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ARSTRACT

This dissertation is an mnslysis of eriturs ss theoretical concept
and scriptural practice ae it is developed in the journal Tel Quel
and by Julia Kristeve and Roland Barthes. It is postulsted that
thers is un inherent contradiction in the notion of Zcriture as s
fors of political practics, or as an agent for pgoliticel amd
ideclogical tramsformation. This contrediction is based in the
dofinition of Ferityre as the underlying structure of literary
systems of signification : as an underlylng structure, the
structure  of Scriture precludes the poasiblity of operatiug
transfornations in systems extraneous to it, such as the political

a0d the ideological.

A distivction is made between what may be termed Kristeva’s 'theory
of trensformetion’ and Barthes’ 'theory of revelation’, which wmay
in tarn be seen to be foundad on a critique of the sign and of
articulation respectively. While it may be said that o theory of
transformstion ultimutely occludes the underlying ~structure, the
texts which construct themselves as critiques of erticulation

revesl the functioning of the underlying structure.

Finally, it is postyleted that a theory of commitment must
account aot oply Fer the subject of writing but also far the
subject of resding, since the disruptive etfects of Sgriture on
the unity of the subjact cannot be lozalised in the writar, but

are carried over to the reader,
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IXTRODUCTION

forced to introduce this dissartation with an epology for
t in the

I oen

its incompletion. The topic has its source in an inter

notion of ferifurs me it is presented in the work of Mallermé and

particulerly in Derride’'s resding of Mellarsé in 'la Double

the subject of =y Honour's

sdance’ (1970}, which
dissertation. Derrida’s work on Sgriture wes initislly to
with the

have

complemented a consideration of Barthes snd Kristeva,

s constructed by Hallaras

magnificont odifice of Feriture ss it

together with the sxperimentation of the ’Tel

as & backdrop,
on' had to be somewhat curtailed however,

within the

Quel’ growp. The ’vi
not possible to cover all this ground
I thus decided to 1imit myself

aisee it w

bounda of a Mester's dissertation.

ecriture:

to & consideration of only one sspect of the notion of

a possible form of political practice, and

its effentivane:
more particulary, to an snalysis of the contradiction apparent
batwesn tha deployment of goriturs ss mn egent for political and
ideological

category. Thia contradiction is vident in a comparisen batween

the theories of Kristeva and Barthes, which is used as & point
of entrance to tha questions pewed by fgriture.

ussd

It will eruncimes appear that tho tefm ’Scriture’ hes beesn
in & rather wide ssnse, covering, for sxample, both Kristeis's

notion of 'mignifiunce’, ond DBarthes’ use of ‘symbalic

functioning’. However, the uss of the term ’&grit: is
with thews applicati which are oxtansi or

elucidstions of particuler aspecta of its funotioning. 1 heve
the

sttempted to follow tha ways iu which Bgriture is definmed in

transformstion, and Ggrilurs s a purely formel _
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threa aress of the 'Tal Quel’ project, the theories of Kriatava,
end  the work of Barthes as theorist and as critis, a trajectory

in which, however, masy pping mnd sometimes

on, I have used the

terms ere used for 'doriturs’. For this ry

a3 @ blanket-tsrm, which however retaina its

tern ’Eoriture’

specificity as that whioh pertaine to o graphiss as opposed to s

phoneticien.

Dus to the restriction of the topic to the political {mplications

of feriture, I have focussad on relatively early writings. While

Tel Quel wes published from 1860 to 1962, when it was replaced by
s 3n the

Jnfind, it is the emergence and development of Sgri!
Sixties which is most ralevent ta the topic. I have thus not
caeiderad the presccupation of the *Tel Qual’ group with Maosim,

nor ita Inter shift to an interest in the USA, focussing instead
Similery, I

1975;

on the impotus of warxiem-leninism on the project.

have dealt with Kristeva's and Darthes’ work up to roughly
later developnents in the work of both explore fialds beyond that
of §sriture, pecheps precisaly because of the limitations of this

netion.

The backgrourd of the *Tel Qual' projoct is exumined in the first
chepter, as well as its goala and the wave in which egriturs is

defined in terma of these gosla. The project is then mapped ento

the structuralist modsl postulated by Dslevze (1975} and in the
elaboration of which the 'Tel Quel' group is usad us an example,
the

This moiel 15 used #s 5 refarence point throughout

wtation.

*u¢ second and taird chapters respectively examine the waye in
which Rrizteve and Barthes account for the embedding of the text

2




the socio-historical, and thus outlime the possiblities as

well 8s the limitations of a committed $eriture. It in proposed K

Kristava deploys s critique of the sign in order to

that where:
operate o theory of transforsation, Barthes postulates a cribique
The

of articulation in order to operate n theery of ravelatiom.
weys in which thesio critiques functien is elsborated in chepters «

four and five, while chapter oix deals with the question of the

subject.

specific it was

While

Since the topic of the dissertation is quite

rather difficult ta fisd sppropriste secondary litevsture,

many sources did nok have m direct bearing on the topic, othars

were not mvailable to me st the time of writing the disssrtation,
despite attempts to obtain them. imongst ihw latter are 3. Risset
Charvet (1974) Tel Quel: up

(1982) I veati ssnl di Tal Quel, M.
avanguerdia per il meterislisme as well as M.A. Caws {1875) abgmt

Ezaach poetxy frew B2da fo Te) Qusl. Severel overviews of .

Barthes’ work have not been explicitly referred to, but were P
consulted in background reudin! for the dimsertation. These .
tnclude bavers (1982), Ungar {1983), Jouve {1988), Sontag (1982) %
and Neath (1974).

"s

. I Wave worked from the original French texts whersver posaible. :
Quuhations from these Lexte sre in French; trasslations are .
provided at the end of the dlssertntion, and are my own unleas F
otherwiae indicated. I was obligad to work from the Italian
: translations  of  Delewse's  "Comment  recommaft-on  le .
B abructuralismsT® {1975) and of the preface to the firat edition of ;
i Kriateva's gowSoitikd: pour wag 1 (1969). 4




The Harvard aystem for refereoce saterial hes besn  used

throughout the dissertation; footsotus ars mt the end of each

chapter and are used ouly to provide additional infarmation er to

make oroms-references whare nece

ary.
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OHAPTER ONE

Guel : Beriture ea political pracidee

1.1 Introduction

most smbitisua

The 2el Quel representu one of the

Journal

the

of tho *80's amd '70's. Iis problewatization of

srojects
graat Literary Institution hea not vet bsen fully absorbed i one
noy indeed shelve or recuperate ite problematic, yet it wt1ll
stands ae & question to nny knowledge we may hops to gain not
only in the field of litorary studies proper, but also much
&l has aot caly made 3t impossible to

further efield, Tgl
returs to heckneyed presuppositions sbout literature, it nlso
forcea ona ko procesd with much greater care and a  fealing of

unsese when approschiag any form of discourse. Baerging in the

context of the radicel and all-pervesive interrogation of the
Sixties, it is 3 forun which brings together and at the same time
puts on trial some of the most impartant propusals of tha time.

This is possible becauss of bhe double-edgedness of the journal ¢

the notion of §orikure iaplicetes hoth theory and practice; the

rolation between those is one of putual problematizatien.

It is the aim of this 6o define the B <
which underlies the thoory and practice of fgrityrs, im the
Jowrnal fe) Guel, by enalysiog what way lossely be colled
‘editoriale’ us well as the work of tha two theoriats who have
had perbaps the closest rolation to the jeurnsl, Rolend Barthes
and Julie Bristeva. It will sgpear from the cutset thet one ia
the origins

facad with a document on the quastion of commitmer

of Gcriture in the Jourpal are unquestiomably sthical. Howewer
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a6 an ethic is beset with internal contradictions.

Soriture

wish to propose that the sporia with which we are faced result

from the fact that criture s ethic and as graphisa ere

necessarily set on opposing and contradicting trajectorien.

1.2 Tel Guel : Opposing previous discourses

The ‘daclaration' which handa the first issue of Jel Guel is

the first of a number of wanifesto-like documents, which sbound

Sn the Jjournel, particularly in the peried 18661972, 4s all

manifestos, it i both a Negation of previous discoursea, and am

optimistic thrust inta 2 new one, which however remsins vagne and

indefinite in ite outlina. Here, it ia the gesture of bremking

away or of clearing u space which is wore definitive. ¥er from

defining an objact to fill this space in advence, the ebject is

1eft to define itsslf and its directions :

"Rien, en définitive, ne nous serw plua agrésbie que d'dtra

accusés d*delectiame. Bt y-a-t~il maillswr pratention gue

celle qui nous fait espérer rBunir ici tout cm qui s'derit -
on a’est Gerit - de msilleur dans toutes las directiens ou

#1 noua peraftra bon d'svancer?" (no.1:4)

§e The charge of eclecticism would not however bs regerded so

o favoursbly by them later on, when their choice of discourse

becanes more definftively ouélined and purposaful. Wikhin this
initial ’space’ however, there is the intrusion of  two

discourses, which are extremely significent in view of the latar

. theoretisutisn of the Jourmal ¢ one initiatsd by Formelism and

ane initisted by Nietzsche, which in mc way delimitete the

projact, but function rather s its vestors,
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and the Nietzschean discours:

1.3 feriture, for
Parts of the *dicierstion’ are strong echoes of the theories of

the Russian Formaltsts, and it was in fact the Tel Quel group .

which, both in the journal and in the publications published by -
the Rditiona du Sewil in the 'Collection Tel GQuol’, wi 1
instrunental in making the writings of the Russian forsalists

Vo=

This formalist woment is menifestad in the
itself

accessible in France.

‘d&claration’ firstly by the desire to return to the text

- without cubwitting it to 'moral and political imperatives’

regna sur 1° pour que

"Les 343 ent
celle-ci se permette enfin de leur fausser compagnis, de ne plus 5

s'occuper que d'elle-meme, de sa fetalitd et de ses rigles

* (no.1:3}  This may seem a surprising stand to

particulitres.

take for a journel noted primerily for its fiercely political .

stence, and becomes comprehensible within the general project of BN
T21 Quel only when Nietzeche ia taken inte consideration. The

formalism of Tel Quel never functions in precisely the seme way

ac that of the Russian Formalists. For, from the outset, it does w

ot function on the level of thaory only but also on the level of

practice. While this opposition later becomes problematized by .

1 Qus
new type of writing :

the group, the 'déclaration’ wes primarily a call for a

"Ce qu'il faut dire aujourd'huif clest que 1'8critare n’est |
concevable sans une claire prévision de sea pouvoirs, i

a'éveille, une

plus

un  sang-froid % la wesure du chaos ou elle

déternination qui wmettra la pofsie B la plus haute place de
Vasprit, Tout ls reste ng sers pme  littérature.”

(n0.1:8)
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The type of writing called for here - dgriture at the first °

moment of its devalopment - is at once an apparent retreat back

inte tha spe-ifically literary, an attempt to determine what the
literary ia once all thet is extranecus to it hus been removed, o

and what the powers psculiar to it are. Firstly, it underscores L
the pre-occupation with the project of the MNowveau Rowen and its :
mete-lingusl  intervogation of the possiblitites and limitatioms
of ecriture - Sollars’ "Sept propositionss sur Alaim Robbe- -

Grillet” in the second issue ix mlmost a second 'diclaration’ as

Fouesilt poin’ out(1968:11). Secondiy it brings us to the pre-
occupation with Nietssche, which informs the Jourpal throughout A

its developuent. The quotation which funetions as an epigraph ’

to the first issua is significantly drawn from Nietzsche :

“Je veux le monds ot le veux TEL QUEL, el le veux emcors, le “

veux Gternellement, at je crie i : bist

at non
seulement pour mol seul, mais pour toute la pidas et pour -
tout ls spectacle; et non pour le spectecle saul, mais au :
fond pour moi, perce que le spectacle ’est rmbcessmire ~ L
perce qu'il me rond mécassaire - parce que Je lni suis

cacesasire - at parce que Je le rends nécessaire.”

The significance of Nietzsche to the Tel duel project cannot be >

. and “in fact and defines the formalism

inherent to the Journsl. It is precisely because the 'powers’ of

re are determined formally, that is, by the functioning of
the signifier, that it ultinatly has to do with what the world f-
can be for us. The ratreat into the spacifically lterary wauld
appear to be a supremely a-political gesture. The interrogation <

of the literary word sa a 'pathological’ or bypestatic sign in v




which the signifier is overdetersined and conditions  the

signified and the referent ia however emimently political, since
it rrovides a knowledge of the operations of the language whioh
wa use to comsunicate. This language would appear to be
ideologicelly neutral, providing direct access to truth. When

however o postics basad on the possible diafupct:

the rhotorice) tropes of mataphor and mstonymy) of

(most
importently,

the sign is embarked wpon, it can be shown that the conditiems

for raferentislity (truth) are laid down precisely by a rhetoric,

and that similarly truth and true krowledge dapend wpon an

overdeternination of the signifier. In his wack on aphesia and on
the squivalence thesis, Jekobaon shows that it is postics which

underi

language, ®s a coherent, non-contradictery system of

representation . Wietzache on the other hand, shows that truth,

and knowledge itself cperats only onm the basis of force relations’

which over-determine the ‘apectacle’ or the system of

repressntation . Am interrogation of the 'spectacle’, s m formal

ontegory, is therefors immadiately political.

Through the
thus

taxt and rospecking its specificity Tel Quel is

o commitment to and desire of the world 'ss such’ or ‘se it

is’. With the i on of Nietzach

thig * ta
the world® does oot take the fors of a crude collapse of the text
onto reality. It ie the appropriation of the world not as being,
but as 'spectacle’, detsrmined by relations of domimation end
force, and hence as a formal entity which allow for this typs of

cowmitment. What 1s indicated heve is the desire to see the

spestacle as apectacle, stripped of the occlusionss of the

ideclogues. To oite snother pssage taken from Nistzache and nsed
by Jean-Louis Daudry in his article "Briture, Fiction,
Ld€ologie"(1968:134)




Certainement pas le comtraira

*Qu’est pour moi 1'appareves

d'un &tre Que saurais-je dire de quelque Stre que ce

£t, el ce ne aont les attributs de aon apperence!

Certainement pas un masque inanimé que 1%on peut metire ou
enlever & un X inconaul §'apparence est pour moi is vie et
I'action mewe, la vie gque sa moque mamez de soi pour We

aire seatir gu'il n'y & qu’apparence.”

The ‘spectacle’ is a representstion and is visible s such only

by an interrogation of its formal structure. But it is a

representation only of itself : the representation-being

dichotomy functions only to scclude the relations of forcs which

over-determine the 'spectacle’. It ie not ‘surprising’ then that

1i* .'are  has e priveleged relation to the ’spectacle’.

P. -i4e  because it is made of language, the primary medistor of

our . .elligibility, 1t has the sbility to either reinforce the

force relations, or in the text of Gcriturs, to subvert them by m

display of its formal nature. Formal concepts develuped by the

Russian Formaliste return but with an sdded dimenmsion cccluded by

an Formalism to divorce the text trom

the dnsistence in Rus:
extrinsic to it - that of its relatfon to

anything considered
cohesion : by the very fact thet what

the ‘spectacie’ by o

con be called *1itersry beauty’ is disengaged from reslity "elle

touchers aux quelitds que Steblissent dans 1'ipstent nos rapports

entre pous et nous, notre justification immadiate lo plus pure”
v

) ing both s en epistemological project and ae

(no.
of the word, this is

a form of conmitment in the strongest sena
Quel.

what defines the neo-fermalism of
The

This is of course an enticipation of the project.

)
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declevation s mersly en imitial glimmering of the later
development aof the Journal - but the later project does mot
' deviate from this in any mignificant wey. The reasan for this is
ite foroalism, but perhaps wore so its relation to Nietzache
who togetber with Marx and Freud, is used ta delineate the ares

of a new knowledge. Isl @

enbedded in the Nietzschean .
discourse from ita inception - the Marx-Freud articulatior
defined in 1966-67,

is e

perinpased on the of
this is the aren which comes to be defined with a sclentific
rigour mot found in any other type of literary study. But to call

this enterprisa literary is in fact not to do it justice : it ie

precisely this label which it eseks to undermine, and which we

continue te use only for lack of a better word. While studying
the specificity of the literary text, other modes of

signification, other modes of intelligibility ere put into

question

“1’doriture, qui est un peu notre fonction vig—h-viz du
monde axtérisur, notre fagen de le saluer, da craer entra

Iui et nous une connivence, une intimité, une amiti& de plus -

i

en plus grandes, n'est en dafimitive, qu'une satrie en
. vii
4 -

9" (no.

The question which ramains to be amewared ix i what are the
forms of commitment which con be considerad ss velid sad open to
the literary toxt? It is here precisely that the notion aof .

Seriturs can be deployed in the moat critical and productive wey.

e B
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1.4 firiture wnd fts theory

While until

1966-1967 the contributions ta the Jourpal are
taken momtly from exporimental writings by such writers as
Marcelin Pleynet, Jean Thibaudeau, Jeun Gayrol, Jean-Louis
Baudry,

Francis Pange to name but a few, theorstical works later

come to have n mejor impact. The period from 1860-66 is in fact
charscterised aa na period of experimentation and forsalism in
the

chronology of the Journal published in the 1971 {scue of Tel
Quel (no.47:143-144);

politically it has leftist tendencies. The

maseive theoratisation of the Journsl after 1986 is far trom
being gratuitous, but 1is instead pert of the process through
which previous assumptions

are radicalised - the
inberent to experimental writing as well as to formali
expiicitly posed,

questions

are now
in their most radicel form.

st which the motion of &

This s the point

e comes to toke on its specificity
in  the

Jourual, It s else {n 1967 that the eubtitle

*Selence/Littbrature’ (no.29) appears for the first time. This is

an importsnt shift in the development of the Journal : just three
isaves later Sollera’ “Programwe” sppears. Thia it the preface to
b

work 'of ggriture’ Legioues, snd in it the notien of scriture

and the possibilitias particulsr ta it are specified. Sollers is
one of the predominant porsonalities of the Tel Gual group, often
acting es & opokemasn, One can in fact say bhat "Programme®
defines not but also of Tgl Gusl
the word 'agrikuge’ is used in o vague sense in
the 1960 declaration,

ouly the projuct of Logigu
Whereas

itself.

nerking an unspecitied collusion with the
world, fin “Programme” it

becomes evident that the

notion of
e e, s it iz used by the Tel Quel group from then on,
cannat be thought outaide of a scientific/theorstival psrepective

or outside of political commitmant.

What must be spacified is the




relation between these two discourses, theory and proctice. When
askrd  to explain the subtitle 'Science/Littérature’ in an
interview with Jacques Renris, entitled "Foriture st Ravolution”
(1988:67-79), Sollers anewers that it is not a matter of reducing
practice to theory, or of illustrating a preceding theory by a
rarrative or postic practice. Theory, es he points out, wust be

understond in tha Althusserian sense of "a spscific form of

prectica® (1968:79). He goes on to quote this passage from

Althusser's Pour Marx:

"La seule Théorie capable (..

de critiquer 1’iddalogie
dens bous ses ddguisements, y compris les déguisements des
pratiques tochnigues en sciences, c’est la Thiorie de la
pratique théorique (en sa distipction de la  pratique
idéalogique} : la dialectique matérialiste, ow m-téri;lksne

dialectique marxista dans s spécificitd.”(1268:79)

Beriture.

a spacific mode of productien, is itself a acience
or theoretical practice which coexists with scriptural practice.

0 ordar for it not to bo aubsumed under ideology,

H must.
be maintained strictly within the borders of it own scriptural /
theorsticel practice, thot ia, it must eiwborste itself as the
‘acianca’ of its own ayatem of functioning. Egriture is conceived

of as a practice which is nat

milabla to the concept of

literature : it implies the complate ovorturning and undermining

of this concept, and of ita very status as ap obj

t whih mey be
graspsd by another discourse. EBariture can be atudied only
through its own procevs, implying e "massive disengagement from
D7tk and from representatiom."(n0.32:30) Nowsver, st the same
time, the need for the elaboration of a theoretical practice

which takes ms its object the practice of gorifure - s Theory

13
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xiture as theoretical practice, is put forward in
"Progremme”. One may wonder st the necesmsity of wuch a theory. If
Bcriture, ms a practice, ia capable of mcting as & critique both
of myth snd of representation, the Theory of thia practice can
only be redusdant to the already massive work done by it.
Beriture in  fact brings to the surface and functions ae the
underaide of both myth and reprosentation, and all those cuncepts
subsumed by them; it functions as the inecription of their

hitherto occcluded conditions of possiblity. Theory ie necessary

to geriture pracissly becsuse it is a proaess and mot an abject :

it can be defined only ip terma of e negativity . That is,
%erityre does not offer any positive knowledge. While its

practice must be definsd on the level of the text as a function

of which Fgritpre disposss, it does Dot 2nd cannot express this

function, if it is to remain ecriture : "Economie dramstique dont

le 'lies gé ique' n'est pus repré (i1 se Jjoue)"

(50.31:3) . Expressivity, representation : these are the
cancepts immedistely and directly subverted by Sapiture. Working
within the logic of langunge,

riture cannot evan be said to be
lengusgs, sccording to Sollers; its procsss is one of negativity,

it 1t a destruction of languege. 4 destruction and npegativity

which can be apokan only by theory. This iz them the fu.ction of
theory, which 3is placed on the Tine dividing line betwsen
speaking the ’texf’ of foriture and reifying it, whersby it

would rngain its atstus s an object, This is

precisely the
problematic of the theory of gori.

2.

If the theory af feriturs is to follow Althusserian limes 1t muct
provide for both & critical and an architectonic function, the
former baing:




“the principle of all the ’breaks’ which provide a guarantee

for the eutonomy of theorotical reflestion : the structural

that separatem it from all other types of production

break

and the epistemological breeks that distinguieh between N
science and ideology within theoretical nctivity ftself* vy

end the latter : e
&

“the principle of all the 'jointa' of the ‘historical

matecislisn’ that attempts to reassemble the different resl
practices with the same mode of produghien as well as of the

s a general theory,

‘dialeatienl materislism' thmt promi

‘the theary of practice in general, itself elaborated on the

basis of the theory of existing theoretical practices.’

(dluckomann 1977:285)

The theory of &criture would thus teks ma ite object on the one
hand the specificity of Scriture - the operation of the ’text’ of
which it dispomes, end on the other, m recognition of thot which
of production through the sategery of

unites it with other med

production itawlf, which es Glucksmens points out (1977) is the
unifying principle of Althusaer’s theory. e
e L

1.6 The *text’ of ag

Whet then is ihim 'text’ located in and by the process of

Serifure? Turning to Toucsult's articles "Lo lsngage & 1°infini” P

(1963:n0,15:43-61) and "Distance, aspact, arigine" (which heads

anthology of theorstical works published collectively by the

the
Tel Quel group ~ Thior: nb1g(1960:11~243), St is evident Lo
that what for Sollors is the function within the process of l‘
18
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ture which brings with it the destruction of expressivity and
thus ultimately of longuage, is for Foucault the very sonditien
of possibility of language itsslf. Language is an expressivity ,
or a positivity, only when this condition is nccluded heneath
the constant movement towards the urgency of a Presence - Truth,

Law - which however rewain le to 1t by an

shift, necessary to it for its very existence, For it is thiw
shift away from ‘being’ thet allows for any system of
representation. More precieely, if we ere to search for an origin
of language at wll, we are likely to find it only in the most
definitive of sbsences ¢ deatl.

"Il we peut bien que i’'mpproche da la mory, son geate
souverain, son ressact dana la memoire dea homwes creussnt
dens  1'%tre et 1e prisest le vide & partir duguel et vers

(no.16:45)

lequel on parle

In ‘be langage a 1'infini' Poucault postulates that language

emerges in order to approach and st the =

tine ta resist
death. The 1imit of death is rendered intelligible only if it can
be representsd; by the aame token representation itself la
founded on en absence, which functions tharofore s its mecessary
condition of possibility. In approaching this sovereign sbsence,
representstion mumt necessarily recoil from it, if it i oot to
be this absence, ond no longer to reprasent it. Aay system of
representation is constituted only by its relation to absence. By
definition, repressntation cannot enteil idantity with being .
The resistsnce to dealh which is the function of languege can
only taks the Tow of sngendering within iteslf imagos of itsalf,
theraby aomstantly renewing its relmtion to absence - hence
language to infinity,




"le languags, sur la ligne de {a mort, =e reflachit : il ¥
rencontrs coume un miroir: et pour arréter cette wort que
va 17avrrétar, il n'a gu'un pouvoir : celui de faire naftre
en lui se propre imege dens un jeu de glece qui, lui, n’a

pas de limltes." (n.15:46)

Death is to langunge the condition for n reflewion of Stself ¢
its limit opens up to languege s virtual apsce whera "la parole
trouve le ressource indofinie de sa propra image et ou & 1’infini

i1 peut se repréaenter dojh 1% en arridre de lui-mdma, encore li

au-delh de Iuivuéme. (n0.15:48) " Language is thuz conmtituted
as & seriaa of duplicating folds : the originary fold baing that
which enables it to recoil from the ultimats absence of death to
refleat instead only on itself as @ systam of representatlion.
Language is en infinitization of absence in order to aveid the
definitive abeence of death. Writing itself is made possible by
this originary fold, apecificslly in W

arn  culture since
alphebetic writing does not represent the signified but the
phanetic elamerts which signify it :

Berire, pour lm culture occidentale, cs serait d’entrde de
Jou 5o placer dmns 1’espace virtnel de 1'euto-reprasentation
ot du redoublement, 1'deriture signifiant nov la chose, mais
la perole, ltocuvre de lungoge me ferait rien d'antre
quavancer plus profondément dane cette impalpable &psisseur
dv mireir, susciter le double do ce deubls qu'est dayh
L'deriture,  déoouvrir ainsi un infini  posaible et
tupossible, poursuivro sans terma la parole, 1 naintenir
awdela de ls mort qui la condamne, &t libarer le

xiid
ruisselienent d’un wuraure.® (no.13:48}

1




In "Distance, aspect, origine”, Foucault apecifies the ¢

geriture, by apocifying the relation “’*
v

which functions within

batueen the Tal Quel writers (Sollers, Thibaudeeu, Baudry) and
Robbe-Grillet. This

ralation is not merely an influence .r &
borrowing, but takes the form of a discusive articalation, g
functioning within each work ss well os from one to the other,

#nd is a relation of lsomorphisw. Isomorphism in the space of
literary language dosa not imply m vision of the world, as
Foucault points out, but rather is the form af a "fold interier
to language.’

The articulations within and betwean these works form u metwork

or web ('reseau’) im which figures function not ns the avocation

of the pressnce or abssnce of am object, but of its distence.
Through this play on distance, a fictive or specular space s
comstructed as @ series of reflections or simulmera, which is
identical only to itself, The 'réseau’ which is thus formed
functions both i and across discourses, such that a similer
*raseea’

exists both in the language deployed by Lie

toxt, and
from text to text.

The possibility of 2 discureive articulation
or isomorphism betwsen

texts is constituted by bhe bower of
Langusge to function as a mirror of itself, and therefore by its )

relation to itsalf and to sbsanza, eresting "un rapport tel que .
les oeuvres puissent s’y dafinir les unes en face, & cbtd et & °

distance des mutre, pronant appul k la fois sur leur différence
et leur simultanitd, et difinisesnt, sans privildes
culmination, 1%&tendue d'un rg o (1968317) o
formad by the act of writing ¢ 1t

The .
1s & tiction

‘rasesu’ 18

specific to the activity of writing, and which while mot being

reducible to langusge, hao & relation of suppart and contestation :

to langusge. If language is & system of reproasntation founded on

10 4
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a conatitutive absence, fiction is the "nervure verbale de ce qui
tel qu'i} eat.” (1968:18) .
objscts, the

n7existe pea, 11 the only pewer of

is to point to the distance of 1anguage

language
which mmintains itaelf within this distance is the language of
fiction. The languege of fiction ia the distamcing inherent in
all 1language where tha myths of origin and of presemce are
untensbls. "La langage do la fictiou s’insare dans du langege
dija <it, dans un murmure qui n'e Jamais debutd.” (ms:mx“

fiction - the

There s no presence which acts as a sourss for
"source’ of langusge is absence and the lengvage of fiction plays
out this ebeence, 'epeaks’ only an sbsence. Fiction has only one
moment of pure origin: the activity of writing itself, that 1o to
sy the instant when the pen begins to imscribe o word on paper;
i% has only oze momenmt of actwality or of presence i the
once lenguage is mo longer posaible.

of writing
lmoguage is determined by the mapect

termination

these extromities,

Betwsen
or perspective, vimible only in the movement of arriving or
departing; thus it is a sputial rather tham a temporal betwork
which establishea the order of the aspect . Just as the
simulacrus gives way to fiction, fiction gives way o the sspest:
"B i je m'arrdte volontiers eu mot d’sspect, apres celui de
précison

et de simulacre, c'est & la fois pour sa
tout un noyau sémantique

ot 1'espise de

fiction
grommaticsle et pour qui tourne
du wmireir

autour de lui (la spe
1n diffraction du spectre;
pect extdrieur, qui n’eat ni la chose mine ni

1a

L’analogie; le dadoublement des

spectres; 1'
son  pourtour certsin; 1'aspect qui so modifie evec
distence; 1'aspact qui_trompe souvent mais qui me a‘efface
pas, sta.” (158821




Literaturs of the aspect and of distance psrtein thus to the

irremediuble disparaion of language within langusge, which cannot

be seen as a closed aystem, but as the system within which this

dispersion is the essential fumction. Writing iz the Blind
recognition of the ewptineas in which the space of languags Ls
inseribed.  “Le langage, c'est ce vide, cet extériesr &
1'intériear  duguel il e

cesse de parler : l'atérael

wviii
ruissellement du debors.® (1968:23)

The 'textea du réseau’ are this empty, specular and infinite

langeage spread out befors us. They are the only texts able to

function within the comditions of possibdlity of  language,

precizaly because their only a priorl 1s languege. If a critique

of literature is possibls today, it iz oply because these texts

offer their own critique, in the most rigorous sense of the word,

but in a mute form. For that which mekes them poszidle - the

'réseau’ - ia &t the same time that which they make spparent

3 which they cannot speak. It is at this point that e critiesl

but

theory is simmliaseously possible and necessary :

«.et 51 la critigue a un role, Je veux dire si le lengage

nécessairement second de ls critique peut cesser d'Gtra un

language dérivé, alSataire, »'il peut Gtre a la fois second
et fondsmentsl, c'est da

la

la mesure ou il fait venir pour

premidre fois jusqu’aux mots ce resesu des oouvres qui

X @6t blen pour chacune d'alles eon propre  mutisme.”

(1988:17)

N dhe significance of this article to the Tel Guel project is

- evident. Firatly, it makes it clear that what would appesr to ba

the destruction of language as a system of representation is




Pprecisely that which makes longusge possible. The 'text! within

ssrifure is mot en snnlbilstion; 1t is the stripping away of any
illuzion of presence by the functjoning inberent to lenguage
itsalf, abowing once again, that it ia & negativity which makes
the positivity of language possible at all.  Secomdly, it

articulates the relation of theory to ggriturs on the basis of

the conditions of possibility of both : the existence of a Theory
of Scplture can be constituted only by the folds intarpal to
langusge, which ellow one langusge to 'speek’ the silences of
apother, while at the same time remaining isomorphic to .it. It ie
Barthes whe exemplifies this type of criticisw at its most

effective, This is at the same time the reason wby thera exists

both a (silent) theoretical prectice within ure, and a
Theory of Sgriture. Thirdly, it allows us to re-read the first
declaration in the light of the 1968-67 project of el guel. For
how can tha 'powers' of Bgniture be clearly foracast without a
critical interrcgation of its conditions of possibility? Forthbly,
it takes us back to the Nietzschean enteryrise at tha inception
of the journml, by specifying why end how litersture and
language, are = gpgghacle (in all the seases of the word), snd
why the resl 15 the 'impossible’ te both ~ to use Lacan’s
terms . At thiz point we emm return to the project of Tel Guel
L it is delineated in "Programme”, slways bearing in mind the

Tors of eritiquoswhich underlies the project.

1.6 *Textes de la rupture’

In “Programee" Sollers specifies that the texts which inscribe
the process of scriturs es well as the theory which spask this
process have their source in the toxts of rupture, defined =8

such only in terms of their ’cosfficient of formal-theorstical
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conteatation.’ (n0.32:4) fextas of rupture are exemplifiad
copecially by the texte of Mellarsé and ot Lsutrésmont, but atso
by Dente/Sede snd Arteud/Betaille at differemt socio-historical

Junotures. What must be disclosed

s the logic of thess rupturen.

It s precissly ot the aite of these ruptures that the Theary of

re¢ as theoretical practice and fgril

e ®s theoreticai-
seriptursl proctice must situste themaslves in order to maintain

thelr critical and architsctonie functions . This permits u

knowledge of foriture in its specificity ss well ms in the ways
in  which 1t interurticulates wilh other prectices, most
fwpartantly, the econoslo. Just se roslism mey be said to skars
Lhe mtalus of the cmpitslist mode of production, the critique of
repreasntation found in tha texts of Mallarué and of Lautrésmont
bas the sewe implications s Harx's critique of  capitalist

political sconcay. Furthermore they are the symptom of & crisis

of languuge bosolagous to that of Lhis wode of production.
Eecituce lu the “orlse simo, ot la rivolution violents, le ssut,
4o Iv LialbEIEE." (n0.32:4) . This arisls of remdebility ix
beaught on by the oritique of tha forms of exchsnge underlying

reprasontution . Tho word &8s & communicational entity is

sbructursd  slong the seme lines as the commadity as mn
exchongeably aps. It is then critique of exchenge in

represantational  discourse which undarlles the political
commitment of Tel Quel from this point onwards, & oritiaue

oparuted by the ‘text’ or the 'reseauw’ of ggriture, whero the

critical and the architectosic functions of theory are fused,

and whera the calegary of production preveils,

For Soilers, the texta of rupture and their theory conatitute a

discontinucus notion of history, almed primerily at  the

of the i of literary history, itself




founded on a spoculative thought which uisrecognises the fact
that the ecomomic is the a priari determination of all thought
(80.32:4). This speculative thought can be maintsined only by &
series of

P! and ti Once mgain, the
functioning of ferifure end itm theory ms & critique is
underscored, for Lhese exclusion, setc., are the indicotion that

it ie textusl feriturs

thet 1s discontinuity, which underlies a
cursive’, 'figucative’ and 'taleological' history i textual
Scritura is to history what the 'textes du reseau’ are to
language. 4 history of Scriture is in o position te think the
conpletion of & phase of history and its pasangs to another Revel
of history as well se the entrance into history of sther domipsst
cul tur,

. A history of this typs is mads pozaible by an awsrensss
of tha inter-articulatisn of the literary as oo ideolegical form
and tho oconoaic . Dialestical and Aistaricsl metorialiss ere
thus the two forms of knowledge with a clain to validity in the

theoraticsl practice of &

{4ure, tho theory of this pructice and
its history. Theme fields of knowledge mre at the zawe time that
which define the contestntory power of these practices (including
theoretical practice) begiaming with the definitivs break with
and complete undermining of ths concept of ideclogy. What la st

stake here iz the averturning of copitalfst ideology:

"La thBorie considers ln "littorsture" (et i'ensemble’ de ls
culture ou olle e situc) comme close. Eile oxpors desormais
1'enveloppe do ce qul a’est pence 6ous ca om. Elle slabore
las  conditions reelles (Sconomiguos), les  strutures
systewatiquas o priori et les conditions & &ffacement de
Léoriture  textuslle on suppimant towte fixation &

"1’ceuvre” ou a 1'"eutour" (a la f&tickisation culturelle et
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foundsd on @ apecwlstive thought which misrecognises the fact
that the ecomomic is the & priori determinstion of all thought
(n0.32:4). This speculative thought can be maintained only by @

saries of i ions and i

Once again, the
functioning of %crifuce and it theory aa e critique ia
underncored, for these exclusion, atc., are the indicatian thet

it is texbusl Sarin

that ie discontinuity, which underlies o
‘eurstve’, ‘figurative’ and ‘teleological’ kistory : textusl

Seriture

2 to history what the *textes du reseaw’ sre to
lengusge. A history of criture e in o position o think the

complation of  phase of history and ita pa

e to snother lsval
of history ss well as the entrapce into history of other dowinant
cultures. A history of this type is made posaible by an awsrenass
of the inter-srticulation of the literary es mn ldeclogionl fora

and  the econoafc . and hi 5

are
thus the two farss of knowledge with a clmim to velidity im the

theoratical practice of Geril

the theory of this practice snd
its history. These fields of knowledge are at the same time that
which define the contestatory power of theae practives (including
theorstical proctica) beginning with the definitive break with
and complete undermining of tho concapt of ideslogy. What s at

stake have 1a the overiurning of capitelist ideology:

*Le thGorie considare la "

itterature” (et 1'ensepdle’ de la
culture ou elle se situs) cowme close. Blls exposs desormmis

L'enveloppe de ce qui 8'est pen

sous ta now. Elle clabors
les conditions reelles (Gconomiques), 1les  struturas
systamatiques a priori at les conditions d'offacement de
Irdoriture  testuolle on suppimemt toute fixstion B

*17oeuvre” ou 3 1'"auteur" (a la fitichisation culturells st
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@ ls fiction corollaire d’une

ubjectivitd créatrice’},
GComme "comscience historique’, slle se trouve nécessairement

du c8té de I'action révolutionnaire en cours.” {mo.32:7}

1.6 ¢ritical/ trapaformative practice

The theocy aad practice of sgrilurg @ this is the Tel Queliay
form of commitment, for which it ie ubtacked from every possible
platforn both on tha Right and the Left, attacks to which it
responds with a vigaravs polemic, in almost every lasua following
the Autuns 1986 issue. The moat impartant decument to be produced
during this period of intensive theorstisation is the collection
of theoratical srticles written by embers of the group emtitled
Thoorie glepsemble  (1968) and  which contains  seminal

contributions by Foucsult, Barthes, Derrida and Kristava. In this

collection the Tel Quel project ia clearly delinestad : the
notion of goriture is ssen as functioning within s comstollation,
the other terms of which are ’text', ‘unconscious’, ‘history’,
'work!, *brace’, 'production’, 'science'(1968:7), Thore can be no
clesrer outline of the space in which the project is imscribed
then the simple smumeration of theas terms. The comstellation

which they form hus traversed the terms  ‘formalisa’,

tetructuralism’, which were the indicetions of a break in the
approach ta the'literary’ text, placing itself at a point
proceding these latter thres torms in arder to locate iteelf
instead oround the  LoutrSomont, Mellars$, Marx, Fraud
articulation (1968:7) It is precisely sround this articulation
that tha theory of Egriiure develops. The veformalisations of
Marx end Froud by Althuaser and Lecen respectively, together with
khat of lenguege by semiotics, and  the elaborstion of

grenmatology by Derrida : such are the co-ordimates of tho theory

2




éexiture. The chaice of hercen is of course by ne means

candom: it enables the theory to cover m significant area, na
well as indicating the inter-articulations of the eoomomic, tha
constitution of the subject, end the 'literary’ and thus gain
acces to the ’toxtes de rupture’. The ambition of tha project is
to carry through a systematic critique of the closure bearing

within it not only  meda of praduction, but more aignificently,

a system of intelligibility., Critigue may be seen as the first

moment of the project, the second being the desire to carey
through this critique sa political practice. This is the point at
which theory becomes practice in the political sense: to reveal
the fusctioning of a particular system of intelligibility is
inevitably to enter into a contestatory practice, which for the
Tel Quel group is political. FPolitical practice itwelf doea nat

stop here: whet is affirmed is tha ability of sgriturs, and its

theory togather with it, to trenaforw symbolic structures. “Ce

qui est en cavse,

st d’agrandir la dechirure du systime
eymbolique dans laquel vient de vivre et via encors 1'Occldent
moderne..." (Barthes 1968:9) e » theory of gspiture, such
s that postulated by Kristova, 1is committed to & revelation not
oply of its functioning, but alsa of itz “transforsstive
1ining"(1968:10). The final point of the delimeation of the
project in the preface to tala anthology reuds as follows !

) arkigul:

sre politlaye 1455 logiguement 5 upe dynowique
non represantative de 1'Gorituce, o'eateawdire : anslyse
S des malentendus provoqués par cetta position, explication de
lsurs caractbres socieux et sconomiques, conmtruction des
rapports de rette Goriture avec le mastérinlisme historique

. wxiid
et Lo matirialisme dislectique.” (1988:10)
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The project is thus immedistely ond ultimately poitical, both as

an articulation of a critical practice and of transformative

practice. The hasis for this pericd (1966-71) is marxiam-

ry to the elaboration of a

fesioism, & anion which is nece:
materialist political philosophy capsble of austaining the rigour

well s

of what is sean as & tranaformative practice as

critical proctice, without allowing it to hecome an idealist-

utgpia. The succesa or failure of this project is roated in the

possibility of msintaining ture, both as theory mnd as

strictly materialist line. Dialectical and

practice, in a

historical materialimm is seen to be the momt urgent question,

sclentifeally based. In 1970 (20.43)

and the only one which i
the ‘Science/Littirature’ subtitle i significantly changed to
*Littératurs/ Philosophis/ Science/ Politiqus’ Lignifying “dans

1’ardre ~ le reflect - L'inversion caleulde - 4’wn procks necial
et historique réel, c'est~a-dire aun exposition anslytique dans sa

e
(70.93:3) . A meterislist

daterwination vers sa gaus
analysis provides a knowledge of secial end historical pracevaes;
materialisw 1is at the aeme time that which is occluded by .thew,

their inverse, and their underlying cause

"la forme achevee que reviient les rapporta aconomiquas
talle gu'elle se manifoste en surface, dans som existence
conerets, donc eussi talle que sa les reprasenteat les
agents de ces rapparts et ceus que las incarment quend ils
‘as différente de leur

essayent de les comprendre, eat &
structure interne essentiells, mais cachée, et du concept
qui lui corraspond. En foit, alle en est wemo 1°'inverss,

pigraph)

1'opposae.” (Marx no.43




Hhat must not be abacured is the irreversibla ascent of the
materiglist base : we are both in moterialism and moving towards

materiatis

Literature, philosopy, science and politice - thess
are the series which muat converge in arder to push through this

symbollc traasformetion.
1.7 Interartiimlatioss

Zeriture snd its thoory (both as acriptural theory and as
Theory of thesratical practise} unfold simultaneovsly in two
directions. ‘the first may be emid to be 'asynchronic', and
conaists in e strippicg eway of imaginary or ideclogical
structures to delermine {nstesd whnt the underlying iynballcls
structure of these imaginary structures may be. The sucend may be
ssid to be dimchronic, cansisting in the establishment of a
discontinuous history, the location of a rupture in histarical
snd evabolic structures (the Lautrdamont, Mallarmé, Marx, Frend
articelation). This wovement ey bs better described ms temporal
or transformative since its ultimate gosl is not only to analyme
but alse to brensform histery by smticipating and projecting

L inevitable and radical changes in symbolie stractures.

Critigue and do not exist in the
project - one ig alwoys the underaide of the other. A oritigue of
existing structures is alwayn contestatory and thus ia alweys

alr

dy political, The participation in the transformation af
those structurss would be on idealism if it did mot srlse aut of
oritique, since it {s the latter which provides u knowledgs of
the structurs as it ds, a5 well as of lta conditions of
possibility, which in Tal Quslisn theory can nevar be other thanm

materisliat. If the anticipation nnd projection spoken of earlier
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sra to avoid ideallem, the only metbod they can tdopt is that of

a formalism, articulated with logic, iith meterisliss, end with
paychosnalysis, und whoss object ix the determination of the

Syabolic through m critigue of the Imuginary.

. The fist upshot of thia iz that both geriture and its theory are )Z{I
sesn as political practices, at firet in a Leninist and them in & !

Maaist sense. Secondly, these practices are radically

interdependont « never bafore, has a theory and ita object been

30 closely intertwined to the point that ome is in fact

imposstble without the othar. Theory mnd practive already coexist

in the texts of Lautréamont and espeoially of Mallarmd. A Theory

of these strata munt be articulsted with materialiem and R
peychomnalysis in order to asteblish itaelf as & cribique of
the Symbolic. At the same time, 8griture iz a concept which
arises  sut  of the intorsrticulation of materielien end
paychoanslysis. As Sollers points out in "Thises génarales!
(1971:00.44) & crisis in the capitalist mode of productisn may be
grasped  ideologicelly within modes of signification. The

theoreticel bases for such an analysis sra firstly historical snd

dizlectical materislism on the une hand and the unconscions on

th othar. The tonls of kuawladge for this analysiy ore firstly PR
_sn experimental practice (the literary svant-garde ~ the texts of r
Leutriemont and Mallarnd) end then the sciences of languege i

(linguistica and semiotine).

"A la jonction de catte pratique ot de ces aciences - ot en

tegard de 1s paychanslyse et du marxismo-leninisme -

surgisgent des copcepts opératoires npuvesux :  coux

o ‘ d'écriture, de texts.”{no 44:96)
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Returning o ths Pour teovme of the subtitle ‘Littdrature/
Philesophie/ Science/ Politique’ : @gcrityrs being that mode of
writing, which works within the literary, and yst at the same
time causes it to collapse precisely becsuse object language and
metalunguage cooxist in its practice, is aleo the process whick
can demonstrate the conditions under which literature is =
philosophical ’laboratory’ in a process of transforsatios witkin
bistorical waterislism (n0.44:97) That s, if it knows ite
msterialist basis, it will work within materialist philosophy
(Lenin) droastising this process of transformation. In this
sense, soriture i3 not n philesophical derivation, but is instead
the ‘productive redaplication’ of philosashy. At the seme time it
is @ science, conatituting m sclentific kaowledge of language end
of of the activity of writing. While its participation is limited
to the ideclogical struggle, 1its functios is te cause litersturs

as an imaginary structure and sn ideological effect to colla

Its only means of svoiding the Imeginary ia to astablish iteelf
a5 s theoretical science on the basia of materialist philosophy.
The ideologicel struggle can never however be directly political
+ ita political duty, which is more a taking of sides, can be
carried out only if the ubove copditions pertmin, oply if, that
is, it is founded simultancously on the sciences of lsnguage, of

history, and of the What must be is

whether or not- und thus far in the Tel Quelion project, the
reply would ke effirmstive - a revolutionary theory of the
economic will find ite countor-part in the revelutionary theory
of the text, and whether or not thia will be tenabla,

"Ii a'egit de savoir si la theorie ravolutionnmire du

prols , le sere diffusée ou non

dans  les superstructures (soit, entre sutres, dans notre
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champ de travail spécifique, le point de nun-retouc que
nte par rapport & tovte
xvit

marque ie concept de pratigue sim
sdfolagie de la création, et de llexpreasivits.” (0.44:88)

1.8 Deleuze : structuralist-critique

Tel Ouel project entails a scriptural-thsoretical practice

The
Zoruulate

and = Theory of theoretical practice which eim both to

sritique of systems of irtelligibility and to trensform thes.

.
cosxistance of critique end

It is the possibility of the

tranafornative practice which is problemstic here. A recasting of

in terms of the structuralist medel postulated by

the praject
problematic. Doleuze

provides an elucidation of this

Deleuze
in this endeavour to define

cludes Tal O
In terss of thic madel it msy he posaible

explicitly
structuraifst thought.
to mee both scriture end its theory as & structuralizn, miming to
reveal an underlying structure, or the conditions of possibility
of spacific modes of aignification.

In terms of the model postulated by Deleuze, structurslisw is

defined by:

- The discovery of a third order, the Symbolic, which exists

e Real and of tha X

second orders of

beyond the first and
Tmssinary sad is irreducible to them

- The postulation of an element which scts as a third ters to an H
uareal and unimaginary systes end which underlies the Real and

the Imaginary.The third term is the eminently eysbolic slement of

the gtructure.




- The dafi of the

ying structure as & ist, ot

purely formal symbolic elements, which have mo intrinsic or
extrinsic meening but only a wesning of position. The order
dependence of the aymbolic elements snd the system of positions
in which they nre locatad is primary to any real objects ar
beings or imeginary sttitudes or roles which oocupy them onmly
subsequently. For exsmple, when Althusser speska of economic
structure, it is the pusitians in o topological and structural
space, defined by the relations of production, which are Af

primary izportemce in the structure, end mot the resl beings

which come to ogcupy its npositions, ner the roles they essume

(Deleuze 1975:198),

~ The reciprocal determination of sysbolic elemeats, held in
22

differential 1ati The i of
symbolic elements is prolonged into the complete determination of
singuler

points which correspond to and derive from  the

differential relations of the sysbolic slements but canmot be

reduced to thew, While the difforential relations between

synbolic slements mre sctvalized or constitute qualifiers for the
octupants of the positiens of the structure, the singular points
are actualized or comstitute attltudes.

- The necessarily uncenscious natare of the wnderlying structure

since this structure le ot and cen never be, ectual. Deleuss
defines tha underlying structures as virtual since "the virtuel
hes o reality of ita own, and which cannot be confused with any
actusl reality, or with any present or past possible imege, or
with any abstract idea” (1876:202) . The uaderlying structure is
defined as a virtuslity of coexfstomces which pr

xdst  the

a




abjacts or beings which come to occupy ita positions. The
structure as virtuality is differential but undifferentiated; it
has @ differentisting sffect. fThe sctvalized structures are or
become differsntiated since actualization ie equivelent ta
differentiation . Although the underiying structure is not
generativa, actuelization mecessarily oocurs in 8 certain amount

of substructure

, end accordiag to twe directions : aspecies and
parts. The differential relations ere actuslized in qualitatively
distinct species sud the simgulsr poirts in the evtended parts
and figures which charactarize each species .
- The postulation that the underlying structurs is ssseatially
~roblematizing. The structure itself poses the questions or forms
these questions which it will be possible to ack as well ms the
solutions which wust necesserily be coberast with the poimt of
actualizetion reached. In this sense the individuation of &

atructurs 1

purely abjective.

~ The constitution of at least a second series corresponding to
but irreducible to the first is nesessery for the functioning of
the structure. The series are subject te veriations whick ace not
secondery to tha structure but immanent and essentisl to it, In
thie sense it is possibla to speni of metaphor snd metonowy as
the two structural facters, defining the two degrecs of liberty
in shifting ; from one series to another or internal to one
aerios.

- The postulation that thie shifting and varistion is wmsde

posaible by the existence of an ompty set or empty position,

which 1is defioed slso as the ‘ebjectsx’ or as the 'third tern’,




objects or beinga which come to occupy its positions. fThe
structure as virtuality is differential but undifferentiated; it

has & differentiating sffect. The sctualized structures are or

become  di since actuslizat s to
24
differentiation . Although the underlying structure is not
generative, ectualization necessarily ocours i» a certain smount
of aubstructures, and sccording to two directions : species and
parts. The differsntial relations are actualized in qualitasively
digtinct species and the singular pointy in the extended parts
and figures which charscterize smch species .
- The postulation that the underlying stracturs is essentially
problesntizing, The structure itself poses the questions or forms
those questions which it will be possible to ask as well as the
solutions which must necessarily be cokarsmt with the point of
actualization resched. In this cense the individuation of s

structure a purely objactive.

~ The comstitution of at lesst a second series corresponding to
but frreductble to the first is necssanry for the furctioning of
the structure. The series are subjoct to variations which are mot
secondary to the structure but immenent sad essentisl to it. In
thia sepee it ia possible to spaak of metahor and metunomy a
the two struqtural factors, defining he two degress of liberty
in shifting : from one soriss to another or internal to ome
series.

~ The postulstion thet this shifting ond variation ic made
possible by the existence of wn empty set or swpty position,
which 1s defined slso s the ‘objactzx’ or as the “third tarm’.

sz




The eapty set is defined as being always shifted or iacking with

reupect to itmelf. It balongs to none of the series: in this it

is the eminently symbolic element, which because of itz vonstant
shifts, sllows the relative shifting of all other elements of the
series. Because it is an eapty position, defiming a zers degree,
it is that element of the structure which allows the articulation

of the series and structures with one snother. Being undefinable

in iteelf, 1t makes the sstting up of o hiererchy between the

differsnt structures impossible

- The impomaibility of either a being or sn object occupying the

empty mat. U itois

by en
eminently symbolic instsnce ~- the subject. The subject in
structuralsm is a nomadic subject, accompanying the shifts of the
empty

t, and constituted by thew. In this sense it is unstabls
and dispersed.

- The subjection of the structure to two ‘scoidents’ - sither the
complete emptying (the loss of scconpaniment) or the filling wp
of the empty swt, both of which lead to the ocolusion of the

ampty set, giving rise to contradiction within the structure.

Since the structure is

necesaarily primary to any possible

actualisation, contradictions within the structure sre not

) imaginarily or ideclogically imposed on it but are made posaible

B by its functifning and derive from 1. Structuralism sims to
reveal the

functioning of the otructure by roleasing the empty

set from that which occludes or filla it. It is at this point

that the *structuralist hero’ comes into play, being that nomadic

subject devoid of identity, end constituted by non-personal

individuations and pre-individual singularities, The only

guarantes thet the etructurs will not oncs agein initiste




contradiction will be the ability of this here to survive the

shifts in the structure and to himself set in motion the

variations of the relations of symbalic elemonta and the
redistribution of singular points, according to the functioning

of the stracture.

A structuralist snalyeis can however only proceed omce tha

given are tuslized

systems of

i.e. structurslism proper would be preceded by a semiotic momant
sn which the structure could be apprehended as o significatory

syetem. fubeddad in the i

v,, end

with materinlism ond psychonlysis, sgriturs and its theory may

be seen ap eminently structuralist. This is at tha asme time the

resson why the theory of Gsr

e wl11 ba based essentially on

semiotica. Moreover the fundamental impulse of semictice is a
21

structuralist ons .

Apert from being in a position to apprehend all structures s
aignificatory aystems, and thus to tackle bead on the problemafic

of the signifier and of §

ture itaelf, semiotics in sble o
account for the inter-articulation of lenguage, materialism and
psychoanlaysis. Semiotica is in the wnigue position of offering

on  anelyais  which  may in fact function a3 &
atructurslisw/critiue in the Daleusion sanss, of {ntelligibility

in generul in its on signifieation while

teking into account historicel snd aocinl determinations on the

one hand, and the constitubion of the subject on the other. That

is, it 4s able to hold within its range the interrelationsiips
and 1 of languegs, > and deaire .
What this

ixplies is a complate and thorough critique of what

constitutea tha Imegipery structure | the comsodity snd the

as




syupton significatory inotances. Whila the subject’s ¢
exparionce of the Real occurs wholly withis the Imaginary, the it
posaible relations of the subjsct to the Resl arc conatituted by [N

the Sysbolic- thet is, by the unconscious and by production , or EEE
more precively by tha 'lack’ (the smpty aet) which epables the } .
functioning of both es wnderlying structures. The Real than i 1
appears an an entirely inaccessible structure in itaelf, within 1o

which 1t is fundawetaily the raw force of subjective and sscial g

need which can be seen to be functioning

Hore, the significance of the two Fouceult articies cited

earlier ("o langage & 1'infini”, “Pistance, sspect, origin:

cannot be The Real is ily to
language - an it is to all system of representation. Theae
syatems find their mource in 8 fundementsl and inevitsble [t
abaence . In the Deleuzian modal, this lack is located in the -

underlying symbolic atructure.

Semiatics could thus be deployed as a critique. Ultimately what

it provides is precisely the critique of exchenge necemsary to i
the theory of &griture, ov all of the inter-articulating levels .
of language, produstion and desire, as well as those concepts or
Processas capable of subverting exchange. Bxchange as the
inatange which governs and maintains the capitalist mode of K

production, as well as the acceptance of the subjest 88 a

transcendental and unified subfect, und the realist syatem af

signfication (or ail icat operates  the
occluajon of the ’luck’  one 'fullnems’ is sxchanged for I
soother, If it cen be shown that all of these systems
interarticulate nnd are dependent on a constitutive eptiness, -

the iduological syatem on which they ere based may ba exploded,

as i ‘




Beriture, which directly implicates its aubject, and is

embadded in the soci ie, is thus indiseociabl

from the

articulati &n which ts in ttealf

subversive, and predictahly every attempt iu made to recuparnte,

jostitutionalise or ettack it . Sellers’ *De  Quelgues
Gontradictiona” (n0.38) is an attack ageinst bourgeois-invested

rightist and so-celled ’laftist’ discourses. Reotating the
commitment of the Joursal to o Marwist-Leninist materialism, to
the clesa struggls and to a naw ldeological basiz, he cites the
attack on Lecan end Althusser, as well se on fel Quel itself, as
examplss of the sttempta to devaluate and recuperate practices

capable of trannforming Western knowledge:

“Ge qui se joue ici est dacisif : c’est le problime de
1'articulation de Marx et de Lenine avec Freud. Nous dizona
que  la possiblité de cette articulation wubversive va &tre
empichée b tout prix, Soit en tirent ls psychanalyse s
droiten (vera 1'idealisme ; Praud

o Harx ot Lenine); soit
en esseyant de maintenir le marxisme-leniniame dens un
personnelisme psychologique ouw, & L'inverss, dans une

activité atéréotypé (rSvisionnisme de droite

gauche” : Marx et Lenine sans Freud)." (mo.38:1ii)

The Marx-Freud orticulation 1is subversive in 3o far & it
replaces the positions of history sud culture on the one hend

and  personnali

or subjectivism on  the other  with
sytematisations able to reveal the undersids of both. #hat is at

;- stake here is the complete subversion of the ideaiogicel forca of
$' the mytha of history. and
3
¥

through a critique which cen revenl the disguises and

personal st
1acunae
" which enable them to function as ideclogi.

+ which would

2




wingly sppear to be eeperate, but which are redically
interdependent. When language is included {n this articulatery

system, an entire oystem of intelligibility will be put inta

question, If this interrogation ia necesanry as a revelation, ite
affectiveness as = political practice hinges around the
posziblity of transforming that system of intalligibility.
Returning to the Delensian model, what is

transformation of

necessary is a
the imaginary strusture which medistes the

relstion to the real, through u tranformntion of aymbolic

. oby and to “push through’ the

achism which is already operative in the symbolic structurs, snd

which mskes the 'texts of rupturs’ posaidle. This would in turn,

implament = rolution to the Real which is different from that

which {a maintained in Western thought.

Whilo semiotica as the Theory of theorsticel prastice may
provide knowledgs of a

the underlving structure, Soriture es
signifying practice lo the setting in motion and funciioning of
those concepts which sewlotice/gramwatology, interacticulated

with materialisn and peychosnlalysis, ss well

{and this is of
primery signifiownce) with the rediscovary of the ’texts of
rupture’ reveal cs being the conditions of posaibility of

representation itaelf, and

=

all that is concomitant with it :

process, productivity, deelrs, Joulsssnca, trace, différance.

What is postulsted then is that ecrituro is in a position to

=

transform the system of Inteliigibility. Aas Sollers states in an

i

interview (m0.45:76)

teriture n

t pas lu domestique du

réel, ou de 1’Zconomis,

o

alle en est la force de transformation

symbolique® . He gows on to say that

e 18 one specific

leval in @ multilipear and discontinuous history caught in the




genersl caurae of history, that ia, in the travsformatios of
modes of production. Tt is net & mstter of a linguistic
functioning which accounts for a so-callad revolutionary reaiity,
but of a revolutionary practice, acting in corrslation with other
apecific practices. A accisl and scomemic cevolution cemmot take
place in a significent manmer without n concomitant ideological
revolution, The need for an idsologicel revolutisn accounts for
the massive impact which maoist thought and the Chinese cultursl
revslution bad on Tel Quel, maoifested especially . in the
‘movvament de Juls 1871, but which hed lready had an imfluence
on the members of the group from me sarly as 1965, most notably
on Sollers himsalf. What i labelled an idselogical ravolution
here would imply @ rupture with the prevailing imaginary
structurea of language which are dependent upon an occlusion of
N the terms listed above

baing these terms which would define

(in 1ts rolstion to the upconscious and ta production)

and

& movement towards an imaginary structure which would not
scclude thess terms - if this is in fact not impossible, by
dofinition. The symbolic structure would shift sccording to the
possibilities arsady inkacent to it, since it is impossible to
L impose anything upon the Symbolic, being thet which necessarily

precedes asy Real or Imaginary sctualisation, The text of

s vould then be that text which never lomes sight of the

conetitutive lack, conatantly pointing to it but never speaking

it, never filling this empty space, for ta f11l it is necessarily 3
to occlude it. Bgsiture as a scriptural practice fuoctione as & :
"dramatisstion’ of the sysbolic, in that it canbot provide o
positive knowledge of 1its underlying atructure, It does
neverthelsss revesl its functioning by the fact thot it oparaten '
in preolsely the same wmannar. The danger which oontantly

thrcatens bhe notion of Ezritire, as velitienl preetice, is that

38 "
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it will itate further and

by
to impose & upon the st The

vaderlying problemmtic of

iture would then be the” possible

contradiction between Ecrityre in ite specificity on the ome hand

and §eriture as politicol prectice on the other.

Tt s to the work of Kristeve and Harthes, 1ihs tws theorists
most clonely comnected with the Journal to which we now turn in
order to exomine whet this practice of writisg can and camnot
achieve. Of the two it is Kriateva who is more directly imvolved
with the Journal, bacaming @ member of the editorisl board in

1970, Barthes too participat,

in thia project : meny of bis
articles were first published in the journal , end & pusber of
his books were first published in the 'Gollection Tel Gual’. More
fundanentally however, throughout his career as theorist, critic
und  writer the preoccupation with @sriture remsine slmost
obsessive. Barthes ond Kristeva sre undowbtedly the most
Smportant figures to arisa st this particulsr junctare of the
dovelopment of that mode of aignification which we cail
literatars. Fet their views of the possibilities of commitment in
Seriture are very difforent. It is these differences which I will

endaavour to axplore.




NOTRS

a.
5.
6.
[N

The term ‘Coriture’ will remsin untranslated throughout, in
arder to aveid confusion end o retein ita specificity.

Por a tranalation of all French quotations, sae Appendix 4.
A1l translations are my Gwn, and are indicated by Romen
numerals.

By the term ’metalingual’ is implied (he self-reflective
nature of Geritura, within which there is a cosxistence of
the mate~ and objeck-language. This pelf-reflectivity is one
of tha warks of criture. As such the Nouveau Roman is a
form of ecriture. Ses Stephen Meath {1872): The New:
Bgman-

See Jekobaan {1871)

See Deleuze {1983)

For an

of derituro os ) mee chapter 4.
Thet is, svokes & 'being’ foreign to the process apecific b
i,

b

Thus representatipn depends, for an ontology, on these

techniques ond  functioms  which comstitute it

representatisn.

The word 'originary’ is uaed here only in a loose senae. The
ohjsct is not to discover the origins of language, but that
which wakes it posaible. Devrida. in hia article "la Double
STance"(1970) ulac spesks of tha 'folds’ of languags, hers
mude possible by the blank 4pace 2o absance.

The comcept of 'résesu’ is atrikingly similar to the wotion
of intertextuality dovelaped by Kristevs snd derived from
Bakhtin, Sme chapter 2,

See chapter 2. This 1s congruent with Kristeva's

understanding of the istertext ss & necessnrily apatisl




18,

cetegory.

as Lscan (1977) esp. "The function .wd the field of spesch

and  languege in paychomnalyais” (pp.30-114) sod "0n &
question preliminary o any possible  treatment of

pavchosis.” (pp.179-22)

Thet is, of an identity between language and an ontelogy
axtrancous to it

See p.14 above .

ses Balibar and Macheray (1981}

See Baudrillard (1981)

See Balibar and Macherey (1981). It is of ceurse Barthes in

Writing Zere (1968a) who first attempts a history of

this type - sse slso chapter three.

6y the term ’imaginery’ is meent the structure through which
a relation to tne real is astablished ard mainteined.
'Symbolic’ is used hers in the sense of 3 otructurs which
underlies ané comstitutes the possibiiity of real and
imeginary structures. Ses Delsuze (1975) and Lacan (1877),
Delewze (1975). All tranalations from this acticle are xy

oWn. See also Carus

. 4. (1988) from which this section is
adazted.

These tersc ars used in & psychoanslytic (Lacentan)
sevse, but are further quelified as in Barthes (1975).
Deleuse uses the following to clarify this point : while 2
is an inatance of a resl relation, snd xZ + yZ - BL = 0

fs an inatace of en fssginacy relation, gy s en instmnce

of & symbolic reiation, where the e

ments bave na

value  in but  are

reciprocally determinai within the relation. Bxamples of

this are modern algebra, the systes of phonamas, end Lavi-

Strauss’ iinzhip systesm.




T TR W

The phoneme, for exsmple, is not sn actual lstter, ayllabls
or sound, but meither is it a fiction or assoclated image.

(Jakobaon 1963 as referred to by Deleuze 1875:202)

Since the underiying structure conaists of symbolic slements
held in differential relations and defined by their un-real
and un-imsginary status, it is not poseible to think of
them, or of the symbolic structure to which they belong, or
of the dsfferential relstioms in which they are held, as

being 1o any way sctusl. The terns ’differentiation’ end

‘differential’ as used by Deleuse, hove & generic senss and

s mathepatical sense (linked to differential calonlus)
respectivaly.

Deleuse uses Althusser’s specification of the economic

structure s sn exsmple of this : firstly, a total sociaty

comprising every possibla element, relation and value of
production is not poasible. The underlying economic
structure is actualized in various substructures, e.g.
capitalise. Secondly, every mode of production 1s defined as
& 'mpecies’ made up of 'purts’ corresponding ¢o each of the
sossible wodes. (Althusser 1985 ss referred to by Deleuse
19753209

Examples of different characterisations of the eupty

position ave ‘'mana’ or the 'floating signifier’ i Lévi-

Strauss’ of mythol 1 + the zero-
phosena in Jakobson's terms or Lhe phallic symbol .n Lacan's

terms. Nome of the above can ba considered to be

identifications of .ue empty position, since to identify it
would be to 'fill' its emptiness and thus to occlude it,

Susioiics i8 understood here in the eense give it by
of §/F) and by

barthes® later work (roughly from the time
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Sristeva's davelopment of memanulysis.
Sae Delaporte, J-P k $. van Zyl (1984:60-72)

“In sy practice thus conceived, the determinant moment (or

element) is meither the raw material, nor the product, but

the practice iv the nacrow sense : the moment of the labour

of transformation itsel?, which sets to werk, in a specific

structure, sen, weans and o technicel method of utilizing
the means.” Althusser (1965:166) cited in Olucksmanz, A.

(1977:284)

See Lacan :Egrits (1977)

It is interesting to note that the operstion of 'différance’
s it is postulated by Derrida, works on precisely the same
antary stracture of

principle. The differential-suppl

scriture is make possible by the blank-space, i.s. & Lack or

€8p. See Derrida : “Le Double SSance® (1970).
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CEAPTER THO
Eristava : the possibility of commitment
o
o
2.1 Semanslynis . L
st -

4 discussion of the Tel Quelian motion of &

possibilities of ocomsitment would ramsin truncated without an

exposition of Rristeve's position with respect to serifure end

the mocial. Bchoes of Kristava’s work and sarticulsrly of i

sexanalysis, the theory postulated by her in order to acoount for =i
tion (signifience), are strongly felt in lel Guel sfter ',,.

a undoubtediy Kristeva who is closest to malnstream fal

Quelinn thought, obviouely bacause it is aiso she who plaved a i

major role in actually forming that thought. .

1
2 ¥ oy & 1979) , the first

articles published by Kristeva, although

is of crucial importance

coilection of often .
negluctad in overviews of her work ,

since it is hera that the broad outlines of semanalysis are :

sketehad out. Not only do the atudies included in this collection

indicate the main thrust of Kristeve’s work , ie. to estsbliah v

the apecifigity of poetic language s a signifying practice, but A

also demonstrate what semonaiysis must ba and with which

if it lo to be sble to

they
fields of knovledge it must articulate,

LT

for the socially end

account for this specificity as well
ideologically transformative powers of this slgnifiying practice

In the article "Fhe system and the opeaking subject® (187Ge}
\yaia is bacessavy

The first

Qristeva claima that a theary such as sow

order to move away from two trends in semiotic studies.




of thess is the limitation to merely d

criptive studies of

eignifying ayatems. The second ls the exclusion of the subject in

semiotic studis

. Both of these limitaltions are caused by the
dependence of semiotics on the linguistic model, and result in an
inability to account for signifying systems in their matasriality,
a5 well as in a chronic disebility when approaching the literary
text, which does not operate entirely within the linguistic model
or even within communizative icteractionm. $hat = classic
canast account for ultimately,
ereductivity of

semiotics ia g

ugkien or the
poetic languege since what it focuases upon is
the text as (linguistic) product. Thuas the major discovery of
semiotics, 1l.e. that every sonial practice signifies in wuch the

same wey as a language, 1a also its

or limitation. What is
called for then is a theary of meaning which will not be limitad

to s description of the seaiolopy of ayatems, bui will srticulate
itself as a critique of thees avatems. This theory of nmeaning
takes the fore of & theory of the apeaking subject, undertakem by
semanalysis. The inclusion of the speaking subject when
the literary text is nacessitsted by the specificity
af-ite strusture:

ayproaching

"Sirectly implying ta subject, wp o the paimt of

exhibiting, through the linguistic orgenisation, its
wnconscious economy, and also ita socisl position (the text)
1a not fntelligible in its spacificity if not placed in the

contaxt of tha contradictions of the subject through

ignification and withio the

socio-political  field."
(1978b:2)

Semanalysis thus places itself firmly within the bounds of

tha
Tel Quelian project,

23 @ samiotics which interarticulates with
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materiallss on the one hend zad with psycheanalyais on the other,

scoounting for the double embedding of the literery text in the

3 and in the , through its acception
of the spasking subject as being fundementally wsplit, nod as
being constituted through socia-familial constreints on the one
hund  snd physiological drives on the ather .In thus delimitating
the sphere of semanalytic studies, semsnalyls i established ss
o meterialist theory which is also the only eemiotic theory

capable of braaching the guestion §f literary production.

12i9tike , whick as its

However, in tho articles contained in

lysis, the foundations

subtitle indicates is » gsarch fer  sem:
of thim theory mre by po means as clear-cut. The collection is
warked by besitancy end by the testing out of variovs bases which
could be used for an anelysis of the specificity of poatic
language. Linguistics, formal logice ond matbematics amongst
othars are sll used s lavers in the anslysis of the ‘othernass'
of poetic language, es well as Oriontal and Asian thought. The

book prasonts an objsct of analysis - postic languags - convarged

upon  frow  seversl different perapectives. This  seeming
eelecticlan in no way detrects from ths value of the collection,
which is perhape one of the most inaightful theories we have of
the litarary text in it specificity. It ie particulariy valusbls
in two major sress : 1)th porticipation of the Likerary béxt in
soctal systems and 2)ths avalysis of the logical speraticns which
underlie the specificity of poetic langusgs. Le Bayelukien oy
1oMoge meBtlzug(1574) provides the anslysis of the unconsaious
daterminations of the literary text .In this chapter I shall be
concentrating om those aspscts of Sewdigtikd dealing with the

iterary taxt and socio- historical or ideslogical systems.




2.2 Poetic language and the mocial

risteva accounts for the participation of the litarary text in

social cystems in three waye :
gizm.

1)by the elaboration of Dakhiin's notion of dj
2)by accounting for a speoific idealogdne at particular
historical juncturea.

9)by the postulation of the notion of intertextuslity.

There are of course overlaps botwsen thesa thres naotions and
the rxistence of any one of the threa mey be said to necesssrily
inply the others; thus where d¢islogism may be seen to be
operating, intertestuality will alsa be in operstion. Hawever
dialogisn, the notion of ideos ,:7e and intertextuality are not
interchangesblu terms. Bach does syecific work in the theory, and
the combination of their operations results in the paragremmatism

of the iterary text, paragrowmatisme being a term borrowed from

Seussure’s Apagraumes, which is used ae 8 ’labsl’ for the

apecificity of poetic language .

2.2,1 Dialogiam

bigmi 2eetiki

Phis nation is teken from Mikhail Bokhtine's
Bensaievekave end Tversbassre Traseais Babelaie and tx evidencs
of Kristeva’s willingnese to search for useful toela from various
sources and %o set them to work in lem-n-l;nll. The exposition of
dialogism 1s to be found in the srticle 'Le not, le dizlogue et
le romen’ in Sgwhiotikd (1979:82-112) =s well es in Le Terle gu

Boman (1070).

In Bakhtine's analysis the stutus of the word is introduced ss

the minimal unit of the structure, which is studied with respect

ar




to ibs status 4s a semie cowplex in its artlculations with other
words in a sentence or equence, What must then be estzblished is
that the amme functions or relations exist in larger sequences nm

those which exist {n more restricted

quences. the basis for r
this attention to the word and its erticulations is that the
dialoglem implicit In the word as minimal unit of the utterance
causes the uttersnce to be studied ms discouse and not merely s

languege. That 1is, the utterance is always geared towerds and

arises out of a comcrate context, whereby it geins ite non- :
reiterative end unique charactar, as opposed to aignification in kA
lengvege which is velterative (Todorov 1984:45) The space in

which the word functions is three dimesaional or is dafined by

the interaction of thres different elements : the addresser or
the subjest of writing, the sddressee, nnd axterior text. Thus o
the status of the word is defined both horizontslly (the word Ry
belongs ko hoth the subject of ecriture and the addressee) and 0
vartically (the word in the text is orientad towsrds the antarior

or synchronic literary corpus)(1979:84) The horizental axis of

the text fo thus defined 2a being that of the subject and
sddre b

ee, and the vertical axie na being that of the text and

context. Rowever, while Lhe word is shered by both addrusser and .

sddresses, the addresese exiats in the text only @s 2 discourse,
which merges with the discourse of the subject in the text, The
digoourse of bhe mddredeea brings with it the corpus of other d

tnxts snd contexts (social texts) in which the addressee (as well

as  the subjast or addrenser) sparates. This interaction defines
- the pecessarily soclological chareater of ths uttersnce, Despite
tha fact that the utterance is sson as n unique phemomemon which
inplicat

both speaker and addressee, it in no way points ta the

individuality of the spesker. Bakhbis points out thet "the entire




verbal pert of human existenco (extarnal and internal discourse)
ocannot be charged te the mccount of the urigve aubject, taken in
1

group (his socizl snviromment)® (Todorov 1984:30) . Tha utterence

isolmtion; it does not belong to the imdividual but to his

therefore brings with it the ontire gamut of the sveial relstions

of = particular socio-histerical Junsturs : "No utferonca in

general can be to the spesker it is the

wredust of the intsrection of the inkerl rs, end, broadly
speaking, the product of the whole complex sggisl gitustien in
which it hes ocourred” (Todorov 1984:30). As @ result aof the
interaction between the horizontal and verticel mwes, the werd
Cand therefore the utterasts) is never univocal but always &t
least double : “le wot (le taxte) est un croisement de mots (de
textes) ou on lit mx moins un eutre mot (texte)” (1879:84) . The

e relations can be meen to extend throughout the whols text,

s
by the principle af articulation teted above: what functions in
® minimal sequence functions alsc in larger sequesces. The notion
of tntertextuality is directly drawn from this : “teut lente se
comstruit cowse wosoique da sitations, tout texte est absorpti=n
et transformation d’us eutre toxte. A 1 place de la notico

'intaroubjectivitd s‘imstel'v .elle d&'intertestunlits, et le
ii

langsge poetigue se lit, mu mains, comme doubla® (1979:

b
&
T Bakhtin's notion of dislogiem enables Kristeve to determine
| . exectly how tha literary text is osbedded in end to = osr.ain
. extent determined by the mocial. The word, as the minimal

atructyral usit is & mediator betwssn the text and the cultural
and historicsl surroundings, as well as the regulater of the
trensformation of the dlachrony into @ aynchrony, fha latter

Bepect plays o central role in the transformational enalysie of

parrative in Le Texte du Remen(1870), This text ia un alaboration
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of the crux of “Le dinlogue, le wot et le
diplogipme is seen

roman", in that
am underiying the very possibility of =y
utterance, as opposed to the Bussian Formalist understsnding of

linguistic dielogue, in which it was mccepted that moncloglen

always exists prior to dialogism. Bakhtin clmima
diulogisn

however that
is inhersnt to languege stating that "le dialogue est
3n seule sphire possible de la vie du langage®(quoted in

1870:89) While Bakhtine does not develop this claim further,

Eristeva points out that dimlogicsl relations can ba found

different levels of

at
lenguage : dn the lavgwe / parole
distinction, in double articulation {parsdign / syntagm) and in

the relstions between code and message in  Jukebson's

communication wodel. iamlogism must necessarily be seen aw

underiying monalogism since without the possibility of sddressing

ag-other, thera could be .o {ntelligible uttarance, evan if this

pessibility ware to remain virtnal only.

If 4t s so that dislogism underlies wovologism in &ll

linguistic utterances, tha analysis of the text as dialogve
no way be limited to the linguistic model.

move outeide the

esn
in The necessity ko
Linguistic model is matntnined both in the
serlier articls and in Lo Texts du Bomgp. Sowiotics must mdopt a

tranalinguistic Pracedire when analysing the specifia

functioning of uterances in different literary genres or tokts,
it the text is seen &5 oporating Within the dialogua. In thia
the study of the literary Yext cells for o translinguistic
procedure

coas,
since the litevary text or genre is soen as an  impure
semiologicnl system, which may not function without language, buy

which slso signifies ‘benesth’ linguistic structures. The

translinguistic procedure is Jjustified by the

principle of




semantic expansion which sllows for the hypothesis that the

exteriorisation

evolution of literary genres ts tha unconscious
of linguistic structures st their different levels (1579:65) end
it o1 precisely this hypothosis which is demomstrated in the

£

transformational analysis of the movel undertaken in Ls Zaxte

u Bomen the word as the minisal structural unit of
the

1o le Texte &
is replaced by the consideration of the status of
uttermace, which ias defined in the same terms as tha status of

the word (1970:96-87) This is an interesting move since it

inplies that the utterance ~ in this case the novel - mey be seen

thon »f linguistic atructures which does not

se  un gXteri
necessarily fall entirely within the realm of lingulatic studies,

precisely becsuse linguistics connot nccount for the role played
by the other ia the formation of uttersnces. Dislogical
relations, in turn, ars irreducesble to linguistic strictures, s

well s to logical snd significatory structures :

"Ils (rapports dialogiques) doivent Btre babillds de mots,

deverir des anoncistions, des expressions par des mots des
positions de divers sujets, pour que das  rapports

dinlogiques  appsraissent ontre  eux... les  rapports
dialogiques sont sbeolumant impossibles sana des repports de
logiae et de sigmitication wais me s ridulsent pas o sux,
ayant lour propre sppaifiektd.” (1970:89)

literary text functions both within and without

Thus  the
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linguistic snd logical structures. beln§ both a dialogus and an
ambivelence, mince 1% necessarily ivplies the double, poetic
laoguage does not in apy instance, function without a logic. It o B
is not the illogical, nor the irrationel, operating instead by
snother logic, which is fornolismblo. The task now aet to
samiotics {semanslysis) is the following : “trovver les
formalismes correspondant aux diffsrents modes de jomction des :

énoncéa (des sbquences) dens 1'eapace dialogigus du texte.” -

(1978:87) The daterninabios of this 'other logic’ would than ]
mark tho spacificity of poetic language, the aselyeis of which
the articlea "Pour une sdmiologie des paragremmes” (1979:118-1478

and "Podsie et nigativitd" (1879:186-217) are instances.

The consequences of the embedding of the literary text in the
soctal through the notion of dislogism, inm whieh it is the

perticipation of the discourse of the other which is of

£mps . the literary text as ¥
redically ambivelest,  golyvalemt and  polymerphous. The e
polyvalancy of the text may only be restricted by a logic &

extarior or foreign to 1t (aristotelian 0~1 logie, subject -

Predicate structures ). Thiz 1ogic is the mesns by which the,

text is constrained to limib ambivalence, end to utter a Pruth -

or & univacal meaning. This is the aame machanism which underlies
the view of the text as praduct, and ocoludes the text s

N Productivity, Multivocal meanings and productivity always go -

(}/ . hand in hesd. Bakhbin's motion of dlalogiem enablas one to sse
5(‘ - the literery structure nat ae semetiing which 15 but as sowothing

wbich elsborates itself in relation to the discourse of the othar

(1879:83) Thua {t is in uvery ssnse, an extremely useful basis .
K Tor the study of the literacy text €s oms whick participates in

[ soctel and 1ideslogical atructures and which is nlas able to
1

a2
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comtest and traneform thess structures. The coptestation of RN
social and idealogical structures is made possible by the very

fact that the text is @ transforamtion of the diachromy ints o

aynchrony, or of a linear history into =n sbatraction in the -
discourse of the other, which is present in the text s amother | 1
structure. The writer, in forming his utterence in which the B
presence of the other's discourse is always implied, may [

transgress this abstrsction by an "Gcriture-lecture, co’est-i-dire
par une pratiqua d'une structure signifiante en Fonction de ou e
opposition mvec ume sutre siructurs.” (1979:83)  Since the

oparation of ecriturs always exceeds that of reading (i.e. that

of the other structurs regulated by O-1 logic) that is, it

exceeds the logic of codified discaurss, it may only exist on the

sargizs of officiel culturs. As soon as the text tramsgresses .

grammatical and semantic rules, it inscribes itself as a social B

8 1
g and political contestation.  Thls s a crucial facter in
& Rristeva’s theory of the text, in which the view that the
i, of the offical Hnguistic cods and tha e
. i. of official luw ure not anly equivalent but idembical, remains & {
& consistent festure. :
+ 2.2.2 Intertextunlity
& f
il £
b Bvary word, utterance mnd text being s dielogue of several /

fragnent of tho intertext. Intertextuality is then the immediate

upshot of dislogism, and is made evident in the text by B .

diachronic ss opposed to a synchromic tramsformaticonl anmlysis

[ (1970:66-89). Kristeva arrives at ths uotion of intertextuality

through the application of the transformational wethod in Le




feyte du Romsp., in order to account for the gemeration snd the
comatitution of the novel or narrative discouras. The particular
way in which tromsformation frow the intertext to the text

occurs, would then constitute s epecific literary genre.

While trensformational amsiysis is wusually  synchronic,
describing the transformations within a text, without coacerning
$tself with the dimchronic (seclo-historicel) framework which
produced the text, & dimchronic transformationsl amalysie is
The latter

posaible on the same basis as synchronic analysi
proceads according to the hypothesis that an equivalence way be
postulated between two structuree (signifying and signified),
despite the fact that the signifiers may differ. Dischromic
tranafornational analyses would them postulate diachronic
aquivalence by distinguishing signifying units whach may be
different on the level of the signifier, but which vey belong te

gnifieds. 4 dimchronic spplication of the

the amme cless of
tranefornational method could be utilisad when the historical
knowledge of & certain period is insufficiant. In this cese, the
text could be recansbituted according te anterior or aynchronic

which would allow for &

rugkio
distinction betwean two different systems : that of the text in

texts,through an interier &
gquestion seen ax an ensmemble of utterances end that of ather
texts inscribed within it. The correlation of the taxt with that
which 1is ‘other! parmits the study of the strusturation of the
text, The procedure would then consist of three steps :
1) the situation of the text in the corpus of anterior and
synchronie litecary texts, which allows for :

2) the diatinction betwean different units which constitute

the text {the novel), revealed by their distinctive traita

34
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once they may be sttributed to other texts.

3)  the submimsion of these distinctive unite to

transformational rules within the taxt itself.

What may then be zeen ia that units which come to the text from

ather texts do bet remain unchanged, but are transformed by the
1
dominant function in the text (in this case non-disjunctios ).

At this paint the prineiple of equivelence broaks down, mince the

transformed units (signifiers) are no longer related to the same
class of signifieds. Therefore the principle of equivalence i

1id only in synchronic brameformational analysis, within only

ome diacursive structure, but collapses when spplied to the
Literary text which is w tramsformatian of a diachrony and whick
s radically ssbivalent se & result of dislogten. When
approsching the Mterary taxt in its spacificity, a dinchronic
transforsational spalysis must be applied, sines it is in the
diachrony that & global transformation of hoth signifier and
signified occurs. and which makes the productivity of the text
epparent. The toxt may then be soen me constructing itmelf from
ather texts nod ae frapgfesming other texts in @ procass which s
never finite. but which 1ia instead ongoing, in the entire
intertextusl space. Textusl productivity asy only be grasped as

intertextuality.

A dischronic transformational esalysis, such es that undertaken

based on the notion of dialogism, permits

of literary as an i lity, a

the literary

notion which may then be sean 15 a g

taxt.




“Nous  définirons comse littérature tout discours

qui

reldve du moda de 1'intertextualite, ast-a-dira qui

se spatialise en sjoutant 3 1n SURFACE de as propre

structure dafinie per le rapport  sujet/ddstinstaire,

1’espace d’un texte atranger qu’il modifie." (1970:67)

Intertextuslity can thus only be operated by a spatislisation and
the activity of writing, or goriture itself, {e asasentially =

apatial category.

Intertextuslity is by no means limited to the interarticuletion

betwean the Lext and other literary texts. All literary texts may

be defincd as both s synchromy end a diachrony, and by the

implication of the discourss of the othsr, are ewbeddsd in the

social and the historical. The text is in & sense, 'doubly’

embedded in the socio-histarical, thraugh the pressnce in it of

the other, and through its construction by the inclusion end
transformation of other bexts, which thewselves are made up of

the subject/addresses axis, mnd the inclusion/trenfornetion of
other texts. Furthermore the socio-historical ia inscribed in the
taxt a3 a g

o or as u discursive practice. It exista in the
text only es text. Kristeva goes further to claim that the socie=
historical’s only mode of existence is as & text, and she will
then speak of the social and tha historiesl texts, which may _then
slso o

, be included in the literary text ms instances of tha other

(foreign, exterior) text. Intertextuality ie then a network
(recalling Foucmult’s notion of 'résesu’) which cannot be limited

or fixed at sny point.

While intertextuality undoriies every literary practice, it is

particularly evident in the avant-gards taxt which is  eminently
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contestatory:

“Pour les textes poGtiques de ls  wodernité o'est
(1’intertextualitd), pourrions-nous dire asps exagérer, una

loi fondamentsls: ils se font an abaorbant et sn detruisant

en ulue temps les autres texies de l'espace intertextuel;
ils  sont pour minsi dire des glisr-jonction discursivs.”
i

v
(1978:196)

It is because the text axists only in the intertext that it may

be oeen as constructing itsalf me en gcril

ctore  (writing-
reading) : a process of writing which fs simeltancously a reading
and easimilation of other Laxts, which it may affirm or negate or
both affirm und negate simultaveousiy (Leutraamont apd ell avant—
garde texts ). Intertextuslity is a point of emtrance to the
determinstion of the 'other’ logic whereby poetic language
operates, as well ms to the process of praduction or the
productivity of the literary text, It allows one to place the
taxt within its social, political and historical co-ordinates, by
which it may be detarmibed, but which it may slso contest. The
link  betwsen intertextuality ond cout

tation is  further

clarified by the notion of the ideologeme.

2.2.3 The idsologeme 4

The ideologeme is the function which relates the text to the

intertext. Kristeva defines the ideologame as

"le foyer dans lequel ls rationalitd conna:

ante seisit la

transforuation des  amo: (ouxquels la  texte est

irrhductible) en w. tout (le taxte), de mems que las
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insertiona de cette totalité dens le texte historique et :

x
soctal.” (1979:63)

tion’ of the

The ideolageme may be said to be the ‘waterisli

ideological in the text. It is @ concept which is at once broadsr

than intertextuality, for it concarns the :

It s

and more ‘tangible’

relations batween a society and its significatory systems

od on the possibility of constituting s typology of cultures

the .

b

on the basis of the type of relations batween a culture and

sign or the type of negation operated by the signifying unit, a
typology which is partiovlacly accessible to semiotics, and which
estublishen semiotics as  scienca of the

{1968:3186)

more importantly,

ideologies which subtend all signifying practices.

has between two : that

Kristeva initially dist
of the synbol and that of the aign. The ideclogime of the symbol
and

cherecterises Buropean society up to sbout the 1dth cemtury,

may be defined as a coswogomic ’'eomiotic’ practice, the elements

of which refer to universal, unmrepresentsble and umknoweable

o transcondentals (1979:55). There is a univecal connection
woe between these transcendentals end the symbals which evoke them; .
. the synbolised ix to be i to

the symbol iteelf, which .a merely a mark. Sysbolic units (in the
Spopée, contes populmires, chamsons de geate) ere  umits of

in relation to the sysbalised universals (heroism,

restriction
E coursga, nshility, virtus, etc), Therefore in its vertical
dimension (universals - marks) the symbol has a function of .

restriction, and 14 its horizontal dimension (avticulatisn of

signifying units) ite function is the avaidance of paradex, since

oppositional unita are exclusive, §

in the Togic of the symbol,
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diately resalvad,

Where contadiction dees occur, it pust be &

and is therefora sceluded,

The poriod from the 13tk to the 15th centuries seas ‘tha

contestation and stienuation of the syabol. The ideologéme of the
sign begins to oppear, but maintniss tha  fundamsntsl
characteriatic of the symbal. The ign too s marked by the
irreduceability of its tersa (referemt to signified azd signified

to aignifierd; the sign, like the symbol fs dualfst, hiererchical
and  hiorarchiaing. lowever, in its vertical function the sign

refers to entities which are mere restricted and more
14

concretised. Thase entities are described as reified universals

which, related within tha structura of the sign, are immediatsly

trapscesdentalized, thus becoming theologival units.

“"Le pratique sémlotigue du signe assimile ainsi l= demarche

wétophyaique du symbole et la projette sur 17 imuediatement
perceptible’; ainai valoriss, 1'’iumediatoment perceptille’

se transforma en ol t& qui mera la loi maitressa du

discours de la civilisation du wigne." (1979:57)

Thus the transformation from the sysbol te the sign in no way
inplies the disappearence of trenscendentais, bub only the
objectifichtion of trunscendentals, which way alse be termed s
trapacendence of the referont vis~a=vis the sign. Naithar is the
semiotic practica of the sign more tolerent of contradiction then
that of the syabol, although it may sppear to bs so ecsuse of
ite horizontsl structure. The aign is srticulatad as a metonymic
sequance of displucements which signifies s progressive creation
of metsphors (1879167). 1In this way, the text appears to be an

pr—




open structurs, in which en arbitrary andivg is poesible, since

the oppasitional terms mgrear to ba linked togather in a0
This is howevar illusory since the trajectory

sign,

unpredictable way.
of these sequences is programwed by the ideologeme of the
that fa, by a closed or finite dyadic procedure, which installa

hierarchy amonga the the terme of the aigu (refersnt - signified

- signifier), and which interiorises oppositional dyads in the
articulation of terms,  itself as o 1 ot
tradicts In the 1 anelysis of the novel, it

becomes mppurent thet the novel, constituted by the ideologeme of

the sign, has a pragremmed ending identical to that to he found

in the symbolic samiotic prectice, constructing itself as @
series of loops, with an overlap of begioning and onding.
Therafore oven if the oppositicnal dyad ie embiguated in the non-

disjunctive structure of the novel, its resolution is pre-given.

In the ideologeme of the symhol, contradiction is resolved by

an exclusive disjunction (aon-equivalence -—#% --) or by nom-
7 --), while in the ideclogeme of the aign,

(-=¥ ey, Non-

conjunction
resclution occurs by maans of non-disjunction

disjunction becomes poseible anly with the ideclogema of the sign

since tho sign 1) does not refer to & univocal reality, but
ovokes ® number of images and asaccisted idess;  2)it's
articalation is combinatory and therefore carrelative - it’s

3) most

memning arises out of its combinstion with other sign
iuportently, the sign implies a tranaformatiomel fietd in which
and . (1970:35) 1t is the

5wy be ang,
{8 of transformation which makes the aynthesis  of

sdonal terms possible, creating a situation where it
ible to definitively pluce anm entity in

Thus the

momentarily becomes impo:

the positive or negative axis of an oppositional dyad.

80
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*Dame’ in analyssd by Kristeva in “Le texta

a3 is sometimes marked

clos” (1979:62-81) end in Lg Texte du

by love, sometimes by hatred. The immediate figuras to eppear by
virtue of non-disjurction are those of the double, the mask,
dissimulation, ete., o1l of which heve smbivaleace or @

undecidebility < ag a common fesiure. Thus the sigm

(temporary)
£ills din the gap betwesn opposing or contradictory terms by @
pluy of anbivalences : it thersfare makea the entirs trajectory
possibla, in the obvious sense thst if the

as it

of tha novel
transformation of the oppositional dyad where foreclosed,
tion

is  in the symbo), the spatialisation and temporali
18

ible .

particular te narrative would not he po

The novel as a specific gemre la thus constituted by the

ideclogeme of tha sign, which allows for a measuce of

unpredictability and surprise in the sequenne of displacements of

its articulatiun, Displacementa are not howevar, arbitrary and

unlimited os they appear to ba, aince olthough non-disjunction
may allow some fresdom in the space batween the oppositional
dyad, the terws of the dynd mevertheless programms both the
wnding snd the beginming of the novel. For axemple, 1in jghan de
8 2, the oppositional dyad 1is present in the

(life - denth), the terms of which are nen-

form of a

shematic loop

alternsting and exclusive, and which reinstall & definitive

positive-megative axia, which ultimately, oomes te mark all the
oppositional dyadu in the text, which otherwise functioned s

non-disjunotive. Thus the snéing of the novel i prograuwed inm

of the of terws

its bogiuni ainae the

are alusys pre-existant. Athough ambivalence sxists within the

narrative, its conclusion will alwsys ve a condesnation of

O POy




the ideologeme which constitutes

ambigaity, In tha same way
ive poseibility, the novel (and every other signifying practice
basad upon the sign) is therefars hisrarchising. Such signifying
practices are always expressive, and tramscendentalise the
reterent, which exista exterfor to the text but which cantrole

it.

The hiersrchisation implicit in the ideclogeme of the sign is a
result of the type of nsgation which the sign opsrates. Uristeva
dy B

to dielectical negation, the negation of the sign is

that in

argues in "Le texte clos" end in
comparisen
incomplote, since it doss not totalise negation in the same way
as dialectical negation. That i it does mot introduce u
conplementary negation, which would result ia the trepaformstion
of the bipartition into a rythmic tobality with s permutation of
terms (1970:57). In this case (dimlectical negation) the

of terms ia aizuli 1t thought of as ® reciprocity

or = symetric rewnion; both terms are both negated and affirmed
in e doudle nmegation, which results in the fact that neither of

the terms way be marked »s sither positive or negaiiiva, meling

ble. Inatend of a double uagation, the

hiarerchisatisn  iupo
negation of ths sign is s divided dialectical negation, or @
divizlon of the negative movement of dislectical negation imto

tws ateps: disjunction and non-disjuneti Blsjunct i &

proguomnegation, which rtesults in o paeudo-opposition of terms
i3 “here 1s no complementary negation, the differeace of the
towgr  cennot be reduced to a radicel disjunction of terms (with
peratation), and as @ result, the negation remains incomplets.
Non-diajunction intervenss only in the sscond phass, sod is
programmed by disjunction. It is a negative function wiich

however resuits uot in a symetric reuniom, but in n nynthesis of
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two Into ona, poasible only besause tha oppusitisn 1o mowentarily

ite hallmark, the figure of the

‘forgotten’, and which hos

doubls and of pretence. Therefore, tha sscond phase of the

alse a pseudo-pegation.

negation particular to the sign, i

d by the the closure of disjunction, npon-disjunction,

Pragrans
saquence of 1

although eppearing as an
it entails a marking of the oppusitional terus ss a positive or @
negative, and therefors resulta ia  hierarchisation. “la

dbdoublement de la négation dialestique entrafne de mime une

*
finalitd, un principe tWeologigue (Disu, ie “sens’™ (1970:57) .
to claim that 1) pimeslas ‘s born in this

nom-alternante ext la loi du

Kristova goss an
divided negation. “la négation

réeit; touts narrmtion est faite, aa nourrit de tewps et de

£inalitd, d'histoire et da Dieu.® (1970:67)

Tha aarking of terme brought sbout by hierarchisstion, evident

in the transition from eyabol to pign, appears in the system of

gnified, 3) aignifier. This

the sign as : 1) vefsrent, 2)
cesults in the aliaion of productivity und in the exchenge- value

of the raalist text, and of all exprossive or representational

litersture, and is particularly evident in the wanner of
in this cass, the movel.

Ltanlf

completing or closing off a disaourse,
Kristeva stetes that every ideological activity prasanta
in  the form 6f  compositionally complete  uttersnces.
Compositional completion muat not however be confused with
structural complation, which characterises the literary objact or

produgt. “La notion de littBrature coincide avac la notion de

romen tant dema ses origines chronologigues que dans le fait de
. Rristeva reaches the
the

x
Leur cldture structurale.® (1979:50)
i enalysing the ending of 18han de Saintrh that

oonclysion

imtgr




moval hun both @ structural and & compositional ending, the

latter being mads redundent in the realist uoval, omca the

productivity of the text is occluded (i.e. once the transitian

from synbol to eign is complate). Jahan de &

‘e (iv fact, all

novels) ia made up of two navrstives :

the story of Saintr
the story of the process of writing. The first

and

entsils a

structurel complebion, the second, a compesitional completion.
Structural completion iz achieved by the closing of 2 thematic

loop, or an sppositionel dyad monounced at the beginning, i.e.

the condemnetion of mmbiguity, (the narrative ends with the

punishment of the 'Deme') end it is determined by the closure of
the of the sign ‘disjenction; nom-disjunction). The
completion of the novel (the discourae of the author} is however
brought

about by the intervetion in ths textual space, of the

sctivity of writing itself. Tt is the appearauce in the text of

the process of inscripticm, i.e. that which brings us back to the

fact that this is a uritten text, which complates the navel

compouiticnally. Antoine de la Sale, writing in @ peried of

transition between tha symbol and the

ign, saively closes his

novel +ff twlee, i.e. both structurelly and compoaitionally.

While the structursl completion of the novel is detsrmined by the
1deologen

of the sign, end characterises both as ldealogical,
the compositional completion of the discourse is a eultural fact,

which is later occluded by bourgecis literature. ftho explicit

appearence in tha baxt of that which produced it (work,
productivity) msrks the ending of the novel (its death). In

relation to the word

£ibucy 15 considercd as "une fonction qui

v <
ousifie, pétrifie, orrdte : "Pour la vonscience phondtigue
Véeritura sat ure limite

artificiells, une lei arbitraire, uwne finition

do la Rensissance jusau’s aujourd’bui,

subjective.”

v
{1870:54)  Thie indicatas that the prectice of writing, Beriture
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itself, 1is not datermined by the ideclogeme of the sign; it does
pot perticipate in the hierarchical closure necessarily implied

¢ o distinction is made batwesn &

by the sign. In yshan de §

phonatic and a scriptural practice, and althongh the lattsr is
marked pejoratively, the instance of production underlies that of
‘artificial limit, arbitrary lew and subjective completion’.
2d o) ‘bitrarily,

Eerituce, a5 o productivity gap esly be

aince it has no finite hierarchy.

"L'acte de 1'écriture que est l'acte différentiel par

excellence, ressrvant au texte ls statut d'up autre

ircéductible @ son différent, qui est aussi llucte
correlationnel par excellencs, evitant toute oldturs des
shquences dans un f{deologime fini et les ouvrant & un
agencement infini, cet acte sera oupprime at on ne
1'évoquers que pour opposer & la ‘realiti objective’
(17énonca, 1a discours phosStigue) un ‘artificel subjeceif’

(la pratigue scripturale).” (1870:54)

It is prec;:e!y the productivity of the activity of writing,
which slthough marked pajoratively st the inception of the novel
as a genre, is still inecribed within the text, that cames to be
occiuded in the realist novel. The status of the text as product
is mado possible by the ideologeme of the sign, which ullows for
a structural closure. The realiat novel is completed structurally
1y ¢ e tional is in fact

but not
not mecessary to it since the novel st this stage of its

list novel

evolution, dous not appear as discourse. Thus the r
sppears  sn  an expressivity of pre-existent mesning, an

exchangeable product, as ligersture : "le regne de la litterature

65
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et alle occulte meme

rogne de ls ¥

qu*Antoine de la Sale avait confusément pratigue i las origines
. 2y -
discursives du feit Iittaraire.® (1970:53)

The i eme of the sign titut i ms 8 product,

whereby what is exchmnged is a closed and hierarchical text, for
 closed and hierarchical weaning or truth. The dod of tha symbol
comes to be replaced by the suthor, who is the proprietor of the
text, and who 'disposes’ of its meanings. The approprintion of
the text is similerly sade pussible by the ideologhme of the
sign. The exthor of the novel is distinguished into two
instances: the author (auteur), and the actor (acteur). The actor
is the wothorial instance included in the text, he is the agent

both

of the discourse, a character of the narrative who
apectator and locutor, assumed by an anonymous I' which
functions ooly as a sign of the locubionary ipstance, but not es
a defined concept. The 'I' of the actar is thus empty, since it

does mot refer to a proper neme. The I’ which rsfers to the

euthor instead, mppears only when reference iz made to the author
as 2 concrete entity (Antoine de la Sale), and only when the text

is comsidered by him to be an exchenge value in the cirouit of

social communication, This leads HKrizteva to postulate the

following

"4inei, nous pourroms formuler iei 1'hypathise gue

1*instance da l’auteur o’organise larsque le g

e (lettre, litterature, roman) aqui

considoré comme o

suppose un possesseur et un vendeur ayent un nom propre et

par conshquent pouvont etrs assusé per un  ‘je’*.
xviii

(1970: 1001)
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contrast to the emptinass of the mctor's 'I', the author's

'I’ i3 a fullness. The concretising of the instance of the author

s necesaitatad by the structural clomure of the parrative, i.e.
by the need to halt the displacement of sequsnces. The suthor
then bacomas God, who coptrols and halts the vagaries of the
text, and ultinately imposes s hierarchisation, The appropriatien

of a discourse in this way is similerly made po

ible only once
the universal trenscendentals of the ideologive of the aymbol are

replaced by the reified transcendsnt

of the sign : i.e. svthor
and meaning. .

o semeistikd

well es in ke Texte du Boman Kristeve

establishes how the text participates in sociel atructures. This
participation e also the indice of its contestation and of its
ability to transfors these structures. If the text includes

social and historical texts within its structurs, by the
inclusion in it of the discaurse of the other, end of texts
exterior and foreign to it, it is alao in & position to contest
and transforn tham. This possibility is indicated in the
Tollowing ways
i) by the notion of the ideclogame, the novel is seen as

straddling twe different signifying aystems

thet“of the aymbol

and that of the sign. If the novel becomes an exchangesble
Product by virtue of its constitution by the idesloghme of the
sign, it alao makes it possible to glimpse bhow & nov-
hierarchising and non-finite system would operate. The negation
of the ideclogime of the sign remains incomplete essentially
becausa of the vestiges of the ideologeme of the symbol Liuherent

&7




to it, i.e. the reification of tranocondentals, programming by
tion implies & non-alternating

ed by -

8i 1t is because disf

oppositional  dyad thet non-disjunction,  progr
diajuncti is ultimately halted by Rowever o

end LR

non-disjunction could potentially result in a truly infinite

arbitrary sequence of displacements. Novels in which those

elements of the ideologéme of the symbol which infiltrate that of
the sign are preponderant are nom-contestatory. (Kristeva places
abd of most 18th century

i this category the novels of Tolstoy,
realisn). Novals which tend to operats predominsntly in nom-
disunctl by the i bne of the sign, however ;

sre contestatory. The movels of Gervantes, Swift, but also of 4

Dostoyavaky, Rafka, Joyce are examples of attempts to ’overcoms ’

the clossd 3 of the novel

to accentucte its self-annihilatien’ (1870:190)

"Ge dedoublement du rowan entre le symbole et le signe est

propre 3 tout notra discours, de sarte que I'on pourrait

considerdr toute victoire du roman contre le symbolisme
conme un pas de notre civilisation daus la direction qu’elte J

st choisie en rafusant le platonisme et le
xix
christianisme.” (1870:190)

i1) The trensformations which occur in the novel sad in eny .

ntially trenaformetions of the wignifier, which .

chetoric are e
arn "recorded’ at ths lovel of the signifisd. Thia is possible in

¢ the ideologeme of the sign since sven though the signifier / B

atable as it is

signified dichotomy is maintained, it is not

in the ideologeme of the symbol. It is pracisely for this remson

thst trenaforwations as well as the study of denotative snd .

E copnotatiye language are made poasible by tha aign. This .
68 . !
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instability elac results in the disequilibretion of  the
solidarity between signifior and signified, in Seusaure’s notion
of the sign. This is the firat atep of a critiqua of the sign as
€ s

an unit of exchamge, which causea the status of the

expressivity and as product to collapss.

1i1) Intertextuslity and dialogitm result in the existence in the
litorary text of other texts which aro sxterior and foreign to
it. Pootic language then appesrs as an goriture=lecture, di.e. @
structuration in which two different syatems or logics are
apparent  :  that of poetic lenguage snd  that  of

e bawaver oporates by &

social/historical/cultural texts. Ferit:
different logic to that of the phometic word, es was indicated by
the fact that geriture cammot be brought to completion by any

machanism of the word, but is always completed mrbitrarily. This

is mot determined by the ciosure

with the

133

and hierarchisation of disjunction, =s is the case

points to the fact that

narrative. Comsequently, Seriture does not operata according to
®he exigencisn of truth (0-1 logic). It operates instead in

another space which Eristeve defines as paragrammatic.

Intertextuality is operated in the text by negation or
affirsation, or by a simultmneous negation and afficmation of
other texts, theslatter resulting in their offective collapse.
Furthernora, intertextuality itself is meds possible only by the
spatialisation operated by Sgribure. Thie implics xot only the
contestation of these texts or logics, but their bransformation

within the text. That the text may operate outside of a domiment

logic, and may transform it within its own structure (sa occurs

de Saintrd). end thet it mey perticipa

R o e
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TR T

trapsformation af & mignifying syatem is then wvident. What
remaina to ba considered is just how sctive a role the

text plays in this

Literary

and if the of

poetic languaga i

only the indica of & brosder revolution of
signifying structures, or if it may activaly revolutionis

these
structures.

In 'L'engendrement de la forsule’ (1979:217-310) Kristava

indicates that the text does have an sotively transformative
potential  (i.s. that it may in aome sense

transformation) since it is able to

inpitis.

produca new symbolic
notationa in ouch the same woy as the formulation of logico-
mathematical operationa (e.y. imaginary and unreal nusbers). The

production of new symbolic notations s possible because of the

tranaformation of signifiers which occurs in the text. The only
question which now remaina for Eristevs is to determine eaxactly

how the the text comes to bave this tranaformative function :

"Un traveil immense s'cuvre devent nous:
&

trouver comuent 1

au cours des sges o sant faita las agents des

tronsformutions des aysthmes do pemsde, ot ant porte dana

1'2declogie ces refontes du signifient qu’ils sont ssuls,
evec le travail  lagico-mathématique,

xx
(1978:225)

& produire

Barthes, howaver, is a little uore scepticzl bout the sbility
of the literary text to cerry into ideclogy ths transformstions
it gom effect in its own systew. The differsnce of thair

conception of the tramsformative power of tha text centres arcund

a slightly different understandng of seriture.




Firet edition 1969. References nade are to the second
edition (1878) unless otherwise indicated.

"Le mot, 1le dialogue et le romen® (1878:82-112) appears in
tramsiation io both Desire in Lemgusge (1980) srd i Toril
Moi's The Kristeve B
(1979:52-81) appesra osly in by

(1988), while "Le texte clos”

gusge. The other

essuys contained in Semeoitikd do mot appesr to have been

trensleted ints Buglich. Commentary of her work ususlly
focuases on the peychomnalytic or feminist  mspects, and
tends to ignore such seminal erticles as "Pour use
séniclogle des paragrammes” (113~147)and  “Podsis ot
négativitd" (185-217), amongst others, Sam for wxemple
Coward and Bllis (1977), Gallop (1982), Moi (1985) and Wnite
(1977).

Translation wy awn.

ry of Bissrary Eredugtion (1978) would thus

be found inadeguate on the grounds that it does not account

Macherey's 4 Th:

far the subject,
8. ’brive’ is used hers in the Froudisn Lerm of ’Trieh’

sometines translated instinct which is defined as

follows: “dynamic process covsisting in a presgure (charge
of energy, motricity factor) which directs the organiem
towards an aim. According to Freud, an imstinct hss its

a0y in & bodily stinulus; its gim ia to eliminate tho

atats of tenwion obtaining &t the instincual souce; end it
is in the ghlect, or thenks to it, thst the inetinct mey

achieve its aim.” (Laplanche & Poutsiis 1983:214)

8. fThese sre of course very broad distinctions, which are made




12.
13,
1.

only for the purposes of weking the material aunegosble.

Ses chapter 4 far o detailed discussion of pevegramsation.
Bakhtin 1963 and 1968 respectively, Moscow, as quoted by
Rristeva {1978). For = detailed discussion of dialogism and
intertextuality fn the wark of Baktin,

{1984)

see  fadorov, T

Such an snalysis is undertaken in "Pour una semiclogie des

paragravmes" (1979:113~146),

The referemce to this quotation in Todorov (1984) is

Voloshimov / Bakhtin (1976) : Ereudisniss ; 4 Maraiat

Gritiuze trans., by I.R. Titunik New York ; Acedemic Press

pp.128-130. There is sowe doubt as to the suthorship of this
text, and others. While it has been escribed to Yolaahinov,
vecent evidence impliss Chat it was actually written by
Bukhtin, or at least that the ideas developed were

originally Bakhtin’s. The same goeo for several tawts
ascribed o Medvedev,

For a discu

ion of Bakhtin's notion of translinguistics
see Todorov (1984:24-24)

See chapter 4.

See pp =" - 66 for a discussion of non~disjunction,

This simultsnaous nogation and affirmation is essentially
operated by the

logic of the parag o

space. See chapter 4.

The concept of 'reified universsls' is borrowsd from V.W.
Quine (1853) : "Reification of universals” in From s iegical

peink  of yiew Morvard Univereity Presa, s ia ‘the
ditfercntiation between two acceptions of the signTiyng wnit
: ome in the upace of the synbol, the other in tha spasa of
the sign..." (Kristeva 1979:85, footnote 4). Translation my
own.
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16. That is = spatielisation and tewporalisation hased on the
distance between or tha tiws taken to traverse the
trajectory formed by the 'loop' : disjunction / nom-

at of apace

disgunction. It is at the same time this deploy

and tine mako possible by tha ideclogeme of the sign which i

allows for the character and its paychology in the novel. In
contrast ta the novel, in the epic, dotermined by the
ideclogsme of the aymbol, the individual is sither good or
bad (disjunction) : becausa nan-disjunction does ot
pertain, there can be no possibility of engendering a
peycholegical character.

17. The definition of seriture as differential and

correlational ix congruent with Derrida’s postulation of the

ditferential-supplementary structure of eeriturs. See “ia
Doubla SGance® (1870)

18, Sce chaptar 4.
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CHAPTER THREE
Barthes : the limitations of commitment

In the constant shifts and discontinuities in Barthes’ bhought

seens almost imposaible to hold on to something stable. His
modest in its formulation

which

it
work is at once flexible and fleeting;
it is wt times the very elmplicity of kis expression
it s Barthes who hes the

dismrms.  Amongat semioticians,
profaundest understending of the signi there ie & sense in which
one cen say thet he lived signe , articalating and

disarticulating them with the utmost eace. And amengst literary
theoriata and critics, it is sgain he who has the kssnest insight
it is 1o vrite, pPerbaps because there is a paint at
in his

inta what
which ope can no longer cell him e theorist, but a writer,

. Whatever one seye mbont his work will

own sansa of seripk

eppesr excessively heavyhanded, aince

necsssarily his own

couched in such subtlety, I have here only
and to

formulations are
attemptad to deal with certain consistent presccupations,

follow the directions they point to; however it is extremely

. difficult to write sbout Barthes withowt being overly reductive,

9.1 Hthica and History

Berthes’ broadest precccupation may bo said to bu the sctivity

of writing iteelf. Witi.un this, we mey distinguish between 1) &

‘ concern with the ethics of geriture and 2) the attempt to

what may bo culled a ’trenchistorical and permanent

daternine

form of literature.’ (1972:167) In this, Barthes may bs said to

be the Foucault of literatura. BDoth projects ars ancounced in

Writing Dsaree Zsre which is defined by Barthes as being “no mare

4




then Introduction to what m History of Writing might be."

(Barthes 1968e:6) Although this project is never =xcplicitly

an
cerried out by Barthes, it resains in the background of future
may in a sense be seen ua the testing out of the

g Degree

works, which

nanner in which this history could be undertaken,
o questioss mot only what literature is, in its wost permenent

fors, but aleo what ® commibted litsraturs can be. However the

two strands are inextricebly bound in Barthes' thought, fused as
. 2

they are in the notion of

Eeritare, s it is definad in Hpitins Dedres Zere, is from the

outset bound to an ethic. The curiosity of this work stems from

the fact that while an ethic of literature can be defined only inm
terms of feriture, it fa Eeriture itself which must be bunished,
or at least nentrelised, if an effective literary commitmant is
to be possible. Thus, already in this very early work, the

essential 'catch 22’ of the problematis of commitwent is sketched

out : literature itmelf is defined by Scriture, and it is et tha

same time &griture which mskes the committed writer's teak

impossible. Howsver, Friting Desrse Zers is oot only a
demonatration of that which hawpers bhe writer’s impulss towards
conmitment ¢ it also lays the ground for a discussion of the
options open to n commitind form of writing, wWithin the limits
impowsd om it by the Literary Institution. It is the languege-
style-soriture configuration which forms the basis of these

options, end to which I mow turp, in order at the same time to

clarify the issua of ggriture.




3.2 Tanquage - atyle - ecritare

The lamguage - style - eoriture configuration nppears for the

first time in Writipg Dedree Zers, and accounts for the way in

which literature particlpotes in the socisl. Although it is here

& rather loose configaration

conpared o its Lator canception,
it elready contains the ingrediemts for & froudo-merxist
synthesis. Language and atyle are the 'raw meterial’ of Fsrifure,
defining on the ove hand the linguistic possibilities open to the
writer, and on the other & "sub-langusge”, which is the "cernal
structure” of the suthor (1968a:il): "4 lenguage is therefore a
horizon, and style a vertisal dimension, which together map out
for the writer a Nabure" (1968a:11), lLanguage and  style
constitute a nmture for the writsr since neither one is  matter
of cholce, Language functions negatively, ss the infiial limit of

the pos

ible, seyle is n Neceasity which binde the writer’s
bumour to bis fora of expression. In the former, he fiads n
fastliar History, in the latter, a femiliar parsomal past. In
both cases he deats with a Nature, that is, *s familier repertory
of gestures, a gestuary, as it wera, in which the energy expendad
is purely operative, serving hers to enumerats, there to
transform, but mever to sppraise or signify n cholcs." {1868al8)
Thus, briefly, language is what makes up the whole of a spacific
Oiotory snd soclety: style, ss it is oonceived here, hints st the
unconsoiaus, desirs, and the workinga of the plesaurs and reslity
priaciples (" sub-language elabornted whare flash and external
reslity come together”(1988a:11)). These definitions of imnguage
and ctyle cell to mind Eristeva’s notion of sociul and faniliel
constraints, or the split spaaking subject . Not implying choios,
nefther of thase constitute velues, whorass "every Pors is also s

Velue, which is why there is room, botwaen a languege and a

e m




styls, for mnother formal reelity : writing® (1968a:13). Zgriture

1o thus the formal reslity of the literary work in which the
writer necessarily commits himseif precisely because he chooses o

serituce

mode of writing. While langusge and style are objets,

is a fumction : it is the relatiomship detween oreation end
society, the Iiterery language trensformed hy its social

finality, form coneidered ss a humsn intention and thus linked to

the greet crises of Ristory." (1968a:14)

Thus, in the langusge - style - eoritura configuration,

ecriture will nlways be considered to be ¥ structure, whose

reality is only in its function and form. Heriture is a choire
but it is en extencly limited choice :

and thes implies a value,

firstly because it is a choice only of origin, i.e. only of

writing itself and not of consumption; secondly, because it is #

choice which can be offered only by History, ond this History i

; bath a choice and the limits of a choice; finally because its

T most important limitation is paradoxically, that it can be only &
; liispery choice, since Bcriturz is that sub of signs which
I8 signfies litersture as e Bitual langunge, as a myth - the

institution of literature. It is thin limitation of Tcriture

which defines the failed commitment of Criticel Espsys (1972);

the writer can mever signfiy his commitment outside of the

since

literary institution, he is condemmed to a commitment totally

divorced from sacial praxis. The zero degree of writing as bhat
mode of weiting which would define an ares of unity betwaen
literary and social languages, such thet the Iiterary institutien

would be scuttled, and the commitment of the writer fuesd with

d project fros the outset. But by the

prexis, is a doos
token, neither can litersture exist withoat an athic : the
existence of this formal reality ia of fundewental necessity to
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the literary sct, sinve 3t can only imstitute itself as such

Thua "there is no Literature without an thic

throvgh &
of leunguage.” (1968a:6)

Within the ethical limitations of egrifure, lowever, one
f revelation of

inportant possibility lies opem to it : the

profound lsyers of History :

"1t is becquss writing derives from a meaningful gesturz of
the writer that it reaches the desper layers of Histery,

ection of

much wore palpably than does any other crosa
literature. The unity of claseical writing, which remained
uniform for centuries, the plurality of its modes in modern
times, incressed in the last hundred years until it came
nasr to questioning the very fast of litersture, this Xind
ot disintegration of Prench writing does indeed correspond
to a great orisis in gemeral History, which is noticesble in
literary Ristory proper, only much more confusediy. What

separates the 'thought’ of a Dalsac frow that of a Flasbart

@ variation within the sane school; what contrasts their

wode of writing is an essential break, at the precise woment
“han a mew econsmic structurs is Soined on to an older one,
thereby bringing about decisive changes in mentelity and

conscioysness." (19682:17)

Rere we find the seme relation between the literary text and

the i ar 18

4
example in tha theory of the texta of rupture . For Barthes, this

ia for

relstion derivas from » choics, even thowgh it may be  limited

choice. By the seme gesturs, the foundations of & concaption of
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as & specific form of critigue are laid down. It is
precisely bocsuse ferifyre ie a quetion of choica that it may
reveal profound layers of Nistory - the economic base-structura.

What is at steke hers is bthe abliity of superstructures to inm

soms way act upon the . To the participation and
trapsformetion postulated by Hristeva, we cen perhaps add
‘revelation’. Revelations of this kind are in this instance
possible vie the horizontal dimension of language, behind which
"the whole of Mistary stands unified and complete in the mamner
of & Ratural Order” (1968a:10) The notion of ideologame could
well be accemcdated here, 8s is the posaibility of the text to
reveal/transfora/participate bracisely because it.acts upor the
Linguistic order (law, logic). In Writing Dedrse Zere, seriture
is bot as yet placed in the vary specific relation to language

ays(1972) ¢ its

end styls which fs to be found in gritigel
dofinition s a set of forwal signs which signify something other
then the content of the text and hence its function es critiqua,

is to be mors rigorously formalised in Critical Bssays.

e end Myth

(1973}, the 'contant’ or discourse of the text is

28
defined &z a primary memfologicnl system, of which gerit

is

the derived secandary semiological system mnd thus constitutes

myth. Tn this case the Myth is the entire Literery iostitwtion -

Literature @s ritual lesguage. is thus  further
formelised and delimitated in this coomotative systes, which
places it more firmly within the - tisld of a semtological

systepa*ics. At the same time, the xero degree of writing, which

would, fin the language of Mythelogies, comstitute a purely

denotative eystem, is placed irretrievably beyond the
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possibilities open to the literary text : in postic language for
exawple, tha appavent disordar of aigns, which aims at echisving
8 pre-semiological state, is mmde to functfon s the pure

sigoifier of postry:

™yth oun reach everything, corrupt everything, and ever the
act of refusing onesalf to it. So thst the more the
Jengusge-object resists at firat, the greater its final
prostitution; whosver hera resists comgletely yields
completely.® (1972:132)
It is mot possible for Geritsre to exist ontside of the
literary institution, since ita very Tuncties is to 3ignify this
inskitution - it oxists st the centre of the problsmatics of
literature, which cennnt exist prior to it. A Ristory of derituge
understood in this way, would reveal the historival (aconomic)
factors which meke this imstitution and the breaks in its
developmant possible at all.

3.4 The 'options’ open to commited literature

Eoriturs is co-extensive with a problematics of langusge - ita
N status and deployment in thc work. The options open to the

'modernist! wofk sach imply this problemmtic. Alao, esch of these

1 options cmn be mupped onto the language - atyls - scriture
- figurati with 4 implicati In $Eiting Dexree
Zers, theoe ‘optioms’ are : modern poetry, spesch, the

respansibility of form, to which corvespond style, lunguage and

a eeritare respectively.

" ~¥ . [
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3.4.1 Modaro postry

within duration - an effect which cannot ba

discontinnous non-hierarchised Natura. The

pliss the destruction of the

relsvions

language : modern postry is a vertical or

institute ebsolote and uwnreiated objects

semiological state, i.e. bto make the raal

bound to an ethic. Its “violent drive towards

Barthes, the imposaibility of attaching modern

of

iburg:

"But when the poetic language radically

T, virtue of its very structure, without

acvessible. Modern poetry operatms,  thus,

The language of modern poetry, of which Barthes gives tha
examples of Mallarme wnd Char, ia an interrupted, fragwentary

languege, which aghieves the collapas of pre-existent relatians

achieved in the

narrative. Total pre-eminence is given to the word, imposing a

lack of coherent
harizontality of

erect discourse,

atteopting to burst out of wan-mada language in order to

in  their  pre-
somehow directly

in the style’

dimemsion of literature, which, as we have seen, is in no way

autonomy destrays

any ethical scope., The verbal gesture here aims ab modifying

Nature..."(1868a:53) This, in ¥rifina Degree Zers constitutes for

postry to any form

questions Nature by

any resort to the

v content of the discourse and without falling back on soms

£ s tdoology, there is no mode of writing left, there ars only

* atyles, thunks to which man turns his back on society and

the forms of History ar of sccial Life."

of writing degres zero, is as has been seen,

confronts the world of objscts without going through sny of

(1968a:52)

The status of modern poetry as having already achieved s form

radicallv modifisd

|
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.+ where evan the most resistant literery forms sre

always susceptidle to the ons last remmining connotation -
Sorituce s the crunotative signifier of Literature. A furtber

importent modification is addad in & Zootmote in Mythologi

referring to his concaption of atyle as that whick iz beyond

riture in Yrifing Degree Zere, Barthes ndds :

"Style, at least ms I defined it thes, ia aot @ form, it
doss not belong to tho provinca of a semiclogical analysis
of Literature. fn fact, style s a substance coustantly
thrantened with formalizetion, To start with, it ocan
porfectly well become degraded into a mode of writing :
there is & 'Malraux-type’ writing, and even in Melraux
hinsalf. Then, atyls can also become & particular langusgn,
that used by the writer for hiwself elome. Style then
becomes @ aort of solpsitic wyth, the language which the
weitor speaka to himsslf. It is easy to understand that at
such  a degree of solidification, style calls for a
deciphering.” (1973:134)
Hore, it becomes avident thet style is by no mesos immume from
the threat of ggpiturs - that it can in  fact bacome wholly
i &criture, besides the feot that in the work, it will always carry

the extra connatation of forifurs and thus becomes a hardened

fora.

3.4.2. Writing and epeech

%he next ’optfon’ open to the writer ia thet of speech or

langusge eod consists in the fmacription in the text of ‘raal’

spesch. Whide it bagins as o “playful mimlcry of the picturesque"
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it ends by "expressing the whole content of seciml contradiction”
(1968a:B1) since the opoken language of any person imbediately
proclaime his class and entire personel history, Proust, for

and presents

example, fuses bia cheracters with their languag

them only through their way of spesking. While this type of

s still an exp: . and s ption, of ail
the modes of description it is the only one which expels
Literature from the form of writing, and displays it only as a
category : "Liberature is openly reduced to the problematics of
lsnguago; and indead thet is all it cen uow bo,” (1968a:82) of
all the literary languages, 1t is the one closest to emulating
social lengunge, mnd of achieving some sort of wnity with it. of
course the category of sgrituge subsiats - the work will still he
comsumed by 8 cartain portion of ociety, and thus does not
achieve universality; the poatic freedom of the writer "takes its

place within e verbsl condition whase linits are those of society

IR

and not those of a convention or m public.® (18582:83) The

limitations of sgrityre will diseppear only once the literary

Py

L wark is no longer seperated from language - lapguage in its
%
s emtirety, that is consisting of the totality of spesches which

make 1t up. If the whola of Nistory stends behind language, this

total History in turn must be seen as conslsting of the entirety

of sacial contradictions, captured ip the spaech of man,

3.4.3 The responsibility of form

If on the one hamd, the 'writing snd apesch’ option is @
gesture towards the utopia of languages, indicative of a
i universnlity of languagos, on the other, it addresses the work
directly to the problematios of language, the responsibility

townrda which, is in turn the only poseible gesture of commitment
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for the writer. It addresses him once again to the reaponsibility

of form, which is ultimately the only possible option’ open to

the writer, acting as s ayatheais of both languaga and style.

This is clarified in Darthes' articles on Drecht.

The Brechtien theatra dispels the myth of @ magical theatra,

and achieves © cartain unity with sscisl lenguages, since it is

fot directed at an elite sector of the public. Mebher Soursse

profound

Primarily a "popular work, for it is ¢ work who
intention can be understoud oniy by the pesple.” (1872:33 ) This
unity is achieved by ahowing the buman fabricabion of what 1is
acceptod sz & fetality, ond depends entirely wpon & manifeat
semiological deplogmert of meaning. Drocht's theatre shaws that
in order for tha work to be committed, its techplape must be
committed. This responsibility of form {of technique), entails
the suspenaion of judgement, or of an ultimste signified, and
calls upon an intellectual and not emoticnal participatian on the
part of  the audience, which is left to Judge for itself. It
results then, in & cartein bype of action, or praxis, evem though
this 'action’ is limited to consciousnesa. The unity of the work
and secial language may thus be effectively schieved through the

cesponsibility of form.

The responsibility of form i the ’option' mast direstly
connacted with 8griturg. It impliss above sll the constiovaness
of the muthor with respect to the limitatians af his commitmoat .
It will slso at Tirst ismply an acceptance of tha restricted
position in which sacisty placss Lhe literary werk. Begioning
with the emphmsia laid on craftausnship by the Parnassiens of the
late ninetesuth cantury, it is however Fleubert who “methodically

laid down the foundations for this conception of writing e
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craft” (1988s:64) consiating of o rigorous codification of the
tecknical rules of literary languags, which coufers upon the
writer "the responaibility for his form, the transsubation of the
writing banded down to hin by Ristory imto an art; in other
words, into an obvicus convention, a sincere pact which would

enmble man to mdopt a position he wes familier with in a nature

still made of .1l-matched realities.” (1988a:85) This break in
the conception of the literary work corresponds to  the
transformetion of the value of the work from nsage-value to work-

value, which will et this point ba ita only justification.

The responsibility of form implien thus the lucid mcceptance of
the mythical status of Literature - against which the only really
effective weapon is silence. This conscious acceptence of the
limitations of the literary wark will neceasarily result in a
manifest deployment of connotative discourse for two rossons
firstly because goriture is itself a connotation and secondly
beceuse connotatlon is tho level of ayth / ideclogy : if the werk
ia  to stiempt to diswantle Byh it is precisoly amongst
connotations that it wust function. Tha attempt will no lonker be
to demythify myth, but rather to mythify it in turs : “All that

is needed to use it as the departure point for a third

semiclogical chain, to take ite signification as the first term
of & second myth® (1873;135 )rThe power of the sevond myth is
that it givas the first its beais as b naivety which is looked
at.* (1972:136) Apart from thus dismantling mythical systems, it
oxposes realion in litersture ma & purely semiological symtes;
Seriture as formal teohnique thus sbeorbs the entire literary sct

end its commitment can now be measured only in semiclogical

terma. The form of

e literary work can benceforth omly be
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Judged in the manner of instituting snd producing signification:
Responsibility of form, as an 'option’, comes ta sbaorb both
language nnd style and acts as o fusion of them. Bxlating ne
longer merely botween them, but at the very point of their
intersection, Gcriturs ia their only mode of sxistence in the
literary work. While in ¥riting

configuration car be regarded as a cosxistence, in

Zare, the langusge-styl

s

extating

Critiesl Essave, Scriture comes ta be the form of forms
at the intersection of the woeisl and tha personal, as a

synthesis of the two.

In the Barthian work, thus, the genesis of the notion of

re is purely ethical. This cencorn with the ethicel in

turn, leads to the conception of the choice of e specific

being a necessary ect of commitment In the

literary form

literary work 1 it dis this geature of choice of farm which

the work pasaidle {"thers is mo Literature

simultensously mal

withaut an Ethics of Language’ (1968a:6)) and delimitetes the
sphere in which it functioms at all. Thera is commitment only in

form i.e. fn the cvert deployment of u sesislogical mystem.

Becauss  for Derthes it is precisely the sthical - the
imposition of o form which bears the sisns of on ethics = which
1o 8 necassary condition for the extstence of the iterary work,
Literaturs, of at leash its forms, interarticulates very clesesly
With the historicsl and the social. Thus it is precissly the
othicul function of the text which wukes its revelntory fusation
10 8 double-sided

with regards to history possibvle. But &
function ¢ by the very fast thet it binds tue writer to society

it also liwits the possibilities of commitment, {n the sense of a

transformation which may have en effect on tdeological practices.
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It is withio this abructurs of history - farm (ethics) - history

that the ganesie of the necessary fusion of merxism and semiology
the necessity of the third structure -

lies. In Oritical Essa:

hoanal - for the complation of this synthesis becomes

evident.

and the interrogative

s the ethicel project once again predominates

along with it the search for s solution for the probiemetics

of commitment :

“Is our iiterature forever doomed to this exhausting

escillution between political realiss and ert-for-art's

auke, between an ethic of commitment and an esthetic purism,

between compromiza and aeepsis? luat it always bo poor (if

is merely itaelf) or embarressed (if it is anything but

i
this worlds"

itaelf)? Can it not beve  proper place in
(1072:133)

ya can be scen as the interrogation of the ’proper

oritisel B
place’ of literature, which i the Derthisn perspective, would be
a viable positior of commitment in the literary taxt. In
analyning the shifts or the radicalising of Darthes thought, I
- primarily on “Literatura fodey” (1972:181-163) and

will foous
"Literature and Signification” (1872:261~279) both of which are

interviews published {nitimlly in Tel Quel

The search for the 'proper place’ of the literary text 'in this
world' la firstly a rigorous designation of the boundaries within

which the text is forced to function. We have already sees haw
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ultinately the responaibility of form is the only choice open to

the writer. This position is cryatallised in Criticsl Kesssys.

Since the text will always bear the signs of the Literary

Institution, and since society cannot be disalienensted outside

of @ political and historical process from which
reduced state by

Literature io

excluded, literature today is pleced in a

bistary, for which there can bae no apology : “it is not
literature which is going to free the world.” (1972:185) Thie
doea not mean that literature is liberated from ita commitment to
an ethics : within this raduced state "there is a choice, and
conaaquently the writer hes ¢f not a morality at least a
responaibility.”(1972:185) Morality, in the Barthian terminology,
would iwply the offaring of an alterpative, which is foreclosed
in literary forss of commitment, excluded as they are from
Responsibility ia as we hove seen, bound to cheice, and

rtive or interrogative.

prax

thus to value, which may be eithsr aa

The essertive value antails creating the work sither in ~epletion

or  in  tension with society's commervativa valuas.  The
is the wmore radical of the two : the

interrogation

interrogative vaiue

cosmitment of form can hemceforth lie only in the

of existing systems of sigoification.

The interrogative function is fundemental ts  Barthes’

conception of agriture os & critique and implies a profound
underatanding of the stetus of the language af the Liberary wark.
which the

in @ "some of ovarsignification® in

Developing

relations betwsen words are primury, the reslism of literatare

today,  resides preoisely in the fuct that it knows iteelf to be
strue’

fundsmentally and comstitutively unrealistic. It can be

only "to the degrae that it knows ltself to be sssentially

wr e S
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Languags® (1972:160). Realism is no longar » 'true imitstion’ but

i

s knowledge of language and an explormtion of its ‘unreal g
reality’, through sn sssentislly interrogative fors. X 1

&

"Thie  ‘lingwlstic stmtus’ of litersture  explains T4

sutficiently, I think, the ecthical comtradictions which ¢
plague 1t, Rach time we mssign value, =ven a sacred value,

to ‘reality’ (which hass hitherto b

n the comcern of
progressive ideclogies), we realize that literature is only

language, and a second language at that, a parasitical

meaning which can ooly connote reality, not denote it: logos
thus uppears irremediably severed from praxis, impotent to
fulf311 language, i.e. to transcend it in the direction of a
transformation of reality, deprived of ell transitivity,
forever doomed to signify itself just when it wants to
signify only the world, literature is @ motionless object.
seperated from = world in the making. But also, each time we
do pot close the dascription, each time we write smbiguously
enough to suspend meaning, ench time we procesd zs if the
world signified though without saying what, them writing

releases » qusstian, it troubles what exists, though witheut

ever performing what does not yet exist, it givas the warld

an energy : in short, literature does pot parmit us to walk, .2

but it permits us to breathe.” (1972:267) S

In this passage,

the shift away from the denotative Iiopia

ot

the text,

in Hri

ing Degree Zere, ts evident, This shift ia .

contained

in the move from msking "why writa?” to

ssking "how

write?". This does not however constitute o break

in parthes’

thought; the question "how writa?" springs fraw the Iimitutions
implied

in

"wby write?”, from which it trenspires  that
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"litermture is omly & meaas, devold of ocauas and purpose” 4

(1872:133). Thus, literature is s mctivity which entirely .

The onty ’truth’ of literature,

exhausts itself in its techngin
15 in this *how?>. Al the literary work is, all .

itz very ‘being®

it cen ba s » foregrounded semiclogical pracess, implying a 5

and rigoroue systemetisation of signification which results
Its ‘ualue’

formal
in an intercogation of tha world’'s significations,

will lie in en unlimited and inconclusive productivity of

signfication, which cannet be halted by any specific signified.

‘The text offers us a priveleged site of completion, since only

the test can offer itself as u total quastion:

“Por to completa a work can naver mean moything but to nd ¢
it at the moment when it iz about to signify something, % '
when, having bsen u question, it i about to become an Y
answer; we Bust construct the work as a compiete system of -
signification, snd  yet 3o that this systes remains a
inconclusive.” (1872:157) ;

3

It is in this definitign of the literary work ®s existing .

& wholly in tschnique that §eriture con be seen to ebsord the .

entire literery sctivity. Eaxiturs as a forasl end structural
v reality, ipplying an essentially connotative ayStew, is the only &k
indeed the only intelligibility of the texy, stnce &1l ’

"look ot my words, I am langusgs;

veality,
the text cap say finally is

Took at by meaning, I am litersture.” (1972:266)

3.6 Bgriture ss a syntheais

Foriturs, thus, is formulated se o form of forms, of which

20
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interrogation is a defining factor. As soon ms the value of
literature is interragative 1t bocomes the "sign of hiatericel

opacity subjectively lived" (1872:155). Its interrogation will he

directed as wach to the subject ez to history, since "languege iz
this piradox : the imstitutionalization of s subjectivity.”
(1872:180) In the 'style' dimension of

literature comes to be positioned &s the vertical axis of the

synthesis betwaen the personal apd the social, its harizostal
axis, and cen at no time be seperated from seriture ae it was in
ing Desres Zere. Beriture la o longer located betwesn style

and bistory, but st the intersection of the two. K

Sei

thus be seen ms the interarticulation of these twa structures.
Thus in Yvss Velsn's 'Je’, the language of this 'I' which makes

e of thie work, exiats at the intersection

up the antire pge
of a subjectivity (s libidinal language} and a political reality
 this subjectivity “suffers, reflects, sesks its identity in &
serupulously defimed, specified world whoss reality is slready
apprehended, whose inhebitants are distributed and divided we
according to politicel law" (1372:150) If in the firet instance,
it is Ianguage which operates this synthesis, g&griture, as that
form which derives from language can reveal the cordition which
make this synthesis possidla. The technique of allusion as an
endlass productivity of aignification in the work of Katks, for
axemple, becomes the only possible cowmitment to the world "since
it expresses the relation of an individual man and & common
world®  (1972:136) and thus shows the process whersby an

individual is related ta an idealogically stable identity.

Al




3.7 Bepiturs as the tramshistorical ssd permament forx of
literature

2 Degree

The ethical gesturs which is so central to hoth

s is the hinge around which this

Zere and Critical B
configuration holds together : it is the meeting point
reality. In the Barthian

of a

persorel  geature end o social
perspactive, it is always the atbical gasture, which, underlying
the possibility of tha text, ab the sews time, malies its critical

¢ can be defined as a critiaue, it

fucation possidle. IF geril:
is only bechuse this is the only form of commitmest possible
today. The definition of soriturs as that function which biods
the writer to history and which ia st the sewe time & set of
formal signs which signify both the imstitubion to which it
belongs, as well ss the necessary form of any literery text mskes
it pussible for the bext to carry out its critical function oo at
least three levels : the literary, the linguistic and the

ideological.

At this point, 1let us recall Barthes' project of a history of
tha forms of literature, which is callad for time =nd egain in

ys ftself. Berityre es a technique and process of

Critieal E:

i ion is itself the * 1 and permanent form

of literature. Furthermore, it is forced into this position by

the sthical liwitations impossd upan any written 'crestive’ work

from the momsnt that literature ie recogniced as s category and

institutionalised in bthe 19th century. Mowever, beneath the

ethical gesture which is the genesis of the literary werk, thore

lies & "form of forma" similar to the relstion reason/unreason or
inclusion/exclusion which underlies the forms of madness at eny

given historical moment, the analysis of which is found in
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tisp, the swbject of Barthea’

Foucault's Nadpe ¢
"Taking Sides”(1972:1163-171). Baythes points out the exiatence of
this type of underlying structure whes ke assimilates the
function of the literary work in society te that of the
witchdoctor, ip the work of lévi-Strauss : when usked, in
“Literature and Signification” about the difference between the
social functions of the wriker ond of the sclentist, Berthes
replics :

“here we have am oppesition whose mythic force rests on s
vital economy of our societies, the artist’s function being
to exorcise the Irrationsl by fixing it within the limits of
an ipatitution (Vart"), at ance acknowledged snd contsined -
formally, the artist is the seperated man whose vary
Geperation is axsimilated es seperation, while the scientist

<<) s todsy an entirely progressive figure.® (1972:277)

Thus it may be seid that Goriture as the transhistorical and
permanent farm of the literary work is the formel ectuslizetion
.of =an underlying relatisn of included exclusion of the text to
soeiety. It s this relation which ie at the basis of the
inatitationalization of Literature. Thua it undsclies both the

necessity and the limitations of the sthicel gesture in the

iterary work.

3.8 Eoriturs  critique of exchange?
If realist or expressive litersture always offers & vision of
the world in which bourgsois society mey ses itself mirrored, and

its ideclogy as upiversal and eternal, it ie only bacause it
1s

elides tha comstilutive inconclusivensas of Soriture, which




not & mesning, but a form a technique, and which fe alao the
function which constitutes it as literature. Thus sgriture is the
instance underlying the (Contract batwsen bourgeois society and
literabure, whersby llterature offevs the reader a tranquilising
vislen of himeslf and the #ay in which the world is intelligible
to him, and in return the writer ls 8ccepted ua mystical creator,
a6 proprietor of an ineffable but all tao evident meaning. The
cohesivenass of Litarature to bourgeois society is indicated by
the axistence of the ultimate signified, which enswers all
questions, resolvea all contradictions, and offers the text as a
product to be conaumed and caat aside, s are all produsts. The

only evidence of its status ms an artefect which the reslist

text will allow to remein s "the fatuful gesture with whick the
writer draws attention to the meak he iu wearing" (1968a:40) The
preterite and the third persen are in this instance the finger
which peinta to the mask, which marks the text as belonging to
the literary institution. This is imperstive to the contract with
society which the realict text wpholds, since the categarization
of literary discourse is 8 meens to both transcendentalise its
meaning ond denigrate its form. Litersture thus circulates in
bourgesis society as un ornument, wnimplicated in the business of

the world.

The mrsk worn by the realist text is evidently Esriture (in
thia caes, realism as a mode of writing) in its function ae the
connotative signifier of lilerature. The functioning of ggribura
as that which underlies evary instance of eignification in the
text, is however slided. The purpose of this elision is identicel
to thet of the elision of the motivity of writing in the

& hierarchy

narretive in the ideologeme of the sign: to impo

snd & closure upon significations, oend ultimately to constitute

9
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an exchangseble product. It is for this

the wark as Literatur
reasan that contestation, at its broadest layel, necessarily .

takes the form of a critique of axchange, which brings with it e .

collapse of hierarchisstion and of the closure of Western system .

of thought.

Gritique is not only the macessary form of the thaory of

itsslf. In contrast to Aristeva, for

Boriturs, but of gcrit
Barthes the ocommitment of the literary text is 1limited to an

sctivity of revelstion of the profound etructurss  of
intelligibility. Hgrilpre is in the strapge position of
simultencously being the underlying structure, or the condition
of possibility of the literary institution and of literary
significationa, and the critique of both. If its only possible
form of coumitment today is to interrogate the world’'s meaning
but naver to offer alternative weamings, it ix becsuae it im

sogentially a technigue which is at no instance cepsble of

producing a finite moaning. Its 'sociel' function them

question and to revasl but never to state, and in thie sspect of

its functioning, it is not limited to the literary elone, but

a1l i aystesa.

o to that which

Definod as that which is inconclusive and intransitive, it posits

itself as an effective critigue of exchange in aystems of "

intelligibility.

Although there are meveral divergencies in the conceptians of

riturg held by Barthes and by Krlsteva, the two are by no mesns

oxclusive or even contradictory of each other. Both mccount for
the participation of tha text in the socio-historioal, bath

belteve thet the sctivity of writing operates 'differently’ to
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systens of meaning upheld by bourgeois ideclegy and ultimately,

all Western syateus of thought besed on phonstisiss. Although

Kristeva sccocnts for this 'difference’ or 'otherne

by mesna
of determining the 'other’ logic underlying &

rituzg, ond Berthes ¢

by & definition of &griture as formsl technique, both ses this 4

‘otherness’ an finally saking closed and hierarchising syatems of

mesning possible, ferifurs s seen

being a fundasentelly

productive sctivity hy both, However, while Kristeva sees the

function of the text being to actively transform ideclogy,

Barthes limite the

of the text to i the

reason for thia being that the Institution of Literature as an

ideological spparatus which inevitably fnstitutionalises &nd

recuparstes whatever happens within the text, constently remains

in the beckgrownd of Barthes' thought. Kristeva puts into

quastion the relation of base~ and asuperstructures, postulating

that not only ia the text smbodded in the sociowecomomic, and

therefors generatad by the base-structure, but that, by the same i
token, it may effect s transformation in thess structures (tha
sconomic mnd the ideologicsl). Neverthelass, the theories of both

consistently work towards a eritique of exchange, which Eristeva

aperates by a critique of the sign, and Barthes by » critique of

artioulation.

5 4




In the same wey as he ‘sesa’ language : "J'al une weladie :

de yeis le langage." (19752:164) (") have an illess : I g

language.")
‘Beriturs' is tranlated by Levers and Seith as o 'mode of
writing’. I have rotained the term ’gerifurs’ despite tha
faot that o this instance I worked from the English edition
of the text,in ordar to emsure comsistency of terminology,
end alsa to retaln the two-fold implications of the term

¢ in Barthes’ work as that which defines both tha

*dezit
Pponsibility and the respomsibility of literature.
Ses chapter 8.

The stutus of the

uwbject remains problemstic here however,
afnce it would appesr that omly a unified transsendental
subjact could operats this kiad of respensibility or choics.
Ferity
irceconcileable with tha symbolic functioning of literary

a responsibility of form would thus appear to be

languaga, which is constructed sround an ) but

which i ell other ways is not incomsansurate with. the

abservations wade on tho functioning of seriturs
See ohapter 1.

"litsreture and Signification" (Jel Qugl wo. 16 ¢ 3-17);
"Literature Today" (Tgl fuel no. 7 : 32-41).

Mot surprisimgly, in Deleuze’s structuralist =modsl, the

underlying  structure  is entially

prablematising. The third term or 'object = x* circulstes in #

the structure ms a question. (Delesze 1875:211) S
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CHAPTER FOUR
XRISTEVA : THB ORITIQUE OF THE SXaN
4.1 Introduction

In “The Speeling Subjoct! (1985:210-220) Kristeva defines tha

arily consistirg "in - its

semiotic reison d'etra as nece:
ddentifying the systematio constraint within each sigpifying

practice (using for that purpose borrowed or originel "models")

but sbove all in going beyend that to specifying Just what,

within the practice, falls cutside the system and charactorizes

the specifity of the practice as such.® (1986:212) It is because
the limguistic model sannot mccount for what *falls outaide the
system’ thet it is insufficient when faced with warginal
discourses asuch ms the Literary text. The sxclusion of the
subjeat in purely lingwistic studies and in generstive gramwar

han several repercussions : 1)mot accounting for the subject, the

subject implied by it will ba the cartesian
or dirsctly as in

transcendental

subject, either 1indirectly es in Saussure,
Chomsky, 2)sa a result of thia it {s limited not omly to
to v adierence to and inability to contest
3 1

description but
ideological systema based on represeptabion and truth.
ige as sueh, sinca by

caomot account for e slgnifying pr

dofinition, a practice implicates its subject. 4) It camnot
, dpmifyi

acoount for the und of a

system, end hence, once more, ite inability bo account for &

signifying practice.




s

The signifying practice of artistic activities (but also
peychosis) will be inaccessible to the linguirtic medel or to any
type of systematic study (by which is maant the reduction of
signifivations to a syatematic superficial lovel only), precisaly
beamusa tramsgression iteelf, or any type of traseformation, is
not gemerated within the superficial structure of the madel, but
by structures existing beyond the leval of ths model. The nation
of ’practice’ ns we have seen, ia defined by the implication of
the subject, This trenagremsion i3 made possible by the
contradictions betwsan the two sides of & split subjsct, and what
i ultimately transgressed is not only the discourse of

*rationality’ but the very concept of a unifisd aubject:

"The moment of tramsgression ia the key moment ia practice:
we can speak of practice wherever there is a tramagrassion

of systematisity, i.e. a ' of the unity propar

to tha trapsgendsotel gse.’ (1986:217)

n order to account for tranegrassion, &

otics must postuiate
bath a ayubolic law, or Linguistic *norm’, a3 a froniier and the
transgreasion of that frantiar, a fromtier in this case being
definsd as "the fissure created by the act of naming and the
1ogico-linguistic synthesis which it mets off", and transgrossion
being warked by the "eudden appearance of new signifying chnins®
(1985:217), Therefors, the dafinition of practice will be "the
acoeptance of a sysbolic law together with the transgression af

that lew for the pursose of removating it." (1985:217)

The signifying practice of poatic langusge thus implics the
oxistonce of & law mud the transgression/transfermation of that

law. Transgression in the text can be sccounted for on twe
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levels, which sre not howsver absolutely distinguiehable from ome
another. These are 1)the emoedding of the text in the aocio-
historic or socia-economic, or the ideological, by the fact that,
as b

already been eatablished, the text is characterised by
dialogism, inmtertextuality, snd is made possible by a particular

ideclogeme, thus being defined as wn fgritureslugture

or a
synthesis of tha mctivity of writing, with the specific logical

lews inherent to it, and of the

similation of taxts exterior
and foreign to it, which it may negate, effirm or simultaneously
negate and affirm, These processes establish the aignifying
practice of the text as mn ambivalenca, and ms being ’other’ or
’different’ to the a discourse governed by hierarchisation and
truth.

2) The genarstion of the text in the aparations specific to the
two sides of the split subject (conscious/uncomscious). ds suoch,
the subject would be undorstood as being constituted by the
functions or relations between bio-physiological drives on the
one hand, and socisl constraints on the other. Femily structures
and modes of production would fall in this lsst category. The

literory toxt s than tha stgmifying proctise in whish the

5tiona butween the two 3ides of the split are inecribed,
the aperatisns specific to esch aide being hefsresnoys to each
other : the unconsciaus would then consist partly of primery
processes, which con b reduced to displacemcrt and condensation,
and & "transversal to the logico-symbolic processes that function
in the prodicative synthesis towards esieblishing the language
6ystem”, pradication boing the uperation which uaintaims 0-1

iogia. The hetercgensity of the drives to momning or sense is the

critefal point here, and leads Kristeva to postulate a distinction

between two dispositions charncteristic of the two sides of the
100
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split : the sewiotic and the symbolic, corresponding roughly to
prisary and secondary processes ressectively, The transcendental
ego or the unified subject is homegemous to
established by the thetic phase ; howsver the heturogeneity of

the drives constantly threatens this unity. Thus the semtotic may

menning mnd  ta

intervene or emerge in the symbolis.

The ‘'othermess’ of poetic language marked by dialogism and
iotertextuality is thus gensrated in or motivated by the semiotic
disposition (the operations of the drive), itself necessarily
defined as a unlinited process. This sccounts for the fact that
poetic language is a signifying practice in which there is a
constant clash between & law and a process, end in which a
transformation of that law may be effected. It is therefors omly
by sccountieg for tha subject as split that semioties develops as

t theory, able to account for the doubly smbedding of
text in the socisl and in the uncomscious indicating
precisely the same synthesis ac thet of language and style in
postulated by Barthes. But it is slso beveuse the text
inseribes  in

serituce,
its surface (in the pheno-text) sociul structures
are 10 a constant process of transformation that the
is pe} = sign, since it is never

which taxt
stable ¢

*41 dérangs et transforma la systome sémiotigue que rigle
1’échangs  social, et

en mema temps dispose dans les
inetances discursives les instences actives du procesaus
social, le text ne ssura se constraire comms un signe mi
dann T premier ne dans le second teps de oo srticulation,

51 dans son ens-wble,® (i378:12)3




ia is the point st which the paths of Kristevs and of Berthes
seperate, since for Barthes, the text may huve some freedow in
the woment of ita inscription, but not at tha mosent of ite
conauwption, at which point it will be returned to the writer as
= ‘hardened fara', or precissly as & gign. Tbis is the basis of
their diverging conceptions of the functions of the
text.

literary

The critique of the sign is necessitmted by the view of the

text as a transformative practica, marked not by signification
but by

f.e. a process ~f signification which s
radically unstable. Kristeva shows that the stability of the

#1g0, which ensbles it to ensure mn exchange in communicstion, is

illusory, since it is subtended by sn unstable process which may
bs elided, but which may also subvert the motion of @ign. In
discussing Kristeva's oritique of the sign, three major araas

present themselves : 1)the determination of a logic which may
account  for the discursive operations epecific to  poetic
language; 2)the distinction between the semlotic and symbolic
dispositions which motivate t

ve-operationai 3)the specific

relation to the body implicated by the litersry text.2

4.2 Foetic language s a paragrammnticism

We have so far spoken of the logic of postic languege as being

‘other’ than or 'diffsrant’ to that of the limguistic code. This

is howsver potentially misleading. Postic language may be best
defined as the - -finity af the limguistic code, sivce it ia only
in poetic langusge that all the possibilitiss of that code may be

sxplored and actualised. The linguistic cods of that very broad

and very vague catagory of 'ordinary’ er 'every-day' language ta
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limited by a lizear logic, which s accessible to and mey be
wholly determined by a scientific logic, which howevar has been
slsborated by a society in order to explain itaelf, and therefors
bears the treces of a particular systew of thought. The
ideological co-ordinates of such a logic are evidemt. A
discrepancy arises then, not between poctic and ’ordinary’
lenguage, but between this scientific logic and postic logic,
which is mot a linesr but a complemsntary logic. In this omse,
poetic language no longer mppears as a devietion from or
violation of a marm, but as a discursive prastice which centsins
the 1inesr logic of the ‘nors’. The linguistic code of the norm

elides or obliterates the tening of logie, in

order to establish asubject-predicate structures,  truth

conditions, etc.3

Paetic language therefors containe both the law and its
deatruction or transgrassion in m complementary logic which is
both the linear logic of 'ordinary’ langusge and the infinity of
the linguistic cade :

"Le 1p (langage postique) est une dysde inseperable de 1lm

lef (celle du discours usuel) ot ds sa

(pBoifique du texts poitigue), et cotbe coexiatence

indivisible du "s* et du "-r g

itd

t

du lengage postigus, una complémentarits qui

surgit & tous les niveaux des articulations textuelles non-

monologiques (peragrammetiques).” (1879:118)11

e From this paasage we mey characterise parsgrammsticlim as 1)
. coinctding  with non-monoligical end  therefore  dimlogicel
] (ambs ) articulst and 2) & logic which
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sizultanscusly negates and affirms a racognised symbolic law.

The term paradremwstizme is teken from Seussure’s Anssrsemes,
4o which, oo the bacis of 1) anagrammatic ralations laid down in
s text, whersby the elements of a thewe-word may ba extended
throughout the text, or in sequences of varied lemgth, 2) the
nts (a.g.  rchyme), 3) the

correspondences amougat the ale

on of grammar by the binary lamws of poetic language,

transgre
it is shown that poetic language "doone une seconde fagon d'dtre,

factice, sjoutée pour minsi dire, a 1’eriginal du mot". (guoted
in 1879:114)  these principles ere the basis of a peragrmmmatic
conceptian of poetic lunguage, from which Eristeva derives her
of postic languaga as baing the only infinity of the

definition
and as being s netwark aof

&

code, as being an agriturerl

connactions.

The fact thet poetic langusge is sn ecriturszlssture is implied
definition of the text as an intertoxtuslity, in which

in the
These texts ey initislly be distinguished

various texts cosxist.
see, every text being a

of those of the subject and the addr
dialogue, and implying at least the double. A third disension may
ba added to this, and that is the foreign text, mads up of not

social and historical taxts but of ell the texts avar read

B only
E by the suthor (in which social and historical texts are
inseribed). Gince the minimal sequence of paregrams in double,

which

the logic of paragrams is not that of ‘scientific logic’
ere monologicel, held by 0~1 logic whereby o proposition msy be
true or false, existent or bon-existent, rational or irretinal,
but nat both =t the same bime. The procedures of 0-1 Jugic are
goared towsrds idestification, Jescription, nari.i.oa, nom-
contradiction, and tha establlshment of truth. The paragrammatic
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text does not however exclude this logic, but is & coexistence of
a  monologic discourse snd of a discourse which

Although 1 1s

destroya

it

remains implicit. This must necessarily be the

without the 1 of monologism,

case, since
the text would have no

neaning;
without the interdiction of the 1 (meaning, semse), there could
be no possibility of transgression, and therefore no peragram

based upon the 2 of dimlogism (ambivalence). In contradistinction
to linear logic, which oxtends fram 0 ta 1,

fros 0 to 2 (0-2 logic).

the paragram extends

fwo further consequences may ba druwn from the dialogism of the
paregram : 1) the paragram is 3 zef (ensesble) made up

ot at
least two elemants,

Therefare Rristava postulates that the modea
of juncture of its sequences, and the rules which bertain in the
paragranmatic network may be datermined by the operations and
theorsmn of set theory (theorie des ensewbles).

2) Since the whole’ of poctic language is made up of sequences

in rolation to one one another, it is a spablalismtion ond &
putting into relation of eequences. This distisguishes the
paragrem from the sign, which always implies a linear divieion
(signifier - signified, Sa - Se). For this reasan, the relations
within the text, and batwesn texts must be formalised in terms of
@ complementary logic. Postic language is thus not an andwaly or

the irrotional, since lagical laws do pertain.

The firat step in thie formalisstion is tha conzapbion of the
paragrunmatic network  as

3 tab! wgdel i which  the
pluridotorninetion of meaning is designated by o dynemic and
spatial grephisw ('graphisme dynamique et spatial’ (1879:123)).




Within this tebular model, the slements of the matwork are seen

as o dynemic mark, or us o moving gram (pacagramme) “gui faif

t
slatdt qu'il plexprime’ un aeps.® (1879:123) The gram refers

to at least one other gram - i.s. khe dialogicel relation . The

grems within the tabular modal ars them isclated as partial
grams, snd distinguished into sub-grams. This does not howaver
imply o hierarchisation, since the grams eve meraly the expanaion
of o function which may appesr at different levels, but which are
2ll  relsted to the expansion of the thewe-word which
overdeterminas the network. It is precisely this function which

may be defined ms dialogical, and governed by 0-2 logic.

The gr are thus distinguished into grams of writing sad

grems of reading ('gremmes scripturaux ot grammes lecturauwx’).

The grems of writing may be further subdivided into three sub-
grams :  the phometic, the sewic and the syntagmatic; the grams

of reading into twe : the foreign text as a memory end as

sitation,

The formalisation of the function regulating the reletions

within snd betwean the sub-grams , and batween partizl grams

allows ona to ses very clourly the role of the smpty set or of
neutralisation in the production of meaning,
i) Tn the phouetic grams of writing, Kriateva takes 2g an example

shows  the

B = passage from hautrdsmont’s gl

s
. Driefly, the pa is

snagranmatic relations at work the

divided into two sectiony, the first dealing with the body of
man, its wateriality and the second with his comsciencs, (Rl and
H2 (homme)). Thess ace forther subdivided into smaller aequences

(A8}, all dealing with meterisl or romentic aspects of man. It

| S i wh
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i then shown that the word ‘phellus’ ia phonetically inscribed

inte sach of the sequences, and functions as the word-function at

the basis of the utterunce.The word-function, by & series of

permutationa of itself, has ‘charged’ the univocal meanings af

i
[

the morphemes with a complesentury signification,
or sequences
function. In
raduced,
between the

dynaniame que

and the text,

of a text may clearly be seen as expansicns of s

this way the signiffer - signified distisction is

(f.e. aince there is no longer a univocal relation

two) emd "le signe linguistique apparaft comve

v
procede par charge quantique.” (1879:126) The

being illusory.

sign as stable unity is then revealed

11) 7The axpapeion of « uisic function is again evident in the

semic grams of writing. Using the semo passage it is shown thet

semic grams are hald by two typss of functions or relatioms

fsurjective’ and 'injective’. ’Surjective’ relations are

operative whare every elament ar sews of one series is relatad to
series, but

or the inage of at least one element of anothar

the relation remains undefined. Injsctive relations/fusctions are
oparative where the relation is defined, in which case a function
" will be an injective wpplication . These relations hold both
zignitication of

within ond batween series and show Ehet the
poetic leoguage is elehorated by ralatiens or applications which
establish oquivalences Amongat primary linguistic lavels, which
inftially exclude equivelences. The semes or ’pointa’  of

significution are into postic

and may never be said to halt st any particular ra '.in.

Surjactive nnd injective funotions result in an epplication of

the basic function in the antire text, such that, in the sams way




carries the global message of the text.

theory way be used to formalise these relations.

postulates that the

principla

auists a univocul correspondsnce,
associates ona of fts elements to
the system.’ (1879:125) Thiy sxplaine how the basic funetian

the text - its wessage - comes to be inacribad,

injective relations,

toxt.

The

wes avident in phonatic grams, svary
This implies that

sequence or

weries

functioning of poetic languege obeys
‘there

in

of the oxlom of choice, which atipulates thet

representad by & class,

esch sequence (mon-ampty sot)

set

Kristeva further

the

which

euch of the nop-emuty sets

of

a meta~thaorem withsut which the above could oot be posited.

theoren of existence postuletes the follewing

FIE@ (x e,k )

is » primitive proposstional

function

of
at

by surjective or

the

generalised theorem of existence may in this case be used as

The

which

containg no other free variebles than x ,...,x , without it being

u
necessary that it contains them all, thera exists & olass A such

that, whatever the sots k ,....X
n
F.@ (x_...0x )7 T1979:128)

Cx_aexd EAE

In postic language,

equivalent to the function which endlobes them all.

is  important to

fornslisation basad

expaneion, and becauss

significstion of

signification such

0
this means that the diffarent funationa
This theorem

postic lmnguage since it permits

=ey be,

1t allows one to see that to

s languege, ®means pracisely to

that it exists in 811 the relations

tuxt, A text which limlts liself anly &0 (x ,,..,%

not on cnusulity but on the principle
Tk
expand

of

i

ite

is an

n
incomplete poatic code, sinee what must be established in paatic

functioning is & olass

€ w2 € A S LP(x
1 a oy

such that :

Hx)
[

of

the

the




Tha axion of choive, which implies comstructibility, and the
thaorem of existance besed aimply o1 expansion explain the

ibiiity of ishing a in the space of

poatic language, Interdiction exists in poatic language as &

linit which st the smme lime as it is posited, is transgressed.

Thus poetic language is @ systes of signification in which the
affirmstion and negatlon of @ lew oucurs  simultansousiy.
Therefors it is the only ayatem in which contradiction is sot a
non-meaning or non-sensa (since these terms lose their vaiidity)
but & defining feature snd in which negation and not affirmation
detersines osignifications. It is mlso the only system in which
eopty sete sre a perticularly significsst mode of linking
sequences. This leads ta the definition of postic lamguege as an

undecidable  formalism, which does not seek resolukion.

J ce e un fond lingui nous
arrivons & 1’idGe qu'd la base des mathfnatiques (et par
extension, des stactures du langage) on trouve lss
contradictions gui sont non seulement inhdrentrs, wmais
ingestructibi®s, comstitussies et non modifiables, le
“texte®  tant 73 coaxistence d'apposition, une

dénonstration aue vi0." (1978:130)

i13) Tt is in the syntagmatic grams of writing that the
signiticence of empty sets is most evident. Kristeva postulates
that one of tho laws of the syntegatic articulation of paragrans
is the transformation of nothingness intc o whole : this procass
is mchieved by the fact thet parsgrammstic writing construats
Ltsalf on the basis of smpty sets and of diajunctive totals Empty
aats are conaed by exclusive oppositional dyade (e.&. blood-tear,

excrement- gold, ote. A/MD = §) Disjunctiva totels come mbout
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when the torns of an oppositionel dyad era considered as having
certain semes in comson (e.q. blood ~ tear hove the some “liquid”
in common) but the dyad ia still formed by elemants or by the
disjunctive tatel of all the elaments whioh they do not bave in
common (§ = A VB or D<AV, whore "or" is exclusive). Thus the
disjunctive total sleu operstes os mn ampty sct. In this way the
Ravsgvewsatic synisgm is formed by the lisking together of
sequances ar of words by virtue of mutually exclusive grame, and
ot by any ceusal mechanizm. The ralations which exist within and
between sequences, spoken of above, are then made possible by
syntagetic articulsbion functlonsng accordiog to the formatlon
of empty sets, ar even solely to produce ompty sets. Thix
formation of empby sets is, Kriatava saya, following Lautreamont,
the desky of deriture © ilke refusel te spdify. It is with
Borthes' analysiu of Butor's Mebile, of Bataille's Bistolpe de
that it

1loeil. and most significently of Balaac’s Sagrmsi
becomes evident thet the epty set, the functioning of which is
drametised by the text, is in fact the condition of posaibility

of ail codification, and is thg structural law of srticulation.

The formation of sequances by the law of the ewpty set,

de Mnlderer, is

rovealed by Kristeve in on analysis of Sha

shown to tesult in the immediate annibilstion of Yhe sequence,

which, although it is structuraily a 0 (a non-meaning) de
signify : "la texte se structurant comme une chuine de zdros

aignifisnts, conteste non  seulement le eystdme du  code

(romantieme, humaniome] avec lequel il disfogue, seis cussi s

propre texture.” (1./9:132)

Nathipgness is transformed into s whale by this comstruction of
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signifying xeros' : the zara is not non-signifying, but
functions in the significatory vpace of 0-2, The emptiness of the
empty met is mot & mothingness in tha parugram, by the fact that
it is constructed ss an opposing double - there can be no silence

in the paragram. Therefore, bath an tndivided 1 and an empty O

are excluded in the paragras, in which the 0 s g

2, and so is mever @ steble O.

“Bxaminans de plus pras cetie "nubérologie” parmgr
qui ne comnatt ai 1 nd O weis 2 st tout. L'unitd est yide,
Lle un eat 0 mais il signifie : il commande

ne compte pi

41 est 1% pour gemirer, mais

17espace entier du paragramn
le parsgramme refuse do lui priter une valenr (on sena
sbable). Gette "unité” n’est pas une ayntiase de A et de B
snis slle vaut up porcs quielle est tout, et en mems temps

elis ne pout se distinguer de dewx oar c'est en olle que se
résorbent tous les semes contrastant e: qui s’opposent mels

aussi s'unfesent." (1879:132)

W#het mvat be kept in mind iu the traneformstion of the zera
into two, or an oppositionsl dyad, which nevar gains stability,
but which at the same time functions us the whale (the bext) und
therefore s uhe, frop which however, diviaion s immediately
velounched, since this 1 ia thet which englobes or reabasrbs all
the semic oppositions. The text {ome) s constantly provented
from finding a unity, ond is therofore radically unatsble : thue
its own testure ia put into gqusstion. Poatic lunguege thus doss

sis elle-

not function as o system : "atank na double, elle
x
nime en nient..." (1979:133)
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4.3 Signifying zeros i

The comstruction of esignfying zeros is operated by  the

syntagaatic grams of writieg, ©=nd therafora by the process of

&

goriture s o spatial category, es it is defined by Xristeva Le
[

Zexte du Bowsn . The instability of the fopulogical space of

geriture es o parsgrepmstism is thus duc te tha unkelteble fiow |
betwesn 0 snd 2, with a 1 whose interdiction and transgression is

always implfcit. This process may be found at svary level of the

construction of the text, from sgriture-lggture s the broadest

defining category of poatic lsnguage, to the onsgramaatic

relations betwaen phonetic grams, end surisctive / injective
functions batween semis graws. The formation of this network, in
which thes besio function of the bext is lnscribed inte sach of
its sequances, is oxplained by Kristevs by the use of set theory, i

The usa of this madel is particularly significent, since one of s

4ts principles is that in order for the aystem to functisn st all

- an ampty met must ba postulated.
R The possibility of n procese besed on the expansion of & besic -
A function, rssulting however in the formation of oppenitional o

e Iyads the terms of which exist simultancously, and wre wever i;\
. marked (neither of Lke torms may ever become 1)in peetic

[ - langusge, 43 due to the fact that poetic language, s the only W !

inflolty of the code, is the only ‘aystem’ which ocan :

. sinultsnaously negste mnd affirm. In this way, the negation of

Junction implicit in the ideologema of the sign is completed,

N and results in the formation of the jofinity complewentary te
bisectltion wixy

forn of on or closura The negation of

wibabien of termy, effectivaly making any R

the pavagrem is thus u radienl negntion, ultimatsly negating even




itself, Thers fs thus na possibility of privelaging the text,
eince it aun naver be marked as 1. As ve hmve ssen, in
Eristeve's unelysis simultencous megation snd affirsation or

tinse to  signify

complementary negatisn preguces zerus which g
and which are mot ’nothingness’. What bust now be examined 1is
whether the notion of signifying zeros i8 not in fact =a
occlusion of the euptiness of the smpty set, a filllng in of its

nothingness, in terms of the Daleuzisn madel,

For Kristeva, at least in "Pour une siwiolagiz des paragrammes’
this auestion would be irrelevant, since what she is Pprimarily
comserned with is the type of negation which aperates in puetiz
lengusge. The zero moy signify, but it does not bierarchise, in
fact it rodically undermines the poseiblity of establishing o
kiararchy ~ it doss not signify I but 2, aisultaneously. Thus it

siguifies - but what it signifies is a contrsdiction, vhich does

not however bocome a non-genss (0). What the Ghants de Keliorer
eveal is the possibility of continuing to signify outside the
aloswre of the 0-1 Yogic of the sign, in this way undernining the
status of this logic as lgg. But whet avet yat be shown i that
the empty set fs not in fuct formed, that it is instead an 2

4 conditicn of possibility whish makes 31} siznifications

23

and codifications posaible
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4.4 Negation and the subject

"Podsie et nbgativits"(1879:185-217), focussing once again on
the type of negation opsratad in postic lunguage, in & senze
fills {n the space sreund the formalisation of poetic language
attempted in “"Pour mme séwiologie des parsgrammes’. Every leval
of ths functioning of this particuler signifying practice is
accounted for by an orthocomplementars structure, borrowed from
Dedekind, which is a simplification of the mathematico-logical
structure used in the earlier essay, but in which bhe theorem of
existence and the axiom of choice ey still be inserted. In
“Podsla et négativitd®, which takes the premise thet signifying

ficity by en snalysis of

practices may be snalysed in their spac:
the operation of bagation specific to them, as a starbing point,
Kriatevs links megation to the subject, and thereby opens the way
to the distinction betwean samiotic and symbolic dispesitioms in

Seigue (1974).

I Bévplution du lengage poi

4.4.1 Negation and the Logos

The logical cperation of negati®n is at the basis of every
symbolic activity, since it is through nagstion  thet
differentistion mey bLe instituted. Thus it is ths type of
negation and hence Lhe manmer of differentiating betwees two
tits, and the relstions which srtigulats these differences which

d to a typology of discourses. Within the Logos, or the legic

1
of the word, there are two types of negation. The first is the
negation of the logic of judgement in which the negated term is
acknowledged as being at the origin of weaning (the word), but is
censored in a negution ~ Aufhebung, or e triadic negatioun
(negate, suppress, conserve - 'foncierament soulever’}. The

sscond iz the nagation internal to judgemest, which is not a
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triadic negation,but which is jnsiead governed by the law of the

excluded third term, whersby the negeted term is sxciuded. It is

the non-existent and the ex-logical. This is the negatien which

detines what it 3% Lp ppeak fer Plato,the most fundemental

principle being that a non-axistent entity camnot be spoken. Whan

negation 15 acknowledged and hence conserved as the fundamentel

procedura of significatian, =s in bhe logic of Judgement, the
nen-existent nod the existent are englobad in bhe act of

ersnge. The utterence

signification, which is in thie case the g
is then marked by the couxistence of the logical and the
extrelogical. Plato finds that it is in the mrtistic utterance in

particular that such a coexlstence ocours, a coaxiztence to which

he refers s 'the supreme degree of inextricability’ or the

process in which "le Non-Rtre s’estralace i 1'Btre, et celd diune

fagon tout & fast déroutante.” (1979:180)

4.4.2 Non-synthstic reunions

Busing her amalyais on the sssumptions thot poetic lenguage Ls
an snomalous’ discourse, which at the ssme tims pointe to
different way of signifying and hence a different type of
negation, Kristeva endeavours te charactarise what oo the level
of the poatic sigmified falls within and without the logic of the
Logos, which, seed we sey it, is @ 0-1 logic, marking avery term

as  true/fulse,  existent/non-sxistent, rational/irvational,

mesning/on-meantng, Because tha poetio signified 1) is both

cancrete and non-individual (in contradistinction to ‘ordinary’

language, which is sither concrete and individual, or gemeral,
but not both at the same time) and 2) both has axi does mot have

& referant, since in any standard postic metaphor, the signified

is both existest et sme level, bui non-ewistent at another, it

15
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way bs said &0 be a nop-synthetic raunion (A B) which
sizultsusously an sffirmstion, o negation, nad & pegation of the
negationi i.e. 1}it utiers a non-existent term (the example used

is & "msubles

thus affirming a non-exivtencs, 2}it negates the affirmations, by
the existence within it of 0-1 logic ('voluptuous furniture does
exist') and 8) it negates the negation (it is not true that

Havaver, these functions

not
voluptuous furniture doss mot exist’).
are not the three stages of triadic jegation; since they take
Place contemporsnssusly vithin the space in which khe words
fueniture’ sre inscribed , the nefetion of the
the three stages in ome
to

*voluptuous
poetic signified iz o teupigy of
operation. Thus the bivaleat logic of the Loges is implicit

the poetic signified, end is moreover Lhe only perspective from
which it is sccessible to us - as ’rational' subjects, Wikhin
postic language however, this ls reversed, snd bivalent logic
functions only s a limit, or only as ome particuler instance of
the actuslisation of the infimity of the code, within which
postic language functions. Thus, as in "Pour une sémiologie des
of tha Logos and of pastic

paragrammes”, the complementarity
language must be posited, end once aguin it mey be said that

postic significations are produced in a complex wovement of

1t negation and We may then postulate that

‘epplication’ or by the grams of writing

in the peragram, iz the means by which an affirmation of a non-
sxistent term is made on the basis of an intersection of semes
coming from different series or classes, but that articulation

itwelf 3n wade poseible by the negstion of the negation.
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4.4.3 Observable and inobservable

Kristeva accounts for the exlstence of 0-1 logic as & limit R
which 1is transgressed by distinguishing between two levels of
semantic articulation : the observeble and the incbservable. The He b
ohssrvable level is 'the grammstical combinetion of lexical units ¢

oply the combination af words, end the

a8 semenes' and

inobservable level is that of *a complex and multivocal operation
between the semes of those lexemes and the numerous effects of ¥

signification Which these lexemes provoke when they sre roplaced

in the fntertextual space or different possible contexts.'

(1979:197). The Llatter is the level in which the paragrammatiss
of poetic lenguage cun be located - a netwark of reletions
formelisable by the theorem of existenca and the mxiom of choice, i
and in which effacts of signification are produced which msy be i
ve sffects.  Thus it coincides  with FE

tarmed g

Borther’definition of Gerifurs s 4 techoiaue, which praduces f

effecte only by connotations.

Kristeva goss on to show that certain logical laws ara not :
valid for the incbservable level of the text, but may be valid

for the observable leval. fhus the laws of idempotency snd of i

commutation do not hold since the repetition of a term will i
produce & change of meaning at the inobesrvsble level (whereas ‘V
repetition produces no cbange in nov-pastic language), and since ;.

in which even

the ordering of the terms of a poetic utteranc
the spatial layout is significant, may sot by chenged without
ontniling & concommitant change in mesning. The law  of

distribution (the diffevent interprotstions of a signifying unit

may be combined to produce its global meaning) may be valid for

the obaerveble level ot the text, but states nothing about the i




spacifity of the inchaervable level. The laws of essocistion and

sbeorption are valid far the inobservable lavél,

axpr

ing the
possibility of applying semic units onts each other and thersfore
the expansion of the basic fumotion, expressed by the theorem of

exiatence and the mxiom of choice. The law of

modulztion is
since it is a combination of the laws of distribution
and of association.

attenuted

The relatfon af poatie lengusge to 0-1 logic underlies the
or non-velidity of each of ths six functions,

Thus, while the

valiaity however.
law of distribution may or wey nmot hold for
postic lenguage, by the particular status of 0-1 logic, which
similarly doss and does not hold, the law of distribution may be
4ald to be invalid (since, like 0-1 logic, it does not designate
its specificity). Furthermore, the law of diskribution contuins

iteelf both of the other invalid
specificity

within laws. Therefere, the
of postic lenguage i fundsmentally marked by

the
non-validity of two laws:

the law of distribution, sod the law of
the excluded middle . There are thus twe possibilities open to a
semiotic analysis of poetic language : the first is to search for
a completely different logic, which could account far each of the
ipnumerable figures of postic language.

The second is to uae
existent

Logic which doas not necessitata either one of the non-
valid laws, while maintsining the ather laws. At this point,
introduges Dedskind’s orthac-mpléntary structurs,

is not bivalent (X.¥,

Keisteva which
®’ baing ell that is not X, snd thus
implying an infinity aof possible terms) and which does not
exclude the negated term. Hut neither does it

axcluda  the
posaibility of 0~1 logic.

This type of structure thas allows for
the functioning ef 0-1 logic whila not baing defineable by it, as

well as for the indetermimscy and plurelity of varagramseticisa,
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in which ¢ and 1 are orthecomplementary only to esch uther, and

1,7 end z hsve two orthocomplewants sech. Thua 0 and ! would

designate the observable level in which the lsws of distribution

avd of the excludad third term are valid, snd x,y and z designate

the s level of the paras © space, The semantic
wnit is doubled,rarticipating at omce b 0~1 logic and the
pluridinmensional negation of thia loglc, whersin the relations
batwesn x,y end z are deteraineble by aet theory, and s was

shown in “Pour une semiclogie des paragrammes’ result in the

production of signifying zerca or empty mats. Thie ia precisaly

the ‘other scane’ in which sriture fnctions, tha empty space
("sur quelqua surface vacante st supérisure” - Wellarme ) which
4e accesaible to us only from the logic of the Logow. This is the
point st which a type of negation mey be seen as constructing a

particular type of subject.

4.4.4 The upesking subjedt ¢rd the zerological mubjoct

The retional subjact, constituted by the triadic negation of
the Logos canpot think the wonwsynthetic raunion of the postic
signified. fThe significatians of the text are availsble to this
subject only in so far as they are correlated to 0-1 logic, f.e.
only in so far as it can understand 0-1 logic as being either

negated or affirmed. Thin accounts for the fact that the text is
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orthocomplemsntary structure is thus the only

conl

sesimilated to ireational discourss by our

aivilisation. fhe

structara which

d be used by us, the rational, Judging subject, simce it

allows for the inclusion of tha Logas. Far poetic langvege, the

logic of the Logos is a distant limit,

eclipsed by the hazardous

sctivity of producing new meaninga. Dy insisting on the existence

of
the

inplicated

i,
sut

ot

Aufhobung,
aegatad,
becomes "I sev
repressed)

of this so.

Torowgh denial,

the Logos in the text, it may in fect be dietinguished from

discourse of madness :

"Cea coordomndes 0-1 sont 14, toujours prasentes 3 la

pour reppalar la

lecture nais mises entre parenthise:

différence fondapantale entre le discours "fou" (qui les
ignore) et le travail transgressif de 1'deviture podtique
(ani les gpit), ce treveil qui, a 1%iatérieur du systime de

1a parole - du systeme social -, deplace les Jimites do la

serole ot  la remplit de  nouvelles  structures
(orthocoplémentairas) que catte parale aves ls aujet

. xi
scientifique vient un jour découvrir.” (1979:207)

Tt s thus pot the rationsl subject of the Logos which is

in the paragrammatic space, in which new

gnification~ may be produced. HNeither is it the split speaking
bjack, which Freud discovars to be constituted by the aperation
deniil (Verneinung), ond which calls to mind the Hagelian
sicce it too is triadic ~ a repressed elament is
but consesved ard thus rameins repressed, ("I hate you"
“tat I ..o pot hate you", but "hate" is still
scious is constituted ar emerges in the line
Judgement ("I say that I do not hete you").

the conscious ohtains @ degree of {ndependence




from the constraints of the pleasure principle; denial operating
in precissly the same way as the Aufhebuog, then is at the basis
of tha constitution of the "intelligant" Judging subject, the

subject which implicates the word (Logos), the aign

speaicing

"1'operation - jufhebung nest repérable su'h partir du liew du
H

sujet = de la perole = du signe" (1879:211) Thus the tarms

which must be thought together in the universe of the Logos are
triadic oagation - 0-1 logic - sign - speaking subject, If any
ona  of these s digturbed, it will bring about a correspending
disturbance throughout the whale edifice. The unconsisus, which
is necesserily implicated by the spesking subject 1is tha ome
rebellious’ zome, yst it is pracisely that zome in which the
repressed tern - the excluded third term, or the ex-lagicsl term
is located. This does not imply thal the unconscious is the ares
“hich coincides with a pure paragrammstic space, however, since
the unconscious is defined from the perspoctive of ths rational
subject. as containing the residues which cannot function in
rational &iscourse. It would then seas that it 1s retionality
that is operative, and from which tha uncemscisus way achieve
some fresdom in the drosm and in the fantasy, bat still remsin
bound te it  This 1a exactly the seme way as the postic tax® fa
viewsd by « sociaty regulatsd by the Logos - or even by thoss
texts which ramain within this purspective, funotioning es

ntation - as aign. It is for this reasan

exprassion and an repre:
Ehat, as we shall ses, the realist texts, or all texts of

expresaion, vhares tho structure and function of tha fantaey.

be

Thus the reunion of perag cannot
operated by the spesking subject, but is instead a production of
signifieation which does not implicate & subject as we know it.

When tha relation of the aign to the demotatum is reduced to
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zerc, as is the case in the paragramaatic nstwork, Which produce
only conaotative sffects, the subject, which appesrs et the same
time s @ denotative sign, is reduced to zero 8s wall, Nom-
synthetic rounion is u generslised messtivity, which dimzolves

the subject snd designates n spwce in which signifiers spoul each

other. The subject implicated by paregremmatiam is the zarc
degree of the subject : “nnm aujet ’zérclagiqua’ vient assumer
cette penste qui a'anmule® (W79:212) . The significetions
which are produced by this structuration, cannot be identifed or
recuperatsd by the structure of fantasy, precisely beceuse it
connot  be thought in the space of the sign : one cammot in this

case speak of an uneonscious.

Poetic lauguage is mab however a pure paragrammatism. The empty
space of the zerological subject, and of annulled signifiers, ia
at the opposite pale ko the bogem with its speaking subject. In
this case poetic language wey be the fuaion of these two spaves

in an incessant flow between the two.

"...le paresremmstisng est posr tous (et mnous  nous
permettons de porsphraser ici Lacan) un concept forme sur
la voie de ce qui opéra pour lier lm dicomstitution du aujet
3 6a constetution, la décomstitution de la parole i la
conetitution du texte, la déconstitution du signe 3 1a
constitution de’l’acriturs” (1979:213)

This iz demonstrived in the following diagrum :




conscicua

aujat
Jugement
Aufhebung

unconscious

|
}

J Iy
zerological sth::tg sunyavads
{1979:214)

| sisracagnition of
4 ation

P

i

4.4.5 signifiance and the sign

Beading thic structure in relation to that revealed in "Pour
une sémiologie des paragrammas’, we see that there in m direct
relationship betwoen the type of subject implied by a discourse
and the production of meaning, The signifying seros of the
paragean “are produced by the applicaiigp of exclusive aemes to
forn semantic units which ore empty sets (contredictory and
sxcluatve) but which nometheless not only montinue to signify,
but  produce new significations. The praduction of  new
atgnificetions is only pussible where the spesking sublect has uo
sway, and tharefore only where the discourse casnot function as o
sign. It is only where aignification ia peutreliged by o
sipultaneous negatfon and affirmetion, or o ganeralised megation
thet & production of signiffcations may occur in an incessant

flow which prevents the diacourse frop comstructing itself as o

eign. Whether it will not ultimately functios as & sign is

questionable. The new aignifications produced by signifing zeroa

123




result in a displecement of the limita of the Logos, and may be

*discovered by the word together with ita
Thua

Beentific subject

they may be ipsorted into the Loges, added to its logicel

laws but "n'en denne pes moins un résultet que la socidtd

communique, &change (...) comme une représantstion d’'un processus

£
de production {nobserveble” (1979:208) Paragreamati

y  then
be comparsd to Barthes’ conception of the poetic Lawt ss striving

to reach @ pre-semiological state, which is however immediately "~
rectperated by myth to function ms the pure signifier of poetry
4D gspersl. New significatione produced by postic language - or

more precisely 'signifinhce' as an unheltsble presess  of

ignification - cannot thersfore 'displace the limit of the word'
sloce this very imsertion tnto the law of the Logus is at the i

geme time its rucuperation. They do not function as different 9

Possibilitiss which mey be glimpsad beyand 0-1 logic, precisely

because their status s 'signifiance’ is

ediately trenaformed
inte a zign, which mey bs recuperated, exchenged, categerised in

the class of the irrational - signifience, like

Serituse, becomes
@ hardened form. Hristeva herself gives the best indication of

the inevitability of this hardening,

by showing that the text ia
svailsble to as only fram the perspectlve of 8-) logic, that is ‘
trom the perspective of the wign, and thus it is intelligible to i

us only in a0 far ue it is & .ign. Despite the fect that it is a o

“eign of 'mnother space’, by the very foct that this other spacd
sy be sbenifisd, its transgression of the law is crippled. Once :
again, poriurs hes freadom only at its source, but mever st the

moment of its consusption.

i
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of the articles "Pour una abaiclogie des

paragrenmes” and "Poisis at nfgetivit®'. a typoloegy of texte

y
be made, similar to Barthe

distinction between readerly and
writecly texts in §/Z(1970). From the Kristevean perspactive, the
crucial factor in @ typology of this kind, 1ls the gquestion of

negation. If wa

o the triadic negation of 0-1 logic as ene ole
of a continuum, and the generalised negativity of paregrammatism
2o the opposite pole. the text could be placed st a certain point
in this continuum, depending on where boint in the productiom of
significations the limit of 0-1 logic is brought to bear and to
what sxtest it is transgrassed. Although all texts participste in
both paresremsatiss end the logic of the Logos, a distinction
could be wade betweon those texts which approach their own
language from the perspective of U-1 logic, or from that of
paragremmation : between those texts which operate primarily from
"above' the signifying practice, that fa from the observable
level, and those which aperate from bemaath - the question of
‘approach’ being the only freedos the writer has. Thus texts af
the first type would be construed a3 a 21gn both at the moment of
their production and of their consusption, while texts of the
sscond type would be construed as 4 sign only st the moment of
their consumption . For the seke of convanience, the texts could

be labelled tuxts of the Loges aud texts & the paragram,

respectively,




togos Paragran

6-1 logic 0-2 logic

wonclogisn dislagisn

honstician Ser: - ‘graphisn’

Linear pluridivensional

triadic negation genaralised negativity

hierarchising / finite non-hierarchising / infinits

i 1 7 mon-

representatianal

sign signifinace

speaking subject zerelogical subject

The purpose of doing & typoloyy of thim type is to then
sstablish a comparizon betweep the Barthisn end Rristevean
procedures, which would explatn the differences in  their
conception of the sacial’ function of the literary text. Point
for point, there are no real contradictions between the ‘two
conceptions : in fact an application of oue conceztion on the

other usually lesds to an elucidation of both theories. One finds

that the of taxts is to
that of writerly texts, for example, or even i most instouces to
the brosder category of Sgribupe as the responsibility of fora,
snd vice versa. Lf there is a d.ifferanl:e then, it can only be one
of procedure, of starting polats and perapactives. The crucial
difference between the two procedures is on the one hand the
defipition of paragramaatiss from the perspective of asgation and
the concomitaat logical structure, snd on the other the

definition of scrik

¢ =3 articulatory technique. It is this

difference, which although leading both theorists along the same

trajectory, causes thew to finally locata thewselves at different
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positions. Kriste

s view of the text os trameforsptism 1is
formed precisaly because she starts off with the nign and its
particolar ideclogéme. This category in turn is formed by the
scception of negation as the crucial factor iz the specification
of discourses, lesding to the linking of negation ta the
pacification of the aubject. There 1s 2o doubt that Kristevs is
succesaful in her project of doing u critique of the sign ¢ its
status as law is no longer tenable, the processes underiying it
are revealed, as are the structures underlying the 1lmiting or
halting of theze praceases. However Barthes, precissly because he
starts off from an cthics, from the structare of Myth and

and ai

or perhaps bacauss he is

also a critic, is led to consider the problems of rt:

how does the text signify? what does it or can it signify?
Although Kristeva produces a far more revolutionary theory of
‘engagement’ it is Barthes who is mors comscious of the
alienation of the writer from society, or of the conditions usder

which the writer

permitted to exist : it is finally Barthes

for whom the prob ic of itnent remains almost ional

= one could even use the term ’tragic’ here if it were Dot too

histrionic a word. Perhaps because, right from ¥r;

¢ Dedres
Zerg Bacthes is hyper-copsciows of the fact that dcrilyre is a
double-sided function, which frees but which also limits, binds
the text to Society, but severs the link as sooth as soon o3 it
circulates in that society, it is alwaya the solitude of writing
that ons is brought back ta, its unsosisbility. The qusation
which both Barthes and Kristeva ssk themselves from the outset is
that of the exclusion of the text from the Lagos, from praxis:
for Rristeva this exclusion leads to transforsation, for Bmrthes

€0 the wuch mors limited activity of revelatipp. An activity




which however cuts througk lsyer upon layer of stagusted

significations to reveal ultimately the void which makes them

Eristeva’s zeros sigeify - Barthes’ do mot, cammot
shifting

Possible. -
and it is ultimately through the revelation of this

Dothingness that the writer achicvas at one and the same moment

two of his optioms : to apply his techmique responsibly and to
= zeros produce pew

a1l sileat - to scuttle his trade. Kriste
stgnifications, Dorthes® produce kaowledge - but a nagative

knowledge which does mot stats. Tt is under the conditions of an
ethic aud its limitation, of thet which it is impossible to state

that Barthes produces a critiaue of articulation.
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The thetic phase $s operstsd by the mirror stage end the
castration complex. Treverael of the thetic phase makes it
possible for the infant to gain = unified identity and tbus

€ enter imta the mymbolic - i.2. the acquisition of a

signifying place in language. See Lz Bévelution du 1

ags

ue (1974:

Boeti. 1-50).

The second and tird poists will be discussed in chapter &
Kristevs apecifies this further by the following :

“"For us poetic language is Dot a tods englobisg the others,
but & class A which hao the saps power es the function

@ (x ...x ) of the infinity of the limguistic code, and all
the 'other lenguages’ (’ordinery' language, 'metalangueges’,
ets,) sre quotlents of 4 over more reskricted areas {limited
by the laws of the subject-predicate construction, for
exemplo, os being at the basis of formal logic), snd
camguflaging by means of limitations, the morshology of the

funckion @(x_...x ).* (1879:117)
- 3

The moving 'grem’ bears a strong resemblamce to Derrida‘s

aatios of 'trace’. Ses

@ Differance" (1968:41-66).

The grams may alse be seen as the summits of & graph, as in
Ronig’s theory. (1979:123)

The pasoage’ from Les Chants e Mplderor is the following :

"Il y e des heures deos la vie ou 1'homme, & la chevelare

ot (A) Jette, 1loeil ti;

e (8), Jdes resards
2sp8ge (D);

{¢) sur les membrepss vertes g 1.

semble entandre devant lui, les iromisuse hufes dluz Zantdm

(8). Il chancalle et courbe le tdte : ca qu'il a entendu,

2

¥eix de ls gopsgiepce.” Lautréamont (1966:164)
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1.
12.

ekt . -

where A - B designotes the sequances of the passuge, and the
underlined phrmses the phonetic and graphic correspondances.
Foraulae for surjactive und injective relations are R(A)=B
and £(a)=f(b) Haxb (a,b A) respactively.
G0 $an (a1, 00~ mmgx. 3. 09 Dot € ywo €l
where (3a) ~ ‘there exists an A such that’

An & = 'A is upivocal’

Bm (%) - 'the class x is empty’

< xy> - 'the ordered pair of x and ¥’
& - ’binery relstion’
. - and’
> - timplies’

The theorem of axistence s a metatheorem has the came

status ae

mictics. Notation as abuve.

See chavter 5.

See chapter 2.

The other ’accident’ {4.e. the loss of accowpsniment of the
enpty sst, aor its complete smptying) to which the structure
is prone, must alwo be conaidered. This is the point at
which the notions of an unstable and dispersed subject and
of desirs carry wuch significance. See chapter 6.

The simultaneous nagation and affirmation operatsd in

paragrampatise ig posaible only on the bu

e of the nctivity
of writing ax a graphism, and os a spatialisation. This is
of course linked ta the notion of intertextuality, which ia
the firat evidence of this simultaneous negation and
atfirmation, and which itself is based on a apetialisation.

See chapter 2 as well as Derrica : "La Doubls SZence" (fel

Quel ¢ mo 41-42) and “La Différance’ (1968:41-66).

The low of the excluded middle stutes that a term may be
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marked either by 0 or by 1, but mot by both at the same
tine, a8 Ls the oase in the paregras.
Mallarse’'s ‘Un coup de dés’ (1845:457-477) is one of the

best ex

Ples of the opsrations of the parsgram.

In the same way as thers is no pure writerly iext. See
chapter 5.

Thet is, the empty space in which signifiers are annulled.
This is problematic however, since the subject of the
paragrsm is olready its first readar. Consunption then

operates at the same time as tha paragram.

|
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CHAPTER FIVE

BARYHES : THR CRITIQUR OF ARYICULATION

5.1 The eritic

In this chapter it is Barthes the eritic who will draw oue
attention. If the writer has & rosponaibility, the critic has one
too: ke too is committed to the medium of writing. Recalling the

two categories of commentary which Bartbes distinguishes in

Critiay ribé (1968), the scicnce o7 literature and Iiterary
criticim, Kristeva’s semanslysis could be placed in the first,

and Barthes' particular brand of criticism in the second,

The science of literature, Darthes states in this book, i
comoerned with tne gensration of possible, or acceptable mesmings
in the text. It is Lho reduction of all texts o the ampty fara
whereby thay are engendered, of all significutions o the void of
meaning which supports them. Kristeva takes this sciemce of
literature wuch further then was envisaged by Barthea here, whore

it could bs seep as relating wost aptly to the structuralism of

Tedorov and Grelmas, for esample. Neither does Barthes, at this
Point see the necessity of moving away from the linguistic medel.

1t
doa: not use a ‘model' at all, working within the symbolic

Critictsm as ib ie envisaged by Barthes in Gritious ef
functianing of the text, in which ita pluraiity resides. Syabelic
functioning itself le conceived vary differently from Kristeva's

i
sywbolic law The sywbolic functioning of the text as it is

anvissged by Barthes hes much in common with the paragramsatic

182
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spsce ss defined by Kriste

t it lies beyond tha chservable or
purely lexical, philological lavel of tha text, being a sacondery
lap- sge *loating' above this lavel, in which, by defimitics, a

univors! mraning is impessible :

“ls  lanyue symboligue & laquelle appartiennent les oeuvres
littéraires est par strucivre une langue plurielle, dont e
code est fait do telle sorte que teute parols (tonte
osuvea), par  lui  engendrs
(1088:53)",

= des amems multiples”

Synbelic functioning bas much in common witk the connotative
systen of Seriture, elthough it cennot be restricted entirely to
conpotetion, ite plurality being far more radical. As Barthes
shows in $/2{197¢), connctation is the apparatus of a limited
plurality, whereas syubolic language iz an sbsolute plurality.
Symbolic functioning it the condition of existeuce of literaturs
itself. If only univocal and denotative meanings ware possible in
language, that is 1f languege where an absolutely nufficient
system, in which there is no gap betwean ihe significatory systew
and the Reel, Literature would not be possible. The languege of
literature thus functions by allusion’, "suggestion’,
Yevocation' which ere not a matter of free play, but are

engendered by u particular code. Barthes refe

s to lakevaon's
4afinition of poetic langusgs se being constitutively ambiguous,
arrived at through the projection of the paradiga onto the
wyntagn, which then result in a play of equivalences and thus u
dense and ambigusus mescege. Aristeva has formelised thiz
tunctioning boyond this point 1 evarsthing which sppliss to
paragrossetisn, epplics alse to oysbolic functicnisg. Berthes

uses this however to show that it is precisaly because litsrsture
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can exist only in a plurality of

ning, 1o which ambiguity is s
absolutely pura, the text baving no definitive combext to limit i
ita meanings, and thue existing only in the context of umbiguity, ]

that it retaiss its value, and is open to a number of oritical
tools. Although, 1n  contradistinction to the science of

literature which is not {mterested in the mesnings of the text,

eriticien’s function ie to a

ign a meauing to the text, the text

cannot suthenticate any of these meanings : they

are all

possible, fhe text is thus '

fors which histary spends its time
€i11ing' : "1'oeuvre proposs, 1'homme dispose” (1986152} DBut
by the same token, hecause the text has no definitive situation,
the work's ’truth' can reside omly in the fact that it s
language. This brings to mind Fouoault’s proposal that the
'textes du resssu’ are thosc which recognise thet their only ‘a
priori’ is language. Directly from this stems the ecritical !
function of the work, in the spucific semse of 'critique’ ¢

"Retirée de toute

isp. 17oeuvra se donne par li-udme a
explorer : devent celui qui 1'derit ou la lit, elle devient
une  question posfe au langage, dont on éprouve les
fondements, dant on touche les limites. Liosuvre ae fait "
aingi dapositaire d'une lamenss, d'une incessante enquite
sur les mots, On veut toufours que le symbole ne soit qu'unme
propriéte de 1'imagination. Le sysbole a<pussi une fanction '
critique, et 1'sbjet de sa critique, n'est le langage lui-

mame. Aux Critisues

1a Raisen que lm philosophie oous a s
donness, on peut imeginer d’sjouter une Critigys du Lengage
ot o

t le Mttirature elle-tae® (1966:58)
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R 7 ST SV U WO SR VR P .. W



For the work to pastzlats itsslf ss » critisve is slas, s we
have seen, the only possibility of comeitwent open to it.
feritors, erit': s, responsibility of form are the terms which
must be though togather here. If this is the case, the
responsibility of the critic, whosa function it s to sesign e
meaning to the text, is to recognise this 'kruth’ : what this
entails is the discovery not of = meaning. but of nn absence of
acaning. .The critic himself is forced to operate in the symbalic
functioning of the text, to add to the possible migrations of
meanings, by following the constraints of the symbolic. That is

he engenders m certain

ming, which is derived from the form of
the text. The critic's procedure is that of a consistent
enamorphosic or a regulated trausformation, which must be
coherent (indeed its anly validity will be in its coherencs, snd
mot i ite trath): it must transform mwery elseent of the iext,
Bocording to certein laws and always in the sawe divection. It
is 4n the last of these conditions that the faithfulness of
eriticion to its object will be tested. And its vhject is not in
fact the literary text but lauguage, and ultimetely the eritic's
own Language. If the critic is Limited to an *investigation® of
the aymbolic functioning of the text, hi own language too is
symbolic (secondary and engendaring s plurelity), ani sdheres to
the constraints of the aymbol. The wost fundsmental constraint of

the symbalic is the engendaring of mesnings around an abvsence, It

is 8t this point that 'subjectivity’ comes into gqusstion.
Sysbolic functionlng brings the subject to acknowledge the fact

thet the languege of the text is mot its predicate this

language iy the swbject, “en sorte que toute criture gui ne menk

désigne, non les atiributs intarisurs dv salet. pais son

e
v
absenae." {1866:170)
ias
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Sysbolic functioning is structured sround an sbsent subject ¢

all it can d

ignate ip "le rien du Je que e suls®  (1966:70) .

oOnce agein, 1f scriture cannot ultimately mignify anything but a
void, it is both becsuse this is ita condition of existence, snd
bscause it is the only truth it gap designate, end thus the only

forn its responsibility cam teke . The foriturs

of the eritic is
also caught in this condition "ep sorte que ls critique el

osuvra disent toujours ;

e svis 1

leurs voix conjusuées, la littérature no'dnonce jemais

ture , et que, par

que
vi .
1’absence du sujet.® (1966:71) . Thus the Sgrit

of the critic
15 responsible - comaitted - only to the extent to which it too

is symbolic : the meaning it

s5igos’ to the text is the absence
of meening on chich the text is constructed, for there where one

cannot apeak of a subject, one canvst speak of meaning,

This is precisely the form of criticiss we see Barthes put into

practice in Critig

11

ays and in §/F | oriticiss which becames
critique, in the most Tigorous semse of the word. Symbolic
criticigm, s we may call it, replaces the ‘truth’ of
interpratation with that of the conditiom of possibility of the
text ltself. This critical function, as Barthes points out, is
inherently carried out in the taxt itself : scriptural and
theeretical gpractice occur in the sam

apace, one of the most
fundementsl premises of the Tsl Quel project. Whore it does not
explicitly occur in the aewe kpace, we asy speak of the resdarly
taxta of §/Z. The diotinction batwesn readerly and writerly texta
depends ultinmtely on whether the text sxplicitly carries out ita
eritical function, or whether it occludes it. Thia ia why the

distinetion is  question of ‘value’ ! 8g

being the only
chefae the writer has, is the only point st which one may assign

value to the text. The distinction betwsen writerly and readerly
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Sywbolic fupctioning is structured around s sbsent subject :

a1} it can designate is "le rien du je qua je suiz” (1968:70)

once again, if &

¢ cannot ultimately signify snvthing but e
veid, it is both becanse this is its condition of existemce, and
because it ia the only truth it cen desigmats, and thus the only
form its responsibility can take . The fepifure of the critic ie

also caught in this condition “en sorte gque le critigue et

1'oeuvre dizent towjours i e suis ) et que, par
leurs voix conjugudes, la littéreture B'énonce jamais aque
1'sbsence du sujet.” (1966:71) . Thus the Serilure of the critic

is responsible - committed - only to the extent to which it tos

is symbalic : the memning it ’assigns’ ta the text is the absence

of meaning on which the text 15 comstructad, for there whers one

cannat speak of & subject, one cannot speak of meaming.

This is precisely the form of criticisn we see Barthes put into
practice in Criticel Eagees and ip 37 : criticiss which bezemes
critique, in the most rigorous sense of the word., Sywholis
criticism, as we may call it replaces the ’trutk' of
interpretation with that of the condition of possibility of :he
text itself. This critical fupctiouw, as Barthes points out, is
inherently carried out in the text itself : scriptural and
theoretical practice oceur in the same space, one of the most
fundasentsl premtses of the D¢} Quel project. Where it does mot
explicitly ogcnr in the same space, we may speak of the readerly
texts of §/Z. The distinction between resderly mnd writerly taxts
depends ultimetely on whether the text explicitly carries out its
critical function, or whather it occludes it. This io why the
distinction is a questios of ’velue' : Feriture, being the only
choice the writer has, is the only point at which one mey aseign

valus to the text. The distinction between writerly and readerly

138




i

texts is well knows : T will sot give the details, except to say

that writerly taxts are obviously the explicitly writtem, e

opposed to the readerly which are implicitly written but which
operats as if they wers dependent upon the phonetic. Although the
writerly 1is occluded in readerly texts, it is obvieusly the
underside of all readerly procedures : §/Z is a turning inside
out of the readacly by the writerly.

Before we turn to the comsideration of how a text which
occludes its canditions of possibility, and thus sschews ita
fuoction es critique, may be forced into that positien, -let us
consider the functioning of the text ss critique where that
function is ‘explicit’. A nusber of articles could have been used
for this type of analysis, but I am limiting myself here to
"Literstore and Discontinuity"{1972:171-185) and “The Motaphor of
the eye"(1972:139-148), siace &t is here that the ralation of
peatralisation ta the subject is most pertinent. It fa in these
articles ales, =s well as in §/Z that the critique of

articulation is carried out with the most striking results.

5.2 Structuraliss se critique

\‘ Esrifuke - in this case bath as text and as criticisa - in
Sritigve gt ¥

ite and Griticsl Bsasys, is conceived essentislly

as an activity, or more specifically, as a structuralist
activity, There are several common features in Deleusze's
conception of structuraliss, and that of Barthes in "The
Struccuralist Activity?(1972:213-221) . Although Berthss uses the
linguistic wodel, the distinction of the paradigmetic and

syntagmatic exes yields the distinction hetwsen the virtual and
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actusl structures. The typical eperations of the structuralist

activity are and

to theme

two axes. The operation of dissection emtmils ¢

- the determinetion of mobile elements which have no meening in

themoelves, but whase ‘meaning’ is evgendered by  their
differential situation.

these wobile elaments thus hove oo significince  except in so far
as they can be distinguisbed from other virtusl units of the

<lass; ihey constitute a paradigm, which is sp sssocistive Field,

virtual by definition.
~ the slements are held within e particulsr paradign by a
relation of affinity and of dissimilarity with sach other ; they
must “resemble each other somewhat in srder that the difference
which sepertes them be indead evident.® (1872:217)

~ thus the elements are held in a coexistence of differential
relations in tha virtasl structure of the paradige. Actuslisation
occurs through "an sct of citation" (1872:

179, whersby the
elements gain an actual signification, i.e, articulation.
- the operation of articulation proceads according to certain
rules af

sociation of tha syntagm, and entails » submission to
ragular constraints which are both formal and stable
(repeatable). The rules of combinatianm are forms which gusrautee
the intelligibility of the structure : "it is by the regular
returs of the units and of the associstions of units that the

work Bppears copstructed, i.e. endowed with meaning. (1972:217)

To Deleuze’s structuralist hero (the nomedic subject devoid of
identity, and constitued by nen-personal individuations and pre-
individual singulerities ) corresponds ’structural man’ "defined
aat by his ideas or his !spguages, bub by bis imaginstion -~ in

other words by the way in which he mentally experiemces
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structure®  (1972:214);  thic  definition extends over the

activities of both spalyst and ’crastor’. The concers af

structural mas is nat meaning but the fabrication of meanizg ¢

structuralisa is sbove all an sctivity which

refers the exarcise of the work and the work itself to a

single identity : a serinl compasition or an spalyais by
Levi-Strauss ave mot oblects except insofer as they have
been made : their presest being is their past act, they sre

having-been-mades; the artisk, the anelyst recrestes the
course taken by meaning, he naed not designate it."
(1972:218)

In the cese of litersture, he

designate it. Thus
structuralisa

an analysis will resembis poatics; bath are
elatorated within the same space. The comcern of he
structurslist, analyst or ‘creator’, is the revelation of en
underlying struaturs, through the construction of s "giulacrus”
of the object which "makes something appear which remained
invisible or, if one prefers, unintelligible in the natural
world"  (1872:215) The structuralist decomposes and  then
recopposes the real : while the operatiow is wimetic, it is based

nut on the analogy of substances but on the mmalogy of fupsti

or howology (in the sense in which Levi-Strousu uses tbe term)

"we recompose the object in order to make certain functions
appaar, and it is, 5o to spesk, the way that makes the work; this
i3 why we must upeak of the structuralist activity rather then

the structuralisk wark." (1972:216)

Reading Deleuze’s definition of structurnlism together with
Barthes', we come to the conclusion thet hoth function as
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structure’  (1972:214);  this definition extends over the

activities of both analyst end ’creator'. The concern of

structoral man is oot meaning but the fabrication of meaning

structuralism is above all en activity which

refers the exercise of the work and the work itaelf to a

single identity : » seriel camposition or an analysis by i
Levi-Strauss are not objects except insofar as they have
been made : their present being is their past act, they are

baving-been-mades; the artist, the analyst recrestes the
course taken by meaning, he meed not dasignate 1t." :

(1972:218)

In the cage of literature, he

not designste it. Thus
structuralien ae a0 anzlysis will reseabls poctics; both are
claborated within the sewe space. fThe comcers of he

structuralist, apslyst or ‘creator’,

is the reveiation of an

underlying structure, through the construction of a "simulacru

of the object which "makes something appear which romained

invisible or, if one prefars, unintelligitle {n the satural T‘
werld"  (1972:218)  The strustaralist decemssses and  then !
reconposos the resl : whils tha speration is mimetic, it ie based ]
not on the enalogy of substances but on the analogy of funckiens. E
or homology (Lu the senss in whick Levi-Strouss uses the term) : ¢

@ recompose the object in order to mske certamin functions .
appaar, and it is, so to spesk, the wmy that wakes the work: this
s why we mist speak of the structuralist activity rather than

the structuralist work." (1872:216)

Resding Deleuze’s definition of structuraliss together with

parthes’, we come to the concivsion that both function m o
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critiques. It seems however that ths postulation of sn empty

position is  significestly lackiag fn  Barth

view of
structuralism. In the erticles "Literature and Discontinuity” and
"The Metmphor of the Bye”, it becomes evident that the homology
whereby structuralism operates is, im the functjoning of

e, a homolsgy of the underlying structure, or its

. =nd what it oakes visible is precisely the
constent shiftivg of the empty position, aod the process whereby
this shifting results in the engendering of moeming, or
articuletion.  This dremetivation, which results in a

neutralisation of alagsification and of the hierarchies on which

our oystems of sigaiffcation are built, takes the oply form

possible to

ifure : that of "a particular table of signa
(1872:178) which presents but does mot state. If the text sttacks
tragitionsl litersry lapgusge. it is anly by an inversion of the
mechanisns of this langusge; if it reveals, it reveals only by

contrast,

18 vecessarily to the extent that it
'lays bara’ the techniques of the litsrary preduction of uwesaing,
the labour which underliss its spparently flowing and ‘created’
surface : when Butor’s Mobile(1962) reveals thet discontinuity
underliss the apparemt continuity of literary langusge, it is
sinultensously attacking the vary 'ides’ of thesDaok, “an ohject
which connects, develops, rums and flows, in short bhas the
profoundest hosror vacui.® (1872:273) Thus revelation and
contestation necessarily go hand in hand, these activities being
directed &t seversl levels of signification at once the
literary is only tts nmost spparent object, but it s the

functioning of the signification of language and the insiducus




Sdeology which it inevitably bears, that are atiscked in the

final ingtance.

8.3 Critique at work

Any attespt to freguent continuity is viewed with mistrust,
since it thre-.ens the cohesion and order which literaturs is

meant ta conv.; Thus attention may be paid to geveral sche:

, but never’to miuute datail. In iy

¢ instead, general schema is
of no mccount, whereas detsil iz the bearer of strusture. The
discontinuity of Mghile reveals the fabricated ard laboured "

artificiatity of continuity in the language of the literary work,

the ocolusion of which is fundamental to the myth of literature

as  ineffable or

tion end tranguillising reflection of Life i

ttoulf. |
! The attention paid to detail is menifested firstly in the t
essentisl function of  typvgraphy.  The disturbanca of !

typograpbical norms raveals, once agein by imversion, that what

could be called the smallest unit of contimuity in the Ilitarary

: work, or ita basic guaranten ia in fact it adherende to i
g typographicsl noras ¢
- “If everything which happens on the surface of the page ¢ ’

wekens 5o intense o suepsutibility, it is clesr that this
N aurface is the depositary of an essentisl velus, which is !

. the continuity of literary dlmcourse.® (1972:173) ‘
Similarly, ta destroy (through meutralisation) accepied norms 94 |

of clessification is to raveal the extent to which classificstion

is fundemental to all mesming ¢ i.a. a system of oppositions :
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ideolor’ which it inevitsbly besrs, that are attscked in the

final instance.

5.3 Critique at work

Ay mitempt to fregment continuity is viewad with mistrust,
sinee it threatens the cohesion and order which literature is
meant to convey. Thus attention may be peid to general schema,
but never’te winute detail. In Mobile ipstesd, general schema is

of no account, wheress dstail is the bearer of structur.

The
discontinuity of Mobi

reveals the fabricsted and iaboured
artificiality of continwity in the language of the literary work,
the occlusion of which is fundamentsl to the myth of literaturs
as ineffeble creation and tranquillising reflection of Life
itaelf,

The attention paid to detall is manifested Tiratly in the
essential function of typsgrephy.  The disturbance of
typographical noras reveals, once agsin by inversion. that whet
could be called the smallest unit of continuity in the literary
work, or 1ito basis guarantee is in fact its adherence to

typographical norma :

"If everything which happens on the surface of the page
wakens o intense s suspectibility, 1t is cleer that this
surface is the depositary of on essentiel value, which is

the sontimuity of literary discourse.” (1872:173)
$imilarly, ta destroy (through neutralisation) accepted norme

of classification is to revesl the extent to which classification

is  fundawental to ell meantng : i.e. @ system of cppositians
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based on marked and unsarked terms (disjunction or 9~1 logic). In

Mgbile, cultural cla

Fication is reduced to & zere-degres by,
means of the alphabetical presentetion of the states epd cities
of America, The alphabet - neither phoneme mor syntactical object
~ does mot institute a megation, but is instead the institution -
of a neutrality of order : it iz itzelf the veid of meaning which
is aybematically occluded by 'realist' literabure. Tha use of the
alphabet in b

s constitutes a .ystanm homologeus to neutrality;
being non-eignificatory, it neutralises paradigmatic opposations, ;

as  well

the denotative hierarchy on which  contimuity
implicitly depends, replacing it with poetic contiguity of :
details.

N f The alphebet is the primery structuring factor of the work,

controlling the distribution of detaila; es a formal device it

D ATy

i bes the power of 'surprising’ s particular cellusion of msn znd

nature, i.e. & meaning’ (1972:177), and ulimately a system of H

intelligibility. Whet it reveals here "is e certain knowledge

concerning  Americ

* (1972:178), by crossing the primery "
structuring factor with onother : time. The fragmants which form i
. i the structure of Hobile are arranged in three 'bundles’ : the

time of the Indians, 1890, today. Tha detalls taken from thess

'bundles’ are oot howevar caparated 3 they are instead juxtaposed
and sre thus_centiguous te ona smothor. Through the repetition
and shifts of these dstails, token in a historical perspactive,
B Mgbile reveals “the {nstitution of America for the Americama®. i
4]  the transformation of nature into culture, itm swbjestion to an

intelligible order. The r

1 extsts in gbile b emch object,
g sach unlt of nature ss it ie rendered imtelligible through a o

process of institutionslization over time. This is mot to say

that the object is presentsd ae a 'resl’ object, but rather ea
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what Barthes calls an ‘opeiric’ object - that which is grosped

solaly by the I

ginary. Tt is the *medistor of culture”, &

"producer of hallucinations” wnd is shown to ba =n “esaential b

accessory® (1972:180) to the comstruction of the intelligible.
The imaginary fs that which comstitutes the Real ms intielligible e
€or a civilisation, and it is at all instances the Imaginary, or

the ideologicel in ita mcception es imeginary, which is revealed 3

+ (precisely in 5o far as it is not tha Real) by My

The maaner in which Mobile revesls thia 'knowledge’ is through H

& particular system of articulation : "That this knowledge should

i not be enunciated in intellectusl terms, but sccording to a o
perticular table of signs, is precisely Iitarature” ,E

b (1972:178). This asystem of articulatien or "ksble of signs”, 3l 4
2 Imposes & discontimuity which refers us io an "infinitely i
. secsitive mobility of closad alements”  (1972(178),  The *

arrangenent of the clements, regulated by formal devices, allows

anly for the rapetition and variety of units : & repetition
7 without developwent and @ variety which is not varistion but

: purely copbinatory. The units are defined only by their function;

) : they are structural units which exist only in distribution l.e.

. by relatlon to other units : o
I :
N "These units are - ond must be - beings so perfectly mobile
¥ that by shifting them throughout his poem the author
v

. engenders & kind of huge snimate body whose movement is one

| of parpetuat trana:

iasion, not of Intarnal growth" : thus, ‘

the title of the object : Moblle, i.e. & scrupulously 1

articulated armsturs all of whoss bresks, by shifting very

alightly (which the delicacy of the combinatory method
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permits), produce paradoxically the wmost  connected

movemests.® (1972:181)

The uss of the alphabet ia a formal aesthetic davice
artificially placed in the position of a symbolic structure ond
the erbitrariness of which guarantees the discontimuity of the
elements. In iteelf it is non-significatory, being neither marked
nor unmacked; it is unarticuleted. It does howaver imstitute the

system of articulation which is the wark

by the very fact
of newtralising peradigmstic oppositions, listing all of the
possible paradigmatic oppositions one after another (sx with the
names of cars, or the flaveurs of ice-crean) thus bringing them
into a relstion of contiguity with esch sther, or by combining
them with otber parsdim

{3 with the colours of cers sad of

paople), and thus forcing a contiguity with distant peradigms.

Thus 1t is the neutralisetion of oppositians whish mskes the

construetion and mobility of this structure possible; it is the

unarticulated which makes the articulatsd possible, The syntagm

hers conmists entirely of the repetitions, combinations and

shifts of the element.

Defined as & mobility of closed elements,
the operation of varied connection s it is implemented hare, is
not subject to the syntagmatic rulss of sssosistion, since it is
canstituted by @ neutrality of order which erases paradigmatic
oppositions : it thus exceeds the parsdigmstic / syntagmatic
distinction, ravaaling that underlying any system of articulation
i.e. of meaning, is e nestrslity of pure order, @ zero~degree of
wesning. In the same way the mobility of this structure
inetitutes contiguities, bui excesds metonymic functioning : the

technique of meaning used in Mebile is oot rhetaricael, but

procesds according to the total and irreducible arbitrariness of
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tha alphabet.

Hobile can thus be understood as & true dramatiszation of s
systew of artisulstion which constructs itself, and is st in
motion by a constitutive neutrality, which s at the seme time a
virtuslity, cegulsting and constituting the positioms and shifts
of each alesent. Ultimately, the composition of such a work is
concernsd with the gensration of possible meaning : the question
which this type of literary formaliss releases is sddrasoed to
the very possiblity of the world’s meanings. What it reveals 5s
the neutrality which must be occluded in order to sstablish a
continuity of discourse and a  hlersrchica’ oyotem  of
classification, whick undarlias & system of intelligibility for

Western cultura. Mobile the

it from comstructing itself ms a closed, continuous order. The
establishment of a neutrality of meaning by means of the alphabet
also makes it imposaible for the discourse of the taxt to produce
any psychalogiem, be it that of a charsetar or of the author. The
subject which sccompanics thie neutrality can thus only be @

subject reduced to the zers degre

While in Dutor’s Hebile it is the imaginary of a cultare which
48 rcevesled ss depanding upon a neutrality, in Datmille’s
Histoire de 1lsei) (1971) it is the imaginary of the subject
which 1a &t stake. The ‘revelations’ of the twe texts are
complementery : no subjact can emerge in Hobils precisely bacause
s cultural imaginary is not peraitied to coustitute itselif as a

fulness, osod in His!

ire de 1loeil, the transgression of the
soxual as a transgression of classifications is possidle only
because the svbjective imaginary is not permitted to erupt into a

full and unified subdect. Jisteire de 1. drametis

the
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insartion sultaral

of ‘@ subjective imaginary into a imsginary,

(of style into language) by the speration of seutrslisation, an

operation carried out by embedding the comstitution of series

precisely in persemal biography, but in such a way thut these

biographical details in no way guarantee the meaning of the text,

but set it on the course of s welonymic forsaliss. In Histei

it is tae very ’being’ of the euthor, style or the

peraosal imaginary, which acts as the virtual structure. The

story of the eye as an object ia hera "that of a migration, the

being,

cyusm of avetars 1t traverses far from its origimal

according to the tendency of a certain imagination which distorts

yet does not discard it" (1972:239) The personal imaginary

paredigmatic

contains and constitutes all the possible

substitutions of the eve. Since in u rhetorical system of

articulation, netaphar is the instance of the paradigmatic axis,

Histeire de 1loell is essentislly a poetic, metaphoric

conposition, te which, however, the intervention of the metonymic
ia nmocessary. Barthes shows the personal imaginary to be a fisld
of associations constitutive of the litarary paradigmatic
structure, the virtuality of which 1s actvalized in  the

narrative, metonymic structure.

The substitutions and variations of the mataphor of the aye
proceed eccording to the constreints of the ‘parsdigm : emch
substitutive object sustains with the eye a relation of affinity
and dissimilarity. The fors of the metsphor of the eve is that of
an associative fisld which splits into two series. The first
saradign is consituted by the shift from ‘'eve' to egs', 8
varistion of form : in Franch, the words 'ceil’ and 'oauf’ have a

cammon and s differentisted scund, and of content : bath objects

3
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can be said to have the common sememes of 'globular’ and 'white'.

o this series will be added 'testicles’, reinforced by current
Franch usage which refers to the testicles of certain animals as
‘eggs’ (1972:241). A second paradige branches off from the firet
and is conetituted by the liquids mssocisted with each oblect :
thus 'tears’, ‘egg volk', ‘epern’, ete. Any of the terms of ome
of the paradigms con ect 2c o substitution for the terms of the
other : ."the mere presence of one of the two series invokes the
other” (1872:241) Nome of tha tarms of eitber one of ihe
saradigne predominates : tha first tarm canmot be determined. The
paradigms ars not constituted in depthi they have mo 'secret’:
they are chaine of Signifiers which can omly sbift lsterslly :
“the image system developed here has mo sexual obawssion for its
“secrat; if this were the case, we shouwld first have to explain
wby the erotic thems is mever directly phallic” (1972:242).

Purtheraore any do

pherment of the work is made futile by the
fact that Bataille ‘declares his sources’, by giving the
biographical datails st the end of the book. Thatr appearance in
the text ultimately function ax just one more lsteral Bshift 1
“Bataille thus lesves no other recourse than to consider, in
isteire de

211, & perfectly spherical metaphor ¢ esch of
the terms is alveys the signifier of anothar (oo term is a
simple signified), without aur ever being able to atop the
chain” (1972:242), )

The lack of hisrarchy in the terms of the parsdigmatic series

reproduces tha d nature of the tative field, in

which, eccording to Sawssure, no single term cen be assigned pre-

nence. The lack sround which the series are constituted is the

Iack of a definitive signified, or denototive mesning for the
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‘eye’ of which this work is the 'story'. This lack 1is itsel?

drapatised ip the text by the exchanging of terms, which results

in articulstion.

The narrative as it is used here ix only s vehicls for the
metaphoric substance, bub it is nonstbeless necassary for its

actualization :

hs & reservoir of virtual signs, a wetaphor in the pure
state cannot constitute discourss in and of itself ; if we

recite its terms -i.e., if we insert thew in a parrative

- which cements then together, their parsdigmatic nature

already yislds to the dimension of all speech, which is

inevitably a syntagmatic sxtension” (1872:243)

The narretive is however wholly determined by the axchange of
the terms of the dJouble paradigm: it is this exchange which makes
the syntagm immediately possible. The exchanging of the two
_chaiss is "posaible by nature, since Butaille is not dealing with
the same paradigm {the same metaphor), ln; becsuse consequently,
the two chainc can establish relations of contignity beiween
themselves” (1972:243). The structuralist wove here iz to hift
around the terms and dislocate their traditional associations
{e.g. 'break #nd egg’, 'poke out an eye'), assigning them instead
to gdifferent lines: in this way & corresponding disturbance is
brought about in both series: ’break mn eye' produces 'poke out
an egg’. It is the crossing of the two paradigos, the exchmnge of
terms which has the ibmediate effect of crossing out the
signified, such that the signifier is ceused to float incessantly

between the two paradiges : thus the paradigmatic oppositions of
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the two series mre neutralised. Neutralisation underlies tha
possiblity of the ayntegm i.e. of srticulmtion. The syntagm will
thus consist entirely of the actualization of tha tachmiqua of

exchanging : once again the composition will be a dramatisation

of the operation of neutralisation, through exchenge

“ell these sssociations are both the same and different;

for metaphor, which varies them,

ifests a regulated
difference smong them, u difference which metonymy, which
exchangas  them, immedistely undertakes to  abolish.”

(1972:248)

11 proceeds along the lines of
motonymic displacement. The transgrossion of values here never

excesds literary techniques of transgression :

“for metonywy is pracisely a forced syntaga, the violation of
a signifying 1i

it of space; it permits, on the very level of

discourse, a couterdivision of objects, usages, meanings,

spaces, and properties, which is eroticiss iteelf : thus what

the interplsy of wmetaphor and metonymy, in Hisieirs de

Llogil. ultimately meke it possible to transgrase is

Aot, of course to sublimate it quite the contrary”
(1972:248)
Whet

is revealed in Yisteire de llegd} is not only (onoe more)
that the neut

1 or the zero-degree of meaning is the comdition
of possibility of articulation but that n system of values is

implicitly = system of classification which it

possidvle to
transgress by s discursive violation or counterdivision of

classification, set in motion by neutralisation.
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5.4 Neutrslisetion and negation

Barthes shows in “Literature and Continuity"

and in "the
Metaphor of the Bye®

that transgression is bot necesasrily
braught sbout by megation. If pegation may indeed mccaunt for
certain level of these systems of articulation,
which

The

it is that leval
results from s first operatian : that of neutralisation.
systems which neutralisation produces can be said to consist

at oppor

tionel dyads which are however nun-disjunctive, bul the
Production of dyads ie of secondary significance. For example, in

Hobile terms frow unrelated paradigus are brought into & relation

of contiguity in a saquence end a 0-2 paragram mey be said to be
produced i  however their imetability is caused not by
generalised negativity, but by  constitutive aeutrality which

not s negative function.

is
Thus we wey say that underlying the
signifisce produced by pecagresscbisa iz the fenction of
beutralisation, of @ void of meaning. If the paragram results in
'ignifying zeros' it is bocause they ere constitutad by a zero
which dses not and cannot aignify. Thia may be seen for exawple

in the production of the sequence 'poke out an egg’, which may at
one level be s non-disjunctive oppositionsl dyad, brought sbout
by the epplication of terms frow exclusive classes of signifieds.
What mekes  this  applicatien posaible hawaver, e the
neutralistion of terws by the exchange betwesn paradigms.
Kelsteva's definition of parsgramsatisn dose hold for the
of articulation constituted by nentralisation

novenent

syatem
¢+ but the negative
of parngranmatisn may itself be seid ta be

canatitated
by tha neutrsl.

One may say thet ganeraiised negation or

nonw
eynthetic reunions also result in seutralisati ., in which cese
it y become impossible o say which comas first ¢
neutralisstion

or negation. However, neutrslisation as it is
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instituted in these two texts im mot a negation : it cammot be

elnee the neuter is neither positive nor negative, but simply

empty. It is for this reason that we may oppose the preductien of

to the institution

‘eignifying zeros' which continue to signify,

of a neutral order, which in Mobile moy be artificial, but whick

is nonethelass revesled La be constitutive of a system of
articulation.

5.5. Neutralisation and the subjact

It is particularly in Bisteire de 1.

31 that the economy of

the subject in Gthe text is dramatised. The ‘origin’ of the
metaphor is cited in the text itself in the biographical details
given at the end. Thus the trupsgression of the sewusl (

cultural system of clasaification) 4s constituted by the

insertion inte thie oystem of the personal immgivery, The

declension of the metaphor proceads however, along the linss of

an ushsltable matonymy, or & chain which cannot bs finmitized,

since none of the terms may be 'marked’ : metanymy is produced by
8 peutralisation. In other words if neutralisation is mot elided,
but dramstised, the subject in the text can paver posit itself as

a full and unified subject. By giving us the blographicsl details

Batmille revesls, by {mversion, the conditions wnder which a

finitizeble text is produasd. In the praface to Gribical Easave

states thst a text is produced enly by the emptying
of the existential

barthes out™
refersnce of the I'. Citing Jakobson's
definition of the 'I' as indexical symbol, which partakes in a
Isxical system, but which canmot be defined lexionlly, since its
only ‘refersnce is a constantly shifting ome (the real parson who
says 'I'), Barthes goes on to show that the ’technique of
coubination snd varistion’ which ls seriture comea sbout (and ia




A

finally scceptable) when tha author sccepts a total codification
of his ‘I’, leaving behind his existential situation, so to
1f one accepts that the structure of the realist text (ar

spask.
of

in fect of all marrative) ism identical bo thet of fantasy or
5
deluston and theb this fantasy ts accepiuble, and

only ir mo for as it is

may enter

socisty as eschangeable product
*fictional’, and therafore dosa mot refar to an 'I’ in the real
it is evidant that the scceptability of the text is based
T e

world,

precisely on what may be called the 'elisfon of the

In this way the "I’ has only a fictional existemce, its

ehifter’.
possibly disturbing (bocause transgressive) mesaoge la exorcised,
a5 2 exorcising agent. It is
in

snd s permitted to circulate,
precisely this alision which definss the function of the text
bourgaois ideology, as well us its excluded-inciuded status in

saciety, This explains alsc tha baurgsois predeliction for

y thet realist or sxpressive

realisa in ert, Thus we may

Literature s bssed en the elision of en elision : the author's

'I' becowes the 'I' of the character, or of tha proper name in
the text, but his figure still aparates as that of the 'ereater’,

who sppropriates the diccourse, but not the fantasy.

Kristeva, in "lLe texts clos”(1878:52:81) ss well as in Le Tsste
quent

du  Rowsa(1970) explains this elision, =mnd  oon:
appropristion by the split of the subject into the aubject of the

sarrative. Her

and of the uttsrance operated in the
becausa the 'ather’ or the addresses

syatanent

argument runs ma follows:
(the subject of reading) exists in the text obly as o discourse,
it is reduced to a code: it iz o signifier in relation to the
toxt and a signified in relation to the subject or addresser,
since the discourss of the subject is dependent upon that of this
Thus in order to

code, the subjact toa {s reduced to = code.
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becons discourse, the subject ie forced to bacomo a non-person,

to paga throngh a zero-point, through which it is conatituted as

the subject of the utterance - the s/he of the character. The

subject of the ubtersmce js & wed{ator for the subject of the

statement. The proper noun - the character - is the regulator of
this transformation, and the meens by which the ‘atory’ (fantsey)
of the subject/euthor becomes an acceptable signifier ('wdequat

au regard’). In this way the 'I' of the authar is split inta

three types of pronoun : the transpronominal, the pronominel, and

the personal. The pronominal 'I’ is an espty pronoun, a simple

sign of the locutory instance, at the level of the narrative as

rhetorical systes (the Acteur already raferred ts), or the

subjsct of the utterance (this ‘I’ may remain empty me in the 'I"

of a hidden narrstor, or be transformed into the third person of

the chesractar). The persopal I’ intervenea only at ths woment

when the discourse ia accepted se litersry work, and thus as

sxchangesbla praduct (poseible by the ideolageme of the sign, the

initance of the Autsur as referred to). Thia 'I' functions as

indexical syabol ~ & full *I', referring te the author, wheress
the pronominel "I’ functions purely as cedified, or lexical 'I'.

re, the non-

The transpromominal 'I' is the subject of ggr

personnl pronoun, which is neither the 'I' of the author nor that

of the character, but which instead camnot ba blocked by eany

reference to a person - the zerblogical subject of the paragram.

(1970:98-110)

Thus it is the neutrelisation of the 'I' as ahifter which
toxt {or any assthetic practice) to function as a

11, this double elision

sermits the
sublimation. However, in Hisipive de 1
the biographical 'origin® of the metaphor

doss not ocenr. Becsus

ke
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1o scknowledged, the pronominal instances of the charscters are
explicitly attached to that of the suthor. The primary elision
dass  accur - the character would not have bsen pessible if this
were not the case - bui the second elision ({of tha siigion) does
not occur. Thus Betaille’s text is the dramatisation of tha
nestralisation of Lhe authorial 'I' in order to produce the

character. The acknowledgement of this meutralisation is the only

oy 1in which an unfinitizesbie discourse, which procseds alomg
the line of metonymic shifting, could be produced. The
neutralisation of paradigmatic oppositions by the exchenge of
terms which underlies syntagmatic articulation, is pessible only
bacause the aubject is maintained st a zero-degree and is severed
Tros the second slision, which would permit it to cemstitute

iteelf e o full subject, capabla of appropriating a discours.

Gne ean sey then that ihe approprimticn of the imagimery (the
fantasy) excludes the eppropriation of the discourse. This is
precisely the reason why tranagression of the sexual occurs,

without the text itself into ® sublinati

The pessibility of Finitizing a discourse thus appears to be
constituted by the possibility of halting metonysic shifts, (and
thun  ocoluding the neutral whick implicitly makes paradigmstic
oppositions posaible) by distinguishing am ariginal or final term
-6 truth. This truth can only bo posited by the impoaition onto

this system of something ovtraneous to it = the resderly. This iz

precisely what ls reveeled in §/Z.
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8.8 Writerly end readerly

Isizac’s Sar

ing 19 mot » writerly text, more precisely It is
not & toxt in which ihe writerly predomivates, but 3t fe = limit
text, Bxisting on the wargios of remlism, it allows glimpses of
the gracesses which comalitute 1Y, and of the contract on whicl
611 narsatives depend. Darthes’ reading of this narretive in §/2
pushes it to §1s 1imit, forcing At inte the position of critiqus,
5

an applicetion of the writerly on the readorly, such that
the structuring process of the writerly, end the limiting of this
process by the readerly, are revealed. There are meveral ways in
which this ssminal taxt could be read, end nene would do it
Juatice. I will ottempt to pick up m very few of the stranda
@ith which 4t 3n woven, and which elaborats on whet hes bean
revenlad fn “Literature and OfSCONLINUIty ® mnd "Tha Metaphor of

the Bye.

Following the 'structuration’ of the text, through & step-by-
atep reading, that ia by constently intervupting the flow of the
toxt, forcing it to branch out into "migrations of meaning"
(1070:1), Barthos applies a typa of reading which the renlist
Vext ocanmot withstand. The text is prevented from forming &
unity, a coherent whole, and the construction of its realist
effect iu revalad. What the text refers to is shown mot to be
meaning but cSdes. Meening iz thus never demobed but only pointed
to - the denotatum itsel? is bub an effact, created by the
naturalness of the eyntex, its function being S0 make the
constewction inmocent - for wheb can be more maturel than the

subjact ~ predicats strusture of language?
0f the Pive codes which structura the text, or through which
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the tex’ passes, it is the cultural, semic snd symholic which
constitute tha reversible plurality of ths text, 4. the
prosiretic and  hermemeutic, whish force progressive and

finitizing linesrity upon the discourse, If Butor's Mobi

expliciily posite iteslf ae a Luble of signs, Sarrasine 18 &

vactorisad table of signs (1970:37), whose plurality is liwited
by the Jogice-temporal order of he proairstic and hermensutic

codes. The sequential order of the

two codes, the imperstive of
action and of the unvelling of the truth ere the major
constrainks of the realist text. The cultural end semic codes are
the codes of limited plurality, end function primerily by the
operation of commotation. The symholic code ia that of
muitivalence and revarsfbilily, to which there ars weveral
entrances, which camnot be hierarchised. Thus the symbolic i3
acceesidble via the sexual, the economic, or the literary as
robresantational systems. The symbolic, o the reslist text, is
not assigned pre-eminence, it is in fact a-symbolised. & loxia
which hes the symholic sa one of iis codes, usually refers to one
of the other codes as well. Thus if the word ‘castrato’ camnnot be
uttered, it ip becsuse symbolicelly it is a taboe, but
apecdotally it is tha truth towerds which the texti i3 propelled,
but whick (b 1a nob in the intarasts of the snacdote to revanl as
yet. fThue the man-uttersnce of the word 'cestreto’ branches out
into the symbolic and hermensutic codes et tha same time, and arn
affoct of UNdecliibiifty  1a produced. ana - UNdEtdability | en ta
shown by both Kristeva und Darthes. but also by Derrida , is the
proof of geritsrs, here of the writerly. The reeding of
consuwarism would skim over this undecidesbility, and focus on
the creation and release of suspense, thel i the goal of this
reading would be to discovar the truth which the text offers.

Step-by-step remding, howevar shows thls coexistenca of code
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this intsrwesving of voices ("ls tissu des voix"), end ultimately
this undecidable.” plurality specific to the writerly, to be the

structuring agent of the eminently readerly text.

The achievement of Dalzac in this limit text is precisely to

condition srecdotique, evec i

"faire coincider la gastratur

ratien, structurs symboliqus, (...) car 1'une n'emportait pas

fatalesont lautre® (1970:169) . By following the lime of
castration, ome is eble to thus pick out of the kext the

aditions under which tha narrative ss comtract holds or
collapses. It must be stressed howaver that this is only ona
possible entrepcs, uat oniy to Balzwc's lext, but to Barthes’,
which true to the responsibility of the critic, as outlined {n

Gritiawe e Yérité, is itself constructed es en instence of

writerly {symbolic) procedures.

5.7 fhe symbolic and the meutral

“Mai, wur la frontfare de ces deux tableaus si disparates,
qui, milla fois répétis do diverses manisres, vendent Paris
la ville la plus amusant du monde ot 1z plus philesophiqve,

je faiseis une macedoine morele, moitid plaisante, moidd

funbbre. Du pled gauche, Je merquaia ls mesure, ot Je
oroyais avoir l'eutre dans un cercuefl. Ha Jawbe atait on
offat glacée par un ds ces vents coulis qui vous gilent uns
Moitid du corps, tandis que 1'mutrs aprowve la chaleur
woite des sslons, aceident sssez fraguant au bal.* (1870:32

Lenia 13)

The symbolic initially constructs itaalf out of the rhetorical

figure of the antithesis. Rhetorics, as Burthes points out, im &
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system of classification 'destined to neme th~ world’(1370:33).
Of its figures, antitiests is the sest stoble, since it founds
the irraduceability of tws epposing terss. Antitheais ir mot
simply a paradigmatic oppositicn ! the terms do not differ by the
Ieck or presence of & cortats fasture, they are oppased ln that
they ore both marked. “1Antithese est la figure de 1’opposzition
domds, Gternelle, Gtarvellemsat recurrente i la Pigure de
1'inexpieble"” (1910:30)1K. To cross the wall between the two
twrms is tramsgressive, and 1o hors opersted by tho body of the
narrator, located between the two spacas : the garden and the
ball-roon.  Initislly the figura fo saturated beceuss the
antithesis s posited, eech of its terms are  described

separately , and then ’summarissd’ in the passage guotad ebove

thus presenting a ‘harmoniously closed 1oop', of the type :

at (1970:34)

The body of the eethor is adied as & supplement onto this
parfectly balanced and cloaed whole, aa an element in which the
two terms coexist (“witoyennata®). The loop is bhen disturbed :

an
wiloyenning,

N N

steoyomnets

“\mitoyennetéd
\u

witoyeonetd (1970:38)




Distarbence accurs by the insertion imto the figure of a

supplementary element, inm which the opposing terms coexist, in

other words, en excessive terw. Thiz element operates the now

disjunction which Nristeva sees as constituting the possibility

of the novel. Barthes sbares thia visw i “Clest par oe trep aui
vient au discours aprie que 1a rhitorigue 1'a dicommant eaburd,
que quelque chose peut Stra ruconts at que la ricit commence”

(1970:38) and which we ses dramatisad by the text itsalf. fers,

bowever it is the bady which operates as the exluded wmiddls,
whose inclusien comes to disterb eod ultimately newtralise the
claseificatory system of sntithesis, We muy say thet in Sarrssing
1t iz the ecomomy of the body in the bvarrative which is

dramatised.

The figure of antithesis and its disturbunce regulates the
classification of cheracters in the parrative. The terms of the
opposition are ot however phallic; they are nct, that is thuse

of sex.al classification but thoss of castration, i.e.

. Classified in this way, the
female chiracters, —or those which share female traits are the

active castrators (Wwe de Lenty, Bouchardon, Sapha), while the

characters who can be classified as paseive « the castrated - are
the wmale characters (Sarresine and the novrator, M. de Lanty,
Filippo but eleo Marisnine). The classification of two of the
characters vemmins  undecidable : bhese nre Zambinells and Mwe da

Rochefide:

"Guant su castrat lui-mswe, on surait tort de le placer de
droit du cté du chatra i il est la tache aveugle et mohile
de ce systhme; 43 va et vient entre 1'actif et le passif :

chatrd, 11 ochetre; de wéme pour Mme da Rochefide
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contaminfe par la cestration eui vient de lui Stre racoatés,

x
alle y eatro3ne )e narrateur.” (1870:43)

The empty pasition, &s it is defined by Deleuse, is as we have

seen the eminently symbolic alement, whose mobility sllows for

the ehifting and movement of all the clements in the atructure.

§ The emptiness of the cmpty position cau at no time be filled, or
i; of the other symbolic elementa themseives : it is 2 conatitutive
g nathingness, which must b~ maintained es such if further

occluatons and contradictions are to be avaided, Fuvthormore, the

e

empty position is said to circulate in the structurs es @

a. The fact that the hmrmencutic sud the symbelic ere

i a
' crossed and wndevidesble ln thiz text dis thus particularly
R ‘ illvminating. For what cen ome question ulkimekely but thia veid
; of meaning which comes to disturb all classifications, aod the
b aon-occlusion of which would thus constituts the primary
g tcacugressive element? The vodd cparates both as truth - it io
s the only truth of lunguage - and es o questian %o the stability

h of our systems of intelligibility, which sre insidaususly
ideslogical. In the light of this, we may say that Zaubinella and

Mma de Gochefide do wot gogupy the empby position, except ie the

particuler atructure of the realiut text, in which the veid is

> occledad : but they are the symbolic elemsnts which rermit the
drematisation of the fanctioning of the empty position. They are

noutralized slenents since the active snd the passive, ‘the

centrated and the castrating coexist in them. This vecalls the
inherant neutralisetion of non-aynthetic rveunioms, fin which
signifiers anmihilate each other. Howsver, thot which sets them

in mction is the void of mewning, or of the subject, underlying




the aymbolic functioning of gcriture, and which is apecdotnlised
in this naccative. Anecdotalisation in the anly way in which the
neutral may be acknowledged in the marrative, which is forcad to
roprasent, hance the neutralising excess, in cautrast to the
‘axplicit’ mentral of the texts amalyesd obove. In the character
of the castreto, Zambinells, it is the body itsslf which is
voided, in that of Mme de Roshefide it is desire, But it is the
body #f the castreto which sets off the metonymic shifts, in
shich Mme de Rochefide herself is caught, as e see her
conatantly changing position (the child-woman and %he gicen-
woman). The castrated body, whase only reference is the ambiguous
stutus of the masterplece, operstes as tho neutral in the text, n
neutral whioh i atrangely nctive and determines the positions of

each af the other 'bodies’.

5.3 the narrative as contract

The question "Who is Zewbinella?® which is the primary

tonynie

‘prapellsnt’ of the narrative, is diffused over A
series, in Widcu the body ie replicated in at least two codss :
the literary or the legandary and that of the visual arts. It is
theough these codes that the realism of the text is legitinised.

It is the latter whish will be focuseed upon here.

Desoription in the narrative procesds mecording to the model of

paintiog i the scene is frewed, 1itemised and thus described,

Realist description is thus determined by the gaze. 1o Sarrssi
the gazs is brought into relation with desire, and through that,
with the nerrative e oontrsct. The narcative within the
parrative is set off by Hwe da Rochefide’s gazing upon the

portrait of Adonis, immadiataly followad by the appe.'.ice of the

RV
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cmstyato, or the enigma. Girodet's portrait of Endymion, which

acts se a frontispiece to Barthes' text, 1is modellad upon Vien’s

sortrait of Adonis, in tura modelled upon Ehe statue of 9
Zambinells, sculpted as a woman by Sarrasina. Thras art chjects ;
sre brought into relation with cne smother, and @ series of ;
iaversions tekes plsce, whereby the twe paintings cen only be !

read together, becoming an Endymion-Adonis. This ’conglomerate’

cannotes fanmininity, both when described snd when gazed upon.

x
t The walemema of Endymion and of Adomis is cast into doubt, by :
% their pessivity, by the active penstration by the 1ight of the

moon, wythically female, and by the fact that the sexual organ is

indeterminabls, Jjust se it is on the Referece of this chain ~

[ the castrato’s body. Whereas the statua is the only slement which
v is female ~ albelt by miarecognition-, the other elements are
S

ambiguous, nautral. Me de Rachefida, gazing upanm the povtrait of

Bndynion, desires the void, but misvecognis

this desire - the
oo very definition of the Imaginary. The narrator desires Mme de
Rochefide, and kecomes jealous of the portrait - of the lack. In
order to neutralise Mma de Rochefide’s desire and turn it upon
hinself, ke tells her that the model was & women,  momber of the
! ! Lanty fwmily - thus, in the hermenstic code, be is both pointing

to the truth end avoiding it; in the symbolic code, the taboo on

neming castretion is marked. Immedistely efterwards, tho castrato
enters with Marionina; the enigna of the portrait is intersected

i by thst of the castrato, and Mme de Rochefide dowanda to kmow the

E truth of hoth. The conditions for the narvetive ss contract are t
L d set up ¢ u narrutive for a night of love. It is thua desirs and i

! ite misrecognition which

¢ the narrative in motics, and it ie '

the ot tion  which the i

acceptability of the narrativ

What is exchanged ia a body for &

narrative: Hme de Rochefide will have access to the body of

5 162 .
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Adanin by keowing its ruth, Tecounted in the wmmrvmtive; the

narrator, who possesses the narrative (the Truth) will have

access to Mue de Rochefida's body.(1970:95-08)

d

The finitisation of the reslist text, s we have seen, is bas

on the elicion of the "I’ ss shifter, and the occlusion of this

elision. Whers this occlusion does nst take plece - ss in

13 - metonymic diaplacemant {ia potentiaily

Histoire de L.
. infinite. It is obviously the unveiling of tha truth which

resolution ocours by marking one of the

| finitizs the discours

presents u narrative within &

two oppositional terms. Sers
FAEN narrative, dramatising the contractual torms on which it is
. besed. Vectorised by its drive towsrds truth, which in the
ne ranlist text, is a fullness, the truth in this cass is made to

SN coincide with the exposure of an ahoence or of s lack, and tha

P e ————y

contract an which the narrative is based, collapass - Mma da
- Roctefide refuses to carry out her part of the contract,
effectively castreting the narratar. The adventurss of the 'I’
ERTIN present a very interesting cese here. Hue de Rochefide ls the
' addressee of the narrater’s discourse. Barthes points oub that in

the text, only the volce of the reader is heard : "1'%oriture

n’eat pns la communication d’un message gui parbirait do 1suteur
et ireit eu lesteur; elle st spécifiquenent la voix meme du |

« gyl parle le lscteur” (1972:157) . Thia

! leatur ¢ dane de &

is essentisl if the contract is to be 4pheld:

" ce compte, 1'deriture eat soiiyg, car elle agit pour le

; lecteur : elle procede, non d’un auteur, mais d’un erivain

notaire charga par 1'instituton, non de flatter las

|
4 u

gouts de som client, wais de consigner sous sa dictda le H
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relavi de sen intérdts, les opérations per lesquelles, &
1'intérieur d’une Economie du dEvoilement, i1 gire cette i
i

marchandige : le récit.? (1870:158)

The predaminance of the reader’s voice in the text is not

surprietrg considering the fact that feriture is the function

interests to hear, is a discourse finitizod by a truth, which

does not thresten to averflow the baunds of the fictional. In

i which binds the writer to society. What it is in the reader's
t
!
E cesine howrver. the truth of the narrative within the

narrative cennol be enclosed within the Tfictiomal, pracisely

because it is the symbolic instence of the void which is ewpesed

+ amscdotal truth: whet occurs then is that the metonymic saries

4 & not finitized, but conioues to oparate . 'side the marrative

: contaminated by castralion, Mme da Rechei.ae oastrates the

narrator. In thia instance, the misrecognition of desire daas not

7 face whith the lack which censtitutes desire, It thus becomes

1
- continue, and Mua de Rochefide is, so to spask, brought Fface to i
imposridle for her - &s tha addresses ~ to elide the 'I' as H

S shifter, and the narrative becomes unacceptable : it has
h mismanzged the addresses’s interssts. The 'I' of the narrater oo
< is caught up in this chain, end is unable to codify itself : it ¥
too is forced to gein the uncomfortable heaviness of an

of the uarrative

sxistantisl situstion, Sustrated by the collep
contrset, his dasire nn longer runa diagomslly to that of Hme de
A Roohfide‘s, towards the full body, but towards the sbsence which :
- her body (har desive) hes been vevanled io be. Realiem thum
doperds cu an slision of the existential reference of the 'I' of
both the mender mnd the sddrasses, 1t must be impossible for hoth =
B

g

Bppropriste tha fantasy. That this dramatisation could axist h

in s reslist text is due to the fact that we are desling with o i
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mercative within s parrative, and that the dlecourse la
epprapristed by the author, DBaizac. The network formed by the
raplication of bodies and by the metanymic shifting set in sctisn

by the neutral is extremaly dense.

What has b

n revealed by the reading applied by Uarthes in £/
and which hea here been tormed & critique of articulation, is tha
fact thet the exchonge which operatea in systems of significetion
is  dependent upon the occlusion of the neutral. That tha sexusl
interarticulates with the ecomomic in this text 1s not a
coincidesce. The void of the castrato is ot the sawe tims the

besis of ths Lanty

wealth, wetonmymically signifying the
monetery wealth of the Parisian nouvesux rich. In the bourgeois
system, money circulstes, iz exchanged, but has no origin : it ie
a sign as opposed to territorial weslth, which is an index. ond
has an origin. The shift frow feudal to bourgeois seciety has an

sffect of flattening the sign :

“pasror do 1'indice au signe, o’sst abolir 1a darnisve (ou
la premiire) Iimite, 1'origine, le fondement, 1z butde,
c'est entrer done le proces i1linité des eguivalences, des
représsntations que rian ne vient plus nrriter, orienter,

v
#ixer, consaerar."(1970:47)
Capitalien i5 the axchenge of the same for the sume :

“dans le signe, qui fonds un ordre de la reprasenttion (st

mon plus da la detdrmination, de la création, comme

1'indice), les deux parties g'dchangent, signifis et

signifimnt tournent dens un procss sans fin | ce que s’est

e %




mchete peut de nouveau se vendra, le signifid pext devenir

signifiant, et alnsi de suite.” (1970:47)

The void of the body mnd the lack af origin, of fixed refarance

of monay are intartwined in the text : the question "Who is
Zaubinella?" runs the same trajectory, in the sawe terms, as the
question "Whare does the waalth of the Lanty's ortginste?” snd is
resolved with the same truth which the femily, and all of
a bourgeois soeiaty, go to great lengths to hide : the ravelstion

of the neatral.

EPEIN This is of course also a question of representation, & quastion
which ia posed by the writerly, the proof of which is
undecidsbility - Underlying the undecidability ~ of the sexual

und  the econemic, 1is the instance of tha writarly., As we bave

seen, the anecdotalisation of these terms. the coincidence of the

symbolic with the prosivetic and: the hermeneutic, the two

eminently readerly codes, inexorsbly forces the tet to o g
finitisation, which in this text tekes tha form of the very ]
P elozant which prevents the writerly from being finitised, and 4
£ allows the readsrly finitisation only by it ccclusion. The vory ]
fact that the writarly and the readerly are crossed, exchange ]

s their terns in the same way as is svident in Uisters da lloeil 1

torms the systen of srticulation, the teble of signs, which is :

Sarracine. the realist text. Barthes refers ko the coincidence of

the symbolic and the hermencutic as o flattening of the sign, an

illustration of the same by the same - i.e. of the truth of tha

enigus by the tvuth of the sysbolic : absence. The crossing of

[ » the writerly and the resderly can vesult oply in the 1

1
| .
| ] undecideability peoulier to & . in u nestralisation of the 3
L ¢

torma af both. It ie also the only condition under which &
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representational systes can by articulated : the writerly, with
its oconstitutive void, underlies the readarly, end unoccluded,
causes its status as representation to collapse. The ’explosion’
of the vaid results in the fact that realisp as & yenre cannut
continue : tha contract collapses. Anacdotalised, it nonethelesa
results in the fact that representation Lteelf cannot contipue,
thereby revesling the void es constitutive of the passidlity of
exchange (of srtisulation), e condition which must however be

oceludad if exchange (representation) is to continue.

The fact that Lt is revealed by the economy of the body end

desire bring & £ into a very specific relation with the

body. What can now by postulated ia that the body erownd which

Sarthss' critique revolves iz that of the readsr, while in the
Kristevean crvitique of the sign, it ie that of the subject /
addressar, and thet this in turn, may be linked to their

srojeats of and of
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Waile in semiology, symbolic systems are those in which '
there 1 a biunivocal correspondasce bstwsan the unit of q

expresaion and the unit of content, semiotic system s 9

necessitate two different forms for the expression sod the
content, which need not conforn to one another (language and |
the dream). In tarms of & semiology bhe sysbolic funtioning ;
postulsted by Barthes would belong to o semiotic and mot u i
symbolic system. Barthes is using the berm in Ricaeur’s :
sense, where 'a symbol is prasent whers langusga produces
signs of composite degres where meaning, uot contest with
designating something, dasignates another =eaning which

could met be aceassible except in end through  its

FHIEH
Bditions du Sewil L968) Barthes 1966:60-51 footnote 2.

perspective.’ (Prom Da 1

2. These transformations have been specifisd by paychoanalyeis
end rhetoric. Thay are : l)eubatitution - metaphor; 2) i
omission ~ ellipsis; J) condensation - hamonyay; 4)
displacement - metonyay: §) denial - antiphrase.(1966:08) -

3. This howsver, placea the uotion of responaibility in a very

difficult position, with regards to the aubject which
operetes it. See chapter six.
4 See Carusi, A (1986) from which substantial parts of this \
saation are edepted. °
5. See chepter one. '
8. See Daudry (1968) : "Preud et la erdation littGraire” as
well as Robert (1972) : The Origins of Lhe Nowel iu which it i

is postulated that all novsls

re structured by the
infentile family romarce, I

7. Sas Decride (1070:

3-34). Dorride shows that Undecidability ° N
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s produced by syntax and typological factora of the tuxt :




CHAPYER SIX

TEE SUBJECT OF

6.1 Signifian

The  term

producing  mear

Kristeva's 't
‘newness’  whi

diegourses, a

BCRITURE

signifiance rafers to

nings, which is the

heory of trapsformatien’

the endless
process of

it s the

b occurs in the signifying practice

*newness’

or & *diffarasce’ which way be

activity

ecrit;

production

3

af

of marginal

inserted

into the system of signification governsd by the unified speaking

subject. [n Berthes’ ’theary of revelation’, it is an endless
weaving upon the already nemed, the already  wxpressed
(1972:nvii). For Barthes, what sigaifisnce produces is nat new

meanings (thel

already classified by mea" (197Zixvii)),

of art is
world’s

passions,

to upexpress Lhe skmpe:

another spoech,

e are no new meanings :

"there s mo reality not

to kidnap from

langunge which is the poor mnd pwarful language of

inotead "the whole task

the

the

an exsct spasch.” (1972:xvii) One omn

58y that for Barthes, what n Soriture sust produce is exactitude

concerning the

which 48 wholl:

the

mast hanal

impossible ,
3 inaccessible to us,

affectivity and

while %eriturs is an exact ’apesch’,

it can offer a truth,

of inkelligibility,

it

Barthes,

the subject epd his culture,

S o P sl A i Pt e

the vaid,

Jouirsance

ar the neutrel.
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ultimately,

imposes & state of loss,

since the real is essentially

recuperation.

that
and the imaginavy offers only

Thus

the only point about which

whereas for Kristeva it produces

is thet which rewains outside of our system
whila at the ssme time being comstibutive of
1t is for this veason that for

a rupture between
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newness which may be inserted into that oulture, and which
gusrantees the sociality af the text. In Barthes’ work, &% ia
that which is unsocisble which is returned to, both in the
pructice of writing and of reading, But paredoxically, the
sociality of Kristeva's theory focusses on the subject of
Beriture, while the unsociobility of Barthas’ focusses on the
subject of resding.

While negativity defines Gsxilure for both, there is a

difference =s to where negativity finally locates itself. This
diffavence is difficult to pinpoint : it o o difference rather
of tendency, =nd cwomob be given a more definitive signilicance
than that. Yet in the willingness or uawillingness to push the
process of $griture beyond the nagetive resides the possibilities
af all literstwrs, ®nd ome 33 left with the perennial, if

exhausted qusstion : "What can the litersry achieve?®

6.2 Eriateva @ the subjact of eriting

Ta e Bavel d ga8e poslique(1974), Kristeva too

arcives at a typology of texts, which could be sdded to that
aketched out earlier, and which was hased upon the ssarch for a
formalism able to account far postic langusge in  its

specificity . .’ typology pastulated 3o la BevoluFien is based
upan the statu: zf the subject in the text. If the language of
‘rationality’ is possible on the basis of a unified wpesking
subject, the parmgrammatic text is constituted on the basis of
those operations which emerge in and thresten to disrupt this
wnity. The distinction batween tha semiatic end the aympolic
diapositions emables one to conceptualise the two spaces with

their respective 'subjets’. Besed upon the pracesses  of

1




enables the gubject to gain access end control over an outside,

1
3 _\
Projection / expulsion which comatitute the thetic phase, which 1
and thus to acceds to rie sysbolic (law), this distinetion |

enables us te ses the processes which define the text as :

practice.

A more concige and pracise exposition of this distinction eould

not ba found elsewhere than in Kristeva's awn words in "The

Speaking Subject” (1984) :

"By semigtic, I mean the primary orgeinization (in Freudian
e terms) of drives by rhythws, intonations, and priamry i
k ]
g procesaes {displacement, slippage, condansation). i

Genatically, the semlotic is found in the first echelaliss

N of infancts. Logically, it fusctisms is ell edult dimcourses

as a supplementary ragister to that of sign and pradicate

synthesia. Plato spesks of this in the Timews, in his

invocation of a state of language antsrior to the ward, even I
to the eyllable, and callz this tha chors, the receptacle,..
1 the place bafore tha space which im always alresdy named,

one, paternal, sign and predication.

By symbolic, I mesn preciaely the functionivg of the sign
H and predications. The sysbolic is cacatitutad beginning with
i what peychoanalysis calla the mirrer stage snd consequent
capcities for absence, reprsmentation or sbstraction. The
aywbolic 18 s matter, Ehersfore, of language as a system of i

ing (as structurslism pad genscative gramwar study it) ~

o a  language with 8 foreclosed subject or with a

transcendental subject-ago.” (1984:217)




projection / axpulaton’ which constitute the thetic vhass, which
enables the subject ta gain sccess and control over an outsida,
end thus to scceda to the symbolic (law), this distisction
emables ua to see the processes which define the text as

practise.

A more concise and precise exposition of this distinction could

mat be found elsewhere then ip Kristeve’s own words in "The

Spasking Subject” (1984)

"By semjotic, I memn the primary orgainiration (in Preudisn
verms) of drives by rhylbms, intovations, and priamry
processes  (displacement, slipwage, condensation) .
Gepetically, the semiotic is found in the first ccholalias
of infancts. hogically, it functions in all adult discourses
as o supplementary register to that of sign and predicate

synthesia. Plato epeaks of this in the Tigsus, io hie

invocation of a state of language anterior to the ward, even
to the syllable, and calls this the chers, the receptacle,_
the place befors the spece which is always already named,
one, paternsl, sign and predication.

Y belie, I memn precisely the functioning of the sign

and predications. The sysbolic v cosstituted beginning with
what peychomnalysis calla the mirror stage and conasquent
{ capacities for absence, representation or sbstraction. The

synbolic 15 = watter, therefora, of 1

gusge s B aystem of

i meaning (as structuralism end generative grammer study it) -

a  language with © forwclossd subject or  with &

Eranscendental subject-ego.® (1984:217)
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The vary fact that the semiotic

y emerge in the syabolic, and 1

80 disrupt the unity of the transcendental egs, gives rise to the -

. FS
signitying Practice which we call Seriture. ast in operstion by
the fragmented subject of the ssmlotic chora. The amergance of P
the semiotic within the symbolic results in the various ‘
"davietions' characteristic of postic language or erituce : the
fosus on sound, the overdetorminstion of elements, aymtactic i
i
3 irregularitles, etc. In other words, the semiotic chora provides 1
A a motivetion for tha U-2 logic apecific to tha paragram, P
H v f
i P
0 I

8.2.1 Bxperience apd practice texts

As has been noted, a text mey be defined as practice only ic so

(L for se it implicates ity subject in the production of its

o meanings. More precisaly, production of mesning canmot oceur
i

JU except where an operstion heterogenous to eaning or sense ig in

P process. This operation is that of tha semiotic dispositisn which
[ de-centres the subject and displaces meaning, and which is also
the materialist basis of the thaory. The avant-garde taxts of the
end  of the nineteenth century are exsmples of those practices in

which the subject is ’exploded’ - a site of repression for

% bourgecis ideclogy, Thus the text offers a knowledge, a truth
i
which is only now accedad to by science, The typology of texts in :

L2 Bavelytisp is based upon where Lhe text localises this

'eruth’: in ths subject's experisace, or in the sccisl, The

former are experjence taxxts and the latter are tha more

apecifically practice texts, albhough both are obviously

. signifying practices. The objective truth which the text mey

offer is 'the moment of struggle, exploding the subject towards

heteragenous materiality’ (1974:188). In experience texts this

moment of struggle is held, by the representational system of
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thess texts themsalves, within subjective exparience. The text la

seen by Kristeva as sbdicating from the social process : it
exhibits the constitutive procasses of that which is hebersgenous
to meaning, and which is repressad by bourgeois ideclogy, but
uitimately servas this ideology aince it provides a substitution
for what it expels, without putting into guestion 'the system of

ita in ion (in ification)’. Ae an

example of the exparience text, she cites Hallarme’s work.

Practice taxts on tha other hand, are those which do pot iiwit

this strugple between systems to the al,
but intreduce it into tha socisl. The subjective howaver, remsins

4 medistor :

"La  question est dosc d'introduire la lutte de 1o
signifisace, son proces, non plus ssulewent b 1'interieur da
1'"axpérience individuslle’ au elle sst de toute fagom
puisquielle la détruit, mais dens le procassus objectif de
la science, do la tochnigue et des rapports soefsux

aujourd’hul. " (1974:187)

As examples of practice taxts, Kristeva cites the work of
Sollers, Leutreamont and Joyce. Expeciecce taxts ere seen se

being essentially impotent, With respact to this, fristeva quotes

Bataille :

“...at nous me pouvoss munquar de saisir, » le voir, que
1'exiatense postigue, ou wnous apercevons 1a possibilitd
o6t vraiment 1lasfitude wive

d'une sreitude seuversd

qu’elle n'eat qu'une sttitude d'enfant, aqu'un jew gratuit.”

(Bataille 1957:38-39)
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to which Kristeva adda :

“Hain i1 (Bazaille) prévoit, en comsequence, la dSpowsevent
de la podsie incapable d’assumer la positivitd (le ’bien’),
et tont en inststsnt eer la fait "l w'y 8 daws le
dépasaenant possible rien qui justifie le repos®, Batsille
senble predire la décomposition de catke pratique se perdent

dans “wn parfait silence de la valeatd.” ¥ (1084:187)

5
We have slready seen in "Four une sémiologie des parsgramses”

that the paragvem produces ’signifying seres’. It s the
postulation thet the emply set comstitutive of sigaifiance
Produses the new (the good, the moral) that results in &
pesitivikation of Gorikure, untenabls in whab we may call the
text of revelation’ - the oritiaue texl, which operates in purs

nagativity.

62,2 The subject an trial and in procuss

In the article "The Speaking Subject” (1984:210-220) Kristava

wsea the folliwing diagram to elucidate n theory of enunciation

which aacounts for the spesking subjact !

§r_%a
B Object
Sitwation
———=——7 signifisble
% Unknown ! constructad
The rae by tmngisary = S
"Inpossible constructed | and symbolic somsthing
¥ speakar 1ls aut,
I/ other resa

The hody,

0, EoRtent st e PP
m

N Ry
k-

e

g
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where §r/8d- k designates
discourae which apen
pavcholagy, lowaver,

subjact.

heh 4

theories of the enmuncistion or of

signification towards a sdciology and
if only this ie considered, the speaking
. not mscounted for ~ what operates tha sign here is a
transcendental ego (1984:212). The signifisble is added in order
to mccount for the apeaking subject.The signifinble is that which
the real (mot x but x’) . The ralstion bstween the

the real iz not one

ia not
signifiable and af identity, but of

displacement, Ths signifisble expands i an attempt to exhaust
signification, and to somehow make the real accesasble, ar Lo
aseimilate 1t. It han the potestinl to carry this provess tn

"but something is left over, a remnant, experienced as

infinity,
the body™ (1884:215) It is in poetic language that the expansion
of the signifiable is most ovident. Poatic language is in fact

for  the

the only sigaifying practice which ‘conpensetes’

arbitrary relation batween signifier and signified by instituting

necessary relations asangat signifiers, thus providing for
motivated signifier. This results in o disturbsoce of the

The basis for this metivation is the
in postic lsnguage such

syntactic chetn. semiotic
chore, whose processes are 'exhibited’

that this lenguage constitutes a subject at ance on trial and ia

process ('eujet en procds’). What is attacked by sach a syates is

“the coherence of the sign and of the predicutive ayntheses (...)
the guarsators of the unity of the speaking subjact! (1984:218)
an  attack which is howsver prohibited - hence subject on trial,
The subjuct ix on trial thus for subverting that which guarantees

subject-predicative logic, and & upified t:snscandestal subject.
Rowever, the subject is also * to trial for tramsgressing
the most basic prohibition o vatens Incest. fhereza

and 2. ..ex the acceptance of the law,

the symbolic is patersal,




.

iotic chore is essentiolly infantile (pre-Osdipal) and

asternal. As such poetic language is a forw of incest

5’51 est vral que o'est 1'interdiction de 1'inceste que
constitue 3 1s fois lo langage comms onde communicetif et
les fewass comms vbjects &'échanges pour au'une sosibte

puiese se fonder, lo lendage peBkisue smerelt, pour son sujot

en procds, 1lfauivalent glun ingeste : o'est dans 1'Zcousmie
de 1 signification Wewe qus le mujet en proces s’approprie
e territoirs archeique, pulsioonel ot maternal, sn guoi 31
anpéiche B la fois le mot de devanir simplsment signe ot la
it de davenir un sbiet tomse leo amtres, interdits.®
Qesan’

The subject 1n the signifying practice of postic langusge, is
never in fact esteblished es a subject : 1t is s process rathar
than an entity ; produced by the interaction between the semictic
wnd the symbolic, the subject {and at the same time weening)
vundergoss a transition ko a veid, to zere = loss of identity,
afflux of drive, and a roturn of symbolic capacities, but this
time in order to teke control of driva itself.” (1884:217) The
expansion of the sigoi{isk'~ -bich nccurs by this return of the
somictic, in which howsver the sybolic in nat lost (this ie what
difforantistes the discourse of the pest from that sf tha
>wadnan’) results in the insertion of ‘new’ mesnings thus
produced in the symbolic ovder. It is in the senlatic disposition
that the capacity for renewal is besed ! in the sublect’s
capacity for enjoyment, for jouissance (1984:217). This remswal
ultinstaly concerns the body : "a new aspect of the displacemsnt
betwaan the referent / signifisble, n naw aspect of the body, has

thus found tts aignification.”

[T X W VT 'S o Kb,
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7
Rristeva uses catastrophe *heory to axplsin this production of

Jouissance : tha aymbolic depends for ita coherence on the
semiotic a8 & ‘Bpace of control’ or ~acher depends on the

"sutficient reprassion of the semiotic’ (1984:218). The semiotic

i s externml space regulated by different lmws from the

new aignification within the signifiable by the operations of
|
intarnal spece, but iz related te it. The varistion and ‘
augmentation of the samiotic drive produces » 'catssiruphe' ip
the symbalic space, ar a bifurcetion within it, which is H
procisely the production of new signfications sbove the 'narmal’
lextcol mesnings within the eywbolic space. Thus, Jouissance, ;
Tt which aroduces precisaly this type of 'explosion’ of coharence, 1

i# directly ralated to the production of 'newness’, This pracess

« "opens the subjact towards the body und seciety." (1984;218) t

The negutivity of desmirs, which ghifts in relution to a lack,

and of jouissance, a function of death drive (1974:108:151) are

in this way positivised, Rriatevs bas moved a lonk way frow her

tfon which wakes—

. tnitisl definition of gorilure as the epatiall

intertestu. ity pomsibls, by making 1t possidle ta cperate a

simultaneous mificmation end megubion, through @ procesa of

. goneralised nagativity. When g

ucg srupte inta s production of
‘mewness' which 1is pot iswedistely ra-icsavted inm ite own f

process, but which may instesd b {neertad into the symbolia es

laM, we may sy thai the ewpty rovitlon which constitutes ite

erocess has been fillad, and thus .ccluded. Thus, gerijurs is no

longsr & drvesatisation of thy susderlying structure,  which
B circulates around a neutral alems.c. but falls prey to one of the

*accidants’ of the structure : tha rilling of the ewpty position. i

At this point, the signifimnce of the text mey no laager strictly |
i

D
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spesking be defined as Seriturs. Furthermore, by focussing an the
process of the aubject or eddresser of writing, Eristeva’s theory

la focussing precissly on Lhosa texts which ske cansiders to be

of political itment :  exp toxts. Desplte
the fact thet the process of sivnifimnce apens the subject
towards the asocial, and a social intervention is in this way
envisaged, Kristeva does not consider tha possible effects of the
text on its mddressee, the reader, nor it possible recepkien in
the socisty which it aims to tramstors. The resson for this is
that Eristeva doas not take into account the recuperative powers
of the imeginary; instead she considers the imagicery only in so
far ms it participates in ihe comstruction of the signifiable,
and not in se far as it is alss a function of the idaclogicel
and thersfore in a psition to resist the absorption of the
pewness produced by signifisnce. 4 politicelly committed theory
#1311 thus ba obliged to take into account the consuapiion of the
text by the sacisty to whom it is addressed, beginning with e

theory of the effact of the text on its resder.

8.3 Barthes, the thaorist

For Barthes, the enemy of commitment is precisely recuperation
oparated both by the imsginery sud by the tdsslogival. lLiterary
theory too is en agent of recuperation. For this resson his The

Pleasuze of the Text (1975) ds & travasty of & theory :

s elliptis, . in short ypisten, it is a
brideing  of the gap between writer and theorist - or
matalingniat. Por metalanguage itself has a responaibility, which
takas the form of a work such as this.

"Whet we sve secking bo esteblish in verious ways is & theery

R S e




of the msterialist subject” (1975:81). A theery of signifying

practices  which intersrticula with materialiss  and

peychoanalysis, is , ns we bave asen, the project of mnat oniy
Barthes and Kristava, but mlso of the sl Quel group. Barthes’
method is, howaver, thet of nuutralising theory itself, by the
application of an siphabstical ordaring which we have already

smen at work in Buber's Mpb: end which Barthes himself will

use again with es uffsctive reaults in Barthes par Barthes (1874}
end in Fregwenta d’4o discours smoureux (1877), Added to this is
the very trivisiity of the point of entrance to the text : that
of pleasurs. 1t s perbara this vary hedoniew which may fimally
meke the text irrecupersble (or at lemst wore difficult to

secuperize) :

"Aithough the theory of the text bes spacifically designated
signifisnce (in the sense Julia Kristeva has given this
word) as the site of bliss, although it has affirxed the
sizeltaneously erotic and critical velue of textual practics,
these prapositions are often forgatten, repressed, stifled.
And yot i is the radical materieliss this theory tends
toward conceiveble withaut the notions of plessura, of

bliss?" (1975:64)

The theory of the text ia in danger of bt wwing prescriptive,
of erupting into somelhing of o manifesto : tha text of ecrifuce
must b committed, be recponsibla, be  transformetive,

rovolutionoty, ete. And as wilh evary wanifests which proposes

lternatives, it bacomes n ideolect, a hardened form, an
Soriture iu the devogalory sensa, At this Point the theory of the
text noeds “ihe shock of a queation. Plessure ls this guestion

As a trivial, unworthy name (who today would call himself a
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bedonist with & streight facs?), it can ewbarrass the text's
return to morality, to truth ! to the morslity of truth : it is
an obligue, » drag anchor, so to speak, without which the theory
of the tewt wouid revert to a centered system, o philossphy of
mesning." (1876:64-65) Pleasure is what can be opposed to
Rristeva’s form of cownitment, which 38 to tramsform, to
revolutionise, to produce the new - which is ultimetely yet
another disguise for the meral. Barthes shows that the ouly wey
to retein a 'morality’ is to constantly undercut and to aveid it,

ab tho very woment when it is about (o congesl. Thus the notion

of plaasure is n paradoxicel one : triviel yet ‘marel’, or

trivial in order to be 'maral’.

Just as we cannat opevate a simple opposition between pleasure
and the ‘morsl’, meither can khe critiqus of the text of bliss be

oppased to the production inherent in fristeva’s notion of

sigmifiamce. The process of Zcrigure as it is envisaged by

Barthes is highly productive, since it allows for the unhindered
functioning of.the smpty position, without which any system of
articulation iy impossible. What it produces is srticulation in
its most ‘objective’ form, i.e. unaccluded by the cownter-

production of the imaginary. K

isteva uses the example of
*portmanteau’ words as an inatence of the bifurcation of mesuiug
produced by a ’catastrophe’, or by jouiseance (1984:219). Deleuze
00 uses this example, but sees it as an example of actualisation
through the constitution of two series, which exchange tarms as a
result of the shifting and mopility of the eWpty position. It is
precisely this production which Burthes raveels in "Literature
and Discontinuity" and “The Metaphor of the Bye" and in §/% . The

skifting of the empty position produces that of desire; bliss may




ba said to be the eaparience o' the body st that moment when the

lack can ne longer by contained by the seams of culiure. The text
of blise is thst which inposes o state of loss (1975:14) - that
=pace whare we can say the subject is disper

ed, has oo place. If
we must locate ourselves somewhere in the Gext, if we Rust

inhabit a space of meaning, it is simply 1n taking our pleasure

in rasding that we may avaid the alibi, the extenuating image-

repevtory of the imaginary, and paradoxically place ourselves
nowhsve. All systems of truth are topological, it is enly

Pleasure which }s atopic - which is nentral :

“Pleasure’s force of

pengion can never be overstated : it

is @ veritable &poghé, o stoppage which congeals ell

rocognized values (recagnized by oneself). pleasure is =

er (the most perverse form af tha demsnisc).® (1875:65)

IThe Plessure gf the Text refers us to the most material aspect

©f ibe subjest, the body. Drifting with the flow of plexsure,
reduced to & zero-degrae by the eruption of bliss, bpropeilad by
Tthe lack constitutive of desire, the subject has no place in the
text, What i returnad to hin 45 a fictional fndividuality,,

which is not subjectivity but "the given which makes my bady
seperate from other bodies snd nppropriates its suffering or tts

plaasure : it is my body of bliss I encounter” (1975:62). It is

to the fundamantal a-as.fality, upsocishility of skyle to which

we ara returned. The body of bliss is the “historical subject”,

_the conclusion of the interplay of biographical, hiatorieal,
sociclogical, nearotic elements specific to this body, & mixtura

of "(cultural) plessure and (non-cultural) blise”, and which is
never in the right place, at the right time : *

present out of place,

... subject at

arriving voo soon or ioe late (this &

8

k
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designating neither regret, fault, oor bad luck, but merely

ealling for s poncaite): mpachronic eubject, adrift.” (1975:6%)

Hance the profoundly a-socisl character of bliss : "it is the

abrapt loss of sociality, and yet there follows no recurrence to

the subject (subjectivity), the person, solitude : gyerything is

lost, integrally.” (1875:39) But this is net the ‘sxperisnce’ of

the .ubjset of writing slone. Whila neither the writer nor the

g subiects,

. reader may Tind their place in the text 85 spe
inscribed inte the textuslity of scriture, since ite

they are
driving force is desire, and the ralatlon between writer, text

© “The text you write wust prova to

" R and reader iz one of desire :

b ne t it dgmires me. This proof exists : it is writing."
AT (1975:6) Pleasure / bliss cause the reader’s as well ms the
,:7\ . writer's aubjectivity ta be puluerized

"Now the subject who keeps the two texts in his field and in
hands the reins of pleasure ond bliss is an anachronic

contradictorily

hie
subject, for he simultanewusly and
4 participstes in the prafound hedenisw of all culturs (which
vre shored

: permeates hin quietly under cover of snd ark
r. : by the ald books) ard in the dastruction of that culture

he enjoys the cossistency of his selfhuod (that 1is bim
pleasure) and seeks its loss (that is his blisa). He is &

4y

subject slit twice over, doubly perverse.® (197

Barthes not only allows for,
text on the active pertisipation of the reader in the procass of
. writing. Bis typelogiea of bents are bassd on the position of the .

: reader in the text. Thus while we can say that the text of bliss

1 but conmtructs his theory of the
§
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provides a form of ’motivstion® far writerly texts, in the same

way na the memiotic dizposition is a motivation for the processes

¢ of the

space, the natioms of

pleasure and of bliss sve essentially coustructed from the
perspactive of the resder. As was shown in §/f, in order for the

sarrative to circulste a8 an ‘exorcising agent’ it must be

impossible for both narrator and reader (listemer) to appropriate

the fantasy : if an elisiop of both instences of the 'I' doss not
oceur, tha contract whereby the narrative is upheld collapses.

That 1s, 1f desive which underlies the construction of the

fantasy is not occluded, reslism as a gesre is no longer

possible. In fact, tha entire edifice on which representation
itself depends, will crumble, and we will find ourselves in the

space of the writerly, and of the text of bliss.

Thus, the responsibility of farms
gril

no longar be con

«h Sarthes spesks of in

Basays, depends on the actis the reader, who can

dered as merely a passive conwumer, bub who i
active in the procass of producing mesnings according te the

symbolic functioning of the text,
ite ©

#8 it 1s preserted in Critlgne
¢ et

. “on the stage of the bext, po footlights : thers is mot,

behind the text, someone active Ytha writer) and out froat

someona pessive (the reader): there is not a subject and an

object.* (1976:16)

; This inclusion of the reader is opersted by the very trivial
j motion of pleasure; 1t is finally only in the very bamality of

i this term that the fext con hope to achicve any typs of

i vesponsibility, sinca it is precisely only the natian of plessure

184
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which can remove the barrier betwesn the literery es an

institution and prexis ¢

"The important thing is to equeliaa the fiald of pleasure,

to abolish the falsa opposition of practical life and
contemplative lifs. The plessure of the text i3 just that:

clain lodged against the

paration of the text; for what
the text says, brough the particularity of ite name, is the
uwbiquity of pleasurs, the atopia of blis

" (1975:89)

Howevor, the text cawnot be overtly politiesl, it camaot

haroically construct itself as a revolutionary practice aiming to
change the world, for this would merely bs the ultimate alibi for

a practice which needs no exause : "The text i (should be) that

uninhibited persen who shows his behind ta the Pglitisel Daghex.”
(1975:58)

The netion of plessure by its very neutrality and apparent

ionocuouanass, is the ultimate gesture of falthfullness to the

zero-degrea of meaning which is constitutive of all meaning. It

i only through this neuber that the alibi of the image-
vepertary, be it realist or revolubionary, may be scuttled.

However, this gesture is in itgelf ravalutionery, for it forces

the reader to participate in the neutralisation of all that which

upholds his cosfort s a unified opeaking subject in a wall-

ordered and vranquilising cultnre, centred nround a univereal and

eternal Truth, The ultimate gesture of commitment is then the

production of a sespensible reader., who is morecver forced into
this position through the unlasshing of Lhose procecses which
constitute him/her »s a subjsct.
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which can remove the barrier

botween the literary as an

inetitution and pianis :

important thing is to equalize the field of plaasura

sracticel life and

"The
¥o abolish the falas oppomition of
contemplative 1ife. The Plessura of the text is just that:
clain lodged against the ssparation of tha text; for what

through the particularity »f ite same, s the

L1 (1875:58)

the toxt says,

ubiquity of pleasurs, the atapia of bli

Howsver, the text canmat be overtly political, it camnet

heroically construct itself as a revolutionery practice aiming to
change the world, for thic would merely ba the ultimete alibi for

a practice which needs o excuse i fha tsxt is (should be) that
ioal Pather.®

uninhibited gersan who shows his behind io the

(1875:58)

The nation of pleasura by its vary neutrality and apparent

ivnocuousness, g the ultimate gesturs of faithfullpess to the
zero-degree of meaning which is constiturive of all meaning. I
is owly through this neutar that the nlibi of the image-

repertory, be it reelist or revelutionary, may be =auttled

However, this gestura s in itsel? revolutionsry, for it force

the ceader to purbicipate in bhe neutralisation of ell that which
wpholds his comfort s a unified speaking subject in u well-
ordered and tranquilising culbure, centred around a universal end
eternsl Truth, The ultimats geature of commitment is then the
ble cesder, who is moreover forcad into

production of & rsape
this position through the unlesshing of those procasses whiuh

constitute him/her ss a subject.
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fawevar, the tenability of responsibility either in writing or

rasding remaine in a very precurious poaition. In ¥
28 8 value precisely becavse

ouly area in which the writer has any choice, eve

is restrictad.

2¢ Pedrse
. ecritere

appeors it is the

if thia choice
Responsibility itself is the product of &
. conacious decision of the uriter to commit himself ta the
7 1 and  political

i

\

sacial
process. What it eataila howsver is the
annihilation of the subjset, or the acceptance on the part of the
spaaking subject of those unconscious factors which threaten
destroy it as @ subject,

: the

s
ainea rasponsibilsty can enly come from
sseaking subjact aa a suppomadly unified subject capable of
teking a decision in 8 world governed by the eymbolic

casts into doubt the good falth of the responsibls
1 well

law, This

eubject, us
85 sny possibility of achieving & my

ningful underaining of
the extunuating isege-repartoire which political cowmitment tends
to becons,

:
/i

since anything which emanstes from the ecgo wil
necessarily bring with it its own defence mechanisms. Thug, the
i position taken up in I e of the Text ts tn meny ways
which hns been forced on the notien of
i for if it

Pleas

a
position respon:
i impossible for the writing subject

ibility;

to mointein
iteelf as

‘recponaible’ and at tha same bime sllow for the -
¥ deatruciion of ite subjestivity, it may be possible to foree the
-

reader into a pesition in which s/he mamantarily experiences

the
eruption of profoundly

a-cultural drives. The expression of
ponsibility is thew its amnihilation in o process of

snd unealenting

complete

subveraion, in which 1t in porkeps only the
- spaske of he profoundest destructive force which mey remain
trrecuprable.
i
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I am indebted to J-P Delaporte for this forsulation. :
See chapter Four. |-
Soe Coward wnd Ellis (1977:187-152) 9
Sas also Kristeva (l976:10-27, 1974:76-101) |
Sea chapter four.
6. This may bo compared with Foucault's discuscion of death as
the abssncs underiying represantational aystems.
. 7. Derivsd from Thon's Catastrophe Thsory :
b “This theory, if che p it onte an
o vlana, copposes that all structures re the result of the
. ) interaction between two compunicating spaces; spaces, however,
N which do mot obey the sama lawe. In this way, an external
A space, called the control, which is related to an intornal
space, sen behove in tnch a way vis-a-vis the internal space,
£ that a cootinual variation of Lhe centrol, beginning et a
R cartain degres, produces s bifurcation {n the internal gpace
of referance. This bifurcation, which is either discontimuity
N or conflick, is eulled, precisely, a cstastrophe.”(Kristeva
1984:219)
s B.  Seo chapter tive
i
. N
1
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CORCLUSION

The c.-ivadiction inherent to the Tel Quel project of
commitment, sud Whirh is evidant in the mnalysia of bhe work of .

Rristeva and «f Barthes, resides precisely in the fusion of ‘

Geritura

underlying structure and as trenaforsative practics,

o Por o o fer = &

e ta the underlying atrusture of all

Literary systems of signficekion, the "text of Ber,

necessity 1imii itself to dramatising tha functioning of this

stracture. To attempt lo offect a transformation, aad in
perticular a trunsformetion of systems which lie outside the
SINIIN parameters of the specifically Hterary , is to occluda the
emptiness of the empiy povition, the conditson of possiblity of
signification. fhat is, it

N '

is te tfall prey to ome of the

ccidents’ to which the atrycture is prone : the filling in of

the empty position. 4s Doleuze points out, this accident may be

N Bvoidid only by maintaining the structuralist bevo es the
sysbolic elemet which accompaniss but yet does not ocoupy the

. empty position. Thus by 'following’ but not pre

piing  the

trajectory of deaite, which shifts in relation to this luck, the ]

infinite produckivity of signification which is
s conatructs itself, on condition however that thase

are immedintel

specific to

into the

bextuelity of furiture, and nct into mn imeginary structurs whish s
0 will immediately recuparnte it ws = sigs, be it of palitieal
comsiiment. Thus Lt is loeglners exsbange which mest mot b

peraitted to estwblish itself, by ravesling its dependence on
symbolic exchange, wade possible by the shifting of the
position,

enpty




- -3 bl 3

A
If the structurstion of Sgriture is seen s being whelly
depandent on the "sujet sn Proces® we subject of writing, there

2 will come to function ms a form of neo~

is a danger thet Sorit

romenticism, whera, despite the fact that we are dealing with a

it is atill the adventures of o
dealing

fragaented and disparsed subject,
subject from whom the discourse emanates that we are
with. The fragmeptation of the subject can in no way be localised

Bnd must come to fnclude the receivers of the discoursa as well

if  this wera possible the attendant hazards of imaginary
racuperntien mey also be aveided, if only in fisshes in which the
the complete loss of

the

forced to experiance
ibility s

subject  is

But  this pos rather tenuoua

subjectivity.

"pleasurs of the text®, sven as the most enachroniatic and

neutral form of responsibility is constantly in danger of eminent

racuperation. The very fack that a scholarly dissertation can be

written on it is proof of this.

are = @ theoretical

Tho project of commitwent beeed Sn Ssri

concept #nd scritpural practice is thus untaenable. Ths definition
of feriture se underlying structure is frreconcilsable with the

thruet towards cowmitment, At best, the text 'of giritarg' wust

be linited to revalation,
More recest developments in tha work of Darthgs and of

ra Lugida (1980) and dlemour

Bigkoi!
witness to this

[

Kristeva, such

(1883), and litersture Ltsslf bear

ales in

impossibility of active intervention in sociel wnd polikioas

Faced with the sporia which tha question of palitical

Proceases.
individval

cowaitaent presents, it is inoreasingly towards the
both litarature and its *heary turn in & continuing if ill-
the

that
fated effort to cowe to terms with or perhaps evan to breach

109
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gap between the body ue the instance of the Real gnd our systems
of wignification, It is not however ecrikype which will operate
this atopia. :
It s fitting that the 1ast word be laft to Mallarme, wha wos H

alee the first to realise the precariouaness of g

limit betwsen the articulation and the recuperation of

. significationg ¢

“Appuyer, sslon la pege, wu'blane, que 1'insugure son |
ingoouitd, & soi, oulieuse meme du titre qui parleralt trap
-'/,,m . haut : et quand s’aligna, dans une brisure, la moindra,
} disséninde, le hasard vaincu mot par mot, indéfectiblement
s le  blanc reviemt, tout 3 1’heure gratuit, certain
maintenant, pour conclure que rlsn au-deld et autheutiquer
1o silence.” (1957:387)
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APPENBIX &
Translations of quotations

Chapter one

"Absolutely nothing will please us more than to be accused
af eclecticisw. And is thers s better ambition than that
which wskes us hope Lo unite hare the best of what ls baing
writtan - or hes been written - in ail the diractions fn

3

"the  idecloguea heve reigned over expri

Which we shauld wish to advance?" (no

for 2
sufficiontly lomg time for it to permit itself at lsst ta
give them the slig, and ho occupty itself enkirely with
itzelf, its fabality and its particular rules.” (no 1:3)
“What must be spid today is that wribing is ua leager
conceivable without a clear forecast of ibs powers, a sang-
frotd with regards to the chaos from which it rises, a
deternination which will place pastry at the highest

intellectual level. All the rest will pat he litsragura.”

(no, 1:3)
I want the world wnd Iwant it AS SUCK, and want it egain,
oternally, and I ery insatiably ¢ encore! and not omly for
mo slone, but for the whole play and for the whole
spectecie; wnd pot for vhe mpectocle alons, but uitisately
for me, becauze (Re spactacle 18 necessary to me - because
it makes ma nucessacy - beceuse I 4w necsssary %o it - end
because I make it nacessars.” (Neitzsche suoted in mo. 1t
frantiopiece)

“What 13 appesrence for me! Cartainly not tha opposite of a
batngi... What could I kmow of any baing whatsesver, if not

the mttributes of its appearance! Osrtalnly nat an inamimate
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wask that ome can put op ar remove from an unknown X!

Appearsnce is for me lifs and sction itself, life which ia

enough of a meckery to let me feol that there is nothing
but sppemrence.” (Beitasche quoted in Bandry (1968:134) -
Vi, "...it will touch those qualities which inataptaneously

stahlish the relationa between autseluss, our izuedizto and

mast purs justifjcation.” (no. 1: 4}
vii. "Writing, which is in some respects our function towsrds the
exterior world, our way of gresting it,of cresbing bstween
it snd uc a complicity, an intimicy, & frisndship aver
greater, is definitely just an introduction.” (po.l : 4)
vi$1."The only Theory capable (...) of criticising ideology in
all of its disguises, including the disguises of techuical
practices in the sclences, iz tha Theory of theoretical
practice tas distinct from ideological practice) : a

materialist ‘dialactic, or dialectical waterialism in its

specificity.” {Althusser quoted in Sollers 1968:79)

ix. "...drametic economy of which the 'geomstrical space’ i not

representable : it is played.” (Sollers po.31 : %)
"1t could well be that the approach of desth,

gosture,

ite sovereign
its projection into the memory of men,, hollaw out in

being and In the present the emptiness from which and
towards which one specks.” (Foucault ne.15 : 48)
F xi. "language, on the line of death, reflscts itself : it

encountars something like » mirrar thera: sad in order to

stop this desth which is going to halt it, it has aniy one
power : that of giving birth to ite own image within itself

in a play of mirrors, which has no limits." (Foucault ao.i§

1s)

the wotd finds the imdefinive source of its own image
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where it can represemt ituelf to infinity, already

behind itself, end yet beyond itself.” (Foucmult na.15
¢ a8)

xi11.Ta write, for Westera culture, wseld be to place onesel?
from the outsst in the virtual space of sslf-representation
and of redeplieation, writing signifying not the thing, but
the word, the work of language would do mothing but advance

more profoundly in this impaipable thickness of the mirror,

avouse the double of this double which eeriturs already is,
discover thus a possible and jmpossible infinity, waintain

it beyond death which condemns it sad free the rustling of &
wormar.® (Foucault no.18 : 48)

" such thet the works can defina themselves

xiv. "...a relation
opposite, beside and at & distance from each other,
supporting themssives on their difference and on their
simaltaneity at the same time, defining, without privelage
wor culmination, the extent of a aetwork.” (Foucault 1968 :
17)

xv. "...the verbsl vein of that which does not exist, such as it

i, (Foycault 1968 : 19)
Xvi. "The language of fictioo inseria itself in already spoken

language, 1n ths murmur which has never ended.” (Foucault

1068 : 20)
%984."49d 1T 1 willingly stop at the word aspact (perspective),

after fiction and sisulocrum, it e 3t once far its

grammatical precision snd for the semantic knot which turns
avound it (the species of the mirror and that of anpalogy:
the diffraction of the spectrs and the division of spactres;
the extar sr aspect, which is not the thing itself and
neither ite certsin surroundi the aspect which wodifies

itself with distance; the sspect which often tricks but

193
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(Foucault 1968 : 21)

which i never effaced, eta.

#vili*ianguage is this emptiness, this exterior within which it i

never coases to spesk : ’the etarnel rustling of the !
outatde!" (Foucault 1569 ¢ 23) T 4

Rix. “and 1t oriticism hss a rols, 1 mean if the necesssrily

sacond language of the critic can cease ta be a derived,

alentory lenguage. if it can be at the seme time secondary
and fundamental, it is to the extent to which it puts is
§ werds fir the first time thia metwark of warks which is for _

cach of them, their silence.” (Foucault 1988 : 17)

EX. "...the crisis, and the violeat revolution, the leap of

veadability." (Sellers no.31 : 4)
¥Xi. "Theory considars 'literature’ (and the cultura in which it
- is situsted) as closed. From mow an it will expose the
A exterior covering of that which has been thought by this

of &

© name. Tt the real
and the under which

priori

textunl ecriture is effaced, by suppressing every fiation

. at the notion of werk or af euthor (at the cultural

fetishisation and the ocorollary fiction of a crostive

subjectivity). As ’historical consciousness’, it is

necessarily on the side of the revolutionery action in
- progress.” (Sollers ao.31 : 7)
uxil."What is at stake, s ta widen the tearing of the symbolic®

system in which the sodern West has lived and continuss to

1ive." (Barthes 1968 : 9)
wxiii"to erticulata a politics logically linked ts a non-
representational dynawic of scriture, that is : the anslyeis

of the misunderstandings provokad by this position, the .

explanention of bheir secisl a.d econepic character, the

{, T Ainasi WA
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construction of the ralations between this ecriture with

historicsl and dielecticel materislism.” (1368:10)

¥%iv."in order - the reflection - the cslculated inversion - of &
raal social and historicel process, that is, the anelytical

exposition of its determination towards it cause.” (no.

43:1)

7 sxv. “The cowpletsd form which econonio relations take on such as

they ace wenifested supsrficially, 3n their concrate

existence, thus aloo such as the agents of these relations

and  thoss which inoprmate them represent them when they try

to understand them, 8 very different from their essential

ieernel but bidden structure, apd from the concept which

o correaponds to it. 1In fact,, it s aven the inverse, the
sppesite.” (Marx - quotad in no.d3 : 2)

. =avi. VAt the juncture of this practice snd of this science - and

marxisn-lepiviss) - new

with ragard to psychomnalysis and
operative concepts arise - those of ecriture, of text." (no.
- 44 . 96y

¥avii."It {s a question of knowing if the revolutionary theory of

the proleterist, marxiss-leniniss, will or will not be

diffused in the suparstructures (be it, amongst others, in

our specific fiseld of work, the concept of signifying

practice which mavks the point of mo~return in relation to

ideviogies of creation and of expressivity.® (Sollers no.

44:98)
#rvi§i."That which 1is at stake hers ig decisive : it is the

problem of the articulation of Mary and Lenin with Froud. Ve
sy that the possiblity of this subvarsive articulation 1ia
golug to be mtopped at any price. Bither by pulling

veychaanelysis to the right (tovards idealism : Freud

without Marx and Lenin}; or by trying to keep marsxism-

195
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leninism in a spychological personnalism or, the inverse, in

a stereotypedactivity (rightist or leftist revisionism :

Merx and Lenin without Freud.’ (Sollers no.38 : iii)
xxix. “Writing ie $ot the servant of the real, it is the force of

ite symbolic transformation.” (Sollers no. 43:76)

\




1 i

vii

Chapter two

"ihe word (the text) is ap intarssction of words (of texts)
where at leest ons other ward (text) ia read.” (1978:84)
°Fvery text constructs iteelf am & nosaic of citations,
every taxt 1is the absorpbion and the transformation of
another text,  In  the place of the notion  of

intereubjectivity that of fntertestuality is installad, and

sostic langnage is read, ab least as a double.” (1978:85)
"Dinlegue is the only possibla sphers of the life of
lenguage.” (Sakhtin - qusted ia 1970 :89)

“"Dislogical relatioms must be actualisad (habilles de)in
words and becose utterances, expressious, through the words
of verious subjects in their positiens, in order for
dinlogical relations to sppaar between them,..Dialogical
relations are absolutely impessible without relations of
logic ond of signfication but camnat be reducad to them,
having their ows spacificity.” (1970:88)

"to find ths formalisms corresponding to the different wodes
of juncturs of the ubtersncos (of the saquences) in the
dialogical space of tha text.” (1970:87)

Mo writing-reading, theb is by w proctica of & signifying
structura according or in opposition to snother structure."
¢1078: 83}

"o will define as literaturs avery discourse which ia =

product of bhe mode of intertextuslity, that ia which
spetislises ibself, edding to the gzurfage of its own
atructure defined by the subject / mddressse relstion, tha

space of a foreign text, which it modifies.” (1§70:67)
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x.  "The semiotic practice of the sign thus

xi. "The division of dlalectical

ix. "the focus

vili."For the poetic texts of medernity we could say, witheut

exaggeruting, thot it (intertertuality) is a

aw:

fundanental
they construct themselves by simultaneously
wnd  destroying

abgarbing
the other texts of the intertexual space;

they are =a to speak discursive alter-junctions (altar-

athec}® (1978:1%6)

from which the knowing retionality grasps the

tranaformation of utterances (ke which the text ta

ivreduceable) inte m whole (the text), mn well as the

inclusion of this totality in the historicel and

sacial
text.” (157B:53)

asgimilates the
metaphysical procedure of the symbol, and projects it on the
*immediately perceptible’; valorised in this

way, the

i inte en objectivity

which will be the mastar law of the discvurse of the

civilisation of the sign,” (1878:57)

pegation alse entails &
finality, ® theologizal principle {@ed, Pmeaning'). "
as70:57) -

ONon-slternating negation o tha law of the nnyrative; svary
aaryetive is amde end nourished by time and finality,
history and God.® (1870:67)

) < xi11,"fhe motion of literaturs coincides with the notion of the
T novel in ite chronological origins as well as in the fact af
i ' their structural closure.” (1870:60)
; . %1v. "a function which ossifies, patrifies, halts." (1870:54)
xv. "Far

the phonetic conscisusness from the Renafssance until
todsy, writing is an artificial limik, an arbitrary law, o

subjective completian.” (1970:54)




The act f writing which is the eminently differential sct
resarving for the text tne status of an-other irreduceabla
to  ita differense, end which is aleo the aminently
corrolationsl met, avoiding the clacure of sequences in &
finite idsologems and openivg thes o an  infinite
functioning, will be suppressed und will be evoked only i
order to oppose to 'abjective reality’ (the uttersnce

phonetic di & 'aubjecti ificiality’ (

ractice).” (1970:84)

xvii%the raign of literaturs ix the reign of exchange valua, and
it occludes evan that which Antoiue de 1 Ssle practiced in
4 confused mamner : thhe discursive origins of the literary
fact." (1970:63)

wviii."Thuz, we cen here formulate the bhynothesiz that the
tnstance of the suthor s orgavised on tha dizcoursr i

considerad to be a u:

{letter, literature, novel) whhich
prasupposca @ possessor and a seller having a proper name
atd who is consequently capsble of being assumed by =a 'I'.”
(1970:200)

xix. “thie- division af the novel batween the symbol and the aign

1e inhersnt to all our discour:

such that oma could

cansidar swery vietory of thu novel against sysbolism as o
step of our civilisatfen in the diraction which it hes
chosen for itself in refusing ylatonism snd christianity.®
(1870:180)

xx.  "We ere faced with en imicnse lebour : $o discover how texts
have made themselves the agents of tha tranaformationa of
syatems of thought throughout the ages, and how they hava
carried into idecloyy thess recsstings of the signifier,,
which they elome, with logico-mathomatical lsbour, can

produce.” (1978:225)




Chnptor four
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i, MIf it distarbbs whd transfora the sewiotic oystem which 8

ragulates social exchange,apd at the sano tima depoaits the E

active instances of the social process onts discursive
; instances, the texxt cansot conatruot itself =s 4 sign
i nelther in the fist nor in the second phasa of ita
articulation, nor as a whole," (1978:12)

i, “Pastic languags is an inseperable dyed of the law (ardinary

langusge) and of ita destruction (specific to

soetic
N language), and this indivisible cosxistenco of the *4" and
N the "-* e the comstitutive complementarity of postic
langnage, = cowplementarity which erizes at every lavel of #
' ¢ vextual "
as7e: 1)

3 381, ®...gives 4 second way of heing which {s artificial, edded

50 to spemk, to the orizinal of the word,* (1978:114)

.. .which wakes rather than expressss a mesnlog." (1978:128)

.the linguistic sign appears as & dynepism which proc

by quentes charge.” (1978:126) i
1 . vi. “Projecting this reascming on a linguistic beckground we !
ercive at the jden that st the basis of wathsmatics (and by
- extension, of the structures of langusge) one Ffinds the
[ N centradictions whieh ars 1ot only isherent Lte it, but
. indestructible, constitubtive and unmodifisble, the 'text’
being = coerxlstence of oppositions, a demanstretion that
" (1978:130)

i, ~.the taxt, strugturing itself as a ohain of aignifiying N

zeram, contests not only the sysiem of the code ‘

200




4 TRV TR

(romenticiss, bumanien) with which it 1s in dialogus, but

alsa its own texture.” (1878:132)
atic numerology which koows

vifi."let a5 exemine this paragr

neither a 1 nor a § but 2 and the whole. Tha unity ie empty,
the one is O but it signifiss ! it
it is there in

and doss pot count,
the entire space of the paragram,

comnends
order to centre, but the peragram refuses to give it a value
(a gtable maning). This unity i not a aynthesis of 4 and

sud at

of B; but 3t counts as one because it in the whole

the game time, it canvot be distinguished from two for it is

in itsel? that sll the sostrastink semes, which oppose each

other but which sre also unified, are rembsorbed.”(1978:132

ixs "...being o double, it begates itael? {a aegeting.

(1876:133)
X, *...monvbeing is intertwined with being, and thet in

conpletaly disconcerting wanner.® (Plato quoted in 1978:190;
xi. “"fhase 0-1 coordinstes are there, always presant to resding,
but bracketed out, in order to racall the fundewenta’
'mad! discourse (which is ignoramt of
(which

differenca between

thew) and the trensgressive work of poatie writing

knows them), this work which, within the systam of the word

displaces the limits of the word and

- the svris) syste
£11ls it with new (orthocowplesentary) structures which this

ward,  togethur with the scieatific subiicr, come to

discover one day.” (1978:207)
x4i. ®...the Aufhebung operation cannot be lacated axcapt from
sign"

the place of the subject = of tha werd = of the

(1878:211) -
xiti. "...8 zerological subject aseumss thiz thought which ennul

itself." (197!

12)




aiv. "...paragrammatism i3 for us (snd wa perwlt ourselves to
peraphrasa Lacsn here) » concept formed on the path of that
which operates to 1ink tha deconatituion of the wubjest to i
ite congtitution, the deconetitutisn of the ward to the 4
canetitetion of the text, the deconstitution of the sign to

constitution of ecrigure.” (1878:213)

nevarthele

heve @ result which society communicstes,
exchanges as the reprasentation of an inbservable pracems

of production.” (1978:209)
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Chayter five

.syabslic languaga to which all literary works belong,

by its structurs (sicuctyrally) a plurel languags, of which
the code is tuch that every word {evary work) engendersd by
it, bas multiple weanings.” (1966:63)

i, "...the work propuses, man disposas.” (1566:52)

Precisely becmuse it is withdrawn from every situstienm,
the worhk offers itself for exploretion : bafore he who writes
it or reads %, it becomss  question posed to lenguage, of
whith ona expariences the Toundations, of which one touches the
inta. The work thus makes itmelf the depositery of an
Swbenss, of an incessant intarcogation of vords. It is always
held that the oymbol is nothing but a property of the
imagivation. The wsymbol has ulao critical Funetion, and the
object of iks critigue is languege itself. To the Critiguge of
Repgop which philosophy haa given us, oma can imagine the
additson of a Critisws of Lengy
itself. ¢ (1968:38)

ge, ond this is literature

iv. "such that every writing which doss agh lig designates not the
interior attributes of the subject, but its absence.™ (1965:70)
v. "...the nathingness of the T thet I em." (1968:71)

such that the critic and work always sey ; I ap litersk

and never afwounca anything but the sbsence of ths subjact.”

vil."...to make castrabion as anccdotal conditien coincide with
castration as symbolic structurs...for tha one did not fatally
entail the other.” (1970;169)

viii."0n the barderline batween thess two so differsnt scenes

which, a thousand times repested in various guises make

[TNRTARY 7 WO SSPTIRE YRS inii e B4,



Paris the morld's most smusing and most philosphical city, I

was making for syself a woral macedaine, helf pleasant, half

funereal. With sy left foot [ beat tiwe, and T falt us

though the other were in thu grave. My leg was in fact .

chilled by one of those insiducus drafts which freeze half 4
our bodies whils the other hslf feel the humid heat of ‘

rooms, an ocourence rather frsquent at hells.® {Tvans by .

Mitler.)

antithesis is the figure of the given, eternal, eternslly

recurring opposition : the figure of the inexpisble.” (1070:38) -
"It is by this excass which comes to tha discourse aftec

shetsrics has decently saturated it that something can ba told,

o snd the narrative begins.® (1970:36)

S Xi. "As for the castrato himself, one would be wrong to plece him

on the side of the castratad i he s the blind and mobile spot

he comes and goes betwesn the active wnd the

in this aystes;

castrated, he castrates; the sema goes for Mme de

passive

Bochefide : contaminated by the castration narrated to her she

drage the narrator there too.” (1970:43)

T...scviture 1{s not the-communication of a messsge which would

2o Prom the suthor to the reader; it is cpecificelly the vvoice

resder seeak

of reading itself i ip the text. enly &

(1870:187)
_xifi."As such ecriture is nctive, for it scts for the reader : it
" racests, ust from the subhor, but from o public writer, notary
charged by the instituion, not to flatter the tastes of kis

clients, but to consign, At ite dictation, = sisement of itg

P

interest, the operations by which, within en economy of

unvelling, he msnages this merchandise : the narrative.”
(1970:188)

%iv."...to pass from the index to the sign, is to abolish the last

i 204 i
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(or the firat) Liwit, the origin, the foundatioon, the ending,

it is ta enter into the illimitable brocess of eguivalenc

representatioss which nothing  halts, orients, fixes,

comsecrates.” (1970:47)

n the sign, which founds an order of representation (and
o longer of determimatien, of creation, as in the index), the
two parts are axchanged, signified and signifier revolve in an
endless process : that which has heen bought can be sold again

the signified con become the signifier, and so on.® (1870:47)




chapter mix

"fhe question is thus to introduce the struggle of signifiance
its prosess, no looger ouly isterior to ’individusl exparisace
where it is mnyway since it desiroys 1, but to introduse i
into tha objective process of science, of technigue, on of
soctal relations taday.® (1874:187)

15, "...mnd we cannot but graep, st sseing it, that poetic

existence, where ws parceive the possibility of a soversisn

tude, that it ie nothing

abtitede, 15 actually the giaor g

but & ohildish attitude, a gratuitous gawe.” (Betaille
n 1874:187)

quoted

ii."But he (Bataille) foresaes, consequestly, the surpassing af

Postry incapsble of assuming a positivity (the 'good’), and
even s he insiats that “there i3 nothing in possible
surpasasng which justifiss seposs”, Bataille seems to predict
the decompositien of this practice, losing itself in "the
perfect silence of will"." (1874:187)

fv. "IE 4t s

ve that the interdiction of ipcost  which

simaltansously constitues language as s communicative code and

women as objects of exchanga s0 that a sociaty cam be foundad

egetic lenguage weuld be, for its subject on krial end ta
process, the esuiy

b of 28 insestugus sek ¢ it is in bhe
economy of signification itself that tha subject on trial and
in process sppropristes this archaiz,  drive-governed and
matarnal territory, and in doing so, simultansonsly pravents
the word from bacomaing simply a sign, and the mother from

becoming interdicted like all other objacta.” (19Y5:19]
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