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Abstract

: . | | | ,
In this dissertation refigure the eight key lectures
which Gertrude Stein deliyered during her lifetime. These
lectures are deal% with bbth as theoretical discourse and

as manifestos. AS theore¥y discourse they act as texts
for recontextualizatién. As manifestos they are textual
acts aimed at forcing the audience into engaging experi-
ment;I wrltlng )

Each lecture 1is reflgured in the context of an
aesthetic question which has become prominent for what is
now termed postmodernism. Chapter 1 uses "Composition as -
Explanation" and deals with the problem of rep}esentation.
Chapter'Z uses "What is gngiish Literature" and deals with
the question of intertextuality. Chapter 3 uses "Plays" and
deals with the questibn of inscribed force. Chapter 4 uses’
"Pictures" and deals with the quesfion of figuration.
Cgapter 5 uses "Poetry and Grammar” and deals with the
question of authorization. Chapter 6 uses "The Gradual
Making of the Making of Americans" and deals with the
Y[uestion of self-consciousness. Chapter 7 uses "Portraits

and Repetltlon" and deals with. repetltlon as a fiqure of

force. And Chapter 8 uses_ "What Are Master- pieces and Why

A



e

There Are So Few of Them" and deals with the literary

manifesto.

These lectures, because of their internal
contradictions and because of their play with paradox and
aporia, are well suited to an act of refiguratidn which
places them in a literary context which also valorizes

these questions.
‘ -
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q
Prel ude

pre: (be)fore .
ludus: play

.

Gertrude Stein 1s difficult to read. Beginning with
"Canposition As Explanation,” delivered at Oxfdgrd and
Cambridge 1n 1926, Stein began to write lectures 1n an
effort to prlain what she was doing and to make her
writings more accessible to a larger audience. Several more
lectures followed, the bulk of them written for her
Amer ican lecture tour of 1934-35. Stein critics, however,
differ greaély in their evaluation of the usefulness of
these lectures as guides to Stein’s writing. Richard
Bridgman, for example, warns against reading these lectures
as "explications" of "her innovatibe practi eg}" He prefers

to treat them as "emerging out of her experiwental period

rather than--as she sometimes implied--predet ining it."
Her lectures, he argues, "gave her career a symmetry and

certitude that it never possessed"” (Gertrude Stein 1in jF?
4 ‘ M

Pieces xv). At the other end of the scale there 1is Wendy‘

-
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Steiner, who claims that Stein'n_”theoretical writings are
still the best critical guide to her literary é:xts, and~
document a system that went through logical and identi-
fiable stages” (Exact Resemblance to Exact Resemblance 27).
One must be wary of both extremes. *

The republication of Lectures in-America in 1985 "to

mark the fiftieth annivetsafy of their first publication
contaihs an introduction by Qendy S¥kiner which 1§ﬁ I feel,

much more to the point. In her "Introduction" Steiner

writes that "Lectures in America suggests still other ways
of contextualizing Stein’'s work, for it is a veritable |
index to the leading aesthetic ideas of our day. Indeed,
the training in paradoxical thinking that pop art and
deconsttuct?recently have provided tends to normalize
Steiﬁ'sv\zi ing to a striking extent" (Steiner,
Introduction xi). My commentary on Stein’'s lectures 1s
essentially an aptempt at such a recqﬂﬁgzggalization.

Stein’s lectures, however, are the occasion for, rather
than the centre of, my commentary. I have reinscribed
Stein’s lectures within a contemporéry theoretical context
where to configure the coéntext is as much my desire as to
recontextualize §tein's lectures. This is not an exercise
in exegesis; nor is it an attempt to attach Stein to a
particular theoretical "échool"-—to claim her for a certain
faction. It is an attempt to place certain compelling texts
within a field.

I deal with eight lectures: the six contained 1in
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Oxford},onccdn 1926 and one 1936. I have not dealt-indivi-
dually.with the four lectures delivered at the University
in Chicago in 1935\:pieh were subsequently published in a
were put together by Stein for a particular classroom
situation, ang since they oveylap much of the material
contained in the six lectures she was giving in America at
the same time, I refer to them only on occasion rather
than using them as an ¢occasion.

In the first group of four chapters I examine four
lectures ;hich lead towards an inscriétion of a context for
reading the figures of Stein’'s writing. To learn to read
Stein we must, in effect, learn to read all over again.
This begins with the recognition of the problematic of
fepresentatzon (chapter 1: "Composition as Explanation").
Stein and other modernists were faced with the problem of
using an inadeq?ate sign system to'deal with imponderable

tit is recognized that writing does not

problems. Onc?
represent the GErld but only itself, the writer must begin
to discover what that "self" is. The writer must look both
at how writing relates tovwhat has already been written
(chapter_f: "What is English Literature”) and how writing
relates to what it is chasing, the unthought, the silence
at the edge of conventionalized meaning (chapter 3:
"Plays"). In the gap between what has already been

4

inscribed and the textual interventions of a new writer lie
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the figures of intelligibility (chapter 4: "Pictures”)

which both writer and reader must struggle to discover. In
L

this first group of chapters then, 1 begin by establishipg/
S

a problem and then consider the implications that this

-

problem has £gr our relationship to past texts, possible

L J
future texts and our figuration of teits kg‘she present.

. L
-
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CHAPTER ONE

Explaining Composition: 7 j‘
the Problem of Representation ,

“

I Thé-Marketplace

‘ If we can speak of writing or speaking as being either
easy oOr difficuf& to undefstand, it is because we have a
solidly entrenched system of linguistic conventions which
.allows us,to make such a judgement. If@an act of writing or
;peaking adheres closqu to these conventions, and if the
reader or listenef‘is also well versed in these conven-

rtions, then ukderstanding, within the limits of the system,
comes easily. An act of writ%qg or speaking which does not
adhere to these conventions, or.any other easily recognized
system ofbconvenfions, runs the risk of being cifficult &o
understand. In this context, Gertrude Stein’'s writing can
be very difficult to understand.

Publishers, Qhosé poAigﬂiS“to understand and to re-

spond to the desires of their paying customers, have under-

standably been wary of a Writer whose use of langugge was so



unlike conventional English that it hardly seemed literate.
The, market forces which influence the publishing industry
demand large audiences, the larger the better. And large

audiences, according‘tOJthe publishers Stein approached,

could only be acquired with a coherent story, élear1y toid.
Any aut@or who allowed language to get in the way of what

was being®told by radically deviating from thé convention-
alized linguistic system was anathema.

The circumstances surrounding thevpublicaﬁion of ¢

Stein’'s first collection of stories, Three Lives, in 1909,

demonstrate very clearly what she was up against. After
trying unsuccessfully for over three years to place the
book with a commercial publisher, Stein finally agreed to
hplace it with a vanity preés, the Grafton Press of New
York. They would print 1000 copies for $600.00, of which
500 were to be bound. However, even though Stéin herself
was paying for the book to be produced, the publisher,
thinking that perhaps she was unfamiliar with the English
language, offered to hire an editor to turn it into
standard English for her; and, thinking that he was doing
her a favor, he kindly offered to "make the charge, of
course, as little as possible" (Mellow, Charmed Circle
127). Stein, who knew very well that she was undermining
convent;zns, would have none of this and insisted that it

be printed exactly as submitted. Ironically, Three Lives

was as close to standard English as she ﬂ?s to come for

many years.
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By the second decade of the twentieth century
traditional linguistic conventions were no longer as
sacrosanct as they once had been. The various experlments
of the literary avant-garde were gaining more currency and
more notoriety. A context was being generated within which
swch works could be-read and understood. It was therefore
no longer a case of Stein’s works being judged unpublish-
able because ungrammatical but of their being, judged unpub- .
lishable because commercial publishers felt thgt such I1t-
erary‘experiments would appeal .to too small an audience. to

be economically viable. Other radical literary expéri-

menters took this for granted and made little or no effort

to publish with the large houses . Alwost wiﬁhbut faii they
relied on public manifestations and scandal to create a
market for what they were doing, and on publishing them-
selves arfinding patrons who would endow small presses
that they could control editorially, to get their work toxﬁw
those who wanted it. - %
These small presses and literary journals, which were
an integral part of the Parisian avant—garde,l were not
enough for‘Gertrude.Stein; she wanted large commercial
success--the sort of 'success her friends Matisse and
Picasso were beginning to enjoy. (The economics of painting
age 6f course much different. High demand and high prices
can be generated within a relatively small audience.) In

great part, the frustrations she endured during so many

years of being unable to find a publisher were due to this



desire for large scale publication. Undermining the conven-
tions of standard English undermined he? chances of com-
mercial success. Hex enduring ambition and relentlessg

ff f th
etforts to appear in the pages of the conservative Atlantic
Monthly, and her complete lack of success until the serijal-

ization of the conventionally accessible Autoblography of

Alice B. Toklas, is 1nd1cat1ve of the power of linguistic

convention in the marketplace

IT Creating Demand
\.

Eventually Stein dig begin-to publish in some of the
small journals angd with some of the small presses But her
dealings with them were qu1xot1c and querulous and not the
Sustained and Sustaining sort of relationship she -wanted to
develop with a big press. she believed she was an author
who could be understood by everybody and that her books
'should therefore be made available to everybody. All the /
publisher had to do was to stick by her and to Create a demand
When Stein went to lecture at Oxford and Cambridge in 1926
she was fifty-two Years old. But she hagd finally been given a
legitimate opportunity to create demand. She continued her
attempts to create demand, and thus a large enough market
to make large-scale commercial pPublication feasible, when
she made her lecture tour of America in 1934-35, She set
about her task methodically. -When she arrived in New York
Harbor_in 1934, and while she was still on board ship, the

journalist Joe Alsop is supposed to have asked her why she



4

didn't write the way she spoke. She i§ saiq"to have replied
by asking why he qidn't read the way she wébte. The
problem, she was declaring, had littlé to a;”;ith the Qay
in which she distorted and skewed conventions but with the
reading public’s discomfort with any use of language which’
did not adhere to the conventions of standard English. She
wanted.peoble'to move. beyond this\giscomfort and to feel
the chailenge and exc@tement of language when it did not
adhere to traditional conventions. Once this happened, she
felt, they %ould be a demanding market. py -
In order to dispel this discomfort she had to explain
what she was doing and why it was that she could be clearly
understood. "I do write clearly," she wroﬁe, "I think I
write so clearly that I wérry about it" (EQerybody's Auto-
biography 171).: Every lecture she gave was an attempt to
-explain the basis of this clarity. When she was® in Cali-
fornia toward the end of her American tour éhe went to
visit a school at San Rafael. The Mother Superior admitted‘
to Gertrude Stein that she found it difficult to understand
Stein's wriﬁing. Stein writes: "I said to the mother
superior . . . what did it matter if the little ones could"
(289). She believed that she could be easily understood, or
at least Qndegétood in the way she understood under-
standing, and that-pefhaps‘childreh found it easier because
their minds were nbt yet overly constrained by the conven-

tions of standard English. Many of her early reviewers and

critics, however, found it easier to side with tHe Mother



Superior. .. .

III The Case Against

-

B.L. Reid is typical of the sort of critic who would
have agreed with the attempts of the Grafton Press to
conform to the demands of the marketplace by editing Stein
into a more acce;sible English. His sort of crig}cism is
not fruitful in‘;nd of itself but his attempt to speak on
behalf of all reasonable men provides a clear picture of
the context within which Stein worked. According to Reid,
critics have responded to Stein’s unconventional use of
language in three ways. There are "the hyperbolic schools

———

of ad?ration and vilification [and] . . . the soberg;
judgements" (Art by Subﬁfaction 6). The first he di§hisses
as "perfervid votaries" (4); he feels the second is under-
s;andably upset but hasn’'t taken the time to reason things
through; and the th%{d has come to "the wholly tenable
position that her single really important work was Three
Lives," a judgement made valid by the'fact that Stein had
been attempting a new type of realism (Gertrude Stein’s
Critics 123). This third category is little more than a
reasoned extension of the secorid. Reid unavoidably rgcég-
nizes$ that Stein’s writings demand that the critic respond
first and foremost to their subversions of linguistic con-
vention. His characterization of possible responses is,

however, overly constrained by the force of the extant

system of conventions. It is his opinion that if the
-
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response to these subversions is pdsitive then it is
necessarily unthinking and not worth the™ronsideration of
reasonable men; if the response 1is degatiQe then it can be
either unreasoned but intuitively cdrrect or reasoned and
laudable. Thus his three categories are really one: if
language is not used conventionally then it can have no
possible use or value. This leaves nb room for those
critics, of whom there are now many, who wbuld attempt to
understand and to aCCOUﬁ£ for the inevitabilitﬂ'bf these
suerrsions.of conVention. Even though few today pay much
attention to ﬁeid, what he has done is clear%yng state
what the early critics who were attempting to understand
"Stein were up abiigst. They had to struggle in th? same
linguistic marketplace that she was struggling in. Any
attempt to respond fo Stegé is therefore cqncomitantly an

- attempt to bring the subversion of the linguistic conven-

tions of representation into the marketplace.

IV Subverting Convention

Modernists have responded to this problem gf repre-
sentation in more than one way. Many, such as the Imagists,
sought to resolve the problem by creating a new classicism.
Hulme called for a "period of dry, hard, classical verse"
(Speculations 133) whose "great‘a?m is accurate, precise

\S?d definite description” (132). %he way to achieve this

ard objective poetry was to "arrest you and to make you

continuously see a physical thiné," and the "artist 1is a
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person who is able to convey over the actual things he sees
or the emotions he feels" (166). + *

The Imagists wanted to purify and objectify language by
rémoving from poetic diction all flabbiness and wasteful-
ness. T.S. Eliot, though not an Iﬁégist, similarly arqued
for an impersonal poetry devoid of the ambiguities of the
individual ego and composed of objective correlatives.
Archibald MacLeish tried to sum up;wﬁat was desired by
writing that a poem must not mean but be, These writers
were fighting uncertainty, ambiguity and the discontinugzs
universe by attempting to create what berald Graff has
called the "radical ‘autonomy  of the imagination" (Litera-
ture Against Itself S5). That is, they tried to outflank
uncertainty by defining the limits within which a thing
could be considered objective and then by recognizing the
irony inherent in those limits. But within the limits or
borders, unity and coherence were justffiab}y to be sought
after. ‘

There were other modernists who were not willing to
define or accept limits. Thése writers were more radically
experimental, wEiters who belonged to such movements as
Russian Futurism and Dada. W§bt these writers attempted to
devise was not a delimited objectivity but a transcen-
dentally pure and universal language. This often involved
neologism and pure sound poetry. Thus the dadaist Hugo Ball

l

wrote "Gadji Berri Bimba," the first sound poem, and Alexei

Kruchenykh, the Russian Futurist, wrote his mpanifesto on
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transr§§iona1 language. Ball introduced his poem at the

Galerie Dada by saying that, "[i]n these phonetic‘prms we
want to abandon a language ravaged and laid barren by
\

journalisms We must return to the deepest alchemy of the
Word, and leave even that behind us, in order to keep safe
for poetry its holiest sanctuary" (Richter, Dada 42). And
Kruchenykh could define the transrational as:

a) sung and incanted magic.

b) "revelation (naming and depicting) of invisible

things"--[i.e.] mysticism.

c) musical-phonetic word creation--{i.e.]

orchestration, <¢exture. o

: (Markov, Russian Futurism 346)

Somewhere between the attempt to control the problem by
bracketing it (the manoeuver of phenomenology) and the
attempt to escape from the problem into a transcendental
language free of convention (the manceuver of mysticism)

lies the field that Stein eventually came to struggle in.

It is the field in which uncertainty has somehow to be both

acknowledged and exploited.

V Placing Stein

At first, Stein’'s work elicited such unflattering
comments as these:

Are there still people so impressed by the
oracular--who really are so simpleminded
that they dare not challenge the
unintelligible?

(Marini 365)

If Miss Stein’'s useful knowledge points
out anything, 1t is that the loafjing mind,
equipped with language, can reach a
‘triumph of chaotic imbecility.

(Norman 52)



After a hundred lines of this [Portrait of
‘Mabel Dodge} I wish to scream, I wish to
burn the book, I am in agony .

Someone Bas applied an egg- beater to my
brain.

(Flat Prose 432)

and,

This is an insult to the civilizat'
that with incredible labor united
sound and sense.

(Canby 126-27)
This 1s only a brief sampling of the sort of response that
Stein so often received and the sort of response that
"hyperbolic adoration" could not adequately "put in its

place." The first step towards placing in context such
"hyperbolic vilifications" is to recognize that they can be
reduced to a singlé problem: the problem of representation.
Stein usedjlanguage in a way that challenged its status as
"silent servant," as transparent medium. She challenged in
language the véry thing that those who vilified her be-
lieved most sacred of all.in language: its intelligibility,
which 1s the triumph of order over chaos and our consequent
reléase from the pain of not understanding, in short, its
ability to guarantee the union of sound and sense.

To swggest, however, that this was Stein’'s project from
the beQinning would be misleading. At the start, like
almost all other experimental modernists, her intentions

were to use language more objectively, to get closer to

pure meaning and to truth. She tells us herself that she

-

"had struggled up to . . . [WWl] with the creation of

reality" (Haas, Primer for the Gradual Understanding 18).



goes, only_,find her difficyle because we have not vyet
discovered the new conventionsg she has devised, The pro-
blem, according to these Critics, jg to discover t@e new

System. Once the new codes are discovered we will pe able

Steinian attack on the referentijaj Connectijon between lan-
guage ang what jg truly oyt there " (Literature of the

Modern Consciousness 115), Whether or not we accept
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modernist context who would not ,agree witMl this, or with
Jayne L. Walker when she echoes Roland Barthes in saying

that "the most crucial issue of modernist art . . . [is)

the problem of representation” (Making of A Modernist xi).'/y
In order to avoid being just another displaced Weid, then,

the first thihg a Stein critic must do is qsknowledge, as ¢
Randa Dubnick has put it, that "much misunéérstanding of
Stein’s work is based . . . [on) insisting on finding
discursive meaning where none exists" (Structure of

Obscurity xv).

For Stein the search for a more objective language had
been an unstable starting point, which served only to push
her further and further from it. Each‘fenewed effort to use
words objectively created in her a more marked ambivalence,
a greater doubt. She was in this way more like Tristan
Tzara, one of the few avant-garde writers who consistently
held that ladguage could not be objective (neither through
more precise delimitation nor mystical revelation).3 In the
passaée quoted above where Stein admits to her early
struggle to create reality, she goes on to say that she
"then became interested in how you could tell this thing in
a way that anybody could understand"” (Haas 18). This 1is
echoed in the postcript to "An Elucidation": "I am very
busy finding out what people mean by what they say. I used

to be very interested in what they were I am now interested

in what they say" (Haas 105).
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V1 The Struggle

Stein ‘'s.most massive and ambitious work, The Making of
Americans, documents this struggle. The book can be roughly
divided into three parts. In the first almost three hundred
pages she maintains a narrative line with some rigor, as

she had done in Q.E.D. and in Three Lives, which records

the Stein family s hlgtory from the time when they lived in
Europe to thé time when th®y lived in Oakland California.
In the second part of the book she gets to what she later
thought of as the heart of thg matter. She begins to hint
at what is to come fairly early on: "[s]ome time then there
will be every kind of a history of every ope who ever can
or 1s or was or will be living"” (Mék;qg of Americans 179).
She was no longer going to write the historylof the people
in her particular family but a history of all people. By
page 220 she announces that this is indeed about to tgke
place. But she only begins her attempt iﬁ the middle third
of the book when she writes that "[t]here/yild then be soon
very much description of every way one can think of men and
Qomen, in their beginning, in thei;'middle liviné, and
their ending" (290). What follows is a self-conscious
struggle to bring this ambition into reality. By the last
third of the book, however, her self-consciousness has
forced her to abandon She-idea as unfeasible. While on one
level the project seems to be moving positively forward, at
the level of authorial intervention she is filled with

doubt. And it is the ambiguities of language that force
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this doubt upon her. She writes:™
Sometimes cne reads a letter that they have been
keeping with other letters, and one 1s not very
old then and so it is not that they are old then
and forgetting, they are not very old then and
they come in cleaning something to reading this
letter and it is all full of hot feeling and the
one, reading the letter then, has not in them any
memory of the person who once wrote that letter
to them. This is differgnt, very different from
the changing of the feeling and thinking in many
who have in them real realization of the meaning
of words when they are using them but there is 1in
each case so complete a changing of ‘experience in
feeling and thinking, or in time or in something, ‘
. » [t]his is very true then of the feeling and
the thinking that makes the meanings in the words
one is using, this is lery true then that to many
of them having in them strongly a sense of realizing
the meaning of the words they are using ‘
that some words they once were using, later have
not any meaning.

* (440-41)

This doubt 1s repeated over and over again: "d12111u51on-

ment in living 1s finding that no one can reall be

agreeing with you completely in anything . . . not anyone
really is believing, geeing, understanding, thigking any-
thing as you are thinking, believing, seeing, derstanding
such a thing" (483). And it 1is all because of language: "I
am feeling many ways of using one word . . . different~ways
6f emphasizing can make very different meanings ... . there
can be very different ways'of reading the thing I have been

writing” (539).
"VII Explaining Composition .-

In "Composition as Explanation,” the leqture Stein

wrote at the request of Edith Sitwell for delivery in 1926
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‘at O w.d and Cambridge, Stein atte@pted for the first timg
to‘e;giain.why there were "different ways of regd@ng the
things she had been writing." It all had to do with time,

"the time of and the time in the composition" (29). "[El]ach

1

1

. generation}"lshe writes "has something different at which
they‘aré all looking. . . . The only thing that is )
different from one ‘time to another is what is seen and what-
is see? dépends upon%hdw everybody is doing everything.
This makes the thing.we are looking at very different and
this . . . makes a compoéition, . . . the thing- seen

makes a composition” (26). In other wordé, our'compbsitions
explain for us what we do and what we see. As Dérrida would
‘'say, we are prisoners of our discourse. And each generation
sees somgthing different because at the time of composipion
what has already been said is part of what they see. Thus
"$he cregtor.of the new composition in the arts is an
outlaw until he 1i1s a classic" (27) because he is one of
~"the few who make it as it is made" (26), which is to say
that the time ig the composition is the present. In the
present the writer is seeiﬁ@ what 1s different. Most

- writers, however, do not have the present ti%e in their
compositions; "the most decided of them usually are pre-
pared" (26). While the time of these compositions is the
present, the time in them is definitely'in the past. To be

»

in the past is toi&ﬁ}y upon thevmemory to‘créate unity and
. ) e’
coherende by getting rid of the gaps in the illusior of

v

wholéness. But for the writer who composes 1n. the present
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"[nlaturally one does not knowihgw it happened until it 1is
well over beginning happening” (30) and so the composition
-1s not already "prepared" but."prepared;@y preparing”" (30J).
"Any one creating the composition in the arts . . . [is]
cond&Fting life and that makes theirwomposition what it
is, jt makes their work compose as it does" (30).

Composition explains for us what is happening and not
what has happened. This 1s why .ew composition is ugly. We
are comfortable with what has already‘happened bec - m e
can impose order upon it and accommodate it withi: . - ver
scheme of things we have placed our faith in. What happens
in the present 1s unordered and therefore "all beauty 1n it
1s denied" (28). But just as surely as "the.c;eatof of the
new composition in the arts is an outlaw until he 1is a
classic" (27) the beauty denied becomes the "beauty
accepted" (29). The change 1is rapid and'startling. It can
- happen either when a composition has receded far enough
into the past (two or three generations) to be accommodated
‘in the prepared for changes in the scheme of things, or it
can hapg~n when there occurs an event in the actual world
Iof great enough proportion that we are compelled to live 1in
the present because the past, and its comfortable sense of _
order, have become meaﬁiﬁgless 1n .the presént. It’happens
at a time when we become "contemporary 1in thought
[and]) contemporary in self-consciousness" (35); 1n the
actual world it happened "because 1t becamé war and so

3

completely needed to be contemporary became completely
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. contemporary and so created the completed recognition of
the contemporary composition"” (35). The time of composition
has become coincident with the time in compositién.

Steln had always been interested in ;his coincidence of
time in and time of. The problem of creating a present
composition in time was a problem of "its quality of dis-
tribution and equilibration" (37). Stein’s answer to the
problem required that composition adhere to three con-
straints, that it present a continuous prgsent, that it be
"beginning again and égain," and that it be "using every-
thing" (31-32). Following these constraints, "everything
ibeing alike then everything very simply everything was
naturally simply different" (34-35). If the composition is
cchtinuihg in the.present and beginning again and again,
then what is used is perhaps like what has already been
used but it is different because it has been used again
becauge ever?thing must be used. )

Stein started by setting herself a problem, how to use

compo;{;ion»to explain what her generation was looking at.

This was a very different problem than that faced by writers

who felt it their task to discover and represent the unity

and coherence of the world. As Thomas Kuhn has written,
"changes in the standards governing permissible problems,
concepts, and explanations can transform a science"
(Structure of Scientific Revolution 168). The problem ex-
plained by Stein in this lecture/manifesto can be separated.

into three parts. First, composition is explanation; it

N
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explains the world for Qs by presenting it to us. Second,
in order to explain the world as it is she felt she must
write ¢ . d in the continuous present--this included
starting again and again and using everything. Third,
understanding comes when the reader matches thé time of
with the time in, or ﬁhe context of composition with the
context in the composition. "No one is ahead of his time,"
she writes, "1t 1is onlf‘:hat the particular variety of
creating his time 1s the‘one that his contempor;ries who
also are creating their own tiﬁe refuse to accept"”
(Composition as Explanation 27). What they refuse to accept

gr acknowledge is the matching of q.F context of and the

context 1in.
VIII Expanding the Context

Although there were writers contemporary to Stein, such
as the Russian‘Formalists,_yQQ were concerned with and
wrote about similaf questions and problems, it 1s not my
intention here to place Stein w1th1n the context of the
thinkers of her h15tor1ca1 perloddugince Steln prefigures
in so many ways contemporary theoretical work, I find it
more compelling to place her in the context of contemporary
theoretical discourse. However, the question Stein asked
is still the gquestion we must ask: how does compositi;n
explain the world, or 1in other words, how does language

represent the world?

I
The lamguage which Stein reacted against (and she was
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by no means the first nor the only writer to‘'do so) was the
‘common-sense ' language of transcendental signifieds. It is
the language which unquestioningly plécé% or aécépts that
thought, or the realm of ideas, exists independently of and
is therefore prior to language. Such a point of view sees
as the task of Ianguaéé the matching of signifiers to
signifieds, wh}@h ig to say, the generation of binary
oppositions which allow ideas and things to be

-

unambiguously diffeféntiated. This is a dualist metaphysics
with thought @n oné side and language Qn'the other.4 As
Derrida A!l‘pointed out, this trangcendental signified was
an exigency of classical metaphysics (Positions 17).

When modernists recognized that the problem of rerre-
sentation was their key problem,iwhat they .recognizec .a4s
that the infinite regqgress of ambiguity inherent in language
was challenging the metaphysical assumptions behind this ’
dualiétic overdstérmina;ion of meaning, an overdetermina-
tion which attempts to do away with ambiguity and to see in
language the capacity to mirror the world. The last serious
attempﬁ to make such an argument was Wittgenstein's
Tractatus. But by 1933/4 Wittgenstein himself had reversed
his position and in the Blue Book was arguing that language
had no essence and no unifying force. Where there is inevi-

-

table ambiguity or mise en abime or aporia then we have run
[ ]

up against "one of language’s sins, . . . a kind of onto-

logical lack" (Thiher, Words in Reflection 14), a lack

which challenges the priority of thought over languége.
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The transcendental signified gives essence or presence
to meaning by dividing the world of things and ideas into"
discrete components. To recognize a laék in the ontological
status of the relationship between signifiers and the
supposedly discrete components which they supposedly signi-
fy or represent is to subvert the ability of language to
represent presence. Which is not to say that there is no
ideal. We can conceive of ideality but the ideality is
émpty. There is absence or non-presence at its centre.

That thouéht is constitutive of language becomes just
another myth. It becomes necessary to see "[m]eaning [as]
organized within the space of language itself" (Thiher 24).
Language 1s no longer a function of a transcendent
spiritual world. The subject, the person Qho uses language,
is not a discrete component present in the world; he
delimits the world. Discoﬁrse shapes reality; thpught is
based on rhetoric, it is not prior to it. Only what we say

.

can delimit what we think. "[T]hought can claim to set up

universal categories," writes Derrida, "but . . . cate-
gories are always gategories of a particular language"
(Margins 181). Thought and language are merged in a monism
of discourse, as are time in and time of composition; they
are no longer separated 1in the’duélism of a logic-based
metaphysics. |
Representation 1is no longer equal to reference. With no

presence and no external unifying principle then what

representation refers to is itself. It folds back onto
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itself. Rcpresentation is not a reference;to‘a discrete
‘category or component but an instance of something in-
scribed in the discourse (Herrnstein Smith, On the.Margins
8-9). And if the sacred equals the conditions for the
poqfﬁbility of meaning, then discourse itself becomes the
loca¥ion of what is sacred. Language is not an instrument
for exposing the ideal; instead, idealization is a
linguistic act. No single language Ean be considered a
natural language if natural means the generatiwon of a
language in response to transcendent categories; what is
natural is the possibility of constituting.codes, "inde-
pendent of any substance" (Derrida, Positions 21), either
transcendentior material. Thus the modernist search for
greater objectivity through greater precision or through
revelation can only lead back into the infiniée regress of

ambiguity because it "inevitably becomes a search for a-

language that is more than language" (Thiher 37).
IX Thé Cognitive Playground

With discourse in control, "compgsition,” in Stein’s
terms, "explains composition." The marketplace Stein found
herself in was predominantly a marketplace of "readerly
texts." She was composing "writerly texts," texté'which
caused disgomfort, texts which did not so much generate new
conventions as examine the constitution of conventions.
(Barthes, S$/Z 4-6).vTo create demaﬁd for the writerly text,

Stein had to explain the composition of the writerly text.
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Stein worked in the continuous present;‘beginning again
aﬁd again and using everything because she reelized that
language cou}d not present something logically prepared and
expect it to represent unassailable wholeness. Ambiguity
means that any use of }anguage is a rupture with such
totality (Derrida, Wriéing and Difference 7}1). Language, as
a system of differences, "generates forms of play whose
meaning always surpasses any attempt to limit their
possibility" (Thiher 87). So Stein stayed in the present, ,
playing at the edge of these limits, starting again and
again with whatever was at hand to defer or push away the
demands of convention that she close the Qaps.

Any work, of course, that physically displaces, has the
effect of delimitation. But to avoid the trap of accepting
physical delimitation as transcendental delimitation, a
writer must somehow contrive to evoke the constituting of
those limits by playing at ﬁheir edge. To do this 1s to
play at the edge of death and madness and sense (or non-
sense) (Derrida, Living On 94-96). For Derrida this means
playing with grams, which he considers to be the basic
concept of semiotics. The gram is that bit of language that
generatesytraces of -meaning by being different from other ) )
bits while at the same‘time-degerring adherence to those
relational differences by genefating supplementary (both as "'
.replacement of and as addition to) relational differences. .

What a text presents to us 1s traces, or the formal play of

differences. The trace of meaning is the writers and the
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readers ' contact with language.

Stein was prptesting against conv%ntion from within by
continuously following traces. She refused to use neolo-
gism, unlike Hugo Ball and Alexei Kruchenykh and the many
concrete and sound poets who have followed, because to do
so was to attempt, to escape~diécoUrse in the search for a
revelation of the transcendent. For Stein, composition in
the continuous present represented an instance of discourse
in process; she did not want to represent discourse as pre-
pared product. She played with "grams,* with the différance
of language. Presence and prepared product bracket the play
of differences until traces are solidified into essences.
Beginning again and again replaces essences with similar-
ities; it presents things that are always the same but
always diffegent; it is continually intervening.by grafting
onto the begun discourse new beginnings (Culler, On
Dggsnstruction 141). It 1s necessary to begin again and
aégfn because the trace élsappears under "erasure;" the
word once found no longer belongs to the finder. The writer
who would play with traces becomes the "bricoleur" who must
use whatever 1s at hand. |

The reader of this bricolage must discover the merged
context in and context of the writerly text. He must, in
other words, frame his "cognitive playground"” (Herrnstein
Smith 119). This framing action is not disinterested. The
reader assumes reward. The text 1is for him lidguistic

currency from which he will fashion figures of power that
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will serve his cognitive needs and desires--whether they be
for pleasure or utility. . '

Textual meaning is, as Culleg Has put it, "context
bound, but contgx; is boundless"” (On Deconstruction 123).
Thus the reader must acknowledge and choose the contextual
category constraints evoked by a‘text while at the same
time acknowledging that he can never finally limit context.
The contexts chosen are those within the cognitive frame
which delimit not only the text but also the needs of the
reader. For to read, as Harold Bloom has put it, is to make
one"i own figurations of power (Breaking of Form 6). In the
writerly text these figures of power are not secure within
figures of traditional power but are placed at the edge of.
death, madness and sense; their power is derived not from
any absolute authority but from the ability to go on living*
at the édge without succumbing. The text is simply the
instrument of this performance of figuration.

But still,‘the text evokes, and the figures must be
inferable from the text. While the reader brings a cogni-
tive frame to the text he can only do so in response to the
ways in which the text constrains his 1nterpretive action.
To discover the constréints 1s td discover "correct com-
pliance classes"” (Herrnstein Smith 11) which delimit
possible contexts. The fitness and the plausibilkity of the
figures of 1nterpretation are answerable to these textual

constraints. Obvious misinterpretations are obvious mis-

takes 1n the categories of contextual constraint (49). But
1 N
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since context is boundless, meaning can always be varied by
the generation of new and plausible specifications of

context.

.

For a readerly text, the final reward which 1s agsumed by the
reader is the acknowledgement of a pattern of coher-
ence which\allows the readgr to sustain the myth that he
hag come to a greater unde;standing of reality. For a
reader of a writerly text, §uch’as one by Stein, the
assumed final reward will not be a set meaning or acknow-
ledgment of coherence and unde}atanding but only the
pleasure of the "cognitive experience" JHerrnstein Smith
44); Derrida has divided the critical field in two: the
reader can choose to 1) dééipher, or 2) to affirm free play
(gbructure Sign and Play 264). To do the first is to accept
representation as a system of transcendental signifieds. To
do the second is to accept that discourse deliﬁits what we
think. The first activity is inscribed in the diSEourse of
the readerly text. The second activity 1s inscribed in the
discourse of the writerly text. To explain the second
activity isrto explain how it 1s possible to feel 1f not
completely comfortable at least not completely
uncomfortable with the writerly text. In attempting such an

explanation, Stein was trying to create a desire for the

writerly text in the marketplace. 2

-



Chapter Two

"What is Chosen": Influence
and Intertextuality and Grafting

I Text/Site and Field

Every writer, and indeed every reader, must‘in some way
deal with the massive accumulation of prior texgg.iao‘bkite
is unavoidably to inscribe within the existing textual
fieldg that 1is, within what Derrida calls the texte
général re 1s no way to avoid connection with this
general text; any attempt to do so would be as futile as
trying to breathe in a vacuum.

A much desired element of Stein criticism is the disco-
very of appropriate points of connection between Stein’s

A Y

texts and the texte general; and much of the variety to be

found in existing Stein criticism can be attributed to this
N ,
struggle to find the appropriate points of connection.
Before connections can be discovered, however, we muét
first consider what it is that constitutes a connection and

what factors influence the relations between any given

30
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text and the field of other texts that it finds itself
connected to. Figuring out the nature of this relationship
19 perhaps especially crucial to any response to Gertrgde
Stein. For much of what Stein hés‘written seems devoid of
any clear and substantial relationship to what precedes and
surrounds it. The way in which we gonceive of the rela-
tionship between any one writer’'s texts and all other texts
is therefore crucial, both to our understanding of writing
wr it ing and of reading writing. The contemporary reader of

Stein must place these effort8 to discover appropriate

points of con ion within both the context of contem-
poraryj;econbeptuali% tions of the connections between text
and field and within \Le field of Stein’s owﬁ cénceptuad
lization of the relationsh of text to field.

Traditionally, the relationship between a text and
its prior texts has been labelled, "influence." Recenp
literary theory has added two words to this traditional
one: i1ntertextuality and grafting. These three words aré
af tenh con:iused. However, if we places all of these words
under the sway of the words "field" and "site" perhap* some
sense of their interplay can be arrived at.

Traditionally, the word "influence" has been/ used to
‘signal the study of literary sources, that is, the effect,
in sequence, of one text upon another. This search for
origins 1is hierarchical and epistemologically centeréd. A
text is studied as the imaginative bringing together and

* culmination of elements fram a series of other texts in a
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cause/ef fect sequence. The analysis 1s linear and histori-"
cal, but noﬁ singie-lined: separate lines of influence--
from the textual field--could converge 1n a given text--the
textual site. Intertextuality is often confusedly reduced
to this.1 | ‘ .

This confusion, though perhaps not due to the "influ-
ence" of Harold Bloom is perhaps best exemplified by him.
Bl oom, althougH he developed his theory after the word
intertextuality had gained currency, uses the word
inflyence 1n a way that places it on the horderline between
the newer conceﬁt of intertextuality and the traditional

- o
concept of influence. He, in effect, moved back a step or

Y

two from intertextuality and created a theory which contri-
buted, especially in North America, to the possibilities

for confusion. .
\

Bloom revised the traditional conceptualization of
influence in at least three ways. 1) The chain of influence

remained linear but was reduced to the single:line of an

[

Oedipal conflict (you can only have one father) with the

strong of one generation overcoming the strong of the
4

preceding generation. Jonathén_Culler calls Bloom's theory

a family romance and refers to it as a genetic theory (Pur-
suit of Signs 109). To this point Bloom's the9;¥4/;1nce 1t
accepts the idea that the té€xtual site uses {éxts within
the field as "models," appears to be campatible with the

traditional concept of influence. 2) But what at first

appears to be a reduction to a more precise hierarchy and
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dogma at the service of canonization is somewhat relieved '

—

of this reductionist impulse by Bloom’'s second change. The
0 .
cause/effect sequence of traditional influence 1s trans-

muted to an inscription/re-inscription sequence. The nature
of the change is theredore not homogeneous and towards
unity but heterogeneous and dialectical--in the Marxist

sense not the Hegelian sense: that is, thesid and anti-

thesis are ndé resolved ¥nto synthesis but rather, anti-

1

thesis is found to be inherent in each thesis. Bloam's

"inf luence" is not evoluticnary but revisionary. "[Tlhe
! . .

poet," writes Bloom, "must misinteggfet the father" (Map of

Misreading 19). He uses the word "misprision," which he
defines as creative correction; and what must be corrected
N
or misinterpretq@ are the texts of the prior poet (Anxiety
¢ :

of Influence 30). The precursor’'s poem 1s an intolerable

presence {(Map 71) that the strong poet turns into absence

o

through ﬁhe dialectical brocess (finding inherent anti -
thesisvturns presence into absence). The strong poet sees
. .

the conventions of the old poem as idealizing and therefore

locking (since anythihg static [i.e., ideal] blocks the
"movement" of creative misreading) (Map 28). His new,
stronger poem reviseé the old in aignéstic (i.e., non-
ratjongl) "unbinding" of the old knowledge (Agon 4-5) .
Since the mysﬁe;y and power of gnosis are behind mis-
prision, it 1is th&‘dlalectic;l performance itself and not

_the resulting thesis (or prosthesis as Derrida will call

it) of the dialectical performance that is priviléged. Thus

-
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) N
there is a Tériority of figuratizs language over meaning"
(Agon 336). 3) We therefore have the third change: the site
of the text is displaced from the material artifact (as
centered location of the culmination of influences) to the
variable figures produced by each reader, or writer, 1in the
cognitive spacé;of the relationship between parent text and
of fspring text. Misprision "is thus a disease of self-
consciqpsness" (Anxiety 29). "[T)here are no texts, but
only relationships between texts." Influende, for Bloom, is
"the trope of that reyationship, tﬁe trope of "intra-textual
differences" (Map 79). Thus, of the two most impoftant
characterlsgics of traditional studies of influence, hier-
aéchy and centered ;?ésence, one,(ﬁie%archy, 1s retained
and the other, centered presence, is refuted. When &hese

two characteristics are not separately identified, confu-

slon results.
IT Text/Self and Field/Other

For Julia Kristeva, the fir. erson to use the word,
intertextuality 1is a1§o this trope of relationship and
difference, but the field within which these relatignships
and differences can be found is much laiger than for Bloom
because not restricted by hierarchies of(strong poets. Even
though Kristeva was writing about intertextuality well
- before Bloom was wri%ing about influence (1966-67 as com-
pared to 1973), he{/pheory 1s the more extensive one.

Kristeva 's theory draws upon Bakhtin’s idea of the dialogi-



35

t

cal text as a non-static performance generated in relation-
ship to "others." The intertextual field is the limitless
field of possible relationshipsl As with Bloom, the text 1is
not a fixed point but a relationship, an intersection of
surfaces (Desire in Language 65). And also, as with Bloom,
the text is not "caused" by prior texts but is equally
capable of affecting the predecessor texts; the new text
‘absorbs and transforms the other texts (66).

For Bakhtin the "other" 1s the constantly available
multiplicity of signé whose constantly shifting meanings
the self of the text must constantly relate to and be
~related to. The fact that the ground 1is shifting, which
lﬁ%plies that the self affects the other as much as the

the self, indicates that the textual condi-

other affects
"

tion is one of heteroglossia. The text is not an unchange-
able homologous statement, but a self which is changéable
depending upon 1ts placement in relation to possible
others. Thus the context (the multiplicity of others andJ
the codes of those others) and not the text, as monolithic
self, becomes the necessary condition of ffigured) meaning.
5

An unchangeable text, a statlc text strictly tjied to one
system of meaning, 1s a monological text; a text whose
meanings are found in the ongoing and shifting dialogue
between the self of text ané’the others of co;text is
a dialogical text. A monological text is susceptible to the

ey

exegesis of linear genealogies where homologous texts are

paradigmatically related; the dialogical text opens into a
A A

“)
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syntagmatic field of relations which Julia Kristeva chose
to call.the intertextual field.

The self 1s the téxtual site; the othéers are the
textual field. But a dialogical relationship is more than
just the relat;ohshiplbetween two monological units, one
named "self" and the other named "other." The other or "we"
1s no more definite than the self or "I." The self or the-
"I" as Barthes writes is a plurality of other texts and of
other codes (S/Z 13-16). And so is every "otheri" As
Jonathan Culler has written, significance is "not essen-
tially or even primarily a guestion of wHat the other
knows ,~Tertainly not a question of what he has in mind"
(Pursuit of Signs 102). The figures of meaning found in
' the relation between the two. We participate in
discursive space; sources and origin?iére therefore anony-
mous and paradoxicak} Here we can speak of what Culler
calls presupposition and pretexts (Pursuit 111) but not as
origins, only-as proprietor (reader, writer) controlled
(through interest and desire) conditions and conventions.
The search for origins is displaced by the search for

proprietary controls.
III Blending and Clashing

The linguistic capital of the speec%;act or trans-
action, whether we label it "word" or "gram" or whatever,
is therefore the intersection of surfaces and not a fixed

point (Desire 65). And the intertext is the place where

%
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texts absorb and transform each other, a joining of axes in
the same space (66). In this way, all writing is a readiné
qf other texts (69). Intertextuality is dialogue and not
;’ﬁé search for source and influence. And since the very
‘%ature of dialogue is ambivalence (i.e., a multiplicity of
possible meanings), as opposed to single-mindedness, the
"we" and not the "I" (74), then monologicai writing is
theological while dialogical writing in the intertext is
anti-theological (77-78). Where the monological text is a
text asbiring to transcendence, the dialogical text 1is a
text of transfqgmations (89). Any one textual site is
therefore a re-distribution and permutatibn of the téxtual
field or general text or culture (36). To speak of
influence, to ;peak of'paradigms, sources and origins is
problematic; we gave been forced into an ambivalent,
dialogical, syntagmatic field. Therefore the text as
"intertextual construct . . . [is] a product of various
cultural discourses on which 1t relies for its intelli-
gibility" (Culler, On Deconstruction 32). As Barthes has
put it, the intertextual field is "a multi-dimensional
space in which a variety of writings, none of them
original, blend and clash" (Image, Music, Text 146).
The act of inscribing, whether by writer or reader,
becomes the site of this blending ;nd claéhing, or what\
Derrida has called grafting. As Culler has put it, grafting

is contigubus binding, it "binds two discourses side by

side" (On Deconstruction 136). Thus where there is grafting
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we are never, cah never be, in control of the implications
for meaning; grafting is a denial of unity (182). The graft
+1s 1n the margin, not at the centre; it is a textual
prosthesis (not thesis, not antithesis); it is "self"
imposing itself on "others" as well as "others" imposing
themselves on "others;" i;[is hame'changing. Where in the
traditional sense of influence a writer was seen to brihg
into unified presentationhmaterial from diverse sources,
‘the critic now sees the writer as inscribiAg grafts in the
margins of the intertextual field. Thus grafting is an act
of dissemination (see Derrida’s book of the same name); it
1s an act of combination, insertion, proliferation,.inUer-
venticon; it 1s a speech act, a linguistic performance
within the intertextual field which, when we study 1it,
gives us the scope for probabilistic commentary. Thus
Culler’'s intelligibility is Derrida’s deconstruction, is
the discovery of grafts. Barthes agrees with this in Ihg
. élg§§ggg of the Text where he writes that the task of ’
semiotics 1s to "recognize the slightes? resistences in the
text" (375; for what is the use of usingvcriticism to chase
origin§ when the intertext signifies the impossibility of
living outside of thé infinite text (36).

Influence is the authoritative and named genealogy of a
given text. The relationship Qf site to field is hier-
archic,. paradigmatic and centered. Intertextuality 1is the
anonymous (non-centered) relationship of a text’'s "self" to

"others" in a syntagmatic field. Chosen elements from the

|
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field do not give birth to the new text (site); rathe;‘the
new site is an inherent possibility of the field: the new
site expands the field and changes our response to the
already material elements.of the field. intertéxtuality is
not historical, cause and effect relations but dialogic and
socio/éultural relatiohs. The graft is the material inter-

vention of a‘’new text upon the field. Within the textual

field then, br what Derrida calls the “texte général’, a

given site’s kptertextuality is the sum of its grafting
actions, actioas which absorb and relativize all probable

(present and future) patterns of influence.

3

IV Stein’s History of English Literature

Gertrude Stein describes for us her vision of the
textual field within whidﬁ\shé was inscribing her texts in
her lecture, "What'is EngliQQ\Literature." The most out-
standing thing about this lecture, or at léaét, that thing
which stands out the most, is her\ claim that ;there is a |
great deal of literature but not sé\much but that one can
know it. And'that'is the pleasant the delightful the
fascinating the peaceful thing about literature that there
is a greatﬁél of it but that one can all one’'s life know
all of it" (11). She is of course speaking figuratively and not
literally, but it is the type of factual statement from %
which ﬁe egpect only literalness and therefore causes us to -

inquire more deeply into what exactly is her context for

such a claim, what is the context of this figure. Stein’s
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context 1s embodied in a series of key terms: God/Mammon,
inside‘outside, completion/separation-incompleteness-confu-
sion-connection, history and choice. A look at these terms
will provide the context for Stein s claim. .

wé can begin with the writer 's choice between serving
God and serving Mammon, a choice which does not "of course
mean religion in ény sense"” (19). It 1s choosing either to
sa? things directly (God) or indirectly (Mammon) (24). When
writing diréctly there is completion (24); serving Mammon
brings separateness and ingompletion (26). Completion
occurs 1inside; confusion and separateness occur outside
(21). Thus to serve Mammon is to try to say what you be-
lieve the outside (others) want you to say (i.e., to
attempﬁ to respond to the perceived desires of the market-
place).‘Since what 1s outside can never be canplete and.
since it 1s separated from the self writing, the result is
bound to be confusion. To serve God is to write directly
from what has been internalized, from what the self knows
("knowledge is the thing ydu,know" [11]), and is therefore,
in terms of the "self" writing, to be complete. Writing for
Mammon 1s an attempt to write what has already been
written, writing for God 1is writing as writing (54). In
order for Stein to make 'the claim she makes at the
beginning of this lecture, she must be serving God and
writing directly of aQ?intefnaI sense of canpléteness. This
sense of writing directly structures her lecture.

This too secure formulation of writing (a formulation
v
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which props up ﬁhis lecture) appears, however, to be dis-
rupted by Stein’'s historical analysis of English litera-
ture. There are two types of history and two types of
literature she tells us, there is "the literature as 1t 1is
a history of it and the literature as it is a history of
you" (13). Since for Stein, English Literature 1is what she
knows about it, it is possible for her to know all of it
(12). It is therefore not the "i;" of English Literature
that 1s inside her but the "feeling of the way English
literature feels inside" her (17). The history of English
literature she is about to give us, then, 1s an internal
and complete history of "her" not of "it". She is careful
"to acknowledge, however, that there are other things than a
"self 's" complete insidenegs, and that for those "who have
an active need to be completely completed"” (20),
"la)lnything is true enough" (37).

" Stein’'s capsule history of English literature under-
lines this arbitrariness of completeness and 1ts fragility.
For there are two types of confusion and incompleteness.
wWhen "the confusion comes . . .. f;om the outside 1t 1s soon
over and if not over then absorbed"” (20) by that complete-
ness for which anything is true enough if it is what 1is
inside and what one knows. But Stein also recognizes that
"when the confusion comes from the inside then it is very
confused confusion" (20).

Her history of literature has four periods, referred to

as centuries; and two definite stages, which are marked by
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the shift of confusion from the outside to the 1inside and
by the kinds of- choices that mark this Shlfg. She sums up
the history of Engl}sh literature in this way: "[o]ne century
has words, another century chooses words, another century
uses words, and then another century using the words no
longer has them" (27). For Stein, of course, a century 1s
not necessarily one hundred years but rather an indefinite
unit of time 1dentified by the continuation of a period of
li terature.
In. more detail then, her history sounds like this: "[y]ou

do ‘remember Chaucer . . . not how it 1o§ks but how 1t
sounds, how simply it sounds as it sounds. That 1s as I say
because the words were there. They had not yet to be
chosen, they had on1§ as yet to be there just theie.
[Tlhey are not chosen as words, ﬁhey are already there.
They did not care so much about what they said . . . but
they liked the words" (29-30). During the "sixteenth

tury [(the next century according to Stein] . . . they
chose the words, they chose them with so much choice that
everything m;de the song they chose to sing. It was no

longer just a song it was a song of words that were chosen

. [Clhoosing was a lively occupation. . . . [I]t was
the specific word next to the specific word. . . . There
was no confusion" (30-31). There was no confusion because

they were concerned with what they were choosing, that 1is,
with the material, and not with what they were saying. Next

comes a century of confusion, the age of Milton, Pope,
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Gibbon, Swift, and Johnson. During this century "they began
to think more of how they wanted to say what they had.come
to decide to say th;n they did of choosing words to say
what they chose the words to say. . . . They no longer |
chose the words to be next to each other but they did
choose and clearly chose all the words that were to go
together. . . . There was choosing but there was the
choosing of a completed thing and so there’was no com-
pleting it" (32-33). These first three centuries, the four-
teenth, the sixteenth and the eighteenth, take up five
hundred years. And so far the progression seems systematic.
First, words were simply there and were used by artisan-
like writers just as any other artisan would use his
material. Instruction, or utility; and delight seemed to be
unquestioningly balanced. Next, the material 1itself, and
the choosing of the material bécam; the focus. Aesthetic
delight 1n the material itself seéms to have gained
ascendence over utility. Then came an overbearing concern
with what was being said. Utility reversed the scales on
delight. The movement progressed from gb thought of choice
to a consciousness of choice and a subsequent struggle
between the choices.

After the Napoleonic wars, accordiqg to Stein, every-
thing changed and the second stage, comprised of her fourth
century, began. The idea of choice, and not the objects of
choice, became the focus. After the Napo%eonic wars every-

thing began to change very quickly. "That words were there
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by themselves simply was gone." "[T]he confusion é} how and
what was the way that any one at that time had to find was
the way to say what they had to say was gone." "And the
clarity of something having completion that too was gone

completely gone." "[W]e are still en the shadow" of this
(37). The nineteenth century, then, was no longer a time of
description, of describlngocompleteness, but instead a time
when "explaining was 1nvented” (40). "In the nineteenth
century what they thought was ;ot what they said, but they
.said what they thought and they were thinking abou: what
they thought" (39-40). Writing became self-conscious. And
since "1i1f you thlnk about what you are thinkiég you are not
thinking about a whole thing," thinking 1n the nineteenth

century became separated, fragmented and "something that

can only be expressed by phrases, neither by words nor by

sentences" (43-44). "(T)lhey were beginning ncr to know
everything about . . . everything that was existing outside
of them" (47). And so even choosing phrases was not enough.

Paragraphs were needed. For "paragraphs [do not]

express an emotion but . . . they register or limit ap
emotion” (48). Since the phrase "no longer soothed,” some-
thing more was needed (49). This brings Stein to the
twentieth century, which 1s still the nineteenth century in
terms of Stein’s periodization but also separated because
at this time English literature 1s taken over by American
literature. The twentieth century brings us back to a

».slxteenth century type of choosing, but the choosing moves
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inside from the outside. “"There is inside it as separation,
a separation fr?m what 1s chosen to what is that from which
1t has been chosen”" (51). This separation is not éonnection
but disconnection: "the disembodied way of disconnecting
something from anything and anything from something" (53).
Steih's too secure formulation of inside completeness and
outgidc incomp leteneds lasts only to the end of her third
period, the eighteenth century. After that the confusion

-

which 1s really confused moves inside because, thrpugh the

process of questioning .choice, the parts, that when inter-
¢ !

nalized made soothing wholes, no longer soothed.

V Two Contradictions

But 1n this lecture of Stein’'s, it 1s precisely this
fogmulation which allows canpléteness to exist inside which
gives structure to her explanation of the "whole" of the
history of English literature. Two contradictions therefore
come to the surface, both of which lead us into the con-
temporary theory of intertextuality. First, inside and
outside are no longer separated. They are now both inside
in the form of i1nternalized questioning of process of
choice. Where the inside used to be the domain of the mind
and the outside used to be daily living, and where the
inside used to account for that outside, that daily living
(i.e., to represent it), representing the outside is now no
longer the object of the inside, which is to say of the

mind and i1ts vehicle of exteriorization, writing, because
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the inside no longer has a "crnnection witg living and
daily living" (54). Writing 1s now concerned with how
choosing 1s done, in other words, with writing itself, with
inscribing and re-inscribing within the field of existing
inscription. When the inside and outside were separate,
Stein could claim to know all abqut English literature
because what she knew was all she knew. When the incom-

pleteness and confusion of t utside come inside, this

claim loses any figurative g 1t might have had.

The second contradictio 6 do wlth the choice
~between serving God and serving Mammon. In the first three
centU{ies, or periods, of ghe four 1n Stein’s history >
(i.e., the fourteenth to the elghteenth); making a choice
between serving God and serving Mammon was an important
ong. Beginning in the nineteenth century, however, "mammon
and god‘were }nterchangeable" (émphasized by the inter-
changed word order) (45). This, however, only holds for the
writer who has intéfgalized the outside and no longer
representé daily living. For such a writer both writing as
you are writing (writing directly) and writing what has
been written (writing indirectly) are the same thing be- .
cause they are both acts of 1nscribing in the margins and
not of theologically motivated representation, which is to
say, that representation is dialogized; there is no longer
a text that can be considered monological because the

necessary philosophical support has disappeared. We must

assume, or read 1nte Stein, that for the writer who still
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represents daily living, the writer who still writes for a
pre-nineteenth century audience (i.e.,‘struggles to
monologically represent the real), the distinction and the
choice still hold. But Stein i% writing for a twehtieth
century audience in the margins of a textual field contem-
orary to her. Her claim to be writiing writing directly
(i.e., to be inscribing internal completeness) is ther-fore
undermined. ~

\ We Ci? defuse these degusing contradictions, ﬁowever,
if~we take into account the performative’®nature of wri-.ng
writing. By over-determining meaning (by claiﬁing complete -

?
ness) while at the same time internalizing incompleteness,
LY -

LN .
or indeterminacy, and by presénting choice as the subject
of textual inscription, Stein is acknowledging that to

-

claim completeness is to over-determine meaning'and yet at
Ehe same ;ime a desired act for a self which must inter-
vene, or graft 1itself onto,)th?/EYTsf{ng textual field. 1tc
1s a self- contextuallzlng act “of audacious renamlig which
challenges ghe field prec1se1y because the §1e§d demands to
Jbe challenged. Thus when we read t@%s lecture of Stein’s we
cannot read it as a monolithically complete and over- .
determined theory of the history of English literature;
rather, we must read it as a site in relation to thegfield.
Her history as a complete history of literaturs@oes inot
stand on its own but only as a trope, as a figure, whose

1ntgrna1 contradlctlons help to guide us to appropriate

points of connection with the field. What she has inside of
. :
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The pcrtraits can be relaﬁed;to the portrailt as genre; the

plays to play as genre; The Autobiogrqphy of Alice B.

Toklas to the conventions of autobiography; Blood on the

Dinimg Room Floor to the conventions of detective fiction.

This list could be continued at length. Of course, to
suggest that such connections can be made is hardly revolu-
tionary. But the context of apﬁfopriateness 1s. For we are
no longer looking at how Stein’'s texts relate to prior
"models" but at how they relate to the the conventions
which infiuenced‘choibe.‘Barthes' points of resistance to

the general text become privileged over any attempt to

-

Create genealogies.
A gaod exéﬁple of this re-inscribing of the points of

J
"resistance, of drafts, is bp Nichol's commentary on a

passagé'frqm Ida (figure 1). We might re-inscribe this yet

, &
again. Nichol 's commentary is visually p;ésented as

marginalia. And it 1s vé;y much an inscripticn of his

S

"self" at the pcints where he grafts that self.onto Stein’s
L4

seff which becomes an ei;menﬁ in Nichol's other. In—his
comment on.orange blossoms,wfcr‘sxample, NlChOl tells us
that hlS moqs“ 4 wedélng ;1ng had them clustered on it.

f On the pag@\of commentary by Nichol that I have chesen

'fo'copy, ‘he makes four marginal notes. Let me consider them

0

one by one.

1) "&tein makes use": Tuesdéy, as Nichol has pointed out
earliér in his commentary is' really "two s day." But there
1s no two in Stein’'s counting system, only the doubleness

* - . PUMPSTWEN
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'—“‘S*c;;. maker) use of the doclolewer of this
| ith\e I°j;‘ loop. E.vtv7H-\l\.\3 Leve i !\_o_'_f T..,,,‘
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serf of "I7"%dal". QAL

4,

4

N One day it was not Tuesday, two people came to see her great-
sunt. They came in very carefully. They did not come in together.
First one came and then the other one. One of them had some
~3 Qrange blossomg in her hand. That made Ida feel funny. Who were
" they? She did not know and she did not like to follow them in. A ¢
third one came along, this one was 3 man and he had o@nce
blossoms In his hat brim. He took off his hat and he said to himself
here ] am, I wish to speak to myself. Here | am. Then he went on
into the house.

1da remembered that an old woman had once told her that she’}‘.!

Ida would come to be so much older that not anybody cpuld be

- wovd i3 added (i vefer Weve 4o ih -

lL_ older, although, said the old woman, there was one who was older.

O'kﬂjt \‘0\)0&6 weve + ave witoialed
wiH. Muvi‘)c (g Wty Ltddin
ving had e cluiteved o= WY+t
a Hvd 'r’ﬂ*/*'\'ftlitwl‘*/ov vomachc

atsoli ahional net ¢ net sowne Py;v.tc
s7~\a.l:)u-\ of -HC'--')). The “or Of
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lcadlnb te Ley bQ:-) sicteew. i" i hae for WA o
tive 3 almost over that the concept “old ' 1)
fv\l7 vtyt‘sltl +».

Figure 1
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of one plus one. Nichol is remembering here Stein’s insistencJ in

Useful Knowledge and many other places that "all parts are
principal parts” kll). We begin again and again; there is
no :gquence apart from combination. Therefore we shouldn’t
count -one, two, tﬂ}ee, but instead, one, one, one. Stein 1is
resisting ordered seduence; Nichol 1is resisting the resis-
tance of the "logical loop" of Stein’s resistance. Two is
two and yet it 1s not two. .
2} "Indeed here is a fhird'l": The third "1" restating,
grafting on, another "I + I's désire to dI;ﬁogue" is Nichol
himself, insertiné his own Sélf»into Stein’s text as other.
)

(He is doubling the "I” df the third man with the orange

i,
blossoms {n his hat for he is an "I" that himself brings a

*

reference to orange blosﬁbms, his mother s, to the ;gx;.)

. A \
He is claiming the contiguity of one more#%ne. Therenisxa,? .
quéstion and answéf} a point of fésistance and resulting\<
graft, for every "I" that experiences the " 'I?° ‘da’" (ye;\\
me) of Ida. A | \
3) "Orange blossoms": The "associational net" of orange‘is |
privileged, not "some private symbolism of Stein’'s." The
orange as "third fruit/tree" refers back to Nichol 's own
commantary (see Nichol 51) on pear trees and cherry trees.
He expands ;he'textual field here by grdfting on references
to the sexual/romantic connotations of‘thése trees and
their fruit: thus the "associational net" (with which to

catch the fruit). The point here is that Nichol, through

his marginal insertion has become his own proprietor of
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the text; he has broQght his own associations. He 1s not
looking for authorial intentions and "private symbolisms."
And then there is the "either/or" of orangé. If the cﬁérry
1s associated with deflowering, then it is implied here
that the "or" "ange" (French for angel) is associated with
the condition before deflowering. Thus the orange blossom
1s the  flower carried at the weéding ceremony (according to

Nichol). Derrida’s play with the word "hymen" might be

grafted on here (see Dissemination).

4) "This reiterates": And in fact could be reiterated QQA
vinfinitum in any manner of way. The compelling word is
"old." Stein considers it. Nichol considers it again and
refers to iﬁonher Stein consideration of it. In the copied
passage from Ida Stein plays on the slipperiness of any
superlative--here the ‘oldest . Nichol grafts onto this the
cliché that we are only as old as we feel and that we only
feel old when mortality can no 1onéer be pushed into the
future. Nichol rationalizes the part he plays in this
dialogue, and the inclusion of the material that seems to
concern him more than it concerns the text quoted, by
drawing attention to Qther Stein texts where his concern 1s
shared by her. 'Thus the single concern of the gquoted
passage 1s brought into the whole field of concerns‘about
age and aging. And the point which Nichol chooses to empha-
size in his d{alogue with the text identifies his particu-
lar proprietary action.

And so the commentary continues, is continuous.



Chapter Three

"What Happened":
Knowing the Meaning of Force

e

I Clarity and Force
In the Henry James section of Four in America Gertrude
Stein writes:
’

he said the only
the power of

t all. It is
force.

ause nobody

clearly expressing his i1dea§. Not
not clarity that is desirable but

Clarity is of no importance b
listens and nobody knows what y mean no matter
what you mean, nor how cl you mean what you
mean. But 1f you have vifality ough of knowing
enough of what you mean,f somebody and sometime
and sometimes a great \nany wi.. have to realize
that you know what you an anc s0 they will
agree that you mean what kncw, what you know
you mean, which is as near as*an/hrdy can come
to understanding any one.

(127--89)

This clarity that Stein disparages @ ~e systematic and
coherent exposition of knowledge which is prior to the
exposition itself. This clarity requires a transparent

1

language which is at the service of knowledge. But for

Stein, expression is not dependent upon prior knowing; on

53
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the contrary, knowing is dependent upon expressing. Force
is more important because it has to do with the process of
knowing what you mean, and of communicating not the know-
ledge itself but rather the understanding that "you know

2
what you mean."”

"What is knowledge"? she asks in her lecture "Plays."
Her answer: "[o]f course knowledgé is wh&t you know and
what you know is what you do know" (94). And what you know
is what yoﬁ compose, and "one does not know how it [the
composition] happened until it is well over beginning®
(Stein, Composition as Explanation 24). Clarity is prepgred
unity of though®r~Tforce is unprepared knowing. What you
know is not an "answer" but an actjon. Stein forces this
upon us by repeating "wpyﬁ:Qéﬁ.know is what you know,"
changing the phrase only to add the Verb "do," a verb used
intransitively in the pgesent indicative which insists upon
the activity rather than the oEﬁect. In "A Vocabulary
of Thinking" she writes: "[it] is a.pleasure to converse
without an answer" (How To Write 351). "Clarity is of no

importancey where answers are not the source of pleasure

and are therefore not desired.

I1I Ene;gela and Enargeia Q’

The concept of force, vitality, or energy is not a new
concept 1in the discussion of literature. However, unlike
Stein, who places it (clearly) in opposition to clarity of

expression (1.e., different from and deferring clgrity),
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tradigional theorists have seen force as an agent of teleo-
logy and have placed it in apposition to clarity. It has
been at the service of clarity of expression. Tradition-
~ally, force is seen to animate the sohrce or seed in which
the end is inscribed. Aristotle called this creative force,
enefggia. As a champion of the value of the material world,
unlike Plato, who placed the ideal at the pinnacle of his
hierarchy, thereby diminishing the value of everything
placed beneath 1it, Aristotle invoked energeia in order to
explain the relationship between the material world and the
ideal world of metaphysics 1n more positive terms than
Plato s, whose conceptualization of imitation was pejora-
tive. Aristotle did this by suggesting that energeia was a
life force or energizing entity which made biology or the
natural wor¥d a part of metaphysio’.3 Energeia (force) was
a substance which animated biological life and made it a
facet of or a stage in the evolution towards the ideal,
rather than an i1nadeguate 1imitation of 1t.

Attempts io explain this life force constitute the
.branch of philosophy known as vitalism. Naive early formu-
lations claimed that the energizing entity of life was to
be found.in such substances as "breath," "the bodily
fluids,; "blood," or "a fiery spirit." A more sophisticated
Aristotle thought tMat it was-contained within the psyche.
Thus energeia became an entelechy: a life animating sub-
stance undiscowerable by science but none-the-less mate-

‘rially present. But no matter what this substance was’
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called or where it was thought to exist, its purpose was
always to animate, achieve, and maintain organic wholeness.
The energizing entity was that which moved the seed towards
full growth and which guaranteed that the form of that full
growth was congained within the seed. Gertrude Stein saw no
reason to believe that the seed and full growth were
organically felated. Even though this common sense view of
things seems“;rrefutable Stéin believed that the present
condition was always somehow different from the past con-
dition and not dependent upon it. This is apparent in one
of her most often quoted iines: "[wlhat is the use of being
a4 little boy 1if yéu are going to grow up to be a maﬁ"
(Geographical History of America 22). In her view, the boy
and the man were not ;aUsally connected 60 why must the one
always be forced into a dependent relationship with the
other. To anybody who unknowingly accepts entelechy, this
is obvious nonsense. But it is the sort of nonsense ﬁhat
separates the modern from the pre-modern.

Plutarch can be presented as a spokesman for the pre-
modern. He 'suggested that energeia finds a natural culmina-
tion not only in biological life but also in art. He empha-
sized the importance of the animating substance of life to
art by calling the verisimilitudinous imitatinn of the
organic wholeness of energized matter, enargeia (see
Steiner,'Colors of .Rhetoric 12-13). Enargeia represented
the wholeness that energeia engendered. Thus both

Aristotle’s energeia and Plutarch's enargeia are forces of
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clarity and both attempt to explain the presence within
matter of transcendent order. The force of this vitallsm 1s
therefore not a rupturing force, as 1is the force demanded
by Stein who would separate in our minds the boy from the
man, but a constraining force, a force which pagrols t he
borders of epistemology. This concept of ggggggig, and 1ts
relationshilp to transcendent order, was easily accommodated
by both classically oriented artists, who believed in dis-
covering and prescribing ideal aesthetic forms, and by
romantically oriented artists, who believed 1n a multipli-
city of individually inspired, organically generated forms

which provided access to transcendent order.
IIT Three Modernisms

Vitalism, however, was Just as easily accommodated by
6odernism. The energy was still there and still necessary,
we had Jjust mistaken its direction. We had been tno quick
to accept that 1it, like everything else, was headed in the
direction of the metaphysical centre when i1n reality, like
language, 1t was far less constrained. While this energy
could force fragments into continuity it could also render
those same fragments discontinuous. Thus, with regard to
vitalism, we can heuristically divide the modernist field

-
in three: 1) a non-mechanistic, hero;c and inevitably apo-
calyptic world; 2) a consciously and intentionally created

mechanical world superior (because deserving of a greater

measure of assent) to the unavoidable chaos of the real
> &
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world; and, 3) a world where inherently elusive order
becomes the locus of desire and pleasure.

Vitalism entered the non-mechanistic world through the
figure'of the hero, through Carlyle, the German Idealists
and a misreading of Nietzsche. As Eric Bentley writes, it
was "a religion of Dionysian life and energy" (Cult of the

.
Superman 233). It was a world peopled by the Carlylean

heroes of Hgroes and Hero Worship and by Nietzsche s

Dionysian overman. It was more than Aristotle’s energela
because it was a force that codld be both positi - -nd
creative and negative and destructfbe. It was the ->xuber-
ance of carnival and Bacchic¢ revel which has 1ts roots in
undermining authority. The hero was the man of action, an
elite man set apart who had great individual sources of
power to draw upon. He was a renegade who admitted to no
influences. He was capable of ir;esponsibility. He was
rebellious. The artist was, in Bentley s terms, an "Heroic
Vitalist." This "Heroic Vitalism" has, however, a
teleology: ?pocalyptic revelation. What we have and the
ways in which we expiain ourselves to ourselves are

inadequate and worthy of contempt. This breeds rebellion

amongst those with the will to be heroes, and ushers 1in an

age of overmen who possess the will to power and who recog-

nize their revealed apocalyptic condition. Such artists
have a vision which surpasses and is not limited by the
m&teérial end inherent in apocalypse. But 1n the end, we

discover that the greater vision of "the vitalists sought
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the reunif cation of self-mind and body, passions and 1in-
tellect” (John, Supreme Fictions 5). THe apocalypse is
nothing more than the revelation af a divine, creator and a
more just organicism. This Heroic Vitalism is to be found
in such modernist writers as Bernard Shaw, D.H. La%rence,
W.B. Yeats, and Wallace Stevens. It can also be found in
the mysticism inhe;ent tc such movements as Russian Futu-
rism and Zurich Dada: ‘

Mechanistic modernists see this rupturing }orce not as
apocalypse and revealed end but as initial separation. The

first words of T.E. Hulme’'s Speculations are %Fblematic:

One of the main achievements of the nineteenth
century was the elaboration and universal s

application of the principal of gontinuity. R~
The destruction of this conception is, on the g
contrary, an urgent necessity of the Y
present. P TR

(3) N

+ N L
W

Yiy o2,
S . . . ooz g
The sense of rupture and discoatinuity here, however, éoeis

11

not lead to apocalypse as it does for the hdﬁpié'vitgligﬁs;_&
. e T ey

L “ - o
it 1s the periodic rupture which Foucault concernp himseTf

with in The Order of Things. Vitality, energy and fgkce are
needed at the end of one period in erder to brea o the

new period., Vitality, energy and force are the qbcli(ies;;

| | S TS S
which allow the artist to expose the discontlnuiyﬁjtﬂ the*
SR 4 .
appearance of continuity, and to fragment the apfatent

wholeness of extant systems of belief. Where bé

was a continuity of elements in a coherent sysfe@nhly there
o ) . ' (e M ‘
are fragments in discontinuity. As Stein would& 3 othing
PRt i s
oy ® o
has changed but the way in which we see thingsg'_,“1§ﬂd
o . L &

- . LBy ? 4 M
i F F B3 R

Y
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systems have been ruptured: we no longer have the pots
themselves but only the shards of those pots--even though
we may have nll'the necessary shards for reconstruction,
the reconstructed pot would no longer be.adequate to our
"need;," our "desires." The fragment is what is left when,
as Yeats has written, "the cqntre canoot hold."” The centre,
the a priori which supports belief, is removed and "the
falcon cannot hear the falconer." Wwhen the elements in a
system cannot commuffcate with the centre they become dis-
continuous fragments even though they have not changed
intrinsically. But unlike Yeats, who sought a greater re-
vfaled myth, the mechanigtic vitalists worked to create a

.

conscious fiction worthy of assent (a fiction, because
L]
. . \ )
conscious, being more real than ‘natgfe).
. ¢ A
After the rupture the question becomes one of what to

* -

_-:EﬁJgo with the remaining fragments. The fragment itself and

ES
’

“

4

discontinuity are the focus. Force and vitality, rupture
and fragmentation, as for all modernists, are elemental to
the ongoing condition, they do not simply signal a point of
departure. Hulme, drawing ‘upon Bergson's "élan vital,” the
force of change in the material wo;}d, and upon the facili-
tation of logic (geometrically arranged fragments of
thought) in fragmented (because spatialized) durational
time, influenced artists to use fragments in a forceful and
geometrical (logical) way. Humanist ideologies drew upon
absolute Qalues. But, he argued, since there are no abso-

lute values, only vital things, we must use these inde-



61 PN

.

Tpendeht ’ital things in geometric forms (Speculations_4). \\9

Philosophy and art had to™become the wience of appearances

[ 4

as appearances (i.e., consc1ous-f1ctloii),and not the
(false) expression of absolutes (i.e., fepresentations of
B

reality) ./ The scientific and the geometric represent'what

is present 1in our consciousness and notawhat might be

ideally. The absolute is arbitrary because ideal; the Sci-

entific, because limited by congcasusness, is mérely con-
Eingent. The geometric configuration of fragments is as

.
cibquto objectivity as we can geg. The result is a call
for a new classicism, a élassicism sympathetic to the d?’ -
geometric images of abstractionism. The new art is geo-

metrical and not organic; it is science and not naturalism.
I ‘

This non-absolute geometricgl relation of the fragments

of appedrance leads to the moderdism of)the adtonomous
artifact. More directly it led to Imagism. Indirectly it
v . ’ N ‘

L

can be seen in Eliot and the *high modernism of the Anglo-

american tradition tR?t surrounds him. The initial sense of
’ . - gy )

-

rupture, fragment and discontinuity, however, can alsb be
seen 1n many of the avant-garde movemen@éﬁphat glorified

the machine withouts ever arriv:i~g at a classical sense of

A —aim
. . -

the avtonomous artifact. Vorticism and,Italian Futurism are
1 ¥
prime examples. The‘/vortex, according #0 the Vorticists,

, : ‘
was a fixed geometric axis. ; ergy was harnessed by the

intellect into machine, forms /which were better than natural
formg. The Italiadn Futurists saw aesthétics in terms of

g
numbers. (gs did the Pgipagoreans). Art was not to serve

“LL [ ”~
T \

v . ©
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emotional gush but rather machines, mathe and %cience.
Although both the Heroic Vitalists an Mechani'stic

Vitélists accept the force of fragmentation and discontji- .
nuity, they see it as something that art, ié écknowledginq,
must somehow dominate5 The third group see these efforts at
domination as‘tiniﬁity. What must be overcome by the over-

man is not discontinuity but the timid desire to dominate

discehtinuity.

IV The Cdvering Cherub

1}

Harold Bloom is one contemporary critic who deals very
much with the issue of power. He is most often thought of

as the critic who, in The Anxiety of Influence and subse-

quent related works, establishes a canon according to the
poet ‘s ability to forcefully misread his strong prede-
cgssors. Bloom privileges the power of misprision.’ But his

theory of power also concerns itself with the present.

Dealing with the past, that is with existing texts, is t®

deal with and to overpbwer the Sphinx and his riddles.
- ¢

" Dealing with the future apparent in the present is to force
oneself past thd Cherub, the holder of life; it 1s to
uncover the Cherub, the demon of continuity. The poet is a

prophet of discontinuity.~The Cherub is a Cartesian cover- -

-ing of "the dumbfounding abyss Betweeﬁ'bu§§QIQes and the

. . -4 . . " .
object." The Covering Cherub as demon .of coﬁtlnulty ‘impri-
[ - ¢

sons the present in the past, and redilices a world of

-

differences into a grayness of uniformity."'Bloom insists

- . & ‘
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that "poet;y must leap, it must locate itself in tHe,dis-
continuous.universe," fog, ?Ié]iscontinuity is freeddm"
(Ah&iety of Influence 38-39). "[T]he‘Cherub is creative
~anxlety." He 1s "the blbcking agent who obstructs crea-
tivity" (36). The artist‘néeds forbe,ﬂpersistanbe :EF .
remorselessness-to get bast‘him.'ln this context, knowledge
of a poem (in the Cartesian sense--i.e., a discovery of the
continui;y of the intending‘cogito) is "the lpss of the\
_poem’s power" (43).

The artist chasing the Cherqb is the artist always in
contest with the chaos of {gality, in gggg:‘the G?%ek word
for'contest privilfged by Nietzsche and which later became,
significantly, the title of one of Bloom's books. In this

contest fhe forceful '‘artist recognizes that "the secret of '

the greatest fruitfulness and the greatest enjoyment of

existence is, to live dangerously"” (Nieg&pshey Gay Science

112). To be indepeMdent is to sacrifice faith for freedom

(Ni%etzsche, éeyond Good and Evil 57}). And although indepen-

~

dence 1s a dangerous game (52), such "independence\f . . is
tha privilege of the strong" (42). So the poet here is a

Nietzschean overman, but an overman concerned only with
. ‘

power over self, not with power which 1is éolely over

others. This overman contests the uncanny, the shadowy

4

- elusive entity always at the edge of perception that can

" never be brought into focus, and not the canny overman who

organizes the chaos of his passions ipn order to attain ¢

worldly power. (For Nietzsche, Socrates was more worthy of.

14
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emulation than Nero even though Socrates ended his life in
prison, sentenced to death. Socrates’ pdwer over self was a

liberating power; Nero's power was over others.) The ”

‘artists who do enter the contest and who do confront the

uncanny have a passion for knowledge which requires painful

experiments (121). Those who do not have the force to enter
the contest, that is, those timid ones who depend on the
sort of clarity derived from the rulés that result from
faith (100), are those unwilling to sacrifice the security

of that faith for the nothingness .that takes its place

<

V Stein’s Knowing

For Stein this actibn of.knowing as a contest Qith
nothing was essential to her uhderstanding of writing. S&he
was not 1nterested 1n revealing, bit by bit, 1n suspenseful
narrative, that which was already known. She wanted the
suspense to be hers and not just her aﬁdienqe's. She'wash't
narrat ing stories, but rather, narraﬁing knowing. "Every-

'
; . -
body knows so many stories what is the use of telling $'

" another story" (Plays 118), she comﬁﬂaiﬂs. "[{W]hat -I wanted

to do in my play was what everybodd’dfﬁ not al@ays know nor
¥ ' ' ’

always tell" (119). She wanted to live dangerously and to

challenge the uncanny. "I wanted still mére to.tell what
> ! .

could be told if one did not tell anythf%g," she writes

(119). She wanted to express knowing "without telling what

happened” (119). She was at the edge of knowing and she was

2
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telling about it. For it is "quite exciting to hear some-
Ything unknown really unknown”" (117). She took risks and
‘experimented. She was trying to force herself past the

é§bering Cherub. Her plays just happened to be the works
th;ough which she~attempted to explain this but, as SQL
tellé us: "I have of course always been strqggling with
this thing, to say what you nor I nor nobody knows" (121).
Tnis thirq%modernist sense of force is an emancipation

‘ ko - .
of meaning. Fbrd% here is opposite to the "accomplishedy

the constitﬁ%ed, the constructed" writes Derrida (Writing

and Difference 5); and ﬁ|f|orm fascinates only when one no
longer'has the force to understand force from within it;
self. That is, to create” (4-5). We don 't need clarity,
saysvétéin, we need to underetand the'vitality of someone
knowing what they mean. Finding totality and anchoring < .
oneself 'to it islezloss of force, it indicates an impotence

to.go fu¥ther. Bécause force is not an encasiné, that 1is, a
discove:y of beéinning midéle and end,, but an enduring.of
successive, cohtlguous fragments (22). "[Florce is a ce}-

Laln pure and 1nf1n1te equivocality which gives signified
meanlnéinb resplte" (25) .And since there can be nothing

which-is pure the text of force is a text about nothing. It

is not what we speak of or about but what we speak around.

VI The Force of Knowing

-

This is all very interesting and even forceful but if

taken to its logical (clear and impotent) conclusion are we ®
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not lett irpotent? What then can be written (critically as
well as creatively)? Of what does "nothing"‘exist? (Can
such gn oxyhoron really mean anything?) Is everything re-
duced to babble and pfdttle of no value? Are all texts
(from masterpiece to doggerel) thus £hrown_into the same
tasteless soup? If force got us into this then, if we are
to save the text without succumbing to jforce-denyiﬁg—
avoiding) impotence, force must get wus out.

Ay

We can begin with Derrida where he writes that "writ-

[ing] . . . like pure force, . . . has . . . a ielatipnship
to . . . exterior, to visible form, to structure . . . to
death" (29). It has, in other words, a relationship

to the past. But the freedom of writing is the  freedom to
augur, to use the present to enter the future rather than
to recapture the past. "[W]riting is inaugural." It is

dangerous and anguishing. It is the future in the present.
"To write is to know what has not yeé been produced ([and]

has. no other dwelling place. . . . Meaning must await

being . . . [writing is] written to.iéhabit itself"” (11).
To write or inscribe a text 1s "to lower meaning while

simultaneously elevating inscription" (10). Force inhabits

.the space forced open by present inscription between past

and future meaning (see Derrida, Of Grammatology 112). It

is the act of knowing as Stein has put it. To be a critic

of such writing is to be a critic @#F the f¢é bK< oW ing .

%

It is to create a recognition of ang’an .und}
i '

that knowing.

E
-
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This cont@ty of meaning-deferred inscription with
form and structure 1s important. It is a necessary part of
the.Sﬁadow of tHe uncanny. As with Nietzsche, the Dionysian
alone comes to nothing;';t must always create within view
of, that is, within a field that also admite the Apollo-
nian. If force is inseribing within a difference, there
must ‘be something within which to be different. That some-
thing is the past and so the text necessarily plays off, or
grafts itself onto, this field pf mimetic. representation;
but only to violently force upon us the "pathos‘of mimetic
desire and envy" (Hartman, Saving the Text 120). Texts do
join things but eot within presentgideologies. And so
inevitably we see "epiphanic raptures . . . replaced by

epistemic ruptures" (xx). But these ruptures can’'t be

‘allowed simply to disappear into some great black hole that

swallows all presumptions of textual creation. "To call a
text literary," suggests Geoffrey Hartman "iso»to trust that
1t widl make sense eventually . . . . It is a way of
'eevrng the phenomena’ of words that are out of the ordi- -~
nary or bordering on the nonsensical" (xxi).

The "sense&f that we trustingly believe wjll be there
can be called the text 's ld;‘:i\ty. This ide‘ntit'y is a .

4
reader. Language names.

Naming w1th1n lnscrlbed dlf;erence, however, can no longer
B A
be thought of as 1m1tatlon 1t is dlisemlnatLOE; The frag—L

;H

ments of®a text are a brlcélage. Any a%tempt to move beyon@
this brlcolage is an atrempt to,uhlfy, whlch iﬁ#%elf—

Y .. .

2
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defeating since the search for totality is the desire to be
without desire that strips ;he text of its power to come.
into being (Hartman 65; 97). The total text }; the 1mpotent
textj‘(It‘fS;;in effect, a text which has never come into
being. The claims that it hass”as deconstruction has shown,
are false. Thus new ways of reading do‘no; éépend upon new
texts. Existing texts are simply re-read; gaps are exposed
wﬁere none were thought to exist.) Forceful texts, on the
other hand, are texts Eorﬂ of desire which generate desire
and are, as Hartman calls them, "wild pairings without a
priest" (48). ‘
There is still a problem to be faced..If there is a

silence at the edge of madness (non-sense)‘where nothing =
can be spoken, where there is no presence, ho@ then do we

name (identify) this nothing (absence of presence)--even

though we know where to find it and what it places itself

in difference to? Is it enough to say that the culmination

of desire 1s a provisional act of mastery, a "wild pairing
withdut a priest"?

Geoffrey Haftman talks of recognition or acknowledge-
ment in opposition to the exact sciences which red&ire an
identity to be an absolute truth. We, as readers éap'either
accept or refuse to accept (recéénize or acknowledgé).the
"sense" of discontinuity (non-sense) (155). Truth,%é’abso-
lute; truthfullness is that which is recognized. "Truth-

fullness" is therefore a somewhat misleading term since it
g

@

- indicates an evasion. But it is also useful since it re-
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minds us of the nature of what we are evading; such a
reminder is a useful prod to recognition when inscription
is within that which it ruptures. We recognize within this
(non?)sense of inscription a doubleness that becomes very
useful to our search for identity. Hartman develops this
sense of doubleness with a series of terms which play off
against eachyother: bind/bond; wound/heal; curse/blessing.
The Derrideaﬁ double bind becomes also a double ponding:
these are different forms of the same word but meaning runs
the gamut from forced constraint (binding) to contiﬁgent
joining (bohding), from totality to bricolage. Madness, the
state of mind at thé edge of nothingness becomes a frenzy
of §imu1taneously wounding and healiflg (Hartman 124).
Language is simultaneously our curse\and our blessing. The
difference is inscribed within and therefore any dia-

lebtici}'synthesis 1s the deferred uncanny presence.
' »
i

VII The Seam Between

-

What we are left with 1s a textual erotics of force

which‘must create forceful figures of knowing meaning

‘ %

{identities) from within this gap between sense an on-
. ' et

sense. Roland BArthes attempted such an erotics imﬁuﬁe

Pleasure: of the Text. Interestingly, this short wo?& can be
B

read as a grafting onto much of what Stein writes in her

il

lecture "Plays." In the section of his text titled "Edges"
> s

Barthes writes:

" Whence, perhaps, a means of evaluating the
a works of our modernity: their value would
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proceed from their duplicity. By which it must
be understood that they always have two edges.
The subversive edge may seem privileged because
it is the edge of violence; but it is not
violence which affects pleasure, nor is it
destruction which interests it; what pleasure
wants is the site of a losg, the seam, the cut,
the deflation, the ui.solve which seizes the
subject in the midst of bliss. Culture thus
recurs .asfAn edge: 1in no matter what form,
~ . (8)
The figures of identity are located within this site of
loss. Barthes differentiates between the text of pleasure
and the text of bliss. The text of pleasure is the comfor-
table text of accumulation--a sticking to one edge and
' gathering together of material well-being as it were. The

text of bliss i1s a text whose site is that of erotic sensa-
tion where bliss 1s momentary and does not, cannot, accumu:
late. Where pleasure adds to what 1s already "present,"
bliss 1is the loss of illusory présence. Pleasure respects
the whole, bliss does not and cannot. Bliss occurs when
what happens (the meaning of inscription) disappears as
soon as 1t happens (appears). Such inscription leaves
"hothing" in the site of bliss; 1t only passes through 1t
(13).

What the reader voyeuristically enjoys are "the abra-
sions . . . upon the fine surface” (11-12). One edge will
not do, two are needed: bpth form and the subversion of
form; binding and bonding; wounding and healing; cursing
and blessing. The text needs a bit of an ideology, a bit of

shadow, a palimpsest, a chiaroscuro. Without this it is "a

text without fecundity. There is then no second edge, no



partner (32). "Neither culture nor 1its destruction 1is
erétic; it is the seam between them, the fault, the flaw,
which becomes so" (7). These two abrasive edges are not the
conflicting actions in a story which constitute an enigma
to be solved; the edges are 1in convention and the use of
convention. The gap is in the expressing, not the space
between expressed narrative units.

How can we recdgnize these edges? By looking at the
text ‘s relationship to convention. "[A]lny completed [i.e.,
wholly conventional)] utterance runs the risk of being idec-
logical, " (50) of reducing itself to a singlé’edge. The
sentence, according to Bérthes..runs this risk because 1t
completes things; The paragraph, on the other hand, 1is
open. Stein, without the complex theoretical intertext ’
available to her that was available to Barthes and to us,
provides an astoundingly clear echo (for her present day
readers) of this. She makes this distinction in her lecture
entitled "Plays;"™ it 1s a distinction that she had pre-
viously puzzled with in "Sentences and Paragraphs" written
in 1930 and published in the Plain Editions How to Write in
1931. The conclusion: "sentences are not emotiocnal and
paragrap?s are" (93). The reason: "the emotional para-
graphs are made up of unemotional sentences" (93). A sen-
Figge, by it;elf, 1s a single edge. Emotion, or force,
éomes froQ the combination of edges, of sentences, into
paragrabhs. This combination (not contradiction) is once

again a problem of living in present camposition (104), and



72

of knowing what you know (94). The trouble with the then
current theater was that there was always a syncopation, a
lack of coordination between what was happening on stage ~
and what the audience was seeirg. It was a queétxon of
uncoordinated tempos. The theater, as Stein saw it, was
'mp;e concerned with establishing narrative enigmas to be
solved than with presenting preseﬁt knowing. Thus there is
nervous excitement aﬁd not emotiona¥ excitement. "In the
real thing 1t 1s a completion of the exclitement, 1n the
theater 1t 1s a relief from the excitement" (96). What
Stein 1s looking for in the theater 1is nét exciting action
but exciting emotion (108). Exciting action is just ner-
vousness; real excitement, the excitement of emotion
requires being strangers, not real strangers but the

strangeness of "the contradiction between the way you know

the people . . . and the way they are acting or feeling or
talking"” (106). In the theater one has to feel "twc hings
going on at one time" (114). Theater (and_literature in

general) should not be a cycle of nervousness and relief
but og excitement forcing the two edges of strangeness
together into knowig{. Since writing 1s struggling "to say
what you nor I nor nobody knows" (121), a play should be a
landscape where things are put 1in relation &125) and which
expresses gnowiqg without telling what happéned (119). The
gap between the edges 1s where the struggle and excitement

of trying to say the things one knows takes place.

The task of the critaic, then, according to Barthes, and
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N

of the semiotician 1n particular, is to recognize the sites “
of resistance to the ordered edge. That 1is, to respond to

where the inscribed "defiguring" (the wound) (Pleasure of

the Text 37) and re-éonfiguring (the healing--which leaves

no sién of the ;ound nor itself) take place (56), by

producing a[n] (identifyiég) profile, that is, a

figuration, of these erotic sites.

4



CHAPTER FOUR

"Unreal Enough to be Unreal":
The Figures of Writing

. ™ s 8 l
9”4 . £
1 Gertrude and the Painters of Paris
T I '
'fThég Gertrude Stein was influenced by painters and
M t

”

'

enigble. When she arrived in Paris in 1903

‘ , C 1

: Yoo L : . :

she hadhwritten little and published nothing. She only
) 14 M

began toyQe known to the Parisian artistic community and to

-~

painting 1; '

¥ - N

becomé §§r@ éf,if yhen, first under the guidance of her
brOtheg(?eQ‘and theq increasingly on her own unt1l she™end
Leo sebé?ated in'l9l2: she began té buy the more radical
paintingé be1n9 produced 1n Paris at the time. In what
seem; in retréspect to be an orderly progression, she moved
from buying Cézannes to buying Matisses and then by 1905 to
buying Picassos. And since at this time these painters were
more or less unknown, and were certainly not commercially

-

successful, she was able, with a modest inccme, to buy an

appreciable number of pictures. Within a few years of

arriving in Paris the studio of the flat at 27 Rue de

74



I ) > ~ 75

L~

Fleurus where she and her brother Leo’' lived had become, in

effect, the most advanced gallery of modern “t in Parls,

. 0

with ‘regular publlc vlewrngs on caturday evenlngs And

=
Gertrude Stein’s place in the artlstlﬂ community had become
-
proﬁlnent: She had also begun to. take herself seriously as
s ’ ' >
. v e

. a writer and to promote, with¥n the artistic communi® , the
.. o N . .\
idea that writing and not art collecting was her metier,

A .
It was inevitable that early appreciations of her

7

wrltlng were ‘closely linked to the aesthetlcs of palnters '

L]

such as. Cezanne, Matisse and Picasso. She did nothlng to

deny *such influence. In 1913, when the city of New York .

brought modern art to the ®nited States in a brg way with

-

the Armory Show,\wel Dodge, who was involved with the

organization c¢f t exhibition, took the opportunity to

promotelGertrude Steit at the samektime as pre¥eminent

i

among a new breed of "cubist" ‘writers. Stein was

delighted--although as much for the publicity as for the
: ‘ N 2
. substarnce of* what Mabel Dodge had written abodt her. Stein S

-herself, when she came to consider‘her aesthetics ir a

*

series of lectures given during a tour of the States rg

1934/35, admltted that she had been influenced by painters

» \
.and palntquywhen she wrote: "lalnd, thén =lowly through all
r ()
‘ L .
th%? and looklrg at many many plctures I came to“Cezanne“

-

.
<

and there you were, at leg%t there I was, not all at once

v -3 .
*but a%<soqq‘as 1 got used to it &Lctures 76) "This then'
And »
was a great re41ef to mé ana ! began my writing® (77) ' The
»I ’ ‘.
questlon Wh(ch arlses out of thxs admission and‘wnlch”
SN :
e . . \)

o o N

s l . vy -
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concerns me here is: what was it that she found in pgintinq
that gave her this sense of relief and which motivated her
to write in the$Way in which she wrote? To answer this

question it is useful to place it in the context of

comparison between the visual arts and literature.

\

*

I1I Of Content and Form , ';

'y -

Traditionally, since the okject of both painting and

literature %as hel to be the just representation of the

-

real, ‘4nd ‘Since both art forms were representing theisame

»

reality, there has been ample ground for interartistic

compariscon. The general feeling about the question 1s per-

haps best summed,up in Horace’'s dictum in Ars Poetica: ut
) .

plctura poesis, as 1Sxpa1nt1ng SO ggpgoetry

5]
Tthams fgr comp?mfop wal ﬂ:lstotle s mlmes!‘s. If

both art forms were, just'to nature, whlch 1s to say that 1‘

€
both art forms represented only those woble human actions

and things which were “the just object of\representation,
then it *was inevitable, the argument weént, that they would‘
\ \ " N o

both represent sghe sé&e unitles and therefofguboth bear the’

same, relationship to the ideal..They wére not to wender
ésg?ayw to represent incidental eceiqng or opjects, but Eo‘.‘
nepreéent only those-ac:ions oY objeces which contributedv .
directiy to realiiing an expressien of the ideal” T:e )
perpose.of this mimethc p;ocess'was to instruct®and de—

v

light. The art work was to instruct how to live in a way -

compatible with the sjdeal (since moral order wasja reflec-

.o

I */

™
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tion of both natural order and metaphysical order); and it
was*‘p delight by representing beauty which, as the Neo--

Platqﬁist Plotinus defined it, was that which mirrored the

ideal. . ™

.

Lessing, with the publication of his:Labcobn: An Essay

AN}

_on the Limits of Painting and Poetry in 1766, is generally
agreed to have been the first writer to have insisted upon

the difference, rather than the similarity, .between
- N . ‘
painting and literature. Hg did so by resorting to what was

ostensibly a formal atgumént.¢He argued that painting was
concerned with spatial forms and that literfture was
concerned with tempofal forms. Although this distinction

was not algt original--Aristotle had recégnized, this

but had argdéd that painting could be dynamic (i.e., con-
& . :

taiggan element of time awareness) by suggesting movement

' . . »

(still life therefo}e becoming the lowest order of"

~painting) and that literature, ‘through the use of vivid

imagery, could be spatial.. Lessing, however, re§blutely \

separatqd gpace from time and considered them irrecon-

cilable. Singé the strfictures of painting and poetry con-

fined them to représenting dif ferent unitiesa they could
®. '

.ngg be compared. The unities in question, however, were ,

not, st;}btly‘speaking, formal unities but unities of con- .

tent which hadiachieved formal expressidn. What Lessf%g was

| »
in effect saying was that pa%nting and literatugg were hot
pa . ‘
in fact representing the-same objects because an obykct is (N
‘ . , ' . : B B
defined by the coherence Wiscoverable in it. At best. they {
. - / R

]
\

. ) . - F
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were representing different facets of the same objects.
Thus his afgument was not truly a formal argument, where
structu:z is equal in value to content, but an aréument
based on the greater importance of content.

By the beginning of the nineteenth century the

status of the formal qualities of artistic structures had

not ré€ally increased ih spite of the fact that they had ¢

e

become .a stumbling block for interartistic comparisons.

Form had progressed from being‘tne transparent,vpre:

ordained structures which

universal order, to being 1nd1 fnual self- consciously

’

organic sy{::t:;ES ﬁﬁ‘?ﬁ’se;véé to express the same

o~
universal order. Formad conventions were still at the-

»

service of transcéndent ideals. By acknowledging that
formal conventions were relativeMather than universal and
transparent man was acknowkggging the ambiguity inherent in
art. But4se\was saying that this ambiguity was due to Qan's
inadequacy}'since man was the creator of éttistic forns.

- .
-The ideaiity of content was still unassailed; with the

discovery of the ideal form, gt could stili\ express the

unambiguous. Form was therefore still subordinate té

\ >

content and was not yet a fuls acknowledged partner. Form
only gained tﬂ?g equal status towards the end of the nine-
teenth century when Nletzsche annouhced‘that God was dead
and when content tgé}was made relative. To say that content
,is relative 1§ to say that it too .is under the sQBy of .-

conventional and not universal order. Thus the very concept

*

\ \
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of conventionality, which-is a formal concept, became the ®

new basis for interartistic comparisons.

1Y

I1I Conventionality

The study of form, in whatever'guise, is the study of
the ways in which the signs in a glven form or structure

are related. Semiotics, or the sdience of si.‘sets, pro-

»

vides an_@rganized ffamework within which to study ﬁhese

Patt%rnb of sign relatlons can be considered at
two levels. syntax (the orﬂqurm)q whlch 1s to say the
internal textual'relations;)aqzi semantics‘(the old content
or meanlng), which is- to say the relathq of ‘3e textual
conflguratlons to the meanlngs whie¢h ‘can IE extracted ﬁbii‘
. them. These two 1evels overlap, 1nasmueh as both are subs

- : ‘ !
ject to the Yonventions of rgpresentation they inscribe and

are -inscribed within. They can never be Whoily discrete now

\ A '
that coﬁventionality has assumdd the authorit¥ once held by
h«iefarchy."’ | . : ' “

r

‘WhetMer we are considering syntakX or semantics, we

'must @lways begin with the‘sggn itself, that is, with the

conjunction of signifier and the signified. C.S. Peirce ,

divided the field of sfigns into three t pes:‘the icon, the

;ndex and the symbol. The icon fssseid o have p:;se(éé in

that it visually imitatesﬁghat Qtich it represents; the

relationship between the Tignifier a é the signified i;.
, .

said tb be direct. The index points to ‘presence but does

not possess it in and of itself; the relationship between

S .

.
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t ' '
the signifier and the signified is said to be indirect but -

: N
still connected, as for example, a dark cloud indicates
L4

that rajn is cominb‘But does notJimitate the presence of

rain itself. The symbol has no]p sence; there is said to

be only an arbitrary xelatlonshﬁp between the signifier and
the signified. All language 51gn§ are therefore s
since they beas no necessary,refationship tb'Qhat

*~—said to‘repgesentiisowever, a11 sxgns, even 1cons

imitatjons or translations of th R nature. They'ére

connelted to what they represen ;convention.

Following this division of .t eld it.seems logical

) [} N ) . ,. . - . ’ . : .. ‘

e“oug! sugggst that painting is icponic.and indgxical,
,‘ . . . . . .

since There jis visual ¥erisimilitude, and that literature

is symbolic,)since language signs bear no direct or verisi-
‘militudinous relatlonshlp to what they rept t The:

attempt to compare palntlng and 11terature on \he ba51s o§

L
'content can only happen When all 51gd!l-1con, 1ndex and

s ol--are seen as natural sigis, that 1s, '®s 'signs with
\

b
transcehdental gagnlfleds It 1s.to" deny that all signs,

even igons, are artlflce. Contept based ‘comparisons of the

arts are therefore an attempt to view all semiotic sjgns
'inclbding the symbols of lsgguagevas capable- of diteCt

. . . 2 4 . N ' . .

‘. referentiality. To do"is i1's toedibcount the possibility

] : . . : h
-, ‘ - ) . ’ . '.. : N

of ambiquity or misinterpretation; it is to attempt to show
thét'there is a-natural, as opposed to an artificial or

A

culturally conéentionalized relatlonshlp between signifier

and signified; it is to attempt to show that the 51gntfzed *

e m——
A ‘ 7 1w ks



directly motivages the signifier. - C ak
Of the %Govbroadly conceived schools of semiotics, the

, oL . o :
universalists and.the relativists, it is the universalists,

such as Jakobson and the members of the Prague School, who,

) L) .
in their continued attempts to diségver;the universalized
’ |

®

motivations of the symboH,\conthuehto work within such an

idealist metaphysics. The relativists-do notiythey work .

P

within a conceptual field which, in cohtras héelgtivi-

zes mot%*:fion. The universalists deploy t
-

1 r

% . ‘. :
and structure to support interpretations of %uh@tance much

étudy of sggns

as did Kant and Hegel. Here, the study of structure is not
. ’ ' b
really the study of structural relations per §g:but'ratﬁer

-

of how structural rel!%ions support and -are deriveq;frq
R . o S ‘ .
the universal. Their effort is expended towards proving

that signs'can be uﬁderstodd as directly motivated. Thus.

. . ’ e
they compare painting and literature as representations of‘.

the real. They are, in effect, revVerting to neo-classical

Platonism.
Given th€ incapacity of scientiffc'man to transcend//”
even the simple{k of ambiguities in any final way, this is

a layge wager and is disputed by relativist semioticians. g
These semioticians study sign relations not as a héans of

. X

discovering universal patterns but as a fertile field of
4 . R

" 5tudy in 4 world where all meaning ?s problematic. ThH&

: \
movement is towards demonstratirig that all sigms aﬁe

A [

conventional, that even Peirce’s icons are actually related

to nature only by artificial or cultural conventions and
‘ - : va’) ) : 'M

’ . ’ o ¥ ’ )
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that they are therefore in an important, if not'b{a,x5

recognlzable, sense a(bltrary and symbollc Where .the 'uni-

versalists attempt to turn‘artifice»into nature, the

L 4 !

relativists attempt to show that au aft is cultural Srei-
“r, -vfl_Ce. : ' k : S

. ,Thus thgﬁggterpﬁtxln convention 1is not only an

Dy r1
-~ "‘0"-9
"

ﬁ@}'“}ntereéw in the “Convéntions by which the signs w1th1n an

B
R 0,‘ [N #a

‘artistic structure are internally related, but also‘}n the

) . i . ) - . E ‘9
. conventions by which the signs of an artistic structure are

ak

related to the real. For the relativi.'.:,' art is not related

v

to reality by direct, natural motivations but by artifi-
cial, arbitrary and illtu‘!l mot jvations. Art organizes

reality for us. It not imitate it. (And any such

organization is therefore subject to the cognitive con-

straints of the human activity ‘of organizlnb and is not a

-

.

'n.’lugging into uni'versal order. ) The confusjon between

natural afd artificial sign motivation arises when.a system

- .

Y of conventions for im.tation becomes so»enﬁrenched that ghe
- o A

7 conventions become 1nv151b1e and we begln to think that A
does A e forge@, or fail to see, that A is actuajly
only represented.b A’ Whem change occurs at a pace which

. Wwe canpot ignor very it~becpmes nuch easier to notice

that relationships are cdnﬁrolled by sonvention.
’ &,

To underline that the transparency of language 1S an
f : «
111u51on, the relat1v1st semlotlclan makés a dlstlnctgpn

betwéen diachronic and syndhronlc sets of signs (a dlStlnC-

tion which\Jakobson, as universalist, has tried to under-
\ ,

"

»
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r

mine by showing that the diachronic-ig contained within the
symchronic). Once again these two terms are not wholly

: ]
discrete (as Saussure seems to have suggested, giving

Jakobson fueh.ﬁgr4hxs argument) but lndlcatlons of empha- "

sis. Past changes are contalqed within the present set but
v . .
they must also bé seen as chandes over time. Historically, 4
the dlachronle stuévgas begd'dominant Its purpose is to
. o Y - # \ .
‘#nderstand the 1‘191ns of 51gns 3nd thus their direct,

natural motivati 4The relativist concentrates his -

. & .
research in thc‘{ ronic field, emphasizing that the

qest forlorggfx:,!.s illusory and that it is more useful to

dea}"wﬂh thQ.':hh'erlted set of signs we must live with. He

!r. *
'k 1! theh lQ}p to Enalyze the sets which constitute our
B

.; shared competence (lln,ul ic as well as literary and

*

gelhter‘y& and which allow ug to show--albeit incompletely

and w1th amblgutyywoas‘mucq as we can share. Wwhat we share

and what our compétencé7ailows us to recognize and manipu-

. .

late, 1s not the dlctionarY'denotatlons of individual

13

signs, but &he codes whieh 1nf1uence the connotatfons of
. .

’ sign® in relation. We share these signs by grouping tbem in
figures which correspond te conventions and which allow us
to understand more ftom the signs than the sum total of
their dictionary meanings. In short, we draw on.COdes

inscribed within our competence in order to "figure" a text

Oor a painting out.
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IV Fiduring Out

%

4
The w "fiqpre“ 1s. a key word In the visual arts

the figure 1is'bdth the object in nature and the representa--

ry
tion of that natural object in a work of art. No matter how

<
far removed the flqure represented appears to be from its
3\
representation, a a%nnectlon between the two is always

assumed. In semiotics the word "figure" signals not the two
end points in the relation but the relation itself. Groups

of linguistic signs or visual.fragments form into syntac-

tic combinations. This is the material configuration of
the wark of art. The domain of thHe relationship between the

object represented and its artistic configuration is the

semantic relationsh;p. This is the secondary level of -

structuration, the level where coherence and message and
theme are conventionally discovered. Semiotic figures are
‘thereforefthose provisional and illusory moments of :

p#€rceived coherence. SefMiotic figures are ﬂu;figures'of
* .

-~

human artifice and not of nature. *
3 : '

This concept of figuration does a number og\thinﬁs.
L

. 4
First it provides a coherent and sharable way of interpre-
¢
ting artistic texts. Second, and more relevant to this
essay, 1t allows us a basis for comparing,the various

. B \
artistic media. We are no longer forced to separate the

visual arts from the literary arts because one 1s spatially.

*constrained and the other temporally constrained. We can
3
now look .at the artigggc impulse, in whatever medium, as an

impulse to figure, to manipulate signsithin the concep-

—— .
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tual horizon provided by the codes and conventions which

influence the ways i which those signs can be related.
v

-*e

V Stein and Painting

Gertrude Stein found it impossible to aEcept as trans-
parent any set of “conventions of representation. Shé always
recognizéd{ssometimeé painfﬂql; so, the "unreality" of B
convention. To read "Pigtures," her lectqre on painting
wf?ttén.ﬂor her 1934/35 American tour and published in 1935

in Lectures in America, is to read a manifesto on

R Y : ,,~ . .
opposition between the real and the artificial. She" s

-

»

d ' .

. . . 3 q b ) 3
the lecture with deceptive nalfveté. When asked what she

-

feels about modern art she replies: "I like to look at it"

(59). If we go back to the context in which the question
A ¥ .

was asked (it was in response to a questionnaire printed in

the last number of Margaret Anderson and Jane Heap's Little
3

Review we see tHat this apparent non-statemént is actually

a strong statement which ind}caies her refusal to be

coerced jnto progiding any sorft of once-and-forfall answer,
B ‘ - .
"answer the nalveté of the question Hegs for.
> * : '

at she Pked to look at and which held;?er

the sort

What 1t was

N -
attention, she goes on tc tell us, is "oil paints,on a flat
-~ (4

[ 2 -

.surface" (59). A painting i# not a univergalized‘icon of
what it purportedly represents. It *is'a two dimensional
configuration. What“she likes is not "representatién" b

"the presentation of anything in oil on a flat surface”

. .

(60). .

s
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"When I look at landscape or people or flowers they do
not look to me like pictures," nor do pictures "have to

look like flowers or people or landscapes . . . . They can,
¢ / *
they often do, but they do not have to" (60). A painting

is something that "has achieved an existence in and for

: |
itself" (61). The objects in a painting, even though

!

iconic, are just signs, and as such'are artificial. She

\ .
thought the same thing of 1inguistiq signs. In Everybody 's

Autobliography she wrote: "I used tg #hink the name of \
aﬁybodi was very 1mportant and the:ﬁame made you . . . but’

still there are so many names and.anybody nowadays can call
anybody any name they like" (10)..The;name idgnot the ‘ \"
person. She liked to look at paintings "because an oil ’
paintihg is something that looking at it it looks a; it s,

an oil painting" (Pictures 67). She perhaps summed tMs up
-

best when she wrote: "I concluded that the Boticellis being

really g0 like the flowers in the country . . . being that
)}f
they "looked so like the flowers 1in the country, ‘they were
- . A *

artificial. You know what I mean artificial flowers.'And I N
literally mean just that" (71). Verisimilitude had
‘ . :
‘bothered her until she realized this artificiality, untyl :

- L “ .o . ' Vug.‘
she realized that "they were not rbal enough to be raal and :
not unreal enough to be unreal” {73).4This is.an ' \ ‘

..

instructive rewriting of the old cliche that truth is
- - .
stranger than fiction. What she is saying is that a fiction,

has not been made unreal enough to be,_ recognized as a

fiction. At least mod€rn art a‘lowed the unreal to be 3745"—-
S 4

»
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as unreal.

This id4 not to say that verisimilitudinous painting 1is

no longer to be considered painting but rather that it is a

deception that would try to disguise the fact from us that~

it is indeed "oil paints on a flat surface" and so is
* - .
)

seldom recanlzed as "painting" per se but instead only as

L)

a.stand-in for the real. Tradition has become so entrenched

-

“hat the conyentions have become transparent. "[R]esem-

blance" she te}’!:eg "is always a pleasuraSle sénsation and
so a resemblahce’is almost always there;" but qur “fondness

for it "is jusg’; pleasant human weakness"w(79). But if one
reallyulliqs "palntlng” tHen "one likes to_jbe deceived but

not fo£ igb long" (67) : . ‘

Painting is e‘thlng in itself inasmuch as 1t 19 arti-
fice and not nature and yet "it [is]‘filled with associa-
tion[e]" (69Y. Paintings must deal with some sutpect ‘
matger. “There are first ¢f all three things’ whicé they

deal with she tells us, "peOple, objects which include

.‘;C:XS&owers and fruits, [and] landscapes” (83). These asso-

-

."

¢ -

C1at10n$, or as the sem10t1c1an would say, correspondences,'

% ré 1n&;genced by the coées and&sbngentaons ot tHE art of-

q“r, ‘f

-
g§&nt1ng which’ make "you see bhe ;hlng in “the way 1t the

011 palntlng resembles it" (80). In recognizing the unrealf

”

,%gs unreal what we are feellng when we see oil paint on a

., flat surface are the ways in which the codes an3 conven-

tions 6f correspondence have been used and manipulated 1in

v, .
order to figure forth tbe ob)eclq in the‘ﬁ?ﬁnggnq. And how
F .
) ) sﬁ? .- Chepe?

N

e
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"do we learn to recognize these feelings, these t®inds? We

look at so many pictures that we gradually become "mdre and

more familiar . . . with 8il paintings" (79), and begin"to

become educated aestheticilly" (66). "And so one comes to
, .

“any oil painting through any other oil painting” (72).

Using the lexicon of the semiotician, one learns the codes

and becomes a competenit member of the audience.
VI Stein and Painting and Writing

_ When Gertrude Stein turned to do her own writing, she
had Leen influenced’by looking at'pélntings and coming to
an understanding of convention. It was inevitable that shé
would bring this understanding into literalure_a%d thus f
®rovide ample ground for comParison betweed the arts. The
pqinter w?o influencéd her most was undoubtedly’cézanne.

/

What she learned from Cézanne, and what began her wrining

of ‘Three Lives, was that in a work of art (for Cézamne

painting, for Stein writing) each part is as important
1 ] . -«

»

‘as any other. This removes centre and focus. In a painting
it forces one to acknowledge that a painting'is "oilé on a

fla& surfaceq" gp llterature removing centre and focus
- .

undermlnes hxerarchy d time. To remove hlerarchy is to

-

remove the universal behlnd'any_megaphy51ca1 fommulation--
as well as all of the things that we take for granted only
.because they are silently propped up by the accepted meta-

physics. To Yemove time 1s to remove historical sequencing,
3 ’ :

and therefore the significahce of“remémbering these

I}
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. sequences as well as uéing them to silently prop up
cause/effect relations. While historical time is gotten rid

«off discourse time is not.

R ‘When each moment is as importan§ as the next énd
historical time is gotten rid of thgn there’ can bé no
beginning, middle or end/in the conventional narrative
sénsei What we are left with, as Randa Dubnick has pointed
oﬁt, is "£he ¢limination of chronéiogical narrative"
(Structure of Obscurity 19) and thus, in effect, word heaps
which are related in terms of simul}aneity. Stein calls
this sense of simultaneity the continuous”pgésent. \& 1s
both spatial and temporal--but temporal only as an act of
creation or perception (the time offdfscourse). In semio-
tics it would be called cognitive space (as 6pposed to the
more limited idea of visual space). Discourse 1is the sur-
face where signs are juxtaposed such that communication is
only achieved if those things jﬁxtaposed are perceived
simultaneously in the same cognitive space. The continuous
present 1is the chain of fragmented yet continuing moments
in wﬁich contrasts and conﬁections are perceibed,twhich is
to say, are "figured" out.

In a way Carl Van Vechten realized this as early as
1914 when he wrote that "it 1s worthy of note that almost
everyone tries to make sense out of Miss Stein just as
everyone 1nsists on making photd@réphs out of drawings
when the essential . . . is that . . . [she] is getting

’//away from the photographic" (How tq‘Read 556). The photo-
J

/ AN
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graph gives'thg/{:ldsion of representing reaiit; (aé did
‘the Boticellis). Centre and focus are provided'by perspec-
tive and depth perception. The art gﬁ éurfaces is the art
of symbols placed +in relationship ih‘WHich it 1is ihappro-
priate, if not always impossible, to look for emphoto-
éraphic type of meaninéf Literature is also two dimen-
sional. Stein hérself made this éistinction when she wrote:

L
"a painter s idea of action always has to do with somethl%g

else moving rather than thetbentre of a picture." In the
.past a w;ﬂter's idea of action was just the opposite,

-

"everything else could be quiet, except the central thing

which has to move" (Pictures 90). But she is not such a
yriter for "[o]f course the best writers that is the
writers who feel writing the'host as well as the best
painters that -is the paintersvwho feel painting the most do
not have literary ldeas" (89). They approach their respec-’
tive media in the same way to make the unreal recognizably
unreal. Paint can be used like language. As she wrote in
EQQE in. America, "a painter pdinting pictures . . . 1is like
an actor who sees himself speaking” (93). The self-con-
scious-senée of artifice is always present in the wWork of
art when‘that work of art deals w;th surfaces. -

In’ the art of surfaces, whether painting or litera-
ture, ‘the signs are evocative of objects but do not define
them. Objects are presented with no intent to allegorize or

generalize (Katz, Digs. 151). It is an art of what Wendy

Steiner calls "immediate evocation," whether visual o?
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aural kExact_Resemblance 42). This art of surfaces has a
reality in its own right and is not a lesser thing because
not an imitatioﬁ of a reality higher on the scale of uni-
versal values. It is evocative of ijects‘ohly because it
deals with the semantic relationship bétween_art andgthe

world. Leon Katz has written that "for Gertrude Stein,

-

Cézaune’'s Portrait of Madame Cezanne [the painting that

apparently inspired -her to begin writing Three Lives and in

sngt of whieh she wrote it] manifested an altobether
revolutionary sense of compesition, whose ‘realism’ super-
seded the reality of the objeéts'represented" (Four in__

America 52). When reality 1is not being represented in art

'but'a new reality presented then, as Wendy Steiner has

pointed-ouﬁ, the d}stinction between fiction and non-f}c—
‘tion~disappears] inasmuch as tpe fiction 1tself is real
(Exact Résemblance 186). To therefore say that khere are
tnatural discourses" and "fictive discourses” is to set up
an illusory distinction. Its reality is 1ts natural fictive
reality. - - -

’

. , . .
In this fictive reality, this discourse of surface,

i

Al
narratiwve sequence (historical time) is ree}aced, as Neil

Schmitz has palnted out, by the narrative of the exper-

iencing of language and the drama of the writing experience
wh¥ch records the play of Ehe mind (Stein as Post-Modernist
i203—04). The painters who were influenced by Cézanne (and

Stein thought that the main impetus was Ceézanne angd that

Picasso’'s cubism could not have happened without Cézanne)
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recorded the same drama of the mind, only in b#int (Walker,
Making of a Modernist xviii). Marjorie Perloff,‘bBEEQWing
}rom E. H.NGombrich, has written that Cubism decomposes the
object or figure but lgaves "representational tracef"
(Poetics of Indeterminacy 71). The siéns used bear conven-
tional relations to objects in the reai world and are

presentéd in a two dimensional surface such that in any

single cognitive space or ‘moment in the continuum we per-.

" ceive "traces" of those real world objects. These traces,:-

] .
are perceived as "figures" and are the product of placing

the relation of the signs used within the context or con-

ceptual horizon of reflexively used or consciously chosen

. conventions. And these "traces" are perceived not in

historical time but in discourse time.
VII The Play of Convention

Discourse time is the time of the play of convention
and so Yé7/p1ay of convention in literature can be compared
with the play of convention in the visual arts. This dis-
course time or cognitive space 1is the‘time/space of what
Jakobson called th;‘act of communication. If we look at his
mode 1 for this act, we will have a context within which to
look fgydéomparisons between the two arts. The act is
divided into six parts on two axes. The Horizontal axis

runs from sender to receiver. The crossing vertical axis is

constituted of context, contact, text and codes.
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context

text

contact

codes

(Jakobson 353)

.

®

The context concerms itself with the time and place

textual production; the contact concerns itself with the

'

receiver

).

of

time and place of the communicative act. The text is the

material configuration; and the codes are the systems oOf

cultural convention which allow us to figure out the

message.

Buttons and at Picasso’'s Still Life (Bouteille Rhum

A brief look at a passage from Gertrude Stein’s Tender

Paillée, Compotier sur une tabler.(see figure 2) should

show how such a comparison can be made. From Stein I have

chosen the section entitled "Apple."

Apple plum, carpet steak, seed clam, colored
wine, calm ‘ '
seen, cold cream, best shake, potato, potato
and no no gold work with pet, a green seen

is called bake and change sweet is bready, a
little piece a little piece plegse. —

A little piece please. Cane agai

presupposed and ready eucalyptus tree, count
out sherry and ripe plates and little cor-
ners of a kind of ham.

n to the

(48)

vertical axis.

Let me refer briefly to each of\the four items on the

Context: The time and place of composition, or deic-

tics of composition, will influence what the artist

~
~

.
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e}eados. Sometimes this time and place will be very appa-

rent i'n the work, ®s is the cas&\with Picasso’s still life,
o s —_— »

where the objects presented are the objects of a specific
\

time and place, at othér times the objects‘presehted, as

seems to be the case with Stein’'s Tender Buttons, will be

generalized out of time AmMd place. When the deictics are
: S
not clearly encoded within the text critics often go to

external historiral and biographical evidence to support

“their interpretacions..Stein worked on Tender Buttons in
Spain in 1911 aﬁﬁ?in Paris 'in 1912; Picasso pain;ed his
still life in the south of France in 1914. These were the
.yeafs when the various avant-garde movements were very much
in Wbgue. They were the years of eubism, not the first wave
of cubism, which is to say analytic cubism, but rather:the
second wave, known as sfnthetic cubism. Each perception was
not analyzed and separated but accepted and presented in
collage form. We can see this collage effect Both ,in
Stein’s minimal word heaps and in Picasso’s etiil life.

It was cubism that first brought the sense of two
dimensional art to a large public. If it can be said that
Gertrude Stein’s writing deVeloped a synthetic cubist
style, it was during the second phase of her career, after

Three Lives, The Making of Americans and the early

portraits (Three Lives. and The Making of Americans arg

yften considered in the context of analytic cubism). She

did not feel that she had been influenced by Picasso but

that they had both been influenced by Cézanne; they did not
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so much influence one another as share a common influence.

Such a knawledge of context often provides us with a

[ ]

short-cut for finding the codes appropriate to a given text
. . s

or painting.
Textihﬁef material configurations of these two works

e i1llu-

X .
t -
ntelligi- :@

bility--by which we mean the gaps in the re-imaging or

are the same in one important way. In both cases
sion of verisimilitude is shattered throu

discontinuous syntax. The gaps in what we call

mimicking of the natural world--are too great to sustain

the illusion that the natural is coherent and unified.

Stein achieves this by giving'us sentence frggments and

minimal word ﬁeaps; Picasso achieves this by painting in

two dimensions, by not painting onto a flat surface the
[}

illtsion of perspective, and by fragmenting the represented

objects.

Codes: Codes constitute the semantic/syntactic
un}Nersé or fiéld of activity or conceptual horizon that
our competency allows us to share. Théy relate to a given
socio-semiotic community which has fallen heir to and has
transformed to its own ends a series of rules for the signs
it uses which allow messages tolbe produced and shared. We
share these signs by grouping them into figur%s which
corre§pond to the rules and which allow us to u%derstand
‘morejfrom the signs than the sum total of their dictionary

\

meanings. In short, we draw on cultural codes to "figure"

out sign relations.
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This is the field which we most often search for
.meaning. The cod?s are fqumerous and include any area of
life which 1s subject to conventionalization. Some of the
more common codes found in literary criticism include moral
cod?s and codes of behaviour and conduct, generic ‘codes,
aesthetic or philosophical codes, codes of religion, histo-
rical codes, codes of class distinction, codes of dress,

) the list can be almost endless. By showing the parallels
between the conventions of a code and the conventions used

L o) .

in a work of art we draw conclusions which allow us to
discovef thgmes and character patterns, and to suggest ¢
meaning. If we look at these two works we could attempt to
recreate the 1illusion of unity by devising from the limited
number of clues given to us what would amount to its story-
book meaning or $hotographic coherence. But for two works
such as these whose structures undermine such commonplace
1llusions of coherence any attempt to discover storybook or
photographic ccherence would tend towards parody of the
critical act.

Let me look only at oné type of code, the generic, to
cappare the ways 1n which Stein and Picasso have responded
‘to existing codes. Picasso, ostensibly, has painted a still
life. Stein, ostensibly, has written descriptive brose. But
neither have followed extant generic conventions. To con-
sider these works 1in terms of genre is to discover the

figures or groups of relations which set them apart from

the genres they claim or manifest allegiance to.
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In a still life thére ere no people, only the objects
"of nature and the works of artisans: bounty such as fruit,
vegetables, flowgrs, game and so on, and artefacts of
beauty and interest such as musical ‘instruments or furni-
ture. These objects are depicted in high detail, in
perspective and with depth of field. Depending on the
particular school of still life, different geometric shapes
(stars, triangles, etc.) are used to arrange and proyide
focus for the painting. The colors are complemeﬁtary and
‘the shapes of individual objects are often thematically
repeated. Picasso has chosen conventional objects but his
treatment 1is very unconvéntional. First, there are only two
diménsioéS and not three. There is no apparent geometrical
shape informing the arrangement of the objects. There 1is a
lack of detail, and what detail there 1s, such as the
surface texture of the bread, 1s often only hinted at, 1in
~this case by lines, or is presented out of proportion, such
as the white outlined goblet. The objects are often incom-
-plete-—the rum bottle is only partially there--and they are
often fragmentéd--the glass with the anchor 1s in two:
parts. There are, however, at least two ways 1n whicﬁ this
still life 1s structurally conventional. The section of
door frame or window frame on the left side in the upper
half of the painting and the "compotier” in the upper rx@ht
are both three dimensional. Shadows are used to give the
1llusion of depth of field. Also, certain shapes are re-

peated in a thematic way. Glass openings, of which there
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are three, are indicated by one oval within another. And
the almost pointillist dotting of squares and rectaéqles“is
used to indicate floors and othé; flat horizontal surfacqs,
while the vertical surfaces such as walls and é;air backs
are a flat brown. These anomalous agreements with conven-
tion, however, seem to serve his purpose rather than defeat
it, for they serve to place in context and make more ng—

ticeable his contraventions of the code.

Stein’s Tender Buttons does not seem to fit easily

into any of the large literary genréd that undergraduate
courses are designed around. It is not a novel; it 1s not a
poem or a series of poems (although we might try to con-
sider 1t as a series of prose poems); it 15 not a play; 1t
1s neither a biography nor a memoir; and 1t 1s nét an
,essay. These same undergraduateé, however, have probably
also taken a éomposition course 1in which they learn to
distinguish between such modes as des;riptive writing,
narrative writing, expository writing, and argumentative
writing. These modes (we might call*tﬁ?h’gub-qenres) are at
the service of the larger literary genres. A typical novel
will contain all modes. Descriptive writing appears to me
to be the closest reiagive to the fragments of objects that
Stein has given us.

Descriptive writing translates sensory experience 1nto
language--in.this case, as 1s the case with the still life,
the sensory experience of objects. In descriptive writing,

as in still life, there is an organizing principle or
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. comgffié-ihapo. Detail is used to suppost and brihg into
33!3; tﬁe object. The sentences are organized to establish
the.cédtrality of this object. Sequence is importan;. It
proviges whe sense that the description is moving towards
an igevitable conclusion. It distinguishes the central
object through a\gsocess of comparing and contrasting its
detﬁids to other objects which, if not adequately sepa-
rated, would make the central figure uncomfortably ambi-
guous.

“~Like Picasso, Stein has chosen to accept the semic and
symbolic conventions which codify the objects that the work
of art will relate to, but to contravene the generic con-
vention§ which concern the strucfuration of the work. She
deals with objects and indicates what those obje&ts are 1in
the title of each section but she does not presengAa
sequentially organized array of detail that will brirg us
inevitably to the unambiguous realization of a central
object. Like Picasso, she eschews an underlying geometric
organizing principle,” including, however, a couple éf con-
ventional phr?ses--"A little piece please”--that Eemind us
of the code%fshe is playing against. And like Picasso, the
details are é&ben to us not as configurations of integrated
objects but as fragments of those objects. In "Apple" we
are first presented with a series of what, syntactically at
least,~Nare either comparisons or contrasts: "apple plum,

carpet steak, seed clam." Later, after an interlude 1in

which the potato 1s prominent (a potato im French being an
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earth apple) we return, without syntactic coqﬁection. to

ancther fragment on the apﬁle, "a green seen is caflbd

L 4

bake, " which gives us the colour and the apple 1n an
altered form, baked. But Fhese compared and cont:asted{//y

objects give us no gsense of the unigueness of the apple.

Fragments are simply placed 1n the same tognitjive space,

1

i ‘ - .
Thus the figures that we read in these sections of Tender
o
Buttons are not the supposed whoi, and distinct fijures
”

that a well organized and focunaed description would pfe-
sent to us as inevitable would-be icons, but a collection
of perceived objects without unifying focus.

To look at these ddvictions from the generic conven-
tions 1s to apply those conventions to describing dev1a:

/

\
| .
tion. We \see that both of these works are consistent with

the relativist rgv;?:‘;;;TseL.the universal that both stein .
and Picasso tirst recognized 1n Cezanne, where every part
of a painting 1s as 1important as any other part and where
the flat surfaces of a gpoment of cognitive space are privi-
leged over the need to E\eate the 1llusion that 1ndividual
fragments are united 1n coherent, centered, yholes. The
message we have figured ou£ of both of these works 1s that

\
there 1s a discontinuity tdf the natural world that we
would 1gnore 1f we could. The unreal 1s made more xﬁportant
than creating 1llusions of the real. The unreal 1s unrea%

.

enough to be its own reality. ~

Contact: Today we are able to share the cultural codes

which have allowed me to say what I have said and to find
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spate in the @ftistic‘field for Stein’s text and Picasso’s

still life. If this stitl life and this text had been seen

) -

by a farmer .in Kansas in 1915--or even, I am sure, in

t

1985--it would be‘iubjected to a far different shared
cohpeténce and would undoubtedly be discarded as nonsense.
Semiotics has enabled us to share the recognition of a
similar correspondence between both_pain;ing and literature

and conventionalized nature, and to share a little oi';hé

*
~

relative sense in this nonsénse. , ‘
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inter: between
ludus: play

-

These next four chapters are extensions, repetitions,
ﬁ\ grafts. They parallel the concerns of the first four
chapters, in each case, changing the focus slightly,
skewing the emphasis and insistently differ/deferring.
thus chapter 5, which deals with the quest&on of _.
textual authorization ("Poetry and Grammar"), grows out of
the questions surrounding the problem of representation
(chapter 1). what and how can meaning be authorized in the
sanctioned Babel. Chapter 6, on self-consciousness ("The
‘Gradual Making of the Making of Americans"), deals with the
"self" and the "other" in the context of the relationship
between the text and the teader/writer, an extension of the
concern in chapter 2 with intertextuality where the "self"~
and "other" (or site and €ield) are considered in terms of
the relatTonship between the text and other texts. Chapter

7 looks at repetition as a figure of force ("Portraits and

5 103
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Repetition"), which was con!ideréd in general in chapter 3.
And chapter 8 deals with ﬁhe.figdring of meaning in the
mundane "business of living" context ("What Are Master-.
pieces and Why Ari.There So Few Of Them"), rather Rhan in
the aesthetic and "masterpieée" context of chapter 4. As
well, chapter 8 returns to chapter 1 by returning to a
concern with the literary marketplace.

The second group“of four mirrors (not single mirror but
an assemblage of mirrors) and folds back onto the first -
group of four. There is much tracing backwards and |
forward. But this tracing 1s not th? sort of tracing ﬁhat
leaves solid linesg .in 1ts wake. It is tracing‘dnder

erasure.



Chapter Five

"One Very llice Quality":
the Problem of Authorization

L4

I The Paradox

In her lecture "Pcetry and Grammar," Gertrude Stein
extols the virtues of verbs and adverbs. "[T]hey have one
:ery nice quality" she writes? "and that is that they can
be so mistaken" (211). This.statement of fers the same gort
of paracox as that attributed to Eubulides, the Cretan
liar: "A man says that he 1s lying. Is what he says true or )
false?” When Gertrude Stein tells us that "to be mistaken" //

. /
1s "one very nice quality," she 1s making a value judge-

ment. To be able to be mistaken 1s good; to be unable to be
mistaken 1s bad. But if what she says is of value then 1t
must be capable of being mistaken. Is it then, true or
false? If 1t 1s true then it is of no value because it 1is
incapable of being mistaken. If it is false then it is of
no value because 1t must then be incapable of error to be

1
of value. But this is to reduce what Stein has written to

105
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what we know of the mechanisms of logic: To read Stein /
demands that we respond tc Just this sort oﬁjinte;nal
cont:adiction constantly. If we are to find ‘mleasuse in
these texts, we must find some way to contehd‘@ith what
b}

Barthes, 1in The Pleasure of the Text, calls "the supreme

disgrace: self-contradiction." We must somehow learn to

"[endu}e] contradiction without shame" and find pleasure in
this "sanctioned.Babel" (3-4). Whag\this means is that our
criteria of Sudgement must change. Valorizing a text's
performance according £o externally 19cated values fo; good
and bad, true and false, is no longer adequate for the gext

which moves self-consciously within the sanctioned Bahel.
II Given the Problematic

Truth and value as externally 1oqated‘concepts are
inextricably bound to their expression 1in language and to
the rules or gramrars which guide their expression. The
modernist relationship to language begins by acknowledging~
the problematic of the traditional theories of externalized
truth, which is to say, of both the correspondence‘and the
G::oherencé theories of truth. In the correspondence theory
the signifier is directly motivated by and fully represents

«

the signified. In the coherence theory the search is for
~
the ideal system which can adequately account forrall

signifiers and all éignifieds, a system in which the signi-
fier has no indépeﬁgent signification and exists only to

mark off a certain portion of the whole--the whola being
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all of conceptual thought which is prior to and thug
extericr to expression. Both of these theories depend upon
establishing links between the present state of a
) 1anguage's grarmar (both lexicon and syd}ax) and the
origins of language inasmuch as origins represent the

source and validation of external author ity and wholeness.

Leonard Bloomfield, in his authoritétive. early twen-

tieth century werk, An Introduction to the §Eggx\9£
Language, gives ué'a short account of how man has conceived
of the origins of language. At first lanquage was thought
to be a divine gift; next, it was believed that language
was the brilliant idea of a primitive genius. In both cases '
the signifier was thought to correspond to the signified '
(hence the correspondence theory of truth) whether in the
Stcic ;ense of the sound directly imitating what it genoted
or in the Epicurean éense of the signifier peing an emo-
tfonal response to the experience. In both cases there was
a Platonic relation of language to the ideal forms. The
coherence theory of’}ruth, favored-by Bloomfield, saw a
quite other source of language. First, sound was the accom-
paniment of gestural expression; and then when the gestures
were dropped and the sounds came into independent use,
language began. Through the further unlimited development
of associational shifts we arrived at the language we use

‘ today. The correct archeology would show that all of the \yﬂ\\

complexities of language can be traced back to the grunts .

and sighs which originally accompanied gestural expressions
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(13-20). Ard since the signification ?f one grunt can cnly
be dif ferentiated from the signification of another grunt
by being placed within the system of relatTan, the dis-
crete grunt, or symbol cf expression, 1§ tiéd ifto the

[
system of expression and cannot exist iﬁdependently of it.

.

The grunt was associational; it dia not "correspond"
directly to the signified. ‘

The question then arises: given a textual performance
which exists outsidé of the controls of jogic, whi&h is to
say outside of both of these theories of truth, g% what
extent can we‘judge its value and what is théwsource {when
the source is ;d\fonger the origins of the systet) 9f the
authority from which such judgements follow?2 If wéttake it
as given that there does not exist a Platonic one-to-one
relation becween the signifier and the signified, between
the symbol of expressionrandithe ideal form expressed by
the symbol, and that thert dﬁes not exist the ideal and
comp lete system, which is to say, such posited universal
grammars as those of Bertrand Russell or Noam Chomsky, then
we must begin our search for textual authorization within
the system of differences which constitutes a la;guage.
That is, we must begin with the grammar of ﬁhe culturally
manifested language. This culturally manifest grammar is
the "descriptiye" grammar of language as we have it and not
the 1deal grammar of an equally ideal'language. It is a

pragmatic grammar, a grammar which wifl inevitably contain

contradictions.
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IIT Stein’'s Grammar

s

For Stein, grammar is not a closed and 1deal system but
rather the choices made aécordiﬁg to "how you are feeling
inside you to the wordas that are coming out to be outside
of you" (Poetry and Grammar 209). And although the conven-

tional wisdom is that "{glrammar makes no mistakes" (How to
Write 81), Stein knows that "[g]rammar 1s mistaken at
times" (84). And that thisfiS'what hak@s grammar "very
’excitlng" (Poetry and Grammar 210).

Stein divides her field of 1nqulry into three areas:
words, punctuation, and sentences and paragraphs. She
doesn 't deal with syntax per se. Syntax ig a/constraiﬁlng
system which depends upor external truths. Instead, shé’
wanted her sentences be balanced, which is to say, not
professionally censtrained such that there was no room for
play (224—253. Her sentences had to have a "balance of a
space completely not filled but created" (225). Her grémmar
of sentences and of syntax was an open gra&mar not respon-
sible to any complete system but always creating itself.
This is why she liked "the feeling the everlasting feeling
of sentences as they diagram themsel ves" (211).3 For Steuin,
then, the system;z;tion of grammar is unimportant. She had
no interest in rewriting the rules of syntax, or even in
acknowledging any dependence upon existing rules. What

interested her was the character of the bits and pleces

that were available td her and which she could place one
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after anothe:r to create a space. In\’gggtry and Grammar,"
Stein therefore spends mcst of her time providing character
skeéché: of the various words types and punctuatioﬁ\rarks. \
In genéral, words that try to limit and constrain
meaning are judged to be uninteresting ahd unexciking while
words that are less definite and can b®& mistaken are judged
to be 1nteresting and exciting. "Nouns are the name of
anything.and just naming names is alright when you want to
call a reoll but is it good for anything else" (210).
“[N]Jouns as I say even by definition are completely not
lnteresting, the same thing is true of adjectives. Adjec-
tives are not really and truly interestihg” (211). A noun _
1s "so unfortunately so completely the name of something
[that] nouns cannot please" (212). This 1s Stein's
description of the ordinary noun used for ordinary communi-
cation. And Stein hopes that "now no one can have any
1llusion about [such] a noun or about the adjective that
goes with the noun" (213). The use of nouns in poetry is
something else however. In ordinary communication people
have decided "not to get’afound them" (228), that is, not
to challenge nouns and adjectives and the illusions they
support. But 1n her poetry Stein tells us that she decided
"to meet them, to handle in short to refuse them by &sing
them” (228). "Nouns‘are the name of énything and anything
is named, that is what Adam and Eve did and if you like it

-1s what anybody does, but do they go on just using the name

until perhaps they do not know what the name is or . . . do
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sense. . . . Poetry has to do with vocabulary

*

1s a vocabulary entirely based on the noun

replacing the noun" (230-31). The noun or name will not be-
come "senseless" by being repeatedly displaced and re-
Created. But sense must be constantly renewed and re-
created; 1f not, then "once you know its name the enjoyment
of naming 1t 1is over" (231). This does not mean that she
created neologisms but rather that nouns were used as if
they ‘were new. "[T]he name was not new but the thing being
alive was always new" (237). The noun 1s 1nadequate and
unexciting only when 1t 1s already named and conseqguently
carries the burden of the illusion of not being mistaken.
But 1t can be made alive again in poetry when poetry be-
comes the process of naming.

"Verbs and adverbs," on the other hand, "are more
[naturally] interesting"” because "they have one very nice
quality and that is that they can be mistaken" (211). They
are words of action and process and therefore do not
suffer froﬁ the 1nherent inactivity of named nahes. Verbs
and adverbs can be mistaken "endlessly, both as to what

»
they do and how they agree or disagree with whatever they
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do" (211-12). "[T)lhey are, so to speak on the mave" (212).
. Other parts of speech which connect, relate and "move" are
similarly characterized. Thus prepositions "can of all
: things be most mistaken"” and can be "everlastingly en-
joying" (212). Articles are interesting beéausé ;ﬁlike
nouns they are "not so unfortunatefy sé complétely‘hnfor-
.
tunately the name of §pmethihg"-(212). And the conjupction
is e;citiné becahée it has a forcef {213). "Conjunctions
have made themselves libe by'tﬁeir work" (213). All of
theée then are words that live and go on. They are not
named but aid 1n the process of haﬁing. »

A punctuagion'mark 1s judged good or bad according to
whether or not 1t interferes with the "going on" of
writing. "[I])f writing should go on what had colons and
semi-colons to do with 1t, what had commas to do with 1t,
what had periods to do with 1t" (217). Marks that kept
writing from going on were servile. "As I say commas are
servile . . . [they keep] you from living your life as
actively as you should lead 1it" '({219-20). Periods however
escape this general proscription because "[s]topping some-
time did not really keep one from going on, it was nothing
that iqterfered, 1t was only something that happened, and
as it happened as a perfectly natural happening, I did
believe in periods and I uséd them" (217). "([(P)eriods had
come to have for me completely a life of {heir own" (218).

While the period is given a stay of emecution, other ending

or stopping marks are less fortunate. Exclamation marks,
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question marks ard guotation marks are no good because they

stop life unnecegsarily. Apostrophes, however, are some-
[+

what 1nteresting because they ha'’e possession as does

living. And "dashes and dots . . . these might be inter-
"esting spaces"” (216) because spaces are not stopping but
4
going on.

This grammar which places no value in syntactic systems
nor in characters that stop life from going ©m, and whach
valorizes gaps, the process of naming, going on and feeling
sentences diagram themselves, 1s definitely a grammar that
valorizes the capacity for being mistaken. But the paradox
st1l]l exists: how can so much be valeorized i1f sc much value

1s placed 1n the capacity for error?

IV Truth, Truthfulness: Jgdglng/KnowLng*

Tc find somethirg 1ntelligible we must first valorize
1t. We must make judgements about what 1s true and wha: 1s
false 1n a statement. These judgements require support from
something whléh allows us to feéa secure 1n our conclu-
51on§. As I have pointed out, for the correspondence and
the coherence theories of truth this support is external.
But when external truths are denied, we must look inside

’
the text 1tself for support for our judgements of intelli-

gibility. We can begin with Geoffrey Hartman's distinction,

in Saving the Text, between "truth" and "truthfulness."

Truth 1s absolute and external; truthfulness recognizes

what he calls "the mediacy of words,"” 1t is internal and

-
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relational (155). Lacan, when he 1s considering “he gap
which he calls th: unconscious and when he 1s looking at
the ways 1n which consciousness (or ianguagg [Hartﬁan's
mediacy]) confronts this gap, glso distinguishes "the
function of the subject of certainty from the search for
truth" (Four Fundamental Concepts 39). Certainty and
truthfulness are just that, a function of the subject. They

are the particulars of what a pragmatist might call fixed

opinion (truthfulness) ther than a fixity of opinion

(truth). J. L. Austin, in de strating the essentially
pérformative character of the constative (which 1s to say,
that type of statement which purportedly describes a true

or false fact), points out that by saying &omething 1is

rtain

—_——

true, you are actually saying that it 1is "tfge for ¢
insgnte and purposes™ (my 1ta?1cs) and Phat “the 1ntents
and purposes of the utterance and its contex: are impor-
tant; what 1s judged true in a school book may not be so
judged in a work of historicail- research” (How To Do Things
With Words 143). What is called truth, as Culler points
out, even when 1t 1s believed to be absolugyﬁ }s discovered
to be controlled by pragmatic norms  (On Deconstruction
153). Because'of the mediacy of language, truth can 1in all
cases be reduced to truthfulness.

Truth (in the character of truthfulness) then, has no
independent (externally supported) assertive meaning. Any

distinction in meaning and in truthfulness must therefore

come from the differences in linguistic practice. The truth
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of truthfulness is that ‘which suits the practice, ‘n other

i ~/ ‘ .

words, that which is expedient. But although the ®xpedient
X \ -

can limit, 1t cannot wholly determine, It 13 a case, as

Derrida points out‘in "Signature Event Context,"” "that the

field of equivocality covered by the word communication

permits itself to be reduced massively by the limits of
what 1s called a context" (Margins 310). But this context
contains within itself its own rupture, which gives to
truthfulness an air of infinite regress, of differance.
Thus according to Derrida, the three es§enc1a1'predicates
of minimal determination for wraiting (l. a mark which
remains;{}. the sign carries the force of 1ts own breaking;
and, 3. ¢his fofce 1s due to the gaps which constitute the|
sign) demonstrate this rupturability. Whether or not the
sign and our judgement of its truth valuegqs thought to be
a public act or a private one 1s unimportant since the sign
as representative @f ;}uth and factuality must 1n bo:k
cases equal reality. In both cases we are limited by the
mediacy of language: in the public sense because\we
“communicate” through the agency of language; 1n the

private sense because, as Lacan has formulated 1t, the’

consciousness 1s subject to the same restriCtions as a

\:Engjlanguage and even our privatle thinking 15 limited by these
restrictions.

What I have been saying 1s that in !ooking at the
concept of truth and 1n authorizing the conclusion that

absolute truth is not possible, we can only implicate
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6u;selves in truthf@lness..Lgnguage really has ncthing to
do wjith truth”at all; in Shor£, our@pelief in language’s

capa‘,gy‘to describe tru-h is false. Thus we ién conclude
with Umberto Eco that the study cf language and sién Sys-

tems :n general, which 1s to say semiotics, "is in prin-

.ciple the discipline of studying everything which can be

}§ed'£g«érderl£9 lie" (A Theory of Semiotics 7). The lie

exists in the gap between the name and what the name sup-

posedly stands for, between the symbol and its referent.

The gap will always thrn the relation into a lie. For in

his gap lies madness, absence, aporia and'as Lacan has
-

-

t

told us, the unconscious (Four Fundamental Concepts of 25).

This absencé always intervenes in our attempts to tell the

truth (Derrida Margins 315). As Stein wrote in the "Henry
James" section of Four 1in America, "{Y]ou can think of a
name as & name or not a name" (153). If you think of a name

as only a name then you are thinking only of language and
of fruthfulness as opposed to truté. If you think of a name
not-as a name then you are trying to relate the name to a
gruth. In both cases you will be forced by the Q;p to lie,
to be mistaken. -

We can extend this one step further. The search for
truth, as pragmatism has taught us, is the search for
belief. Even though we are On our guard and are aware of
the mediacy of language we still "trust that it [the text]
will make sense" (Hartman xxi). We trust (or believe)_iﬂ

the face of all odds‘ﬂﬁpch belief, however, can be more
i , )

v
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sophisticarted :hanvat first might appear to be the case.
For as Derrida points out, the %gﬁf must be able to
convince 1tself of meaning, howeQer provisionally, in order
to stave off madness. It 1s a crisis, as Derrida says, "in
whilich reason is madder than madneSs* (Wriging and
Difference 62). So belief, faith and trust, like truth,
also bgcome somewhat less than what tH%y claim to be;
belief, faith and trusﬁ become authority figures rather
than absclutes. The fact is no longer that which i;
unquestioned but that which fosters expedient belieé. ' no
longer judge a thing to be true or false but instea- - a
belief 1n our knowing its truthfulness.

Belief is therefore no longer constative, which is to
say reducible to exterpally supported true/false state-
ments. It is performed knowing and limited instead by
feliciﬁy of action and affect. There 1s a connection here
to Bakhtin's theory of dialogism, where textual acts are
valorized according to their motivation, which is to say 1in
response to the needs and desire of and for belief

<

{(Dialogic Imagination 278).

V System /N.-twork

Both Aus%in's theory of performative utterances and
Bakhtin's theory of dialogism were posited in order to
cf fer an alternative tc Jnita{y theqries of truth. In the
case of the performative, an alternative to the fact-
describing constative; 1n the case of dialogism, an alter-

native to the monological text. The monological text re-

4
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quires support from the unquestioned authority of a univer-
sal grammar. Bakhtin rejects this support when he writes:

Aristotelian poetics, the poetics of
Augustine, the poetics of the medieval church, of
"the one language of truth," the Cartesian '
poetics of neoclassicism, the abstract
grammatical universalism of Leibniz (the idea of

a "universal grammar"), Humboldt s insistence on
the concrete--all these . . . give expression to
the same . . . forces; . . . they serve one and

the sime project of centralizing and unifying .
. . The victory [(is] of one reigning language
(dialect) [(grammar] over the others, the supplanting
of languages, their enslavement, the process of
illuminating them with the True Word.

(Dialogic Imagination 271)

The monological, unitary text under the sway of the "true"
. .

and universal grammar is a text which in Stein’ seterms

cannot be mistaken and is therefore not alive, which 1is to

say, 1t is not going on in time. Stein reveals her aware-

ness of this problem in.Everybody s Autobiography when she

»

comments on Utopias. "That is the trouble with any Utopia,
any system, as soon as it is a system it is not a distrac-
tion and so it .does not any longer make it possible not to
know the passage of time" (59). Perhaps the key word here
is the grord "system." All universal grammars, utopias,
neoc}ajgjcal poetics and so on, are monological "systems."
Stein, in her concentration on the characteristics of the
component particles of a grammar, refuses to accept the
authority of any ;ystem. When Stein talks of seeiﬁg a
sentence diagram itself she is not entering a system but
what Lacan calls "a network formed by random and contiguqus

associaticns" (Four Fundamental Concepts 46).
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A universal system c#nhnot afford such random conti-
guity. Derrida, in commenting on Husserl! s interest in
universal grammj}s, points out that "the system of rules of
a univers:' grammar . . . will[s] to know, by an epistemic
intentic DY a conscious relation to the object as an

‘object of knowledge within a horizon of truth" (Margins
320). When the object of textual expression is "trugh" then
the grammatical system 1is centered by the presence of
truth; this center alsO‘pqcomes the horizon; it is, 1n
short, the beginning and khe end joined by the middle which
is the expression of the beginﬁing and the end. Therefore
every utterance analyzed within the horizon of a universal
grammar 1s subject to teleological. gnalysis. Here again
Stein shows herself repeatedly to be against systems. Over
and over again in her writings she repeats the utterance
that "anyway there is no beginning ahd no end" (Everybody s
Autobiography 87). Because, as she points out 1n Useful
Knowledge, when you end you realize that there is no truth
(113). The conclusion she reached bezause of this 1s "that
whole thing [which is to say a system] 1s not interesting"
(Geographical History 1195). Geoffr‘iEHartman sums 1t up
well when he writes that systems or "doctrinal effective-
ness [are] . . . accommodating rather than awe—insplrlhg”
(Saving the Text 120). Stein was after excitément and awe,
not accommodation. The monological text and the universal

system necessary for 1tsS support were not exclting.

A moﬁological system 1s a canonized ideology, or belief

7
b
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system (Bakhtin, Dialogic 271). It is also the case, how-
ever, th&t every utterance carries with it ideological
baggage. As Culler points out, meanings and variations of
meanings come from "specificétions of context" (On Decon-
struction 131). These specifications are the ideological
bearings of the context, bearings which limit the possible
interpretations of meaning and ﬁhus intelligibility. When a
reader reads, he ®s bringing remembered contexts to. the
text. And remembering always involves limiting the text

o

N :
(Lacan, Four Fundamental Concepts 40), an action which

constitutes the ideological baggage of a remembered

» v

corcext. It is in this way that the nouns and names which

Stein rejects in "Poetry and Grammar" become the fixed

"facts (the names that don’'t go on) that she ‘equally rejerts

(Four in America 39).

1f, as Derrida writes, all communica;ion is organized
by priority and privilege (Margins 310), in other words by
the ideologically priorized concepts and thus privileged

limits of a context, can an utterance avoid systemization?

Barthes suggests one way out in The Pleasure of the Text

when he suggests that the text of pleasure or of Hartman's

awe is a text which places these systems, or as he calls
them fictions, in a struggle for power such that no one
fiction dominates (27). Bakhtin,of course, comes to a’
similar conclusion in his theory of dialogism. -
For Bakhtin, an utterance is never unitary. There 1is

always an ambiguity that comes from a double voicedness,
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from opposing, dialogized systems. Thus there is both

centralization and decentralization. He writes:

¢

Every concrete utterance of a speaking subject
serves as point, where centrifugal as well as
centripetal forces are brought to bear. The pro-
cess of centralization and decentralization, of
unification and disunification, intersect in the
utterance; the utterance not only answers the
requirements of its own language as an individua-
lized embodiment of a speech act, but it answers
the requirements of heteroglossia as well; it is
in fact an active participant in such speech
diversity. ' . '

(Dialogic Imagination 272)
Thus systems, because decentered, while nominally
maintaining the status of system, become consumed in
Lacan’'s non-systematic networks. They don 't disappear but
they are relativized by force. For as Derrida points out,
‘form 1s opposed to force (Writing 4).

So far then we have words as intersecting surfaces
rather than as fixed points (Kristeva, Desire in L&nguage
65). The center is posited but decentered and deferred, yet
also remembered from the the past. The center is beginning
and end but not the indefinite in-between of Stein’s

-

continuing present, her going on. The codes that define the
contexts and their ideological baggage are never quig; in

the present. They are as Culler says, borrowing from Sartre
in What is Literature?, the ggié lu and the yet to be read

(Pursuit of Sigﬁs 102). The dialogized utterance in the now
constitutes a consciousness of language which 1s, as .
Bakhtin puts it, fully de-centered (Dialogic Imagination

378) . This decenteredness, this absence at the centre, 1is,

paradoxically, the source of the desire that structures our
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utterances (Lacan, Four Fundamental Concepts 25). Languagc
is a rupture with totality, and the desire is to describe
this rupture. Yet every effort to describe the rupture ends

by stealing structural echoes from absence avoiding

N

SYSt”q_l‘)nS . \\N_.A._)J

‘Tg};performed utterance and its desire to fill the
silent épaces, to challenge the gaps, becomes the focus.
The analysis of the utterance is no longer keyed to a
system, an ideology, a grammar, but to the conflicting
structures to be found within a network of conti;uous
signs. The diagrammed network of an utterance takes place
in Derrida’'s general text,‘but can also be more conven-
iently packaged in what Bakhtin calls the zone and what
Lacan calls the praxis of a speaking voice (Bakhtin,
Dialogic Imagination 316; Lacan, Four Fundamental Concepts
6-9). Zones are speaker dominated parts of the field
(Bakhtin 302-307). They are the location of a concerted
human action to represent the real by the symbolic (Lacan
6). An utterance does not therefore yield hermeneutic
truths but only the semantic horizons of its interventions
(Derrida, Writing 329). ’

The process of understanding, of finding intelligi-
bility in an utterance, of makiné communication work,
entails the reader’'s implicating himself in the netwérk of
the speaker/writer (Lacan 46).‘Thus we are not bringilng a
system to the utterance but looking for the internally

authorized limits indicated by an utterance’'s network. We
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are only scientific, Barthes tells us, thatiis, we only
resort to imposing systems upon texts, because,we lack the
necessary subtlety to do otherwise (Pleasure of the Text
61). Subtlety comes with the recognition of intervention.

Thus in Useful Knowledge Stein tells us that grammar is all

a festival (7), not the system but the disruptions of
system. It is the balance éf Ccreating that we are looking
for (Poetry and Grammar 225)‘ahd not unitéry truths. Or as
Julia Kristeva has put it, we look for transférmations and

harmonies and not transcendence (Desire in Language 89). ’

VI Authorizing/Valorizing

Transcendence requires the truth values discoverable by
hermeneutics. This truth i1s a privileged object that exists
exterior to the text, to the utterance. Thus the codes
which systematize these truths have no value in themselves;
their value 1s derived froh the privileged truths which
they codify.

Value comes from assuming privilege. Inasmuch as any
statement is ideological (Barthes, Pleasure of the Text
50}, value mugt always be present. The centered presence of
authoritative discourse permits no play of meaning, does
not allow for the possibility of Steinian mistakes 5 v
(Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination 342). As Culler points out, 'ﬁ"
with presence there is no motion, no Steinian going on (On
Deconstruction 945. Any univocal meaning ends the possi-

bility for play (131). However, the assignment of rank and
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value according to privilege needn’'t be perceived as perma-
nent and transcendent; it can be perceived as temporary and
pragmatic. What 1s present can be present as an act of
knowing and not in the form of centering presence. Each
utterance, in effect, canonizes its own language. In this
sense, to valorize 1s, as Derrida points out in "Signature
Event Context," to'authorize (310). Thus for Benveniste the
performative utterance is an act of authority (Problems in
General Linguistics 236). Shoshana Felman has translated
this to mean that the performative utterance refers to a
reality that 1t constitutes {and thus authorizes) 1itself
(The Literary Speech Act 21). And as Culler has pointed
\out, even deconstruckiqn privileges, or authorizes certain
themes (On Deconstruction 212).

As Stein writes 1n Four in America, "[w]lhatever you

mean you can lilke or not like to mean" (115). For a
sentence "[p]leases by its sense. This is a fashion in
sén&?ﬁces" (How to Write 27). The writer sets up the net-
work, esfablishes the zone of his voice and authorizes his
own meaning. The text is not responsible to a transcendent
truth but to itself. The other, the reader, attempts to
implicate himselg in this self-authorization and, as Stein
writes, "[alny one whom I convince is convinced" (Foutr in
America‘170). |

The source of value is the certainty of the self in the
face of absence (a certaipty which must be able to be

mistaken). Stein’'s certainty i1s her claim to know what she
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knows (and not to know what 1s known). Thesc images of
certainty are the 1mages that are continually re-accen-
tuated (Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination 410). For as Derrida
writes, "[t])o write 1s to produce a mark that will consti-
tute a kind of machine that . . . yield(s] itself to
reading and rewriting. . . . For the written to be written,
1t must continue to ‘act " (Margins 316). To perform an
uﬁterahce 1s to perform a promise, to authorize the reader
to repeat the utterance in the author 's name. It 1is the re-
accentuated 1mage 1n the face of absence that, through
authorized repetition, valorizes.

Uteerances are read, rewritten and repeated because
they serve 1individual needs, they respond to our desire to
challenge the gaps. The pleasure comes not from making the .
definitive judgement put from a provisional mastery of the .,
site of the challenge (Hartman, Saving the Text 1). Thus 1n
a sense, pleasure suspends value (Barthes, Pleasure of the
Text 65), and 1nstead glorifies the textual body (37) 1n an

act of interpretation which 1s a will to power (62).
VII Performing Mistakes/The Scandal of Performing

Power 1s action, the dominatigpn of action, and the
self-authorized claim of certainty in action. Power does
not stand still. It 1s a performance and a promise of
certainty. J. L. Austin’'s performative utterance consti-
tutes such action. As Derrida describes it, the performa-

tive "does not describe something which exists outside and
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before language. It produces or transforms a situatior, 1t

operates” (Margins 321). But "a successful performative 1s
necessarily an ‘"impure’ performative, . . . there is no
‘pure’ performative" (328§), since we are essentially alone

with linguistic signs (Derrida, Writing and Difference 72).
The performance of an authorized certainty 1s only just
that, a promise of‘certalngi. It can never be fully
comminicated in a "pure” form. Thus power 1s no more than a
promise. All utterances are ther®fore implicitly promises
(Felman 17). Once again we are retuyrned to Stein’'s claim
that "[a] sentence then can easfly make a mistake" (How to
Write 35), and that this quality is a TJéry nice one." For
Shoshana Felman these inmui$it1y mistaken (impure) promises
"situate what makes for problems in man" (9). Mistaken
promises are the very condition of humanity.

And so Stein can write, "of ccurse I was &lear, Alice
Toklas says and very often mistaken . . ., I am slow minded
and quickly clear in expression, I am certain that I éee
everything that 1s seen" (Everybody s Autobiography 301). "I
like writing, it 1s so pleasant, to have the ink write it
down on the paper as it goes on doing. Harlan Miller
thought I left such a large space in between so that I

could correct in between but I do not correct" (311). Words

are shocks, she wrote in Useful Knowledge {(111), and no

amount of correction is going to cover up this shockingness
of the promises of certainty. As Bakhtin writes, "[a]ll the

high positions and symbols, . . . with which men adorn
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themselves with such i1mportance and hypocritical falsity
[includling language] . . . [take) place in an atmosphere of
gay deception" (Dialogic Imagination 408). For the
-

eventhood of a "performative statement [could not) succeed
1f 1ts formulation did not repeat a ‘coded or iterable
statement"” (Derrida, Margins 326). |

A promise, 1nasmuch as it is a commitment, not only
gives rise to conflict but also structures it (Felman 26).
For there 1s always a conflict in any commitment between
tﬁe constative 1mpetus and the performative impetus (Felman
27). The promise 1s the response to the desire to challenge
absence and as Lacan has pointed out, desife always forces
us to limit (1f only because it leads us to making
promises) (Four Fundamental Concepts 31). And since all
promises are untenable, they all result in scandal, wheres
scandal represents nothing more than the broken promise

(Felman -12).

hough the promise of meaning 1s "demonic-

N

attempt to convince the self and so stave

But eve
hyperbole," a
off madness (Derridé, Writing and Difference 62), there 1s
within this scandal also a source of pleasure (Felman 12).
For Hartman this 1s because the text provides a means to
reflection (Saving the Text 149). For Barthes it is enough
to glorify the textual body (Pleasure in the Text 37). For
Stein, excitement and pleasure are derived from going on,
from knowing what you know, and from being able to be

mistaken.
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VI1I1 The Paradox of the Broken Promise Performed

In The Literary Speech Act, Shoshana Felman

encapsulates the paradox of the promise in a guotation from

Plato s Symposium.

What 1s strangest of all is the popular conviction
that a lover, and nene but a lover, can forswear
himself with impunity--a lover’'s vow, they say, is
no vow at all.

(23)

All writers are lovers making vows they cannot keep.

"Whenever words come before the mind there 1s a

mistake"” writes Gertrude Stein in How To Write (66), since
"{glrammar 1s in our power" (73) and our power 1s consti-
tuted by the promise. "Grammar [can be] agreeableness™ (59)
and "[g]rammar.is easil‘ Teved to usefulness" (100) but
"[glrammar is restless" (60); "[g]rammar includes excuse

feilcity" (55).

In her lecture "Poetry and Grammar," Stein quotes
‘Bundles for Them  as an example of poetry that struggles
to avoid nouns and thus be lively and excliting and of
course able to be mistaken. The protises authorized ié'this
piece set the tone.

We were able to notice that each one in a way
carried a bundle, they were not a trouble to
them nor were they all bundles as some of
them were chickens some of them pheasants
some of them sheep and some of them bundles,
they were not a trouble to them and then
indeed we learned that it was the principle
recreation and they were so arranged that
they were not given away, and today they were
given away.

I will not loek at them again.
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They will not look for them again.
They have not seen them here again.
They are in there and we hear them again.
- (239) -
On the surface of things there are three blatant reversals
underlining the text ‘s capacity for error. Each carried a bundle
but they wé&ren't all bundles; they were not given away, and
today they were given away; I will not look for them again,
we hear them again. But if this is all it means to perform
the paradox of promising then surely it 1s a simple matter
~and hardly worth our notice. Let s move on to the next
paragraph 1in this poem.

-

In which way are stars briqgler than they are.
When we have come to this decision. We mention many
thousands of buds. And when I close my eyes I sean
them.
‘ '(239)

What 1s being promised here, what is the author si1gning
for, authorizing under her name? What does this have to do
V\with what preceded it? There i% an overlay here of three
things: bundles, stars and buds. Are we being authorized to
join them all metaphorically? Bundles, which include
chickens and pheasants and sheep, are like sta;s, which are
like*the buds of flowers. When she closes her eyes she sees
them. Does she see them diécretely, or conflated? If con-
flated, what 1s she promising ud about the similarities
among these three things? Stars aré arranged liii/pzhdles—-
constellations with animal names?--and when ydﬁ look at the
buds of flowers and then close your eyes a pattern 1is left

on the i1nside of the eyelids like the stars of a Cdnstella-

tion. This is all quite plausible, even possible, but where
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then 1s the'paradcx, and why, the superficial contradictions

in the first part?' Let us look again at what follows.
P g

I1f you hear her snore
- It 1s not before you love her
You love her sdthat to be her beau .is very lovely
She 1s sweetly there and her curly hair is very

lovely.
"She 1s sweetly here and I am very near and that
1s very lovely. -

She 1s my tender sweet and her little feet are
stretched .out well which is a treat and very lovely.

Her little tender nose 1s between her little eyes
which close and are very lovely.
She is very Jovely and mine which 1s very lévely.
' /> . (2400

~ EEE

What we have here 1s a love poem, a poem glorifying a lover

’

as well'as celebrating the possession of ‘that lover. But a
lover 's vowrlis no vow at all according to Plato. The
- flower bud becomes a star becomes a mundane bundle which “is
.not a bundle. These vows of‘love are promised with convic-
tion, but all that leads.up to these vows warﬁsbus that even
though authorized’they are able to be mistaken. There 1s
excitement and a certain violenée in this doubt. There is
a sensed need to stave off thé madness of doubt and absencs

. . s . .
by challenging 1t with these vows. She is certain she knows

o]

the truthfulness of threse vows but her network warns us of

their potential scandal.
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Chapter Six %

"As 1 Saw When I Saw":
Writing Self-Consciously

I Subtle Larceny

The last parggraph of Gertrude Stein’s The

» L ,
Autoéiograohv of Alice B. Toklas reads: -

About si1x weeks ago Gertrude Stein said, it does
not look to me as 1f you were ever going to write
that autobiography. You know what I am going to
do. I am going to write it for you. I am going to
write 1t as simply as Defoe did the autobiography
oI Robinson Crusoe. And she has and this 1is it.

(252) -

-
With this simple declaration at the end of her book Stein
undermines what most people would exlvely accept as the
arm of any autobiography: to provide a true picture of é
life. With this simple declaration she turns history 1nto
fiction.l As Shirley Neuman demonstrates in Geftrude Stein;

¥

Autobiography and the Problem of Narration, autobiogra-

phers, as well as biographers, have long been concerned
wite’the gaps between the narrated presentation of a "self"

and the reality of that "S;T?." "[T]he “special felicity’

131
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of autobiography, its ‘misrepresentation’, is, . . . a
highly conscious ang‘integral attribute of the genre" (13).
An autobiography can be true in no absolute sense. But as
Neuman points out, Stein’s "originality lies not 1in her
realization of the autobiographer;s dilemma but 1in her
repudiation for literary purpcses of the‘concfnuity of the

self" (17). Stein 1s not only consciously aware of the

I

dilemma, she consciously makes that consciousness a part of

-a .

her narrative.

In the "Wilbur Wright" section of Four in America,

Stein tells us that a painter painting "is like an actor who
sees himself speaking" (93). She might have extended this
analogy to include the writer who sees himself writing
{Yniting, for she was certainly aware, 1f not always quick

to admit, that this was the case. The very first sentence

of her last abYtobiography, Wars I Have Seen, demonstrates

the inevitable hesitation of such self-consciousness: "I do
not know whether to put in the things I do not remember as
well as the things I do remember" (3). She then gces on in
the very next sentence £o tell us a thing that she does not
remember bgt which has been-toid to her, Eﬁphasizing‘that
there Qill‘ be gaps be¥ween the Qual occurrences and what
. .

she is going to tell us about them. This same poth 1s made

by Jonathan Culler in_ On Deconstruction: "The attempt to

‘know thyself’, whether by 3 person or a poem, may produce
powerful interpretive discourse, but something crucial will

remaln unknown or unnoggped, and the relation between a
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text and its'self—description or self-interpretation*will
remain askew" (205). From this awareness of the gaps that
appear when references are skewed comes the pluralization
of modernism--the impetus which allows no truth to be
fixed. |

With no fixable truths, every history is "esséntially a
fiction" (Neuman 26). The text becomes self-referring and
self-validating. The author acquires the status of pro-
prietor, rather than that of revealer of truths. And so,
Stein, at the beginning of her novel Ida, has the character
Ida, when she is discussing how she created her own twin,
ask the rhetorical question, "[i]f you make her can you
kill her" (11)? The destiny of a character created within a
discourse is fully controlled by that discourse. It is not
subject to extra-textual validation. The self'
conscious text no longer entertdfﬁ§ any 1llusion about the
connection between textual reality g; truthfulness and
exterior reality or truth. The subtle larceny exists 1n
this creation of illusory substitutes for reality. Even
though Steip admits that she 1s writing what she does not
remember, she presents it with the authority of truth. The
self-conscious reader will be aware of this and will not be
victimized. The unaware reader'WLll have unknowinqu
allowed the text (and the pre-emptive authority of the
conventions of realism) to steal from him the truth-de-

ciding authority that is rightfully his.
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I1 Product and Process

Such self-consciousness is a trademark of modernism.
But it is not unigue to modernism. Robert Alter speaks for
many literary critics and philosophers when, in Partial

Je
a’gic: The Novel as Self-Conscious Genre, he points to the

‘emergence of self-consciousness with such works as

Cervante 's Don Quixote, and then in the eighteenth century

in Britain with Sterne’'s Tristram Shandy. He also speaks

for many when he points to the nineteenth century, with 1its
emphasis on realism and social utility, as a time of
"eclipsé" for self~-consciousness; and of the modernist
twentieth cengury as a time of "revival."

"The novel be;ins out of an-erosion of belief in the
authority of the written word" (Alter, Partial Magic 3). As
a new genre it;became the vehiclg for raising these doubts.
The illpsions créated by earlier romances and picaresques
had reaéheq therpoint where, as Alter puts it, heroic
aspirations came face to face with a very unhéroic reality
(68). In self—congciously probing, in fiction, the rela-
tionship between artifice and reality, 1t became apparent
that realism‘was "a tantalizing contradiction in terms"
(x). The only way the nineteenth century could develop the
realistic novel was by.suppressing and ignoring this
problem. Gertrude Stein, a prodigious reader of everything
written during the nineteenth century was wall aware of

this willed blindness. "There was an end of the nineteenth

century and realism”" she writes 1n Wars I Have Seen;
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"realism was the last thing the nineteenth century did
completely. Anybody can understand ‘there is no point.in
being realistic about’here and now, . . . life is not real"
(44). The reason for nineteenth century realism according
to Stein was the feeling of being just;fied in being right,
And although at times she insists that her writing 1is in a
way realism it is not nimeteenth century realism when being
right was part of a belief iﬁ universal knowledge. It is

N
instead her own type of realism in which it is right be-
cause she "knows" it is right.

In the twentiéth century then, as in the eighteenth,
there 1s a dialectic between reality and fiction (Hutcheon,
Narcissistic Narrative 4). The reader, the writer ana the
critic do not look for truth and validity but for the
motivations manifest in the operations of this dialectic.

This dialectic4s the constant self-cohscious movement
between writing, and reading what has been written--
followed continuocusly by more re;eading and rewriting. A
text, according to Kristeva 1s nothing more than such a
rereading and rewriting of itself (pesire in Language 87).
The characters of a text, according to Alter, are con-
stantly aware of the pen which controls them (Partidl Magic
50—21). This dialectic, as Allen Thiher has put it, is a
dramatizing of self-knowledge (Words in Reflection 113-14).
"Explanations" writes Stein, "make me think of what do they
think" (How to Write 16). Reading and writing become "co-

extensive" (Hutcheon, Narcissistic Narrative 142). Dis~-
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course becomes a fabrication about fabrication }Alter 13G),
and flaunts the conditions of its own artifice (x). Doubt
1induced self-consciousness induces an endless mirroring of
discourse and quéstioninq of the status of fiction
(Hutcheon xii).

.- But with this recognition that "all laws they are paper
laws" (Stein, Everybody s Autobiography 243) also comes the
recognition that knoéledge kills action and that illusions
are necessary (see Nietzsche, Birth of Tragedy 60).
Reflecting on the self and the self’'s discourse allows this
self to fabricate the systems that prop, up our neceséary
1llusions (Thiher 67). But as Stein was all too aware, when
rules are known they no longer exist (Stein, Picasso 46).
They become the absence of killed action. "A planned world
(a world that fully reveals its planning) is a dead world"
writes Linda Hutcheon (58). |

The dialectic operates between this absence and illu-
sory realism. Culture has a nostalgia for realism according
to Alter (50) but inasmuch as the only "real" analogue of
reality is arbitrariness (71), every literary creation is
larcenous (58) since it is inevitably impelled by the
imagination's‘ﬁfed'to build myths (Hutcheon 140). As Alter
writes, "imagination, then, is alternately, or even simul;
taneously, the supreme instrument of human realizatidn and
the-eternal snare of delusion of a creature doomed to

futility" (iB). There can be no reliable narrator but each

narrator exists only through validating his own relia-
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bility. All conventions are inevitably misrepresentations
and yet there 1s no escape from convention (Alter 33). fhe'
imagination 1s a cheat and yet we cannot create ourselves,
our necessary myths without it. These are the paradoxes ﬁhe
realists of the nineteenth century had to avoid.
L

Art then 1s made of deception; it is fabrication
passing as truth (Alter 76). The reader reading writing and
rereading rewriting must.remain self-conscious and, as
Linda Hutcheon writesc s;mehow " ‘'make sense  of the willed
ambiguities,‘the paradoxes, even contradictions of the
text" (Narcissistic Narrative 157). For even though
language 1s a deception and inevitably commits larceny, it
1s also a magical conjurer and a radical probe (Alter 186).
Art is at once thé sole way to cope with chaos and a form
of madness (198) since 1t challenges the ineffable absence

wilith a belief 1in 1ts own creative force.

These paradoxes, these contradictions, lead to infinite

regress, aporia, absence and mise en abyme (or whatever
other term 1s used to indicate the abyss of irresolva-

bility). A central characteristic of this mise en abyme,

according to Linda Hutcheon, is the mirror image (55): the

’

mirror image in which Narcissus was caught and in which he
discovers both the perfection of his form (truth) and his
death (absence). According to Hutcheon, this Narcissism is

the universal condition (1). Because the Narcissistic text
v

b

must insist cn its own.truth, it is caught in the double

bind of its own mirrored image. This migrored image 1is the

v
1



self-consciousness without which there is no imagLnatior
(Hutcheon 113). Language, discourse, the text, conscious-
ness, are the mediacy between two poles: truth (or the
illusion of truth) and absence. The dialectic must there-,
fore i1nclude not only discourse but the critique of dis-

course; 1t must mirror its own actions. As Gertrude Stein

wrote in The Geographical History of America, writing 1s
not messages it is writing what 1is written.(BO). In other
words, it 1s reflecting on or containing a critical mirror-
image of what 1s written.

The text, then, caught between these two poles can be
judged only in terms of 1ts own vafidlty (1.e., truthful-
ness rather than absolute truth). The author or creator of
the text, the mediating consciousness, must improvise his
own self-validating codes and'@is own consequential order.
In doing so he becomes the mediator not only between the
1lluscry order of.reality and absence bu£ also the mediator
between the reader and the text. He has, 1n other words,
"absolute proprietorship over the fictional world he has
created" (Alter, Partial Magic 17). The reader, in his
turn, becomes a proprietor as well by rewriting the text he
1s reading. Every textual 1nteraction 1s a proprietorial
act. But this does not mean that a text can have only one
proprietor, only one correct reading, or even that the
proprietorshilp in any way changes hands; proprietorship 1s
an imaginative act of the "I." Multiple proprietorship

pluralizes the text. To take over an other’'s "I" would be
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to recover un-skewed authorial intention. Ownership cannot
change hands because the text is not a product; 1t 1is a
2

process which must be joined. |

Thus, 1in the modernist text, the reader 1nevitably
plays a more active role. The corstant self-conscious
textual movement between mirroring poles challenges the
reader to enter the movement, the process. It is the self-
consciousness, the mirroring of the imaginative process,
which draws attention to itself and which constitutes this
challenge. As Alter puts it, "the distinctive situation of
the [self-conscious] novel enables the performer (i.e., the
author (as narrator) or mediating consciousness] . . . to
step down from the stage, walk among the audience, invite
the individual spectators to examine his mask, consider its
substance, design, texture, weight, coloring, evemn guess
about the reality of the face behind tHe mask" (34-35). The
reader must become a participant and proprietor of his own
rewriting of the text. As Stein wrote in GMP, .

The way to find out that the one showing 1s showlng,
’ the way to find out that the one is that one 1is to

be that one. The way to,find out that the one doing

what 1s ehowing is doing what is showing 1s to be

the one doing what is showing. The way to find out

that the one hearing what is heard i1s the one

hearing what 1s heard is to be the one hearing what

is heard. The way to find out that the one saylng

what is said i1s the one saying what 1s said 1s to be

that one the one saying what is said.

(217)
The text as process, as action, as self-conscious per-

formance, began with the parodic novel according to Alter.

Parody was meant to reveal the scandal of the conventions
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of the then popular fictional genres. But at the same time
there was a seriousqess involved in this parodic playful-
ness ( Alter 1x). It was a serious and restless self-
guestioning of the basis of culture (xv). While self-
conscious discourse flaunts naive devices 1t also expresses
a concern with the nature of artifice. If all discourse is
fiction and if all fiction is, as Hutcheon claims, a parody
of life (49) then even though all representation is parody,
parody is also somehow representative of discodrse (Alter
49) and can be positive and not just negative.
Self-conscious discourse does not just mirror the
conventions of fictiod but also the conventions of lan-
guage. Language is placed at the core of the self-
reflecting activity. There 1s now the mirror and the double
mirror: not just the mirroring of the conventional process
of representing reality but also the mirroring of the
linguistic self mirroring that realf%y. We might 1llustrate
this by borrowing M. H. Abrams  paradigm for literary acti-

vity in The Mirror and the Lamp. In this model, Abrams

places the literary work or text in central position and
then surrounds it with the three things which he feels
influence the constitution of the text: the universe, the
author and the audience.

universe

work

/ \

author audience

(6)-
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Using this model, he then goes on to describe literary
?
periods according to which relationship is emphasized. The

realists, for example, emphasized the relationgship between
the work and the universe, that is, the work's representa-
tion of the real; and the Romantics emphasized the rela-

tionship between the author and his work, that is, the

[N
imaginative process at play. To continue the use of this

model for modernism we would have to draw a circle outside
9.
of "work" and inside of "universe,'
I 4

and place 6§? emphasis 1in the vibrating trace constituted

"author" and "audience"

by this circle. In other words the emphasis of self-con-
scious modernism is on the mirroring activity itself. The
brooding metaphysical doubts at the base of modernism force
the text into the position of performing a>ba1ancing ace,
Oor as Robert Alter puts 1t, "a flashing back and forth"
(Partial Magic 132) between poles. The activity or process
1s the thing and not the product of any particular

emphasized relationship.

universe

/ \
| work | .
\__ |7
/N
author audience

III Links, Veils and Specular "I 's"

The modernist novel, according to John Fletcher and
Malcolm Bradbury, is introverted because alienated from

full identification with any of what we might call the pole
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positions in Abrams model: the author, the universe, the
audience and the text as object (Modernism 394-415). This
introversion ceySes the modernist text to exist in between

all of these pole positions. But as Gerald Graff points out

in Literature Against Itself, self-reflexivity does not

wholly abandon representation; rather, it relativizes it
(200-201).3 The 1mpetus towards identifying a symbol with
an object remains in spite of the alienating and inward-
turning, self-conscious realization that this will Aever be
achieved. Representation must remain because the boles
still exercise.influence. As Barthes has put 1t, 1if g text
1s not to be "a text without fecundity, without produc-
tivity, a sterile text," then 1t "needs its shadow: this
shadow 1s a bit of ideology, a bit of representation, a bit
of subject: ghosts, pockets, traces, necessary clouds:
sybversion must produce 1ts own chiaroscuro" (Pleasure of
the Text 32). The text can die because it has decided that
1t has discovered the whole truth, the whole plan (know-
ledge kills action); but 1t can also die, or in Barthes’
terms become sterile, when it 1solates itself to the point
where 1t must become the silence it flirE with.

- The text is caught in what Lacan calIQ&the mirror stage
(Ecrits 1-7). According to Lacan the mirror stage is
opposed to any philosophy that derives from the cogito,
which 1s to say any philosophy of demonstrable existence or
presence. To recognize the "I" by seeing its reflection 1n

a mirror i1s a sign of intelligence which, in the child,
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pre-dates the "I 's" differentiation of self, in relation to
the "other."” Thus the "I" is situated "in a fictional
direction" in which the "I" 1s in "discordance with his own
reality” (2). Inasmuch as it is the function of the mirror
stage to establish a relation between the organism and
reality, between the inner world and the outer world, the .
relation in this-stage 1s subject to a "primo.dial Discord"
(4). In this mirror stage the "I" is a specular "I," that

1s, an "1" aware of the gap b een itself and 1its mirror

image. Ironically, and in ¢ » 1t 1s the social "I,"

achlieved at a later date an h the differentiation of
self 1n relation to the other, that allows the "I" to
&

1dentify with its mirror image, and thus to become a
parado;—avoidlng realist. g |

The social "I" 1s a product; the specular "I" 1s a
process. The social "I" is a single mirror; the specular
"I" is a double mirror or an assemblage of mirrors. The
social "I" is mimesis; the specular "I" is diegesxs.4 The
identity of text as %pegular "I" 1s not to be found in the
identity of any pole but in the folds between. -

In these folds, where reading is rewriting and writing
1s rereading, this doubleness is not binarity. éinarlty |
demands that the poles be singularly present and not
simultaneously traced. The poles are the‘source of action
inducing desire but this desire will never be fulflligd.

This doubleness is,the doubleness of Derrida ‘s supplement-

arity, the sign that both replaces and adds to the



(mirrored} sign already in place.

Fér Derrida, since mid%sis is commanded by truth
(Dissemination 193) there is no imitation (194). The mime
doesn 't mirror, %e inaugurates (195), he inscribes the self
(138). Thus the mirror dbes not imitlate, its reflections
aisp ace and distort (191). This is a movement, an action
that $%eeds on its own proliferaﬁion {1919. Where mimesis,
in its efforts to mime truth would lift the veil and.make
all clear and‘unigied (192), the text performing in the

folds can do no more than extend itself out of sight in

» . .
grafts 4in the veil (203). In Dissemination, Derrida’s

metaphor for the veil is the hymen. The hymen as veil 1is
the V}f@in sheet of paper; the textual act of marking the
papé;, piercgs i1t, 1s joined or married to it but is also
envaginated and confined by a Platonic cave that simply
proliferates the text withodﬁ unveiling any truth beyond.
The signifier 1s always ;eparated from the signified by the
1ntervention'of‘£he veil (207). Writ%ﬁﬁ“??“ﬁ&yays "in-
betweeness" (212); plercing the veifﬂas hymen and prodﬁi;ng
offspring, leads only to a‘répiercing'not to fin{tudg or
origin. !

-

Language, by pFrpetually confronting and reconfronting
the veil, ends by playing in the folds. For Foucault,
plajing in the folds is challenging the unthouéht. The -
unthought 1s not, strictly speaking, absence, since gjk' )

Foucault absence 1s not lacuna since it never ceases to be

inhabited’%Order of Things 308). Abgence is an element of
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"a wholly new form of thought" which ié modernism (307).
Our attempt through language to explain our duplication
,Of ourselves, that is to represent ourselves, is, according
to Foucault an attempt to link ourselves to nature, that
is, to link the inside to theioutside (310). In order for
man to exist as a presence,'as a realized idea, he must be

a figure of finitude. As such, he has traditionally been an

[ 4
empirical-transcendental doublet (318). The real has been

linked' to the ideal in our representations of self (the
physical has been linked to the transcendentally
universal). But inasmuch as finitude or truth can only ever
be a promise (320) the transcendent is not’the ideal and
fundamental but the uﬁthbught which inhabits the space of
_.Dthe dqublet {i.e., man caught in the mirrored gap) (323).

Thg'iééal cqp;qp:longer serve as m;n's origin. Man 1s thus
é/Séiné‘withihé origin (332) and as such al} beginnings are
rebeéinﬁings,(3§3). All thought 1s not a thinking about the
self and tﬂé‘iink betwggh the empirical and the transceh—
dent but a challenge of unthought.:The other of the
?mpiricalbman is no#® hig ideal but his unthought self, his
‘l5twiﬁ£?§§6). Thus finitude as the figure of.man 1s a figure
-that always refers back to itself (317). And since the
unthought inhabits language, the twin of man, his attempts
to represent himself through linking self to nature, then
language becomes the other through which man figures him-

self. Languag€d becomes the gap in which man searches for

himself and the linking to nature becomes the linking act
, _



146

of linguistic performance. The chain of being becomes the
chain of discourse (310). Thus man i1s a non-present linking

act. Or as Stein wrote in How to Write:

narrative is the relation between{%bere being there
at once once and having their next not at once not
once not now not merely . . . . There might be

some there after all after all after all. . .

There is no rememberlng remembrance of when when

they were . . . .
(226)
This is the specular "I" vibratlng in the in-between with

[}
nowhere to come to rest.

IV Stein’'s Fall

Self-consciousness, not only of generic convention but
also of the "primordial discord" of language, is very
apparent in th€ work of Gertrude Stein. Stein s subject was
'writing’itself. But Stein had to fall from a belief in her.
ability to discover and express wholeness and absolute
truth into this recognition of "primordial discg§d>" of
mortality and absence. %pevdocumented the self-conscious

N

doubts that caused this fall in The Making of Americans. It
L

is therefore fitting that when she came to write a lecture

about the self-conscious elemen; of writing writing, she
v -

n

wrote "The:Gr y Making of The Making of Americans." But

‘thls lecture’ lg'not an explanatlon of the discovery of
doubt (fdr such an explanation would be the demonstration
of the "truth" about doubt); it 1is avrereading and -

rewriting of the process of becoming lost igfahe folds, of

being unable to make the final link between the "I" and
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nature, which evokes the same ambivalence to be found 1in
The Making of Americans.

The Making of Americans is the story of absolute cer-

tainty, the full identification (linkaée) of the inside
with the outside,vbecoming the limited and relative cer-
tainty of the "I" know1ng‘pﬂeﬁVEt knows. "I was very full
of convictions 1n those gys‘.)’#‘,she writes 1n her lecture
(136); "I was sure that in.a kind of a way the enigma of
the universe could e bé solved” (142). She was going to
use "The Making 9§ Aheriggg§ . . . to do this thing, to

make the whole present" (147). To do this she was going to

"f‘égscgibe everyone (142), by creating. a complete typology of

;ahuman character based on bottom natures (139). She even
- went so far as "to make charts of all the people I had ever
known or iseen, or met or remembered” (141). For, as she

later wrote in The Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas, she

had been "possessed by the intellectual passion for exacti-

tude in the desc¢ription of inner and outer reality" (211).
She was determlned to link human (or internal) nature with
outer nature. Her aim was a nineteenth century aim, the aim
to create a realistic product.

Had this absolute certainty been her only intellectual
resource, Stein would never have written what she wrote.
Fortunately (or unfortunately) her passion for exactitude
compelled her to consider every inexactitude. As Richard
Bridgman has writtén, "Stein’'s quest for demonstrable and

3
final truth was perpetually undermined by her Awareness of

-
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exceptions" (Gertrude Stein in Pieces 74). These perpetual
exceptions created doubt. This doubt turned Stein back into
herself. She returned to the preogcupatiops of her college
yearg whe; she had been "so occupied with what made me
mysélf inside me" and "in my own mental aﬂd physical
procesées and less in that of others" (Gradual Making of
th;’Making of Americans 137). Stein became more interesting
for her doubts about ceftainfy, and for the reflections
about the sel% that these caused, than for the certainties
themselves. .

3
The Making of Americans is littered with despondent

moments when Stein recognize; the infinity of exceptions
“that face Her. They beginzgs early as page 15 where, after
an attempt at description she admits that "this .s perhaps
not the whole of our stor; either" (15). §‘§ew pages later
%’ﬁ is even more in doubt about her capacity to find the ?6
truth. This doubt forées her to reflect on the nature of |
what she is doing. "[BJut truly I never feel it that there
ever can be for me any such a creature [Julia Dehning], no
it is this scribbled and dirty and lined paper" (33). Later
her ambitions are revised downwards. The book is now going
to be the history of some and not of all character types
(175). But even after this downward revision of her
‘ambitioh she is’still "unhappy in this writing" (348).
Until finally her disillusionment reaches the point where

she decides that "no one can really ever be agreeing with

you completely’ in anything" (483), tHat the inside cannot
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o
be equal to the outside, that human nature cannot express

equality with nature, and that there is "no way of making a
whole one" (522). As she later expressed it in her
"Transatlantic Interview" with Robert Haas, "[n]othing can
be the same thing to the other person. Nobody can enter
into anybody else’s mind . . . . You have slight contacts
with other people’s minds, but you cannot enter into them"
(Primer for the Gradual Understanding 157

[y

In her lecture on Thée Making of Americans, Stein tells

_us‘that all of the exceptions and the doubts they caused,
did not, in the end, cause her to "get at all discouraged,"
Vin fact, they only caused her to "become more and more
interested"” (144). What did it mean that there could be no
complete description (156). It meant that she would have to
examine whéz was 1nside of her and how she brough; what was
outside inside and sent whét was inside outside (how she
related to the natura} world). It did not mean that she
would examine what was inside of others because she could
not wholly know what was inside of others. As Bridgman puts
it, "finding herself perpetually frugtrated in her attempts
to provide a full, satisfactory description of any one or
any thing, she eventually found herself driven to rely upon
her own subjective response" (Gertrude Stein in Pieces 55).
She was no longer writing for herself and strangers but
instead for the sake of those "who know I know it" (Gradual

A}
Making of the Making of Americans 141), where what she knew

was not the everything of absolute truth but rather the
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everything which was all that she knew (158). This eypry-
thing was not both inside and outside but the everything
that "is inside every one" (150). This "one" was the

individual being that she self-consciously recognized in

The Making of Americans as being self-created (260).

éomplete understanding of everything was an understanding
of this self-creation. Wholeness does not have an absolute
value but a value relativized by being, as Steln puts it,
"a whole one to me"” (291). She no longer wrote for herself
and strangers but only for herself (430), that is, only out
of her own internal knowing and hot out of a s'upposa or
conjectured ideal knowing.

Writing for herseif meant writing self-consciously
within-the fold, bringing the outside in and sending the

inside out but no longer claiming that the one knew the

. L)
wholeness of the other. As she put it in The Geographical

History of America, "they di hat they saw
because they said they saw what they kn¢w and if they saw
it they no longer knew it because they they were two"
(150). Thus knowing becamé ex erien‘ing, became living in
and writing in the gap: a ocesc "0t algroduct (which
turned knowing into "two" 1iden 1¢1 as one).

Once her writing became concerned with itself, it be-
came concerned with the experience . . ~definiteness rather
than with the expression of definiteheas. Experience became
prolonging existing (Gradual Making of the Making of

Americans 152), it became the infinite variations of repe-
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tition and sameness (138). KnoWing was no longer linking
the inside and the outside in fixed expressions of truth
but "a sense for combination within a conception of the
existence of a given space" (160); Even though Stein
continued to hope that things would be the way she said
they were (Making of Americans 631), because she could not

-

bear not knowing everything (729), she came to accept that

- 1

the only certainty was not knowledge but eﬁberiencing

knowing (783). In a piece entitled "Scenes" first published

in-Geoqrthy ahd Plays she summed this up when she wrote,
"[t]here is no answer. There is turning. Turning is not a
victim, it has no protection, it has no authority, it has a
receipt" (121). This turning is the constant play in the
fold, the constant apprbach ?Rd F?rnrng back from opposing
and unattainable poles. Tﬁq-géxk resolves 1tself into the
status of a receipt for the experience éf turning, of
~

existing; the receipt has no p}otection from a greater
authority; it has only itself to remind itself of itself.-

Her réceipt allows her to see when she saw (Gradual
Making of the Making of -Americans 88). And this turned her
increasingly %o reflect onrlanguage. In "Genuine Creative
Ability" Sgein wrote, "1 am very busy finding out what
people mean by what they say. I used to be interested in
what they were I am now interested in what they s@ﬂ" (Haas,
Primer for the Gradual Undérstanding 105). And so she was
concerned with‘and self-conscious of "pushing language

around, putting pressure on it" (Stein, Narration 12), and
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sheuli'ked "the feeling of words doing as they want to do
i
and as they have to do . . . which of course they do do"

(15).



Chapter Seven

"Talking and Listening": Repetition,
Insistence and Force

I Excessive Repetition

Gertrude Stein 1s perhaps best known, by those who know
nothing about her, for her use of repetition. In fact, this
use of repetition was so notorious that all a journalist
had to do to parody her was to repeat something exces-
sively. When Gertrude and Alice B. Toklas arrived 1in New
York in 1934 for their American tour, one of the newspaper
headlines read: "Gerty Gerty Stein Stein 1s Back Home Home
Back" (Mellow, Charmed Circle 381). The editor was
obviously confident that such an allusion to Stein’'s work
would be easily recognized. Few readers of this headline,
however, would have understood more about Stein’s use of
repetition than this parodied excessiveness.1 They were
quite content to ungquestioningly accept it as symptomatic

of the silliness to which avant-garde experimentalism could

lead.
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This contented audience, if they had thought at all
about the question of repetition, would have concluded that
1t was a structural device, and that Stein’'s apparent ad
nauseam use was so excessive and drew so much attention to
itself that 1t undermined the usefulness and force of the
device. And, confined within the limits of this conceptual-
1zation of repetition, they would have considered them-
selves quite justified in this judgement. But in failing to
ask why attention was being drawn to repetition, and as a
{esult assigning to its excessive use a negative valuation,
they were culpable of the sort of error of which no good
scientist or logician (labels which would include the
literary critic who would discover a unified theory in
literature) should ever be culpable. Anomalies aré not to
be discarded as errors. Once discovered, they should become
the focus of attention untii the present theory can be
revised to accommodate the anomaly. This, of course, 1s to
accept the anomalous Steinian text as literature and to
give 1t the status of empirical data; it is also to
valorize both logical induction and the theorieé that
result from such acts of induction. (Accordingly, to accept
the negative parody as justified is necessarily to label
the Steinian text non-literary.) Without entering into the
debate concerning what is and what is not literary, one can
say that there were enough Beople willing to claim that the
Steinian text was literary to place the burden of proof on

2
those who were not so willing. 1In this case, parody was an
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evasion. Stein's use of repetition had to be accounted for

-

0y

ln some way. The paradox is, that while Stein’s parodists
would have considered such an argument, and the search for
a more accommodating theory, valid, and could only have
challenged it by challenging the literary statug of the
Steinlian text, Stein herself would have dismissed it as
beside the point. She had no desire to be "included" within
any tidy theory, new or old.

Stein wanted to be read and to have the genius of her

.o
-

writiné acknowledged. Part of acknowledging this genius was
acknowledging and feeling the force of her use of - ~peti-
tion. Whether or not a reader decideg to accept S'- ' n as a
genius is unimportant (although Stein gives the reader
ample opportunity to do so by defining genius in the
context of repetition); what is important is that the
reader does’ not deny himself the opportunity of making this
“judgement by 1imposing inadequate theories on the Steinian
text. Such an opportunity only comes when the old theories
are left behind and the reader learns to respond to what
Stein 1s doing with repetition, and not to what the old

theories have lead him to expect from repetition.
II Three Repetitions

Gilles Deleuze suggests that there are three types of
repetition: 1) repetition of the past; 2) repetition in the
present; and, 3) repetition as eternal recurrence, which 1is

to say repetition which 1s cyclical and can therefore be

\.I '.“’
‘e
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predicted for the future (Différence et répétftion 376-86) .
The first of these is traditional repetition. dgat is
repeated is firmly based in the models of the past and uses
those models to inform and instruct the present action. E.

. B , ‘
K. Brown ' s, Rhythm In the Novel is a good expression of

this attitude. His chapter titles clearly indicate the aims
of such a theory. The first three chapters are titled
"Phrase, Charactef, Incident," "Expanding Symbéls," and
"Interweaving Themes" (the fourth and final ‘chapter is on
E. M. Forster a;d provides an illustration of’the theory
contained within the first three chapters and does not
interest me here). The first chapter 1dentifies the sites
and explains the conventional structural patterss of repe-

D 4

tition and variation. The next two chapters examine-tHéV»

“.

purposes of these repetitions and variations. The ultlm%te ~~rw%
Q‘f’\n »

purpose of repetition 1is to promote 1deoloq1cal‘un1tyt S %ﬁf&
' . ’ iutﬁ
through structural unity. What Brown 1s doxng for the;ndvql v
g - ¥
is what any traditional prosodist attempts i? 'do for , ", e
re, *‘;z& :” i :\’ﬂ;‘
poetry: -to demonstrate how structure can best ¢ ve.t@es‘ o
unification of thought. L e ’

This is not all that different from Deleuzefs iid;
’ -
option, the repetition of eternal recurrence. A*& o gh the

term "eternal recurrence" 1s most often assoc1ai4& wlth f

existence, 1t 1s still epistemological.
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.t?ﬁmgthod and unity and consequently imparts a concomitant
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tem. The formulations of mahy strict structuralists, such
as Gérard Genette, can be placed .in this category.
Genette's.narratological theoryasees repetition as an
element of temporality, which he investigates under the
rubgic of "frequency." Repetitions are the identity of
multiplg occurrences; they are the paradigms‘of recurrence
(Narrative Discourse 113), which Genette then classifies in
terms of its structural type (314).

Both of these types of répetition are similar 1in one
key regard: what is repeated 1s repeated from models or
paradigms and provide;\structural support for systemic
thought. This repetition 1s not cancelled by repetition 1in
the.present; 1t exists conqruent to 1t. It 1is in this sense
that repetition produces not challenge, but method and the

L]

3 , . ’

1llusion of unity (Culler, On Decénst‘ﬁctlon 229). Any such
+ A

paradigmatic use of répetition implies an acceptance of

value on the adherents. As Freud has written, "man s judge-
ments of value follow directly his wishes for happiness--
that, accordingly, . . . are an attempt to support his
illusions with arguments" (Civilization and its Discontents
821).

For Stein, well known for her insistence on present
continuing composition, this kind of repetition is unsuit-
able. She did not repeat the past nor the cycles that would
fill the future; she repeated only in the present,

Deleuze's second option. The implications of this choice

i
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are considerable. But first let us look at what Stein

herself had to say about repetition in her.lecture,

"portraits d Repetition." ) ' -
. y
II1 Stein’s Repetition ~ U
‘ i [y /
' ¢

The first thing to note in this 1ectu;e/fg that
. . »

although 1t is ostensibly about repfetition, repetition }s

the enemy. Repetition is remembering the past; repetition in
N : R
the present is not really repetition but insistence anq.y

emphasis (167). Thus, repeating i§ dead and insistence is

alive (174). Writing is‘therefore no® description (f66)‘
because description implies resembltance and representation,
which i; turn'presuppbse remembering,‘which §s~a reclamation
ofvtﬁe past (174). Writihg is the expression of existing
(175). Writing a portrait is writing what a” person is and

not what a person doe% ot has done (172). This insistencegq
) 7

on the continuing present is an insistence,on William
) ) - - ) Al
James " will to live On\(169).'This will fto live on ogcurs

in the face of chaos Yand is supported by nc illusions of
L]

order. . ‘J H & gt

‘Two apparent con;rﬁﬁictioms arise though if we try to

“go much. further. First, insistence and emphasis imply

change and mqQvement. Aﬁd}"tﬁere is no reaﬂ’esglization of

ws ]

it moving if it do¢§ not move against spmething” (1;65)4 The

’ ]
text, 17 - her words is relatiqnal. But Sggin then claims
- rd

that the movement and Eeeling of existing in her writing,
1 . \ .

~if it "is lively enough, pefhap% it is possible to know
, \ /o .
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¥
that it is moving even if it is not g against any-
thing" (16S). This is a writing not in relation. "[W]e have
now, a movement lively enough to be a thinggj 383

]
moving, it does not have to move against a

g to.kﬁﬁw
that i£ is moving" (171). On the surface of things, this
seems a patent absurdity. How can we perceiveg movement if
not through relatidn?

The second cpntgediction ha; to do with remembering.
Existing is insistende and not repetition. "[a]nything one
is rememberiné i1s a repetition, but existing as a human
being'. . . 1s never repetition. It is not repetition if 1t
i1s that which you are actually doing because naturally each
time the emphasis is different" (179). But if insistence is
emphqsis, and emphasis 1s adding to the force of something
already existing, then that something already existing; in
order to be added to and to be emphasized must,'it seems
logical to suggest, be rgmembered during the act of repeti-
tion cum insistence in order to achieve the desired,

o

emphasis. A thing not remembered during an act of emphasis
‘ : 4

would appear to undermine, by its absence, the intended
effect. These two probiems are thus very similar. Both
.~ _remembering and relation provide the other against which

the self of the\thing existing can discover 1its movement,

S

change, emphasis and -insistence.
To extricate ourselves from this confusion it is

necessary (i.e., desired by thejreader)?toyegplicitly
. "

figure some terms that Stein leaves, at hest, implicit. Let

Al
] .
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me,begin‘with the terms "clarity" and Jcbnﬁusioh." Stein
- N . ‘ * L4
begins by stating clearly that "a thing thag;is very clear
‘may easily not be clear at all, a thing that may be con-
fused may be very clear" (173). She then further clari-
fies/confuses her position: "I am inc{ined to believe that

there is really nc difference between clarity and confu-

sion" (174). Later in the lecture she gomes back to these .
. .
terms: "intelligent people although they talk as if they

knew something are really confusing, because they are so to
speak keeping two times going at once, the regftition time
of rémembering and the actual time of talking ; .

although they are clearly sax}ng something they are not

clearly creating something, because they are becaui@ they
s

always are remembering" (180). Clarity is therefore con-
3

fused with confusion when what is said is said when remem-

-»

bering. Clarity which is reclaimed from the past and which

I

repeats“already described concepts 'is confusing. The confu-
sion of present creating is clarity. The égerity of
repeaiing is outsida’and seen in relation. The clarity of
creating existing is "a thing pontained within i£se1f"
(194) and therefore not in relation. . - )
Inside is existing and insistence and not in relation.
. Qutside is remembering and repetition in relation. Inside

A
is what is. Outside is what has been done. The inside is

promoted over the outside because the inside is the site
.where genius creates what is. The terms with which Stein

delimits "genius" must the;efore be explicitly figured.
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"[T]he essence of genius," Stein tells us, "of being most

‘intensely alive, . . . is being one who is at the same time

talking and listening” (170). To be "most entirely and
completely listening and talking, the two in one and the

one in two . . . has in it no element of remembering. .

. Therefore there is no element of confﬁsion" (180). However,

to' ' do two things at the same time, listening and talking,
necessarily places them in relation. Listening thus bears
the same relationship to remembering‘that insistence bears
to repetition. Repetition relates a present act to a past
act; insistence is the reiteration or reinscription of
existence in thé present. Remembering relates present
*ndwing to past knowing; listening relates the+various

elements that exist within the field of presemt knowing.

" The inside is therefore the synchronic field and the out-

side is diachronic'progressiOn. In diachronic progreséion
there is relation (which allows for the perception of |
movement and change) because the moving thing in the
present is seen in relation to a fixed thing in the past.
Stein claims that there is no relation in the synchronic
field because nothing is fixed and everything is moving.

Thus movement is not seen in relation to something but is

: . -
relation itself. It can only be figured@after the fact and

#

not during existing. Thus Stein cé, claith that "relation"
. _
and "remembering" do not exist in the present because while
continuing in the present they cannot be é%?ppeﬂ, delimited
i ‘

and named.
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Thus there is repetition but it is deferred and called
insistence; there is remembe;ing but it is brought into the
’@;esgnt and called listening; and there is relation but it
égn only be reclaimed after the fact. Diachronic clarity 1is
s}?bhronic confusion and synchronic clarity is diachronic
coé?usion.-Stein uses‘the‘second of Deleuze’'s categories of
repetition, that is, repetition in the present, to set up
;hese;confgsions in ordeg to insist upén and‘emphasize her
present existing. The différences which delimit and allow
for naming are.éiferred -

It is 1nte;ést1ng to note that although Stein’s texts
are almost af@ays referred to as writing in the continuous
present; many of her critics have not dealt with her use of

repetitibn in this context. Many have considered her use of

repetition as either past oriented or cyclical. ' .

5

IV The Critics

Stein’s use of repetition has often been discussed, but

just aslgften miséonceiveé. Leon Katz, in his influential
1963 Ph.D. dissertation on étein, claimed that her use of
répetition was not Freudian (see below) but rhythmic, '
attitudinal and gestural and that to know Stein’s rhythm 1s
to knowgher wholeness (84). This is an obvious echoing of
E. K. érowh. Richard Bridgman analyzes Stein’'s use of
repetition as an element of one of her "several unreadable

styles” (Gertrude Stein in Pieces 97), or in other words,

as a structural device. Wendy Steiner, although she begins
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o
by recognizing that the problem of representation is
important to reading Stein’'s texts, ends by seeing her use
of repetition as a stylistic element characteristic of her
typologizing (Exact Resemblance to Exact Resemblance 18),
and later as a method of finding the rhythm of a person’s
wholeness (49), a rhythm that would allow a gext to be
"mimetically adequate to the subject” (60). Michael J.
Hoffman sees the repetitions of Stein as elements
abstracted out of the larger context to emphasize "full

organic balance," or what we might call-universal qualities

J[(The Development of Abstractionism 61). These are prominent

examples but .by no means unrepresentative.

Bruce Kawin is a more interesting case. He devoted a
whole book to the question of repetition in which he deals
with many of the issues of indeterminacy which concern
contemporary literary theorists. He devotes most of one
chapter to Stein and suggests, as I have done, that the
significant aspect of Stein’'s use of repetition is its
relationship to time. He titles his chapter on Stein "The
Continuous Present," seemingly signalling that like Deleuze
he sees repetition of and in the present to be a category
of repetition. However, he fails to take into account ﬁhe
epistemological implications of existing in the present. In
the end he arrives at conclusions which sound very similar
to those favored by critics who see Stein:s use of repeti-

tion only as a stylistic device. MHe suggests that Stein was

- 4 ¥
able "by beginning again with each Jsaé;nstag
, A ,

[T L
. 3 «,_{TL-} 5
£
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and recording, to make her carefully, consciously chosen
individual and nonevocative words record what she actually
saw" (Beginn‘ggpAgain and Again 119). In other words, it is
a sE!fistio device designed to invoke "mimetic adequacy."”
A significant trend of more recent Stein criticism is
the recognition of the implications that present composi-
tion has on the abiljty of language to represent the real
and the actual. Robert Bartlett Haas recognizes the conti-
guous rather than paradigmatié nature of relationships in
the present when he speaks of Stein’s use of repetition as
the proceﬁs of accumulation and of creating lists (Primer
for the Gradual Understanding 43-44), structures ;hich are
indefinite and fragmentary. James Rother sees Stein s use

of repetition as representative of her expanding universe

(Translation of Experience 113). Marjorie Perloff,

_ borrowing a phrase from John Ashbery, sees repetitijon as a

"hymn to possibility"” (Poetics of Indeterminacy 77). Jayne
L. Walker sees Stein’s fecognitiqn of mortylity and of the
fragmentary and discontinyous nature of knowfedge {Making
of a’Moder¥nist 74) as leading directly to her "repetition
motif" (765, Although this trend has become more prominent
in recent criticism, it 1s by no means a radical departure.
As early as l%Schonald Sutherland had fecognizéd éhat
repetition did not aemonsé‘h}é that everything was alike
but rather, quite the oppbé}te, thét everythingiwas
different (Bidgrabhy of ‘He¥ qWork 7}&;
Ihgéhis coﬁteré, repgéiﬁiOn in tﬁé f{iqmegzary,‘ f,‘m-

sa
) : PUEY - T
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indeterminate and expanding present becomes a figure of

force. As such it is a figure which challenges death;

madness and chaos.

V Freud and Force

In ggiggé the Pleasure ggigggglg, Freud came to the
conclusion that there were fwé drives or instincts: the sex
drive, which aimed towards the continuation of life, and
the death driQe; which aimed to return life or existence to
its original condition, Qﬁich 1s to say non-existence or
death (32). when internalized, the drive to non-existence
becomes active defiance in the face of paiﬁ (10) and finds
pleasure in aggression (11). The repression of pain-causing
aggressions 1is reéuired to secure the continuation of .
civilization. The active pursuit of defiance and aggression
would liberate repressions and drive towards death, madness

and chaos (14).

In Civilization and its Discontents, Freud sees three

]

ways for the individual and civilization to avoid this
madness and chaos: 1) through the deflection of aggression:
to repress 1t and forget its existence; 2) through the
substitution of illusion for aggression: to put in place a
religion or metaphysics which provides a system of order to
be believed in that denies aggression; and, 3) throﬁgh
intoxication: to cancel the pain of madness and cha&s‘by

-

rendering oneself insensitive to it (12). However, if the

object of life is the strong experience of pleasure and not
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just the security of a soothing absence of pain (13) then
the individual must move beyond such patterns of avoidance
and go on the attack'(lS).3 The consequence, of course, is
that civilization will never be secure.

Repetition is an act symptomatic of this defiance.
"Repetition forces connection to the point of resistance,
that is, to the point where repression is hiding the pain
of madness and chaos and death (Freud, Beyond the Pleasure
Principle 12) by refusing to allow it to be forgotten and
by constantly returning chaos to consciousness. Répetition
defies the capacity of-intoxication to render insensible by
battering at the conscious mind over and over again and not
allowing the oblivion of intoxication to take effect. Repe-
tition, is an aggressive action which challenges the

. , ,
illusions that prop up guilt induced ghbmission and faith
(Fre;d, Civilization and its Discontents 71)» It repeatedly
atfqtks the points at Whﬁih illusion resists chaos. Repeti-
>tio§(.writes Deﬁrida in his study of Freud, "hés the power

of breaching" (Writing and Difference 201). The act of

breaéhgng is an act of contacting and recontacting the

point of repression or resistance until something gives and,

the re51stance itself becomes the focus- perceptlon of

-

ex1st1ng According to Derrida, 1in his essay, "Elllp gf

»

(ertlng 295-300), this breach or rupture never a11%§% the
: P

circle of‘an eplisteme to close, thus the illusiomor

religion’ i's left incamplete, insecure and inadequate.

Gillos Deleuze was in agreement when he claimed that repe-

&z
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tit%fn 1s a critigue of representation (Différence 108).
This repetition 1s the repetition which'Freua called

compulsive repetition; 1t 1s the repetition that seemed

excessive to the journalists who parodied Stein. It

confuses illusor; _-*ems of order but makes mortality and

-madness clearly visible. But not all repetition can claim

this status and as I have pointed out, the critic must be
careful not to‘be t;o sweeping. The gentler repetiﬁion of
the past should not be forced into the context of compul -
sive repetition. To say that repetition éan be compulsive
is not to gi?e license to see compulsion in all repetition.
These two types-of repetition are really quite dif-
ferent and the use of the same word can be confusing. This
is why Stein s decision to use a new list of words--insis-
tence, emphasis, existing, talking/listening--and to empha-
size the continuing present, is important. Although Freud‘
still uses the word "repetition" (adding the adjective
compulsive), he also emphasizes the present tense action of
that compulsive repetition that breaches. In Beyond the
of resistance and of repression, one "1s obliged to repeat
the repressed material as a contemporary experlence instead
of, . . . remembering it as something belonging to the
past" (12). To relieve a patient of pain (i.e., to allow
bim a soothing civilized héppiness) is "to force as much as

possible into the channel of memory and to allow as little

"as possible to emerge as repetition” (13). Stein’'s repeti-
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tion is a "contemporary experience" of rupturing w;thout‘
remembering. Memory allows the self to remain aloof from
the experience of the repetition, to campartmentalize it,
exteriorize it and thus to forget that it has a bear ing
upon present existing. Soothing repetition is an accommoda-
tion of the repressed material in the memory, which is to
éay, into an ordered pattern of recollection that defuses

the pain.
VI The Uncanny

Culler suggests that Freud 's compulsive repetition
carries death and the uncanny into life (On Deconstruction

n abyme, a realm of

165). The present then becomes a mise
infinite regress and madness. T;is 1s the present of free
association (Stein’'s repetition as insistence without
remembering) which is, as Freud has suggesteé, anathema to
memory (General fntroduction 114). It is a present action
of "isolating repetition" and "discontinuity'" (Bloom,
Anxiety of Influence 83). Pleasure does not come from the
security of order but s episodic, which is to say fragmen-
tary (Freud, Civilization 13).

As Deleuze h written, repetition itself becomes the
object of desire as th loss and gain (Différence 13). Or
as Sartre put 1it, everything is already done and yet to be
dsne What is Literature 32). This repetition in the
preséét, which takes place at theipoint of resistance or

repression, 1s the trace, the performed erasure of the
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present (Derrida, Writihg and Difference 201ff). The
unerasable trace is that "presence" to which we have no
access. Repetition 1s the incidence of the inscription and

L 4
reinscription of the trace. It is difference and deferral

rather than sameness. It is the supplement that adds to as ~
well as replaces. It is not sameness because there 1s no
remembering‘the presence of the trace. "We are so made that
we .can derive intense enjoyment oqu from a contrast and
very little from a state of things" writes Freud in Civili-
zation and 1ts Discontents (13). Wher;rthere is this

repeated difference and deferral, the trace leaves us only

with what Hartman calls a "phantom" when he suggests that

"repetition phantomizes presence" (Saving the Text 121). As
Stein has written, "[t]lhere is a world.of difference and in
it there 1is essentially no remembering" (Portraits and

Repetition 183).
VII Who Names Names

In the "Ulysses S. Grant" section of Four in Ame:.ca
Stein writes,
And names. Who names names. Nobody names names.
They have names. If they have names and nobody
names names, names are not like names, but they
will know their pames. Oh yes their names. It is
like that their names,
(57)
This 1s precisely the sort of repetition that Stein’s
*
journalistic parbdists found excessive. How then

do we react to i1t?

First, we might ask, where 1is the point of resistance?



and concomitantly, what illusion is being ruptured? It |
seems fairly obvious that "names"” and the process of namigg
s the point of resistance. Naming names'allows us.to con-
trol the exterior world and so resist the pain and madness
of aporia. What is being ruptured then are all metaphysical
arguments which support the illusion that somgbody "names
names"” and that "names" égg "like names." Naming names and
naming the name name until the very name name loses its
i1llusory powef,so definitively name is an aggressive act
against naming: We needn 't stop here. We could conceivably
bring to bear on this text any other text that has to do
with naming. Thus any text which concerns itself with the

question of linguistic representation forms part of the

intertext.
The point of resistance and the thing ruptured are not
always so easily identified. What does a reader do when

faced with a passage such as this one from Sacred Emily.

Pale.
TT TPale.
" Pale.
Pale.
Pale.
Pale.
Pale. )
Near sights.
Please sorts.
Example.
Example.
Put something down.
Put something down some day.
Putrsomething down some day in.
Put something down some day in my.



g ) 171

In my hand.

In my hand right.

In my hand writigy. - .

Put something down some day ir my hand writing.

o (Geography and Plays 185)

The first reaction might be the reaction of "comméon sense"
(comm%n sense is, of course, supported by soothing illusions

of presence; it is only called common because although the
’
evidently correct response is very present, the underlying

metaphysical support is so entrenched that it is unstated
and for the mos(hpart not evep recognized as related).

Common sensefmiqhé‘syggest that the writer is trying very
hard,té put doyé 6n'§aper a thought that is only vaguely

Present in the back of her mind and that, in her efforts to

i3 4

) - . .
make the thought fully present she is coaxing it out by
. . .
writing down ~the bits and pleceg as they come along, until

finally.fhe whote §hing arrives. However, 1f we accept
- . [ \

. s
O Y]

what‘Stpib'has written about writing in the present, and

about nat remember ing, thdn we will recognize that she 1s
‘ A .

13 * 4

:*' . X yoo ! -
not tryifg- to reclaim a prior thought because such an

o g

action jis anathema to her whole endeavor. Common sense

L]
~

doesn 't nelb us much'ﬁere.

Mgsf there thén be‘a point of resistance when common
sense té11$'us'that it 1s a simple case of stuttering?4 It
seems tO me that‘unless we wish simply to discard this text
and join the ranks of the parodists and detractors, we must
at least try. We can begin with the word that ii first

repeated. "Pale" 1s repeated seven times. What could 1t

possibly be attacking? "Near sights"? Somebody who is near
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sighted 1s bdund to see thihgs in the dist'ance faintly.

"Paie“ danpalso indicate tM@ line (literally fence) that

eeparates the sanctioned or favored from the unsanctioned

]

or'unfavofed. Are thdse who see thingéﬂkear sightedly

—

ﬁnconsciopsly,acceg:ing the laws that decide what is and

what is not sanctioned Sy not'loeking well genough at what
lié; beyond the "pa}e."’"Riease sorts" seems te.suggesg,io.
The action of sanctioning, of "sorting," "pleases” certain
sorts. Next, %tein cans.fqr an examplé.—The ex;mplqhis
that to "put something down" "in my hand" (validated by my
signature), confuses "rijxght" with "write." The boint of ! .
resistence is .therefore the idea that what is written is

-

law. What is ruptured is the sanctity of this law.
? R . .

v

But 1is this‘"coherent" ¥eading really\”present" in this

, N o
stuttering\?"e' answer is yes and no. Yes, because I have

*
»

found it and provided reasonable context:ﬁ} constraints.
L\

¢

_No; because it is not the on_zior the ‘correct readxng What
‘it forces on the reader is thus the combined pain and
pleasu{e of its coherence; Its coherence is ephemeral, a
mere trace of\cohefence. It only has a semblance of b
_cohetrence’ because I have stopped t he ex1st1ng of the text

: ;n_ogde; to prDV1de commentary (to provide commeﬂ%ary is
unavoidably to, pIice into the past what is being commeeted-
on; oﬁ%e placed in the gast, dlfferencessanq relatkons can
' be DfOVlSlonally ldigtlfled’=hence the ephemeral
ccﬁerence) In 4act, paradoxlcally, the ' message‘.or

’

S .
igﬁntlty’«the Goherque) of ®his commentary argues agaimst -

- - 1] . ) !
= °
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the validity of coherence and in favor of forc1ng through
;j .

the "pale."

Once again the intertext can be infinitely broadened
(an expanding textual universe/field). How does such a

response relate to the rest of the text, a portrait written

v

in" 1912 in which she first uses the phrase "Rose is a rose‘ .

is a rose is a rose," a text which Mellow calls "a ddnestx? v
!

idyll" (Charmed Circle 259) "How do we relate 1t to 6ﬂ(er & ’

portraits of the same period or portraits of different

periofs? The®*cammentary could be endless. But it must begin
somewhere and the recognition of force, point of reésis-

tance, and rupture is a good-place to begin. Looking at

repetitiéh allows us to begin--again and again.



Chapter Eight

-
L
>

~ .

Master-pieces; Manifestoes and the "Business of Living":
Gertrude Stein Lecturing

-

; ]
I Of Fame and Glory | @

Gertrude Stein, for whatever psychologically, socially

' e
or cultum induced reasons, needed to be famops, to make

-

a conquest of pow«gr and tradltlon, to experience -what she
Y

reaf@rred to as "la tgloire." However, when large-scale
» N N ‘

Z 1 . -
"best-seller" fame finally came to her with'the 1933 publi-

cation of The Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas, she quickly

&~

k] . - . \
realized that it was not the sort of "gloire" she was

looking gor. She was all too conscious of the fact that she

was the most widely"known unread author in America. For a
writer who felt that she had written one of the three great
. ! .

. AP

1
LAWS N\ a
1. [S]omething . « . printed . . .[is] no longer t-hg )
property of the one who wrote it . . o »
2. . . . [T]alking essentially has nothlng to do with® !
cfeation. /~/

\; £
174 : - %
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' .
works of the twentleth century (The Making of Americans

joined Ulysses ,and A la Recherche du Temps Perdu) this was ®
unacceptable (Stein, Portraits and Repetition 184). She

wantég to-be read and to be lionised for her creative

genius; she did not want to be lionised only for the force

and appeal of‘her personality. After all, she had been well
known for years as the "Sybil of Montparnasse"--as the

friend, patron, and. promoter of méﬁy of the early twentigth
century s most famous artists and writers and, while this

N

role occupled her, she did not con51der it elther ful- o
X g

filling ("governing is ocg{laiang but not interesting” [law

65]) or hey life’'s work. ®$5s a writer. And it was as a
AN
writer at §he~uould‘bavgkhérself liontsed. *
P
Lo

_
Henry McBrideﬁra New York journalist and friend of

Gertrude Stgiﬁ@s, had warned her against striving for too

’ . &
large & measure of fame ins;qiﬁ‘of developing'q small ¢
audience capable of understanding and appreciating her. He
argued that in the proc;;;\éf achieving a wider fame she
would experience growing pressures to gonform to teadi-
tional conventibns. He yarned that this would stifle her J

creative impulse. In 1933 %teih di scovered that he had 1in
large part been right. After having written almost every |
)

day for' thirty years she.wIL unable to write anything. As

T A

3. . . ..[Tlhe esgence of being a genius is to be able to
talk and listen/to listen whlle’talklng and talk while
listening

4. . . . [O]ne éas no identity ... . when one is in the
act of doing anything. -
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she later wrote, "[n]othing needed anQ word and there was
.no word inside me that could not be spoken and so there w§s
no word inside me" (Everybody’'s Autobiography 64).

This block, along with her lack of satisfaction in the
fame she had achieved, started her thinking about the
relationship between the writer and her audience, end among
the writer, her audience and the "business of living" (What
Are Master—pleces 88). She came to realize that "[a]fter the

audlence beglns, haturally they create sor!hlng that 1s

b

they . e yﬁp“ (law 67). Stein did not want to be shaped

by hbz ience; ﬂhe dld'$°t want her writing to be reduced

N

to a "bu51ness;' she wanted‘ﬁ do the shapmg herself. Her ‘5’
4

medltatlons on these relatlonshﬁps resulfeib?ot only in

theoretical dlscourse but also in. pragﬂatlc qctlon She had
two problems of a practical nature to resolve. She hadﬁto ~

break through her block and begin writing again and spe had

. . r 4 . -
to convince her large new audience that they should

actuakly read her and not qut "about" her.
. Steinéf realization)that éhe ma jor reason’ for her block
" was this pressure to conform to her.éudieﬁcefs desires was.
important. She ﬁo& had a igncrete obstacle to overcome. &2
fi;Et( this audience pregshre seemed to excludehfrom her
writing process any eitg}nal stimuli.|Natura11y,.she fouhd,

Rl . L

5. Identity is recognition. S (’/ ¢
6. I do not care care whQ it is that has or does influence

me as long as it is not fayself. . .

7. There is always the game subject . . . each one in‘his
or her way knows all of them . . . it is not this knowledge
that* makes master-pieces. *

s
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this a very bdrren point of view. Only when she began -to

re—f%rmulate fér herself a difference betweeﬁ externsl

stimulus_ as demand&hg-subject (or audience) and external

stimulus as undéh!nding-object ;or raw material) was she
» -

once again able to place hersg‘f in a position where she

did not feel that she was undermining her integrity durihg
o b

the act of writing. This distifction eventually effive

into the theory of hpman mind*and human natiire.

Y
e

wrote aboyt at length 1n 1935 in The Geog__ghl
& '
of America. It wds also at the

her 1936 lecture

ére so Few of Them."

ext which deals with

"What are Master-Pieces and W

In this theory, -a master-piece

the,ld bu{. bears no necessary ‘Pelationship te 1t; it
N ' . ’ .
aim®or a textual "purity" in which the text is an

"entity" or unnecessary product (in terms of its relation

2 .Y
to the business of living) of the human ¥ all other

M $ -.l‘ . : .
writing.is concerned first and foremost Wf€h‘lt$ re\atlgn

- B
to the world and is the product of #uman nature and is
TEdentity" writing. . . .

«Steln ssggi the summer of 1933, the summer immediately -

follow1ng the success of The Autoblog;ap of Alice B.

.

ggglgg, at her summer home in Bilignin as usual. Two unex-

plained deaths in the nefg%borhood provided the gpdeman-

v’ ‘

—— e - - -

v : o

8. At any moment when you are you you are you without the
\memory of yourself.

9. . #M]n lecturing . . . one ceased to hear what ohe
said one heard what the audience hears one say. ‘
1. . . . [O]Jratory is practical'ly never a master-piece

.-y

j‘ il
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ding-external stimulas which was extraordimnary ehough. to be

easily separated from the demands of her audience and. which
‘ s . . A -

.

.was jarring enough to start her writing again. First,
Madame Pernollet of the wellfknown Hotel Pernéllet in the
nearby town of Be}ley died. after she had apparentiy falleﬁ
out‘éf a second-story windew of ’he hotel.. Second, thé'
English friend of Madame Caesar,“hovlived on a chicken

d dead in a

.

farm close tolcertrudé and Alice, was fo

ravine with two bulléts through her -head. Heither of these

deaths was ever confirmed to be muyrder, hsgh both of them

_g%Put these two

events Gertrude Stein had begun to write again. Thé result

* . om L. .
vraxsé’~§u5p1c1ons. In any event, in pGzzl

was Blood on the Dining Room Floor, Stetn’s version of the
’

2 _ .

detective story. @r first pragmatic action then wa‘r
R ‘

» - ’ . -v .

decision £o use an external stimulus as a starting point

for writing "entity." As she later wtqte: "a gicture [or a
text] exists for and in itself and tHe painter [or writex]
has to use objects landscapes and people as a way the !:

only way that he is able to get the picture [of text] to

exist" (lay 15). S s
Her secgnd pragmatic action was the decision to enter

the "business of living," that is, to write texts aimed at

-

making readers out of her new audience; teﬁts'wﬁich did not

-—— e om o -—— - - .

N}
11.. - « . [H]istory deals with . . . erators who hgar .
what their audience hears them say. o
12. . . . [Tlhe letter writes what the other plmson is to
‘ hear and so entity does not exist there are' two -present
instead of one and so once again creation breaks Hown.
[}
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pretehd to master-pleces. .She decided to glve a4 series
of lecture‘ that would, she hoped, not only convijace people
that she was readable but also that she was‘:BEbﬂ’readlng
In these lectures she set out to define the grOUnd rules

for reading that her public complalned they 1acked It is

these ‘L&ures t:hal I call her %anlfestgies.

ReCent work d by sem10t1c1ans on the generic confi-

guna§r5h g?\qhe'wVant garde literary manifesto provides a

useful context within which to consider Stein's Lee-
3 : o ki C Ry o~ ’ "'«’,:;:;‘,,"i_d
ture/manifestoes. The manifesto is a text umiquely sulted

to a period of Foucauldian rupture, that is, a p®riod of

4]

shift from one cultyral, historical or social strata to
another--a rupture ani'shift which reqhire both a'new
formulation and ew hnderstanding of rules, codes and
conventions. The peculiar nature of the avant-garde_gzder—

nist rupture was that it did not separafe itself from

. ] [ .
traditional systems in order to establish the authority ofy
.a better system; rather;rit sepa;ated itself from t}adi-
Eiona; systems in order to demenstrate the i1nadequacy of

. . V4
any system. The avantharde literary manifesto does not .

attempt to constltute or re- constltute coherence and

.Ii

meanlng, 1nst\ad it 1s a text which, to use Fouc‘GZL s

term, “"cam " for Ehls loss of coherence and
pe ' L)

L4

- — - — ——

A}

13, . . . [A]ction is necessary aMd anythine that is neces-

sary has s0 do with human nature and not with the human mind.
14. . . {A] master-glece has essentlally not to be neces-
sary .

+15. . . . [A] picture eXlStS for and in 1tse1f and® the

«
3
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meaning (Order of Things 44). This compensation takes the
H

form of self-consciously providing a collection of rules,

godes and conventions in a way that makes evident their

provisional status. }

- ’ . *
11 Manifest‘§ Taepre Y

e O : d
In Stein sct&'ms, the manifesto is a text of identity »
© 5y N = . . s

_because it p‘tm,a‘? busijess-like connection between the
R R Ny

4" necessities og‘""l"xuman nature" and the free-play of "human
~ "R Y L. ’
mind." It is %1 then to consider here the conventions

of that ﬁext‘y@vdconcerns‘itself with "convention." For
the purpose{"tj*}arity I will divide my discussion of the
o . - .

gaaéﬁ’é 'eonJOUﬂons of the manifesto into three ad hoc
‘ . ‘. ' ‘.. .

. .- .

. . Ve : ° ) .
. ‘categl';iief". +1 will ®pPace the manifesto in relation to "time

v

and place,™ "power a c! tradition," and "discc%rse."
P P ¥ |

¥
‘ L

S a
¥ Ti&%and Place

’

. -

- el - - . »
«The first- thing to assert i€ that the manifestd is an
~ - R -
act. This act is dependent upon the contingencies of time
, " ‘ \

' and place, which is to sa); that time and place, during this
v~ . - .. . . . .
) ‘S_\xtual act, are translated Anto a unigque synchronic space

h J } } o
of consciousness. Stein plroduced her lecture/manifegtoes

¥

expressly for the audiences to whom they were delivered.

Without the pei‘ceived need for these lectures and without

—— e e e -

painter has to use objects landscapes and people . . . to

get the picture to exist.
16. . . . [T]he minute one is conscious deeply conscious of

these things as a subject the interest in them does not
exist.
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the many requests by friends and the various interested
parties (such as publishers and agents) that they be given,

it 1s unlikely that they would ever have been written. And
~ : X 4
withouq‘some pfior sucaess.and notoriety it is unlikely

- '
that the requests would have' been made. (The requests heve
o |
stand for the forces demanding such an act: the" social, N
&

culturai or pol%’ical mix of forces w@ich the manifesto
writer sees as demanding the announcement of a break with
the past and the declaration of new laws. These forces may
be perceived 1n many wéys and not jusSt as requests.)

Another important cogvention of the manifestc is that

it does not precede a new form but rather it follows it.
Stein wrote these lectures not in the process of creating
her aesthetic but rather in the hope of convincing others

: *
that her aesthetic was worthy of note and of emulation.

These lecture/manifestoes are not the sort of textual medi-
tations in which she clarified for herself what she was "

/\\>attemﬂking to do. They were written for her audiencé, to be
7 performed before thdm. Others of her'thecletical wfitinqs,

such as How to grite and Four in America, are more explora-

tory and meditative--written more for herse;}‘and‘not ex-
]
4
pressly for her audience-- and are therefore not to be
]

> considered manifestoes. (A manifesto is not simply any text

——————— ) v
A\

17. . . . [W]lhat is happening [in the world] is fiot really
interesting . . . it excites them a little but it does not
really thrill them.

. 18. . . . [T]alking is really human nature
19. . . . [H}uman nature has nothing to do with master-

‘pleces. J

’
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(&)

. . 9
which deals with theoretical 1issues. Ignid a genre of text
which deals with theoretical issues in a certain way and
for certain reasons.)

Brought to“therwat one time and in one place the
manifesto 1is necessarily a pesxformance. It is not an immu-
téble "ideal" or "essence" which exists independently of its
“living” in the world. The audience is as necessary as the
perquger aﬁé the text. The participants in the perfqr@ance
of a'méhifesté can be on either the performing side of the

text or the audience side of the text. If they are on the-

pef?orming side they desire to shock and create scandal by

committing an act of rupture which undermine adi-
R .
tional conventioﬁs of meaning and{br power. IfY ‘are on

M 1

the audience side then they are necessarily unaware of What

R S

the manifesto will declare to them; they are allied with
the extant powers and traditions’(or at least unallied with
the "movement" performing the manifesto); and they will be
shocked and scandalized by these declarations which will
attempt to undermine the codes and conventions they live
by. Hoifver, since thegmanifesto i$ a function of time apd
plaée, this«shock value adickly disappearq. Time and place‘

.
O longdr "now" but "then." The new

v

are w" contains the

now "then" gnd therefore cannot be s nda¥}zed by 1t.
. [}

- - - !
——— ;

r - “a ¢
20. In real life peopd»e are interested in the crime more
than they are in detection. 21. In the story it is the
detection that holds the intetest : '
21. . . . [I]n the story it is detection that holdd the

interest. 3
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The manifesto quickly becomes a museum piece to be
dissected and analyzed--just as I am doing here. It is no
longer a placed and primary textual act but a displaced one
made secdndary ln a meta-literary act. Stein herself con-
tributed to this quick mfossilisation:/by publishing all of
her lectures. (This does not mean that a manifesto cannot
be re-activated--although this would réquire a certain
nalveté in the audience: to re-activate a manifesto-a
person would haye to have had né exposure to whole areas of

A

culture.)

. \
2) Power and Tradition - ’ \

The avant-garde manifestd’'is not written from a posi-
tion of power. One way in which it atteTPgs to make i‘i

J
position appear more than spurious 1s to appear under the

banfer-of a movement. A movement can claim more\powe} than
an 1individual simply because of numB!?gl If one #an is a . /
nut he can easily be dismissed as a nut because be has no
support and 1is isolat@d; but once his particﬁlar'brand of

A §

"nuttiness"” 1s shared by others it becomes a norm or

convention which mu%t be taken seriously (that i's, recogn;;éa
] v

as a power to be reckoned with). But how then can

hY .

. ’ '
Stein’, a single person, be called a movement? It seems to. . ‘i

. -

————aa . ‘ . ‘-' : ) . L
22. . . . [T)he master-piece . . i has to do with the human 6’
mind and the entity . . . . &
23. . . . [T)he masterpiece . . . has to do with . . . a

thing in itself and not in relation.
24. The momendm it 1s 1in relation 1t 1s common knowledge. and
anybody can feel and know it

L 4
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me that if we look at the situation surrounding the comp04
sition of tﬁesé lecture/manifestoes, it is not too inge-
nious to suggest that all of the people surrounding Stein,
all of the people thm she had collected over the yéars Qho

were actively promoting her, writing letters to publishers

on her behalf, sending out her manuscripts for her, in -

essence working. as de-facto (albeit unpaid) agents, that

[
all of these people congtitute a movement of like-minded

persons working toward the same ends.

Q\‘ The characteristics of the avant-garde modernist move-
?

”

ments corroboldase: this. Those involved in a movement consi-

* der themseIQe‘}set apart (if not among the eléct3 because
of the speciah knowledge they possess. S¥ein’s prombters

. ‘certdinlx‘felt thai_thef‘had gcquired a special knowledge

whicﬁléTlowed theﬁ:to;understand Stein. As ‘well, a movement

may claim power:%nd legitimacy ppt it is never institu-

tionalised. A movement is a collective and nqt an institu-
) !
. ;
tion. Tt is not an institution because it mustjremain

marginal and precarlous 1n its relatlon to power “and tradl-

~

tion. Whlch 1s not to say that a movement may not become &n

N . institution. However, “if it does it can no longer create
i
manlftstoes (1t will create constltutlons or charters of

\,:

g JW&éﬁlnstead) and the manlfé’éﬂ%és it created Before ltﬁ
3!

~

'f

\) - .'_ ——————

B I .
(TR X ’

’ 25. C [Elvery bne . . sooner or later does feel the
'V Peality of a mastar-piece..
+ 26. . . . [T]here is the thing that we call the human mind
something that makes it hold itself just the same.
27. [Masterpleces] exist because they came tq be as some-

. . ’ . .
. h g - R
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institutionalisation becdmg historicalf'ﬂgnerated museum
‘pieces. Stein’s relation‘fo power and tradition at the time
of her.lectures,w;s definitely precarious. Het texts were
the "other" attempting to scandalize "sameness."

The writers of manifestoes then, must always remain on
-

the outside. Their power and authority is self-professed
.
and not- granted them by the general populace, by those who

demand and support institutions. To imbue themselves with

M
even a limited measure of authority (a measure large enocugh

to make scandal felt) manifesto writers must pass them-
selves off as prophéts who claim that the future has
arrived--in the sense that they gre inspired teachers and
1Bw givers. They feel no need to'explain the truth of what
they sa; which they take as self-evident; they demand onl}
that what they say be aécepted. For vatic pronouncements,
that i;, the proﬁguﬁcemén}s of a prophet, are.’y def inition
infalltble, since received through divine inspiration.

In the modernist sense this infallibility is a human
1
L] L 4

dimension, limited by our conceptual or textual horizons,
-and therefore provisional. This par¥adox i%s necessary and

unavoidable and gives to divine inspiration a new contéxt

Al

and a special meaning. For although some avant-garde

, K [T ‘f". . L : s
: rJQitersﬂdﬂd a;tist{;’such as the pDadaist Hugo Ball and the -

t

g - ————

1

thing that is an end in itself ;nd in that respect is
opposed to the business of living which is relation and
necessity.

28. [But a masterpiece may talk about the business of
living.] .

¢+
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Russian Futurist Alexei Kruchenykh, did become conventional

religious myspﬁcs, in general the "divine" should not be
4 -
given an over&y religious connotétion. It does not refer to
a known source Br nramed God but simply thé "unknown" inhe- ‘
B {
rent in any "iimited" conceptual horizon! It invokes the

;"myétery"'behind religion and not the doctrinal éxplanation
of that "mystery." Thus iﬁspiration‘is that wﬁich results
from contact witﬁ this a-logicalf‘chaotié “mystery." This

s, of course, religious in the larger sense of the word
vbut_not religidus in the sense that it pertalnévto any
speEific religion. That 1s; unless Qe accept Matthew

Arnold ‘s prophecy and see literature as the religion of our

t
A

age, in which case any inspiration from an undeflned source
which contributes to literature (that 1s, which expands the
textual hogizon) is religious since literature is our reli-
gion. The manifesto dées nét provide a new sense of cohe-
rence. It merely provides (through "divinely inspired”
contact with "mystery") a,compensétory textual identity
(prophetic iaws which can be forhed into many patterns of
rglations and not just one logical episteme4) for the
"coherence" it has scuttled.

Stein s lecture/manifestoes are studded with vatic pro-

nouncements; with unsupported declarations which are tq be

- - — o —— A

/

29. [A masterpiece] does not begin and end 1f it did it
would be necessity and in relation

30. . . {vylJet . . . like the subject of humaninature
master-pﬁeces have to use beginning and end;ng to beconme
existipg.

\,
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taken as law. A typical vattern of relation begins in the i
second paragraph of "What are Master-pieces and Why There
Are So Few 'of Them": "I was goimg to talk to you but
actually it is impossible to talk about maste:¥pieces and
what they are because talklng essentlally has nothing to do
with creation" (law 2). We are never glven any 10g1ca1
argument in sugport Ofmthls conclusion. It is presented as ’
a gelf-evident law. If we read further on in this lec-
ture/manif esto we 1edrn that "talking is really human
hature" (law 18) and thag "human nature has.nothing to do
with master-pieces" (raw 19). This dves not "explain" why
talking 1s not creation. It is.simpiy another law in a
chain of interconnected laws. Further on we ?earn that
human nature 1s identity (law 40), that identity is recog-
nition or remembering (laws 5, 35), that recognition is
placihg things in relation Cfaws 8, 32) and that "the
moment it is 1in relation . . Lt i:‘not a masfer—piece"
(law 24). This new "explanation” is once again just another
series of laws. Not only that but it eanpletes a tautology.
We are told that talkihg is not a masterpiece because
talking’is,in relatio; and that a‘masterpiece.cannot be

/ .

talked because a masterpiece is not in relation. The tauto-

’
"

is" 1s so

logy is typical of the manifesto where what
/

. .
- —— - - ——

31, . . . [A]nybody who is trying to do anything today 1s
desperately not having a beginning and an ending but never-
theless in some way one does have to stop.
32. . . . [s]econdary writing. . . . is remembering . . .
33. If you do not remember whlle you are wrltlng, it may

?

- ’
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because it "is" and not because it follows logically from

the central premise of a coherent system. Each law in a
v . 5:
pattern is related contiguously and not hierarchically.

All that can be said is that "a" is "a" ;,and "b" is "b."

§

'Thus a manifesto is not a mystical document full of

; ‘

arcane knowledge which attempts to solve the mysteries of .
\ ' | ' ‘

the unknown--although this might'often.seem to bée the case;

and it is not a document ' in the dialogue between those who

¢

would dlscover flrst pr1nc1p1es It'is a document dlrected
\ Lo .

to the common man; 1t is a document which states that

"what is, is;" it is a pragmatic attempt to challenge power

and tradition which employs the conventlons of prophecy as

ltg strategy. The manlfesto, 1n 1ts struggle for power ,
\ ,
allows "desire" to-dominate "knowledge." The exposition of

theriogical foundations of the knowledge which it pro-
fessg; is salrificed to rhetorical strategies which respond

more immediately to the desires (to accommodate "mystery"

-

"chaos" and "silence") of the avant-gar%; modernist mani-

festo writer. .

However, this does ngt\pecessarily mean that all of the

ideas contained in a manifesto are ertirely new. This is

far from the case. The ideas themselves may simply be a re-

-

shuffling of old ideas. What counts is.that the umpetus to

>

- a

seem confused to others but actually it is clear

34. . . . [A] master plece . . . may be unwelcome but 1t is
never dull.
35. . . . [M]ostly people live in identity and memory .

when they think.



o 189 °
.- . . .
change constitutes an act of rupture given the specific "\

»

. circumstances of a specific time and place. It is an act of

~~ ¢

prophetic. self-legitimisation and is therefore a privi-

leging machine which wishes to establish not so much order
as a post-rupture identity.

¢

. ¥ 3) stcourse

J.L. Austln ‘s distinction between a constatlve utter-

ance and a performative utterance provides a useful

-

- gtarting boint for a~discussiondof the manifesto’s
discourse. A constative utterance claims to be a state-.
ment of fact which can be either true er false. Thus, "the
sky is blue" is understood to be a true statement of the
colour of the sky A performatlve utterance is neither true
nor false but rather an actual performance. Thus an utter-
ance such as, "I promise to pay" is an act of promising.
‘Austin goes on to'show, however, that the constative utter-
anceyis not a separate‘éné equal claseification of utter-
ante but actually an utterance subordinate to the perform-
ative uttérance. For, although the sentence, "the sky is

blue::’;EBEErs to be a true or false statement of fact,

what 1s actually‘zjie;stood is the utterance, "I promise

you that the sky As blue." The utterance is no longer

32. . . . [Mlemory is necessary to make them exist and so
ey cannot create master-pieces.
37. . . . [T]he boy and the man have nothing to do w1th
each other, except in respect to memory and identity . . . .
38. It is not extremely difficult not to have identity but
it is extremely difficult the knowing not having identity.

—
4/_’
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~verbs such as "promise,
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.

clearly true or false but a performed promise. (This sense
of discourse as performance is different than although =
parallel in implication to the sense of physical perfor-

. . »> . . )
mance which I introduced into the discussion of the mani-

N,

. \\

festo in relatlon to péwer :nd tradition. Whenever perfor-
mance is valorised, the ideal“is invalidated.) .
Therefore to say, as semioticians say, that the cus-

tomary mode of the manifesto-is declarative, is to say that -

the manlfei stresses the performnative (51nce a dECIara-

> tion is a promnise of factuallty) rather the supposedly

constative nature of utterance. A manifesto is a promise.
It is a promise to fulfill certain desires. And as a prol
mise it is a mode of discourse which courts scandal since
any language-constituted promise)is a promise tb fulfill

the desire for meaning. This is a promise that can never be

fully kept, and an unkept promise is scandalous. Each new

. promise reveals both the scandal of the old promlses--the

old laws and conventions--and, self-reflexively, the scan-
6 .
dalous nature of its own promising.
e
Not only do manifestoes use many overtly gerformatxve

"assure," and "declare," but they

also make insistent use of the copula, as is the case with

~

Stein whose laws use them almost almost exclugively. As

39. [Masterpieces] are knowing that there is no identity
and producing while identity is not.

40. Everything that makes life go on makes 1denEity and
everything that makes identity is of necessity a necessity.
41. The pleasures that are soothing . . . [and] exciting
all have to do.-with identity . . . . -
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Deftida'has shown us, "the copu;a; in which &Pe subject of
an utterance is deelare§ "eéhalf to its objeek,vis.anpro-
mise of meaning that is both at the‘centre of the megaphy-
.5105 of presence and the wedkest link in that metaphysics.
t'is’ the weakest link because the most easxly undermined.
To say tha; ﬁﬁ"\ls "b".can easily be turned into "a" is not

"b" by qualifying "a" in a way that disqualifies its equa-

"lity with "b." The copuia then is the most spartan of the

{ -
linguistically performed premises.
Thus the manifesto’'s relation to discourse reflects its
relation to power and tradition. It is a discourse of

challenge and ruapture, of-"otherness" (new promises)

“attacking "sameness" (old proﬁises). The manifesto not only

challenges and ruptures the scandalous ideational or ideo-
logical framework of power and tradition but also the
capacity of discourse to be factual (the self-reflexive -
recognition of the scandaious nature of itsigwn'discourse).
By being so fo:thrightly performative the manifesto is rup-
turing, that is decentering or deconstructing, thg claim

»

that what linguistic signs signify is or ever can be fully

)understood. It is not enough simply to disrupt conventional

»
grammar, although this is useful, the manifesto also per-

'forms in a way that brings the ungerstandabilitf of

- amen e - -
-

v
42. . . . [T)here is more identity that one knows about
than anything else one knows about . . . .
43. . . . [Tlhinking is something that does so nearly need

t e memory and if it is then of .course it has nothing to
ith a master-piece. _
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discourse into ?uestion; | ' .
This performance is essentially naive, as are the pro-
' nouncements‘of any prophet. It is not the sophisticated
argument of a metaphysician or'theologi;n, where sophisti-
cated implies the attempt to forestall ali logical objec-
tion. It is not a completed discourse, but a disqoﬁrse
placed in an open fiald whiqh may thus stand as preface to

a fuller text and a larger textual field.

I11 The Avant-Garde Manifesto
[ |

Gertrude Stein was not the only avant-garde writer to

L ]

pragmatically use the manifesto for the "businesg.of \
living” with language, literature, society and cultuxe. The
phenomenon was widely s%read. Numerous manifestoes were
written by the Italian Futurists, the Rués}aﬁ Futurists,
the various Dada groups, the Surrealists, the Vorticists, -
the Imagists--the list goes*on and on. It miéht even be
said that one of the things which sépar&jes\the avant-garde
modernist from the more conservative modernist--which is to
say, those moderniéts who recognized th;‘problems inherent
inwmetaphysics bug who tried tc compensate for this‘loss bf

externally reinforced meaning by creating internally cohe-

rent and autonomous universes--was the need to write pro-
» - . .

(e

44. . . . [M]ostly . . . [a masterpiece] is about iden-
tity . . . and in being so it must not have any.
45. Moments are not important because of course master- "\

pieces have no more time than they have identity although
time like identity is what they concern themselves about. .

o
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phetic manif estoes. Fof the avant-garde modernist the need
to recognize rupture is more important (is more desired)
than the neeqd.to recognizeIcontinuityt‘The point being that
qontinuity can be re@i& formulated but that the act_of

formulating continuity is a self-deceptiof, whereas a dec-

laration of rupture is a self-conscious act of self-

tion. The act of formulating continuity is an act within
. .
metaphysicso the act of declaring rupture is a scriptural

act deg_ctlng the absence at the heart of metaphy51ca1
presence " The more conservatlve modernlsts did, of gcourse,
write much in the attempt to justify their various aestﬁe-
tig postures. But their writings cannot be considered mani-
fe st oes since in the end they seek to establish continuity.
Theselwriting; follow very‘much in the textual tradition of
the 3vtis£/cnitic which has been with us at least since
Horace 's Ars Poetica. They are writings which attempt'to

enter an ongg¥ng aesthetic/metaphysical debate. They are

. ¢
not "otherness" attacking "sameness;" they are doubters re-

) " (S

fining "sameness.

The manifesto then, as a textual act which iden-
tifies the avant-garde modernist, is a text in which the

issues of "post-rupture" literature are made apparent. 3
I3 4 . . .
ételn s lecture/manifestoes can be read as declarations
/

R

\

46,. Once when one has said what one says it is not true or s
too true.

47. . . . [Wlhat . . . women say [is] truer than what men
say.

48. . . . [A] thing goes dead once it has beem said. . . .
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+ 4 7
concerning varioas of these issues "What are Master-

Pieces and Why are There so Few of Them" concerns itself
with a key issue (and the one at issue here), the’status of
te%tual and se}f—creation. In other words, this lec-
ture/manifesto deals not only with the status of the
master-piece but, by implication, with the status of all
other teil; as well, including the manifesto.

Stein begins this lecture by telling us how she set
out to put it toget;;r arld in what way she considers it a
text . She begins, in iffect, by describing the status of
her Yecture/manifesto, which she then proceeds to set off
against what she considers to be the status of the.master-
_piece. As it turns out, in her view,‘there are very few
master-pieces or texts of §entity” Put the manifesto as-a
text ,of "identity" is a member of an enormous group of
texts.

This declaration of Stein’s on.textual creation does
not concern itself with generically delimitihg the lec-l
ture/manifesto. I have borrowed this pattern of conventions
fran'semiot¥cs and idposed it upon Stein because of the
manner inswhich it allows us access to Stein’s texts--and
indeed the texts of other avant-garde writers, who can now
usefully be viewed in the same textual field. She does not

because of there being this trouble with time.

49. . . . [T]ime does make identity
50. . . . [I)dentity does stop the creatlon of master-
plieces.

51. If you do not keep remembering yoursel f you have no

—_—
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ccncern hekself with anything. so easily (and self-
deceivingly) defined as a genre. Her lecture concerns it-
self with the ontoloéical (or in Der£ida’s terminology;
ontotheological) status of .script(ur)ing. The only true
scripturing-is the master-piece; all other writing is
worldly scripting and part of the business of living.

In her lecture/manifesto on master-pieces Stein prophe-
tically declares the postures which allow her to create *
masterpieces, that is, what I have abstracted as her laws.
Such posturés inevitably entail evasions. Without these
notivating evasiohs>(qn evasion being a posture which
allows one to éide-étep silenoe) we would be lost forever
in the inactivity of the .silence of apofia; An identifying
characteristic of post-rupture literature is that these
self-evasions are seff-consciously per formed; they are
presented not as truths arrived at by logic but as
options chosen. For this reason they are very easily disco-
veéred and deconstructed. |

The nature of éiein's evasion tells us much about her
‘
views 6n the ontotheological status of the creative as well
as the business-like text. She divides texts into two
categories: "writing identity,"” and "writing entity."”
Writing identity requires that a self-deception (myth or

—— e e - -

identity.

2. . . . [I]f you have no time you do not keep remembering
yourself. - . ‘

53. . . . [Y]ou create yes if you exist but time and

identity do not exist.

o
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episteme) be placed firmly within the text, just as firmly
as the text is placed wiézzn society and culture. The
master-piece as "writing entity" is that text which re-
quires no assistance from existing systems of codes and
conventions in order to exist. It is a text which "is" but
which 1s not necessary; it is not motivated by.éxisting
social and cultural exigeﬁcies. The master-piece is a
"pure” text. It is that pure text which Renato Poggioli saw'
as inevitably posiéed by avant-garde modernists (T#eory of

the Avant-Garde). It is Barthes zero degree writing.

Ostensibly zero degree writing or bqre writing or entity

writing avoids the need for an underlying episteme because

it is what it 1s and nothing else; it i1s not what it 1is
because 1t is 1n relation to somethinglélsel These pure
texts have the same ontotheological status as do the two
poles of Yeats's system in A Vision, the onl; two positions
in his system to which no historical personage o; text was
assigned. They are necessary but ideal positions which

) .
anchor the orbits of the other positions but which can
never, tn themselves, be achieved. They are the absent
centres recognized by Derrida..Inevitably, they are posi-
tions or postures of siience.

There 1s therefore some confusion in Stein’s

s

54. We live in time and 1identity but as we are we do not
know time and identity . . . .

55. . . . [T]lo know what one knows is frightening to live
what one lives is soothing . . . .

56. . . . [T)here are very few master-pieces because to be
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locturc/mnnixgjtd/;n master-pieces as to whether or not
this posture of pure text is simply an element in tﬁ;
process'o! writin dr‘fn achievable type of te#t. On the
one hand there is her wel&-&nown connection with writing as
process: her conaection with Jamesian "stream of conscipus-
ness ;" her use of the continasts tenses to portray the
"ing"ness of being; 'her belief that composition is a spon-
taneous meditative “act"” and not something td be thought
out beg;rehand. In her lecture/manifesto on master-pieces
she tells ué that, "one has no identity . . . when one is
in tHe act of doing anything” (law 4); that, "it 1is the
detection that holds the interest," and not the solution
(law 21); and that a master-piece "does not begin and end"
klaw 29). All of these things suggest that the posited pure
text is simply a tactical evasion which aids the process of
writing. On the other haﬁd, in this same lecture/manifesto
we are told that the master-piece "has to do with the human
mind and the entity that is with a thing in itself" (law
23); that "master-pieces have no more time than they have
identity” (law 45); and t@at "a master-piece does not
continue 1t is as it is‘hqt it does not continue" (law 57).

All of these laws suggest that the pure text is an achiev-

-able product.

~ . .
able to know that is not to have identity and time but not
to mind talk'ing as if there was because it does not inter-
fere with anything and to go on being not as if there were
no time and identity but as if there were and at the same
time existing without time and identity is so very simple
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A critic‘can do one of two thinqs‘with this confusion,

.
-

He c;% emphasize it in order to demonstr#tc Stein’'s inade-
quacies as writer and theorist and use it as ammunition to
warn us away from wasting our time. Or h®e can look for some
why Of demonstrating that the appaTent confuspion is really
no confusion at all‘andxghus reclaim Stein for a reghinq
public that demands coherence and idengity: in other words,
he can col lahorate with svtoinv's mnifest_o‘!‘ the business
of living. the first :espon#éiis the response of a critic
who still feels the scandal of the manifesto; the second
response ;is the response of a.crit}c who acquiesces to the
power of play.

’ éo respond in the second way it 1is Becessary to demon-
strate that process Kdminates product in Stein’'s manifesto;
it is necessary, once again, td(:;;;~;?hnmhing into the”
text. First, it 1s necessary to add that in order for a
posited ideal tq effectively influence a process 1t 1s
necessary that that ideal be believed in. If 1t is not
believed in then it has no power to motivate the creative
process because 1t can be made to disappear too easily &nd
so to dissipate any energy that it had induced. Stein was
primarily a writer who believed in'proé(ss. But in order to
believe in process shé had to have a motivating coéncept of

—— — e - - -

L3

that it, is diffidult to have many that are that.

57. . 7 . [A] mster-piece does not continue it is as it is
but it does not continue. .
38. . . . [T]lhe fact that they all die has something to do.

with time but it has nothing to do with a master-piece.
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product. Thé crific who provides such a formulation inevi-
t‘bly’creates‘a hierarchy out‘of dtein’s laws. In this case
£he idea of "entity text" is subo%qfnated to the idea of
'eQmpdéinion.as process. As a creative writer and a mani-
festo writer.Stéin is not obliged to.écknowledge such a
hifrarchy.wshe is able to present her laws contiguously. ‘i,

Lo

In this necessary evasion (th?s side-stepping of

o

apSria by allo;ing to exist contiguously two beliefs that .
on nﬁe'surféce appear“contradictory-ggthput attemptintho
.resolve them in a formula that is too easily deconstructed)
there is a silent-admission that it is in'this préblematic‘
play that whatever bliss (Barthes’ "jouissance") can be
derived from the text is to be found. ("The pleasures that
are soothing . . .’all have to do with identity" [law 41]:
Barthes "plaisir"). To accept this is to accept the pathos
inherent in language. That is, language is our~@rime means
of communication and yet ;pe most outstanding characteris-
tic of this Communicat%on is that it always falls short bf
what it aims for. Post-rupture texts look for jouissance by -
playing in the gaps of this falling short. [For Stein, the |
gap is between identity and entity. To sdy that there is
' sadness here 1is not to éontradict the presence of
"jouissance;" rather, it remindg us that the original lofty

- - -

59, The word timely as used in our speech is very interes-
ting but you can anyone can see that it has nothing to do
with masterpieces . . . . ’

60. . . . [I)ldentity consists in yecognition . . . .

6. . . . [I]ln recognizing you lose identity because-after
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aim of any language is to communicate without any possibi-
k- 4

‘,lity of misipterpretation and that our pleasufe is located
in the gap between this ideal and the inevitable fafling
short.

In her more obscure and oblique texts, Gertrude Stein

(]

ness where the text is unnecessary and is .the product of

1s moving ever gloser to her sense of entity and of thing-

"ofie" not in relation. It is, for whatever psychological,
social and.-cultural mix of reasons, moving deeper into the
universe of a private language that can have a reading or
interpretation imposed upon it but can never communicate
any]sense of its own self-deception (its own self-conscious
chdice of episteme). In her more accessible writings, such
as her lectu;e/manifestoes, she is moving.closer go iden-
tity, giving us language that is still in relation, still
recognizably part of the business of living, but still with
enough private language to force us to question the founda-
tions of language as a transparent vehicle for communica-
tion. What we do when we try to find theoretical ccherence
in Stein is try to find the stages tﬁat connect the public
use of language to the private use of language and thereby
develop a lexicon that will enable us to decode what were
~once seen as unreadable texts. Many such interprétive;lexi;

all nobody looks as they. 1ook like

-

62. . . . [N]o master-piece can see what ;t can see 1if it
does then it 1is timely . . . . -

63. If there was no identity no one could be govenned

64. . . . [Gloverning has nothing to do with master- pieces

N

AN
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cons exist, most of them ingenious. They constitute the

self-deceptions (creative and useful) of our shared criti-

L ¢ "

cal activity. At their best they contribute to our pleasure
(jouissance) in the text. And yet, if it were not for
Gertrude Stein’s need to be famous, and the manifestoes
that tried so make of that fame something more than a
peqsonality?cult, it 1s possible that we might not even

.

make the effort to impose ourselves on her more private
.

texts. _ \
) | 4
- - ~
P +
. )
o

it has completely to do with identity . . . .
65. . . . [Gloverning is occupying but not interesting . . .
66 . When you are writing before there is an audience any-
thing written is as important as any other thing . . . .

67. After the audience begins, naturally they create some-
thing that is they create you, and so not everything is so
important . . . .



Postlude

o ,

post: after
ludus: play

All of the Stein lectures I have used &s occasions are
manifestds designed to provoke action: to stimulate the
marketplace if nothing else. But even as pragmatic actions
they still unavoidably provide us with an aesthetic context
which is, as Wendy Steiner has pointed out, to a striking
extent indexicgl of the present'day. The paradoxes and
contradictions of Stein’s declarations.are the paradoxes
and contradictiops of an artist caught in the double bind,
in the gap between two receding edges. We as readers can
create figures in this gap but these figures must account
for and be self-conscious of the gap. The gap is between
the "self" and the "other" of the intertextual field and
between the "self" as reader/writer and the "other" of the
field; the gap is there because we force oursglves past the

"Cover ing Cherub"-that would hide it from us and have us

live comfortably, well soothed; the gap is there because

202
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figures such as repetition batter at the points of

-
-

resistance that hide it from us; and our self-conscioﬁéness
of the gap, of the unthought, forces us to authorize (%@
seek authority) in our own re-inscription of the problem.
And yet we do create figures of our own power to figure; we
" do seek and claim to discoyer intelligibility.

4 "College professors" wrote Gertrude Stein, "have two
bad traits. They are logical and they are e;Eily

flat tered” ("Universe in Hand," Painted Lace .269). It is
useful to recall such depreciations of the analytical at
the end of ;n extended act of analysis. What is it, after
all, to be iogical but to indulge in an act 6f sel f~
flattery. We ngtter ourselves that we have been logical
and also that rigorous logic is worthy of encomium. And no
matter how much a critical work (which must bé analytical
or otherwise it is mere impressionism and not critical)
attacks the mechanisms of logic it cannot avoid the sgrt of
infinite one-upmanship that loéic invites. Logic can only
be deflated by superior logic.

Oor can i® It is a truism to suggest that there is no
logic in desire and yet the logic of this work bn Stein 1is
largely thé logic of desire. Within this oxymoron is masked
the clo;e adhesion of all logic to all illogic. Desire
.demands force and force demands something more than
existing logic. Impressionism, the avoidance of the
parggoxes of logic in favor of gratifying (comforting

soothing) chains of responses is not good enough, not
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forceful enough. Desire demands something more than grati-
ficat{on. A gratified desire is a dead desire. Desire
demands continuation. Again an oxymoron. |
There is no "after play" for désire. No after play but
ﬂddeath. As in music, a postlude carries us back to on-
goingness. It is a refusal to end. One more recapitulation.

One more beginning again, one more using what is there, one

more repetition motivated by desire, one more . . ..

o



- Notes \

L

Chapter 1

1 .
Hugh Ford s Puhlished in Paris provides a very useful

1)

account of the many small publishing ventures that

flourished in Paris in the early decades of the twentieth
‘ ' - .
century. _ :
2 N
‘ I am refqrring here to such works as Allegra
hY [ \\

Stewart ‘s Gertrude Steinﬁgﬁd the Present; Elizabeth Fifer s

"Rescued Reading: Characteristic Deformations in the
Language of Gertrude Stein’s Plays;" and Harry Garvin's

"Sound and Sense in Four Saints in Three Acts."

A
3This attitude is amply demonstrated in Tzara's Seven

: 4
‘é. 7y a< See Betty Jean Craige’'s Literary Relativity and D. B.

"AY¥lison’s "Introduction" to Derrida’s Speech and Phenomena

. Dada Manifestos.

: for good discussions of this duality.

Chapter 2

L4

1
Robert Scholes, for example, has written that "we

*
write always and inevitably on the basis of the models of
writing we have already encountered" (Semiotics 6). By

using the word "model," which suggests a paradigmatic rela-

tionship rather than a syntagmatic relationship (invoking

205
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metaphor incstead of metonymy--to korrow Jakobson’'s starting
point for a similar argument), influence, which is para-
digmatic and historical, is confused with intertextuality,

which is, as we shall see, syntagmatic inscription.

Chapter 3

'3

1 . .
This "clarity" is not the same "claritwy" that Stein

. refers to when writing about her visit to the M ther
Superior at San Rafael (see chapter one). As 1s so often
the case in Stein, words have no fixed meaning; they are
used and distorted according to the demands of the
situation.
2
"Knowing" here is not the pre-nineteenth century

"knowing" which can be internally complete, but the

"knowing" which is an auddcious action which allows one to

perform. J

3

"See Aristotle’s On the Soul and Generation of
Animals.
Chapter 4

1

Stein had published no créative work at this time but

she had published two works in The Psychological Review

(1896, 1898), on natural motor automatism and cultivated
motor automatism, with Leon Solomons.

2 _

See Mabel Dodge ‘s "Speculatipns, or Post-Impressionism

in Prose."
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3 | s \r//d

‘See The Little Review, vol Xii, no. 2 (May, 1929).

- -
Chapter 5

1
To say "can" is not to say "do" but even to admit to'

the possibility is to entertain debilitating doubt.
2This takeé's for granted that each textual re-enéctment
or readiné invelves a judgement of value on tﬁe part of the
reader. This does not imply, however, that such judgements
bear any necessary relationship to universai truths (nor
even that such truths exist)..
B{t should be pointed out that with a Chomskian
Qenergtivé grammar there can be infinite transformations.
"The difference is that Stein sought no universal generating
system to account for the transformations. She let the
sentence diagram itself. She did not diagram a sentence
according to transformational models. Although the
conclusion is the same, that there is an infinite number of
possible sentence structures, tﬂé ways 1in which this
infinite variety is accounted for are opposed. One seeks
origin: the other seeks only to feei a space campletely
created.

4Although Stein assures us that commas are of no use,
she uses them constantly. "I still do feel that way about
it," she writes, "only now I do not pay as much attention to
them" (Poetry and Grammar 220). They, or she, is
mistaken. ‘

5
Stein at times makes an effort to deny this



unavoidable connection. In Narration she claims that fic-
tion does not have to face the burden of reality (60). In
éggg in America she claims that a novel (a fiction) does

not arrange or structure anything (200). But these claims,

\
like her claim that she never uses commas, are wishful

thinking, and are never really carried out. They ar
mistaken, an indulgence she insists.upon--an indicath
that she too is trying to describe the absence, the gap,
the "spaces [that] are interesting" (Poetry and Grammar

216).

Chapter 6

'~
1

In French the word "histoire" with 1ts double meaning
of both history and stogy makes this much more evident than

it 1s in English.
2

Linda Hutcheon locates the difference between realism
. A .

and modernism in this difference between the concept of
[

text as product and text as process. See her Narcissistic

Narrative: The Metafictional Paradox.
3
Drawing on E.H. Gombrich's analysis 1in Art and

Illusion, Graff goes on to sugggst that even anti-realistic
works represenﬁ closer links to real objects than might at
first seem possible. While I see no need to push the argu-
ment this faf (in fact, it seems counter productive) I dbo

think that his basic insight is valid: that representation,

regardless of deconstruction, cannot be wholly abandoned.
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4 »
Intertextuality is usually discussed in terms of the

self or text in dialogue with "others." To say that the
social "I" establishes identity thrqugh the differentiation

of self in relation to‘the other should not be confused

~

here with these others in dialogue,Zhe "other" also plays

a role in the concept of influenceg. Tﬁus.the text as social

. [ 4 . —
mI" is a text that identifies itself through its jinflu- ., -

ences, its singly mirrored others;,ﬁhe text as- specular '

1s 1in dialogue'with doubly mirroring others.’

Chapter 7

1 ' ;
As Linda Hutcheon points out in A Théb(y of Parody,
A - a ¥ =

the term parody is not intrinsically negative. A parody can
just as easily be positive and productive--especially 1n
the postmodern context.

2Even if the parodists tried to argue that Stein’'s texts
can’'t be considered literature because they don 't even make
cohefent use of language and that they are nonsense, they would
stjll find themselves in an untenable position. First, they
would have to contend with the sort of argument that suggests
that any written use of language 1s literary (see F.E.
Sparshott Centgum 3, no. 1 [Spring 1975]:5-22). Furthef, to
claim that Stein’s ;exts‘are nonsensé is to glaim that they
misrepresent whatever it 1s they are attempting ‘o
represent, much as scientific data can be challenged as

'

inadequate because the scientific method 1is inadequate and

the results misrepresent the object under study. However,
\
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1f what is being "represented" is language itself then any

[
utterance, no matter how unintelligible, becomes, since its -

creation was possible, acceptable as data.
3
To move such defiance and aggression into an internalized

intellectual or artistic context/is a civilizing deflection.
The physical drive to death is displaced, in effect forgotteﬁ,
and aggression is allowed to release itself in, whatifor
society, is a safer way. The need and desire to exercise defi-

ance and aggression is not in this way diminished, however.
4
If 1t were just a simple case of stuttering (the stutters

of the mind rather than of the lips) then the parodist would
have ample justification for indulging in negative parody.
He might be accused of cruelty in attacking one_so

afflicted, but, he might respond, if ‘it is offered to the

public 1t invites whatever it gets.

Chapter 8 .

1 .
These laws have been abstracted from Gertrude Stein’s

lecture,What Are Masterpieces. “
2
Interestingly, her lecture/manifesto on magterpleces
X }

claims that the de:ective story comes very close to ful-

filling the criteria she has set. "In real life people are
interested:in the crime rather than the detection” (law 20)
while "1in the story it is the detection that’holds the

interest"” (lgw 21). Since the only necessary action is the

"" . ‘. o
death and since this comes at the beginning of the detec-
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tive story, what fol lows, gvhich is to say the detection, is
'unnecelsary and therefore potentially a masterpiece since
neécessary actions are human nature and unnecessary actions
are human mind and only human mind can produce a master-
piecg (laws 27, 28, 29 and many more).

Three journals have recently devoted special issues

to the manifesto: Littérature no. 39 (1980); Etudes

Frangaises 16/3-4 (Oct., 1980), and; L 'Esprit Createur vol.

Y

XXIII, no. 4 (winter, 1983).
4
To say that there are many patterns means that they

will contradiét one another (otherwise they would
inevitably be part of the same pattern). But then we must
admit that contradictions are always defined in the context
of a controlling pattern (or episteme). If the controlling
episteme 1is remdved then so also are the contradictions.
These different patterns now stand as signs of textual
plurality. »

5This reflects, perhaps a little too neatly, the idea
that the structural trope for modernism is metonymy, where

éigns are related contiguously rather than the metaphpr

-

where signs are related hierarchically.
6
For an excellent study of the relationship between

the textual body, promising and scandal see, Shoshana

Felman's The Literary Speech Act.

vi ,
"Composjition as Explanation" concerns itself with

representation, borde:s,:framing, context and trust;

"Plays" ¢oncerns itself with discontinuity, fragmentation,
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signification/force, desire and need; "The GE:dual Making
of ‘the Making of Americans” congerns itsel? with seif—
consciousness, self-reflexivity, narqissiSm, and the fall
into the present; "What is English Literature" concerns
itself with textual fields, intertextuality, conceptual
hérizons and dialogics; “Pictures" concerns itself with
figuration; "Poetry and Grammar®” concerns itself with

valorizatiéﬁ, privileging, and private a7d shared

, languages; "Poetry and Repetition" concerns itself with

<
repetition compulsion.
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