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ABSTRACT

My rcading of The Vola’ Ji, ¡he (lose!(1979) foiiows sorneof Julia Krisleva’spsychoanalytic
insightsaudrecentdevelopmcntsin traumatheory. 1 ami te disclosethe postmoderncharacter
of a complex text which is openand interpretable,where the fragmentation,the interruption,
the tensionbe<weenarticulation-cancellationandthe intern to perturbthe trap of un (auto)bio-
graphical «rcalism»gainsimportance.As opposedte any totalizing perspective,Federmancre-
atcshis rhetoricof antiexpressionand laysout Ihe delicatebalancebetweenorality andliteracy
in his typographiccxperiments.The Volee Ja ¡he (losercould positively be considereda post-
modernfable aboutthe deathof thc Author, displacedaud eclipsedby a plurality of voices,

which areatonceabscntandtrappedin the writing.

Of course,thereis always a matterof... degreeof presentnessof that autho-
rial voice. But evenIhe fact of pretending to write a piece of fiction which
doesn’t revealthevoice of theauthor is a way of pointing te thatvoice,or to
theabsenceof thevoice.

Interviewwith Larry McCafferyAnythingcanh’appen.1983, 135.

It is as if theexperienceof theHolocaustis more than languagecancom-
prehendor communicateexcept,perhaps,by adenialof language

RonaldSukenick1972,40.

Ah of RaymondFederman’snoveiswithout exception—Doubleor Nothing
(1971), TaLe ftorLeaveft(1976),The Voicein (he(losajI9l9), The Twojóld

EswdiosInglesesde/aUniversidadComplutense,5, 229-246.Fdit. Complutense,Madrid, 1997.
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Vibration (1982). Smi/eson WashingtonSquare(1 985) and Tu WhomIt May
Coneern(1991))— are a puzzleof variations about his personalhistory. Their
main contents are: the arrival of a Jewish-Frenchyouth in the United States
after [he Second World War, as the sole survivor of his family: the difficulties
encountered in starting a new life; diffieulties iii getting a job, his militarv ser-
vice during the Korean War and Iastly, his passion for eriticism and ereation
after writing several cssays on Samuel Beekett’s works. While iii Doabie or
Nothing (1971) and Take It or LeaveIt (1976) fragments of 4w protagonist’s
past are ineorporated luto the imaginative discourse of Ihe author’s present
situation, The Volee¡u ihe Closetdirectly presenís [he processes and [he maten-
als of memory. The first two novels are an approximation [o bis Jewish pasí
—persecution,concentrationcamps,extermination—and 11w immigrants’ con-
frontation with Amerleain a fragmentaryinanner.However.IP 71w Voleein dic
(?/osetal! [hese referencesto past realities are surprisinglyabsent,except for
the reterence Lo [he «final solution»and [o «David’s Star». It is in this ext that
[he author’s volee, displaced for so long, becomes prominent after years and
years of forced and self-imposed silence, and emerges from [he loneliness of
his imprisonment in a closet to lament [he Ioss of his family and his roots. As it
Is impossible[o kcep denying[he pas[, Federman,[he writer, —describeshim-
self as an «hommede plume» playing wi[h his surnarne—againexperiencesthe
return of what he had repressedin other texts. disguisedas vague memories,
andwhlehis [he only [king capableof restoring [he unity with his self:

~[‘heselí rnust be made remadeeaughtfropi sorne retroactive presení ap-
prehendedreinstated1 presumelookíng baekhow naive luto the past rny file
begannot again...1’m beginning [o see my shape OPly from [he pasí lYoni ihe
reverseof farnesslooking to the presenteanone possil)ly pto [he [utureeven
create the true me invent you federman( Volee).

Federman,in bis two previous novels, has dominated [he story of his
«being-in-the-pasú>,disguising it with his imaginative digressions and assum-
ing the neutrality of a eassettewbere a seriesof eventsare stored.In me
Volee in the Closel, the cassetteis reduced to a mere tcchnicalresource—[he
«selectriestud»of bis [ypewriter— and he beeomes a sort of processor of those
words [bat dwcll in [be mcrnory’s voice. Tic confrontationbetweenFeder-
man’s memory of [be pas[ and [he writer «federman’s»imagination in [be
present,is «grammatieally»resolvedin TakeIt by meansof [he conjunetionof
tbe [wo pronouns«Moin and «Nous> in French, while in The VoleeIt culmi-
Pateswitb [he re-presentationof 4w self, whereas [he importance of 4w past
grea[Iy exceeds tbepowerof imagination.In any case. the paradox of [he sep-
arationis still present between[be two spberesof his personality:

between te actual me wanderingvoicelessin temporary landscapesand [he
virtual being federmanpretendslo inveur in bis excrementalpackages of delu-
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sionsa survivor who dissolvesin verbalartieulationsunable[o do what 1 liad [o
do admit tha[ his fietions canno longermatchtherealityof my past ( Voice).

Tbe abseneeof an imaginativepowertbat gives sbapeto [be material of
diversenaturestoredin [he unconsciousallows for the languageof [he un-
eonseiousto risc [o tbe surface wi[bout mediations. Sllgh[ly modifying
Lacan’swords,we could say that Federman’stext is a placewbere «Id» talks
[o us. Tbe text can only be defined by [be geometrie design of Federman’s
«paginal syntax» (1975), it lacks punetuationmarks and It sometimeslaeks
grammaticality,a perfectclimate for a long monologue of tbe memory.Con-
trary [o [be practicein bis prior fiction, Federmandoesno[ a[tribute an im-
portantrole [o imaginationin Pie Volee.Also, our author bolds, from bis po-
sition as a critie, tha[ literature is condemnedforever to inter[extuality and
imaginationcanonly be materializedas «plagiarism.»In [bis way, imagination
appearsas a version of memoryand [he readeris confronted wi[h [bis ma-
terial. Insteadof representingexperieneesfrom [he pastindirectly, Federman
presentsa seriesof memoriesand interior percep[ions directly, revealing a
sor[ of spa[ial mental drama,insteadof a temporalnarrative sequence.Like
many otbereontemporary writers, Federmanhas abandonedtbe traditional
iorms, asopposed[o [he potential innovation that impliesthe explorationof
newlanguagesin narrative.

REVOLUTIONS OF TRE VOICE

Tbecontemporarydiscourse[bat mostly contributes[o anapproximation
to Federman’snarrative mayvery well beJulia Kris[eva’s [besesin Revo/ution
in PoetieLanguage(1974)and Desire in Language(1977), as welI as the psy-
cboanalytieal[beory [bat deals witb matters relating to sebizopbrenia.whicb
are presentin manypos[modern [exts.

Tbe concep[ of «poetielanguage»[bat Kristevadevelopsin Revolutionin
Poetie Languageis mucb more extensive[han [bat of the Russianformalis[s,
andaltbougbIt coincides wi[b RomanJakobson’sgeneral[hesis,especiallyin
[be idea tha[ bis cannotbe contemplated as a mere deviation from [he lin-
guistie norm: «Any attemp[ o limi[ be domain of [be poetie funetion [o
poetry or [o restrietpoetry [o [be poetiefunetion would only amount to an
excessiveand misleadingsimplification» (1968: 218), it differs from Kris-
teva’sin [be sensetha[ poetie language doesnot constitutea subeodeof [he
linguistie code,bu[ ratber it represen[s[be infinite numberof possibili[ies of
language,in sucha way tba[ any linguistieact is simply a partial realization of
[he poetieIanguage’s intrinsiepossibilities.Therefore,from [bis perspec[ive,

Literary practice is seen as exploration and discovery of [he possibilities of lan-
guage; as an activity that liberates the subject from a numba of linguistie.
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psyehie and social networks; as a dimension thai breaks up [he iner[ia of lan—
guage habitsand granis linguists ibe unique possibility of studying [he becom-
ingofthe signification of signs (1968: 178-79).

Tbe link [bat exists between poetie language and [he idea of revolution is
no[ an immediatecause-effect link and [be nuance it bears differs from wbat,
for example. Sartre had in mmd when be developed [he notion of engage-
inent In [bis way, for Sartre,Mallarmewasan engagedwriter, wbosecommit-
ment consistedin bis denial of [be bourgeoise’s conventionsof his time.
However. when be approacbedhis poetie praetice,he cornpletely ignored
wbat bedescribes as «brutisb instine[s of [be dark historyof his sexuality»2

Kris[eva emphasizes[be meaning processat work IP Mallarmé’s tex[s.
wbieb in ber view constitute. [oge[her witb Lautréamont’s,ibe proiotype of
modern avant-gardepractice. According [o semiotie entena.she demon-
s[rates in ber essaybow close the writing of bo[h of [bern is [o tbe logie of [he
uneonscious,bowever remote andfar apart[bey may seem.Lautréamont’s
practicetransmi[s what Lacan and Kristevacali “jouissance,and in bis final
analysis,It is in[erpreted as an alfirmation of liber[y aud an anarebie revolt
agains[ a societywith whose ideologies and interes[s it clasbes.

Tbe idea that poetie languageconstitututesa «semiotiesvstern»should be
unders[ood within [he polari[y ihaL Kristeva proposesin ibe semiotic/sym-
bolle binomial tba[ will later he incorporatedmio our analysis. Thesc are ihe
[wo elementstha[ funetion in [he processof signifleation,andamongwbicb a
dialeetieis established,[bat by operating[brougb and between language.i[s
origin is found in infancy,and it is involved u mattersconneetedwitb sexual
differenee(instine[s and impulsesare presen[ in this dialeetie.as well as so-
cial structuressuch as [be family).

From [be aboye, It is easyLo infer thai Kristeva will grea[ly keep in mmd
[be ideasof Lacan and linguistie strueturalism when elaborating her con-
eept of poetie language.However, ber textual analysis includes consider-
a[ions abou[ ihe “wri[ing subject»and eonsiderationsof a historical nature.
E-Ter nos[structural inheritaneewill makeber aftirm thc dea[b of ibe Au[bor,
understoodin a traditional senseas an individual [hat eonseiotísly hascom-
pleteautbority over the [rue meaningof his work. For Kristeva. the notion of
«writing st’bject» is a complex and beterogeneouspowcr thai not only in—
eludestbe conscious,but also [be writer’s unconscious.However, she warns
us of [be dangers of adop[ing an incorrecí positionwbenpsycboanalyzingihe
wri[er, starting from a seriesof biograpbiealnoteswith [he aim of applying
[be results [o explain bis work. Aeeording[o her, [he s[arting point shouldex-
clusively bethe [ext.

The uneonseiousof [be “writing subject» is tbe domain tha[ is not subjeet
lo repression.However, it is not totally aeeessiblelo the consciouseliher.
Tbe uPconscioushidesbcbi nd [be notion of «dorninantideology» —[he svstem
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of conventions,values,mythsandprejudgemen[s[bat makeup our vision of
soeietyandwbicb give a speeifieorientationto our position in it. Tbe domi-
nan[ ideology ineludes ah tbat we assumeas being true and thai we do nol
question—wi[bou[ realizingthat [bis systemof «truths»is a trame[bat follows
[be interesísof [be governingforees— and it inserts itself in an enormousíy
complexproeess.Simultaneously,tbe writer is conscious[bat be tinds bimself
in a stageof the story be is building and, al [he sametime, hereaetsagains[ a
seriesof forces and pas[ bistorical tendeneles4.

For Kristeva, textual analysishas [o take into aecountalí prior faetorsin
order to understand tbe meaningproeess.Evidently, [here is no single texí
[bat “means» it [he con[ext is not considered;—without [be idea of a global
eon[ext, be it eonscíous,unconseious,preconscious, linguistie, cultural, poí-
itical, li[erary ...— but we can only approaeb [he differen[ arcasof tbat total
eon[ext througb tbe text (obviously,whoever is interestedin textual analysis
sbouldpossessa good unders[andingof tbe relevant disciplines).

Therefore,Kristevaembarkson ber projectof textual analysis ~. Her ap-
proximation [o each texí contemplates[he dialectie [bat funetions between
semiotie andsymbolicaspeets.Leon 5. Roadiez,in bis introduction[o Revo-
lution,aes[betieally reeahls:

it would be helpful to kcep Ip mmd the etymology of [he word (text) and
think of it as a texture. a «dispositionor connection of threads,filamen[s or
othersíenderbodies, interwoven»(Webster.2). The analogystops[here.how-
ever, for ihe [cxl cannotbethoughíof as a finished.permanent piece of cloth, it
is u a perpetuals[aíe of flux as differen[ readersintervene. as [heir knowledge
deepens, andas historymoves op (1984:5).

Aceordingto Kristeva, in our culture,literature is considereda masscon-
sumptionproduetand It is often seenas a finisbed produc[ wbosegestation
proeesswas not taken into consideration.It we attend [o [bis process, it is
easy[o see that wha[ makesa certainwork interestingor meaningful depends
on [he fact that It was initially includedor exeluded from [he canon([bis is an
etbic and aes[betie judgement) and, [berefore, it is subjeet [o [be dominant
ideology, in tbe Marxis[ sense).Wbatreally makesa texí meaningtulis its tex-
tual presence.For Kristeva[bis textual presence is included in the notion of
poetie language:

II there exists a «diseourse» whieh is not a mere depository of ihese linguistie
laycrs,an archive of siruc[urcs, or the testimony of a withdrawn body, and is,
instead.the esseníialelemeníof a praetice involving ihe surn of unconsc¡ous,
subjeetive and social relaíions in gestures of confrontation and appropriation.
destructionand consíruction —produetive violence, In short— it is «literature»
or. more specifically, ibe texí (1984:16).
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For Kristeva, [be serniotic/symbolic binomial is madeup of [wo Insepar-
able modalities witbin [he process of signification constitutive of language.
Tbe dialectie func[ioning between bo[h determines the type of diseourse tba[
resul[s (narrative, poetie, theoretica!, rnetalinguistic...) or, in other words,
«natural» language facilitates differen[ modes of articulation of semiotie and
symbolic aspects.

Kristeva understands [be term «semiotie» in its Greek etymological sense
as a “distinetive mark, trace.mdcx, precedingsign, evidence,recordedor
written sign, print, tiguration»(1984: 25). Its distinetive featureenablesKris-
[evato link it wi[b a concretemodality in [he processof signification:

This modalitv is te oneFreudianpsychoanalysispoinis to in postulatingfol
only [he facilitation and ihe structuringdispositionof drives, but aÑo [he SO-

called primaryprocesseswhich displaceandcondenseboth energiesand [heir
inseription.Disereteqtiantitiesof cncrgy move througbihe body of the subjeet
who is not yeí constitutedas sueh ant], in various eonstraintsimposedon Ihis
body —always already involved in a semiotie proeess~by family and social
structures.In [his way thc drives,whieh are «energy«ehargesas well as «psyehi-
cal» marks,artículatewhal we cali a ehora: a Ponexpressivetotality formed by
[he drives and iheir siasesin a motilitv thai is as fulí of niovemenías it is regu-
lated (1984: 25).

Kristeva takes Ihe [erm “ehora» from Plato’s Timaeu& Tbe coneepí of
«chora» is crucial [o my reading of The Loica The “choran does not depend
on representation:it precedes every ccrtainty, verisimilitude. spatiality and
temporality in terrnsof disruption and articulation (rhythm). Our discourse
—every cliscourse—moves with and at~ainst [be «chora» 1 n ihe sensethat It
simultaneously depends on It and repeisIt. A.lthough it can be namedand
regulated,the «choran can never he sumnioned definitively: as a result, we
can situate [be “ebora» and grant it a typology, bu[ WC can never gíve it an
axiomatieform (1984: 26).

Tbe «ebora» is a rhytbmic spacewbich precedestigurationand specular-
ization. Plato defines [be receptacleof Ibe «choranas a nourisbing and mater-
nal cnvironment<: «Ihe chora is neverthelesssubject[o a regulatingprocess.
whicb is different from [bat of symbolic law but never[helesseffee[ua[es dis-
continuities by temporarily articulating [bern and [hen starting over, again
and again»(1 984: 26).

For Kristeva, chora is a vocal andgesturalorganization,subjeet to an or—
dering principie whicb is clictated by natural or socio-historicalimperatives
such as [be biological differencesbetween the sexesor the family siructure.
Psycholinguistic investigationhas diseoveredin [he individ rial a preverbal
funetional stage [bat controls[he relation hetween [be body, objecls ant] <he
elements Irom the Iamily slrnetn re. Wha[ K risteva dcnom i nates fundjonal
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kinetie stageof the semiotie precedes [be establisbment of tbe sign, [berefore,
it is not cognitive as it cannotbe assumedby a cognitive subjeet. Ibe genesis
of [be func[ions wbich organizetbe semiotieproeesscan only be understood
insidea subjee[ that is not redueed to a subjeet of understanding,but rather
open [o tbe seeneof presymbolicoperations.

Following some ideas from Melanie Klein’s drive tbeory, Kris[eva gives
definitive sbape[o [be chora~environment:

Drives involve pre-Gedipalsemiotiefunetionsandenergydisehargesthat con-
neel and orient [he body to tbe mother. We mus[ emphasizcthat “drives> are
always already ambiguoris simultaneously assimilating and destructive: this
dualism (...) makes [he semiotized body a place of permanent seission. Thc oral
and anal drives, both of which are oriented around [he mother’s body, domi-
pate this sensorimotor organization. The mother’s body is therefore what medi-
ates the ordering principie of the semiotie ehora (1984:27).

Therefore, «chora» is a maternal space prior [o symbolization.
The Voice is a [ex[ wberethe «ebora» reaches a dimension [bat is alrnost

mytbical. Tbe closet is a maternal metaphor tha[ pro[eets, rescues and gives
life. a great uterus where what precedes existence is stored. In a display of
self-reflexivity,Federmandescribes[be episode[bat takesplace in [be eloset
as a «symbolicrebirth.»

...what takes place in [heclosetis noí said irrelevan[ here if it were tobe known
one would know it my life beganin a dosel a symbolicrebirth in retrospeet as
he shoves me in his stories...( Voice).

Tbe hero-Federman,beforeappearing in the stories of the writer-Feder-
man, bad [o be reborn in [he closetof an infancy (threatenedaud massacred)
in order [o face [he cruel reali[y of tragedy. Ihe «cbora/closet» is a comfort-
able and safe place, free from the aggressionof [he ou[side world. In It, [be
naked hero regainsin bis original nakedness[he «oceaniefeeling» of fusion
with tbe maternal element [hat Freudattributes[o [he pre-Oedipalstage.

Ihe dichotomy inside¡outsideis constantlypresentin The Voice Ihe
maternalbody is a spaee habitated from [be inside, but its shape and ampli-
[udc is undefined. Wc sbould not forget [bat aecording [o Kristeva, we may
situate the «ebora» and give It a topology, but xve may never give it an axio-
matie sbape (1984: 26). The experiential space of [he ehora/close[ is formal
and pre-syrnbolic. Federman is eonstantly playing witb [be sbape [brougbout
[he [cxl. On [be left side of the writing. [here is a succession of squares ni-

seribed inside otbcr squares: a descendent world equal to tbe spiral, but in-
side [he dirnensions of [he close[. The squares acquire deptb because tbe ver-
tical unes are thicker [han [be horizontal lines. Tbc tex[’s design underlines
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[be idea of interiorization, of an incursion luto more oceul[ aud profound
spaees. The Voiceadvances rbytbmically resting on tbe repetition of its square
blocks, appealingin an evidentway [o [he motif «eloset»tha[ has no begin-
ning or end. The story’s circularity is seen asanattempt[o an ad-infinitum re-
gression[o 4w original infancy stage. We are in Kris[eva’s semiotie domain.
In [bis place of changesandtransformations,Wbere[be drives funetion in an
uncontrolled and anarchie manner, a[ be sanie time as Ibe suhject is bo[b
generated and«deconstrue[ed»~:

...the term «drive» denotes waves of attaeka~ainst siases,whieh are themselves
constituted by [he repetitionof [heseeharges, logether,charges and stases lead
lo no identity (not even thaI of ihe «body proper» thaI eould be seen as a result
of [heir funetion. This is [o say thai Ihe semiotie chora is no more ihan (he
place where ihe subjec[ is both generated and negated.Ihe place where his
muy succurnbsbefore ihe proecss of eharges and stases thaI produce hirn. Wc
shall cali ibis processof eharges ami siases a negalivity [o dislinguish it from
negation,whiehis Ihe ací of a judging subject(1984:28).

Tbe ehora,[be semiotiedomain, isa place of permanentscission(1984:
27): it is [be placeof dualism,scission,fragmentation,[besisandanti-thesis.

The l
7oiceis an impressiveexampleof scissionedtext, wberefragmen[s of

other parallel texts seem to be (theoretically) identical,but in different lan-
guages.Englisb and Frencb. Federmanhad alreadyexperimentedwith [his
possibility in [be two-column pages of Doubleor Nothing[he right hand col-
umn was a transiation of Ihe Freneb [ext in [he left band column. In Pie
Voice, our autbor has extended [he aboye mentionedformat [o [wo parallel
texts[wenty pageslong, united at [be end under[be samecover (that is, eacb
one is prin[ed upsidedown with respeet to [be dispositionof [he o[ber). Tbis
guarantees tha[ he book as a pbysicalobjeet will produce a specialimpaeton
[he readers. On [be otber band, [be coneeption of jIs [ypograpbie form is
even moreextreme:each and every one of [he pagesof [be Englisb tex[ forms
a perfect printed square (a rectangle IP [be case of [be Frencbtexfl. In Tite
TwoJóld lxibration (1982), one of [he eharacters who makesreferenee [o The
Voice recalís: <...Boxesof words...wordsabandoned[o deliberate cbaos and
yet boxed into an inescapableform» (1982: 116). The struetureof The l~oñv
15 recursive and. as we havealready seen, [he motif of a elosedspaee15 re-
peatedagainand again at different levels.The cuadrangularform is simply a
verbal icon of [be “elosct¡chora»where ihe protagonisísuccessfuly escapes
[be tbreatsof bis prosecutors.The form of [he dosel generatesa textual
uníverse.in a similar way lo how (be closetexperionce gaye w~iv lo Poder,

man-writer. The text-closetis no more [han a mechanicalgenerator of o[her
worlds in writing, following [he productive model of Ihe ebora. In ihis wav, ni

T/te TwofoldVibrationwc recalí:
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If you read [he text carefully... you’ll see appearbefore you on [he shattered
whi[e space [he people drawn by the black words, flattened and disseminated
on [hesurface of [he paper inside [heblack ink blood, [bat was the challenge,
never [o speak [he reality of [he even[ but [o render it concrete into [he black-
ness of [hewords (1982, 118).

In anotbersense,[be discontinuity in [he «chora»is almost an ordering
principie 5. The connections(or «functions»for Kristeva) betWeen[hesedis-
crete signais generatedfrom the drives and articulated With respect to its
similarities or differences,are establisbedfoUowing a proeess of condensa-
[ion or displaeement.Tbe principIes of metapborand metonymyappear,
[berefore, asunseparablefrom anunderlyingdriveeconomy.

In Federman’stext, [he «ehora/closet»is aÑo a placeof scission,prior to
tbeeontent of identity:

federmanfeatherlessli[tle boy damnit in our eloset afterso many false names
foisted upon me evading[he[ru[h he wrote alí the dooropened lo starea[ my
nakednessa me[aphor 1 supposea íwisted laugh wrong again writing himself
into a comer insídehere[heykeptoid newspapersdelirioris strokes of typogra-
phiphobiafatalhowever onlyon occasions (Voice).

Tbe hero lacks iden[ity, he is attributed names[bat are not yet signais,
false sounds [bat evade [ruth: [be namewill come after his exit from the
closet.To go beyond[be frontier of [be eloset,break [he «eloset/uterus»and
abandon[he maternalspacemeans[o enter the cirele of meaningcontrolled
by tbe «Name-of-the-Father.»Tbe drive eeonomythat is dominant in the
«ebora» is resolvedin a seriesof me[apbors, displaeementsand substitutions.
In tbe delirium of [he «typographiphobia»wbere [he play of [he signifier ím-
posesi[s laws,nakednessis [be metapborof origin, of conceptionanddispos-
session.Tbe nakednessprior [o birth hasno cultural value, it existsin an oc-
eult way and prior [o [be codification in order [o be inseribedlater in an
organized systemwbere everytbingrneansby opposition. Nakednessdoes
not exis[ until [here is a sigbt [bat contemplatesit <>, it doesnot exist in an
empty interior, in a closed spaee. For a newborn, [bis is linked [o [be idea of
eleanliness, innocenee, initiation, puri[y, defenselessness, fragility: wbat is
shown as being involun[ary and appears as not obseene or s[ained or viol-
ated. In The I7oice,nakedness is not only [he nakedness of [be beginning, but
also tbe negation of [he sign and [be impossibility of the text. For Kris[eva,
[be negation syrnbol sbould be understood as being prior, or a[ least, parallel
[o [he symbolization principie.

Tbe continuous repetitions and displaeements throughout [he text pro-
duce wbat Eugenio Donato described in another eontext as «sedimenting one
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one layer of language upon another [o produce an itlusory depth wbich gives
es tbe temporary spectacle of [bings beyond xvords» (1972, 96). It is probable
[bat Federman does not reach that dep[b beyond Words. but [bis does no[
mean [bat he has abandoned [he intention lo do so. In Pie VoÑv, [he desire
[o bring [o [he surface [he volee of [he pasí. nourishes the need tÉ) ge[ rid of
[he multitude of volees [bat inhabit his present, in order (o eliminate ihe lo-
gorrhea of duplicity and invention. Words. syntagms and fragments of a [cxl
are repeated [o ereate [be sensation of «déjá-vu», of a preconscious s[ructure
that secures its meaning as a portion of a recurrent model.

Tbe play me[apbor [o designate wri[ing, present in alí of Federman’s pro-
duction, is tbe central elemení Ip [be domain of [be chora:

When 1 say playfulness, 1 use the lerm in lwo wavs. lo order [o write: in order lo
inscribe language pto fietion. ¡ need [o invent a spaee within whieh lo move
my chess freces. 1 have to invent a plavground. it vou wiil. Wc now come lo <he
dorible meaning ot [heword plav: IiísU to lay a game: secúnd. ¶0 IflOVC 4 íúelv IP

the invenled space (freely in Ihe sense of loosely). So thc idea of playfulncss,
for me, is lo ereate a playground mío which 1 can projeel myself in order to
start writing (1976, It) 1).

We sbould not forget tha[ Kristeva defines [he ehora as:

Neither model flor cops Ihe chora precedes and underlies figuration and ihus
spccularization. and is analogous only to vocal or kinetie rhythm. Wc must re-
siore ibis molility’s geslural ant] vocal play (lo menlion only Ihe aspeel relevant
to language) on Ihe level of Ibe socialized body iii order fo remove moíility
from ontology and aniorphousness where Plato confines it in an apparení al-
(empt to conceal it lrom Democritean rhylhm. The rheory of te subjecl pro—
posed by the theory of the unconseious will atlow os lo read in ihis rhvíhmic
spaee whieh has no thesis and no position. Ihe proeess by which significanee is
constituled (1984,26).

Tbe vocal and gestural play [bat Kristeva refers [o reaches an omnipres-
cnt dimension in Federman’s texts. His response [o [he originality crisis thai
writing suffers is manifested in his idea of «pla(y)giarism»: the negation of
originality as a concept. In «Imagination as Plagiarism» ~», our writer iníends
[o discredit [he false myths of [he sacred wriíer ami artistie originali[y and al-
tribute wri[ing the category of «pre-[ext» lo [be possible meaning tha[ Ihe
reader attributed [o [be text. In short, he attempts [o demys[ify [he tex[ as an
expressive en[i[y tha[ starts in [he centre: [be Autbor, who is decodified by
ano[ber centre: [be Reader (1976:565.572). Withotil origin or destiny, lack-
ing authority and teleology, fiction (or poeíry) wiIl not be found, [herefore. in
certain types of (eonven[ional/traditional) lext.s, buí ra[her it wilI end rip vir-
tual and diffuse in language, [bat is, in [he relation be[ween writer and writing,
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reading and reader, and even in a more general way, in tbe play of eommuni-
cation (1976: 575). It Is evident (and sufficiently explieit in Takeit or Leave
It) that Federmanis influeneed by ihe Derridean idea of play as a eontinuous
postponemen[ of referentiality and subversion of [be metapbysics of
presence.

For Federman,literature does not represen[ an interior or exterior re-
ali[y, rather it is purely reflexive. One of the basic premisesof «surfietion»is:
[o write is to produce meaning,andnot to reproducea preexisting meaning
(1975: 8). In Federman’stexts, autbor, narratorand protagonis[s are melted
into one single volee, into a discourse[bat exciudeseverything else. Tbere-
fore, in Double or Nothing, he wri[es: «Througb ah the detours [bat one
wishes,tbe subjee[ who writes will never seize bimself in [he novel: be wiIl
only seize the novel which, by definition, exeludes bim» (1971: 146). For
Kristeva, [be subject never is, [be subjeetis only [he processof rneaning, and
it represents (it-setO in tbe measure that it is a meaningfulpractice; [bat is,
when It disappears from [be position from whicb the socio-bistoricalrneaning
activity is developed(1984,188).

The «chora» is [be domain Wbere signification is generated. R. Coward
and 1. Ellis explainit in tbe following way:

She (Kristeva) uses[his (<he term «chora») lo indicate a son of [racingor mark-
ing of a shape around whose form signification construcísi[self (...) This traeing
or mark is produeedby discontinuities marked provisionally in semiotisable
material by ihe resistances and facilitations of [he drives. For example, diseon-
[inuities and eonnections are establishedin things likc voice, colors and ges-
tures as well as acoustic,visual and tactile diflerences and similarities.The con-
nections and funetions established in this way are articulatedaccording[o iheir
resemblancesand oppositions, thai is, by condcnsa[ion and displacement,
which is [he movemení of [he primary processes aud indicares a closeaffiniíy
between Jakobson’stwo axes of language(metaphorandmetonymy).and the
movemení ol ihe drives. It is for such reasons [bat [he primaryprocesseswork-
ing by condensation and displacemení are ihe fundamental expression of ílw
semiotie (1977. 149).

Also, [he «closet» is par excellence a space where signification is gener-
ated and The Voice, by extension,is a discursive laboratory wbere Federman
sketebes[be troubled existence be eneoun[ered during bis infancy (as we
havealreadyobserved).The 1/ojee is also a text [bat laekspunetuation marks
[bat intentionally build tbe rhytbm and voice in its suppor[ axesand it de-
pendson [be visual aspec[ of [be writing/reading lo articulate its syn[actic
d isplacements.

Tbe visual is pbysicallypresenton [be pagesof 11w Voleein [he continu-
ous typographicexperiments,at [he same time as it is transíatedinto a
multitude of images [bat evoke [he initial situation of a newborn. The text



240 EstherSánchez-PardoGonzález

eontains many referenees [o birtb and [o pbysiologieal realities —masturba-
[ion, defecation ....~ tbat are present in an important Way during the child’s
development. In tbis way, Federman describes bis seR of the pas[ as [bat hoy
wbo “defeca[e(s bis) fear (...) me blushing sphinx defecating tbe riddle of my
birtb,» «(1) squaton [he newspapers unfolded bere by shame [o defecate my
fear (...) holding my penis away not to pisson my legs,»or wbo “(is) going [o
be seriousno more masturbating». and tbis is alí converted into wbat he de-
scribesas«symbol of my origin in tbe wordshit of bis fabíilaiion andfutile act
of creating images of bir[h mio deatb backward into [he cunt of reality»
(Volee).

The Volee is also plagued with images relating [o [he escape. Tbe boy
identifies himself wiib a yellow bird because of [he yellow (semitie) star <bat
he carnes on bis cbest, buí he canno[ start bis flight because Federman is un-
able [o improve his story, he can only reinvent what be believesbad really
bappened. The child’s frustrated escapecoincideswith [he au[hor’s, who can
only escapevia [be monotonoussound of bis [ypewriter —IBM seleetrie—:

<he seleetriestudbalísaway whirls me in a verbal vacuumpretendineío sei mc
free at lasí in ihe absence of mv own preseneeno 1 cannot resign myself to
being ihe inventory of bis miscalculations¡ am no< readybr my summation
flor do 1 wish io participateany longa willy ni lly in the haseo of bis fabrication
(¡‘dice).

Thcescape in [he text is comple[ely fietitious and It always ends up falling
into a circular dimension: the proiagonist finds himself «loeked in a space be-
yond his hands on [he periphery of bis circular rumbling...». «[be boy fulí
cirele from bis fingers into my volee back ío blm on [he maehine» (Volee).
Federman’s memory navigates in [be space of [he chora. For Kristeva, <he
firs[ gerrn of signification is produced bere. a semiotie continuum [hat wiIl
have tobe segmented so that signification emerges. After [he segmentation of
the semiolie (le sémiotique)the subjecl will be ready [o atiribute difíerences.
aud Iherefore, signification, [o whal he contemplated as the chora’s incessant
hetereogeneitv. Kristeva follows Lacan whcn sbe establishes ihe niirror siage,
as [he firs[ step [hat opcns [be pa[b br [be constitution of ah [he objeets thai,
wihl síiccessively separate frorn [he serniotie «chora», and [he Oedipal phase
in which. under [he threa[ of castration. [he separation process is completed.
Once [he subject reaches [be syrnholic order, [be ehora represses itself Ip
greater or lesser degree [o flourish in language in t.he form of coníradictions.
[autologies. silence, rupiure in ihe syntactic ordcr, etc. Tbe «chora» isa rhy[h-
mical drive and it does noÉ manage [o consí tute a new» language. It [rans—
lates tbe beterogencoris and transgressional dimension of ihe anguage that
violates [he beundaries of traditional linguistie [beory.

In avant-garde tcxts, Kris[eva advises of ihe undisputed presenee of ihe
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ehoracontributing [o [be dissolutionof a fixed and uniform subjeetivity
Tbe texts that Wc experience as locus of «jouissance»and Barthesdefined as
«a text [bat imposesa sense of being lost, a [ext [bat producesanxie[y, [bat
squanderstbe reader’s cultural, historical and psyebologicalpresumptions,
[be consisteney of bis tastes,values,memories,[he text iha[ provokesa crisis
in bis relationwith language»(1975: 14). The Voice is evidently one of [bese
texts wbere [be gestationprocess of meaning is parallel[o [be developmentof
[he subject. The close[/uterus is [he cbora’s space,wbere [he voice appears
«in [be marginsof verbal autbenticity»,and the subject struggles in the confu-
sion and beWilderment of the origin: «a questionof cbangingone’s perspec-
tive view [be selffroni tbe inside from [be point of view of [he capaeity its will
power federman achieve [he vocation of your name» (Voice).

Tbe aim of [be textual practice [bat Kristevacalís for is [o give way [o a
subjec[ bat is being built, markedby [be multiple and contradictory social
processes [hat are articulated on [be basis of [be symboliefunetion:

The funcíion of [he iext consistsin lifting, in whaieversoeiety,and whaiever
situation,<he repression which weighs on <his momen[ of struggle in ihe sub-
jecí, menacing or dissolving <he subiectiveand social liaisons but also condi-
tioningitsrenewal(1984: 183)

Therefore,[he subject bolds a permanentstrugglein wbieb [be social and
[be individual, [he preeonscious and [be conseious, [be antithesisand the syn-
[besis are confronted. The Voice is a text [bat is built on its own contradie-
tions. The inside/outside dialeetie is one of [be keys [bat widens [he intricate
pa[b of ineursion into [be «eloset/cbora» from wliose inside [be protagonist
proclaims:

1 was dead he thinks skips me but 1 am being given birth mio death beyond [he
open door sueh is my condition [he fee< are clear already of te great cuní of
existence hackward my head will be lasí [o come oui (Volee).

HISTORY AS TRAUMA: TRAUMA AS HISTORY

Federman’s personal bistory, spanning a sequenee of traumatie events
(World War II, [he Holocaust, exile and transpíantation on [he New Conti-
nen[), fits [be paradigm of [be exile, pos[-Holoeaust writer. Federman’s fie-
[ion —like [bat of Beckett— has been abou[ «tlie perception of cbaos, [be sur-
vey of cbaos, [be inimersion into chaos» (Strauss 1966, 505). A bistorical
chaos which could only be broached through [be stra[egies of [be postrnod-
cm writer: «It is as if tbe experienee of [he Holoeaust is more tban language
can comprehend or comniunicate —except, perhaps, by a «denial of language»
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(Sukenick1972, 40). Bu[ bis denial hasbeenaceompanied by a reconstruc-
tive effort. Federmanbimself has offered, among otber possibleexplanations
for his approaeb, [he idea that,

Posirnodernismas a literary noilon was invented ío deal with [he Holocaust.
The prewar split be[ween from and coniení was ineapable of dealingwith <he
moral crisis provoked by ihe Holocausl,aud Iherelore writers like Beckett,
Walier Abish, RonaldSukcniek,Primo Levi. Raymond Federman. Jerzy Ko-
sinski, and many others, inveníed Posimodernism [o scarch among ihe dead, lo
dig into ihe eommunalgrave, in order <o reanimale wasted blood apd wasicd
tears ... or perhapssimply in order lo creale somelhing more interesíing ihan
deaih (1993, 122).

Federman’sprojectdoesnot move beyondhistory, It does not relinquish
any attempt to articulate aud explain ihe past, bis narrativesraiher seek .o
make senseof bistory. He seemslo be raising [he issue of bow. if at alí, can a
sequence of repeated death eneounters be retoid excep[ in «words aban-
doned to deliberate ebaosandyet boxed in an inescapable forín» (TV 1982.
116) as in The Voice. Moving acrosseonflieting volees and narrative s[yles,
Pie l

7oice provokes history, opening its plols up lo infinite possibiliíies
[brougb «digression» and repeated «displaeemen[s. Even though [he eharac-
[er-writer remains irapped in bis «sbadowbox of guilí —guilt for having es-
caped [be Nazi exterminailon wbile [be rest of bis imniediate family perisbed
in [he gas chambers, guilt for “exterminating» once more that original event
tbrougb bis «fraudulent...edifice of words— bis tex[ manages to move tbrougb
questions affirmation [exture designs negations speeulations» towards «sub-

sequent enlightenmen[».
ShosbanaFelman aud Don Laub’s Testlnzon.v(1992) figures hisiory

through Ibe Holocaustas a trauma lo be borne witness [o, by deploying[he
psycboanaly[ic assumption [han an individual history can rnetaphorieally
stand in for History. Otber psyehoanalytical borrowings inelude a modelling
of h istory as a traumatieevent «voleled» iii its moment of inseription and
known only [brough its retrospeetive reconstructionproduced in a dialogrie
with a listening otber (Laub). Finally, [he probleni of knowi ng one’s historical
presentis figured lhrougb <he force of a psyehic trauma whieh literally pos-
sesses one’s subjectivity.

In [he context of Federman~s narrative, we may raise sorne ques[ions o-
spiredby Felman and Laub’s approach, such as, how is [be act of xvriting [lcd
up with [he act of bearing wltness? Ls the act of reading li[erary [exís itself in-
herently related [o <he fact of faeing horror? U literature is ihe alignnient be-
tween witnesses, wbat would ihis aliunmen[ mean? And by virtue of what sort
of ageneyis one appointed lo bear witness?

From a narratological standpoint,postmodernismalso raisesa number of
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interesting questions concerning tbe status of «voice» and «agency» in bistori-
cal fiction. As a partieipant/witness in [be sequence of events, [he writer does
not yet have, strictly speaking, a historical consc¡ousness; be is at best a
«ebronicler... always on tbe verge of participation, or at least of a presenee in
[he action [bat is in effect the presence of a witness» (Gene[te 1988,104). As
a historian, tbe writer becomes in Gerard Genet[e’s apt pbrase «a subsequen[
witness» (80), speakingfrom an extradiegetie,dissociated perspective: tbe
composite perspec[ive of reeonstructing history. In Iieu of the authoritative
volees of traditional historiograpby,postmodernnarrativesprefer more am-
biguous, dialogie volees. His[ory can only be (re)articulatedtbrougb dialogie
modesof narrative.Like in Federman’s¡tice, [be dialogization of [be nar-
ra[or’s own volee involves nol only Bakhtin’s notion that [be narrator speaks
for a polyphonyof volees, butalso a more radical spli[ting of [be enunciating
instanee luto different centers of consciousness irreducible [o any possible
un<[y.

Federman’s voice in the c/osetbecomesdisarticulated toward [he end of
[be text, drawing closer to silence, [o [he paradox of «mutespeecb/ sign of my
presenee.»Struggling [o rationalize bis escape from [be original eloset,Feder-
man [be Wri[er «clumsily continues[o fabricatehis designsin cireles»,hoping
[bat bis words will eventually «s[umble» over somemcaning.But bis effor[ is
denounced by [be voice of [be original hero ([be boy-from-[be-eloset),as re-
ducible to nonsenseexcrement,»a <verbal vacuurn.

As a fictional explorationof [raumatie history, The Voicein the C/osetme-
vitably becomes a text of rupture. Wbile upsettingour traditional notions of
bis[ory, it also allows us to relive its dramaticmovement in [be supplemen-
iary space of [be [ext.

Tbe volee in [he close[ is [bat volee wbieb, pereeptive [o its own frailty
and limitation, autbenticallyperceives [he paradox accompanying[he human
position of suffering: [bat it is both preeminent and nonexistent.Tbe autbo-
rial volee (composed of many voices)is describedas follows:

in my paradox a split cxistsbeiween the actualme wandering voiceless Ip <cm-
porary landseapcs and [he virlual being federman preiends [o invent...a survi-
vor who dissolvesin verbalarticulaiionsmable todo what1 had todo [o admit
[bathis fieiions can no longer match[hereality of my pasi( Voice).

Are [be erisesin aeeessing bistorical [ruth produeed by [he specificity of
[he Holoeaustgeneralizable[o a moreoverarcbing«traumatic»[beory of bis-
tory? In Felman& Laub’s approacbes, testimony is a speeebací (Caru[b 17),
a mediumof bealing (20), a proeessof «[be verybirtb of knowledge»(25), tbe
witness’swillingness [o «pursue[be accident» (31). a poetie «projecí of ad-
dress» rather [ban a poetie «projec[ of artistie mastery»(43), and a teacbing
praetice (56). Can we read in Federman’sVoleebis reiterative style as par[ of
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[he meaning of his own tbeory-of-history? Ls it, like eurrent trauma tbeory it-
self, “notbing o[ber than a finally available staternent (or approximation) of a
trutb [bat, a[ he outset, was unknown bu[ that Was gradually aceessed tbrough
[be praetice and the process of [be testimony» (Caru[h 25)? In Pie Voice[be
repetition mechanism takes on [vto qualities: [bat of [he repetition of the
boy’s pas[ eloset experience and [bat of [he repetition of Federman’s past
texts on this experienee. Federman’snarratives cali for a resistance[o a
silenee [bat can become reified. Tbe diseorirse wbicb [be volee endlesslyre-
cites,though it longstobe silent, has [he form of an infinite and self-irnmolat-
ing chiasmus,negating alí [bat it affirms. Just as theseutterances [brive on
[heir own destruetion,[he voice (tbe speaking being) waversbetween [be
poles of life and deatb. Wbat it mutters is an apocalyptic narrative of origins.
It is a pos[-holocaust narration whicb speaks its stories into being. I[s Ias[
statements testify lo [be presentness of wha[ remained forever delayed,«bere
now againat last»(Voice).

NOTES

The Volee is a complex narrative wi<hout page numbering where <he English ami French

texts are asscmhled upsidedown, and where Maurice Roches Freneh tex<, helios, is inserted.
2 Cited bv Leon S. Roudiez. in his iniroduction <o Revolufionla Poetie Language.Trans.

Margaret Wallen N.Y.: Columbia Univ. Press, 1984:3.
We shou¡d not forgc< ha Lacan proelaimed in 1953: «Thc reeourscs (of psvehoanalysis)

are <hose of speech to the extcn< ¡bat II endows a person’s ae<ivi<y with meaning: i<s domain is
<ha< of concrc<e discourse as ficíd of thc subjce< is transindividual reality; i<s operatiofis are
ihose of Ii istory insolar as ihe la<er eons<i¡utes ¡he emergencc of <ruth wi¡h in thc real (quoted
hy Roudiez 1984: 4).

~ 1< nsteva covers these maucrs in depth in the cases of Mallarmé a nd Lautréamont in Reo

olriflot< ¡a PoetieLanguage(1984).
¡ agree ~vith Leon 5. Roud iez Ip thaI ¡extual analvais” is a eso re app m~ri a<e 1 abel (<o

Kris<evas ae<ivi<v) <han «1iterary analysis» — Kristeva in rnanv <,ccasions, relecates <o a seeond
level aesthctie matters tsr mat<er,s <bat are t>t formal nature. On <he other hand. as Roud e,
fbi nts ou<, textual analysis also d¡enies pertinenee te “1 iterary cnt ciSm» insolar as <he Lalter

uy LU<¡<LULJLLU« <L YYJ[L< tUL ,~ [flOL<.<<<kC< VL<d 0< LJCW< <OLOR 0< OWU<Li<dL WU<N

should be. For <he point 5 <0 give an acCOup< of whal wenl inio a work, how it alfecís readers
and why (1984:5).

Kristcva cxplainsit inope of her notes: <¡he Platonie spacc or receptacle isa nso¡her and
wet pu rse,” i <dcccl Wc may fitt ingly compare <he Reeipient <O a moiher, ¡he mt’ther <o a father.
and <he nature tha< arises heween <hees to thci r oflspring ( iinu,e.,s. St)). Now <he we< pulse
of <3eeorn ing was made ~vaícryand fiery. receivecí <he eharae<ers of ear¡h and al r. and ‘vas qual
ucd by alí <he srher aífee<inns har go with <hese... (Tinúcu& 52)» (¡984: 240).

Thcre predominates a destruetive wave in (he double» nature of <he drives Ihal Freud al-
ready observed it’ Beyond¡he Pleosure I’riz<.iple. Kris¡ eva expresses it as fol Iowa dlhough
drives have been desenibed as disun <cd or eon<radie<ory strue<ures. simullaneously posi<ive
and negative,» t bis douh¡ing is said <o generale a dorni nan< destructive “‘ave» <bat is d rives
nsos< eharae<eristie <rai<. Freud notes <ha< <he mmi i nstinctual drive is ¡he dcath drive» (1 984.
28). Allbough It is cnormously controverted and n<>t a¡toge<ber eo¡lcren<. <he Freudian theorv
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of <he drives is of interesí to us here doc lo thc irnpor<anee thai Freud attr¡buies Lo <he dealh
drive. ho<h ip human beings and in livitig malter in general. The dealh drive is transversa] lo
identity andit tends to disperse nareissism, whose eonstirution assures the linl< bctween the ii-
terna] síructures of Ihe individual, and by extension. in life. However, al Ihe sanie time and in-
versely, narcissism and pleasure are oPly transitoria

1 situations [ron whieh ibe dcath drive
opens new pa<hs: <hercio-e, hoíh are <rieks, lies, and ji, short, ,nanifestations of ¡he dea<h drive.

For Kris<eva, <he scmio<ie spaec »ehora, when transforming the diseharges of ihe drives
in estasis can be upders<ood as a position of the death drive. or as a possib¡e realization of it as
it tends to reíurn to its homeosíatie staie (1984. 241). Thc former is eoherent with Frcuds ob-~
servalion: Aí thc beginning of menta¡ ¡ife, <he strugg¡e br pleasure was far more intense Ihan
¡aler, hul not upres<rieted: it had lo submil to [requení inierruptioris (quoled iri Beyond [he
Pleasure PrincipIé Trans.JamesStraehey. N.Y.: Norton. 1961, 57).

Kristevadefines ihe chora’s discontinuity ir <he fol¡owing way: Drive faei¡itation. tcm-
porarily arresíed, marks diseontinuilies in what may be eal¡ed <he various materiat suppor<s
(matériaux) susceptible to semiotizalion: voice. geslure, co¡ors. Phonic (¡ater phonemie).
kinetieorebrornalie units and differenees are the marks of tbcse s<ascs in <he drives (1984, 28)

Wc must not forget thai Freud situates <he principIe of sexua¡ differeniia<ion, <be origin of
<he castration eonplcx and ihe entry pto <he Dedipal phase in <he sight: »ln <he ¡a<ter (boys)
<he castration eomplex arises attcr they have ¡carpí froes <he sight of ihe female genilais lha< <he
organ which <bey value so highly need rut neeessarily aeeompany <he body. At <bis <he hoy re-
ca¡<s <o mipd <he <hreats he brought on himself by his doings on <hat organ, be bcgins lo give
eredence <o ihees and falís under <be ipfluence of fear of castration, whieh will be <he most
powerful motive bree in his subsequen< developesení. [‘he caslraliop complex of girís is also
started hy <he sighl of <be genitais of Ibe olber sex. Tbey at once notice Ibe difícrenee and. it
musí headmitted. i<s signiticanee <00. They lcd seriously wronged, often declare that they wan<
lo «have something like it too» and [alt a vietim lo envy for <he penis,» whieh will leave ‘rl-
eradicable traces on <heir developnient and the formation of <heir charaeter and which will not
he surmuonled in even <he mos< favourable cases witbout severe expenditure of physical en-
ergy. ip 1’eminipitv, New lntroductorv Lectures o» Psychoanalysi.. Tran>. James Strachev.
N.Y.: Norton, 1965, <¡2-35.

Imagination as Plagiarism,» in New Lherarv I-Iistory, 7. 1976. 563-76.Also see. »PLAY-
(IIARISM.aspa<ialDisplaeenicntofWords.» in Sub-S¡ance, <6,1977. 107-12.

Ip her works. Krisícva siudies lexis where it is easy to see Ihe signitieant weighi thaI <he
semiofie componcnt has versus ¡he symbolie one, as seen in <he texis by Artaud, Lauiréamonl.
Joyce, Beekett, SoI]ers, etc.
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