamela A. Boker, whose
typical hero of American literature is “the adolest orphan” who seeks “to quest for the ideal
father” and “escape from, or disavow, the realapiinting father” (22). He is the “‘compulsive
wanderer’ who forever defers mourning for his Ipatental object” and this deferral surfaces in

his pursuing “the active fulfillment of his own dbawvishes” (23). Thus, according to Boker, the

® Roland Barthes also suggests this when inPlleasure of the Textie asks: “Doesn’t every narrative lead back to
Oedipus? Isn't storytelling always a way of seamghfor one’s origin, speaking one’s conflict withet Law,
entering into the dialectics of tenderness andedatr (47).



typical hero of American novels is the suicidal flwap, “who is on a voyage to join the lost, the
dying, and the dead. His voyage to adventure igs@lf, an act of mourning . . .” (22-23).

The protagonists of the Southern novels | examere also be regarded as wandering
orphans (cf. Boker) either literally or symboligalbs they are either orphaned, or act as if they
were, or do their best to be. Thus, as opposeddt@B in my view, the orphan heroes of these
novels are not so much “suicidal orphans” as pdtalmnes. Following in the footsteps of Marthe
Robert’s Bastard, they keep committing real andlsylia patricides in order to take their real or
symbolic father(s)’s place. Driven by an insatiatdsire of self-fathering, they aspire to become
the source of their own origin, the writers of th@ivn genealogies.

Peter BrooksReading for the Plohas inspired me to look for paternal and filiadtpland
guests (for power) on multiple levels of the namatiext. In these novels, the text becomes a
battlefield of clashing paternal and filial force$iving for control and authority. In this batté
forces, the plot and plotting, the narrative andatang, writing and reading often become not
only the field, but also the means of taking cantro

Underlying all this, however, the main theoretidehmework of the dissertation is
provided by Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalysisaye chosen this framework, as both
Fruedian and Lacanian psychoanalysis are of crun@brtance in the theory of the paternal-filial
relationship and the role of the father in psyatewelopment. In the following pages, | intend to

outline the main Freudian and Lacanian conceptdiauties | operate with in the dissertation.



1.3. Introduction to the Applicable Concepts and Tkories

The Applicable Concepts of Psychoanalysis

Freud was one of the first to challenge the huntignt®ncept of a stable self fully governed by
free will. In his interpretation the self consistisa conscious and an unconscious territory. The
unconscious is a warehouse of repressed desiressamiiven by instincts. His most famous
statement about the relation of the unconscious taedconscious is “Wo Es war, soll Ich
werden:” Where It was, shall | be. In other wordc@ding to him “It,” the unconscious shall be
replaced by consciousness.

Freud’s most important theories from the perspectif my dissertation are his theory of
psychosexual development and his theory of the I[yamimance fantasy. He differentiates
between five stages of psychosexual developmentiidgin with birth and last throughout a
person’s life: oral, anal, phallic, latency, anahig@ stages. The oral stage lasts from birth t® ag
1, the anal stage begins at the age of 1 and &siahthe age of 3. From the perspective of father-
son relationships, the third (phallic) stage is thest important. In this stage, as the naming
illustrates, the male child becomes aware of tleetfzat he has a genital organ and that touching
it can cause excitement and pleasure. Moreoves, tbivly arisen sexual interest is directed
towards his mother. As a result of this, he beginteel jealousy and rivalry towards the father.
“His identification with his father then takes ashite coloring and changes into a wish to get rid
of his father in order to take his place with histher” (FreudEgo 26). However, his conscious
self knows that his father is stronger and he lashance against him, thus, a so called castration

anxiety appears: the child becomes afraid thaséusial interest for the mother will be punished



with castration. The Oedipus complex is resolvethuwhe son’s renouncing his mother and his
identification with the father.

According to Freud, these ambivalent and contradycteelings for the father have their
roots in the primal horde, where the sons, tirethefr violent and jealous father, came together
and devoured him and “so made an end of the peatt@hhorde” (FreudTotem141). They hated
their father for presenting “such a formidable albkt to their craving for power and their sexual
desires, but they loved and admired him too” (142g had definitely been “a feared and envied
model” for each of them and devouring him, theyniifeed with him and “each one of them
acquired a portion of his strength” (142). Howethg affection that had also been there for the
father made its way to the surface in the formeshorse and guilt felt by the whole group and
thus {t]he dead father became stronger than the livinchadeébeen” (143). “What had up to then
been prevented by his actual existence was themeafd prohibited by the sons themselves |[. . .]
They revoked their deed by forbidding the killintlee totem, the substitute for their father; and
renounced its fruits by resigning their claim fbetwomen who had now been set free” (143).
According to Freud, the repressed wishes of theigDedcomplex and the main taboos of our
society are rooted here.

Freud’'s family romance fantasy is another applieattheory for the dissertation.
According to Freud, it is a common fantasy amoniddodn. In the early years, the parents (the
parent of his/her own sex) constitute the model idedl for the child who wants to be big and
strong like his father. However, as he grows, his ge know other parents as well and thus
acquires a basis for comparison and doubt. He ¢am@lp noticing that his parents are not
perfect. “Small events in the child’s life which keahim dissatisfied afford him provocation for

beginning to criticize his parents” (“Family Romast 237) “[T]he child’s imagination becomes



engaged in the task of getting free from the parentwhom he now has a low opinion and of
replacing them by others, who, as a rule, are giidri social standing” (238-39). Moreover, when
the child learns about the different parts motlaed fathers play in procreation, a second, “sexual
stage” of the romance emerges: when a boy is fae fileely “to feel hostile impulses towards his
father than towards his mother and has a far maense desire to get free from him than from
her” (237).

Jacques Lacaimterprets Freud in the light of structuralist grabtstructuralist theory. For
him the conscious can never take the place of lerthe unconscious. According to Lacan, the
unconscious is structured like language, as its tm@n processes are condensation and
displacement. Its elements are signifiers whichnfer signifying chain. In the signifying chain
there are no signifieds, as there is nothing tgeifsers ultimately refer to. Due to the lack of
signifieds, the signifying chain is continuouslydsig, without a stable point. The process of
becoming an adult (symbolization) can be intergrei® an endeavour to stop this constant sliding
in order that stable meaning be possible.

The process of psychic development according t@has also the process of getting the
illusion of a self, an “l.” He divides this develment to three phases/registers: the real, the
imaginary, and the symbolic. The cHilg born into the real. The real is characterizgdotality,
an original unity with the mother, no sense of titgrand separation, thus no sense of absence or
lack. All the child’s needs are fulfilled immedigteThe real cannot be represented as such, as it
is outside and beyond language, outside symbadalisatt is “that which resists symbolization

absolutely” (LacankFreud’s 66). This primal sense of unity with the motheloist when the child

" Lacan, in the footsteps of Freud, also concersratethe male child and the male subject. Bothrisesochave been
rightly criticized for being gender biased and imstive to sexual differences. However, for thesdigation, | do
not consider this blind spot significant, as myuedies on sons, for the examination of which, hsider both
theories adequate.



begins to distinguish between hisfhbody and everything else in the world. He/Sheizealthat
s/he is not one with the mother, thus the idedhef‘bther” is born. The idyllic unity is lost and
the feeling of separation, anxiety and lack takeplice. This separation gets even stronger with
the mirror stage, as the child beholds his/her enagthe mirror and identifies with his/her
specular image that s/he recognizes as a gestéthoW this identification it would not be
possible for the child to perceive him/herself ds@nplete” being, as an “l.” The assumption of
the specular image coincides with the birth of Bg®, which, according to Lacan, is thus the
product of a misunderstandingéconnaissanggeas it is based on an illusion of autonomy and
wholenessHcrits 5). The imago in the mirror is other than the @hihus his/her identification is
based on a misrecognition. The mirror stage alsesgiway to the first experience of the
other/otherness.

In the beginning of his career, Lacan sees theomstage as a stage that takes place at a
specific time in the child’s psychic developmenet{leen sixteen and eighteen months), as a
drama “which manufactures for the subject, caughtruthe lure of spatial identification, the
succession of phantasies that extends from a fragthidoody-image to a form of its totality . . .
and . . . to the assumption of the armour of a@naling identity, which will mark with its rigid
structure the subject’s entire mental developméB)’ Later he introduces some changes to the
concept and regards it not as a specific time & ghychic development but as a permanent
structure of subjectivity: the paradigm of the inmagy (118).

The imaginary is the realm of the imaginary ideadifion that happens in the mirror stage.
As that identification is based on misrecognititalienation is constitutive of the imaginary

order” (LacanPsychosed446). “The imaginary is the realm of image andgmation, deception

8 In the light of footnotes 3 and 7, this gendeii@pimay read as false pretense. To the contrais/ait indication of
my effort to use non-sexist language in all paftsip text which do not require otherwise for crtipurposes.



and lure. The principal illusions of the imaginame those of wholeness, synthesis, autonomy,
duality and, above all, similarity” (Evans 84). élbhild identified with the whole unified image
s/he sees in the mirror and covers up the sentlfand separation with a misrecognition/lie.
The imaginary precedes the Law and the (symbohdgroand is characterized by freedom from
the constraints associated with these: identighatiomies, (teleo)logical thinking, time.

The passage from the imaginary to the symbolic rotdkes place with the Oedipus
complex, first described by Freud. Lacan keepstmeept of the Oedipus complex, however, he
identifies three times of it. The first time of tlkemplex is characterized by the “pre-oedipal
triangle:” the mother, the child and the phallugldd Evans identifies this as a point where
Lacan diverges from Freud, as the former claimg fttieere is never a purely dual relation
between the mother and the child but always a tieinch, the phallus, an imaginary object which
the mother desires beyond the child himself (13hjs is the time when the child realizes that
“both he and the mother are marked by a lack” (13he mother desires the phallus that she
lacks. When the child realizes that the mothersrgeaims at something beyond him, he “wishes
to be the phallus in order to satisfy that des{teican, Ecrits 289). However, as a substitute he
can never completely satisfy the mother; her desirdhe phallus persists, which gives rise to
anxiety in the child. This conflict gets resolved the second and third times of the Oedipus
complex. In the second phase of the Oedipus contpxmaginary father intervenes, imposing
the Law on the mother’s desire. The interventioofisn mediated by the discourse of the mother,
through her speech and through her subjection @olLtlw. The third phase of the Oedipus
complex is the actual intervention of the real éattwho shows that he possesses the phéitus

such a way that the child is forced to abandorattempt to be the phallus” (Evans 23), he makes



the child give up his desire for the mother andssitide it for the Name-of-the-Fathéthis
substitutuion is also referred to as the paterrethphor).

The symbolic: It is the structure of language thet need to enter so as to become
speaking subjects and designate ourselves as ‘hénNhe child enters the symbolic, he accepts
the order regulated by the nom/non-du-péere, andurgses his first object of desire—the mother;
he accepts the law of language, which structuresaimnudesire through metaphor and metonymy.
Through a “symbolic pact,” he acquires an autharigpeaking position and becomes the “slave
of language” (LacanEcrits 113). Entering the symbolic order marks one’shba$ a subject, a
subject to the Law of the father.

The Law is a “legal-linguistic structure” that umlikes and governs all social relations
(Evans 101). It is a “primordial Law which in regtihg marriage ties superimposes the kingdom
of culture on that of a nature abandoned to thedmating” (LacanEcrits 66). It is imposed on
the child by the father during the Oedipus Compthgreby regulating the child’s desire. There is
a dialectical relationship between the Law andrdesis prohibition itself triggers the birth of
desire.

The father: “From very early on in his work, Ladags great importance on the role of the
father in psychic structure” (Evans 62). He is thpresentative of the social (symbolic) order,
and “only by identifying with the father in the Qpds complex can the subject gain entry into
this order” (62). However, the father in Lacan iscenplex concept, as he differentiates between
real, imaginary and symbolic father. The real faieehe biological father. The imaginary father
is an imago, a collection of images the child baiddound the figure of the father. The imaginary
father can be a double image, it may be construatethn ideal father, or the opposite, as the

father who has fucked the kid up” (63). As an idadher, the imaginary father is a model who



possesses all the qualities the real father lackshe latter role, the imaginary father “is the
terrifying father of the primal horde who imposhks tncest taboo on his sons” (63). The symbolic
father is a function or a position in the symbdarider. His task is to impose the Law and regulate
desire in the Oedipus complex, intervening in thal dharcissistic mother-child relationship and
imposing the incest taboo on the child. The syntbfaliher is also referred to as the Name-of-the-
Father [e nom du perewhich isoften linked to the concept & ‘non’ du pére(the no of the
father), indicating the inseparability of the ldgisse and the prohibitive functions of the
symbolic father.

The Lacanian other/Other is a double concept @& has a crucial importance in the
dissertation. In lower case, the other is the dpedmage the child identifies with in the mirror
stage, thus it is inscribed in the imaginary orded is constitutive of the lack the subject
experiences. The uppercase Other is a radical rtbgrthat “cannot be assimilated through
identification” (136); it is the core, the centdrtbe structure thus it is inscribed in the symboli
order.

The concept of th@hallus has also been mentioned, however, it hadeen clarified
that, by Lacan, it is not identical with the perf®enis is the male genital organ while the phallus
is the role this organ takes up in fantasy. Laciferdntiates between imaginary and symbolic
phallus. The imaginary phallus is perceived by ¢héd as the mother’s desire thus the child
endeavors to become the phallus (Oedipus complég.symbolic phallus is a signifier, “the
signifier of the desire of the Other” (Lacdfgrits 270).

Freud and Lacan approach the human psyche andhipsyevelopment from different

perspectives. Nevertheless, | do not think thair ttheeories are incompatible with one another



and cannot be applied for textual analysis sidesidg, as Lacan himself argues that he only

returns to the original Freud, “the meaning of Ee9).

Concepts | Have Introduced

In the following part of the Introduction, | willxplicate on “fathering” and “freedom” — further
concepts my argument operates with in the dissentatFathering” stands for a number of
different functions and mechanisms. If we look bp verb “to father” in the Merriam-Webster
dictionary, we find a list of different, but reldteneanings and connotations: “to beget,” “to be
the founder, producer, or author of,” “to fix thaternity or origin of,” “to place responsibility ifo
the origin or cause of,” “to impose.” | use the egsion “fathering” in reference to all of these
connotations, aiming to keep the expression opdettthe primary materials, the novels, also
provide us with additional understandings of it.

Freedom, as used in the chapters, however, in itren gleconstructive-psychoanalytic
context, related to the figure of the father, meaosbeing subjected to (not being a subject in)
others’ paternal plots; not being subjected toltae of father, the paternal order, or keeping a
playful distance to it; not assuming a restrictedifpon in the symbolic order through yielding to
the fantasy of becoming an “I” but keeping an estenging imaginary “identity” characterized

by a relative “freedom” and lack of congruence.

1.4. The Outline of the Dissertation
Chapter 2
My choice for Mark Twain’s novel in “Reading, Wntj, and Paternity inAdventures of

Huckleberry Fin’ has been motivated by two factors. On the onedhas Boker claims, “[i]n



all of American literature there is perhaps no aedoént male protagonist who is . . . more
representative of the American orphan-hero thankMavain’s Huckleberry Finn” (137). On the
other hand, it is likely the most significant Scerth novel of the 1®century.

| claim that the plot is organized around a powamng between Huck and the numerous
representatives of the paternal order who try taldish control over Huck, subjecting him to
their order/code. In the novel, the activity of ftileg itself acquires crucial importance. Huck grie
to “out-scribe” himself from the different paternabts and achieve mastery over his life and plot
as well.

In the first part of the chapter, | examine thdeatént representatives of the paternal order
and the plots they try to inscribe him. In the set@art, | focus on his quests to out-scribe

himself from these plots and achieve freedom.

Chapter 3

Faulkner, as critics like Richard P. Adams, Andteilgasten, or Lynn G. Levins have observed,
was obsessed with the questions of fatherhoodiapaty, and the metaphor of the father as the
key fantasy of the South. Almost all of his noveds be read, or even offer themselves to be
read, as inquiries into the functions and malfioniof fatherhood and father-son relationships.
His world “abounds in orphans and bastards” (Blei&a 116), and “in at least four of his major
novels—he Sound and The Fu($929), Light in August(1932), Absalom, AbsalomlandGo
Down, Moseq1942)—the father-son relationship is assuredly ohée crucial issues” (120).
Moreover, Faulkner himself stated in an intervidvattAbsalom, Absalom!pne of his most

important novels, is a “story of a man who wantesba and got too many, got so many that they



destroyed him” (83). Thus, it is a story of fathewrsd sons and their mutually dependent and

mutually destructive existence.

In “Family Romances in William FaulknerAbsalom, Absaloriy! | regard narration and
storytelling as a paternal legacy and a familyidgsts well, which bind the son to the father and
the Grandfather. However, narration and storytglitso become the means of overwriting the
paternal meta-narrative and endeavors of narra@lefathering, self-begetting. In my reading,
the “story-weaving” of the narrators—to use Miekal’B concept, th@arrative textand the story
woven (by them); thetoryin Bal's terms—swirl around the same conflict: thattle” of fathers
and sons. In this chapter, | examine how theseanatélial power relations and conflicts work in
both “layers” of the novel and how they influen@ele other. Doing so, | make use of the insights

of Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalysis, espedfalyheory of the Freudian family romance.

Chapter 4
In, “Fathering and Self-Fathering in Robert Penrridais All the King’s Mer, | focus on the
different attempts at filling in the father’s laakd fulfilling his position.

In the first part of the chapter, | examine thesef$ the father’'s lack and his failure in
fathering have on the “story.” The lack of a/thén& triggers the crisis of the paternal function
on different levels of the story, such as the pecdition and endless substitution of potential
father figures. Having examined the mechanism isf $hibstitution and the other symptoms the
malfunction of the paternal order causes, | insgieeieffects the father’s lack and the malfunction
of the paternal order has on the personal storthefson (his story) from a psychoanalytic
perspective. | argue that the paternal malfundbiongs about an “error” in the resolution of the

child’s Oedipus complex and thus Jack’s psychicetigyment gets stuck. | also examine the



symptoms of this in Jack’s life: his foetus fantakis periods of Great Sleep, the ideologies he
comes up with (his being an Idealist and the GTedtch), his preoccupation with history, and
his actions as a character.

In the second part of the chapter, | look at the serious attempts at filling the gap the
father left behind and at fulfilling the paternahttion (at fathering) first from a psychoanalytica
perspective. | examine the two father candidatestlagir duel in detail. Then, | examine the duel,
the success of the father candidates and the adatbéring from a more narratological
perspective, which provides me with a more complederstanding of the concept of fathering.
Using this newly gained concept of fathering, Ixa®ine the novel and get a new candidate for
the paternal position. In the last two sectionsthe# chapter, | examine Jack’s endeavors at

fathering and self-fathering both as a charactdraana narrator.

Chapter 5

In “Quest for the Son in Flannery O’Conndrhe Violent Bear It Away,l read O’Connor’'s
novel, too, as a quest narrative, in which the dbgd the quest is “the boy’'s” (Tarwater’s)
“possession.” All three members of the family, udihg Tarwater himself, try to “have” the boy,
occupy the position of the father, and establishitrod over him and his future. | focus on their
separate, though closely intertwined, quests fovgool explore what forms they take, how they
relate to each other, and what results they bimghe first part of the chapter, | examine the two
self-appointed fathers’ (Old Mason Tarwater, Raybguest. First | deal with Old Mason
Tarwater’s endeavor to inscribe the boy into ayiteg, a line of descent and into the linearity of
a quest structure. Then | explore how Rayber eratsao overwrite the Old Man’s plot and re-

construct the boy in his own fashion. However, mginmfocus lies on Tarwater’s attempt at



attaining freedom from the previously mentionedepadl quests and self-fathering. In this
endeavor of his, crossing out the paternal masteative, twisting the paternal quest into an anti-
guest and doing NO instead of saying NO play ctuolas. To understand why he “can’t just say
NO” to the Old Man’s will and paternal quests hé& leehind, why Tarwater “got to do NO”

(Violent 157), I will apply Austin’s speech act theory toderstand the performative qualities of
the Old Man’s speech. To understand how his gaz&syowill apply the theory of hypnosis and

Lacan’s concept of the gaze. Finally, | examine wtg Old Man’s speech and gaze can be

termed violent and why the violent bear Tarwateayaw



CHAPTER 2

READING , WRITING , AND PATERNITY IN MARK TWAIN’'SADVENTURES OFHUCKLEBERRY FINN

“Personsattempting to find a motive in this narrative
will be prosecutedpersons attempting to find a moral in
it will be banishedpersons attempting to find a plot in it

will be shot” (Twain 1, emphasis added).

The above passage is the very first sentence ok Marain's Adventures of Huckleberry Fina
paternal “[n]otice”by order of the author” that, among other thinfgsbids reading for the plot
or plots. Going against the author’s paternal waymr following his latent inspiration, | intend to
read for “the plot” and plots in the present chapteoreover, claim that it is organized around a
power game, a game of plotting between Huck andlifierent representatives of the paternal
order on different levels of the novel.

Let us have a look at the main objects —plot, netand moral — of the prohibition a bit
more thoroughly. If we open th&merican Heritage Dictionaryas Brooks does in hReading

for the Plot(11), we will find five main definitions under tremtry “plot”:

1. a. A small piece of ground, generally used fgpecific purpose: a garden plot;
a cemetery plot. b. A measured area of land; a20#\ ground plan, as for a
building; a diagram. 3. See graphl (n., sense .1Jhé plan of events or main
story in a narrative or drama. 5. A secret plara¢coomplish a hostile or illegal

purpose; a scheme.



In spite of the fact that all five of these defioits seem to be connected to one another through
some “subterranean logic” (12), the last two sei$gdot are even more closely intertwined: “in
modern literature . . . the organizing line of pist more often than not some scheme or
machination” (12). Moreover, as plots are not syrgriganizing but intentional structures as well,
goal-oriented and forward-moving, as Brooks poms (12); the movement of the plot is not
only organized but fuelled and motivated by actplofting.

If we keep on investigating the meaning of thishplndion against investigation and go on
to look up “motive” (another object of the aboveatgrnal prohibition”), the same dictionary
gives the following definitions: “An emotion, desjrphysiological need, or similar impulse that
acts as an incitement to action” or “[a] motif €rerent thematic element’ ['motif]) in art,
literature, or music,” which through its recurreratgo builds the work’s structure.

Taking all this into consideration, the quoted autll note seems like a paternal warning
against looking for plots, intended meanings, detr@ifs, the author's motives; against finding
out what kinds of desires drive the narrative/ptotvard, what motivations (plots) hide behind
the acts of plotting.

Further, this plot against plotting may be evenckier.” Sacvan Bercovitch (following
this interpretive scheme/plot), in an essay thatdetermined critical discourse about the novel's
ironic language, reads this note as “a directivarey interpretation,” which, on the other hand, is
“a deadpan directive, which therefore requiresrpretation” (83). In other words, it outlaws
reading for the plot and plots, outlaws finding éonstructing) some sort of secret meaning, and,

simultaneously, with the very same gesture, aldts @tention to the possibility of hidden



motives and plots, constructing these preciselypthibiting looking for them, and therefore
inspiring the reader to transgress, search, catsand plot.

In Adventures of Huckleberry Finn, the author’s gaaf plotting between Huck and the
paternal order is being played not only on the bawikthe Mississippi or the South, but also in
the field of language, where the activity of plogfiitself acquires crucial importance. And the
most important moves in this game are all connedtedplotting, reading, writing, and
interpretation. Huck is questing for freedom ant-smstery via plotting and writing. (T)His
narrative is his means of “out-scribing” himselftoe paternal plot(s) into which the figures of
the Law® and order are trying to inscribe him. | also arthat the “figures/agents of the Law”
have an intimate relationship with certain rhetalriiigures and signs, so the ability/inability of
reading and (mis)interpreting signs and figuresuaegdecisive influence on the success of the
guest. Therefore, when Cynthia Brantley Johnsotewiin her “Interpretive Notes” to the novel
that “Huck wants to escape the figurative bondsisflife” (423), she is right in more than one

sense: literally as well as figuratively.

2.1. Plots in Conflict

As the novel opens, two opposing “plots” unfoldiiont of our eyes, overshadowing Huck’s life:
Widow Douglas and Miss Watson’s “sivilizing” effsrand pap Finn’s “unsivilizing” tendency.
Thus, Huck seems to be pulled about by two oppdsirges and torn apart between two different
roles in two opposing “plots.” To get away, to “edribe” himself from these—often

threatening—paternal plots and the roles imposethbgn becomes the original motivation and

° We will see if he manages to earn that possegsoroun or not.

19 use the word “Law” in the Lacanian sense, réfigrito those fundamental principles and structwkish govern
and underlie all social relations and interactiomich make any kind of social existence possilblee Lacanian
Law is primarily a linguistic entity, “identical wi the order of language” (LacéBgrits 66).



the main organizing principle behind Huck’'s adveesy thus, the main driving force of the
narrative: “l guessed | wouldn’t stay in one plalet just tramp right across the country, mostly
night times . . . ando get so far away that the old man nor the widowlan’t ever find me any
moré' (Twain 36-37, emphasis added).

His “lighting out” is, however, not only an escapet also a quest for “freedom” and self-
mastery, as many critics, among them Harold Bloach&lan Trachtenberg point out. Moreover,
they also understand “freedom” to be the main thefrthe novel and consider Huck Finn to be
“the image of freedom most central to Americanréitg culture” (Bloom,Huck 3). However, as
Bloom also observes, in his “Introduction” to orfetlbte numerous anthologies about the novel
appearing under his name, “the book after all isjust about freedom, but about the limits of
freedom as well,” about control and authoritju¢k 1). Moreover, he links the concept of
freedom to that of the father and defines it toriaénly a freedom from the father: “Huck’s family
consists of a dangerous, indeed murderous fathkeo, might also turn up again somehow.
Obviously freedom in the first place must mean dora from such a deathly father . . .” (1).
While sharing Bloom’s view, | reserve that the ogpicof the father needs to be taken in a wider
sense, as pap Finn is not the only paternal presienthe novel that threatens Huck’s freedom.
The novel abounds in figures trying to establisimtal and exercise dominance over Huck,
subjecting him to their order/code. They all wamt‘sivilize” him according to their own code
systems, which, as we shall see, have more in contiham the first impression would suggest.

Boker, in her bookThe Grief Tabooin American Literature: Loss and Prolonged
Adolescence in Twain, Melville, and Hemingwdgvotes a chapter to Huckleberry Finn and his
“anti-oedipus complex.” She examines the novel ldndk’s quest along the concepts of freedom

and fatherhood, however, as the title of the bolsk suggests, she focuses her attention on



repressed grief and loss, which she identifiese@dntral to American fiction. She also argues
that “Huck seeks to free himself from parental kenyel’ and “patriarchal civilization,” however,
she comes to the conclusion that “once this adefgsebellion is undertaken, he suffers deeply
from an almost unbearable loneliness and isolat{@B7). Moreover, she also states that Huck’s
“compulsion to wander” represents “an act of maouognior the lost parents for whom he refuses
to grieve” (138) or “an unconscious search for‘gwod,” or ideal, lost parents” (139). She claims
that Huck, playing out “a classical family-romarsteuggle” (150), continuously “attempts to find
an ideal, heroic father and to establish a ladtimigd with the ‘good mother’ [who, according to
her, ’is played by Jim in the novel’]” (139).

| would definitely avoid calling this family arraegent, with Jim in the role of the “good
mother,” a “classical family-romance struggle.”riry view, Huck’s actions and plots are fuelled
by less paradoxical motivations and desires: lqesting for self-mastery. He is trying to “out-
scribe” himself of the paternal plot(s) into whitie figures of the order are trying to inscribe
him. In the following part of the chapter, | examiwho the different figures of order are and how

they function in Huck’s life.

Pap Finn: The Law of the Out-Law

The most threatening paternal presence in the riovéluck is pap; his ghostly presence, abrupt
appearances and disappearances keep Huck in cotestan Part of the terror may arise from his
apparently liminal, “passing to and fro,” positidiretween life and death. When he is first
mentioned in the novel, he is dead, “was founchsriver drownded [sic]” (Twain 17), but gets

resurrected from the dead very soon: “They saigvag floating on his back in the water. . . . |

knowed mighty well that a drownded man don't float his back but on his face. So | knowed,



then, that this warn’'t pap” (18). However, whens‘lown self” (26) appears, he looks quite dead:
“there warn’t no color in his face, where his fat®wed; it was white; not like another man’s
white, but a white to make a body sick, a whitenake a body’s flesh crawl—a tree toad white, a
fish-belly white” (27). His appearance is very muidte that of the undead in folklore, horror
fiction and films. He transgresses boundaries, subvorder, and causes terror with his very
being. Instead of being a “radical alterity” in thecanian sense (“Object,” aBther'), he
represents an alterity more in the sense Juliatéitas designates with the term abject: “what
disturbs identity, system, order. What does ngbeesborders, positions, rules. The in-between,
the ambiguous, the composite” (4), or that whicHinsproper/unclean” (2). Through posing a
threat to boundaries that regulate order,abjectevokes horror. His name, pap also confirms his
liminal position, shedding light to two differens@ects of his liminality. One of the meanings of
the word theAmerican Heritage Dictionaryprovides is a “material lacking real value or
substance.” Something that does not occupy a clg#aposition or possess an essential nature,
thus, cannot be grasped and categorized (orddradgasily.

Another meaning of the word “pap” is “a teat or plgd or “something resembling a
nipple,” probably coming from the Latin papilla €p”), which means “a small nipplelike
projection, such as a protuberance on the skirp’dso functions as a protuberance of the order
that sticks out of it, on the other hand he alslorigs there. He is the excessive, transgressive
double of Law; an obscene superego supplement to ttemt Zizek discusses as being
constitutively split from the very beginning “infoaw as 'Ego-ldeal’ - that is, symbolic order

which regulates social life and maintains socighgee- and into its obscene, superegotistical

™ |n Lacan OthefAutre) designates a radical alterity for the subject mnelquated with language and the law (the
order of the symbolic). A subject may also occupyg position and thereby embody the Other for agrostubject
(Evans 136).



reverse” Everything225)*?

The other, major source of Huck’s terror originateghe fact that their relationship is
highly Oedipal in nature, as Boker points out, ‘tegimg on pap’s obsessive anger at his son’s
attempt to surpass him morally, socially, and foially” (141). He wants to be “the boss of his
son” (Twain 31), to take control over him and hismay. His trying to take control, however,
does not take place in a Lawful (Oedipal) mannegraattempt at oedipalization, due to his being
an out-Law himself, representative of a paternabudier rather than ord&t.There is, in fact,
nothing orderly about him; he is “ragged” with “umamon long hair” (18). Moreover, he causes
disorder whenever he has a chance, getting drudlgaimg “a-blowing around and cussing and
whooping and carrying on . . . all over town, wéhin pan, till most midnight,” getting jailed
whenever he does so (31). Thus, it is not by mkeamae that “his mark” (32), the sign standing
for him is the cross (a chi) “in the left-boot heshde with big nails” (23), which is the symbol of
chiasmus: the trope of sub/inversion (disorder)rédwer, the inverted, reflexive, split structure
of the chi can also remind us of the structureaflin Slavoj Zizek.

In total conformity with the twisted logic of thdi¢c his non-du-pére—the legislative and
prohibitive function of the Father, the exercisioigwhich makes the child enter the (symbolic)
order and subjects him to the Law of language—waorkersely: its objective is to keep the child
out of the order of Law and langualfeto turn him into an out-Law in a general and Laaan

sense, too. His paternal “non” is the prohibitidhemguage, order, and the Law:

12| am indebted to Tamas Bényei for this idea.

13 Apparently, inHuckleberry Finn the point that should serve as the protagonésttsance into the symbolic is the
very point where that order is most corrupted; amel figure who should stand for the compulsory orde
meaning that castrates the subject becomes a thinjeself, someone very characteristically markgdastration
and the aporias of meaning.

14 Which the representatives of the order strive &kerhim enter.



You're educated too, they say—can read and writas think you're better than
your father, now, don’t you, because he can’'tdkKe it out of you. . . . And looky
here—you drop that school, you hear? I'll learngdedo bring up a boy to put an
airs over his own father and let on to be betterfrat he is. You lemme catch you
fooling around that school again, you hear? Youthaocouldn't read, and she
couldn’t write, nuther, before she died. None o tamily couldn’t before they
died. | can’t; and here you're a-swelling yoursaf like this,| ain’t the man to
stand it—you hear? . . . Now looky hergpu stop that putting on frilld won’t
have it I'll lay for you, my smarty; and if | catch youaut that school I'll tan you
good. First you know you’ll get religion tod.never see such a son(28-29,

emphasis added)

However, in perfect, ironic accordance with itssi@d nature, the son’s non-du-pere brings the
opposite, twisted result: instead of following Fasher’s order and avoiding school, Huck, for the
first time in his life, gets inspired to attend sohjust to “spite pap”: “I didn’t want to go to
school much before, but | reckoned I'd go now titespap” (33). What is more, this brief state of
inspiration in Huck’s part may also illustrate htve “shadowy double” (Zizelgverything226),
the obscene, superegotistical part of the split raidizek becomes “socially constructive” (225),
how it assists and ensures the functioning of tlav‘as Ego-Ideal.”

So far the novel, mainly due to pap’s activity, meeto be an ironic, sarcastic version of
the classical narrative of oedipalization. In tlwdldwing part of the chapter, 1 am going to

examine how others’ attempts succeed in accomplisihie task of oedipalization, how orderly or



perverted their attempts are, and what the findoogemunicate about Fatherhood and the Law in
the novel.

Since Huck’s “real” or biological father, as we Baseen, is not able to fulfill the function
of the symbolic father, others take over the fdghplace, trying to fill the lack and perform the
paternal function. Let us examine whether theserstinanage to become Others, whether they
are able to establish control over Huck in a moedi@al manner and make a “proper” subject out

of him thus filling the void in the Other.

(M)o/Others: Paternal Mothers
Widow Douglas, Miss Watson, and Aunt Sally are tiivee most important (m)other figures of
the novel. In spite of this, they are not mothextyall. Their intention is not to nurture and love
Huck but to “sivilize” him. Instead of being matainthey are rather paternal in their manners
and function as actants of the paternal order, dogaof the Southern moral code, and
representatives of the Law of the Father. “Patesmel heavily intertwines almost all their
actions. Both the Widow and Miss Watson rely ondfamental texts of the patriarchal order: the
Widow on theBible, basically the Old Testament, which is the masgarative of patriarchy per
se; and Miss Watson on a spelling book, which r&gslthe order of language.

As Boker also observes, “the absence and the iopppteness” of Huck’s father “does
not make it possible for him to enter the symbolider through a paternal identification” (142).
However, she fails to add that “the absence orgrggiateness” of Huck’s father also triggers a
proliferation of possible other candidates for tifigk, who all want to provide a place for Huck in
the symbolic order either through naming Hirar through providing models for him to identify

with. When the widow calls him a “poor lost lambf#)( these two actions merge. On the one

15“The widow called me a poor lost lamb and sheechthe a lot of other names” (4).



hand, she expresses her desire to shepherd hieaddim back to the forsaken right path. On the
other hand, taking into consideration the Christiannotation of the word, we can also state that
doing so, she offers him a model to be identifisgthwthe Lamb of God (Agnus Dei), Jesus
Christ, who willingly took upon himself the sins ofhers, showing full obedience to the will of
his Father.

Telling him the story of Moses, she also tries tovde a model for him to be identified
with. The story of Moses is offered to him as degiry, indeed, since there are several identical
elements in their lives, as Jose Barchillon and So&ovel point out. They state that “the lives of
Moses and Huckleberry Finn have . . . a strikingreall similarity” (787) and maintain that in the
novel, “[tlhere are many threads of reference tcs&4o taken together they form a fabric which
strongly suggests that the Biblical hero is indagursonage of consequence, although a shadowy
one, in this novel” (787). Moreover, following tHise of thought, they assunt&uckleberry Finn
to be a retelling of the Moses myth in which “tiheeadbare myth begins to gain life and color”
(805). In spite of the fact that | think that thggt somewhat carried away in their analogy hunt, |
also maintain that the figure of Moses was provittedHuck as a model to be identified with.
What is more, this identification could be crudiahis process of oedipalization. Moses, through
accepting and subjecting himself to his Father®d&) will and following his command,
becomes the hero, the leader/Father of his pebptaemains the transmitter of the Law of God,
the Father (in the form of the Ten Commandmentd)iallife. Thus, we can say that Moses’ case
is a perfect example of a successful oedipalizatien accepts the Law of the Father thereby
accepting the fact that he can never have theyshaherefore symbolically acquires it. However,

the Widow’s attempt at Huck’s oedipalization viee tMoses narrative fails, as Huck does not



identify with him; he is unable to understand thegory and loses interest in the story as soon as
he learns that “Moses had been dead a considdcelgdime” (Twain 4).

Miss Watson, with her spelling-book and her praiinis® also quite clearly represents
the Law and language—the two of which are inseparnablLacanian psychoanalysis. She tries to
teach Huck how to read and write and how to pragda (address the Father): “She told me to
pray every day, and whatever | asked for | would ite (16). Huck, however, takes this

information literally and gets quite disappointedem it does not work:

But it warn’t so. | tried it. Once | got a fish-8nbut no hooks. It warn’'t any good
to me without hooks. | tried for the hooks threefadir times, but somehow |
couldn’t make it work. By and by, one day, | asik#ids Watson to try for me, but
she said | was a fool. She never told me why, lacwuldn’t make it out no way

(16, emphasis added)

He does not get the widow’s notion of “spirituaftgand cannot see any point in praying if, in
the literal sense of the word, “nothing come ouit'of16).

Thus, the Widow and Miss Watson both fail at bedtbers to Huck; their plots to bring
Huck under patriarchal-symbolic authority faltehe€ly are able to attain their object neither by
threatening him with the “bad place” nor by holdiogt promises of the “good place” (5). He is
interested in either of them only if “Tom Sawyerwago there . . . because | wanted him and me
to be together” (5-6). Their “sivilizing” effortsafl short, since the sole reason Huck takes interes

in being “sivilized,” as we have seen, is to “sppsp.” He slips out of their neairder-ly world,

16 “Don't put your feet up there, Huckleberry’ an®dn't scrunch up like that, Huckleberry' . . . ‘Domap and
stretch like that, Huckleberry™ (5).



not even understanding in a little while “how I'deg got to like it so well at the widow’s, where
you had to wash, eat on a plate, and comb up, artd ed and get up regular, and be forever
bothering over a book and have old Miss Watson ipgckt you all the time” and not wanting “to

go back no more” (34).

Tom Sawyer: Lawful Subversion
It might be surprising, at first sight, to see hmentioned at this point—among the “others”
aspiring to become Othens Huck’s life—since he is often treated as the panion or chum of
Huck Finn, even the writer himself describes Hunklte title page as “Tom Sawyer’s Comrade.”
“Comrade,” according to thé&merican Heritage Dictionaryis a “person who shares one’s
interests or activities; a friend or companion.” wéver, if we have a closer look at their
relationship, we can easily notice that somethiagwrong with this companionship. The
possessive case of the above mentioned very fstrigbtion of Huck on the cover page already
sheds light on “what is wrong” with it: Huck and oSawyer are never on the same level. As
James L. Kastely also observes in his essay ehtiflee Ethics of Self-Interest: Narrative Logic
in Huckleberry Finn,” “Tom and Huck are not equdlem is the leader who organizes games in
which he can be a hero; for the most part, Huglssa follower who goes along” (415). Huck is
not only a follower, as Kastely points out, but iealso defined in relation to Tom. He can
acquire a position and become “somebody” in retatgohim, like a son through his father.

As the definition and the possessive “s” alreadyidate, Tom is always the boss, the
master (Mars Tom), the “father.” Moreover, he dtreat Huck accordingly: as if Huck were his
Noble Savage (Fiedler 567), knowing nothing abbetworld: “Shucks, it ain’t no use to talk to

you, Huck Finn. You don’t seem to know anythingnetow—perfect saphead” (Twain 21).



In spite of the associations of freedom and sudwerthat his wild adventures and mischief
might call into our mind, we have to notice thamitarly to the Widow and Miss Watson, Tom
also has his own code system, his own order thampeses on Huck and all the others. Quite
akin to the Widow and Miss Watson'’s, his code gysig also taken from books, though, as Neil
Schmitz observes, he “asserts the primacy of tiebbbak” and not “the Good Book” (54). In the
novel's world and in Huck’s understanding, howevier,my view, the two are not that far
removed from one another. Both are dead letternvatefrom dead “authorities” (Twain 336).
Using and enforcing bookish examples, he also teesnpose pre-existent plots, channel the
flow of events into already existing patterns. Hantg to do everything in “the right way” (341),
as it is written, following the pattern word by wlowithout understanding it. Probably the best
example for this is his insistence oansomng the kidnapped without admittedly having the

slightest understanding what the word means:

“[. . .] mostly it's considered best to kill them-xeept some that you bring to the
cave here, and keep them till they are ransomed.”
“Ransomed? What's that?”
“I don’'t know. But that's what they do. I've seenim books; and so of course
that's what we’ve got to do.”

“But how can we do it if we don’t know what it Is?
“Why blame it all, we've got to do it, Don’t | telfou it's in the books? Do you
want to go to doing different from what'’s in theds, and get things all muddled

up?” (13)



Doing so, he illustrates the “constitutively seesslcharacter of the Law” and “the vicious circle
of its authority” Sublime35) observed by Zizek: “we must obey it not beeatiss just, good or
even beneficial, but simply because it is the [838).

Tom and the gang’s behavior is a perfect example/hat Zizek calls “external obedience
to the Law,” or to the “Command” in which the “inoprehensible,” “traumatic” and “irrational”
character of the Law guarantees its perfect funcigy and becomes “a positive condition of it”
(35). What is more, Tom demands the same obeditooe the others as well. He acts like a
tyrannical father, not permitting any contradicti@verything has to go according to his orders.
His style is in perfect accordance with all thisice he does nothing but gives commands; his
speech is full modal verbs of command and obligatsuch as “has got to” and “have to,” thus
setting the final pillar of the Law, by its enuntioa (36).

He indeed tries to act as a Father in naming thasyevell: he “called the hogs ‘ingots,’

and he called the turnips and stuff ‘julery’ . a blazing stick, which he called a slogan,” “we
would lay in ambuscade, as he called it” (Twain. B)r him, in a Lacanian manner, the name
itself, the signifier seems to be much more impurthan the signified. Naming things something
different from what they actually are, he not orithers them anew, but takes them for
something else, substitutes them for something &lsening “the turnips and stuff julery,” he

substitutes “julery” with turnips, the stealing which does not violate law and order as much.
The mechanism strongly resembles that of displanemehere a “transference of physical
intensities . . . [takes place] along an ‘assoegapiath,” so that strongly cathected ideas havie the

charge displaced onto other, less strongly catbectees” (Schmidt-Kitsikis). Here, instead of

strongly cathected ideas, we have highly subverants, which are displaced by less or non-



subversive acts, thus making it possible to findigsance through displacement, without
violating order.

The sign of the band is the chi, a “cross,” thg@érof subversion; nonetheless, as we have
seen, they only play/pretend subversion/transgyadsy severely violating order while keeping it
mostly intact: “We hadn’t robbed nobody, hadn'tléd any people, but only just pretended”
(Twain 18). What is more, it is exactly through yptey out-Laws that they stay inside the Law.
The desire to violate order and break the Law @uleed through the pretend play, in other
words, through figures.

Tom also wants to turn Huck into a subject in tlEednian sense of the wardwho by
entering the symbolic order through a “symbolictpacquires an authorized speaking position
and becomes the “slave of languagEerits 113). Joining Tom Sawyer’'s Gang does, in many
respects, resemble entering the symbolic (or &t laa ironic version thereof). When the child
enters the symbolic, he accepts the order regulayetthe nom/non-du-pére, and renounces his
first object of desire—the mother and the posgipibf jouissance; he accepts the law of
language, which structures human desire throughphet and metonymy.

Huck does offer the closest “thing” he has to ahmpt-Miss Watson—in order to be
accepted in Tom Sawyer’'s Gang and, along with therdboys, makes his mark on the paper in
blood (a gesture imitating the cut of castratiororupgentering the symbolic), signaling his
subjection to the Law (of the Gang), which, as vawehseen, does (playfully) regulate desire
through metaphors (pretended plays).

However, in spite of the fact that Huck, along wiitle others, takes part in pretending to
be a robber and laying in ambuscade (in other wandEom Sawyer’s introduction to figurative

functioning, substitution, and displacement), hedoot seem to learn his lesson this time either:

"“The subject is a subject only by virtue of hidjaetion to the field of th®ther’ (Lacan,Freud’s 188).



| wanted to se¢he camels and the elephants, so | was on hartdlagxSaturday,
in the ambuscade; and when we got the word we dushé of the woods and
down the hill. But there warn’t no Spaniards andahs, and there warn’'t no
camels nor no elephants. It warn’t anything butiaday-school picnic, and only a
primer class at that. We busted it up, and chdsedhildren up the hollow; but we
never got anything but some doughnuts and jam,..I didn’t seeno di’'monds,
and told Tom Sawyer sdle said there was loads of them themayway; and he
said there was A-rabs there, too, and elephantghangs. (Twain 19, emphasis

added)

Despite all his efforts, he is not able to see theimce, as Neil Schmitz observes, he remains
“metaphor-blind” and “too literal to take the legypo this form of symbolization” (55).

Having a closer look at what is wrong with Huckigig or “literacy” reveals how his
seeing/reading (mal)functions. As several earlieangples have shown, he does have crucial
problems with seeing/reading: he sees signs, kueisurface and what is behind the surface do
not match, he is unable to read them. More pregide is able to understand what semioticians
would call motivatedsigns which do not need abstraction, in which thereisnore or less
transparent connection between the signifier aedstbnified. But anything that requires more
than that—any signs in which the connection betwten signifier and the signified is not
“transparent,” but arbitrary, conventional, or figtive—is beyond his comprehension. He
assumes all signs to be motivated, all meaningettitéral. In other words, we may say that he

remains too literal-minded to be symbolically lgts, as Schmitz also states, blind for figures and



metaphors.The scene after Tom Sawyer tells him about genngs raagic lamps is another
perfect illustration of this, as he “got an old Emp and an iron ring, and went out in the woods
and rubbed and rubbed till [I] sweat like an Injgalculating to build a palace and sell it; but it
warn’t no use, none of the genies come” (Twain Zhe situation is highly similar to the one
with Miss Watson and the prayer, since in neithfethe cases is he able to draw a distinction
between reality and “fiction,” between the litermhd the figurative Even Huck notices the
similarity between the two situations and drawsnk between them, stating that Tom’s stories
“had all the marks of a Sunday-school” (21).

Thus, not only is Tom Sawyer not able to make gestilout of Huck, he also fails to be
an Other, a symbolic father. However, he does fancs an imaginary father, since in spite of
(or, perhaps, due to) Tom’s despotic tendenciesskHauilds a family romance around his
character. He becomes the ideal father (imaginaityef, according to LacH, with whom he
would love to identify, as Sacvan Bercovitch arg(#&). There are several incidents in the novel
that confirm this, showing him imitating Tom Sawyaracting as he imagines Tom would; for
example, when later in the novel he decides to git'eimmaging” to the Walter Scott: “Do you
reckon Tom Sawyer would ever go by this thing? ot pie, he wouldn’t. He'd call it an
adventure—that’s what he’s call it; and he’d land that wreck if it was his last act. And
wouldn’t he throw style into it?—wouldn’'t he spreadnself, nor nothing?” (Twain 92). He
motivates and inspires himself with sentences likeays to myself, Tom Sawyer wouldn’t back
out now, and so | won't either” (93). Wheneverantes to measuring himself, or somebody else,
against something, Tom is the model; and whenmeto praise, the greatest acclaim in Huck’s
dictionary is: “Tom Sawyer couldn’t get up no befpéan than what | had” (59) or “Tom Sawyer

couldn’t 'a’ done it no neater himself’ (277). Bewen when he compares himself to Tom, he is

18“The imaginary father can be construed as an idehér” (LacanFreud’s 156).



often too humble to mention himself in the sameatireand makes sure to restore Tom'’s
superordination in sentences like: “Of course heldda’ throwed more style into it, but | can'’t
do that very handy” (277) or “[n]Jobody could sprdadhself like Tom Sawyer in such a thing as
that” (46).

If we take all this into consideration, we can cotoehe conclusion that Tom forms a
bridge between Miss Watson and pap Finn. He seeinavie a lot in common with both of them.
He tries to introduce Huck to figurative and symbdlinctioning, subject him to order and the
Law, as Miss Watson does. However, the trope ofctiiealso forms an intimate connection
between him and pap Finn. Moreover, if we consith@t chiasmi are not only the tropes of
in/subversion, but also those of “deception and(thg)tors/(t)ion of (the presence of) meaning”
(Kalmar, SzévedL50) we instantly have even more reason to mention thogether. Both pap
Finn and Tom are great deceivers: Tom pretendsession and keeps the order mostly intact,
whereas pap pretends to be following order (to duligatcher), while subverting it the next
possible momerff Thus, the inverted, twisted logic of the chi atsmnectshem.

However, subversion forms a twisted link not ondvieen pap Finn and Tom, but also it
relates to all the representatives of the patéioraer” mentioned so far. None of the figures of
the patriarchal “order” are orderly in the strielse of the word: as we have already seen, pap
Finn is the representative of a paternal disordérer than order; order and disorder cannot be
kept neatly apart in the case of Tom Sawyer eittier;(m)others instead of being maternal are

rather paternal. Thus, the operations of the o akem to suggest that the relationship between

19 My translation.

20 «They tucked the old man into a beautiful room,isthwas the spare room, and in the night some timeot
powerful thirsty and clumb out on the porchroof atid down a stanchion and traded his new coatfprg of
forty-rod, and clumb back again and had a goodtiate; and toward daylight he crawled out again,néras a
fiddler, and rolled off the porch and broke hig lafm in two places, and was most froze to deatbrmgomebody
found him after sun-up. And when they come to labkhe spare room they had to take soundings bdffiene
could navigate it” (32).



the inside and the outside of the symbolic orda&twkben Law and transgression, is more
complicated and paradoxical than one may think esmthot be conceptualized according to a
clear-cut binary logic. Moreover, Zizek goes asdarstating that “transgressions are inherent to
the social order; they function as as a conditibtihe latter's stability” Everything225).

So far we have had a look at the different reprgimes of the paternal “order” and the
paternal plots that encircle Huck at the beginmhthe novel, posing, at first sight, differentt,ye
rather similar threats to his “freedom.” From thgeint on, | am going to investigate these
somewhat twisted plots and their developments voilg the plotline, as | intend to examine
what movements (twists and turns) get generatékiplot as an effect of these personal plots for
power and mastery. | will focus on Huck’s quesbti-scribe/plot himself from these (and other)

paternal plots and achieve self-mastery.

2.2. Twists and Turns When Pap Returns

Quite a number of scholars, among them Alex Pitofskd James Cox, share the view that the
novel’'s plot is set in motion by pap, who operaesa catalyst (Pitofsky 61, Cox 390). While on
the surface, the claim is true, we also shouldleate unnoticed that pap’s action is boosted
largely by Huck’s endeavor to spite him (Twain 38hich ends up being quite successful: “Well,
wasn’t he [pap] mad? He said he would show who Mizsk Finn’s boss” (33-34). Thus, we can
also claim that it was Huck who ignited the actindirectly, hoping that some adventure would
come out of it. His hopes, as we will see, do cdrue, as, having faced that all his threats and
efforts to intimidate Huck were to no avail, pago#s to violence: he captures Huck and hauls
him into his cabin in the woods. The motion papegates in the plot is in perfect alignment with

his previous tendencies, as he is the one whastariting” the logic of the twist into the novel



through the chiasmus he sets up by abducting Hdelhauls him to the same woods that earlier
functioned as shelter, place of freedom, rest (2By safety for Huck in case of a “paternal
threat”: “l used to take to the woods most of tineetwhen he was around” (17). Butrbdsging]

over to the lllinois shore where it was woody” (Ztnphasis added) with Huck, pap crosses
out/subverts the pattern and turns the former ptddeeedom into a place of confinement and

d(r)ead:

He kept me with him all the time, and | never gathance to run off. We lived in
that old cabin, and he always locked the door amdtipe key under his head
nights. . . . He got to going away so much, toa kcking me in. Once he locked
me in and was gone three days. It was dreadfulstume. | judged he had got

drowned, and | wasn't ever going to get out anyendB4-35)

The threat of death and murder is a recurring ehenmetheir relationship from the very
beginning. When Huck mentions pap for the firstetjhe attaches a death wish to his very first
sentence: “| didn’t want to see him no more” (1at)at another place he states that “l judged the
old man would turn up again by and by, thodghished he wouldn’'t(18, emphasis added). Pap
also threatens Huck with killing him more than omtéhe novel. The scene at the end of chapter
6, in which pap Finn turns, indeed, into (the gsgtee parody of) a castrating Oedipal father,
running after Huck with a knife, taking him for #hAngel of Death” is only the outbreak of a
long-lurking tension between them. In fact, havthgt notion about Huck, he was not all that
mistaken as we will see. The ominous encounteesl@sthout a tragedy, since both of them fall

asleep: pap clutching a knife in his hand, prongighrat “he would rest a minute and then kill me



[HucK” (41), Huck holding his father at gunpoint. Literaurder, in spite of all the preparations,
does not happen, but the incident prepares thefovageveral symbolic ones. It also functions as
a catalyst, since this is the point when Huck degitb have had enough from all the “paternal”
plots and will endeavor to set himself free fromcdithem for good.

2.3. Plotting for Freedom

Twisting Fate and Plot

This is the first time in the novel when, plottihgg escape, Huck takes the course of action, the
plot of the novel into his hands. Earlier it hasehaped and driven by the others: pap, the
Widow, and Tom Sawyer. His plotting is aided by tireumstances as well, since hardly does he
decide to get away, when the rising of the rivavpdes him with the means to do so: “all at once
here comes a canoe; just a beauty, too, aboueehirdr fourteen foot long, riding high like a
duck” (43). Having the means to flee, he only need4ix up some way to keep pap and the
widow from trying to follow” (44) him. Pap’s warnga—"Another time a man comes a-prowling
round here you roust me out, you he@hat man weren’t here for no gdoemphasis added)—
gives him the very idea he wanted. He “fixes upg® fitace as if robbers had ransacked it, killed
him, and taken the things (46).

Leaving around all the signs indicating that he wWastally murdered by robbers, he
actually does nothing but “fix up” (writes) hisdirnarrative to be read, interpreted, and believed
by others/“the others®* Doing that, he “out-scribes” himself from his fatls murderous
narrative; overwrites, thus crosses out, the paterhniastic “plot,” to give the thing a little twis
and style, with another chiastic, murderous onepheng dead to the world and his father, he

seizes his only opportunity to live and not to biehis father's hands. Just to make sure that he

2L “You could easily seat something had been dragged over the grout@]”’gmphasis added). “I dropped pap’s
whetstone there tosp as to look liké had been done by accident” (47, emphasis added)



does not fall too far behind Tom Sawyer’s creayivite does try to “throw in the fancy touches”
and bloods not only “the ax good” (46) but alsoXhef his chiastic counter-plot.

He gives the paternal plot another, perhaps “uttgdg’ twist, as his “narrative” is open
for more readings than he might have expected, géwple thinks now that he [pap] killed his
boy and fixed things so folks would think robbemd it” (79), “[s]o there’s a reward out for old
Finn, too—two hundred dollars” (79). Thus, it seefmst after the old man sets off to hunt for
Huck’'s presumed murderer with “the mighty hard-lmgk strangers” (79) and the money he
coaxed out of the judge, it does not take longhisrfate to twist and turn him from hunter into
hunted. Moreover, as the readers get to know anthé very last page of the novel, he does get
hunted down and “reformed” with a shotgun (probafdy the two hundred dollars reward).
Therefore, if this twisted logic is straight, Huskvery first narrative ends up being a patricidal
one, since he obliquely becomes the murderer dakher.

While this indirect but literal patricide has esedmther critics’ notice, many of them—
such as Kenneth S. Lynn, Alex Pitofsky, Harold Beaand Pamela Boker—have observed that
Huck commits another, symbolic one as well. Thadeat with the hog can be taken as a
symbolic patricide; since the wild pig Huck kill§f onay be an imaginary substitute for the father
(pap Finn), in connection with whom “hog imagerg’invoked several times in the novelAs
Harold Beaver puts it, his killing of the wild hamn be interpreted as a “brutal Oedipal act”
(178); or as Kenneth S. Lynn states, it symbolizissdesire “to slay his father and the sordid

animality of his ways” (400).

#2“He used to lay drunk with the hogs in the tany4f®); “There's a hand that was the hand of a H84).



However, besides being a symbolic patricide, theesact can also be interpreted as a
symbolic suicide without any contradictiGhas, among the above-mentioned critics, both Lynn
and Boker observe. For Lynn, it “symbolizes his ¢Ks] desire to end his own miserable life”
(400). Boker, besides stating that Huck’s symbesliccide is an expression of his melancholic
death wishes, also claims that he kills off onlys“hivilized identity,” “the ward of the Widow
and Miss Watson” (144). My view is a lot closerBoker’'s second claim, as | maintain that his
symbolic suicide is very far from an act of despaiirroring a “desire to end his own miserable
life.” Rather, for me, it is clearly an act of famam because he kills his “social self,” the boy
named Huck Finn, to become free of all the constsaand threats which belong to that existence;
to become a no-name, a non-entity, a “body” outsidepatriarchal order and disorder as well.
Moreover, his endeavor to do so turns out to beessful, since it grants him the freedom from
all the paternal plots and constraints: “I know dsaall right now. Nobody else would come a-
hunting after me” (Twain 54). His symbolic suicidkso functions as a symbolic self-fathering,
since it enables him to be “reborn” just the waywants to: as a “body” free of all identities and
subject positions the others wanted to impose on butside of patriarchal order and (dis)order
as well. The Mississippi, which swallows up his &gic dead body, becomes his baptismal
water as well, since his rebirth happens “by waten, the river. His rebirth and self-fathering
happen in a rather “paternal” fashion (like papnffirsince he turns himself into an “undead,”
somebody nonexistent according to the records, thtsut of Law.”

Overwriting or crossing out the paternal chiastpiot,” Huck also commits another
symbolic patricide, debunking the power and authioof the father. Overwriting the paternal

plot, destroying the figure of the father, one woly commits a patricide but also inscribes

% Boker states that “[t]hese views are not contradic. . . in view of the fact that, in Twain’s nnsuicide and
patricide are one and the same” (144). Howeverdsies not elaborate why she supposes so.



oneself into the paternal position, taking over thesition of the father through over-
writing/plotting. Thus, Huck’s first “plot” and neative, designed to be read and interpreted by
others/“the others,” can also be interpreted ascanf self-fathering.

What is more, judging from the number of characteho read and believe it, we can
state that Huck’s first suicidal-patricidal plotashuge success, not only as a “complot,” but as
narrative as well: “Most everybody was on the Héadking for Huck’s dead body, reading for
the implied “closing chapter” of the narratjv®ap, and Judge Thatcher, and Becky Thatcher, and
Joe Harper, and Tom Sawyer, and his old Aunt Paltg, Sid and Mary, and plenty more” (53).

It is worth having one more, closer look at histfphg and writing the narrative of his own
murder into the space of the forest, since by daived, he makes the “others” “read for the
plot’—which the “Father” of the novel strictly acdhés against, threatening the readers with being
shot. Knowing about the author’s threat, we cao aigerpret Huck’s making the “others” “read
for the plot” as a patricidal attempt, which, adiyaturns out to be successful, since pap, who
first “reads for the plot,” does get shot.

The island he chooses in the middle of the rivackdon’s Island) seems to be a perfect
place for a new, free life. What is more, as iaiao man’s virgin land, free to be conquered, it
also allows him to become the Father, the lorchefland. He takes possession of it very soon and
starts acting as the master of it: “I went explgraround down through the island. | was boss of
it; it all belonged to me” (54). We can also sagtthe turns into the Robinson of the island and is
“pretty well satisfied” (54) with his new situatiome has everything he could wish for and
nobody threatens or bothers him.

Even his unspoken wish for a companion gets grargete as soon as he becomes

somewhat lonesome and bored, he bumps into Jing Wistson’s “runaway nigger” (78). They



make themselves home on the island, finding a cafegrshelter, setting up traps to provide them
with food, making their lives more and more condbte. However, it turns out that the happy
“Robinsonade” cannot continue, they cannot stayethgince Huck, nosing around in disguise,
gets to know that the island is going to be givemuat for the runaway nigger suspected of his
murder. The pressure of the situation (neitherhafnt can stay on the island), their similar
statuses (now both are out-Laws, needing to staydmwm people, the land, and the Law and
remain unnoticed) lead to their joining forces.tBg end of chapter 11, Huck already refers to the
two of them as “us” and declares: “[tlhey’re [themcoming to search the island] after us!” (86).
This declaration is crucial, as each element fvtals something very important about them and
their newly acquired situation: Huck has starteddasider the two of them as “us,” as a unit,
sharing the same situation and action (in othedsathe same “plot”), running for their freedom
from the same faceless threat (“they”). The sucoéstuck’s quest has been rather temporary: he
has “out-scribed” himself from all the paternal tgloyet, joining forces with Jim, he gets

inscribed into another paternal one, which takedohm of a quest for freedom.

Plotting with Jim

The plot of the novel gets structured by plottiny freedom (again): they take to the river
together and start downriver on a raft, planningebto the mouth of the Ohio and to continue up
the river from there on a steamboat to the freeestahe raft becomes a true home for them—
“[tihere warn’t no home like a raft” (173)—and theklationship also turns quite homely and
intimate, as the above quote illustrates. This lighree of intimacy has acquired much critical
attention and has been interpreted in the mosbwarways. James L. Kastely sees Jim as the

person who, through his affection and devotiongchea Huck what “true friendship” is (415).



However, according to Leslie Fiedler’'s interpradati their relationship is rather a homoerotic
“Sacred Marriage of Males” (580).

| regard Jim as a comrade or friend, who also hasega number of paternal
characteristics, thus could and should also be ioreed among the novel’'s numerous paternal
figures trying to teach and “sivilize” Huck. Friestdp and comradeship are not the only things
Huck could learn from Jim. In spite of his surfageorance the readers are meant to laugh at, Jim
has a vast knowledge of the world, especially tbddwof superstition and sorcery. He believes in
good/bad signs and in their prophetic meaning akdst pride in being able tead them. “Jim

knowed all kinds of signs. He said he knowed mustyghing” (Twain 62).

Some young birds come along, flying a yard or tiva ime and lighting. Jim said
it was a signit was going to rain. He said it was a sign whenng chickens flew

that way, and so he reckoned it was the same way wbung birds done it. | was
going to catch some of them, but Jim wouldn't let.rHe said it was death. (62,

emphasis added)

According to Cleo McNelly Kearns, Jim is “the nogebwn model of what it means to read in
semiotic terms” (110). In her view, Jim has an ‘a@nt and insistent faith in the complete,
direct, reciprocal, and transparent relationshiggvben sign and meaning” (111). However, when
Kearns argues for this, she fails to take into mw@ration that superstitions and good/bad signs
work exactly the opposite way: there is no whatsoéransparent connection between a sign and

its “meaning,” the “meaning” in these cases is tw#nt, based on tradition and agreement.



What is more, as | see it, like the Widow, Miss ¥¢at, and Tom Sawyer, Jim also tries to
“learn” Huck about language and signification: htawnotice and understand signs, how to see
figurations and read them. He shows him how to Ibekind and notice the figurative meaning
behind the literal, to discern if something stafolssomething else; thus, to read a metaphor.
However, he also fails in his endeavor, as alldtieers aspiring to become Others have: Huck
enjoys listening to his explanations and is impedsisy Jim’s knowledge, but does not become
“symbolically literate.”

His aspirations and failure at teaching Huck tadréguratively are not the only qualities
that make Jim similar to the others. Like the tdghe representatives of the paternal order, there
is something “twisted” about Jim as wélIBesides acting in many respects as the repreaentat
of the symbolic order (“learning” Huck about figgrand signs), he is also quite maternal: [h]e
“would always call me honey, and pet me, and doyhimg he could think of for me” (Twain
303). Boker goes as far as stating that he is aogmipal mother/rescuer and comforter,” a
“good’ mother imago” (145), and their idyllic lifen the river is the “blissful experience of pre-
verbal oneness with the fantasized symbiotic motfie5)..

The idyllic freedom of the river and the free flmkthe raft are also highly deceptive, as
Huck and Jim finally float by Cairo (the town attmouth of the Ohio, where they want to catch
a steamboat to the free states) under the covéreofog and the flow of the river takes them
closer and closer to the deep South. Moreoverritlee endangers their liberty not only with its
flow but through the adventures floating by onstveell. Through the deceptive machinations of

the Duke and the Dauphin, Jim ends up losing hisetfom” without ever leaving the river and

% As we have already seen, none of the represeesatii the paternal order are “orderly.” Pap Finnthis
representative of disorder rather than order, oather disorder cannot be kept apart in case of Tamy&r either,
the (m)others, instead of being maternal, are ratagernal.



setting foot on the land. Going back to the raftickd once finds that “old Jim was gone” (299)

and hears from a boy on the road that “[h]e isreway nigger, and they’ve got him” (300).

Plotting for Jim
With Jim’s abduction, plotting for freedom starigaa, and the plot reassumes its teleological
quest structureMoreover, to Huck’'s greatest surprise, Tom intetmshelp steal Jim out of

slavery. Huck finds this shocking, since

[h]ere was a boy that was respectable and welldoum and had a character to
lose; and folks at home that had characters; andds bright and not leather-
headed; and knowing and not ignorant; and not mieankind; and yet here he
was, stoop to this business, and make himself meshand his family a shame,

before anybody. touldn’tunderstand it no way at all. (Twain 328)

It is no wonder Huck could not understand it, sitltis decision goes against Tom’s previous
tendencies and does not fit the picture we hav@rof this time, it is not just playing/pretending
subversion but subverting order for real, not plalying “nigger-stealers” but stealing a “nigger”
for real. No matter how surprising and extraordyniais, Tom Sawyer “was in earnest and was
actually going to help steal that nigger out oively” (328). It seems that all of Huck’s dreams
are to come true: he is together again with higddesired ideal, side by side in an adventure,
guesting and plotting for (Jim’s) freedom together.
However, not all of Tom’s tendencies seem to hdtexeal, as with his “help,” plotting

and the plot get “regulated” again, start followipgtterns and bookish examples. Every detalil



gets motivated by the fact that “it’s in thegulations and “that’s what they [prisoners] all do”
(337, emphasis added). In other words, subvertimd teansgressing order happen in a rather
“orderly” fashion: through precisely (and sensdigssopying the examples of the “authorities.”
Tom’s behavior is, thus, still in perfect accordamndgth Zizek’s “external obedience to the Law,”
illustrating its “incomprehensible,” “traumatic” dn“irrational” character with all his deeds

(Sublime35). Moreover, Tom still acts as the holder of\kiexige, the master:

“I bet | knowwhere Jim is.”

“No! Where?”

“In that hut don by the ash-hopper. Why, looky héihen we was at dinner,
didn’t you see a nigger man go in there with sorttéeg?”

“Yes.”

“What did you think the vittles was for?”

“For a dog.”

“So'd I. Well, it wasn't for a dog.”

“Why?”

“Because part of it was watermelon.”

“So it was—Inoticedit. Well, it does beat all thatnever thought about a dog not

eating watermelofi (Twain 327, emphasis added)

As the above situation shows, knowledge still me#res ability of noticing, reading, and

interpreting signs. In addition, the scene alagsthates that in spite of the fact that Huck cam se



them as well, he is not able to read them, or,eakiimself observes: “[i]jt shows how a body can
see and don't see at the same time” (326).

The “body” with the (in)sight is still Tom Sawyeand he takes up Huck’'s education
exactly where he left off at the beginning of thevel. Huck, however, does not seem to have
learnt anything since then. He does not understairgke any point in the figures and schemes
Tom introduces while plotting. Tom justifies theecessity by the fact that the “whole thing [the
plot of freeing Jim] is just as easy and awkwardtasan be. . . . You got to invent all the
difficulties” (334-35). To solve this problem, Topacks the plot with autotelic twists and turns,
copied from various “authoritative” fictional soes; and we may say that his strenuous effort to
complicate the plot brings success: every detddnsts own sake, or for the sake of plotting. The
situation with the plates illustrates this quitelwgc]an’t nobody read his[Jim’'s] plates.” ‘That
ain’t got nothing tado with it, Huck Finn. Allh€s got to do is to write on the plate and throw it
out. You don’thaveto be able to read it” (339). Tom’s plot is, thyserfectly impractical and
“non-teleological.*® Moreover, in the end, in spite of/due to all tlrergy and time spent on
plotting Jim’s “evasion” (374), it turns out to befailure: “[h]asn’t he got away?’ . . . ‘Deed he
hasn’t. They've got him back, safe and sound, aid im that cabin again, on bread and water,
and loaded down with chains, till he’s claimed olds' (401).

However, as we get to know very soon, their plos mever needed to be either
teleological or successful as far as Jim’'s slawy freedom are concerned, since “[tlhey hain’'t
no right to shut him up! . . . he [Jim] ain’t n@ge, he’s free as any cretur that walks this earth!

. Old Miss Watson died two months ago, and she ashsmed she ever was going to sell him

% We might also state that plotting for Tom is notking the plot move forward but postponing its doswas long
as possible: “[h]e said it was the best fun he énaat had in his life, and the most intellectur&]fsand said if he
only could see his way to it we would keep it uptlaé rest of our lives and leave Jim to our clafdto get out”
(348).



down the river, and said so; and she set him fideer will” (401). Therefore, it finally becomes
clear how it was possible for Tom to take partha subversion: he was freeing an already free
“nigger.” His tendencies have not changed at albversion was only a pretend-play, a deception,
a figure this time, too. This is the point when Kinas to realize that Tom Sawyer, faithful to his
sign (the chi), was twisting the truth again andswat so earnest when he “wasesrnestand
was actually going to help steal that nigger owtlatery” (328, emphasis added).

The whole plot about Jim’'s escape was nothing buescapade, a plot for the sake of
plotting, or, to be more precise, plotting for (geke of) the plot. Plotting was a cover up for the
pointlessness of plotting, for the underlying stowes/motivesTom is, however, not the only
person and comrade who “plays around” with coverargl uncovering whilst plotting for

freedom together with Huck.

2.4. Jim’s Uncovering His Covering up/Covering up ks Uncovering

Jim also reveals only on the very last page ofnibsel that he “knowed most everything”
(62) that Huck would have needed to know: that]€[fpap Finn] ain’t a-comin’ back no mo™”
because “[d]Joan’ you ‘member de house dat wad'ficdown de river, en dey wuz a man in dah,
kivered up en | went in erunkiveredhim and didn’t let you come in? Well, den, you ki yo’
money when you wants it, kase dat wuz him” (406-@nphasis added).

The scene he refers to takes place very earlyeicdlirse of their journey, in the very first
chapter after they meet in Jackson’s Island, duttiegyisit paid to the “Floating House of Death,”
which is their first mutual adventure. Thereforee tsituation displays high resemblance to the

one with Tom Sawyer: Jim, like Tom Sawyer, also &idrucial piece of information from Huck

from the very beginning. He concealed the dead snaentity from Huck, the facts that pap Finn



is not after him any more, that the Oedipal fatieeatening his life is dead, and that there is no
reason for him to run any further (with Jim).

Thus, both Jim and Tom Sawyer cover up the losgtetds in the structure, the
pointlessness of plotting, and keep up the appearah a goal-oriented quest. In other words,
they maintain the illusion that the narrative/piotstill Huck’s, but in fact, they have filched it
from him under (the) cover. As at the very momdritovering,” the act of reading/interpretation
and writing/“plotting” converge: the one who redolscomes the one who writes, and Huck’s
illiteracy dooms him to lose his plot for good.

But let us have a closer look at Jim’s (un)coversigce it still has some surprises in store
for us. The day following the incident in the “Ftvey House of Death,” Huck “wanted to talk
about the dead man and guess out how he comekitida¥® (72). To avoid that, Jim provides the
following reading/interpretation of the situatidifh]e said it would fetch bad luck; and besides;
he said, he might come and ha'nt us; he said athetrwarn’t buried was more likely to go a-
ha'nting around than one that was planted and cdaifl®” (72). Since “[tlhat sounded pretty
reasonable,” Huck “didn’t say no more” (72). Thdsn covers up a crucial piece of information
by seemingly uncovering it through introducing #eraative reading/interpretation.

Critics, however, take different stands concerning question why Jim withholds the
dead man’s identity. According to Boker, Jim hideis information out of kindness and doing so
he “exercises his maternal solicitude” (144). Othise, she does not attribute too much
significance to the incident and claims that “[§tmerely a detail . . . that Huck’s father is not
dead” (144).

I, nevertheless, consider the situation to be gfikgportance and regard it to be highly

similar to the previous one with Tom Sawyer. Bothtleem cover up a crucial sign and its



significance by seemingly uncovering it through s-nor alternative reading/interpretation. In
other words, they use interpretation in the Nidiesn sense, as “the introduction of meaning”
(NietzscheWill 327)° or “deception through meaning” as Gayatri Chakrgv8pivak translated
the wordSinnhineinlegein her “Translator's Preface” to Derrida®f Grammatology(xxiii), 2’
probably relying on Nietzsche’s own statement:nti@rpretation [is] by causality a deception”
(296). Therefore, subjecting Huck to the Law ofgaage is not the only subjection they attempt
to perform on him. Besides teaching him to readalnterpretation, signification and figures),
they also make use of Huck’s “illiteracy” to exeseicontrol over him and the plot/narrative.
Nevertheless, let us get back to Jim once moregesirthe reader is sufficiently attentive,
s/he realizes that Jim employs another cover-sibtkie very end: the story which is supposed to
uncover the truth on the last page also coverg,ibuat least attempts to do so. He says “dey wuz
a man in dahkivered up en | went in eunkiveredhim” (Twain 406-07). However, if we go back
and have a look at the scene in chapter 9, wetfiace the exact opposite of what he says on the

last page:

“There was something laying on the floor in the darner that looked like a man.
So Jim says:

‘Hello, you?

It didn’t budge. So | hollered again, and Jim says

‘De man ain’t asleep—he’s dead. You hold still.’

He went, and bent down and looked, and says:

% »|nterpretation,’ the introduction of meaning ithings—not 'explanation’ . . . There are no faetgerything is in
flux, incomprehensible, elusive; what is relativetpst enduring is—our opinions” (Nietzschgill 327).

27 “Interpretation is ‘the introduction of meaningr(‘deception through meanihgSinnhineinlegen), a making-sign
that is a making-figure” (Spivak xxiii).



‘It's a dead man. Yes, indeedy, naked; too. Hes &l®ot in the back. | reck’'n he’s
ben dead two er three days. Come in, Huck, but’doak at his face—it's too
gashly.’

| didn’t look at him at allJim throwed some old rags over hioat he needn’t done

it; | didn’t want to see him.” (69, emphasis added

The man was lying naked and exposed on the flaor;went there, looked at him, and after
seeing who the man was, covered him up with somgs. rehus, when he uncovers the truth to
Huck about his father, with the same speech-aclée covers up his attempt to cover up by
exchanging “kivering up” and “unkivering.” Thus, ethtruth gets twisted again through an
inversion of meaning. In spite of the fact that dJamot associated with the chi, it seems he also

has a lot to do with the trope of deception.

2.5. Conclusion

The success of Huck’'s quest is somewhat ambigudesdoes manage to out-scribe
himself from the paternal plots he originally intiexd to and takes the plot into his hands. His first
plotting/quest for freedom reaches its goal. Jimalfy also attains the desired freedom (the
objective of the second and third quests). In otiends, we can argue that the different quests for
freedom reached their goals at different pointshef story, that each quest attains its objective
after some deviation. Nevertheless, this interpeethove would (not) be appropriate. It would
definitely fit with the interpretive and readingategies we have seen applied, since it would be
an act of covering up while pretending uncoveridgception through reading/interpretation.

Moreover, it would reenact the stealing of “thetplander the cover of granting it to Huck.



As | have quoted at the beginning of the chapteopBs states that the organizing line of
plot, in the case of modern literature, is moremfthan not some plot or schenfeédingl?).
This, as we have seen, seems to be applicable ativaly in case oAdventures of Huckleberry
Finn. The plot of the novel is structured along pateemal filial plots for control and freedom.
Moreover, the plots and plotting are motivated iy desire to achieve control over the plot itself.

Thus, we can come to the conclusion that it has reorth following the implied author’'s
paternalNo-tice against plotting, interpretation, and findi@ constructing) some sort of secret
meaning, since it covered up/uncovered that plgitim the novel, is inseparable from
interpretation—"introduction of [a secret] meaningrhich is “deception through meaning.”

CHAPTER 3

FAMILY ROMANCES IN WILLIAM FAULKNER 'SABSALOM, ABSALOM!

In William Faulkner’s Absalom, Absalom! (1936), tHstory-weaving” of the male narrators
(narrative text, Mieke Bal) and the story woven them) (story, Bal) swirl around the same
conflict: the “battle” of the fathers and sons.

On the one hand, narration and storytelling aranailf legacy and a family destirtiat
fall from the Grandfather (General Compson) tofdther (Mr. Compson) and from the father to
the son (Quentifi, strengthening the Compson-patrilineage. The stongtions like a ritual
thread which binds the son to the father, and tyinatne father to the grandfather. This way it
strengthens paternal authority: the sons are sulgjebe story of the fathers’ and to the obligatio
of storytelling. They are doomed to function likeaonels, as the story has to be told, the

narration has to be continued. On the other harsd,narrators they can overwrite or

24t was part of his twenty years’ heritage of biteag the same air and hearing his father talk ai@iman” (7).



reconstruct/deconstruct the hereditary, paternalatiae and, through that, paternal authority
itself.

In the following chapter, | investigate how naroatiand storytelling may also become the
means of debunking paternal authority and selfefiatly. | will give a comprehensive reading of
Faulkner’s Absalom, Absalom!, examining how theatemal-filial power relations and conflicts
work in the novel and how they influence each atthermy reading, | will make use of the
insights of Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalysigedally the theory of the Freudian family
romance.

The “told layer” of the novel (the Sutpen dram&em shape in front of the reader’s eyes
through the contribution of four narrators: Rosadiield, Mr. Compson, as well as Quentin
Compson and Shreve MacCannon with united effortisth& four narrators approach the story
material from different perspectives and with difiet dispositions, in consequence of which they
come to very diverse conclusions concerning themajigmas that trigger the story: the reason
behind Henry Sutpen’s repudiation of his fathertlba Christmas Eve of 1860 for his college
friend Charles Bon; and the motivation behind higrahering the very same man at the gates of
Sutpen’s Hundred four years later. In spite of thet that Rosa’s narrative is also highly
intriguing and could be read from a psychoanalpgrspective, | will not examine it in the

chapter as my main focus lies in the father-sornatiaes.

3.1. Mr. Compson and His Fatalistic Romance
Thomas Sutpen becomes the self-made American fidvio. €ompson’s narrative. He also tries
to come up with a logical explanation concerning tlentral enigmas of the novel. According to

him, Henry’s reason for murdering Bon was the tatamtended bigamy, since he already has an



octoroon wife and a son in New Orleans, kept sed¢retMr. Compson’s version, this is the
information that Sutpen had found out and expose#ignry on the ominous Christmas day,
causing Henry's repudiating him and leaving Sutpddundred with Bon the very same night.
Four years later the same fact, plus Bon’s unvgiiess to renounce the other woman and the
child, were the reasons of Henry's murdering then rfaa the sake of whom he had given up
everything.

There seems to be a consensus among critics tha@dinpson constructs his story in the
pattern of classical Greek tragedies and epicstigéarer 78, Adams 181, Basset 39). | do agree
with the foregoing critics that some elements of harrative resemble those of the Greek
tragedies such as: Sutpen’s introduction, the epoportions, and the crucial importance he
attributes to “the machinations of a fatality” (Heaer 81). Fatality is, indeed, one of the two most
important characteristics of his narrative. Heroj at several points in the novel, that the tragic
events were “instigated by that family fatality whipossessed, along with all circumstance, that
curious lack of economy between cause and effeathnil always a characteristic of fate when
reduced to using human being for tools, materiad4f) (

Besides being the result of his laying great emighas the machinations of fate in
recounting the story, | maintain that the fatalrbmee of his narrative is also due to his narrative
technigue. He often constructs his narrativesspieal, opening the story with the effect, the fina
tragic outcome (for example with a tombstone inlast narrative) and going back only after that
to relate the cause, the events leading up toarebVer, he keeps revisiting the tragic ending in
references and flash forwards. For example, in @ndly, his narrative starts spiraling between
Bon’s Christmas Eve visit to Sutpen’s Hundred amal text, final time he ever gets close to the

gates of the Sutpen mansion:



Because Henry loved Bon. He repudiated blood hgthiand material security for
his sake, for the sake of this man who was at leashtending bigamist even if
not an out and out backguard, amdwhose dead body four years later Judith was
to find the photograph of the other woman and thi&lc . . he and Bon rode side
by side through the iron dark of that Christmas mmay, away from the house
where he had been boamd which he would see but one time more and titht w
the fresh blood of the man who now rode beside bmmhis hands . .. (71,

emphasis added)

The other hallmark of his narrative is the majderassigned to love and romance. He
constructs his story along the lines of male-femalationships: Bon-Judith, Bon-the octoroon,
provoking the required conflict in the plot by irgecting them. Moreover, he hints at romantic
attachment in both cases: “he [Bon] loved her [thjdi(102), “a woman with a face like tragic
magnolia, the eternal female” (91), “the woman #relchild that Bon would not renounce” (94).
Actually, to be more precise, instead of constngctiwo mutually exclusive, linear, one-to-one
love relationships; he constructs two “love-trisagjt an Oedipal triad, Bon—the octoroon—their
son (Charles Etienne de St. Valery Bon); and aestuous one, Bon—Judith—Henry. He keeps
emphasizing the motive of incest or the presencenadstuous attraction between Henry and

Judith:

In fact, perhaps this is the pure and perfect indég brother realizing that the

sister’'s virginity must be destroyed in order tovdnaexisted at all, taking that



virginity in the person of the brother-in-law, tmean whom he would be if he

could become, metamorphose into, the lover, thednd. . . . (77)

The two “love-triangles” drawn by Mr. Compson, adty, work quite similarly in terms
of how desire functions, how it is barred and gesolved through a substitution. In Freud and
Lacan, the fundamental desire is the incestuougedésr the mother, the primordial Other
(Lacan,Ethics67). The child (son) desires the mother and wantsecome her object of desire;
the circuit of mutual desire between mother anttakibroken with the intervention of the father,
who makes the child abandon his desire for the ero#imd substitute it for thame-of-the-
Father, which leads to the dissolution of the Oedipus gl@x Through a symbolic identification
with the father, the child accepts “substitutiomtidets go of the mother, “giving her over” to the
father.

In Henry and Judith’'s case, we can perceive somgthighly similar: Henry cannot
commit incest in the literal sense of the word,spite of the fact that he, according to Mr.
Compson at least, would love to. He is, thus, rgadicommit” it through substitution, through
an identification with the “rival.” He lets go otudith, giving her over to Bon. However, the
situation is made even more exciting, since Hesmgady to choose Bon not only as a substitute,
as a “rival,” who would “despoil” the sister insteaf him, but as his own “despoiler” as well if
only “he could metamorphose into the sister, thstm@ss, the bride” (Faulkner 77). His affection
and unconditioned love for Bon are often portragasdbordering on homoeroticism: “Because
Henry loved Bon” (71), “Yes, he loved Bon, who seed him” (76).

Several critics, like John T. Irwin, llse Dusoirnd, etc. assign Henry’'s homoerotic

attraction to Bon to Quentin or/and Shreve’s simtiendencies. Irwin states that “the latent



homoerotic content in the story of Bon and Henryymell be the projection of Quentin’'s own
state made in the act of narration” (Irwidpubling 78). On the other hand, llse Dusoir Lind
argues that “Shreve . . . projects the fraterni@ctéibn, mildly homosexual in basis, which exists
between his roommate and himself” (892). Howeves,nged to notice that it is Mr. Compson
who starts inscribing this thread into the naregtiQuentin and Shreve only keep the thread and
weave it on. This initiative of Mr. Compson is,fact, made necessary by the fact that he tries to
“rationalize” everything with “love,” and male-feneaaffection (Bon’s supposed affection for
Judith) is not able to account for most of the évef the plot“Love” in his narrative works
quite similarly to “the machinations of a fatalit¢Faulkner 102). Whatever he is not able to give
a logical explanation to, he attributes to “lovAsS Robert Dale Parker puts it, “it's easy enough
and maybe even plausible enough for him to writesflove what he doesn’t understand” (52).
Thus, fatality and love are the patches that hes usean attempt to cover the gaps
remaining®® In other words, he tries to make a hermeneutie @lom the lack of those, tries to
pass off the lack of a motive as a motive. Morepwarthe surface, he manages to do these quite
successfully, as Brooks points out: he ends upnigag “complex, intricate, seemingly highly
motivated plot” (“Incredulous” 255). However, henfself acknowledges the discrepancies: “It's
just incredible. It just does not explain” (Faulki@®). However, pretending that everything is apt,
he short-circuits the problem by stating that: fi@rhaps that’s it: they don’t explain and we are
not supposed to know” (80). Hence, the story-tniggg narrative-provoking lack, having been
imputed to “that curious lack of economy betweerusea and effect which is always a

characteristic of fate” (94), remains exactly whigengas, calling for further storytellers.

3.2. Quentin Compson and the Proliferation of Romaces

2 For example his version does not offer any act#ptexplanation concerning Henry’s four-year delay.



Quentin, both previous narrators’ patient audieriakes over the thread of the story from his
father and continues reconstructing the past, grymnfit together the pieces of the puzzle. As
Quentin joins the line of narrators, the Sutpemdrdakes another, renewed shape. He relies on
story patterns different from those of the previmasrators and approaches the story from a
radically different viewpoint, which is his own geective: the perspective of a son. Referring to
his perspective is, however, not totally valid, hes relates his story to his college roommate,
Shreve MacCannon, who, at quite an early pointhgba from passive audience to active
participant in the narration. From that point dmeyt construct the story as “sons,” in brotherly
unison.

Quentin starts his narrative in the same patterthe@gprevious narrators did: reshapes the
figure of the Father, Thomas Sutpen. From his/thairation the reader gets another radically
different picture of the Father. He draws the fegof the old Sutpen. While Rosa created an all-
powerful demon, almost the devil himself, and Mongpson shaped the self-made American
hero, a “conquistador,” who “turned his back updinttzat he knew . . . and . . . set out into a
world which even in theory . . . he knew nothingati (40); he/they formulate the figure of a
“mad impotent old man who realized at last that¢hmust be some limit even to the capabilities
of a demon for doing harh§148), an ‘old wornout cannoh(148). They dethrone the omnipotent
Father, the great general, showing him in his utmuasery: ‘funning his little country store now
for his bread and meat149), degrading himself to seducing Milly Jonése fifteen-year-old
daughter of his tenant in desperate hope for a @ile Thus, we can rightly say that they start
their narrative with a symbolic castration and neurdf the father. Moreover, they perfect the
picture with a literal patricide as well, recoumgfithe murder of Sutpen in detail, a description

unworthy of a colonel.



Having read the first twenty pages of their navatithe reader can rightly have the
impression that they are obsessed with the figliteeoFather. This anticipation is justified as one
reads on, since having related the story of Chéditesine Saint-Valéry Bon, Quentin “exhumes”
the Father and goes on to recount the story ofedighildhood to Shreve and the readéirs is
the first time in the novel when Sutpen’s charaiteshaped like a human figure and not like a
demon, a superhuman hero, a monster, or a freakaytnot be accidental that this human figure
is a son.

However, Quentin’s obsession with the figure of tRather is not exhausted with
recounting the story of how the son became (or @&mted to become) a Father, but appears as a
proliferation of Oedipal threads and romances anttiematic level of the novel. Quentin and
Shreve inscribe several real and imaginary sons fatiters into the story and attribute all
dramatic situations to some kind of paternal-fitesion. | also argue that the inscribed Oedipal
threads highly resemble the pattern of the Freuthamly romancewhich can be detected not
only in all threads that the Quentin/Shreve naorati function introduces but works as the main
structuring device. Not only is Quentin’s obsessiath paternity and paternal authority evident
if one reads the narratives constructed by him @imekve, but it is crucial in understanding his
main motivation for storytelling. I claim that tfi@mily romance fantasy is not only a recurring,
constitutive element of Quentin and Shreve’s naaplaying a crucial role in working through
father-son relationships and the anxieties preserihem; but the final stage of the romance
(desire of self-fathering) functions as the mairtiwadion behind their narrative act.

The family romance, according to Freud, is a comrfatasy among children, which,
with neurotics, may reappear in later life as wi&mall events in the child’s life which make him

dissatisfied afford him provocation for beginning driticize his parents. . . . [T]he child’s



imagination becomes engaged in the task of geftagyfrom the parents of whom he now has a
low opinion and of replacing them by others, whs, arule, are of higher social standing”
(“Family Romances” 237-39f

In his article entitled “Children of the Idea: Hesboand Family Romances Absalom,
Absalom!” T. H. Adamowski examines the novel from the perpecof the Freudian family
romance and Otto Rank’s concept of the hero. Hessthat “Sutpen’s desire is structured in such
a way by the narrative” (117) that it is reministehthe Freudian family romance. He provides a
detailed examination of Sutpen’s life story frone thiven perspectives. Moreover, he proclaims
that Bon and Henry also act out different aspetth® family romance as “Sutpen’s experience
haunts that of his children and they repeat variasygects of it, almost compulsively” (129).
However, he attributes the inscription of the fgmidmances to Quentin and Shreve in a rather
vague manner in one single sentence: “The accdtered by Shreve and Quentin of the family
reunion begins to suggest romances within roman¢#85). He suggests that it is worth
considering Quentin and Shreve’s conjecture ifitie of the family romance, however, he does
not exploit the possibilities of the idea: he triesinderstand neither their “conjecture” nor the a
of “conjuring” in the suggested “light.” He only ows to the conclusion that Quentin “does
become fascinated with the ‘other family” (13%7jnd states that “Faulkner’s many references to
Shreve and Quentin as being ‘both of them,” Henng @8on, must inevitably suggest
identification” (127).

Irwin also gives a psychoanalytically informed regdof The Sound and the Fumnd

Absalom, AbsalomlIn his article entitled “The Dead Father in Faulkihhbe comes a lot closer to

30 According to Marthe Robert, the novel as a gera® its roots in this elementary form of storytajlinthus she
declares the novel to be the ultimate “OedipalfhfdB1).

31 André Bleikasten also maintains a similar viewtistpthat “Absalom, Absalominight also be viewed as an
abortive ‘family romance,’ a phantasmal scenariwitich Quentin rearranges his family situationucts a way as
to compensate for his sense of lack and loss” (138)



considering Quentin and Shreve’s “conjecture” frasimilar perspective, in spite of the fact that
he does not operate with the concept of the Frauiaily romance in his text. In his study, he
brings together Nietzsche’s ideas about the naifiteme® and Freud’s notion of the repetition
compulsion with the concepts of fathering and tiia. He states that a son’s fate is determined
by that of his father’s “because to come aftepibe fated to repeat the life of another rathen tha
live one’s own” (“Dead Fathers” 148). In conseque this, a son is also “fated” to struggle
against his father and against time. Thus, Irwimese to the conclusion that, for Quentin, the act
of narrating the Sutpen story becomes a similaiggle against the nature of time and his father,
“in which he tries to best his father” and “seia@thority’ by achieving temporal priorityd him
in the narrative act (152). His struggle is to s§fanm repetition as a compulsion, as a fate into
repetition as “a means of achieving mastery” ofeti(h52). Freud refers to this “mastery through
repetition” as revenge with two major elements:et#gn and reversal—one repeats the
traumatic situation but reverses the roles. Whemetlis no chance of taking revenge on the one
who delivered the affront, the revenge is inflicteda substitute (quoted in Irwin). Following this
idea, Irwin also argues that through the act ofratmmn, Quentin endeavors to take revenge
against his father on a substitute—his roommate\&hr

| do not see how Quentin could achieve temporalrpyi in the narrative act, however, |
do agree with Irwin’s claim that Quentin’s main mation to tell the story is closely connected
to his desire to “best his father.” Moreover, liglahat storytelling is not only a family destirgy,
dynastic inheritance to which Quentin subjugatesskif, but a way, or, rather, the only way,
through which he can “walk[ed] out of his fathet&king at last” (Faulkner 142): it is his only

chance to grow up, to “walk out of” paternal auttyorHis telling the story is an attempt to

32«[E]very moment in it exists only insofar as ithast consumed the preceding one, its fathertfzeis
immediately consumed likewise” (Irwin, “Dead Fatsiet45).



overwrite (cancel out) the paternal meta-narratthes an endeavor of narrative patricide and
self-fathering. In the following part of the chapté will attempt a close reading of the family
romances inscribed by Quentin and Shreve and amieation of the extent to which they can

serve Quentin in his attempt of self-fathering.



When the Father was a Son: Thomas Sutpen
The first story that Quentin recounts is that ofp®a’s childhootf and the birth of his “design.”
We get to know from him that Sutpen was ten whenfamily, following his father's abrupt
decision, left their home in the Virginia mountaiasd set out towards new frontiers. Together
with the family’s journey, the boy Sutpen’s inii@t also started. He is presented primarily as a
son suffering a series of disappointments in his dathnd, consequently, losing faith in him.
Since on the journey towards their new home, hadastness his father degrading himself, right
in front of his children and strangers as wellalmost every tavern on the way, where “the old
man was not even allowed to come in by the frorrdomd from which his mountain drinking
manners got him ejected before he would have torget drunk good” (183). When they finally
settle down, his father starts working at a plaotetvhere the owner makes a huge impression on
the young Sutpen. He starts looking at the plasnatiwner as an ideal, a model and adopts him
“as his surrogate father” (Irwin, “Dead Father” 154s T. H. Adamowski and André
Bleikasteri* also observe, at this point Sutpen’s story startshow an uncanny resemblance to
the Freudian family romance. Even the surrogateef& occupation fits the Freudian scheme: of
Freud’'s two examples to illustrate higher socianding, one is “the Lord of the Manor”
(“Family Romances” 239), whom Sutpen chooses dmaginary father®

Other critics, like Irwin, and, in his footsteps,am@lyn Porter, also point out the
importance of choosing an ideal father and decidiagpecome him” (Porter 179) in the birth of
Sutpen’s design, however, they do not draw on Fsefiaanily romance fantasy when examining

Sutpen’s behavior. Both of them use Freudian psycalysis in their readings, however, instead

3 From this point on | will consistently refer to dimas Sutpen as “Sutpen” and to Henry Sutpen asr{kfen

34 “His career begins like any other Oedipal famiynance” (139).

% Faulkner could actually have read Freud’s “FarRimances,” as the article’s first English transkatappeared in
Otto Rank’sMyth of the Birth of the Herim 1913, and he started working on the novel in3lumm 195).



of the family romance fantasy they rely on the @ptoof Oedipalization, which I think, cannot
account for the crucial momentum of replacing tbeia father with somebody more apt for the
position.

In Sutpen’s romance the vital turn takes place whisrfather sends him to that big house
with a message to the plantation owner (Faulkn&),2But he is ejected by a “nigger” “even
before he [had] had time to say what he came fb88]). “He never even remembered what the
nigger said, how it was the nigger told him . ever to come to the front door again but to go
around to the back. He didn't even remember ledvii$8). Many critics emphasize this
incident at the mansion door as the central moroétis life, the “traumatic affront” (Irwin,
“Dead Father” 154), which “puts an end to Sutpeastisgdhood” (Adamowski 120), determining
the course of subsequent events. However, thepwtrthe “trauma” to different aspects and
details of the incident: according to Patricia Toht is caused by Sutpen’s “recognition of his
own anonymity” (109); Adamowski states that, at frent door, in the other’'s gaze, Sutpen
acquires a “sharp sense of himself as an objedhenworld, among other objects” (120).
According to J. G. Brister, this is Sutpen's fireiment of self-consciousness, of self-perception”
resulting form “his feeling of racial ‘othernesq43). He claims the encounter between Sutpen
and the “monkey nigger” to be a replication of ttecanian mirror stage, but, “in this case, the

mirror is a racial ‘other™ (43). He also arguesth

Sutpen’s sense of self is not born out of an ifleation with the white plantation
owner . . . but out of the realization of racidfelience: fundamentally unaware of
difference, Sutpen is awakened by his encounteln wie black servant to the

dialectic between oppressor and oppressed . etwelen rich and poor, between



self and other. This encounter ultimately leadthorevelation of the self he will

become, of the patriarchal authority he will assué)

| consider all the above-mentioned arguments higklgvant, however, would also add my,
somewhat different, perspective to the picturaninview,the ominous encounter is so traumatic
for him because it mirrors those humiliating inciteewhich called forth his disillusionment in his
father: the father’'s not being allowed to enter téneerns through the front door and his being
thrown out by a nigger once he tried to do so. Mweg, he comes to the big house in place of his
father, as his metaphorical substitute, tryinggeak the words of the father and all of a sudden
finds himself “really” in his father’s place, suffieg a weirdly similar humiliation as the old man
did. He is experiencing himself being “transformeudto his father, whom he does not want to
identify any more.

The humiliation at the front door functions asigger and determines the rest of Sutpen’s
life. He cannot pass that affront without determgnto take revenge on the aggressor. However,

instead of killing him, he rather chooses to idgntiith him:

He knewthat something would have to be done about itwbeld have to do
something about it in order to live with himselfr fthe rest of his life . . He
thought. . . ‘So to combat them you have got to have whay have that made
them do what the man did. You got to have land rmigders and fine house to

combat them with. You see?’ (Faulkner 189-90, emishadded)



Thus, his romance culminates in the desire to ereatfather himself by realizing his
design outlined above. However, the term “his d@sig not entirely appropriate, since he, driven
by what René Girard ternmsimetic desirewants to copy an already existing pattern. Hsrddas
a borrowed desire, like the Proustian snob’s, whlavishly copies the person whose birth,
fortune, or stylishness he envies” (24), wantindpé@ome his mediator, intending to steal from
the mediator his very being (54). He wants to reaatonomy and becomeriginal through
turning into a copy, thus, losing his autonomy actf The failure of his self-fathering quest is,
therefore, predetermined. Despite all his effonts,can never get out of the symbolic paternal
power structure, he can never free himself, asdésgn through which he wants to define and

father himself is that of the ancestors, his ddsitae desire of th®ther.*’

The Bastard’s Romantic Family Romance: Charles Bon

As Quentin recounts the story of Sutpen’s secondeavor to accomplish the design, we
reencounter the central dilemma of the novel, whiab already been presented to us twice by the
previous narrators but remained unsolved: the mysieHenry’s repudiatioff of his father for
Charles Bon, and the reason of his murdering thg s@me man four years later. In Quentin and
Shreve’s interpretation, just as one would expgaternal-filial conflicts are lurking below the
surface here as well. Their “solution” of the dilea comes in a rather unexpected fashion: they
reveal Charles Bon to be Sutpen’s firstbo(r)n, depied, part negro son seeking the acquaintance

and recognition of his father. By doing so, thegdi away from Mr. Compson’s love-triangles

3% According to Freud, the desire to take his fathgface and “to be his own father” (“Dostoevsky”3)17s the
ultimate wish of the child in the family romancefasy.

37 According to Girard the desire of the snob and tifathe child (puerile bovarysm) have much in comnamd
work according to the same mechanism (35-36). Agmblrthe concept of puerile bovarysm/the Proussiaob’s
imitative desire may communicate with the Freuddoiization and mimesis of the father in the famitynance in
a fruitful way. The limitations of the present ckexp however, do not allow for this investigation.

3 Sutpen’s only legitimate son, “so glib to the d@gi(211)



theory. In spite of this, many critics argue thate@tin and Shreve’s story follows the pattern of a
romantic love story (Adams 181), a chivalric (oaditional medieval [Levins 43]) romance,
celebrating the eternal verity of love (42), olCamald M. Kartiganer claims: it is modeled after a
Byronic romance (93).

In partial agreement with these critics, | am inell to say that Quentin and Shreve’s story
is organized around the problem of love, but thecept of love is radically different from the
ones used by the previous narrators, or classiwal $tories. In Rosa’s narrative, love means the
“affection” of Bon and Judith; it is always used reference to male-female relationships. Mr.
Compson adds some more subversive colors to theeptonportraying Henry to cherish
incestuous desires for Judith and possess brotlwmyof such intensity for Bon that it borders
on homoeroticismln Quentin and Shreve’s textual world, however el@ets a further meaning
and connotation. When Shreve introduces the tdphaid now . . . we're going to talk about
love” (Faulkner 253, emphasis added), the reader,inglgy the antecedents, (rightly) expects
that s/he is going to read about the budding atiedietween the only hypothetical couple of the
fiction. However, in spite of the fact that Shrestarts talking about Bon and Judith, his thoughts
wander on, in search of a “more appropriate” lobgect. Judith as a love object, as a Platonic
object of desire does not and cannot appear in uand Shreve’s version, as “desire exhibits a
structure of the wish; it is based on the absemgaigation of its object” (Grosz 64), and she is

portrayed as somebody always there waiting to bieegad:

She would be eadike when you have left the champagne on the suggide and
are walking toward the whiskey on the sideboard yaod happen to pass a cup of

lemon sherbet and tell yourself. That would be dasyonly who wants it . . .



besides knowing that that sherbet is there fortpotake. Not just for anybody to
take but for you to take, knowing just from lookiagthat cup that it would be like
a flower that, if any other hand reached for ity@uld have thorns on it but not for

your hand. (Faulkner 258-59)

The Barthesian “staging of an appearance-as-disappee” (10) cannot even emerge, as the vell,
which should cover the woman and is necessaryhferoperation of desire, is missing; she is
there exposed: “He must have known all about h&reehe ever saw her — what she looked
like, her private hours in that provincial womemnvsrld that even men of the family were not

supposed to know a great deal about; he must leavedd it without even having to ask a single
guestion” (253).

Since Judith is not able to function as an objédesire, their attention shifts on to Henry,
the other angle of Mr. Compson’s incestuous low@ngle. It is interesting to notice that they
seem to take into consideration the solutions effdrsy the previous narrators, especially those
provided by Mr. Compson, since he is the first avigo tries to offer real solutions to the
dilemmas. Henry, however, with “the eagerness whias without abjectness, the humility
which surrendered no pride,” with “the entire pesifiig of the spirit” (254) has no chance either
to take the place of thabject petit athus, needs to be discarded as well.

Through the brother’'s fac&owever, Shreve’s attention shifts to the persow wehthe
unapproachable, the unattainable entity per se, il perfect object of desire: the father of the

illegitimate child:



| shall penetrate by something of will and intepsand dreadful need, and strip
that alien leavening from it and look not on my thes’s face whom | did not
know | possessed and hence never missed, but mgr'&tout of the shadow of

whose absence my spirit's posthumeity has nevepest (254)

In Sutpen’s figure, they have everything togetlibe momentum of rejection in the past, the
mystery of the unknown, heroic stature. The formadams to work, since Bon’s first utterances
mentioning Sutpen as his father clearly designateds the object of desirelject petit & and

bear strong resemblance to a declaration of love:

“All right. I'll come home with you for Christmasfiot to see the third inhabitant
of Henry’s fairy tale, not to see the sister beeaws had not once thought of her: .
. . but thinkingSo at last | shall see him, . . . whom | had ewsarled to live
without . . . Because he knew exactly what he wantedag just the saying of
it—the physical touch even though in secret, hidd#re living touch of that flesh
warmed before he was born by the same blood iteadeathed him to warm his

own flesh with. (255)

In their version, Bon shows the slightest interiesthe marriage with Judith only to get near
Sutpen. The sole motivation behind all his actienso get the recognition of his father: “that
instant of indisputable recognition . That's all | want. He need not even acknowledge Inaal|

let him understand just as quickly that he needdwmothat, that | do not expect that, will not be

hurt by that, just as he will let me know that dlycthat | am his son’(255). He is willing to



subdue everything for that instant of acceptanae’the living touch of that flesh” (255), which
would provide him with a subject position in thendo which would inscribe difference into that
“original undifferentiated stage before the emergenf subjectivity” (Fowler 103). In J. G.
Brister's words, he desires the “castrating” towfhthe father that would “hail him into the
symbolic,” that would “stabilize the drives thatfr hot and loud’ in his body, that he may be
castrated into the repressing patriarchal desig8).(His yearning for being named by the father,
for “a sheet, a scrap of paper with the one word ‘Chaile his hand’ also confirms this. Brister
argues that his “unsymbolized” status is not onlg tb the lack the Father in his life, but to his
racial otherness and his resulting intimate refediop with the realm Kristeva calls the semiotic.
“Bon represents the semiotic” in the world of thevel, while “Sutpen embodies the symbolic”
(47).

His longing for objects liked sheet, a scrap of paper with the one word ‘Clsirie his
hand,. . . .Or a lock of his hair or a paring of his finger a(Faulkner 261), on the other hand,
also illustrate his wish to possess the objectiefdesire through possessing a partial object, a
token. His behavior, the emotional stages he isrgoged experiencing highly resemble those of
the yearning “lover”: “suspense and puzzlement laaste,” and later “passive surrender” (265).
Taking all these into consideration, we can comga¢oconclusion that the Lacaniabject petit a
(autrglothen and Autre/Other coincide in his case, and the coincidence happens highly

romantic overtone.

Another Romantic Family Romancer: Henry Sutpen
In Shreve’s version Henry is portrayed nourishimgiler affection towards Bon, whom he looks

at as a “mentor” (254), a Father. He apes his rkigthhis speech, his movements, everything



about him, “completely unaware that he was doir@{252). There is nothing Bon could naoto*
with this willing flesh and borig254), there is nothing he could nahbdld of this malleable and
eager clay which that father himself could 'n@54). Moreover, as we have already learned from
Rosa, when the time comes for Henry to choose leetBen and his fathéf,he formally abjures
his father and renounces his birthright (62) f& ¢hosen ideal. Moreover, his affection for Bon,
similarly to that of Bon’s for Sutpen, is also tteld with words that belong to the vocabulary of
love: “We belong to you, do as you will with' (862). “All right. I'm trying to make myself into
what | think he wants me to be; he can do anythiegvants to with nig264). “Hers and my
lives are to exist within and upon you(260).

Thus, the word “romance” seems to be highly relevdough not in its “conventional”
meaning. In Quentin and Shreve’s narrative, “ronedrand “love” are concepts that are always
mentioned with reference to imaginary father-solatienships. In their world, love can be
directed only towards an ideal father, an idealizedf°—such as Bon for Henry, or Sutpen for
Bon. Hence, romance is relevant in the Freudiasesehthe word. The Freudian family romance,

however, acquires an additional “romantic” overtone

The Closure of the Romances

In Sutpen’s and Henry's cases, we can find all el of the Freudian family romance:
disappointment in the real father, choosing a glat® father, idolizing and miming him. In Bon’s
case the situation is somewhat different, as msljaromance seems to have undergone some

curtailment. Being born a bastard, he does not te@dagine himself as such; having grown up

39 Henry chooses his ideal (Father) and turns away fButpen when Sutpen reveals to him the “truttduaBon’s
descent and on account of that prohibits JudithBoms marriage.

0 Henry “looked upon Bon as though he were a hetabsome adolescent Arabian Nights” (76). For @halysis
of Bon’s character as a Rankian hero see T. H. Adeski’'s “Children of the Idea: Heroes and FamilynRonces
in Absalom, Absalort!



without a father, he does not need to pretend mdtaive one. Thus, the usual first steps in his
family romance are missing. Sutpen (who is hisdgaal father “according to Shreve”) refuses
to fill that part, causing an absence, a lack. e ‘knowledge of the father’s empty place . . .
constitutes desire itself” (Con Davis, “Discour®®; the figure of the biological father, in this
case, may become the Girardian mediat@mnd the object of desire, thus, the ideal fattighe
family romance'?

However, Henry’s fratricide, triggered by Sutpeunixovering the secret of Bon’s “negro”
descent, brings about a tragic closure of all tileelto mentioned family romancelse non du
pére pronounced to Henry by Sutg@rprohibits incest and miscegenation and reestaslish
Sutpen’s paternal authority over his legitimate.ddanry kills Bon, his “ideal” father, obeying
his biological father's order and, thus, reintegrgthimself into the Law of the Father. Bon is to
die without his father’s recognition. His questi&stroyed; he cannot become a son, a subject: he
has to remain a bastard, a non-subject, a nongeatitde-sign.” Turning his only legitimate son
into a murderer, an outlaw; Sutpen loses his ohince of accomplishing “his design.” Thus, he
is not able to become his own father, as the s¢@ tabmake a dynastic father out of him is
destroyed. What is more, after a last failing afieto father a son with the fifteen-year-old Milly
Jones, Sutpen dies at the hands of Wash Jones-rladiy white trash—who highly resembles
Sutpen’s own father. Therefore, all filial quesad,fall three sons (Bon, Henry, and Sutpen) are
retracted by their origins, and the romances reld&ya€k to their starting points.

At this stage the following questions arise: if Qtie and Shreve want to “get even with,”

or walk out of paternal authority via telling thetory, why do they construct filial tragedies and

“1 Girard introduces this term for the model who deiges or seems to determine the object to be pdrar the
disciple (2).

“2 Sutpen is also the Lord of the Manor, thus hiarigcomplies perfectly with the Freudian model.

43 “He musinot marry hef (283, emphasis added).



family romances destined to fail? Why do they cleomsenter a game they have already lost even
before entering? Is it lost at all?
If we regard Quentin’s story as a family romancetumnlevel of the narrative text, aiming

at self-fathering through the construction of aratiwe, working better than his own father’s did;
the formation of filial tragedies should not ne@g8g mean the tragedy or fall of Quentin (and
Shreve). Provided that they were able to come up wineat, well-constructed narrative; they
could successfully overwrite the paternal metaateve and beat paternity “on home ground,”
especially because Mr. Compson’s narrative, as matgs have pointed out, lacks ground: there
are too many gaps, too many inexplicable incidatitsbuted to the caprice of fate. Let us see
now if their family romances can prove to be magactessful” on the level of the narrative text
than on the level of the story, if they are abldulfill the expectations attached to them and can

become the means of Quentin’s self-fathering.

Narration as a Family Romance

Sutpen’s story is recounted by Quentin, but, adogrtb him, it originates from his Grandfather,
to whom Sutpen himself “told . . . about it' . ‘when the architect escaped” (Faulkner 177).
Narrating Sutpen’s story, Quentin constantly usesds a point of reference, trying to prove the
authenticity of the story. His narrative is scatemwith references such as “he told Grandfather”
(177, 178, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184, 186, 193, 295, 203, 208), “he remembered” (181, 182,
183, 200, 201, 207), “[t]hat was how [feutpen said it” (193), “[t]hat was how he told it” (181,
204). Thus, at the beginning of his narrative sithe Name-of-the-Father that corroborates the
story, that keeps it together, functioning as tbeaf point, as a Lacanian point de capitén

certain points, however, these references are sgdrtio such an extent that some suspicion



rightly arises in the reader whether they are gytim hide something or make up for the lack of

something.

Moreover, the reader may notice some “uncanny” efgmin the story of Sutpen’s life, in
his portrayed behavior, which can be weirdly faamifirom earlier points, or, to be more precise,
from Quentin’s earlier behavior. The child Sutpespéit consciousness in the cave—the image of
someone arguing with oneself about something—nray aibell from the beginning of the novel,
where Quentin is portrayed in exactly the same rearthe would seem to listen to two separate
Quentins now—. . .—the two separate Quentins ndkingato one another in the long silence . . .
. It seems that this demon—his name was Sutpen—@E@open)—Colonel Sutpen .” (5).
These signsnay indicate that he weaves the story after his @ashion; that his Sutpen acts,
feels, and talks like Quentin would in a similduation.

Quentin’s changing the references used in his tiaeralso illustrates that as he gets into
the swing of storytelling, he forgets about anahgfis narrative in the past. To be more precise,
the gesture remains, but the introductory verbgisfindirect speech go through an alteration,
mirroring a change in his narrative attitude. le first half of his narration, he uses verbs of
mediation or reporting—such as say, remember, lbrehich, by referring to Sutpen’s actual
speech act, keep his position as the origin, tliecsoof thestory intact. However, after a certain
point, Quentin starts using verbs of mental agtiviknow, think, and see—and via these, slips
into Sutpen’s character: he knows, remembers, aed s place of him. Hence, he becomes
active in the creation of the story, not being eontwith the role of the mouthpiece. Gaining
confidence as a narrator, he starts seizing theoatit above the/his story, venturing out from the
camouflage of the ancestors for some moments. Henvahe reader can also observe the

countermovement when Quentin loses ground anddahethe narration. “He went to the West



Indies.” Quentin had not moved, not even to raise head from its attitude obrooding
bemusement . . . That was how Sutpen said’i{192, emphases added). This is a point of
rupture after which he is spectacularly unableawtinue the story. He tries to gain some time by
depicting how Sutpen told it, at least from thréféedent perspectives, bracing himself to go on,
but he gets stuck at the very same point eachltigrteies to continue. The reader can easily trace
his struggle: the same or highly similar versiohshe above quote are uttered four times in two
pages. “He just said, ‘So | went to the West Iisdi€193) “telling Grandfather . . . : ‘So | went
to the West Indies™ (194). But for his broodings Hoes not manage to come up with a creative
continuation. Finally, he tries to solve the praoblby claiming that Sutpen “not telling how he
got there, what had happened during the six yeemnsden the day he had decided to go to the
West Indies and become rich” (199). Thus, we cantlat the moment Quentin’s creativity and
narrative talent falter, he returns to the Fathesteadow, claiming emphatically that the
discrepancy is Sutpen’s or his Grandfather’'s fatthat was how hdSutpen said it” (193),
“[tlhat was how Grandfather remembered it” (198 plts the blame of the narrative’s lack of
regard for “logical sequence and continuity” (198) Sutpen, trying to keep the illusion of
“truthfulness.”

Quentin is still in the middle of depicting Sutpgnhypothetical musing about the
inscrutability of his fate, when Shreve—tired of &tin’s fiddling about with trivia, and his
dragging the story on without slight amount of depenent—Ileaves the room for some time, and

then returns, flinging the “joker” onto the tabléhva graceful move.

He did not say Wait, he just rose and left Quesititing before the table, the open

book and the letter, and went out and returnedhénrbbe and sat again and took



up the cold pipe, though without filling it anew laghting it as it was. “All right,”
he said. “So that Christmas Henry brought him homtg the house, and the
demon looked up and saw the face he believed hephadoff and discharged

twenty-eight years ag&o on” (213; emphasis added)

Thus, refuting the common critical (mis)concept{imd 896) that this radically new information
is introduced by Quentin, we have to notice thaisitShreve’s creation, who, by this act of
intrusion into the narration, sets absolutely neves for the “game.” Shreve takes the step that
Quentin was reluctant or unable to: to step oumnftbe shadow of the fathers, to exercise the
potential creativity and freedom, which is withimetpower of the storyteller. By doing so, he
gives an impetus to the so far jolting narration.tiis point, it becomes clear for the reader that
Shreve’s previous urging, sometimes impatient gests+“All right. Don’t bother to say he
stopped talking now; jugfo on: . .. ‘Just don’t bother,’ . . . . ‘Juget on with it’ (Faulkner 208,
emphases added)—also try to persuade Quentin poveasting so much time and energy on
making the story look faithful to those of the fath Shreve encourages him instead to take over
the narration from the ancestors not just apparehtit in reality as well.

In spite of Quentin’s “Yes,” (210), which is prably meant not only as the verification
of Shreve’s statement about Bon’s descent, but adsthe acceptance of the new rules; he does
not quit his previous narrative strategies. He irtgpthe new information provided by Shreve into
the story, but keeps referring to the ancestoiitsasource; what is more, he cites both his father
and his grandfather just to make sure: “Fathed &&i probably named him himself. Charles Bon.
Charles Good. He didn't tell Grandfather he didi Guandfather believed he did, would have™

(213). At this point, however, we can observe Séetaking up the function of the catalyst, as



he does not leave it at that, he does not let Queget away with such a striking inconsistency,

but forces him to rectify, to get it straight:

“Your father” Shreve said. “He seems to have gotaavful lot of delayed
information awful quick, . . . . If he knew all shiwhat was his reason for telling
you that the trouble between Henry and Bon wastberoon woman?”

“He didn’t know it then. Grandfather didn’t tellrhiall of it either, like Sutpen

never told Grandfather quite all of it.” (214)

Shreve persists until he forces Quentin to comefroat the shadow of the fathers, to undertake

the place of the narrator with all its hardshipsks, setbacks, and possibilities (self-fathering).

“Then who did tell him?”
“1 did.” Quentin did not move, did not look up while Steewatched him. “The

day after we — after the night when we —” (214, @agis added)

With this “I did,” Quentin takes over the responkip of accounting for the newly imported
information (Bon’s descent) from Shreve. Howevarcs Quentin is not able to come up with a
meaningful rationalization, it is Shreve again wdfters the solution, gallantly making it appear
as if it came from Quentin: “Oh,” Shreve said. t&f you and the old aunt. | se&o on. And

father said—" (214, emphasis added). Having offered the deeigpiece of information again,



and having set up a game of provocation, Shreviedwétvs to the backgroufidto let Quentin
fight his battles.

As the narration proceeds, however, this separaéisolves, the manner of storytelling is
transformed: Shreve also takes a more active pastary-weaving; it becomes more and more
difficult to tell apart the narrative voices. “Iltas Shreve speaking, though . . . it might have been
either of them and was in a sense both: both thgnks one . . .” (243). The narrative soon starts
working as a duet, as “some happy marriage of spgand hearing” (253), both of them being
Henry Sutpen, and both of them being Bon, compagneéach of both yet either neither (280).
Their narration starts functioning as the “othéné counter-discourse of the realistic “patrilifear
narrative tradition: it operates according to deéf® rules. They do not “remember” and
“recollect” any more what the ancestors said, lhayt“believe” (267), “invent” (268), and
sometimes “donjfsic] know” (259). They turn to inventing the story ieatl of relating it. Their
mutual aim is to create “between them, out of ggptag and bob-ends of old tales and talking,
people who perhaps had never existed at all any/Xt{d3), to tell a story which is “probably
true enough” (268, emphasis added). However, theee does not mean corresponding with
something “outside,” being true to historical faetsd thus being “realistic;” but it is defined
“inside” this paradigm, constructed by the two leém. Their concept of “true” means “fit[ting]
the preconceived” (253).

Accepting Shreve’s idea that he (Quentin) got hafldhe decisive information when he
went to Sutpen’s Hundred with Rosa, Quentin shiftss most important point of reference, the
one which keeps the structure of the story togetherLacanian point de capiton from the figure

of Sutpen (and Grandfather and Father) to the riigtilent about which the reader has learnt

“ If we consider that Shreve’s name does highly mide the wordto shrive meaning to hear somebody’s
confession, we can say that this behavior fitstaisé.



quite little so far. Thus, the point of referenttes “preconceived” pillar of their story is projedt
ahead to the point where their narrative reaches ghst incident. By this, the disclosure is

postponed, and Quentin gains some more time taWrover the solution.

“And when your old man told it to you, you wouldiiave known what anybody
was talking about if you hadn’t been out there s@eh Clytie. Is that right?”
“Yes,” Quentin said. “Grandfather was the only ffidehe had.”

“The demon had?” Quentin didn’'t answer, didn’t mave . paid no attention
whatever, . . . his face still lowered, stitooding” . ... (220-21; emphasis

added)

The story of the night incident is recounted onlyaw it cannot be put off any longer, at the very
end of the narrative. It is Shreve again who pusQeentin to reveal the mystery of his
knowledge and understanding, extracting the clim&Quentin’s romance: “You donfsic|
know. You don{sic] even know about the old dame, the Aunt Rosa™ J289

The tension gradually increases as they get nearérnearer to the hidden secret of
Sutpen’s Hundred: Henry Sutpen, who has been hithiege for four years. He is the living past
who is in on all the secrets, the meeting with whbas been designated as the source of
Quentin’s supposed understanding of the Sutpen ardfyiou wouldn’t have known what
anybody was talking about if you hadn’t been oardfi' (220). The relation of their meeting is
supposed to justify their narrative retrospectivéliye have been prepared for it as a climactic

moment of understanding” (Guetti 99). By this atjustification and ratification, their narrative

> The verbbrood is frequently used in reference to Quentin’s riaweaeffort. If we take into consideration that it
originates from the verbreed,it also backs up the theory that Quentin’s uncanscimotivation of storytelling is
self-fathering.



would be able to reach a coherent formal pattend, \aa that, could become “true,” could be
accepted as (the Sutpen family) “history,” and dotalke the place of the incoherent paternal
master-narrative(s). However, the designated pofnteference is empty. No meaningful or

relevant information gets transferred between them:

And you are ——?

Henry Sutpen.

And you have been here —?
Four years.

And you came home ——?

To die. Yes.

To die?

Yes. To die.

And you have been here ——?
Four years.

And you are ——?

Henry Sutpen.(298)

As Brooks puts it “the passage reads nearly asliadpame, virtually identical backward and
forward, an unprogressive, reversible plot” (“Irdueus” 264), which provides no kind of
information about the mysteries. Thus, | would &gtis unable to function as the verification of
Quentin’s narrative. It signifies the collapse bétsons’ narrative, which was standing on this

“pillar,” thus denoting the failure of their qudst narrative authority, for “self-fathering.”



In spite of the fact that Brooks also identifies thalindrome as “a kind of hollow
structure, concave mirror or black hole at the eeaf the narrative” (264), he does not recognize
this moment as the one proving Quentin wrong ambtileg the failure of his hermeneutic quest.
This is due to the fact that Brooks designatesfierdint incident as the source of Quentin’s
understanding of the Sutpen drama: “the discovéry certain formal pattern of the crossing of
categories: Clytie’'s Sutpen face with its negronpégtation, the very design of debacle” (259).
Moreover, he elevates Clytie to be a “hermenedtie’cin the novel. This, on the other hand,
does not mean that Brooks is happy with the naeatiesign of the younger generation. He
however, assumes the problem to lie elsewherestiwy of the House of Sutpen as told by
Quentin and Shreve, according to Brooks, seemstoabight between two figures: on the one
hand, incest, “which overassimilates, denies diffiee, creates too much sameness” (265); on the
other hand, miscegenation, “which overdifferenBatereates too much difference, sets up a
perpetual slippage of meaning” (266). The two youren are “never able to interweave them in
a coherent design” (266). “Incest and miscegenasameness and difference . . . fail to achieve a
pattern of significant interweaving . . . the talen never be plotted to the final, thorough
Dickensian accounting” (266); there is a residuahning embodied in Jim Bond, who seems to
be “the very principle of nonsignificance” (266).

At this point, it is also worth having a look atwhamther critics evaluate Quentin’s
endeavor or achievement: T. H. Adamowski states ‘Qaentin’s own heroic adventure, his
decision to climb the old Sutpen staircase and lotikthe bedroom . . . allows him to overthrow
his own father, or at least reject Mr. Compsonteripretation of the Sutpen disaster” (127). Irwin

also considers Quentin accomplishment as a namadoccess:



In the struggle with his father, Quentin will protheat he is a better man by being a
better narrator—he will assume the authority ofaathor because his father does
not know the whole story, does not know the triesoa for Bon’s murder, while
Quentin does. . . . Moreover, in terms of the namaact, Quentin achieves
temporal priority over his father, and within tharrative Quentin takes revenge

against his father, against time, through a sulisti{"Dead Father” 156)

However, the question rightly arises: If Quentiesdeavor was successful, if he managed to
“overthrow” (Adamowski 127) his father, “prove thae is a better man by being a better
narrator,” or “achieve temporal priority” over higirwin, “Dead Father” 156); why would he
“conclude” his narrative with the following worddNevermore of peace. Nevermore of peace.
Nevermore. Nevermore” (Faulkner 298).

His physical appearance also leads me to someuviffieitedt conclusions. He is lying on
his back “still and rigid . . . with the cold Newngland night on his face” “his eyes wide open”
(298), like somebody dead but still breathing, il haunted, tortured by some unknown
restlessness or anxiety.

If we look at the dialogue from another perspectitzean provide us with the clue to the
failure of their narrative. Henry and Quentin’s paped conversation is not only a palindrome but
a circular, reclinate structure, which returnshe exact point where it began. As we have seen
before, circular structuring is one of the mainreleteristics of Mr. Compson’s paternal narrative,
providing the reason for his story’s appearing ¢osb fatalistic. He almost always starts with the
final scene, the outcome, and portrays the evemwiging up to it later. Quentin also takes over

this structuring principle, as it is traceable @veyal points in his narrative; for example, in the



story of Sutpen, where they start with the finarsz his murder and then relate his life story in
detail, only to get back to the murder again inghd of Chapter VII. This, in other words, means
that he also falls victim to the Girardian mimediesire, which seems to be contagious among the
sons in the novel—Sutpen miming an already exidgliegign (the design of the plantation owner,
his ideal father), Henry miming Bon’s behavior astgle. This understanding can also give us a
possible explanation for the highly interesting emtic overtone of Quentin and Shreve’s family
romances as well. They come up with new, crucigcgs of information, providing their
characters with new motivations for their deeds grahting a different pattern of logic to the
events of the plot. However, they keep certain el@siof the father’s narrative, like the overtly
romantic tone and the pattern of “love”-trianglesvein by desire. Family romance also has a
triangular structure (driven by desire) with the $0 one angle, the father to be replaced and the

ideal father in the other two.

3.3. Conclusion
This puts Quentin’s failure as a narrator into @& ight as well. Being left on his own, he is not
able to come up with an origin-al solution, to b@eothe origin, the father of the story; but, like
Sutpen himself, he looks to the outside, to a/tibelr for adesign He copies and repeats the
design (and the mistake) of the father, drownirg farrative in circularity, in mimetic desire
turning against itself.

Thus, he does not manage to overwrite the paternal netative and his endeavor of
narrative self-fathering, self-begetting also failfie family romances are not able to fulfill the
expectations attached to them and prove to beéailnot only on the level of the story but on that

of the narrative text as well. The “battle” of fatk and sons brings the same result on both levels.



CHAPTER 4

FATHERING AND SELF-FATHERING IN ROBERT PENN WARREN'SALL THE KING’SMEN

Sons and fathers are in the center/apex of Rolerh RVarren’s works as well. According to
Randy J. Hendricks the wandering son is one ofntmst often recurring character types in
Warren’s literary oeuvre (75). In the following ¢tar, | examine Warren’s probably most
famous wandering son, Jack Burden, the protagafistis 1946 Pulitzer Prize-winning novel
(75)*° and the father figures who surround him questorglie father's position. In the first part
of the chapter, | examine how the father’s lack hisdfailure in fathering affects the “story” and
the personal story of the son from a psychoanapgispective. In the second part, | look at the
different attempts at filling that gap and at filiig the paternal function first from a
psychoanalytical, then from a narratological pectipe, examining the success of the father
candidates and Jack’s self-fathering endeavors boti angles.

Many critics, among them Jonathan Baumbach andoNd® Girault, seem to agree on
the fact that Jack is in “search for a true fathi@®A&umbach 66; Girault 31), as he is lacking one.
Moreover, they claim his search to be the main thefithe novel.

Concurring in part with the aforementioned criticargue that the lack of the father in his
case is highly relevant. What is more, it is sanore than one sense of the word. It has serious
consequences for the paternal order in the staydind in the life of Jack, as well. However,
besides the lack in the father’s position, theralg® an overabundance of father figures in the
novel, since the lack of a/the father/Father trigge proliferation of potential father figures, or,

rather, a proliferation of characters trying td ifil the father’s, and also the Father’s, place atVh

46 Nevertheless, he, besides claiming that “[a]nalgdithese figures from the novels and the nonficticould be
fruitful” (76), concentrated on Warren’s poetrytiis study of wandering sons.



makes the situation even more complex is that Baokelf is not only searching for a true father
but is also trying to become one.

Thus, | would slightly modify their claim and wousiiggest that there is a (paternal and
filial) quest for the father’'s place and for fuliiiig the paternal function—in other words, for
fathering. | could say that the intention of mydstus to search for the “true father,” like Jack
Burden is claimed to, or to solve the novel's mgsiaf paternity or fathering. However, | think
that quest/goal would be somewhat too ambitioud)gps naive, and definitely more simplifying
than | would like it to be. The objective | find neoattainable and more exciting, too, is to “dig
up” and examine the different attempts at fatheanglifferent levels of the novel, making use of
the critical vocabulary and understanding of psyetadysis and narratology.

Michael Szalay, in his papeAll the King’s Men or, the Primal Crime,” also examines the
novel from a partially psychoanalytic perspectiaihough he claims that his essay (in spite of its
title) is “decidedly not a psychoanalytical readioigAll the King’'s Meri (348). He defines the
novel to be a “novel of Southern politics” and exaes it from a political and racial perspective,

|n “

claiming that Warren uses Freud as a “tool” “paiacly well suited” to deal with “a set of
problems that at bottom had more to do with Fedsraland integration than the sexually
repressive bent of modern civilization” (348). pite of the fact that | am not so utterly intereste

in the political and racial questions raised byrbeel, | find his essay a fascinating read and wil

refer to it from time to time.

4.1. Lack of the Father
Jack Burden grew up without a father, in the latk €ather, as Ellis Burden, his real father, or at

least the person whom he knew as his real fath@mdmose name he bears, walked out on him



and his mother when he was six years old, “not éxaher[ing] to shut the door behind him”
(Warren 158). He does not know for a long time wiiat father’'s reason for leaving was, but
takes it for granted that it came about because Blirden was unable to “give her [the mother]
what she craved” (62). It seems that he did nos@ss what the mother “craved,” he did not
possess the (mysterious) object of the (m)othassird, what Lacan calls the phalli(its 289).
According to the Lacanian scenario, the motherrdeghe phallusince she (also) lacks it, and
the child attempts to become the object of herrdeaisubstitute-phallus. But no matter how hard
he may strive, he can never completely satisfyntbéher’s desire. Desire is always the desire for
something more, and her desire for something nf@e the child/subject also marks the child as
lacking. The feeling of impotence and insufficientriggers unbearable anxiety in the child,
which is relieved only with the father’s interveontiin the third time of the Oedipus complex. The
most important momentum of his intervention is desnonstration that he is in possession of the
phallus, so the child does not need to substitumesdif for one.

Nevertheless, in our case the father is also mabolddck, the lack of having, which gives
our story a twist and makes some of the usual oéssaf the Oedipal narrative impossible. He
does not have the “thing” the mother desires (mangavoir). By abandoning his family and
leaving behind everything he had, he moves fronstage of not having to the stage of not being.
In other words, he moves from the lack of havirge (phallus) (manque a avoir) to the lack of
being (manque a étre): “Way batkere had beethe thick-set, strong man, not tall, with a shock
of tangled black hair . . . and a big gold watcliohwhich | liked to pull at’ Then he wasn't
theré (Warren 171, emphasis added). Interestingly ehotige two lacks (manque a avoir and

manque a étre) contrasted by Lacan come very dmseach other or even overlap in this

“" |t is interesting to note that the only phalliardyol mentioned in connection with Ellis Burden (theld chain
worn on the waist) also bears witness to his laiige his chain, by nature, is recumbent, non-erect



situation. This may occur because for the fath@rgm the lack of having thphallus on a very
simplified level, means a lack of being (as a sylehather). Thus, as a symbolic father, as the
representative of the Law, he “wasn’t there” evefole he “walk[ed] out of his law office” (171,
158).

According to a Lacanian logic, the situation coblve been “saved.” He as a symbolic
father could have been “rescued” (perhaps bormeithad stayed and died instead of leaving
living. But he decided to leave and live, not to seen “dying,” by which he ensured to be

regarded as dead even before he managed to die:

. ... and my mother pressed my head against hastaad said, “Your daddy isn’t
coming back any more, Son.”

“Is he dead?” | asked, “Will he have a funeral?”

“No,” she said, “he isn’'t dead. He has gone away,youcan think of him like he

was deadSon.” (171, emphasis added)

Thus, literally he is not dead, but figurativelysymbolically he is. And through his becoming a
dead father (only) in a symbolic way, through aufgy of speech, through “combination,”

according to the “twisted” logic of Lacanian psyehalysis, he cannot become a symbolic
father?® Physically he is alive, but as a symbolic fatheridrdead, nonexistent. The split or tear
between the two (the physical and the symbolicin®the figure of a cut, that of castration. In

other words, the symbolic/metaphoric death of tadhdr (“like he was dead”) sentences the

8 According to Lacan, the death of the father calasiwith the birth of the symbolic Father, and “Hyenbolic
Father is, in so far as he signifies this Law, tlead Father”Kcrits 199). So, Lacan argues, the death of the
father/Father results in the birth and fortificatiof the symbolic order, the Name of the Fathee, paternal
metaphor.



paternal metaphor to “death” as well, bringing &altbe crisis of the paternal function on different

levels.

Crisis in the Story

Through his desertion, he vacates not only thetiposof the symbolic father, which he did not
manage to fill even when he “was there,” but theifpans of the imaginary and the real father as
well, leaving a gap or a lack behind. However,desl not stay unfilled for a long time after the
“Scholarly Attorney was gone” (171). A number offeient men attempt to fill it, “who had
married my mother and come to live in Ellis Burdehouse” (61). Yet none of them last too
long, as in the house not only “the furniture chethdout the people iniit . . . too (170). The men

in the position of the father change each othertile furniture in the long room.

There was always a change in the room. . . . Whikcoime home I'd always look
around and wonder what it would be, for there hadnba long procession of
choice examples through that room, spinets, déskkes, chairs, each more choice
than the last, each in turn finding its way to titéc to make way for a new
perfection. Well, the room had come a long way fittva way | first remembered

it, moving toward some ideal perfection which wasny mother’s head. (170)

In case of the men, too, each is “more choice” tih@nast, but each in turn finds his way out and

makes way for a new perfection: First there wasStigolarly Attorney,



[t]hen there was the Tycoon, who was gaunt and baldvaeezed on the chair . . .
. When she came back there was another man, whoeWasd slender and wore
white suits and smoked long cigars, and had alttank mustache. He was the

Count . . .. Then there was the Young Execut{u4.1-72)

Their renaming lays even more emphasis on thisliparbke furniture, they are named
after their most favorable qualities, the qualitrdsich make them worth keeping around, which
make them somebody in the eyes of the society astlable in the eyes of the mother. Like the
Sheraton break-front desk’s most peculiar qualiiesits Sheraton style and its break-front, the
Young Executive’s most favorable qualities are yosth and his position. We can also say that
the qualities which seem to satisfy the mother’sildemomentarily are also substitutes for the
phallus (like the child); they make up for the lamk“ideal perfection” (170), for the lack of
having the “real thing,” or, to be more preciseg tihing “which can take on the signifying
function of the phallus” (Lacarkcrits 290). The qualities seem to be different yet tifience
has no significance and meaning. It is lost inggemingly endless substitution and displacement.
The substitute, since it is just a substitute, @avays be substituted. Therefore, the substitution
and displacement never stops.

Both the furniture in the long room and the menthe position of the father are
continuously “moving toward some ideal perfectiohiethh was in my mother's head” (Warren
170). In other words, both lines of substitutioe &ept in motion by desire, the desire of the
(m)other. The unceasing substitution signals thatdesire left unsatisfied by Ellis Burden in the
beginning remains unsatisfied; none of the candgl&r the father’s place are able to “give her

what she craved” (62). None of the substitutesaaite to fill in the (original) lack (that seems to



be constitutive of narrative). There is somebodgsent in the position of the father, but the
Father is still absent. Thus, we might say thatties in the father’s place function as substitutes
also in the Derridean sense of the word: they amtlier a presence nor an absence” (Derrida
314), or, perhaps even more precisely, “the madshe absence of a presence” (Spivak xvii); in
other words, traces.

Since Ellis Burden himself becomes the first eletmianthe chain of substitutes as the
Scholarly Attorney, we can say that the name of ftber (Ellis Burden) also dies with the
Name-of-the-Father. The name of the father, theopgin (Burden) remains only as a patrimony
in the family name of the son, who carries it a@s a burden, as a brand of impotence and
weakness: “I had always felt some curse of his wes& upon me, or what | had felt to be that”
(Warren 532). In other words, we might also sayt ttiee name, instead of functioning
symbolically as the Name-of-the-Father, the palarmetaphor, starts functioning literally. Losing
its symbolic power, it does become what it saysu@en.

The aforementioned malfunctions of the name offétker and the Name-of-the-Father
call attention to, and are examples of, anothesttaf/in the order, which takes the shape of the
twist itself: a transversal, twisted, chiastic mment takes place between the spheres of the
metaphoric/symbolic (not in the Lacanian sense) tedliteral. What should function in the
literal sense starts functioning symbolically; wkhbuld function symbolically starts functioning
literally. The father should die literally to becema symbolic father, yet he dies only
symbolically. The name of the father should funet&ymbolically as the-Name-of-the-Father;

however, it starts functioning literally, becomiitgymeaning: a burden.



Crisis in History
The lack of the father has serious impact not amythe order but on the child’s psychic
development as well. Joyce McDonald in her studitled “Lacan’s Mirror Stage as a Symbolic
Metaphor inAll the King’s Mef argues that Jack’s psychic development got satc& certain
point. According to her, this halt took place beftine mirror stage.

McDonald supports her argument partly by Jack’sment fetal imagery and with the fact
that “throughout most of the book, Jack Burden appéo be unaware of his own reflection” (73)
appearing in mirrors and reflexive surfaces. Moegpvhe [also] experiences a world that is
fragmented, divided, dreamlike and unreal” (74)widger, besides examining different details of
Jack’s life and character that could support haintl she also talks about “his Others” that serve
“as a kind of alter ego, which extend[s] one’s sidfinition” and “as a reflection of self as well”
(76). Moreover, she also states that “Ann and A&amton both function as Jack Burden’s other
selves” and “Willie Stark also serves as Burderitsraego, his Other” (76). However, | find it
rather contradictory that having proven that Jao&sdnot possess an ego yet (as his development
got stuck before he could have acquired one), kg his having alter egos and Others.

| also argue that Jack’s psychic development sdenmave lagged behind. However, in
my view, it is due to the lack of the father and tesulting failure to intervene in the third tiofe
the Oedipus complex. This paternal malfunction ¢wiabout an “error” in the resolution of the
child’s Oedipus complex. Not having the phalludjsEBurden cannot exercise his prohibitive,
legislative function: le non-duepe, can regulate neither the mother’s desire ferpthallic object,
nor the son’s desire for the mother through impgdirs Law. He cannot prohibit the child’s
attempt to fill in the place of the imaginary phalland become the object of the mother’s desire.

Lacking the phallus, he is not able to exerciseotiver part of the Lacanian homophonic dyad: le



nom-du-gre (the-Name-of-the-Father), either. He is not atdefree the child from *“the
impossible and anxiety-provoking task of having le the phallus” (Evans 132) and the
continuous experience of lack attached to that.cdenot help him overcome the primary
attachment to the mother and provide a model fercthild to identify with. In other words, the
child’s lack, in this sense, can be interpretedites result of the father's lack, as a paternal
inheritance, as the father’s lack revisited ongbe.

Moreover, the discourse of the mother, which shaltb mediate the intervention, not
only fails to do so, but also “twists” and, instezdnediating the intervention and thus supporting
the paternal metaphor’s taking function, does tkace opposite: deprives the father of his
position and all his pow&t and reinstalls the imaginary “pre-oedipal triadfteen herself and

the child accepting Jack’s offer to replace thadat

“Why did he go away?”

“Because he didn’t love Mother. That's why he waway.”

“I love you, Mother,” | said, “I'll love you alway$

“Yes, Son, yes, you love your mother,” she said] hrld me tight against her

breast. (Warren 171)

Thus, the paternal metaphor (the substitution efdhsire of the mother for the-Name-of-the-
Father) cannot function; the dissolution of the {Ppad complex cannot take place in a normal
manner.

His being stuck in a pre-Oedipal or pre-Oedipalig&be is also supported by his foetus

fantasy. He is convinced that he himself and evadlylrarry around a “clammy, sad little foetus”

49« heisn't dead. He has gone away, but yauthink of him like he was dead, Son” (171).



in him/herself, which “is you way down in the dawkich is you too. . . . Its eyes are blind, and it
shivers cold inside you for it doesn’t want to know. . It wants to lie in the dark and not know,
and be warm in its not-knowing” (14). The imagetw blind foetu¥ in the protective womb of
“not-knowing” (14) is clearly a pre-Oedipal imagehile the “great big” all-knowing eye and the
“cold hand in a cold rubber glove” obviously belanghe Other/Father who with the “cold grip”

of his intrusion threatens the imaginary detachnaauit safety:

There was a bulge and a glitter, and there thascold gripway down in the
stomach as though somebody had laid hold of songethiere, in the dark which
is you, with a cold hand in a cold rubber glovewds like the second when you
come home late at night and see the yellow envabbplee telegram sticking out
from under your door and you lean and pick it wg, don’t open it yet, not for a
second. While you stand there in the hall, withehgelope in your hand, you feel
there’s an eye on you, a great big eye lookinggditaat you from miles and dark
and through walls and houses and through your aodtvest and hide and sees
you huddled up was inside, in the dark which is,ymside yourself, like a
clammy, sad little foetus you carry around insideirngelf. The eye knows what's
in the envelope, and it is watching you to see wben you open it and know, too.
But the clammy, sad little foetus which is you wdgwn in the dark which is you
too lifts up its sad little face and its eyes aliad) and it shivers cold inside you
for it doesn’t want to know what is in the envelofievants to lie in the dark and

be warm in its not-knowing. (13-14, emphasis aflded

%0} will use also the British spelling of the wosince Robert Penn Warren spells the word this waké novel.



Moreover, the foetus imagery not only appears sfaéintasies, but is also acted out in his
periods of Great Sleep. He starts enacting anddithis foetus-like condition, recreating the
warmth and darkness of the maternal womb aroundihithe room, drawing the shades and
stripping buck-naked, sleeping “soundly, with theest feeling of ever falling toward the center
of delicious blackness, until the last possible raptnthe next morning” (461). Plunging into
sleep he (re)creates the darkness and blindnesst/@howing around him whenever “knowing”
seems to threaten him. Let us have a look at Wikhowledge is which is so threatening in his
case. What catalyzes his Great Sleeps and howegduhction?

It first appeared when he was working on his dissien on the life story of Cass Mastern.
After one and a half years of research, howeveditdenot write a single word. He “simply sat
there at the pine table, night after night, staahthe photograph, and writing nothing” (282), and
finally “he laid aside the journal and entered upoe of the periods of the Great Sleep” (284).

What was in the journal or in the life story of €ddastern that he could not face? Years
later when he reconstructs what made him quit tbgept of the Mastern journal, he attributes his
action to hisnot knowingandnot understandin@ass Mastern, but even more importantly, to his
being afraid to, or resisting to understand whateghwvas to be understood: “Or perhaps he laid
aside the journal of Cass Mastern not because lild oot understand, but because he was afraid
to understand for what might be understood there avaeproach to him” (284). Let us have a

look at what was there to be understood for himclwimade him so paralyzed with fear:

Cass Mastern lived for a few years and in that tmdearned thahe world is all
of one pieceHe learned that thworld is like an enormous spider wahd if you

touch it, however lightly, at any point, the vibeet ripples to the remotest



perimeter and the drowsy spider feels the tingkkiardrowsy no more but springs
out to fling the gossamer coils about you who havehed the web and then inject
the black, numbing poison under your hide. It deesmatter whether or not you

meant to brush the web of things. (283, emphakied)

We can also say that Cass Mastern understood asulilles the working of the symbolic and
signification: that the world is a “web of thingsd’ structure made up of connections where
everything has an effect and a meaning. What yoanméhe fact “whether or not you meant”
something, “does not matter,” that does not measignify, since “signification is not present at
any one point in the chain” (LacaBgrits 153), but meaning is the result of the “ripplethe
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interplay of things or, as Lacan himself putstitjnsists” “in the movement from one signifier to
another” (153).

How could Jack possibly understand this when fon ltihe world was like a heap of
signifiers without signifieds: “for him the worldhén was simply an accumulation if items, odds
and ends of things” and “one thing had nothing &0 id the end, with anything else” (Warren
284). A signifier without the signified is, accondi to Lacan, a “pure” or “real” signifier, and
“every real signifier is, as such, a signifier tisggnifies nothing” (LacanPsychosed85). It is
nothing but “a meaningless material element inogexd differential system” (Evans 189). Thus, it
is not surprising that for Jack things “meant nogfyi “for names meant nothing and all the words

we speak meant nothing” (Warren 466). His expeienthe world as an accumulation of pure

signifiers also bears witness to his regressiomarto‘unsymbolized,” “pre-Oedipalized” state,



since signification starts with the child’s entrarto the symbolic, with the symbolic patthe
initial act of substitution.

Cass Mastern’s insight “that the world is like aroenous spider web” (283) gives us a
picture of the working of the symbolic not onlydligh the working of signification, but shows us
another segment as well: the superego. His leartiagone’s touching the web will not stay
unnoticed and “unrewarded”—"the drowsy spider inject[s] the black, numbing poison under
your hide” (283)—is nothing but the internalizatioh the Law of the Father (who in Cass
Mastern’s case and understanding is God the Fatises) moral conscience; in other words, the
birth of the superego. Thus, Cass Mastern’s “legyhdoes not only refer to the integration of a
certain piece of new information, but also illugtsathe birth of “a knowledge” (conscience) and
his birth into conscience.

This is “a knowledge” (a conscience) that Jackegoibviously lacks. Both ideologies he
comes up with (his being an Idealist and the GFeatch) testify to his lack of “conscience” and
moral responsibility: “What you don’t know,” he saydon’t hurt you, for it ain’'t real. . . . If you
are an ldealist it does not matter what you do batwgoes around you because it isn't real
anyway” (45). “There was, in fact, a time when heme to believe that nobody had any
responsibility for anything and there was no gotitha Great Twitch” (656).

So it seems that his foetus fantasy, his GreatpS|egs well as his “theories,” partially
bear witness to, and asymptomsof, his being stuck in a pre-Oedipalized stage.ti@nother
hand, they also safeguard him from getting “unstuskice they also function as avoidance
strategies with which he resists “knowledge” andnbglization and defends himself from

castration. This is even truer if we take into ¢desation that a fantasy is, by definition, “a

*1 Boys accept that “they can symbolically ‘have’ fiteallus only by accepting that they can neveraiktinave it”
(Homer 55).



MW

defence which veils castration,” “a relatively dealwvay of defending oneself against castration”
(Evans 61), a possible way of freezing the filmdoefthe traumatic (Oedipal) scene. His foetus
fantasy is “shot” or constructed in perfect accomawith this: the protagonist of the fantasy
(referred to with a general “you”) and the foetnside are depicted right before their “birth into
knowledge,” right before he opens the envelope

History and the past also fulfill a rather similae in his life: he is “hiding from the
present” and takes “refuge in the enchantments®iphst” (240, 455). His personal philosophy
as a student of history (see quote below) and hisspphy as an “Ideali¥ sound almost the
same, both aiming at finding a secure position wher can stay unaffected, where he can stay in
his imaginary caul of not-knowing detachment. Heetarefuge in the past, in history partly
because it is “his” story—meaning somebody els&s. long as he is kept occupied with
somebody else’s past he is safe from his own; les dot need to know and face his own past
(the gaping lack of the father which stigmatizem his well)>* The position as a student of
history seems to be comfortable enough sincedéetached and unaffected: “A student of history
does not care what he digs out of the ash pileptidelen, the sublunary dung heap, which is the
human past. He doesn’t care whether it is the geady or the Kohinoor diamond” (235).

Not only do his “fantasies” and “theories” illusigaand safeguard his infantile or stunted
status, but so do his actions as a character ds Kisl hiding from the present takes form in

avoiding taking action in the present as well, lhiicings about the crisis of linear, teleological

structures in his life. He seems to be floatinglegsly, without any objective. “The subject of my

2 /f you are an Idealist it does not matter whatiy@o or what goes on around you because it isalt aayway”
(45).

53 History in psychoanalysis always refers to the sctt§ history, which is never just a real sequesfggast events,
but “the present synthesis of the past” (Ladareud's Papers86). Thus, the interest he takes in history maglym
a latent interest in his story, a latent wish t@wWrthe past, his past: to come to terms with thimjs studying
history may have started out as a substitutivelaigment for studying his own history.



future, as a matter of fact, was one on which | hexer cared to dwell. | simply didn’t care. |I. .
had no ambitions” (428). When he manages to stgstaect,” like law school, his dissertation
on Cass Mastern, or even his relationship with ABtenton, he loses interest at a certain point
and quits without reaching the goal. He drops duaw school, “laid aside the journal of Cass
Mastern and entered upon one of the periods oGtleat Sleep. . . . [T]hen one morning he went
out into the world and did not come back to themmoand the pine table” (284). To be more
precise, he always turns back at the moment wheananeeds to be taken. In the case of the
dissertation, he leaves it at the point when, afteg and a half years of research, it is time to
write: “He simply sat there at the pine table, niglfter night, staring at the photograph, and
writing nothing” (282). With Anne, he fails to camamate the relationship leaving Anne lying
naked on the bed and causing the deteriorationedf telationship. His failure to sleep with Anne
can also be read as a manifestation of his refursaloidance to know, if one considers that one
of the archaic (Biblical) meanings of the word kieow” is “to have sexual intercourse with” (9.

American Heritage Dictionapy

4.2. Crisis-Management: Fathering from a Psychoangtical Perspective
The Novel’s Paternal Tyrant: Willie Stark
As we have seen, quite a number of symptoms insléfikbear witness to the lack and failure of
the father in oedipalization. However, if the bigical father cannot fulfill the function of the
symbolic/imaginary father, somebody else takesphase. The first candidate who seems to be
capable enough to fill that place and fulfill then€tion is Willie Stark.

He seems to get the grip on him, since he is tieevdm jerks Jack out of his Great Sleep

and gives him a position amongst his men, bringitigcture into his life: “I didn’'t get to do



much sleeping. | got a job. Or rather, the mpiit me The telephonegyot me out of bedne
morning. It was Sadie Burke, who said ‘Get downehter the Capitol at ten o’clock. The Boss
wants to see you™ (161, emphasis added).

He does act like a father to him in several asp&#sides him being Jack’s Boss, there
also seems to be a strangely familial connectidwdsen them from the very first moment: “Glad
to meetcha, Mr Burden,’ . . . and then, | coulddhaworn, he gave me a wink” (23). While Willie
has a relationship based on authority and “tyranmigh all the rest of his “crew,” his behavior
and manners toward Jack are quite paternal frorveéhebeginning: “Boy,’” he said, and smiled
at me paternally” (24), “hugged me like his brotheis true love, his son” (305). He usually
addresses Jack in a fatherly manner: “Boy,” “Jatkaed “Son.” Jack seems to have access to
“the Boss” that nobody else has: “Many’s the time'we settled affairs of state through a
bathroom door, the Boss on the inside and me onutsde sitting on a chair with my little black
notebook on my knee” (43). The same is true inatier direction as well, as Bloom points out:
“Burden’s barely repressed love for Stark, [is]ezgglly filial in nature” (4).

Their story actually starts with their being intumeéd to each other in the back room of Slade’s
place with the following words uttered: “Glad toeetcha, Mr. Burden,’ like something he had
memorized, and then, | could have sworn, he gavevink” (23). In spite of the fact that only
one verbal utterance takes place; two texts arthenair, two messages are transferred. The
“deadpan” and the “memorized,” impersonal court@®yone, and the “wink of fellowship” is the
other. However, the latter becomes an unsolvabgnenfor Jack, as he is unable to decide if it

was a wink or not. Moreover, when he asks Willieg Boss is not willing to tell:

“Well, Boss,” | demanded, “did you or didn’t younk at me?”



“Boy,” he said, angmiled at me paternallgver his glass, “that is a mystery.”

“Boy,” he said, “if | was to tell you, then you wouldrtiave anything to think
about.”

So | never did know(23-25, emphasis added)

If we look at the wink as a text, which RandolphuPRunyon also encourages us to do,
we can say that the wink is a latent text, whiahsrparallel to the verbal cover-text, establishing
a latent connection between the two men and stattinvrite them into one story. Runyon also

regards Willie’s wink as a text and states theofelhg about it:

If Willie’s wink were a text (which it would be it were indeed a wink) and if
Stark is one of Burden’s fathers (of which theremiach less doubt), then its
taciturnity, given his refusal to answer Jack’s gjiom, recalls what Socrates said
about texts in Phaedrus: that they are forever anpHikely to get into trouble,

bereft of fathers who could have safeguarded theaning. (116)

His Socratic claim may very well be true in mosttoé cases, however, in the present one, |
would argue that the “taciturnity” of the text isry much intended (and safeguarded) on Willie’s
part. Moreover, the text attains its intended meg@ind performs its function exactly through its
taciturnity and the uncertainty generated by tlRaecisely through these does it establish the

(intended) power relation between Jack and Willegk, in spite of the fact that he would love to



know, never gets to know if it was a wink or notilli&/ is the only one who knows the truth about
it. Thus, it puts him into the position of “the om#no knows,” which almost always coincides
with the position of “the one in power.” This “twia one position” in Western philosophy is
usually the one of the father, who through his arith keeps the knowledge, and via keeping the
knowledge keeps his authority as well. The otheilakile position in the given situation is the
position of the one who does not know or does eetand thus lacks power and authority.

Willie's declaration “it is a mystery” clearly digbutes the positions between himself and
Jack. It also declares that it is “my st(e)ory’which Jack can only be a character, a part of the
plotter’'s plot. Jack’s situation at this point iy similar to that of Huck Finn, who also lacks
power because of his inability of seeing/readingd his resultant lack of knowledge. Moreover,
Willie, like Jim and Tom Sawyer, also knows thatda& keep his power and authority by keeping
the text of the wink unreadable for Jack. Thushb@édck and Huck become parts of a larger
paternal plot through their deficiency of readintgrpreting.

Examining the “mechanism” of the wink, we can asy that it functions quite similarly
to the phallus, since it fulfills its function becse it is veiled. It is not the existence of thekyi
or the non-existence of it, which matters, but uheertainty created by the veil. The “mystery,”
the veil suggests that there is an object behinthiis, it is the veil, the mystery which calls the
“Object” and the Father into being, which estal@iskthe power relation between son and Father.

There are several other examples in the novel witigstrate the distribution of power

and knowledge between Willie and Jack:

“So you work for me because you love me,” the Bszsd.



“I don’t know why | work for you, but it's not bease | love you. And not for
money.”

“No,” he said, standing there in the darlgpti don’t knowwhy you work for me.

But | know” he said, and laughed. . . .

“Why?” | asked.

“Boy,” he said, “you work for me because I'm theyMaam and you're the way
you are. It is an arrangement founded on the natuttengs.”

“That’s a hell of a fine explanation.”

“It's not an explanation. Not of anything. All yazan do is point athe nature of

things. If you're smart enough to see’ém

“I'm not smart enough | said.

“You're smart enough to dig up whatever it is oa fludge.”

“There may not be anything.”

“Nuts,” he said. “Go to bed.” (287-88, emphasidext)

Willie is the one who knows and sees the naturthiogs, the one who is “smart enough,” and
Jack is the one who is “not smart enough” to seentiture of things (the latent connections, the
causality, “the web of things”).

The same harsh contrast is present in almost alisabetween them. Willie seems to
possess all the qualities that Jack is lacking:limess, firmness, determination, authority. While
Jack is the notorious quitter, Willie never turreck. “I'm going to run,” Willie said glumly.
‘They can’'t keep me from running”™ (89). “The truit going to be told and I'm going to tell it.

I’'m going to tell it over this state from one erdthe other if | have to ride the rods or stealane



mule to do it, and no man, Joe Harrison or anyratinen, can stop me. For | got me a gospel and
| —” (140). He is goal oriented, and he achievesdoals at all costs. He dares to do things his
own way. More precisely, his own way is the onlyv is willing to do them. He is a creator by
definition, like Thomas Sutpen iAbsalom, Absalom!creating the Sutpen’s Hundred, tBe
Sutpen’s Hundredike the oldentimeBe Light (Faulkner 9). However, while Sutpen copies an
already existing design with the plantation anddiieasty, Willie never takes things as they are,
as he “inherited” them, but changes and generhtegs “He figuredf he wanted to do anything
he had to do it himselSo he sat up nights and studied books and stlaliedo maybe he could
do something about changing things. .So. he could change things sdnfé&/arren 136). His

philosophy about “Goodness” also reflects the smi®a:

“GoodnessYeah, just plain, simple goodness. Well you canfterit that from
anybody.You got to make,itDoc. If you want it. And you got to make it out o
badness. Badness. And you know why, Doc? . . . igecthere isn’'t anything else
to make it out of.”

“There is one question | should like to ask youslthis. If, you say, there is only
the bad, then how do you ever know what the goddHsw do you ever recognize

the good? Assuming you have made it from the bagw&r me that.”

“You just make it up as you go aldhg
“Make up what?”
“The good,” the Boss said. “What the hell else weetalking about. Good with a

capital G.” (387)



According to him one does not make “Goodness” frbadness following a pre-existing,
consensual concept of “goodness,” but one comesitlgfathers his own concept of goodness.
One is the creator of one’s paradigm, the makenefs meaning.

Moreover, he goes even further than that: for hoh anly meaning-making works this
way, but the law as well: “The law is always to@sdhrand too tight for growing humankind. The
best you can do is do something and theake up some law to’fi{204, emphasis added). His
attitude towards the Law echoes that of Freud'makifather’s, who is the omnipotent lawgiver
“not included in his own law because he is the L&#wans 101). Willie does act as if he himself
were the Law. For him, nothing is impossible, nothis unlawful. His character, in this sense as
well, is highly similar to that of Sutpen, who alaots as a “paternal tyrant,” considering himself
to be the Law.

Willie calls to mind the image of the Freudian ‘gaal tyrant” in other aspects as well:
Like Freud’s primal father he is also the one wlas laccess to all the women. Almost all the
important female characters in the novel belonggdme way or another, to Willie Stark: Lucy
Stark, Sadie Burke, Anne Stanton. Moreover, il$s andicated that besides these women, Willie
enjoyed the company of quite a number of othery'lfxgends.” He is the embodiment of phallic
power and potency, while the “son’s” manliness aiiity, as we have seen earlier, is at least
ambivalent.

Michael Szalay also reads the figure of Stark gmimal father. As he claims: “Freud
writes that the king’s men feel 'tremendous temptatfor 'contact with the king.” InAll the
King’'s Men Jack Burden feels likewise compelled by Williei®t (348). Like Freud’s primal

father, Stark indulges his unquenchable appetitea way that Jack cannot. Thus, the son’s



feelings toward the primal father are appropriatatgbivalent: he both loves and hates Stark
(348). However, Szalay argues that Starks’ tremesdutraction and power is also due to his
racial-like otherness. In spite of the fact thatiqv@ot black, he radiates a “personally vitalizing
but anti-social sexuality [Norman] Mailer assocthteith black men” (347) and “presents a
racially coded threat to the kinship group thateonded the state” (368). Moreover, Szalay goes
as far as stating that Warren’s “Freudian accoahtgimal fathers seem always to be, at one and
the same time, accounts of the racially inflectgzbterism usually associated with Mailer. That
is, Warren’s sexual potentates seem always to serthe racial and sexual (364-65).

The “omnipotent ‘father of the primal horde’ ®btem and Tabqb or the father in the
image of the primal father, appears in Lacan inseond phase of the Oedipus complex (Evans
101), while “in the third time . . . the fatherircluded in his own law, the law is revealed as a
pact rather than an imperative” (102). It is prdigatot by accident that Willie appears in the
form of the primal father, the father of the sectinte of the Oedipus complex, since it is exactly
this time where Jack’s development seems to ha#ergstuck, or malfunctioned due to the
failure of Ellis Burden as a castrating father. Ah@s also not by accident that Willie seems to
have all the qualities that Jack is lacking andrse®o be the reverse image of Ellis Burden. He
functions as an imaginary father for Jack, in b&ghses of the word Lacan attributes to it: as an
ideal father, a model who possesses all the geslttie despised real father lacks, and as “the

terrifying father of the primal horde who imposhks tncest taboo on his sons” (63).



The Dead Father: Judge Irwin
However, Willie Stark is not the only candidate foe position of the father/Father. There is
another person who enters Jack’s life “after” EBigrden leaves and who also seems to have all

the qualities required for the “job” of fulfillinthe role of an imaginary father:

Judge Irwin, who lived in the last house, who hadrba friend of my family and
who used to take me hunting with him and taughttonshoot and taught me to
ride and read history to me from leather-bound Baokhe big study in his house.
After Ellis Burden went awafie was more of a father to me than those men who
had married my mother and come to live in Ellis d2n’s houseAnd the Judge

was a man. (Warren 61, emphasis added)

Moreover, the Judge, like Willie Stark, is in passien of all the qualities that Jack considers
himself lacking (brevity, strength of character, mhaod, potency, authority), and the lack of
which he has tended to ascribe to his paternatiegehus, the Judge is (also) a perfect candidate
to be identified with.

Until “The Case of the Upright Judge” the two lingfsfathering run parallel. However,
the case brings together the two “fathers” intoghame picture, in a duel for power, which turns
out to be a duel for/over the son, and for fathlgeas well. The duel, however, involves Jack not
only as an “object” quested for, as the “objectieé"the quest, but as an “objective” research
student as well (323). The feature the two posgtibave in common is the illusion of “objective-
ness,” detachment, of being an outsider to thetqtsedf. It first seems like a “perfect research

job,” “a job cut out for him,” since his task islgrio use his skills as a student of history anig) “d



up whatever it is on the Judge” (591). Digging itlte past and getting lost in somebody else’s

history, he can continue “hiding from the present.”

| set out to dig up the dead cat, to excavate thggot from the cheese, to locate
the canker in the rose, to find the deceased flpragmthe raisins in the rice
pudding. | found it. But not all at once. You dottimd it all at once if you are
hunting for it. It is buried under the sad detritoistime, where, no doubt, it
belongs. And you do not want to find it all at onoet if you are a student of
history. If you found it all at once, there woul@ bo opportunity to use your

technique. | had an opportunity to use my technig289)

It is a “perfect research job,” “sensational sus¢ea job well done” (286) in terms of the
result, too, since he does “find the deceasedifiythe rice pudding in the form of the deceased
Mortimer Lonzo Littlepaugh and his story left bethim his suicide note or letter of legacy.
However, it is marred in its technical perfectiondne thing: the storymeant somethirig286,
emphasis added). The story he dug up using alltdalnical skills refuses to stay history,
somebody else’s story/ca¥ebut twists in his hands and turns out tohistory. The “ash pile,
the midden, the sublunary dung heap of the huma,’pahich looked so safe for digging
because it seemingly had nothing to do with hirmdunto his own always already dreaded past
fully excavated. The objective truth that he “saifighwithout fear and favor” pierces his
subjective world and all the facts once considene@dningless statb meansomething (323). In

other words, the “jolout out for yot turns out to be a “cutout” for him, the scene ctcation.

* That is, the case of the Upright Judge.



But let us have a look at the “cutout” and the datiding there in a little bit more detalil.
The letter of Mortimer Littlepaugh is proof of tdedge’s single act of dishonesty, and is, thus, a
weapon in the power struggle of the Boss and tdgelult is the means by which the Boss could
be able to blackmail the Judge. However, it dogduraction as the means of blackmail but turns
into a black mail, a murderous weapon instead,esthe Judge does not yield to the pressure as
the Boss and Jack expect him to, but kills himsesifead.

The death of the Judge triggers Jack’s mother'gtbr beautiful, silvery soprano scream”
(524) and her discourse, which does fulfill itsigsed function and does mediate this time. Her
scream finds Jack in the foetus position well kndwm his Great Sleeps—sleeping naked on his
bed in his room—and grips him out of that, forcinign to get born into “knowledge.” Her
discourse overwrites the most basic ideas he hadtdiimself and the world: “You killed him,
you killed him.” ‘Killed who?’ | demanded shakingh ‘Your father,” she said, ‘your father and
oh! you killed him™ (525)° All his life he has tried to foster the belief thhings that happen,
including his actions, do not have meanings, theyhdt make a difference. Now, however, he
gets to know that something he did in the pastthasnost severe consequence in the present: a
murder. Secondly, her discourse names, or, moreisgtg, renames, the father (to Montague
Irwin). It is her discourse again which announdesdeath of the father, which, however, is not a
symbolic but a literal death this time. He is ddaedrally, and thus he is “alive” or active

symbolically, as a symbolic father.

% At this point, | would like to call attention to siudy about the truth value of this statement.efam. Perkins,
Patrick C. McCarthy, and Frank D. Allen Jr. in thpaper entitled ,Human Genetics in All the King&en: The
Case of Jack Burden’s Paternity” examine if Mrsrd&m’s claim concerning Jack’s paternity is tendiden the
perspective of genetics. They come to the conduaishat based on the information about the lookdaak, his
mother, and the Judge provided in the novel, itripossible that Jack was fathered by the Judgéwadight
haired people with blue/green eyes cannot haverlattdred progeny with dark eyes (71-72). | fingithstudy
intriguing, however, not being an expert in gergtlam not able to evaluate their results.



Jack’s Oedipus complex, which the impotence ofsBlurden and his failure to intervene
brought to a halt, seems to be continuing fromekact point where it stopped. It halted at the
second time of the complex, where the imaginarhefiatfailed to enter, and instead of the
mother’s privation, the exact opposite happeneel.ctistration of the father through the mother’s
words. Now the discourse of the mother does, howewdfill its assigned function, it does
mediate. She names the father and designates hihe &searer of the phallus, the object of her

desire

It happened last year. | knew when it happened.—®hew it would be like this.
... When Monty died. . . . Jadk,was Monty—don’t you see—it was Monty. . . .
It was always Montyl didn't really know it. . . . But it was alwaydonty. | knew

it when he was dead didn’t really want to know it but | knew it.646, emphasis

added)

Thus, Jack is forced to make the passage into ywmbdic, subject himself to the Law of the
father and substitute his desire for the mothertifi@-Name-of-the-Father; in other words, to
suffer and accept symbolic castration. Thus, the'goit out” for him does turn into a “cutout” for
him, since he can only make the passage into tidaelc suffering castration.

The “initial substitution,” the paternal metaphBrestablishes “normal” metaphorical
functioning, signification, and meaning-makitfgAs we can read, the father’'s death introduces
meaning into the system and Jack’s life: “It wapeafect research job, marred in its technical

perfection by only one thingt meant somethirig(286, emphasis added). We can also observe

*% The paternal metaphor is “the fundamental metapharhich all signification depends” (Evans 140-41)
" The production of meaning is only made possibleneyaphors, as it requires the crossing of the“tisg, passage
of the signifier into the signified” (Lacakgcrits 164).



that the proper functioning of the paternal metaplimes the “mess’® as does the
malfunctioning of the order in other areas: thensegly endless chain of substitution and
displacement in the father’'s position ceases, siheamother realizes that shmouldn’t go on”
(646) “making more mess.” It was driven by her diesand now that she has recognized who the
holder of the object of her desire wasl/is, it cips

Jack’s secondary or symbolic identification witls Hather also seems to confirm that
metaphorical functioning is “back to normal.” Hisanpying Judge Irwin’s hou¥esignals an
acceptance of his newly acquired paternal legadyhésm acceptance and occupation of a position

in the world through that legacy, through the-Namfi¢he-Father:

| had by this time grown accustomed to think of raemmy father. But this also
meant that | had disaccustomed myself to thinkihthe man who had been the
Scholarly Attorney as my father. There was a kifdetief in knowing that that
man was not my father. | had always felt some cofseeakness upon me, or
what | had felt to be that. . . .

My new father, however, had not been good. He hattalded a friend, betrayed
a wife, taken a bribe, driven a man, though unmgty, to death. But he had done
good. He had been a just judge. And he had cahiechead high. That last
afternoon of his life he had done that. . . . Welhad swapped the good, weak

father for the evil, strong one. | didn't feel baldout it. (Warren 532)

8« everything was a mess. Everything had abMasen a mess” (Warren 646)
9430 | live in the house which my father left m&5@).



His initiation into the symbolic, into Law and orgalso signals the birth of the superego;
his being born into knowledge, his moving from thite of “un-conscience” to that of
“conscience.” He has to face and understand the/ledige he has been avoiding so long: the fact
that his actions mean something and have effedsharns responsible for those, that in the web
of things events of the past and those of the ptese interconnected. This understanding makes
him able to face and acknowledge his responsidititythe first time in his life: “Perhaps | had
done it. That was one way of looking at it. | tuwindat thought over and speculated upon
responsibility (531). Moreover, now that he is in possessiorthaf knowledge (“conscience”)
Cass Mastern was also in possession of, he istalskturn to the project he laid aside. “I write
the book | began years ago, the life of Cass Mastehom once | could not understand but
whom, perhaps, | now may come to understand” (660).

As we have seen, from a psychoanalytic point oivwack’s “birth into knowledge” can
be read as the story of his successful Oedipadzaind his entrance/birth (in)to the symbolic,
and thus, as the story of a successful act of éfatly.” The mother’s discourse, Jack’s finally
“successful” castration, and all the events whiestity the finally “proper” functioning of the
paternal order also seem to provide an answeretonystery of fathering and seem to decide the
duel of fathers and “answer” the question of fatigr

However, we need to take into consideration one erdom to which we have not paid
too much attention so far: the mother’s screamljzag&gn and discourse, which pierces Jack’s
comfortable caul of not-knowing (un-conscience) &rdes him to get born into knowledge, was
triggered by the death of the father: “It was ale&jonty. | didn’t really know it. . . . But it was
always Monty.l knew it when he was d€a(b46, emphasis added). Thus, the question which

rightly arises is the following: Was the questidnfathering, the duel only decided by the death



of the Judge and his consequential turning inteeadd hence, symbolic father? Does Willie’s,
from a psychoanalytic perspective, doubly motivatedtfi® and his turning into “the father of
the primal horde murdered by his own sons,” in ptherds, into a symbolic fath&, make the
“answer” to the question less valid a posteriori?

The emergence of these questions, in my pointefvdoes not make the “answer” or the
reading which led us to this conclusion less ral¢wa less valid, but does relativize it. It does n
cross it out, however, does put it under eraswag(sature) in the Derridian sense, depriving us

from the illusion of getting a totalizing reading.

4.3. Fathering from a Narratological Perspective

Jack Burden’s Acts of Patricide, Fathering, and $dtathering as a Character

If we look at the event from a slightly differemipt psychoanalytic, point of view, we may get a
different understanding of what happened and athjiglifferent “definition” of fathering. From

a narratological perspective what happened caneseritbed as an act of re/overwriting. The
renaming/rewriting of the figure of the father oweote Jack’s story (kiory) and, as he describes
it, radically altered the picture in his head abiat world and also about the place he occupies in
that world: “It is a story of a man who lived iretlvorld and to him the world looked one way for
a long time and then it looked another and verfetght way” (656). It overwrote not only his
story but his understanding and perception of hifresewell, and thus it overwrote/redrew his

character in his story (history). These facts wsll on the one hand, that the picture in his head

0 willie’s death by the hands of his “sons” is, frarpsychoanalytic perspective, doubly motivatedtlpdy the
horde’s envy for the father's power and potencynyTDuffy) and their (Adam Stanton’s) “incestuougea
(Szalay 349¥ollowing a Freudian logic, and partly by the negdhe son’s successful Oedipalization, following a
Lacanian logic. Thus, interestingly enough, he seeddie because he is the Father (Freudian l@gid)also to
become a Father (Lacanian logic).

®1 The symbolic father “is also the dead father, fether of the primal horde who has been murderetiisyown
sons” (Evans 63).



about himself and the world was of a paternal armgnd thus was due to his being a “Burden.
Moreover, they also provide us with an understagdai fathering from a narratological
perspective: an act of (over)writing, (re)shapire tpicture of the world in one’s head,
(re)drawing one’s character in one’s own storytfing, providing oneself with a (new) subject
position. This new understanding of fathering talkesvery far from being able to put an end to
the story of fathering, since the fathering congdeabove (Jack’s) is only one of its kind in the
novel.

In the next part of the chapter | will set out thd' up” the rest of the attempts at fathering,
perhaps to find, according to the logic of the ative, that the “knowledge” | “dig up” makes the
story of fathering, which “looked one way for a ¢ptime,” look “another and very different
way.”

To reveal the first fathering, we need to go furtback in the storyline than the Case of
the Upright Judge, further than Willie’'s orderingclt to “dig up whatever it is on the Judge,”
even further than his being able to order anybawdwrad, and thus further than he became the
Boss. Willie Stark, then “Cousin Willie from the watry” (470) or “theBoy with the Christmas
tie” (490, emphasis added), shows no resemblancasabver to the Boss when Jack first
encounters him: “Alex came in with a fellow withnini. . . he had the Boss with him. Only it was
not the Boss. Not to the crude eye of lleene sensu&(20).

Like Jack, he also starts out in the state of moivkng, as the appearing foetus imagery
suggests. However, the image in his case is sontaiffiarent from Jack’s “clammy, sad little
foetus,” which “wants to lie in the dark and nookn and be warm in its not-knowing” (14). The
“thing” in Willie is big and in motion towards somvéere: “He would lie there and shiver in the

dark. . . . and inside him something would be higl @oiling slow and clotting” (42). The



movement from the darkness of not knowing featpresninently not only “inside,” but outside
as well. He has an immense thirst for knowledg&e®, back in those days | figured those
fellows who wrote the books knew all there was. Atfigured | was going to get me a chunk of
it.” ... He had been going to get a chunk oftladire was” (101). As the source of knowledge, he
identifies “those fellows who wrote the books” afttle great names” (100): “Emerson and
Macaulay and Benjamin Franklin and ShakespeareQ)(1d other words, the fathers of our
patriarchal, western culture and civilization. Hepected that by literally copying th&mand
memorizing “every durn word” (100) he would obtdire knowledge he desired. The “chunk”
that he finally ends up getting consists of laweésg/rules of the fathers), the history of the
country (deeds of the fathers), and a collectiorffiok sayings and ideas” of the “great names”
(words of the fathers). However, these do not gatdny closer t&knowing Moreover, in perfect
accordance with the logic of patriarchal orderisiexactly the knowledge and ideals acquired
from the fathers that keep him in his caul of nobking. His “fine sentiments” (104) and “his
notion of a high destiny” (106) blind him and médkien unable to see what is going on around
him, how he is being used and abused through hi®tyaand (paternal) ideals. He cannot see
througlf® what he is presented as the truth: “that he wassévior of the state” (99), since that
was exactly what he has aspired to be all histlife,jdeal he had in mind.

His birth into knowledge happens when he gets rdldfehis “notion of high destiny”
(106), when his caul of ideas and ideals gets redgiuwhen it is revealed to him that the world
outside does not function in total accordance wlid fine thoughts and the highly “paternal”

picture in his head. And Jack plays a major rolthat. He “destroys Willie’'s sense of innocence,

62« . he had a notebook, a big cloth-bound ledirewhich he wrote the fine sayings and the fikesis he got out
of the books . . . quotations from copied out igged,boyishhand” (100, emphasis added).

% He is not able to see the “nature of things,” Web of connections. “He couldn’t figure out whatsmarong”
(107).



decreates him into manhood” (Baumbach &¥9.is not alone in this “parenting,” since Sadie
Burke takes on the role of the mother to Willie’s)birth (Girault 39). The two of them together
create and catalyze Willie the Boss from the ravwemas of “Cousin Willie from the country”
(Baumbach 66).

Hence, we might say that the caul Jack rupturesoisa maternal one, but is quite
obviously of a paternal descent, woven from thedspthoughts, and rules of the fathers. By
rupturing the caul, Jack causes Willie to get bioto knowledge, gives him a new life, a new
existence; in other words, he fathers Willie thes@oHowever, the fathering move is also a
destructive, patricidal one, since he destroygtternal ideas and picture Willie had in mind and
replaces it with a new one. It is also an act wfrittng/overwriting, since he replaces the paternal
meta-narrative in Willie’s head with a new narrativ

This is, however, not his only act of this kind.igDing up the truth” about the Judge’s
“single act of dishonesty,” which also triggers ®@mor Stanton’s impairing “his honor to protect
him [the Judge]” (524), and revealing the “trutlidoat their father to Anne and Adam Stanton, he
does exactly the same thing. He, in his own wosd$s out to “change the picture of the world
inside his [Adam’s] head” (371), which is a pictuteat he inherited from his father and his

forefathers. As Jack himself states, Adam has taioceriew of the world

because he is Adam Stanton, the son of Governmtddtaand the grandson of
Judge Peyton Stanton and the great-grandson of @eMorgan Stantonand he

has lived all his life in the idea that there wasimme a long time back when
everything was run by high-minded, handsome menring&nee breeches and

silver buckles or Continental blue or frock coais,even buckskin and coonskin



caps . . . who sat around a table and candidlytddiithe good of the public thing.
It is because he is a romantic, and he has a pictuthe world in his head, and
when the world doesn’t conform in any respect ® picture, he wants to throw

the world away. (370, emphasis added)

Changing the picture means overwriting the patemeta-narrative in this case as well, which
has gone from General Morgan Stanton to Judge R&ftanton, from Judge Peyton Stanton to
Governor Stanton, and from Governor Stanton to Ad&teanton. By giving Adam and Anne a
“history lesson” (372), he overwrites history other His (the father’s) story as they knew it. He
shatters Adam’s ideas by shattering his idealfgssHattering the image of the father. Putting it in
other words, he kills the father as they knew hivhd besides being a real father also functioned
as an ideal, imaginary father for Adam) and derhelisthe Stanton patrimony (the picture of the
world they inherited from their father). As a rdsAldam turns to bitterly reject his father, his
heritage, and the position that name and that jegaavided him and accepts the new position
offered to him in the order by a new “fathéf.Thus, by changing/destroying the image of the
father in the son’s head, Jack commits a symbalio/ative patricide, and by causing Adam to
get born into knowledge and occupy a new positiotihe order, he also takes over the role of the
“murdered” father.

Moreover, if we have another look at the “Casehef Wpright Judge,” we can notice the
very same pattern there as well. In that situafiack is endeavoring to do pretty much the same

thing as in Adam’s case: change the picture ofatbdd in the Judge’s head. It is also the picture

% willie does call him from the beginning of theicquaintance by filial names: “Selegy, it's not as bad as you
thought, it won't kill you” (383, emphasis addetifhere are lots of ways to get votesyi (384, emphasis added).
“I might fire you, boy, but | won't interfere” (384, emphasis added). tife a great boy Doc,” (390, emphasis
added).



of the father that he is trying to change: the pietthe father has of himself, and the picture
people have of him. “You aren’t dead, and you livehe world and peoplthink that you are a
certain kind of manYou aren’t the kind of man who could bear fornthi think different” (522,
emphasis added). Changing the picture is equivabedestroying the image in this case as well.
The Judge would like to see himself as somebody kd®“done right,” who has done his duty
(522). However, by tossing the one single piec&rath” which does not fit the pictuf@ under
the Judge’s nose, Jack causes the picture of tiher féhis father) to burst.

Changing the picture happens through “giving adnjstesson” in this case as well;
through reminding the Judge of a certain incidenthie past (irhis story about which he has

already forgotten.

“Mortimer L. Littlepaugh,” | said, “don’t you remeiner?”

The flesh of the forehead drew more positively tbgeto make the deep vertical
mark like a cranky exclamation point between thavyerust-colored eyebrows.
“No,” he said, and shook his head, “l don’t rememnibe

And he didn’t. | was sure he didn’t. He didn't eveemember Mortimer L.

Littlepaugh. (519)

In all of these cases, by destroying the imagedattiers Jack commits patricides on a
symbolic/figurative level. However, if we have akoat the casual connections in the plot, we
can notice that these are not the only patricidesshresponsible for. He seems to be highly
blamable not only for figurative, but quite literahes as well. It is he who, reminding the Judge

of his “single act of dishonesty” (524), “puts thistol to his heart” (533), and it is also him who

% The evidence that the Judge took a bribe oncawe bis estate (which is nothing but Jack’s patrigjo



by revealing the same piece of truth to Adam ande’sends the “two little spurs of pale-orange
flame” (597) on their way to Willie’s che8t.Thus, digging up the truth, he kills two fathers
“with one stone.”

Michael Szalay puts forward a rather thought-prawglclaim concerning Willie’s murder
by Adam, which is highly relevant for the dissddat According to him, “when Adam Stanton
discovers that his sister has been with Willie IStard then shoots Stark dead on the steps of the
State Capitol, we see the ghost of Henry Sutpem fkbsalom, Absalonghooting down Charles
Bon at the gates of Sutpen’s Hundred,” as “Stads@nts a racially coded threat to the kinship
group that once ruled the state.” (368) In otherdsphis assassination is “something like a racial
crime, a murder of the dangerously excessive blitiqgadly empowering emotion and affect that
Warren long associated with liberal responses ¢oSbuth” (368). | find the link he establishes
between the two novels very interesting and retivat the scope of the dissertation does not
allow me to investigate it in more details.

However, he has another claim in connection withlig8 murder that | cannot accept as
it is. He argues that Jack only “imagines himselfihg killed Stark” and his fantasy is that “his
own adolescent sexual repression [his failure teehsex with Ann when they were teenagers]
causes Stark’s eventual assassination” (349), ek dad Anne slowly drift apart after the
bedroom incident and years later, Anne becomexk’Stenver. When Anne’s brother discovers
the liaison, he kills Stark (349). It is true tldaick also blames himself and states that “somehow

by an obscure and necessary logic | had handedvieerto him” (467). However, the logic is not

%6 After Anne gets to know that Governor Stanton wast as noble and truthful as she thought him toshe,
becomes the mistress of Willie Stark: “Then youw tole—you told me about my father. There wasn’t mason
why not then. After you told me” (489). And it iket knowledge of her sister’s love affair with Wélland his
refusal to “be pimp to his sister's whore” (588)ialh pulls the trigger in Adam Stanton’s hand. This; an
obscure and necessary logic” he handed over tleedbtis life to Willie (467) and with the very samact also set
the murderous clock-work in motion.



necessarily the one that Szalay outlines, as hps skicrucial detail, in my view, exactly the one
that leaves Jack highly blamable for both Judgenisrand Willie Stark’s deaths. Adam would

not find out about his sister's affair with Starkoreover, there would be nothing to find out
about if it were not for Jack’s digging up the Iribout Judge Irwin and Governor Stanton’s
“single act of dishonesty” and his revealing it&on: “Then you told me—you told me about my
father. There wasn't any reason why not then. Aften told me” (Warren 489). The quote

illustrates that Jack himself provided the finalpgtus to Ann but it was not his teenage
impotence but his “history lesson.” Thus, in mywijelack has a crucial role in Willie’s murder

and his filial guilt is not the result of a fantdsyt a literal (though indirect) patricide.

All the aforementioned acts can be seen as patscids they destroy a father/fathers in
one way or another. However, from another perspecthey can be interpreted as acts of
fathering as well. As Norton R. Girault observesthe case of Judge Irwin, “he [Jack] has also
created a father, for it requires the violencehaf suicide to wring from his mother . . . the long
suppressed information” (61). In my view, besidas,tall patricides committed by Jack can be
interpreted as acts of fathering in another sessgedi, since they intrude the subjects’ (Adam’s,
Judge Irwin’s, Willie’s) ideal, imaginary creatiaf a world, rupture the protective caul of dreams
and illusions, and make them get born into knowdedg

To support the notion of “getting born into knowdeg’ all three cases resonate with and
call into mind Jack’s foetus fantasy. However, theage appearing in them is a reverse
image/mirror image of the original: it is not Jagko is featured as the foetus destined to get born
into knowledge but Willie, Adam, and the Judge.kJtakes the “Other” position in the fantasy:
he is the holder of knowledge; like the eye, heotka what's in the envelope” and is watching

Adam and the Judge to see when they open it and,kioo (Warren 13). He takes up not only



the role of the eye, but also that of the “hand itold rubber glove” (13), since he is the one who
obstetricates at their “births into knowledge,” yptegy an active role in their “fathering.”
Moreover, in neither of the cases does he say d,vbort his eyes and his hands “do the job.” This

is especially prominent during the incident witke thudge:

| stepped to the chair which | had occupied andddadownto pick up the manila
envelope on the flodreside it. Then | moved to his chair, dail the envelope in
his lap . . . | tookmy gazefrom his face andlirected it to the papersn his lap.

He saw me do that, and looked down, too. The westdpped, and his fingers
touched the papers, tentatively as though to veh&r reality. Quite slowly he
raised his eyes back to me. “You're right,” he sédlddid this, too.” (520, 522,

emphases added).

This different point of view, and all the aforementd “cases” which that point of view has
enabled us to “dig up,” do seem to make the stérathering look “another and very different
way”; in other words, they seem to redraw the pestwe so far had in mind about fathers and
fathering in the novel, turning the duel of fathiert® a “trial.”

They also provide us with a new understanding tifeiang: From these events it seems
that an act of fathering is, by nature, an act atfipide as well. They seem to be each other’s
mutual premises, two inseparable sides of the saine

Overwriting the paternal narrative, destroying figure of the father, one not only
commits a patricide but also inscribes oneself th paternal position, taking over the position

of the father through (over-)writing. Thus, an atfathering seems to be not only the birth of the



subject into knowledge, into “connaissance,” bus idlso the birth of the father as such. Thus, it
is also a “co-naissance,” a double birth. Moreo¥@ipwing this logic, every act of fathering is
by nature an act of self-fathering as well. | anmgao deal with the question of self-fathering
through writing or story-telling and the actualuigs it takes in the novel in detail in the next pa
of the chapter.

The psychoanalytic and the more narratological irgadf the plot or histoire, according
to Geérard Genette, or fabula, in Mieke Bal's tekterfman and Vervaeck 45), seem to overlap at
certain points. Oedipalization, suffering castnatiand entering the symbolic order mark one’s
birth as a subject, a subject to the Law of theegtthe symbolic order. Having one’s story (over-
)written also turns one into a subject in more tbae sense. First, since according to common
understanding a subject is a “syntactic elementrepresenting someone or something of which
something is said or predicated” (Matthews), sayngredicating something about somebody,
by definition, turns somebody into a subject. Wisaore, the subject of the predication (story)
is subjected to the storyteller’'s, narrator’s, pcation and has no authority over the story s/he is
written into; thus, s/he is also subjected to & br order of the other’s story, who through the

subjection also turns into an Other in the Lacasiamse.

Jack Burden’s Acts of Patricide, Fathering, and $dtathering as a Narrator

The plot is not the only area of the text whereipte, fathering, and self-fathering feature side
by side and get inseparably entangled, one becothmgneans of the other. As we have seen,
Jack is the source of all the intentional and weritibnal, literal and figurative patricides in the

plot. However, his action can be interpreted aslgigatricidal (and “paternal”’) on the level of

the narrative, récit (Genette), or story (Bal) (fHan and Vervaeck 45), as well. Since he is the



narrator (narrative agent) of the story, it is hbowinscribes all the father murders into the
narrative. He is the one who through telling/wugtithe story of multiple patricides “makes them
happen,” who commits them on a textual level. Netvus have a look at how this exactly
happens, what the steps are that he takes andettresrthat he uses.

His narrative starts with a flash forward, a praisp The first chapter picks out a crucial
piece of the story: the actions which lead to Jaggétting the assignment to dig up the truth on
the Judge, which ultimately leads to all the mageents of the story and to all the patricides.
However, after the recollection of that has beemmeted, the reader gets another flash forward,
to have a glimpse of the effects the completiothefassignment brought about, a glimpse of the

situation at the time of the narration:

And Adam Stanton is dead now, too, who used tagionfg with me and who lay
in the hot sunshine with me and with Anne Stanford Judge Irwin is dead, who
leaned toward me among the stems of the tall grassingrass, in the gray damp
wintry dawn, and said, “You ought to have led tdatk more, Jack. You got to
lead a duck, son.” And the Boss is dead, who saith¢, “And made it stick.”

Little Jackie made it stick, all right. (Warren)75

The passage calls to mind the enumerations fourniaic poems before the action (the battle)
starts. However, instead of reviewing the two oppgpdorces before the battle takes place, we
review the “two opposing forces” after the “battl®n one side we can see the ones slain, on the
other we see “little Jackie,” who “made it sticlafid is in the best of health. The passage, besides

giving the impression of there being two sides—thfahose surviving, and that of those already



dead—also sets up a causal connection betweenvtheBy sticking the sentence “Little Jackie
made it stick, all right” at the end of the passalgek points at himself as the one answerable for
the actions mentioned beforehand. In other wordspdsitions himself as a patricitfewhat is
more, he not only posits himself as a patricide,diso commits the given patricidal acts on the
level of the narrative, sincehat he does in the passage is nothing but verlidligg off the
fathers before starting the rest of the narrafiles act can ring a bell froAbsalom, Absalom!
too, since Shreve and Quentin do exactly the sdmrg tbefore getting started with their
narration®® It seems as if the murder of the father was tleegguisite of the son’s narration. Jack
is not able to tell his story either as long asfttbers are alive, as long as they are watchirey ov
the narrative.

However, (father) murder is only one side of then@ven on the narrative level, since by
telling the story of the fathers he also “callsnthmto textual existence” and thus “fathers” them.
The characters as we know them are his creatiansotfspring,” as is the narrative. Writing, his
hands give birth to the narrative, like the hamdthe robber gloves in the foetus imagery. He not
only functions as the hand, but also as the egyegsve get to know everything from his point of
view; besides being the first person, dramatizedatar, he is the focalizer as well. We see as
much as he sees, we understand as much as hetandsrsom the events in retrospect.

If we make the same move in the case ofttny” as well and go back to the very first
instances narrated, which starts out with the tdc/the father, we can also realize that the &gur
of Ellis Burden as an impotent failure of a maralso his creation. He does not know what his

father’s reason for leaving was, but claims thaiaine about because Ellis Burden was unable to

" 1t is also noteworthy that the verb he uses, Kstialso means “to pierce, puncture, or penetraté @ pointed
instrument” or “to kill by piercing” (“Stick”).

®8 For more on this topic, see the chapter entitlecrttive Short-circuits in William Faulkner'ébsalom,
Absalom?



“give her [the mother] what she craved” (62). Thtiw lack of the father is written into the
narrative and perhaps into the figure of the fatagrwell, by him. It may well be him who
delivers that castrating cut to the father, fatigrihe lack to be filled and trying to fill it ahe
same time.

Writing stories of patricides is not his only ati@nat narrative father-murder and taking
over the paternal position through (re)writing. e have already seen and examined in another
context, he overwrites all the patronyms in theatare as well. None of the fathers is spared. All
of them lose their names and acquire a new iroarofic one: the Scholarly Attorney, the
Upright Judge, the Young Executive. Through rengntire fathers, he robs them of their names,
the Name of the Father. Robbing them of their nafuestions like an act of symbolic castration
or murder, since through the act of renaming, herides them of their authority and their
paternal function. They cease to function as figwtthe Law (if they ever managed to do so),
since “[iJt is in thename of the fathahat we must recognise the support of the symlotiction
which, from the dawn of history, has identified Iperson with the figure of the law” (Lacan,
Ecrits 67).

Canceling out the names of the fathers and renathirm is also a two-fold act, since it
can be read as an act of patricide as well as anfdathering (naming is the privilege of the
father in psychoanalysis; it is the father who,raming the child, assigns a subject position to
him in the symbolic order). Through renaming thinéas, Jack also assigns new (ironic/parodic)
subject positions for them in the order of the atwe. If we consider these acts of renaming to be
parodic, it also emphasizes their twofold patritiaiad fathering nature since, as Linda Hutcheon

puts it, parody has a “potential power both to hieydead . . . and also to give it new life” (101)



Writing the story of the fathers and their murdansl placing himself in the position of the
creator and name-giver are also endeavors of naaraelf-fathering, self-begetting on Jack’s
part. However, there is an even more evident attehgm the ones just mentioned. As he is one
of the characters in the story, he himself as wankhim is also his creation, his begetting. The
story besides being “the story of Willie Stark” atiek fathers, as he himself states, is &liso
story. “. . . it ismy story too. Forl have a story(Warren 656, emphasis added). Thus, he is also
writing his own story, which is a story about higtiation into the world, his Bildungsroman: “It
is the story of a man who lived in the world andhim the world looked one way for a long time
and then it looked another and very different wégB6). In the beginning of the novel he starts
out rendered impotent and paralyzed in his actphibpaternal legacy and abandonment. He is
unable and also refuses to engage in anythingkadction, to make a change in the world. He is
hiding from the present and takes refuge in thed. gdswever, at the end of the story we see
somebody who is ready to act, get engaged (liieralb well as figuratively), and take
responsibility for his actions and others. As thst Isentence of the novel reveals, he is ready to
“go into the convulsion of the world, out of hisyainto history [alsohis story and the awful
responsibility of Time” (661).

If we take into consideration that he as a narratsupposed to be him as a character after
all the events of the plot have taken place, dfterBildung, we get another perspective of the
narrative and his Bildung; moreover, we can chéthsi narrative supports/verifies the picture of
Bildung drawn in the plot.

He as a narrator makes all the choices that hecharacter is paralyzed to. The text that
we are holding in our hands is his narrative, gting,” perhaps the one he is working on at the

end of the plot, since it also includes the fubirgtof Cass Mastern. Thus, it does function as



proof, showing that he has finally managed to getrathe block (of not-knowing or not-
understanding) that kept him from writing. As wevéalready seen in the close-reading of the
“patricidal passage,” he as a narrator seems tdakieg responsibility for his actions as a
character, which is in opposition to his patterrbehavior as a character almost throughout the
entire plot. Moreover, with the enumeration of tlead, he also sets up a teleological structure for
the narrative and does follow it to the end, withich, as we have seen earlier, he as a character
has great difficulties.

Taking a look at his “writing” itself—namely, théetorical structure of his narrative—we
can also notice that the language he uses is higatgphorical. His style, as Jerome Meckier also
observes, “has a density per page of similes artdphers unequaled elsewhere in modern prose
fiction narrative. (This becomes even less debatdline counts what might be called hidden or
subdued similes—the use of such phrases as ‘tlikd{jih‘the way that,” and ‘as though’)” (71).
His narrative style thus creates the impressionnatly and interconnectedness through selection.
As Mackier puts it, “any one fact or idea” in hiarrative “leads to an almost infinite series of
related facts and ideas” (72) creating a web ohections. Thus, we might say that his narration
seems to be “acting out,” or putting into practibe understanding he finally arrives at, the
knowledge he finally learns to embrace in the plo&t “the world is all of one piece,” that it “is
like an enormous spider web” (Warren 283).

His narrative seems to support the Bildung drawthénplot. Therefore, we can state that
the narrative itself, as we have seen, is an attatngelf-fathering. On the other hand, it is aso
tribute to its success.

Or is it not?

According to Michael Szalay, Jack’s (imagined) darrof the father and the arising filial



guilt function in his life exactly the same as désed by Freud in hi3otem and Tabodwhen a
band of sons within a clan kills this figure andnhinstead of granting themselves the liberties he
once enjoyed, succumb to guilt and reproduce msgldmental prohibitions in still more severe
fashion” (347). In his view for example, Jack’s]ékting Anne is less an assertion of filial
autonomy than an obedient gesture to just his palteesponsibility” (349). Moreover, he goes as
far as stating that Jack’s attachment to Anne I “principal occasion for enshrining in
permanent form ’'the curse of Jack Burden'—his diqgp guilt for Willie Stark and Adam
Stanton’s deaths” (349). He also comes to simiterctusions concerning Jack’s narrative: “[t]he
lugubrious, elegiac meditation on Stark’s life tleaBurden’s narrative likewise accomplishes this
same turn. . . . [The] self-flagellating, memowaalg bent assures us that Burden will execute all
of his subsequent actions, both private and pubiity Stark always in view” (349).

The doubt concerning Jack’s success rightly arisesve take a closer look, his
achievement at the end of his Bildung, all the ern® of the success of his self-fathering, highly
resemble those phenomena which signal the “norradttioning of the paternal order (the
emergence of meaning-making through the workinmefaphors; the working of structures built
on the Logos such as causality and the emergenoaodd| conscience and responsibility; the
substitution of the mother for another woman).

Does this signify the success or the failure ofdel-fathering?Does this mean that he
ends up in the very same patriarchal patternt@ksbg a different route?

Nevertheless, it seems that the writing and ovatirwgrthat he uses as a means of self-
fathering inscribes him back into the “order,” whicfrom a Derridian perspective, is not
surprising at all. According to Derrida, writinghy definition patricidal, since it writes différea

into the Logos, the presence of meaning. Therénays an unpredictable element in writing, the



possibility of difference. There is always the aterthat what you meant to write ends up
meaning something else, that instead of the deéstimglanned, writing takes you somewhere

else.

4.4. Conclusion

Reading the novel from a psychoanalytic and a t@ogical perspective has given us two
different, perhaps at first sight hardly recondiéalyeadings about fathering and father figures in
the novel. Moreover, neither of the readings predids with a univocal, irrefutable answer to the
guestion of fathering. Shall we consider this &ufai or a success? From my own perspective, |
do consider it a success and the understandingvihaain draw from it very valuable: Perhaps the
most important insight that the novel and our regsliof it can give us on fathering is that the
story of fathering is by definition “polyphonic.’adk also comes to the same conclusion in the
end of the novel: “Does he [Ellis Burden] think ttham his son? | cannot be sure. Nor can | feel
that it matters, for each of us is the son of dionlfathers” (658).

The other lesson that we can learn from the navéhat there is no such thing as a “true
father.” From the plot it seems that a “true” (miean an “upright,” “lawful,” or “unfailing”)
father is only a myth, a paternal narrative whighperhaps, always already destined to be written
over. From our reading of the novel, we can alsmme&dao the conclusion that a “true”
father/Father (meaning a “proper” one who “functi@ctcurately”) is also a myth of the order, as
is probably the proper functioning of the order. Migtzsche says: “truths are illusions of which

one has forgotten that thaye illusions” (“On Truth” 359).



CHAPTER 5

QUEST FOR THE SON IN FLANNERY O’CONNOR’STHE VIOLENT BEAR I T AWAY

Flannery O’Connor earned her place quite distimtyivas the orphan adolescent is one of the
most frequently appearing character types in handbrof fiction (Brittain 49). Francis Marion
Tarwater, the protagonist of her second noVéle Violent Bear It Awayis such an orphan
adolescent.

In the following chapter, | follow this orphan adetent’s quest for freedom and “self-
possession” against (paternal) control. Whilssigenerally agreed that the plot revolves around
his spiritual and physical journey, critics tend hHave very different opinions concerning the
direction/destination and success of it. Suzannardto Paulson claims that the novel is
Tarwater’'s “odyssey toward madness” (21), MarsiBalice Gentry views it as his quest for
prophethood (147), while, according to Robert Damght is his march toward the feminine
(102). Some critics interpret the novel asBilslungsromar(Buzan 33) or initiation story (Orvell
98).

According to Carol Y. Wilson, the novel “presentseoof the most complex family
structures in O’Connor’s works” (78), and the “whauestion of the novel is asked in terms of
family” (Wilson 77). However, in spite of the fathat Wilson’s claim is true, the phrase
“complex family structure” is somewhat ironic, agen the term “family” is only partially valid,
since the “family” appearing in O’Connor’s novelnst a family in the everyday sense of the
word. There are no mother figures or women presahthree central characters are male: the

great-uncle, the uncle, and the boy.



| concur with Wilson that the novel’s plot revolvasound a single question that actually
is given voice in the novel by the lady in Cherokexlge: “Whose boy are you?” As Wilson
argues, “[tlhe novel can be seen as Tarwater'sngtt¢éo answer this question familially and
universally” (78). Nevertheless, in spite of pamgtiout the centrality of this question to the novel
Wilson does not make an attempt to answer it. meksay entitled “Family as Affliction, Family
as Promise imhe Violent Bear It Awa¥yshe examines the concept of family in the novel a
states that “it is essential to the meaning ofrtbeel, and it is founded on a reluctant sense of
responsibility” (78). However, the concept itsedfirains rather unclear throughout the text. She
states that “[flor Tarwater the family is the olcams words become flesh, and the apocalypse
comes by way of this family, history behind histoap unbroken line extending back into the past
to Adam and forward into revelation” (78). In spié€ this, in the conclusion, she claims that
“Tarwater has grown, out of the convolutions of figgmfrom child to boy to man; he has grown
into the old man’s future” (84). | sense an inst#¢ubontradiction between the two statements,
which, for me, greatly damages the rather thougbtgking essay.

In my view, all the conflicts of the novel ariseoiin the fact that the characters of the
“trinity” come up with very different answers toetlsame question mentioned above. Everybody,
including Tarwater himself, tries to “have” the b@gcupy the position of the father/Father, and
establish control over him. Thus, the novel candgarded as a quest story from the point of view
of all three characters, and, interestingly enotigd,quests overlap and the goals are the same: to
achieve control over the boy and his future, tbtfie position of the Father. Tarwater himself
aspires for the same. He wants to have/father ‘@liifiso gain control over his own self, life, and

future. Thus, in a way | agree with Wilson’s abaaim. The novel can be seen as Tarwater’s



attempt to answer the question of his “ownershigut not in the sense of finding the answer to
the question but in giving his answer in a way thatrybody understands it once and for all.

In the present chapter, | am going to focus onehibsee quests for the son’s possession
and the role of the father. More precisely, | anngdo explore what forms they take, how they
relate to each other, and what results they bibwgng so, | am going to make use of the insights
of Lacan’s concept of the gaze, and Austin’s spestththeory, approaches that are strikingly
absent from the novel’s history of reception. Théyd-reudian and Lacanian reading of Flannery
O’Connor’s works is James M. Mellard’s essay eaditfFlannery O'Connor's Others: Freud,
Lacan, and the Unconscious.” Nevertheless, instdéagdealing with O’Connor’s fictions in his
essay, Mellard psychoanalyzes the writer herseifs tengages in a practice very far from my

own.

5.1. The Orphaned Bastard

Tarwater is born out of wedlock, as a bastard, eutha lawful father. He is born “in a wreck”
(O’'Connor 41), at the scene of the car accideneraithich his mother, “unmarried and
shameless” (41), lived just long enough for hinbé&born. After the calamity, his father, “a prey
to morbid guilt” (99), also killed himself, leavingehind the child as an orphan bastard. His
father's name is actually never revealed in theehasignaling that he did not exist as a Father.
Not bearing a name, he is unable to give a hameaaubject position to the child either. Born
into the total lack of the father, the child is odl, with no name, who does not belong

anywhere.



5.2. Self-Appointed Saviors
The empty position of the father, like that of EIBurden inAll the King’s Men does not remain
unfilled too long as there are more self-appoirftatiers to occupy it. As soon as Tarwater is
born and loses his family, a duel breaks out betwee uncle and great-uncle, who start fighting
over him. Both of them, childless at that time, wansnatch away the boy from the other and
raise and educate him according to their own idBath of them want to “save” or “rescue” him
from the other to make him “free” according to thaivn concepts: T saved you to be fregour
own self’” he [old Tarwtater] had shouted, ‘and agbiece of information inside his head!” (17,
emphasis added). Rayber: “This one is going torbedht up to expect exactly what he can do
for himself. He’s going to be his own saviokble’s going to be frég(70, emphasis added).

Freedom for the old man means “the freedom of thed LJesus Christ” (77), while for
Rayber it means the exact opposite: freedom fraenLttrd Jesus Christ. The old man is a self-
appointed, fanatic representative of God, who reskdimself a prophet; Rayber is the
representative of science, rationalism, and lagihée novel with a sharply analytical mind.

The dual fathers’ highly farcical duel ends witle thld man’s “acting”: his stealing the
child out of Rayber's house and “protecting” hismhye acquired heir and disciple with a gun

when Rayber tries to get him back.

Old Mason Tarwater: A Job of Construction

Thus, we might say, the duel over the child getsd#el through violence, and “the violent [the
great uncle] bear it [the baby] away.” The old niakes the position of the father and through his
very first action he also establishes himself as: @aptizing Tarwater he becomes father to his

rebirth. Since in the rite of baptism, as we caadrim the Bible and at several points in the novel



as well, the person baptized is born again “of watel the Spirit” ESV Bible John 3.6) to a new
“everlasting life” (O’Connor 109): “He’s been boagain and there ain’t a thing you can do about
it” (72). Baptizing him, the old man also providesn with another father (Father), since those
who are baptized allecome “sons of God*for in Christ Jesus you are all sons of God, tigtou
faith” (ESV Bible Gal. 3.26). Thus, he inscribes him not only ihi® “family,” his patri(lineage),
but that of God as well.

Being baptized by the old man, however, entailsidgpenscribed into one more line of
descent as well, another (patri)lineage: the lihepmphets. Inserting him into this line of
substitution is, in fact, the main motivation behithe old man’s action: “It was because, his
uncle said, the Lord meant him to be trained asoahet, even though he was a bastard, and to
take his great-uncle’s place when he died. Then@dd compared their situation to that of Elijah
and Elisha” (O’Connor 41). Kidnapping and raisimhg toy to “expect the Lord’s call himself”
(5), he attempts to secure the line of substitutind ensure that the tasks he leaves behind are
going to be completed.

Both the act of baptism and his insertion into thephetic lineage” “write” him into
stories/narratives which are paternal by definitible is born again through a father, not of a
mother, and gets initiated into a highly patriatdireeage in which knowledge is handed down
from “father” to “son,” from master to disciple. Vepver, both narratives are “prefabricated”: all
the main points in the narrative are set, includimg end. Being baptized, he is born again to be
saved. He is “trained by a prophet for prophesy’) (1o walk in the shadow of Jesus and “warn

the children of God of the terrible speed of mer(342), “lost forever to his own inclinations”

(221).



The old man functions as a symbolic father in aan#én sense, too, since he gives
Tarwater his name and thus his subject positionedls He also functions as a symbolic father on
other levels because he makes him enter languatyéeanhes him “Figures, Reading, Writing,
and History” (4), in other words, all the pillar§ one’s symbolic existence. His uncle is the
source of histor§ and his-story (his history) as well: “He knew twomplete histories, the
history of the world, beginning with Adam, and thistory of the schoolteacher, beginning with
his mother. . . . At least once a week, beginnintha beginning, the old man had reviewed this
history through the end” (57).

The uncle was the source of everything, all thewkedge and information for Tarwater.
He knows everything from and through him, evenrtigest basic information about himself, like
his age and their familial connection: “The old nfaad been Tarwater’s great-uncle, or said he
was” (3). “His uncle had said he was seventy yedrage at the time he hagscuedand
undertaken to bring him up; he was eighty-four wherdied. Tarwater figured this made his own
age fourteen” (4).

His knowing everything and everybody through the mlan’s narrative also means that
the world as he knows it (his world) came into &ase through the old man’s words, or, as
Wilson puts it, fflor Tarwater the family is the old man’s words beeothesh” (78). Bringing
everything into existence for Tarwater throughwgds, the old man does function like a father,
a creator. His narrative is a paternal master-tiserdy definition: he is the one who creates and

makes sense of everything for him.

% History is quite obviouslyis story in the uncle’s version, the story of a pateiige starting with Adam (Eve is
mentioned nowhere) expelled “from the Garden anidggon down through the presidents to Herbert Hoo{d.

0“My great-uncle learnt me everything” (79).

"1 will discuss the creative power of the old mawards and speech in more details in the sectitenited for the
words of the father/Father.



Raising the boy to be a prophet, the old man ibssrhim not only into a storyline and a
line of descent, but also into the linearity of st structure. Before he dies, he leaves him two
tasks to perform: 1. to bury him and mark his graita a cross, “the sign of its Saviour” (3), and
2. to baptize Bishop, the idiot son of his uncléf by the time | die,” he said to Tarwater, ‘I
haven’t got him baptized, it'll be up to you. ltle the first mission the Lord sends you™ (9). He
does die without managing to baptize Bishop, tieasihg behind both quests to be pursued and
his paternal narrative to be followed. His mastamrative, his speech acts, and his gaeesure
his haunting “presence” in his absence. “He begarut, forced on through the woods two
bulging silver eyeshat grew in immense astonishment in the centaheffire behind him. He
could hear it moving up through the black nighel&whirling chariot” (50). The whirling chariot
of fire is an allusion to the prophet Elijah, hétesken up to heaven by a whirlwind, while horses
and chariots of fire interpose between Elijah amsl dhosen successor, Elish&efdmang
According to the old man, the story of himself ahd boy was the same as that of Elijah and
Elisha. Thus, according to the master(’s) narratitves time for the boy to take the legacy of the

father and “begin the life his great-uncle had preg him for” (91).

Rayber: A Job of Re-Construction

With the old man’s death, the place of the fathecdmes empty again, and the possibility
seemingly opens up for others. As soon as old Tiemdies and Rayber learns about it, he
immediately wants to occupy the seemingly emptyitposof the father. The very first sentence
he utters after he learns about the old man’s deatth Tarwater actually reveals that he takes it
for granted that the position is there for him il More precisely, he immediately considers

himself filling it: “Nowyou belong to someormveho can help you and understand you.’ His eyes

"2“His eyes, dead silver, were focused on the bogsachim” (11).



were alight with pleasure. ‘It's not too late foerto make a man of you™ (90, emphasis added).
He instantly assumes possession of Tarwater aseif boy were a “paternal” inheritance
righteously his after the old man, like the houséowderhead. He was immediately convinced
that “at lasthe had a soh(201). His emphatically claimed understandihis also a means to
establish belonging/possessing; it is an attemptathieve a grasp” (“Understand”), to attain
mental control/hold of him (putting it in the oldam's words, to keep him locked up in his head).
His bodily action expresses the same intentionra$gng since “his hand tightened on the boy’s
shoulder” (92).

His other intention expressed in his very firsetdnce is “to make a man” of him (90), to
“remake” him into somebody else. He is well awdnat the boy is the old man’s “construction,”
and thus he wants to do “a monumental jolveabnstruction (97, emphasis added), or, rather,
re-construction. He tries to over/re-write the oldmsamaster-narrative, to write Tarwater into a
different paternal story.

He not only wants to make a man of him, meaning langl of man, but he has a quite
specific idea what “man” he wants to make of hitde“had realized with an intense stab of joy
that his nephew looked enough like hionbe his soh(98, emphasis added). In other words, like
the old man, he also wants to enact a substituti@mts to write him into his “lineage” and
substitute Tarwater for his idiot son, Bishop: ‘tAte things that | would do for him—if it were
any use—I'll do for you,” he said” (92).

The different steps of the making, or, rathermaking, of Tarwater actually follow the

steps the old man’s has taken. First Rayber ateeragpbccupy the position of the father and

73« .. you belong to someone who can . . . undestyou” (90).



display “ownership™ over the boy through the-Name-of-the-Father, as ¢id man did,
renaming Tarwater and bestowing a new patronym iom HListen, listen Frankie’ he said,
‘you’re not alone any more. . . . ‘You hawefathef” (106, emphasis added). “Rayber had
written, ‘George F. RaybeFrank and BishopRaybey” (153, emphasis added). As Michael
Ragussis points out in hiscts of Naming“both the family name and the proper name formt pa
of a system whose function is to determine andhexchild’s identity, to make the child serve the
will of the family. . . . [W]hat is at stake in theaming process is no less than act of
possessioh(7, emphasis added). Moreover, renaming wouldvige him with a new subject
position, a new place in the (symbolic) order.

Educating him also functions as a means of “retesng” him in the symbolic: “I want
you to be educated so that you can take your @acaen intelligent man in the world” (110).
Moreover, it is also an attempt at overwriting km®wledge the old man provided Tarwater with:
“If there’s any way to be born again, it's a wawttlyou accomplish yourself, an understanding
about yourself that you reach after a long timehaps a long effort. It's nothing you get from
above by spilling a little water and a few word$94). He also retells him all “his-story” from his
perspective.

Rayber, like the old man, has “a futurd,a narrative figured out for the boy, in which
Tarwater, the “insignificant boy,” would gain “meag,” a position in signification. His gazing
“through the actual insignificant boy before himao image of him that he held fully developed
in his mind” (90) discloses that for Rayber, asIvad for the old man, only the (paternal)

narrative/image he has in mind matters.

" «That boy there—is he yours t00?’ she asked pointhe pen at him as if this were inconceivable. ‘Certainly,
he’s minetoo,’ he said quickly and in a voice the boy contd fail to hear” (153, emphasis added).
s« sitting by the side of the bed, thinkingttat lashe had a son with a futut¢201, emphasis added).



As we have seen, he follows in the old man’s famst tries to re-construct every layer of
the old man’s creation. Not only is his action a&oastruction/re-writing of the old man’s, but his
speech seems to be a re-construction of his askeliends to use the same words as the old man
but in a different (secular) conteX¥ou need to besavedright here now . . .” (174); “He’s going
to befred” (70, emphasis added); “Rayber saw himself flgawith the child to some enclosed
garden where he woulkegach her the truthwhere he would gather all the exploited childoén
the world andet the sunshine flood their mifdd 33, emphasis added). “Come away with me!
he silently implored, andlll teach you the truth)'ll save yoy beautiful child!” (134, emphasis
added). These words and expressions illustrateithapite of all his claims, he does walk in the
footsteps of the old man. He does act like a propgirea “fanatical country preacher” (174), who
is a preacher of logos and reason. He behaveatilanalyst, a scientist, and is supposed to be the
counterpoint of the old man’s mad Protestantismlol&s at everything from a rational point of
view, takes everything apart in a scientific, atialyinvestigatiorn’® As John F. McCarthy puts it,
“he is an expert in scientific testing” (1143). Hewer, in my view, instead of being an expert, he
is a parody (a “rewriting” himself) of a scientisince he is unable to look or focus at anything

for a longer period of time:

Anything he looked at too long could bring it on... It could be a stick, or a stone,
the line of a shadow, the absurd old man’s walk efarling crossing the sidewalk.
If, without thinking, he lent himself to it, he wiolfeel suddenly a morbid surge of
the love that terrified him. . . . He didn’t look @anything too long ... (O’Connor

113-14)

6 4[1]n the schoolteacher’s head, he would be laitlia parts and numbers” (18).



Thus, he is unable to see what is in front of haither because he is not even able to look or
because he sees something else: an image thatlhepbitn his mind (as we have already seen in
Tarwater’'s case). Another similar example is theident between them after Rayber follows
Tarwater to the church in the middle of the nighd @onfronts him when the boy “flung himself
out” of the door (135), fleeing from the shock hentvthrough inside. This is the only time when
Tarwater could be affected, when “the sight of Raybeemed to afford him relief amount to
rescue” (135), but “[Rayber] didn't see the boggpressioh (135, emphasis added) or X-
pression, the twist in his “endeavor to move” (“§&ien”), his motion towards the schoolteacher.
“His rageobliteratedall but the general lines of his figure . . .” @nnor 135, emphasis added).
He sees something unrealistic again, an image leupuin his mind: “he saw them [his lines]
moulded in an irreversiblshape of defiance” (135). However, quite the cogirthis was the
only time when “his lines” were reversible, whemr tthefiance was gone for a short while, when
his figure would actually have been “mouldable”: Hgared into his face. Through his fuiye
could not discerrthat for the first time the boy’s eyes were sulsmis’ (136, emphasis added).

He is also the analyst of the novel. He analyzesydody’s behavior including his own:
“He had analysed his case and closed it” (125)alde observes the old man for a long time and
writes an article about him to a scholarly magazginng an analysis of him being one of the last
remaining representatives of “the type . . . almeginct” (75): “His fixation of being called by
the Lord had its origin in insecurity. He needesguaance, and so he called himself’ (19). He also
has his own psychoanalytic theory about Tarwater: ft was a compulsion” (146). Moreover, he

also intends to “cure” him, applying something l&kshock-therapy:



What he hoped for was that if seeing and feelimgpllace again were a real shock,
the boy’s trauma might suddenly be revealed. Higtional fears and impulses
would burst out and his uncle—sympathetic, knowingiquely able to

understand—would be there to explain them to hibn0)

However, he is also a parody of an analyst, sireashdeaf, thus not able to “listen” to the
“patient” and unable to notice and “read” any ins&s of “full speech.His conviction of being
“uniquely able to understand” (150) him and “re&ith “like a book” (174) is very far from the
truth. He misreads all the verbal or visual sighgt instance, he is convinced that Tarwater’s
ability to look Bishop in the eye is a sign of th&y’s progress, a sign of cooperation, submission,

or “yes” on his part:

| noticed that you’ve begun to be able to look Bshn the eye. That's good. It
means you're making progress but you needn't thinek because you can look
him in the eye now, you've saved yourself from wéaireying on you. You

haven’t. The old man still has you in his grip. Ddhink he hasn’t. (192)

However, it is a sign of “NO,” signifying the totapposite of what Rayber assumed. It is not a
sign of friendship, cooperation, even less submisssince he is able to look Bishop in the eye
having made up his mind about drowning him. Thereaiding of the verbal “sign” mirrors that of
the visual: he takes Tarwater’'s “I'll tend to hifl'98) as a promise to look after the child, while
he means the exact opposite of that. The verb *tendnly used two other times in the novel,

both instances in conversations between them dedirg to his setting fire on his great-uncle:



“| tended to him” (106); “I done your work for youtended to him” (105). Therefore, he should
have been aware what the term means in Tarwatetisrhry. At another point Tarwater reveals
his plans to him about drowning Bishop quite expiic“l can do something. | ain’t like you. All
you can do is think what you would have dohgou had done ifclearly referring to Rayber’s
attempt at drowning Bishop]. Not mecan do it (196, emphasis added). In spite of taking great
pride in being “uniquely able to understand him3@), Rayber is not able to “read” a single word
of his.

Taking all these into consideration, we can comthé&conclusion that in spite of all his
efforts, he can only become a parody (parodic riéng) of the father, not being able to fill his
position for a single moment. Even the boy is vesllare that he is “of no significance” (160),
that, in spite of all his efforts, he cannot “sigtii cannot function as a father/the Father. Heyonl
sees him as “a piece of bait, an insult to hislligence” (160), presenting no hazard to him and
his self-fathering inclinations.

However, as unconcerned as Tarwater’'s mind is aRayber and his attempts to control
him, it is nevertheless engaged “in a continualggte with the silence that confronted him, that
demanded he baptize the child and begin at oncéettbe old man had prepared him for” (160).

After the old man dies, Tarwater continuously fgghthe silence, the absence of (the
paternal) speech and narrative, which, howevealss present in its absence demanding him to
“baptize the child.” Thus, the old man’s death donesnecessarily lead to the boy’s freedom: he
still has to fight for it, confront the old man'sgsence (in his absence), and embark on “a

monumental job of de-construction.”



Tarwater: A Job of De-Construction

As we have seen, the old man was the source ¢&halvledge for Tarwater—"My great-uncle
learnt me everything” (79)—he knew the world anergthing through him, even himself: “as
long as his uncle had lived, he had been deprivdudscown acquaintance” (35). Thus, his quest
for “his own acquaintance,” his exploration of hatisand the world, his initiation into the world
can only start when the uncle is dead. The firstesece of the narrative, therefore, renders the old
Tarwater dead. His being dead is, actually, thet fjuality we learn about him. This is probably
not accidental in this case either (as much as it inAbsalom, Absalondr in All the King's
Men), since the story of the “son,” his initiation andrrative, can only start with the death of the
“father,” as the following quote from the novel lgptlustrates: “[tlhe boy knew he would have to
bury the old marbefore anything would begift was as if there would have to be dirt over him
before he would be thoroughly dead” (12, emphadied).

This is the first time for him to do things his owray, as “[h]e had always followed his
uncle’s custom up to this date” (13). The firsinthithat he does “his own way,” where he does
not follow his great-uncle’s words, is his not bagythe old man who “raised up a boy to bury
him, suitable to his own taste” (25). He not oryld to bury him “suitable to his own taste,” but
he does the direct opposite his great-uncle askadidn Having the conviction that only those
will rise who are buried “properly,” the old man mtad to be buried ten feet deep in the ground
with “the sign of his Saviour . . . over his hed@40). However, Tarwater, finally, going against
his will, does what would have horrified the oldmtae most and is against his beliefs the most:
he burns him (or at least he thinks he does),nggfire to the whole house, letting the wind

scatter his ashes.



He takes pride in his action, in his ability to ggainst the old man’s will and assert his
independent existence and will through ilt Was me put him away was drunk as a coot and |
tended to him.” He said #s if he were recalling the most vivid point in history’ (105-06,
emphasis added). It actually is the most “vivid”ligely point of “his history” up until then, as
this is the first time when he is alive as an gftharacter with a separate life from his great-
uncle. This is his first act on his own, indepertdéollowing his own decision. Before the old
man’s death, he lived his life in the old man’sdia never being able to make a single decision
on his own. Burning his uncle becomes the firstodet self-definition or “self-fathering.”

The task of burying him “in a decent and Christiaay” (3) is one of the two
“missions”/quests the old man leaves him as a pakenheritance, the other being the task to
baptize Bishop! Thus, his life (his-story) after the old man’s tledas also been decided,
“written” for him. Going against the old man’s wilbursuing “the opposite mission,” the anti-
guest is also an attempt to annihilate, cross lmetpaternal narrative, or, to be more precise, to
deconstruct it literally through “de-constructioff.”

Crossing out the master(’s) narrative is in itgedymbolic patricide, as we have seen in
the cases ofAdventures ofHuckleberry Finn, Absalom, Absalonaind All the King’s Men
however, his actual means of doing it—burning tlteroan—makes it a patricide from another
aspect as well, since it symbolically robs him f fesurrection. The act of burial does not only
“show respect for the body but it also symbolicalyticipates its future—in the resurrection”
(Geisler), since the burial of the dead physicallyots nothing but planting the seed of the

resurrection body:

7wt by the time | die,” he had said to Tarwatérhaven't got him baptized, it'll be up to you.lltbe the first
mission the Lord sends you™ (9).

8 | am using the prefix “de-” in the meaning of “duj] the opposite of” something (“De-"): in his wsittion, he is
doing the opposite of the old man’s “construction.”



But someone will ask, “How are the dead raised’hWibtat kind of body do they
come?” You foolish person! What you sow does naohedo life unless it dies.
And what you sow is not the body that is to be,@btare kernel, perhaps of wheat
or of some other grain. But God gives it a bodya$as chosen, and to each kind
of seed its own body. For not all flesh is the salmé there is one kind for
humans, another for animals, another for birds, amother for fish. There are
heavenly bodies and earthly bodies, but the glérthe heavenly is of one kind,
and the glory of the earthly is of another. Therene glory of the sun, and another
glory of the moon, and another glory of the stéssstar differs from star in glory.
So is it with the resurrection of the dead. Whataw/n is perishable; what is raised
is imperishable. It is sown in dishonor; it is edsn glory. It is sown in weakness;
it is raised in power. It is sown a natural bodysiraised a spiritual body. If there

is a natural body, there is also a spiritual bo(BSV Bible | Cor. 15.35-44)

The cross he is supposed to put at the head ajrthee is also a symbol of resurrection. Thus,
when Tarwater says that “I ain’t bothering witHles [with setting up a cross at the head of the
grave]” (15), he also says that he is not bothevityy the old man’s resurrection. He does not
care if the old man is going to be raised fromdead or not, as far as he is concerned, he can
stay dead “on the last day” when “all the bodiesked by crosses will be gathered” (25).

Failing to bury the old man, he commits a symbglatricide. However, if we follow
Zizek, we might just as well come to the opposib@atusion: “You can kill the living—on

condition that you bury them properly, that youfpen the proper rites"Ruppet100). Doing so,



you can “prevent them from returning to haunt y@L00). Even Mark Twain’s Jim seems to be
aware of this, as he states the following to Hlakman that warn’t buried was more likely to go
a-ha’nting around than the one that was plantedcandafortable” (72). Tarwater actually shares
the very same insight: “The boy knew he would hvbury the old man before anything would
begin. It was as if there would have to be dirtrolven before he would be thoroughly dead”
(O’Connor 12). In spite of this, he fails to puttddbver him, to “put him to rest,” and thus he
enables him to “live on” and haunt him.

He does experience being haunted as soon aséhsdits eating up the place with the old
man’s body inside, to his knowledge: “he beganuo, iforced on through the woods byo
bulging silver eyeshat grew in immense astonishment in the centehefire behind him” (50,
emphasis added). However, the gaze of the old asmmwe will see later, cannot be “run” away
from, it keeps haunting him where(ver) he goes.nGavhere he does (towards the city to seek
out his only other “blood connection,” his unclig literally “goes against” the old man’s words,
who left him with the following instructions: “whefm gone, you'll be better off in these woods
by yourself with just as much light as the sun wantlet in than you’ll be in the city with him”
(24).

In the case of his other “mission”/quest, he alsesdthe direct opposite of what the old
man wanted him to do. Instead of giving a newtlif@ishop (baptizing him) in water, he decides
to kill him in water: “You can’t just say NOhe said. You got to do NOYou got to show it.
You got to show you mean it by doing it. You gotstwow you’re not going to do one thing by
doing another. You got to make an end of it. Ong @raanother™” (157, emphasis added).

Doing the opposite of what the old man left hindtm in other words, twisting the quest

into an anti-quest, is an attempt to literally erasut the paternal master-narrative through a



chiastic inversion, to set up the requested “cr@dsive the old man and his narrative, only not
quite exactly the way his great-uncle meant it &0 Brawing this cross above the old man’s
narrative through his action may also be a funetiomay of what Zizek called “killling] the
living” (Puppet100) and establishing himself as somebody who ‘@eti and “make things
happen.” Thus, in other words, it can function agg of fathering himself.

One crucial question that has not been raisedrsddavever, is the following: Why does
he need to “act,” to “do NO™? Why is saying NO iffezient? To be able to answer these
guestions, we need to have a look at how the oldswaarrative, his words and speech, work. An
investigation into that might also reveal if thilomising attempt at patricide and self-fathering
does become ‘“performative” and what “performativvithas to do with its becoming

“performative.”

The Words of the Father

As we have already seen, Tarwater knows the wartbeverything in it through the old
man’s words: “How do you know . . . ? . . . Nothibgt the old man’s word” (O’Connor 46).
Thus, Tarwater’'s world came to being through the mlan’s words, is the old man’s “verbal”
creation. We can also say that his words or speexh in the Lacanian sense: “like the words
uttered by God irGenesisspeech is a ‘symbolic invocation’ which creates, nihilg ‘a new
order of being in the relations between men” (Lgdareud’s 239). His words of baptism, and
his orally transmitted family genealogy do workelile symbolic invocation. They create out of
nothing “a new order of being” in the relationsTarwater. His words create Tarwater’s relations

with the world.



Therefore, we can come to the conclusion that whieibld man says about himself: “It
was me could act,” . . . ‘| acted” (76) is as trabout his speech and utterances as about his
actions, since being examples of what J. L. Ausdilts “performative utterances,” they do “act”
and “perform.” Baptism is one of the examples aff@@native utterances and illocutionary acts
given by Austin himself, since with the declaratidmaptize you “in the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy GhosE%V Bible Matt. 28.19), the baptist performs the act. Thie o
man’s other crucial utterance concerning Tarwatdes“And if | don’t get him baptized, it'll be
for you to do,” he saidl ‘enjoin youto do it, boy™” (77), also belongs to the groupiltdfcutionary
acts.

Austin distinguishes “illocutionary” from “perlocginary” speech acts. The former, in

Judith Butler's words, are

speech acts that, in saying do what they say, and dh the moment of that
saying; the latter are speech acts that producaicesffects as their consequence;
by saying something, a certain effect follows. Tlhecutionary speech act is itself
the deed that it affects; the perlocutionary metefds to certain effects that are

not the same as the speech act itself. (3)

However, Butler also argues that the two categoaies not so clear-cut and easy to
differentiate: “[t]he illocutionary speech act pamrhs its dee@t the momenf the utterance” (3);
however, as such utterances are “ritual and ceratjoacknowledged by Austin as well (19),

and “work to the extent that they are given infibren of a ritual” (Butler 3), the moment is never



“merely a single moment” (3). The moment in ritiml‘a condensed historicity: it exceeds itself
in past and future directions” (3).

The old man’s speech also illustrates this quitdl,véince all his major illocutionary
acts—his baptizing Tarwater or his enjoining hinb&ptize Bishop—achieve crucial significance
through their “perlocutionary” qualities, throudheteffects supposed to follow. For example, the
main reason for his baptizing Tarwater is not thenediate effect, but the substitution that the act
makes possible in the future: “HERE IS THE PROPHEJ TAKE YOUR PLACEBAPTIZE
HIM” (O’Connor 72, emphasis added).

If we take into consideration that promising isoa#s illocutionary act, we can probably
place prophesying into the same group. Howevethis case the above claims are even more
valid because the crucial significance of the aatat in its momentary/immediate effect, but in

the “effect” intended to follow.

The Lord is preparing a prophet. The Lord is preygaa prophet with fire in his
hand and eyeand the prophet is moving toward the city with hiarning. The
prophet is coming with the Lord’s messagéo“warn the children of Gotsaith

the Lord,“of the terrible speed of justi¢e(60, emphasis added)

Prophesying, by nature of the act, exceeds itseffast and future directions as the prophet is
talking about something that the Lord “promisedthe past but, on the other hand, is supposed
to happen in the future. The old man’s prophesysngven more interesting in this sense, since
whenever he prophesies for Tarwater, he reenadisedines a past moment: the moment when

he did the same in front of his sister's door. “Stifay to the silent woods” (60), he gets into the



same “frenzy” as before—to such an extent thatbihye feels the need to guard himself with a
shotgun. He nonetheless seems to be aware thahtitgun may protect him from certain
immediate effects, from the “illocutionary qualgje but it leaves him unguarded from some
others. As we can read, what makes Tarwater listéth a look of uneasy alertness” (60) is not
the illocutionary “quality” of the speech act, ribe immediate deed in the moment, but rather its

“perlocutionary quality,” the possibility of it hawg an effect on his life later on:

... he would lift his face from the gun with akoof uneasy alertness as if while
he had been inattentive, the old man’s words hagh ldgopping one by one into
him and now, silent, hidden in his bloodstream,exveoving secretly toward some

goal of their own (61)

When he sets out after the old man’s death “to éimtthow much of” the things his great-
uncle “learnt” him is “true” (79), what he reallyads to find out is not whether the “education he
[the old man] gave” him “is true to the facts” (4@) not/° but whether his “performatives” are
becoming true or not. In Austin’s words, what he ba discover is whether the great-uncle’s
speech acts are “felicitouor not; if the words dropped one by one into hiould ever reach
that “goal of their own” (61) or not.

If we take all of these into consideration, it seethat the only way for Tarwater to
overwrite a speech which “acts”—what is more, aespewhich acts through making him act in a

certain way (“do YES”)—is to act the opposite wég do NO”: “You got to do NOYou got to

9 As Rayber wrongly supposes.
8 While “constatives” can be judged true or falsegaading to Austin, performatives cannot. They caty be
“felicitous” or “infelicitous” (22).



show it. You got to show you mean it by doing iburgot to show you’re not going to do one

thing by doing another. You got to make an end.ddne way or another” (157).

The Gaze of the Other

His “making an end” of the paternal authority arrding he “wasn’t no prophet” (210)
are closely intertwined with his ability to lookdiop in the eye. Before that moment, he “strictly
avoided looking him in the eye” (112), his maingaa to do so being that “the child reminded
him of the old man” (111), since Bishop had the sdish-colored eyes as him: “his eyes . . .
were grey like the old man’s but clear” (23). Moren the child never takes his eyes off
Tarwater (93). Thus, his gaze appears to be thetifamation” of the old man'’s, left on him at his
death at the breakfast table: “His eyes, deadrsilvere focused on the boy across from him”
(11). With his unceasing gaze left on him, the wian keeps holding him in his “ghostly grasp”
(106).

He becomes able to confront the great-uncle’s gelzen he decides to confront his
“perlocutionarity,” when he determines to “take tbss” against his “performative” master-
narrative, which “pre-scribed” his-story for himfbee he could come up with any “inclinations”
of his own: “he looked at Bishop, triumphantly, thgl into the very center of his eyes” (177). If
we examine the images focused on before and dfeedécision, we can see that Tarwater’s
endeavor to reverse his fate is also reflected“imeaceptual reversaf* a total twist in the focus
of his gaze. Before the moment he makes up his mpmlt the drowning, he is willing to see
everything and look everywhere but into the eyeshef little boy. However, afterwards he
“seemed to see the little boy and nothing elseain@round him, no room, no nothing,” (155),

just “the very center of his eyes” (177). In thedical difference and mutual exclusivity, the two

81 The term used for the transition from one imagegieed to its alternative in Gestalt psychology.



images seen by him function like the “multistableages” of Gestalt psychology—one alternates
between two mutually exclusive perceptual statée dontrastive nature and mutual exclusivity
of the given images in Gestalt psychology and abséh in Tarwater's focus seem to
illustrate/mirror quite well the contrastive naturand mutual exclusivity of the
fates/quests/narratives (the one imposed on hittéyld man, which he is trying to go against,
and the one he is imposing on himself to go agdimstformer). Knowing all this, we can
understand better why the “expression on his [Ttewis] face” is so startling for the woman in
Cherokee Lodge (155). She catches the exact mowtesm the two reversals take place, when
the expression on Tarwater’s face mirrors for a mniis X-pression: the twist in his “endeavor
to move” (“Pression”), the radical change in theurse of action” he is planning to take (177).
The conscious “perceptual reversal,” his gazing the eyes of the child is not only a sign
of his trying to establish control but also onehid means of doing it. His gaze is by definition a
controlling gaze by which he assumes Rayber's obniwver Bishog? The fact that he
“mesmerizes® and “fascinate$* the child with his gaze can lead to the conclusfai his gaze
has hypnotic power. His look, behavior, and bodygleage also summons the image of a
hypnotist to the reader’'s mind: “Tarwater gaunénlebent slightly forwardyis whole attention
concentrated on the opposite figurehey seemed to be held still in sommagnetic fieldof
attraction” (199).The association seems to be quite relevant espedialve consider that a

hypnotist is somebody “who strives for mastery owerther's body and mind” (Anderson

82 Rayber, observing the whole scene, is convincati‘thstead of avoiding him [Bishop], he [Tarwatethnned to
control him [Bishop], to show who was master” (197)

8 «Bishop was sitting on the other end of it, watzhhim as if he were mesmerized by the steel-llke that came
from the boy’s eyes and was directed into his o(@76).

84 «The little boy was watching with complete fasdioa . . .” (189).



305) Moreover, not only his movements and gaze indibieattempt to “hypnotize,” but his
utterances as well: he, like a hypnotizer, alsos umeggestiorf§ to establish control over the
actions of the child: “He . . . fixed the child Wit narrow look. ‘Git up, you,’ he said slowly”
(O’Connor 189). O‘Connor’s wording, “magnetic figldis highly remarkable from this
perspective and unexpectedly supports the abov@ositfpn, since the origins of hypnosis reach
back toanimal magnetismor, in other wordsmesmerismand the theories of Franz Mesfer
(Lynn, Steven Jay 9-10).

However, the positions of the one in control and ¢ime controlled do not seem to be
fixed. One moment Tarwater seems to be in conimlever, in the next instance we see that his
gaze is not that much directed, but rather “hagdpsid and fallen into the center of the child’s
eyes” (O’'Connor 156). The closer we get to the munw drowning, the more questionable
Tarwater’s control over the situation is. It beceness and less clear who “fixes” whom with the

stare, who is the hypnotist and the one hypnotized:

He looked through the blackness and saw perfdedyight silent eyes of the child
across from him. They had lost their diffuseffesmdwere trained on him, fish-
colored and fixed . . all the time the grey eyes wédbeed on himas if they were

waiting serenely for a struggle already determinéd14-15, emphasis added)

8 tis also an interesting twist that what Tarwaikimately strives to achieve is a mastery overdvi;i mind and

body and not over somebody else’s

8 |deas and attitudes coming from another person.

87 The word “mesmerize,” also used to describe thelaot of Tarwater (or, to be more precise, thectffe has on
Bishop), originates from his name.

8| consider it to be worth noting that this is first time O’Connor mentions diffuseness as a dqualossessed by
Bishop’s eyes. Earlier on they are always refetoeaks “clear” (23, 160).



The verbs “fix” and “train,” which describe Bish@p’'gaze at this point, give the
impression that there might have been a twist mtrof since conveying power and domination
these verbs belong to the hypnotizer rather thahedypnotized. The qualities of the eyes (fish-
colored, fixed) and their “behavior” (being fixeddatrained) make the sameness of Bishop’s and
the old man’s eyes more emphatic than ever beResides the aforementioned ones, there is one
more quality which identifies Bishop’s seeminglyphytic stare with that of the old man: in
literature, especially in the genres of the Gotlne fantasy, hypnotic gaze is often associated
with “mad eyes,” which the old man is portrayedihgv“mad fish-coloured eyes” (170).

It becomes inevitable that the suspected twistantrol, the inversion of the roles of
hypnotist and hypnotized have actually happenechwimere than forty pages later, it is revealed
that “suddenly in a high raw voice thiefeated boycried out the words of baptism” (216,
emphasis added) and “accidentally” baptized thilchi

If we consider the first definition of “hypnosistqvided by theCambridge Dictionary of
Psychologyit may cast a different light on the “accidemature” (221) of baptism and may help
us understand what happened from a more sciepidispective. According to thBictionary,
hypnosis is “the process of inducing a state ofelngpggestibility in another person,” where
“hypersuggestabilty” is the highest degree “to Wahix person uncritically accepts the ideas,
attitudes, or actions of another person” (“Sugdabtg’). When the state of hypersuggestability
is reached, the hypnotist applies the power of ssijign to guide the thoughts and behaviors of
the patient, to focus his/her mind upon a singlmidant idea, and to encourage “the expression
of thoughts and feelings that might otherwise rentagdden” (“Hypnosis”). Taking all these into
account, it becomes explicable wHyjt was an accident” and whytlhe words just came out of

themselves” (209). About the hypnotic state, Hdrb8piegel maintains that it is also



characterized by “diminished peripheral awaren€$8), which can give us another explanation
for the “perceptual reversal”. Tarwater's exclusifoezus on the center of Bishop’s eyes, his
seeing “nothing else, no air around him, no roomnathing” (155).

Tarwater’'s and Bishop’s gazes and what happenkein texchange of gazes” are also
understandable through the Lacanian concept of gadecan also make the Lacanian concept
itself more understandable. Lacan’s most famousmel@and point of reference about the gaze is
Hans Holbein’s picture entitleimbassadordn the picture, under the figures of the ambasssad
and a “series of objects that represent . . . yingbsls of vanitas” FundamentaB8), there is an
anamorphous object which could not be made out feostraight angle. However, when the
viewer, leaving the room, takes one more glimpsthatpicture from a certain angle, or, using
Zizek's words, s/he “looks awry,” the anamorphousgeot reveals itself as a death’s head.
Moreover, when the viewer is finally able to mak& the object, it has always already been
gazing back at him/her from the empty socketséyes, annihilating him/her (88). According to
Lacan, the death’s head in the picture and in thengsituation shows us “the gaze as such, in its
pulsatile, dazzling and spread out function” (8®)tting this spread out function into Zizek’s and
my own words, “[tlhe gaze marks the point in thgeab (in the picture) from which the subject
viewing it is already gazed at . . I'doking Awry125). Therefore, instead of assuring the self-
presence of the subject, the gaze, which is thegg#ize of the Other, reduces the subject to an
object already gazed at, making him/her utterlyplesis.

Now let us see how the dialectic of the eye andyiee helps us understand the situation
between Tarwater and Bishop in the novel: beforsirg to the decision of “doing NO,” he has a
sense of “danger” which keeps him on guard: hecégsexl to “look awry” even when it is not

about Bishop: “He tried when possible . . . to kéepvision located on an even levid see no



more than what was in front of his face and tdhisteyes stop at the surface of that” (O’Connor
22, emphasis added). He finally dares to look Bishop’s eyes—which literally qualifies as
“looking awry,” since the child is a lot youngerdathus a lot shorter than Tarwdterwhen he
has made up his mind about “doing NO.” “His” gazer(fronting the old man’s) is supposed to
communicate his decision to confront the old mavilsand is also meant to be the means of it. It
is also the means to establish control over theabbpf “his” gaze and all that the object
embodies/represents. Bishop “embodies” the futheedid man imagined/prophesized for him
(Tarwater); moreover, he also “embodies” the oldchpizeing his metaphorical substitute. Thus,
the gaze is supposed to be the sign and also thesaé his endeavor to achieve mastery over his
own future and over the paternal narrative and ¢gaiging him in a “ghostly grasp.” It is hoped
to “make an end of” (157) his being subjected tmd¢éher’'s/the Other’s will and to give him self-
presence as a subject on his own right.

However, “Bishop’s” gaze does function like the @aaphic death’s head in Holbein’s
picture, illustrating the Lacanian working of thazg: his fish-colored eyes have always already
been gazing back at the boy, and as soon as Targaes into them, they nullify everything else
around, render the rest of the world meaninglesssible: he “seemed to see the little boy and
nothing elseno air around him, no room, no nothin¢l55, emphasis added). Moreover, it pins
Tarwater to Bishop: “the country boy followed, sioedtly that he might have been attached to
him” (155), illustrating quite well how the gazerdermines our position as ‘neutral,’ ‘objective’
observer, pinning us to the observed object its@fzek, Looking Awry91). It is also not by
chance that Tarwater feels a grand “trap . . abetbout him” (O’Connor 159), as this is exactly
how the gaze functions: the object “is there tddmked at, in order to catch, | would almost say,

to catch in its trap, the observehat is to say, us” (LacafundamentaB2). Therefore, Bishop,

8 The “safe,” even level glance, as we can readyZen the top of the child’s head” (116).



similarly to the Holbein or any other picture; isthing but “a trap for the gaze” (89), more
precisely, a trap for Tarwater’'s gaze. What is mdawater does walk into the trap and take the
bait.

Thus, the struggle, as we now may understandwiayal “already determined,” since the
Lacanian subject can never master the gaze, livesya already the gaze of the Other. Tarwater’s
failure to achieve mastery via “his” gaze is doontedailure from the very beginning. He has no
other choice but to suffer the unavoidable “triungbithe gaze over the eye” (103), the triumph of
the Other’'s gaze over his eyes. The term “gazdefQther” is doubly meaningful in our case,
since, as we have discussed it before, Bishoph®asltl man’s mad paternal gaze, the gaze of the
symbolic Other.

The interplay of the concept of the Lacanian gamkthat of hypnosis appears not only in
the present study, but in one of Lacan’s lectuesvall. He brings together the two concepts,
stating that what makes hypnosis work is nothingthe anteriority of the gaze to the view that
discovers it (273). Thus, the hypnotizer's eyescfiom along the very same lines as the
anamorphic object in Holbein’s picture, or the ‘®tij of the gaze in general. This may also
explain why “Tarwater’'s gaze” fails to “hypnotizet achieve mastery—his gaze has never been
his, it has never been and can never be masterédbwr function as the means of achieving
mastery. “Bishop’s gaze” has always already beemion from the very first moment of their
encounter. What is more, if we take “Bishop’s gatzebe the metaphorical substitute of the old
man’s, in its nature identical with the old manig can also say that it has been on him since he
was born (again). In other words, he was born (ggato the gaze of the Other.

“Bishop’s gaze” is remarkable from another aspaad, As Lacan says, the gaze of the

Other not only turns me into an object being gaagdout also turns me into a picture; more



precisely and using Lacan’s words, “I . . . turnsaly into a picture under the gaze” (106). In
Tarwater’s case, being “turned into” a picture he&pgpnot only in the sense Lacan attributed to it:
when he looks into Bishop’s eyes, he sees thais‘[idishop’s] black pupils, glassy and still,
reflecteddepth on depthhis own stricken image of himself, trudging inte tthstance in the
bleeding stinking shadow of Je5{® Connor 91, emphasis added) or at another ptaatking
into the eyes of the dim-witted child, he had skanself trudging off into the distance in the
bleeding stinking shadow of Jesus, lost foreverisamown inclinations” (221).

What he can see in Bishop’s eyes is a reflectiguicture of him, reflected. A reflection,
however, can only come into existence if there &lasady been something to be reflected, a
primary image, a picture to which it must be submate. Accordingly, Tarwater is turned into a
picture not only in the sense of being gazed dtjrbthe sense of being “pictured” into a picture,
“grasped” in a picture, as well. This would leadtaghe conclusion that not only the old man’s
speech works in a “performative,” prophetic wayijtiwg him into a paternal narrative, but also
his gaze, which “fixes” him into a picture, intoetlrisual image of his paternal master-narrative.
Both of them function along the very same lineghlatend to capture Tarwater, the subject (of
the narrative and of the gaze), deprive him of ¢hatrol he has never had but is aspiring to

obtain, and subject him to a future predeterminethb old man.

5.3. The Violent (Words and Gaze) Bear Him Away

Examining the effects of performativity and speedts in her boolExcitable SpeechButler
claims that a speech act can cause injury andtgititee addressee’s world. She defines injurious
speech as follows: “To be injured by speectoisuffer a loss of contexthat is, not to know

where you are. Indeed, it may be that whainianticipatedabout the injurious speech act is what



constitutes its injury, the sense mitting its addressee out of contr¢t, emphasis added). In
another place, she writes: “To be addressed injshois not only tobe open to an unknown
future, but not to know the time and place of injugnd to suffer the disorientation of one's
situation as the effect of such speech” (4, emghedded).

Concerning the old man’s speech, we have alreaalgdstthat it blurs the distinction
between illocutionary and perlocutionary speects;atite two become inseparably entangled.
However, the danger lies not so much in the illmndry qualities but in the perlocutionary
qualities of his speech acts, even of the oneshwégem to be at first illocutionary. As we have
seen, what makes Tarwater alert is the threat thatold man’s words, “hidden in his
bloodstream, wermoving secretly toward some goal of their 6\{l, emphasis added). In other
words, the threat is posed by their perlocutionagyality” and by the possibility of their
“felicity.”

Tarwater’s suspicion about the threat is confirméen the old man’s words do seem to
function like seeds in his bloodstream, which kée&png for a long time and sprout when their
time comes. This may be another, less scientikiplamation for his getting Bishop accidentally
baptized whilst drowning him: in spite of all histéntions, the words of Baptism “just come out
of themselves” (209), from where they were hidittpwever, in the case of the baptism,

Tarwater is still able to ignore what happened gind his own interpretation of the event:

The fact that he actually baptized the child distgr him only intermittently and
each time he thought of it, he reviewed its acdialemature. It was an accident and

nothing more. He considered only that the boy wasvded and that he had done



it, and that in the order of things, a drowning aasiore important act than a few

words spilled in the water. . . . He had not saf, ke had done it. (221)

The most evident proof and the crucial turning pairthe “struggle” of the old man and
Tarwater, which cannot be ignored or reinterpretety more, arises when, having been
sodomized by a stranger on the way, the boy rettorBowderhead crushed and humiliated.
Having set the forest on fire to get rid of the neeynand his “friend,” he is suddenly startled by a
“red-gold tree of fire ascended as if it would comg the darkness in one tremendous burst of
flame” (242). He threw himself to the ground inrftaf it “with his face against the dirt of the
grave” and “he heard the command:” “GO WARN THE CHREN OF GOD OF THE
TERRIBLE SPEED OF MERCY” (242). However, in spitetbe fact that he, and probably the
reader as well, expects the fire to speak toHithe words do not come from the outside but from
he inside: “The words were as silentse&®ds openingne at a timen his blood (242, emphasis
added). It is also worth noticing that these aredkact words the old man uttered prophesying,
the ones which he was listening to “with a lookuokasy alertness” (61), and which, as we can
see now, in spite of all his alertness, did drop€e‘t®y one into him, silent,” and did hide in his
bloodstream. Furthermore, what is even more imparthey did finally sprout, “come out of
themselves,” or, in other words, they did provditfeous,” setting him on the path of the old
man’s choice from which there is no turning back.

If we look at the previous situation from a “Butber” perspective, what we can see there
is nothing but the “addressee” (Tarwater) “lostteay” put out of control of his own fate. As the
old man’s words drop one by one into him, they mhie “open to an unknown future,” never

letting him know “the time and place of injury.” Fa speech with such characteristics, Butler

% He knew that it “would in the instant speak to hi@242).



uses the term “injurious.” However, the conceptour present context might tolerate some
“violation” and allow me to (re)baptize it “violerit

The Lacanian gaze can also be termed violent enarmgl sense of the word, or, according
to Zizek, even “evil” Puppet21), because it threatens the subject with depgiviim/her from
his/her subject status and turning him/her into“aiterly helpless” object or picture (Zizek,
Looking Awry126). The old man’s gaze, as we have already pessesses all these qualities of
the Lacanian “evil gaze” and poses a real threafavater's subjectivity> Moreover, it also
captures/inscribes him in/into a picture, an imafean “unknown” future: “his own stricken
image of himself, trudging into the distance in beeding stinking mad shadow of Jesus, until at
last he received his reward, a broken fish, a ipligtdl loaf” (91).

Giving a further definition of the gaze, Zizek sdlys following: “the gaze is . . . a point at
which the very frame (of my view) is already inbe in the ‘content’ of the picture viewed”
(Looking Awry125). In other words, the viewer/subject togethigh the frame (of his/her view)
loses him/herself as a subject in the picture. ngsne’s frame (the frame of one’s view) is
nothing but losing one’s “context,” expressed ie tanguage of the visual. Therefore, we can
come to conclusion that the (the old man’s) gazailsrthe very same effect as his speech: it puts
Tarwater out of control and makes him lose his tegty thus earning the term “violent”
(“injurious”) in the more Butlerian sense of thendo

Not only his speech and his gaze can be termeéntioih a general and in the Butlerian

sense of the words as well, but that which insginem:

1 He is “lost forever to his own inclinations” (221)

2 Moreover, the etymology of the word “context,” “aeng together of words,” also seems to link uskb@chis
losing his story/his history that he never had lionself. He has always already been placed intdh@&ndthe
Other’s) narrative/story.



Christian love is a violent passion to introducBitierence, a gap in the order of
being, to privilege and elevate some object at ékpense of others. Love is
violence not (only) in the vulgar sense of the Ballproverb “If he doesn’t beat
me, he doesn’t love me!”— violence is already tbeel choice as such, which

tears its object out of its contexZizek,Puppet33, emphasis added)

Thus, the means or the expression of this violassipn (the gaze and the speech) and their
functioning seem to mirror the working of the violdove, or grace, as O’Connor putsit.

Now let us see how exactly this violent love amsl éxpressions (the gaze and the
words/speech) “violate” and put him out of contrehat patterns and mechanism we are able to
detect if we look at what happened from a littlernbre distance. The felicity of the old man’s
speech acts actually means that, in spite of allihientions and efforts, Tarwater’'s actions
(deliberately the total opposite of the old mamigentions) “twist,” do not bring the result that
they are supposed to bring, but instead enablesthét the old man intended. As we have already
seen, the old man wanted him to have Bishop baptered, in spite of all of Tarwater’s counter-
intentions and efforts, he is baptized. Death byewtwists into rebirth by water; murdering him
in water twists into giving him rebirth by waterisHdoing NO” twists into “doing YES.” The
same twist happens in case of the first “missioaniell: the old man wanted to be buried with
the sign of his Savior at the head of the grave,Tlanwater, going against his will, sets fire te th
house containing his dead body (as far as Tarkai@wvs). However, when the boy gets back to
Powderhead, in spite of all his expectations, hddi“[tlhe grave, freshly mounted . . . . At its

head, a dark rough cross was set starkly in the garund” (240). Thus, his self-definition and

9 «[BJetter call it grace, as love suggests tendssnevhereas grace can be violent or would haves tm lwompete
with the kind of evil | can make concrete” (qtd.Ritzgerald 373).



self-fathering through “counter-action” or througlirsuing an anti-quest fail, since the anti-quest
twists back into quest through a chiastic inversion

Interestingly enough, in most of the situationsashmus acts like a subversive trope,
undermining paternal order. However, in this catsgjrns into the instrument of the Father and
undermines the son’s endeavor of self-definitidffsehering®® The actual twist of “action”/fate
happens in the boy’s “inter-action” with Bishop.i3 s not incidental either because, as we can
read in the novel: he is the “x signifying the geidnideousness of fate” (11%)jn other words,
the embodiment of chiasmus. He literally “embodiée twist, since he “looked like the old man
grown backwards(111, emphasis added) or twisted/inverted. Iftake into consideration that
“chiasmi are the tropes of deception” (Kalm&godvedl50), the present situation becomes even
more understandable, since Bishop being the metiahsubstitute of the old man is nothing but
a walking deception. Tarwater does indeed get gledeiured into a trap, into the illusion that he
can twist his fate, that the trope of the twist banrelied on and can be in the service of his self
fathering needs. However, it twists back on itge#tking him find himself fulfilling the paternal
design every point.

So what makes the trope of the twist stand in sendf the Father and the paternal
scheme? For the answer to this question, we nedthte a look at what else the “trope of
deception” symbolizes. Chi is not only the trope taist, deception, and inversion, it also
represents Christ, being the first element of b Rhe first letter of Christ in Greek, and the X

that characterizes chiasmus can also stand focrdss on which Christ was crucified. The old

9 As Frederick Asals puts it, “the boy’s rebellioraagst his mission establishes his fitness to uadterit (173).

% |f we take a look at the meaning of “hideous,” Merriam-Webster Dictionarprovides the following meaning:
“offensive to the senses, especially to sight.” Nége already seen that he is offensive to the/gighe not only in
the sense of ugliness but in a way the object efghze can offend the subject “of it.” However,i©igmot only
offensive to sight, but offensive through sightotigh “his” gaze, which is the gaze of the objdigjtat and what
he offends through sight (gaze) is nothing butdte f’ Tarwater’s fate.



man, claiming to be a prophet, also claims to ‘@spnt” Christ and wants the boy to take the
same cross. Thus, it is no wonder that the croiseofwist, the chi of this inversion turns in favo
of him, making a prophet out of the boy.

It is when he is confronted with the cross on thé man’s grave, signifying the
impossibility of twisting his fate, that he undenstis that the trope of the twist is not in his
service: “The boy’s hands opened stiffly as if herevdropping something he had been clutching
all his life. His gaze rested finally on the grountiere the wood entered the grave” (240). His
gaze (both the old man’s and Tarwater’s) can thststruggle is over.

As a sign of total surrender, the “boy stopped icled up a handful of dirt off his great-
uncle’s grave and smeared it on his forehead” (248 gesture is multiply meaningful and
loaded with Biblical reference. It is the “savinga$’ used several times in the Bible (Giannone,
Mystery 152), first in the case of Cain whom God brands pgmtection. Subsequently, “God
instructs Ezekiel . . . to mark the forehead ofsthavho show signs of remorse for Jerusalem’s
abominations in order to spare them from impendiogm” (152). The dirt that Tarwater spreads
on his forehead, according to Richard Giannonalsis “his anointing admission of guilt” (152).

On the other hand, the cloaking dirt from the grauglls the same role as Elijah’s cloak
did. It fell from the sky to the feet of Elishashdisciple and successor, when Elijah was taken up
to heaven on the chariot of fire. Beforehand Elijgled the cloak to part the Jordan so that Elisha
and him could cross on dry ground. “When they hadsed, Elijah said to Elisha, ‘Ask what |
shall do for you, before | am taken from you.” ARtisha said, ‘Please let there be a double
portion of your spirit on me” ESV Bible 2 Kings 2.9-10). After Elisha gets the cloak,diso

goes to the bank of the Jordan:



Then he took the cloak of Elijah that had falleanfr him and struck the water,
saying, “Where is the LORD, the God of Elijah?” Amthen he had struck the
water, the water was parted to the one side aticetother, and Elisha went over.
Now when the sons of the prophets who were athiesaw him opposite them,
they said, “The spirit of Elijah rests on Elish&nhd they came to meet him and

bowed to the ground before him. (2 Kings 2.14-15).

Thus, the cloak and the ability to use the powethef cloak signals that the requested double

portion of Elijah’s spirit did fall upon him.

5.4. Conclusion
When Tarwater covers his face with the dirt of i@ man’s grave, he effaces/e-faces himself
renouncing any claim for an identity or subjectipos. The dirt from the grave mantles the
features, only the “singed eyes, black in theirpdeeckets” (243) remain visible. He takes the old
man’s “spirit” upon him with the dirt from his gravand anoints himself for “the life his great-
uncle had prepared him for” (93). Taking the rdie bld man raised him for, the boy dies as a
character or entity. He dies to his own inclinasiofNothing seemed alive about the boy but his
eyes” (240), the eyes of a propfigt.

Thus, the novel ends with the death of the boy/somd the birth of the prophet, which
can also be interpreted as the rebirth of the &athThe only thing alive about him is the part

which is not him: the “prophetic” pair of eyes. &sizanne Morrow Paulson puts it, “the novel

% “They looked as if, touched with a coal like thyslof the prophet, they would never be used foinary sight
again” (233).



begins with the death of Mason Tarwater and end$ wai grotesque ‘resurrection’ as old

Tarwater’s will takes over the psyche of his yomegphew” (21).



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

As we have seen, the examined Southern novels dhiawsons and paternal figures who
strive for control and authority. The protagoniatk attempt to outscribe themselves from the
ancestral paternal plots or narratives that thretiteir freedom or overwrite the paternal narrative
to take the position of the father. In doing s@ytltommit a series of patricide on the thematic,
structural, textual or figurative levels of eackttdHowever, in three out of four chapters, there i
no univocal solution to the problem of fatheringte end. What is more, the different solutions
seem to be almost irreconcilable at first sight. iMght say that they illustrate the Barthesian
irreducible plurality of meaning (159). Having read the giveovels with a special focus on
father-son relationships, we have encounteredaah €hapter, orphan heroes of different kinds,
somewhat different cases of paternal-filial funieing and father son-relationships.

I have read Mark Twain’s novel, going against tmplied author’s paternal notice, along
the concepts of plot and plotting and have fourad the two seem to be inseparable: the plot of
the novel seems to be organized around differemis gor the plot itself. The different father
figures and representatives of the paternal (digyoall try to achieve control, not only over Huck
in an Oedipal manner, but over “his” plot as willhat is more, to achieve control, they do not
shrink from applying schemes and deceptions. Aldbheming paternal figures seem to be in an
intimate relationship with the scheme (rhetoriggufe) of the chi, as we have seen all of them
twisted in one way or another: pap, bearing theashiis sign, is the representative of a paternal
disorder rather than order; Tom Sawyer, also mabikethe chi, pretends disorder while trying to

keep the order intact; the (m)others, instead @igpenaternal, are rather paternal; and Jim acts



rather maternal for a father. Moreover, being Iagathe figure of “deception and (dis)tors/(t)ion

of (the presence of) meaning” (Kalm&z0ovegl50), they play around with deception and the
distortion of meaning: not only their comradeshipt also their paternal behavior turn out to

have been deceptions implied in order that theyeaehcontrol over the plot. Thus, the novel

stages the struggle between fathers and sons afwonmeeaning and stories: power here means
the power to plot, whereas freedom often meanslém@efrom others’ plots (in all senses of the

word).

In Faulkner'sAbsalom, Absalonthe hermeneutic quest for the truth (of the Sufpenily
history) turns into a quest for narrative self-&aihg through constructing the truth: a narrative
that is true enough (fitting the preconceived).wes have seen, Quentin and Shreve use a story
pattern highly similar to that of the Freudian famiomance to construct their history of the
Sutpen family. Their family romances, however,fail on the thematic level and culminate in a
tragedy. Still, the failure of the filial romances the plot level would not necessarily mean the
failure of Quentin’'s family romance, of his narvati self-fathering, if the family history
constructed by him worked as a narrative and caattbmplish a coherent formal pattern. But it
fails to do so, as his plot falls into the revelesilzircular abyss of a final palindrome, marring h
guest for narrative authority and self-fathering.

In All the King’s Men the answer to the question of fathering is ewss Iclear and
univocal. From a psychoanalytic point of view, thevel can be read as the story of Jack’s
successful Oedipalization and his entrance/birt)tdi the symbolic; thus, as the story of a
successful act of fathering. Examining the storyd ahe problem of fathering from a
narratological perspective, however, has providedwith a totally different solution to the

mystery of fathering: the novel reads as the stryack’s attempt at taking over the paternal



position and endeavor at self-fathering. Moreottes, narrative can be interpreted as the story of,
and also a tribute to, its success. However, stheenarrative symptoms of his successful
subversion of the paternal order highly resembtsehof the “orderly” working of the order, his
“success” becomes questionable and “relative.”

As we have seen, O’Connor’s novel also followsghtern of a quest narrative and, in a
sense, has a very similar structureAtbthe King’s Men The story in both cases starts with the
lack of the father that calls for filling. In bottovels, to the two candidates for the father’'s @lac
third one is added very soon: the protagonist Hiingéo also sets out on a quest of (self-
)fathering. InThe Violent Bear It Awayhe goal of Tarwater’s quest is to achieve cdraver his
own life and future. He strives to cross out theepwal master narrative (the speech and prophecy
of the great-grandfather that sets him on a quésgugh going against the old man’s will,
through pursuing the anti-quest: doing the oppasiitehat the old man left him to do. However,
his self-definition and self-fathering through “cder-actions” fail, since the anti-quest twists
back into quest through a chiastic inversion andvager ends up fulfilling the paternal prophecy
in spite of all his efforts at doing the opposite.

Introducing the topic and making my claims, | a@jubat the orphan heroes of these
Southern novels are all patricidal orphans, whqkesemmitting real and symbolic patricides in
order to take their real or symbolic father(s)'aqd and are driven by an insatiable desire of self-
fathering. The various chapters sample differersivas of desire:

The protagonists are all self-willed orphans, wHonvant to become free of the paternal
inheritance and break out of the shadow of thestoce® They embrace orphanage and do not

tolerate any attempts of fathering coming fromahéside. Moreover, they ensure their fatherless



state by several father-murders, which take placeth®e thematic, structural, textual, and
figurative levels of the narratives. Let us nowgaklook at the most recurrent patricidal moves:

In spite of the fact that there is only one dirpatricide on the thematic level (Henry's
killing Bon, his imaginary father, at the gatesSiftpen’s Hundred), there are several indirect
ones all through the four novels: Jack providesitispiration for both the Judge’s suicide and
Willy’s murder. Huck Finn may also be responsibte pap being murdered, since he was
probably shot for the ransom offered for Huck’s darer.

Besides, father murder may also take symbolic guréitive forms:Huck’s symbolic
suicide can be read as a symbolic patricide, sinbeg is a recurring metaphor for the father.
Tarwater’s robbing the old man from his resurrecticebirth) by not burying him properly can
also be read as a figurative patricide. MoreovegesBishop is a metaphorical substitute of the
old man, and metonymically connected to Raybemnvdinog him can be read as a metaphorical as
well as a metonymical patricide. Destroying the gmaf the father (the image Adam and Ann
Stanton have about their father, the image Judge las about himself and the image the world
has about him) can also be read as a figurativéafrherical) patricide.

When the son is not only a protagonist but a/theatige agent as well (homodiegetic
narrator), he is the one who inscribes all thedatimurders into the narrative, in other words,
commits them on a textual level. Moreover, thosessoho narrate tend to start their narratives
with recounting the death of the father, as if @swthe prerequisite of the son’s narration: Jack
Burden verbally slays all the father figures onfing couple of pages d@kll the King’'s Menand
Quentin and Shreve start their narrative by figghisolically castrating then killing Sutpen in

Absalom, Absalom!



Quentin’s portrayal of old Sutpen before his deatthowever, not the only example of
the father’s castration though portraying him asnapotent, miserable, incapable creature. Other
examples include Jack’s portrayal of Ellis Burded darwater’s portrayal of Rayber.

Crossing out and overwriting the paternal metaatse is also a frequently appearing
form of textual patricide and self-fathering, whidn addition to having other implications,
indicates that the meaning of “father” in theseelsvs often “the one responsible for the creation
of meaning.” Nonetheless, the paternal meta-nagand its overwriting, as we have seen, take
different forms in different novels. In the caseAlfsalom, Absalomlit is the Sutpen family
history narrated by Mr. Compson. Its crossing ot averwriting would mean coming up with a
narrative which can account for the historical $ao¢tter than his narrative did. Al the King's
Men, the paternal narrative destined to be overwrittppears, at some points, as the story of a
glorious, immaculate paternal past, as Judge Isviahd Governor Stanton’s histories. Its
overwriting means telling their stories with a tilpng-forgotten detail added (their only acts of
dishonesty) that destroy/would destroy their imagsedrue fathers/people. While in these two
novels the paternal narrative memorializes the ,pastThe Violent Bear It Awayand in
Adventures of Huckleberry Finit is connected to the future, or, more precistythe future of
the son. In O’Connor’s novel, the great-grandfdthearrative that Tarwater attempts to cross out
is the old man’s will (tasks/quests to be perforjreetl prophecy about the boy’s future. Tarwater
makes an attempt at canceling them out by goingnsg¢ghem, doing the opposite, and thus
making sure that the old man’s words will not came (in Austin’s words: his speech acts will
not become felicitous). IiHuckleberry Finn pap’s and the (m)others’ paternal narratives#plot
(Oedipal threats on pap’s part; the Moses allegmstructions how to pray and write on the

[m]others) also aim to affect Huck’s future.



Overwriting the paternal narrative or destroying tigure of the father one not only
commits a patricide but also inscribes one-seti the paternal position, taking over the position
of the father through (over-)writing. In other werdhey are also acts of narrative self-fathering.

Naming/renaming, as a special form of (over-)wgtifieatures frequently as an act of
(self-)fathering’ and displaying ownership(the old man’s naming Tarwater and Rayber’s later
attempt to rename him, Huck’s renaming himself seviames). Jack Burden’s parodic renaming
of all the father figures iAll the King’s Menmay also be mentioned at this point: it also diggl
how an act of (self-)fathering coincides with aih @fcpatricide.

Last but not least, there are several examplesaoddy/irony directed against paternal
figures in all four novels. Running after Huck wahknife drunken, Pap is a grotesque parody of
a castrating Oedipal father iAdventures of Huckleberry FintWith his inability to listen,
understand, and focus, Rayber is a parody of atssieind an analyst. He is convinced that he is
“uniquely able to understand” (150) and “read” Tater “like a book” (174), which make him a
perfect father for him. However, he can only becargarody (parodic re-writing) of the father.
Through renaming the fathers, Jack also assignsinoene/parodic subject positions for them in
All the King’s Men However, parody is also a “double-edged sword,Limda Hutcheon states:
it has a “potential power both to bury the deadand also to give it new life” (101).

The four novels investigated in the dissertationusdal in different forms of literal and
figurative, thematic and textual, father-murdemfaming that, in some sense, the orphan heroes
of these Southern novels are never done with giltimeir fathers in order to take their place.
However, as we have seen, not only the acts oicrand self-fathering seem to be inseparable

from each other in almost all cases, as if theyevieo sides of the very same coin, but they also

9 An act of fathering is the birth of the fathersash; therefore, every act of fathering is by ratam act of self-
fathering, too.
% «[W]hat is at stake in the naming process is rs llnan an act of possession” (Ragussis 7).



coincide with giving “the dead” (f/Father) a nevieliensuring that there will always be a Father

to overcome and, thus, a reason for telling stofies

9 As Barthes reasons Trhe Pleasure of the Tex{i]f there is no longer a Father, why tell stories®7)(
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