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What impresses one early in the treatment of this group of unreachable patients is
that what looks like a therapeutic alliance turns out to be inimical to a real
alliance and that what is termed understanding is actually anti-understanding....
One finds oneself in a situation that looks exactly like an on-going analysis with
understanding, apparent contact, appreciation, and even reported improvement.
And yet, one has a feeling of hollowness.

— Betty Joseph, “The Patient who is Difficult to Reach” (49)

The glamour of the work alerts you to an onset of beauty, pending the appropriate
feeling and an endorsement in thought. But the juxtapositions and the
compositional rhythms of the colours, jarring ever so slightly, won’t resolve into
unity. What’s going on? Does the artist aim at order and miss, or does he try, and
fail, to destroy it? It’s as if you can’t quite get started looking, but you can only
stop by force of will. The paintings deny you the relief of disappointment. At
length, beauty does arrive, though clad in its judicial robes, as truth. Your desire
and its frustration, impartially sustained, are ruled the work’s subject.

— Peter Schjeldahl, ‘Shapes and Colors’

Once there was and there was not.

— Arabic version of ‘Once upon a time’



CHAPTER ONE:

INTRODUCTION

Composition of place. Ignatius Loyola, make haste to help me!

— U 9:163



This thesis argues that the work of James Joyce elaborates a set of problems
posed by the founder of the Jesuit order of priests, Ignatius of Loyola. Loyola,
both in the substance of his texts and in the theological practices those texts
develop, offers a way of thinking about, and creatively responding to, a set of
existential and artistic problems that the Joycean text works through, and the
increasing radicalism of form in Joyce’s texts is in part a way of addressing the
fundamental challenges at the heart of Loyolan theology.

Though claims of influence could be made—Joyce’s education would
certainly have forced him to encounter these Loyolan problems day after day for
years—the primary work of this thesis is not biographical or even strictly
intertextual. It instead attempts to describe the ways in which each writer
generated a response to these existential and hermeneutic problems himself. It
elaborates the structures of their work —structures of ambivalence, frustration,
and articulation—and finds them working through these same problems,
confronting them with the same urgency, and using language in similarly radical
ways to address them.

This analysis intends to illuminate these operations of the Joycean text.  hope
to show that there is a fundamental, contradictory earnestness to Joyce’s
flagrantly ironic texts, and that their function as one long, anxious, generative,

and ironic process arises from the cognitive, spiritual, and moral structures



articulated by Loyola in his Spiritual Exercises.! This set of theological practices
would have forced Joyce to confront these fundamental questions not just as
theological or intellectual matters but as problems to be addressed in practice—
cognitively, affectively, bodily.

Neither writer offers direct solutions to these problems or routes out of the
crises they initiate. Instead, each offers a particularly elaborated structure, one
that forces the exercitant (either Jesuit or Joycean) to confront these crises as
intensely as possible. If there is a “solution,’ it lies on the other side of intense
practice, a practice of reading that necessitates a specific stance of sincere irony—a
mode which, in the end, might not be possible at all.

To explore what these texts do, I use as my primary tool the work of Melanie
Klein and the post-Kleinian school of psychoanalysis. Klein’s theory of the
position, and her elaboration of object-relations theory and projective
identification, offer us a way to think about and describe the fundamental,
irreducible ambivalence of the structures Joyce and Loyola create. Klein and her
followers not only illuminate this nexus of concerns—and the productive
confusion and frustration they mobilize—but offer in their own right possibilities

for solutions.

! There are a variety of ways to refer to the founder of the Jesuit order. ‘Inigo Lopez de
Loyola’ is his birth name, ‘Ignatius’ the Latinate name he used later in life, and ‘Loyola’ the name
he took from the Basque village of his birth. ‘Ignatius,” and especially ‘Ifiigo,” tend to carry
sympathetic connotations. In order to stay away from questions of immanent value with regard
to his work, I've used the more neutral ‘Loyola.’



1.1 Outline

This chapter outlines the thesis’s approach to the question of influence —the
influence on Joyce of Loyola’s texts and the theological practice they demand. It
starts by examining the Manual Joyce used as an adolescent member of his
school’s Sodality, thereby offering an initial insight into the dynamics of this
relationship. It then describes the thesis’s engagement with Eve Kosovsky
Sedgwick’s proposal for ‘reparative reading,” offering that this consideration of
Loyola and Joyce directly addresses her proposal and means to advance research
into that ongoing theoretical project. And finally it outlines why psychoanalysis,
and psychoanalytic literary criticism, serves as the central methodology for the
thesis as a whole.

Chapter Two, ‘The Disturbed Mind,” examines the Spiritual Exercises of
Loyola, the foundational text for Jesuit practice, and finds there a rich
psychoanalytic dynamism between satisfaction and frustration, an insistent
demand for a creative, affective response to the problems it forces the exercitant
to face.

Chapter Three, ‘Beyond the Uncle Charles Principle,” finds in Joyce’s “The
Dead’ a radical problematization of idiolect, one that creates a specific form of
unstable narrative practice. It finds within this problematics a demand for what
will be called the Loyolan Position: a mental stance towards the crises both

Loyola and Joyce mobilize.



Chapter Four, ‘Joyce with Klein,” works through the problem of reading as
Joyce structures it, aligning this problem with Kleinian psychoanalytic theory. It
furthers, and intensifies, the thesis’s analysis of “The Dead” as an invitation to
paranoid reading, and it traces the ways in which the reader of ‘The Sisters’ is
invited into a position of paranoid complicity.

Chapter Five, ‘Kleinian Aesthetics,” moves from these positions of textual
paranoia and frustration and turns to Kleinian theory to explicate them in an
effort to discern what a depressive reading might look like. It uses the relatively
scarce body of work on Kleinian aesthetics and elaborates these theories into a
framework for understanding the problems the previous chapters address.

Chapter Six, ‘Joyce with Loyola,” takes this Kleinian framework and uses it to
read Loyolan texts and theological practices. Klein helps delineate the operations
of paranoia and frustration —the problems both Loyola and Joyce demand of
their readers.

Chapter Seven, ‘It Was Pitch Black Almost,” examines A Portrait of the Artist as
a Young Man through the theory elaborated thus far. It reads Father Arnall’s
sermon, Stephen’s encounter in the anatomy theatre, and Davin’s story from the
Ballyhoura Hills as Joyce’s deepening work on the challenges of the Loyolan
Position. These readings move towards an understanding of the peculiar
narrative apparatus of Portrait, an understanding rooted in both Loyola’s

theology and Klein’s psychoanalysis.
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Chapter Eight, ‘Substantiation,” finds in Ulysses Joyce’s most radical
experiment thus far in creating his own “exercise,” his own impossible demand
on the reader for something akin to the Loyolan Position. It focuses on a
particularly overloaded passage from ‘Oxen of the Sun” in which Joyce uses
Stephen’s potent ranting to challenge the reader’s hermeneutic desire—a
particular structure of frustration that Joyce has offered before, but one that here
entails a most unstable position from the reader in her quest for that “sincere

irony” Loyola and Joyce demand.

1.2 The Question of Influence

Joyce, of course, received an almost exclusively Jesuit education, and he
repeatedly argued its significance. In an interview with W.R. Rodgers, Frank
Budgen recalls a conversation in which Joyce told him, “You allude to me as a
Catholic. Now you ought to allude to me, for the sake of precision and to get the
correct contour on me, you ought to allude to me as a Jesuit’ (12). Kevin Sullivan
goes on to explicate this influence:

For if many of Joyce’s intellectual virtues were the product of his Jesuit
training, so it must be said were many of his vices—his pedantry, his
perpetual seeking after first principles, his implicit sense of superiority
that will not explain and cannot apologize, the sense that he leaves with
even his most patient reader of being party to a secret which he will not
share. (10)

Whether such an idiosyncratic reading is fully convincing, it at least has the

virtue of being critical. All too often, criticism on Joyce and religion operates as a
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project of reclamation, seeking to prove, Garrett Deasy-like, that Joyce was deep
down, after all, really a Catholic. Joyce’s rebellion against the Catholic Church
‘was a kind of victory for the Jesuits,” argues J. Mitchell Morse, ‘since compulsive
disobedience is a form of intellectual dependence. A person in mature freedom
can obey or disobey as circumstances may warrant; he has no neurotic need to
refuse all restraint, to defy all authority” (1018). Sullivan argues that Ulysses and
Finnegans Wake are both organized like the Catholic mass, “in which the priest,
performing the specific sacrifice for which he was ordained, celebrates the
communion of God and Man’ (140). Roy Gottfried argues that Joyce saw himself
as a martyr, driven out of the church, and a misbeliever:
because he is not a believer in Catholic pieties, not an unbeliever in the
rich complexity of religious thought and symbol, nor a disbeliever in
Catholicism in order to hold to another and alternate religious system, but
a misbeliever, someone who does not think as others do about
Catholicism, but who clearly thinks about it nonetheless.... Misbelief
requires, of course, the structure of belief. (2)

Diego Angeli, in his 1917 review of Portrait (‘Un Romanzo di Gesuiti,”
translated into English by Joyce for publication in The Egoist), rightly notes the
Jesuit content of the novel, and he gives Joyce some distance from the Catholic
church: “a catholic, he has had the courage to cast his religion from him and to

proclaim himself an atheist.”2 But Angeli also seems to propose a certain

exclusive, Catholic understanding of Joyce, an exclusivity claimed by many

2 See also Denning, James Joyce in Context, Vol. 1, p. 114.
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critics raised in the church. Those contemporary critics who have not understood
Portrait, Angeli argues, are hindered by their Protestantism:

[plossibly...their own protestant upbringing renders the moral
development of the central character incomprehensible to them.... One
must have passed many years of one’s life in a seminary of the society of
Jesus, one must have passed through the same experiences and
undergone the same crises to understand the profound analysis, the
keenness of observation shown in the character of Stephen Dedalus. No
writer, so far as I know, has penetrated deeper in the examination of the
influence, sensual rather than spiritual, of the society’s exercises. (30)

Harry Levin later writes, in 1946,
The Portrait derives its pattern from the successive stages of a Jesuit
education. Joyce was a prize student, albeit an embarrassing protégé, of
zealous and thoroughgoing teachers. It was almost inevitable that they
should suggest, and that he should very seriously consider, the possibility
of entering the priesthood. That he felt the intellectual attraction of
theology, as well as the emotional appeal of ritual, is evident in everything
he wrote. Both are submerged in the cold terror of Stephen’s central
dilemma between carnal sin and priestly absolution.... His imaginative
constructions are therefore grounded on the rock of his buried religious
experience’ (7-8).

And Gottfried writes that with regard to religious ideas, Joyce was ‘never able to

break their powerful hold on his mind” (9).

It is as if there is something about the Exercises itself that is beyond thought,
that a serious encounter with them will inevitably have an effect without
boundaries. “The concepts of the Spiritual Exercises,” the Jesuit Robert Drinan has
written, ‘have a way of getting into your soul in such a manner that you may not

be able to articulate them, but they are there—real, pervasive, and determinative’

(qtd. in Letson 73). And the Jesuit psychoanalyst W.W. Meissner writes,
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The reshaping of identity that the pilgrim [Loyola] sought in the cave of
Manresa was distilled into the practices of the Spiritual Exercises. He
proposed to his followers and to those whom he directed in the Exercises
the same end —a restructuring of the self, of one’s sense of self, one’s
identity, in terms of total commitment to God’s will and to unstinting
enlisting in His service. The entire corpus of the Exercises is organized and
directed to this end. It proposes nothing less than a restructuring of one’s
life, one’s ideals and values, one’s goals and hopes. (qtd. in Letson 77)

But here lies the problem of “influence,” at least as it relates to the present
study. For this thesis, it seems sufficient to note the parallels between Joyce’s and
Loyola’s texts, to outline the complex problematics and the deep, formal
responses each writer creates. To claim much more—to claim anything about
Joyce’s ‘mind,” for instance, or to claim that while Joyce was able to take the
widest range of sources and manipulate them for his own ends, somehow he was
especially and inescapably ‘influenced’ by this source —risks obscuring the
complexity of whatever dynamics might exist between these two sets of texts.

Brian Phillips, for instance, writes,

Joyce got from the Jesuits both the airy Platonic idealism that his
aestheticism demanded and the grounded Aristotelian realism that his
insecurity craved.... [It] soothed his frantic, ego-panicking intellect and
kept him staked in the world. Catholic ritual, which he was never able to
renounce, united the two. (193)
The knot here is that “got’ at the start of that first sentence: not only is it
unverifiable, but it is too simple a tool to understand the mechanics, the

operations of the particular Catholicism Joyce knew and the particular

theological practices he rehearsed daily as an adolescent.
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This thesis takes Geert Lernout’s heated analogy to be correct: that reclaiming
Joyce as ‘really” a Catholic is akin to the Mormons’ baptism of the dead (10). In
Help My Unbelief, he surveys recent criticism that sees Catholicism as liberating, a
‘force of deconstruction” or as an option of post-humanist transcendence (19).
Lernout writes, “‘what do we really gain by calling Joyce a catholic writer, apart
from scoring points in contemporary Irish cultural debates?’ (207). He goes on to
ask, “And what can it possibly mean to say that someone has a mind with a
catholic structure, and what would such a catholic structure look like?” (211).

Joyce himself can be said to acknowledge such arguments, putting one into
the mouth of Cranly in Portrait: ‘It is a curious thing...how your mind is
supersaturated with the religion in which you say you disbelieve. Did you
believe it when you were at school?” Acknowledging he did, Stephen then
answers, ‘I was not myself as I am now, as I had to become” (202). Emer Nolan
seems to have a more useful approach when she writes that Joyce

can certainly be read as a Catholic. The theology of the church—
concerning the Trinity, the Incarnation, Original Sin, and so on—is so
deeply absorbed into his self-representation and into his fictional
recreations of his own family of origin that the question of belief itself
finally becomes something of an irrelevance. (372)
Of course the Catholicism is there. But unless we know something of its
dimensions, of where it might begin and end, it remains too broad a brush for
interpretation. What we can make of these facts and these texts, other than

roping them back into a pre-existent, independent, fully elaborated religious

system, is what this thesis seeks to explore.
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On the other hand, to read the Jesuits negatively, as a force to be overcome
(by Joyce or by the critic herself) is just as obfuscating, and risks re-enacting the
problem it means to solve. This thesis means to take a deliberately neutral stance
with regard to Loyola’s value as such and to the status of Joyce’s own
Catholicism. It does not argue (as critics such as Barthes do) that Loyola’s text is
“unbearable’ in its oppressiveness and totalizing demands. Instead, it asks, “What
happens when we read this influence indifferently?’ It is, as we’ll see, a
methodology drawn from the very demands Joyce and Loyola make of their
readers—to take it on its face for as long as possible, to engage with it on its own
terms and, to put it simply, see what happens.

In that case, what we can find is not, as most of these earlier studies have
described, the relation of Jesuit theological practice and the content of the Joycean
text, but its form. But these formal parallels are not primarily structural. The
Joycean text is not necessarily structured like a Loyolan exercise; the Jesuit work
here is not another one of Joyce’s many schemata that critics such as Eliot seek in
an effort to order the text.? Critics such as Thomas F. van Laan see Jesuit
influence in a similar way, as a means of creating order and structure:

By making use of the Ignatian system..., Joyce has erected a structure
equivalent to the meaning which it shapes. Similarly, the technical fusion

3 Eliot stands towards the beginning of this effort to order and control the Joycean text, an
effort this thesis will later argue is a kind of paranoid move. For Eliot, the Homeric parallels offer
‘a way of controlling, or ordering, or giving a shape and a significance to the immense panorama
of futility and anarchy which is contemporary history” (177).
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of religious pattern with aesthetic discipline that went into the novel’s
ordering of random experience parallels Stephen’s own fusion of Aquinas
and Aristotle in his theory of art. (13)
The methodology van Laan describes here is akin to that often used to examine
Joyce’s aesthetics and his epiphanies. It's a method David Seed calls “source-
spotting,” which “attempt[s] to set up approximately parallel correspondences
between Stephen’s theories and the “original”” (22).

Instead, with Loyola, Joyce is doing something more complex than
reproducing or parodying Jesuit theology in the form of a schema. He turns its
fundamental challenges into a centrifugal force, one that increasingly draws on
the particular strangeness of language, to address those crises induced by Jesuit
theology in general and the Spiritual Exercises in particular. These crises are not
merely theological but existential, and primarily address problems of
representation, language, and belief. The operations of this increasingly
centrifugal force, and the ongoing, dynamic relationship between the Loyolan
and the Joycean text, are what this thesis examines.

This argument is at least partly in line with other recent analyses of textual
relationship relating to affect. As Laura Finch puts it, it is a “project...that
concerns itself with the liminal traces of feeling, rather than the thundering
directness of a genealogy’ (193). This is in fact, as we'll see, the way the Exercises
itself works —without that presumed causality leading towards a fixed

orthodoxy or limit. The practice of the Exercises is centrifugal in itself. As Phillip

Endean describes them, ‘the concern, rather, is to offer a “way of proceeding,” a
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way of handling realities as yet unforeseen’ (64). If there is any influence, then,
ontologically it will have boundaries undetermined in advance, and will extend

its reach in ways inseparable from the project as a whole.

1.3 Biography

While this thesis tries to move away from simpler methodologies of influence,
the outline of certain biographical facts seems to be in order here. Biographers do
know that even if Joyce never read a copy of the Exercises (as he might well have
done), as head of his Sodality at Belvedere College, Joyce closely studied and
repeatedly used its Manual, a work of more than six hundred pages that includes
a version of the Exercises—the meditations and examen of conscience, among
other things—for the Sodality’s adolescent lay members. The editor of the
manual was, in fact, James A. Cullen, S.J., the prototype of Father Arnall of
Clongowes and the giver of the hellfire sermon in Portrait (Sullivan 137).

Almost all Joyce’s teachers were Jesuit priests, who were themselves regular
exercitants and Directors on retreats, where the sole activity was the
implementation of the Exercises. The teachers were also under the authority of the
Jesuit Constitution, written by Loyola and less an administrative or regulatory
document than an exposition of core Jesuit principles. In addition, his teachers
were all mandated to follow the Ratio Studiorum, the Jesuit document rigidly
outlining the pedagogical programme for every Jesuit school around the world.

The Ratio implements the Exercises and broader Jesuit theology for teachers, and
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like the Constitution it is less about administrative or curricular structures than it
is about the spiritual stance necessary for leading the Jesuit classroom.

Even the daily routines at Clongowes, for instance—a visit to the Blessed
Sacrament at 6 a.m., daily mass, night prayers in chapel —were ‘little different
from the novitiates’ routine at Tullabeg” (Sullivan 55). Joyce himself made five
layman’s retreats while at Belvedere (Sullivan 131). Surrounded by Jesuits,
engaged in Jesuit life and rituals, and educated almost exclusively in accordance
with Jesuit theology, Joyce as a young man practiced a serious kind of Jesuit life,
even as he studied, critiqued, and ultimately refused their invitation to join them.
If Joyce did have an influence, it was Loyola, more than Aristotle or Aquinas,
who was bred, if not “injected,” into him. Even if the influence of Loyola was not,
in Drinan’s word, ‘determinative’ for Joyce, this approach opens the possibility
that Joyce might have chosen to use what he found with the Jesuits, as he did
with whatever he found anywhere, and that the possibilities of the Loyolan
theology he practiced as a young man might have become literary concerns and

strategies once he left his priests behind.

1.4 The Manual

Joyce’s Sodality Manual (The Sodality Manual, or a Collection of Prayers and
Spiritual Exercises for the Members of the Sodality of the Blessed Virgin Mary, Affiliated
to the Congregation ‘Prima Primaria,” Founded in the Roman College of the Society of

Jesus), gives the instruction that the members must ‘go through’ the Exercises at
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least once a year, usually at some point during Lent (38). It instructs the reader in
the precise methods by which this retreat must be given:
The Exercises in the Sodality will be gone through somewhat in this
manner: — (a) They may begin with the reading of some book treating of
those matters that are to form the subject of meditation; (b) after the
reading, he who gives the exercises shall propose an examen on the
matters mentioned above; (c) the examen shall be followed by the
proposing of the meditation; (d) after which all shall be present at the
Holy Sacrifice of the Mass; then (e) after the psalm miserere shall have
been sung, but in a low voice, and with such inflections of tone as may
tend to produce compunction, all the members may retire; (f) nearly the
same order of exercise shall be followed in the afternoon.... (g) three or
four or even a greater number of days, according as the Director shall
have decided, having been thus spent, all shall on the following morning
be present at the meeting of the Sodality, and receive together the Most
Holy Body of Christ... (39)
The regimented, articulated, subdivided methods of the Exercises are mirrored
here in Joyce’s Manual, demonstrating the ways in which Loyola’s textual
practices radiate through Jesuit theological practice. And like the Exercises, the
Manual does not exhort the young Catholic boy to obey the church or to perform
any particular acts in the world; orthodoxy is expected, of course, but it is not
here at the heart of this Loyolan project. The Manual aims entirely at matters of
the spirit, of self-purification through imagination and reflection, through—as its
source title says—’spiritual exercises.’
The Manual thus offers its adolescent charges a series of atomized practices,
broken into distinct categories and then built into a system, one which mirrors

both the Exercises and the church calendar as a whole. But it is a system that

cannot, in the end, be practiced —not just because of any potential psychological
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strain, and not just because, unlike the adult Exercises, most Jesuit practices here
are not guided by any Director.

Instead, what makes the Manual’s system a challenge for the young, dutiful,
committed Catholic boy is that its subsystems make the demands temporally
difficult, if not impossible, to follow. Any earnest Sodality member would soon
find his duties multiplying beyond his capacity. There is a list of Daily Practices:
morning and night prayers, including three Hail Marys; daily mass; daily visit to
the sacrament; daily beads; daily Sodality prayers; daily meditation (ten minutes
on one chapter of the Imitatio Christi, plus five minutes on the life of a saint);
nightly examen of conscience (broken into pieces), followed by the Act of
Contrition; and the weekly Way of the Cross and, if it's a Saturday, the Little
Office of the Immaculate Conception (453). At all times, the Sodality member
must manage his mental state; for instance, he must beware of three dangers: ‘1.
Dangerous companionship. 2. Dangerous reading. 3. Dangerous conversation’
(453). Overlaying this daily system are systems for the church calendar year,
including the Devotion of the Ten Sundays leading up to Loyola’s feast day, the
successful completion of which will earn plenary indulgence (ten Sundays ‘to
commemorate the ten months which St Ignatius passed in solitude at Manresa
where he composes the invaluable “Book of the Spiritual Exercises”” [277]).

These structures of the Sodality Manual continue in multiple directions, and
the subdivisions suggest an endless potential for elaboration and extension. Any

‘raw’ religious experience —experiences described, for instance, in Loyola’s own
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Autobiography and in Chapters Three and Four of Portrait —find no analogue in
the Manual and must instead be roped into its statutory system. The dynamic
that most interests us here is the challenge this presents to the Manual’s reader,
the position it puts him in. How seriously is a reader to take this text—or, better,
how is a serious reader meant to read this text? On the one hand, the very fact of
the system’s development and inclusion in the text is an invitation to the reader,
especially if he is an intense, earnest, somewhat obsessive young man looking for
structure and authority —someone in search of the ‘first principles” Sullivan
speaks of. But on the other hand, inscribed within this invitation is inevitable
frustration and failure: no matter how hard the adolescent tries, he will almost
surely reach some practical or psychological limit before reaching the limit of the
system itself.

Most significantly, within the text is an acknowledgement of this very
impossibility. It admonishes the reader to ‘beware of scrupulosity or anxiety’
(160). It's another mandate among many, demanding the reader to manage his
mental stance, but it can be read both as an additional, anxiety-inducing directive
and as a plea for the adolescent to, in a sense, lighten up—that if he is a serious
exercitant, he must not get lost in the pleasures of these regimentations, but must
instead find a way to take these directives seriously without taking them as
whole, final, or true.

The questions to be asked of oneself continue over hundreds of pages: ‘Were

Jesus Christ in person to appear to me, what state of life would He counsel me to
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embrace...? What should I wish to have done at the hour of DEATH? At the

moment of JUDGEMENT?’ (455). And the explicit instructions for correct

practice are constantly named and subdivided as well:
1. Standing erect, recall to mind the Divine presence; 2. Adore God on
bended knees; 3. Recite a preparatory prayer; 4. Make the prelude [4.1.
Represent to your imagination the place of the mystery; 4.2. Beg special
grace of light for the understanding, and a pious inclination for the
will...]" (394).

And yet towards the end of the Manual there is placed a kind of alternative, an

escape clause for those who don’t go in for these kinds of systems at all:
Those who prefer a simpler method of meditation than the foregoing will
derive much spiritual profit from pausing after each point of their
meditation, and simply asking themselves the following questions
regarding what they have read: What have I done hitherto in this matter?
What ought I to have done? What shall I do? What should I advise another to do?
What should I wish to have done at the hour of our death? What does God wish
me to do? They can terminate the meditation with a short prayer for grace
to accomplish their resolutions. (396)

In the midst of the demands of the text, of what presents itself as a fully
elaborated system, there is a balance to be attained —an irony that allows for
complete devotion and subtle distance. It demands a perhaps impossible stance
with regard to belief: that taking this text, and the Exercises, and the Joycean text

seriously means managing this very balance, ironic and earnest, grave and

playful, not as ‘opposites in balance’ but as a single, complex interpretive move.
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1.5 Paranoid and Reparative Reading

This particular frustration, and this complex move to manage it, will be
described in this thesis as consistent with Melanie Klein’s theories of frustration,
paranoia, and depression. It's thus a way of addressing Eve Kosovsky
Sedgwick’s unfinished project towards ‘reparative reading.” Her project, outlined
in greater detail in Chapters Two and Four, calls for a form of reading that isn’t
‘paranoid,” in the Kleinian sense —a reading that, put simply, isn’t suspicious of
hidden meanings or pernicious agendas ‘beneath’ the text.

My argument here means to advance that project in its analysis of this
Joycean/Loyolan frustration as one that is liable (if not ‘intended”) to induce such
paranoia in the reader. The text’s invitation to plunge into the network of
meanings and to elaborate them into systems akin to those of the Sodality
Manual cannot be refused, but it cannot be accepted on its face, either. The
ambivalence this situation instantiates carries the potential for a powerful
paranoia—a ‘problem’ to be solved with elaboration, articulation,
systematization, and certainty. But, as I'll argue, if we can take this ambivalence
in a different direction, towards what Klein and Sedgwick describe as a
depressive response, we find that this ambivalence yields in itself a productive,
rich kind of reading.

This ‘depressive” approach holds in the thesis’s methodology as well. If we
hold back from questions of influence, and if we hold back from any evaluation

of Loyola’s project, and instead try to see how these texts interact immanently, on
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their own terms, we might come close to a kind of non-paranoid, ‘reparative’
reading. The argument, for instance, tries not to find Loyola’s network ‘beneath’
Joyce’s text. Instead, if we try to see “‘what happens when’ we read these texts
together, without any predetermined origin towards which interpretations must
point, we might see how paranoia serves as a catalyst for the frustration
necessary to all reading, and how Joyce’s texts —his exercises, as it were—offer a
way to make that frustration productive.

And it is the way the Spiritual Exercises works as well. Both writers give us a
model of encountering this very problem of ambivalence and, instead of ‘solving’
it, productively sustaining it. It's through this complex, costly maintenance of
ambivalence that the reader can most intensely encounter these problems of
meaning, belief, language, and reading in their most challenging and generative

dimensions.



CHAPTER TWO:

THE DISTURBED MIND

Invenit gratiam in deserto populus

— Jeremiah 31:2

25
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2.1 The Disturbed Mind

‘I feel troubled about the matter,” writes Ignatius of Loyola towards the end of
the Spiritual Exercises. A small book carried in the pockets of Jesuit priests since
its first publication in 1524, the Exercises delineates the mental regimen Loyola
developed for himself, as a lay seeker after Christ, before coming to found the
Society of Jesus. The exercitant, with this disturbance of mind, is here near the
completion of a month-long series of intense and rigorously programmed
prayers, reflections, dialogues, images, meals, body positions, and instructions
for sleep. The disturbance comes from

doubting and at the same time not doubting. It is this that is a “scruple’
properly so-called, and a temptation suggested by the enemy.... Indeed to
a great extent it cleanses and purifies such a person, separating his or her
spirit far from anything that even looks like a sin (as St Gregory says, ‘It is
the mark of a good soul to see a fault where there is none’). (355)

Thomas Corbishley, editor of an edition of the Exercises widely used by
Jesuits in the second half of the twentieth century, translates this passage as
follows:

partly doubting and partly not doubting; this is properly a scruple and a
temptation from the enemy.... It does in fact have a strong purifying effect
on such a soul, by going so far to withdraw it from the mere semblance of
sin. In St Gregory’s words, To see a fault where there is no fault is the sign of a
well-disposed mind. (118, italics in original)

Withdrawal, purification, disturbance, doubt, scruples, temptations,
semblances —the climax of the Exercises’s retreat is a desert of bewilderment and

epistemological hesitation, far removed from the spiritual comfort and security

sought by other spiritual traditions. The fierce theoretical system of Loyola, its
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relentless dividing and cataloguing and rearranging of emotions, thoughts, and
sensations, reaches its logical and spiritual end in partial doubt, less a conclusion
than a final, ‘disturbing” unravelling. Such a stance, marked with the twinned
certainty and anxiety characteristic of paranoia, cleanses the soul. The Jesuit
learns that uncertainty is the hallmark of spiritual health, of being right.

This disturbed mental condition is the end of a peculiar logic that
characterizes all of Loyola’s work and, as the writings of the sainted founder of
the Society, is the central source of the culture of the Jesuit order. The Exercises,
and the Jesuit discourse it stirred into being, bear this central ambivalence: it
mandates obsessional rigour, which must incorporate all these doubts and
semblances into a bounded, articulated, self-assured intellectual system; and at
the same time, it cultivates, and demands fervent sensual response to, the
abstract mysticism of the mantic arts and spontaneous, associative image-
creation.

Loyola’s solution to these tensions of logic and sensation, of neurosis and
psychosis, is the defining element of the Exercises’s operation: the creation of an
epistemological and affective position that induces a unique genre of speech. The
Exercises holds faith with its own brand of the talking cure, devising a situation of
one-on-one dialogue with an authority figure (le sujet supposé savoir, in Lacan’s
term), a situation that ideally synthesizes interiority, affect, imagery, and the role
of ‘the enemy’ with logical, rigorous order. Faith in such a synthesis, of squaring

this circle through language, is for the Jesuit—and for their students at schools
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such as Clongowes, Belvedere, and University College Dublin—the crux of
spiritual development, creating a new sense of subjectivity, one with a unique
understanding of the relations between intellect and affect, at once more

‘disturbed’ and more whole.

2.2 The Retreat

The Spiritual Exercises moves the exercitant through a series of activities
organized by successive themes: the first week, the examen, is an investigation
into one’s own sin, while the succeeding three weeks consider the life of Christ,
from Nativity through the Ascension. The Director of the retreat is authorized to
adapt the exercises to the spiritual needs of each retreatant, but is encouraged to
hew as closely to the month-long program as possible (13). As Loyola writes, at
the material level, the subject removes himself

from all friends and acquaintances, and from all worldly
preoccupations.... [I]n this state of withdrawal...one is able to use one’s
natural powers all the more freely in the diligent search for what one’s
heart desires. (288)

While most Jesuit life is ordered on the city, the retreat is held in more
monastic conditions, often at a Jesuit ‘villa’—a house in the country. Loyola gives
clear instructions for these material conditions: ‘I should deprive myself of light,
closing shutters and doors whilst I am in my room, except when reciting the

Office, reading, and taking meals. I should avoid laughing or saying anything

likely to provoke laughter. I should put a guard over my eyes...” (300). Loyola
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catalogues three kinds of penance: regarding food (‘to go without the
superfluous is not penance but temperance; penance begins when we go without
what is in itself appropriate, and the more one does this, the greater and better is
the penance’); sleep (‘again, the more this [cutting down] is done the better’); and
the body (‘inflicting actual pain on it, which can be done by wearing haircloth or
cords or iron chains next to the skin, or by whipping and bruising oneselt’) (301).
(He adds, ‘The most practical and safest in regard to penance seems to be that the
pain should be felt in the flesh and not penetrate to the bone” [301]).

In addition, exercitants, outside their regular dialogues with the Director,
traditionally are to remain silent for the month. The exercitant is surrounded by
companions performing the same interior investigations, their presence at meals
and at mass mirroring his own isolation, his colleagues close at hand but never
available. The mutual surveillance, the restricted speech, the sensorial
deprivation, and the infliction of pain all mean to channel communicative and
sensorial needs into the exercises. The exercitant must surrender to God ‘all one’s
power of desiring and one’s liberty, so that the Divine Majesty may make use of
one’s person and of all that one has according to His most holy will” (284). In this
contest of wills, the surrendering retreatant must become like a corpse, or a senis

baculus—an old man’s walking stick, an inert object in the hands of God.* Thus

4 ‘Similiter atque senis baculus, he was, as the founder would have had him, like a staff in an
old man’s hand, to be left in a corner, to be leaned on in the road at nightfall or in stress of
weather, to lie with a lady’s nosegay on a garden seat, to be raised in menace’ (Portrait 156).
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every element of one’s will and psychic energy, including all language, is to be
sublimated for spiritual use.
Such redirecting of energies prepares the retreatant for exercises such as this,

from the first week, the examination of one’s sin:
(i) What am I compared with the all human beings? (ii) What are human
beings compared to all the angels and saints in Paradise? (iii) What can I
alone be, as I look at what the whole of creation amounts to in comparison
with God? (iv) I look upon all the corruption and foulness of my body. (v)

I look at myself as though I were an ulcer or an abscess, the source of
many sins and evils, and of great infection. (297)

The retreatant begins the month, then, debasing his ego within this intense
material deprivation. The arc of this reflection, of course, means to intensify
teelings of disgust and alienation. The pivot is the zero point of identity, a
relinquishing of one’s position here at the start of the retreat: “‘What can I alone
be?” Having moved the perspective from the self to the vantage point of God, the
exercise now turns back from this position and sees no longer a questioning,
contemplative self (‘What am I?”) but a vile, contemptible body, an “an ulcer or an
abscess.’

Such ideation splits the subject: the ‘I” contemplates itself, becoming both
subject and object. It is a constitutive function of narcissism, as distinct from
depression; while in depression the ego is debased or enervated, in narcissism
the vigorous, strenuous denunciation of the ego is simultaneously an
intensification of it, even an exaltation. (Bunyan, for instance, as ‘chief of sinners,’

still gets to be chief.) As Slavoj Zizek describes it, ‘the psychic apparatus finds a
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sort of perverse pleasure in this displeasure itself.... The Lacanian name for this
“pleasure in pain” is of course enjoyment (jouissance),” and it comes to constitute
for Lacan the Freudian concept of the drive (Enjoy 56). In other words, the
Freudian drive can be understood as the need for pleasurably painful discharges
of psychic energy. On the retreat, this enjoyment stems in part from the sensual
contemplation of one’s sin, in part from the virtuousness of the subject ‘I hating
and condemning the object ‘I.” And as the disgust and jouissance intensity, they
widen this gap within the subject. Anxiety and self-hatred flood in to illuminate
this abyss between the self and the horrified God, the subject and the world (one
should pray for ‘a knowledge of the world so that out of abhorrence for it I may
put away from myself worldly and aimless things [298]), the subject and others
(control your eyes, don’t laugh, don’t speak), the subject and his foul and ugly
self. The further the object ‘I” is pleasurably expelled from the transcendent and
sentencing subject ‘I,” the wider the gaps, providing the narcissistic if virtuous

fiction that one is and is not the other.

2.3 The Psychoanalytic Analogue

It is also this gap that is the predicate of psychoanalysis. The Director’s central
function is his one-on-one dialogue with each exercitant, guiding each according
to his need. The Exercises is not, in fact, written for the exercitant but as a
guidebook for the Director. He is to regularly schedule dialogues with each

exercitant over the course of the month. The exercitant is to share the results of
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his examen, to put into speech his experiences with each exercise, and to seek
guidance for further self-inspection. The Director, like a good analyst, is to
discern and push against resistances: “‘When the director giving the Exercises
becomes aware that the exercitant is not affected by any spiritual
movements...the director should question the exercitant closely’(284). In
addition, the Director,
while not wanting to ask about or know the exercitant’s self-chosen
thoughts or sins, is given a faithful account of the different agitations and
thoughts brought by the different spirits.... [T]he director can give the
exercitant some spiritual exercises that will be appropriate and suited to
the needs of a soul agitated in a particular way. (286-7)
That is, he should not only hear and discuss the spiritual experiences, but should
also investigate their sources and consequences.
As John W. Newman writes in his study of spirituality and psychoanalysis,
‘Ignatius will ask us to revise our causal belief about the emotion’; both Loyola
and psychoanalysis ‘suggest that beliefs about the causes of my present
emotional state may be an important part of that emotional state” (13). W.W.
Meissner, in his psychoanalytic study of Loyola himself, writes that
[t]he “interior knowledge’ in Ignatius’s terms is synonymous with the
affectively meaningful understanding at the heart of psychoanalytic
insight.... Ignatius bases his self-assessment more on affective experience
than on any merely cognitive aspect. (147)

The retreat itself is structured in every respect to produce such insights. For

example, “The short review sessions after each meditation require noticing what

particularly important emotional changes have occurred, as do the repetitions.



33

The daily examination procedures require a twice-daily review of one’s thoughts,

feelings, and moods’ (Newman 52). And Paul Andrews, in his analysis of

Meissner’s study of Loyola, deepens this comparison between the Exercises and

psychoanalysis:
Both disciplines require rigorous training of the director or therapist, and
the training is largely focused on raising their self-awareness, so that their
ego takes a back seat, does not obtrude. Both call for active listening, and a
developed sense of timing, in the knowledge that ill-timed interventions
can be worse than useless. Both recognize the difference between the
rational remorse of an informed conscience on the one side, and neurotic
guilt on the other —and there is little to be gained from feeding a neurotic
super-ego.... What Ignatius calls indifference will today be more readily
understood and accepted as interior freedom, unblinkered by prejudices
and illusions, unfettered by untamed appetites and phobias. (384)

While a Freudian would likely regard this goal of ‘interior freedom,” a
condition freed from ‘untamed’ desire and fear, as an impossibility, the dynamic

of the examen and dialogue is something of an archaic precedent for the talking

cure.

2.4 The Transference and the Exercises

Jung writes of the ‘phenomenon that may be regarded as the crux, or at any
rate the crucial experience, in any thoroughgoing analysis—the problem of the
transference’ (v). As Peter Brooks defines it in “The Idea of a Psychoanalytic
Literary Criticism,’

The transference...is a realm of the as-if, where affects from the past
become invested in the present, notably in the dynamics of the analysand-

analyst relation, and the neurosis under treatment becomes a transference-
neurosis, a present representation of the past.... [TThe compulsions of
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unconscious desire and its scenarios of infantile fulfilment become
symbolically present in the communicative situation of analysis. Within
the transference, recall of the past most often takes place as its
unconscious repetition, an acting out of past events as if they were
present: repetition is a way of remembering brought into play when
recollection in the intellectual sense is blocked by repression and
resistance. (341)

Freud calls the effect created by the transference the Zwischenreich, the

‘intermediate region between illness and real life” (Brooks 342).

The transference is at once a problem and its own solution, the perilous but
necessary path patient and doctor must take towards mental health. The
transference operates in every social interaction, but ‘in the communicative
situation of analysis,” the pair can foreground it, explicate its images and
repetitions, and thereby understand it as an insistent recurrence of the
unresolved past. Frustrated repetitions can then become memories, and can
finally be understood as such, as belonging to the past.

Barthes, in his extensive reading of the Exercises in Sade, Fourier, Loyola, argues
that the retreat initiates a transference between the exercitant and God (71). In a
strict sense, any faith in a divinity requires some element of the transference—a
screening of affect and qualities onto another without realistic, sufficient regard
for the ‘real” and present qualities of that Other. Faith requires the realm of the
‘as-if,” the “infantile fulfilment” achieved, conditionally, in an act of imagination
and belief.

Just as the analyst must discern, foreground, and manipulate the transference,

so does the Exercises explicitly mandate the same. Both the form and the content
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of each exercise mean to cultivate this transference onto God. After his first week
of self-abasement, the retreatant then performs a series of reflections on the life of
Christ, such as the following:
1. Christ Our Lord, at the age of twelve, went up from Nazareth to
Jerusalem. 2. Christ Our Lord stayed in Jerusalem, and his parents did not
know it. 3. After three days had gone by, they found him disputing in the
Temple, and sitting in the midst of the doctors; and when his parents
asked him where he had been, he replied: ““Do you not know that it is
appropriate for me to be in the things that are my Father’s?”” (336-7,
quotation marks in original)
The scenes, presented chronologically, are always subdivided, categorized, and
classified, usually into three parts, ‘to make it easier to meditate or contemplate
the mysteries” (334), as though a larger portion might overwhelm the exercitant,
or a mind free to apply itself more liberally to an undivided text might go astray.>
The Director is to instruct the retreatant to spend at least a full hour on each
reflection, employing each of the five senses, one at a time, to invest the image
with as much compelling, affective material as possible. At all moments, the
reflecting ego must combat resistance from beyond its own consciousness: ‘For
the enemy usually leaves nothing undone in his efforts to procure a shortening of

the hour of contemplation, meditation, or prayer,” Loyola warns (285); “in order

to go against desolation and overcome temptations” from these forces of

5 Not all spiritual exercises were so regimented and articulated. Loyola in fact read and
practised the spiritual exercises of others, particularly those of Cisneros (1500), whose motive was
rather different: ‘Here are set forth certain kinds of exercises which were taught by the saints.
They will be of various kinds, for if in the realm of bodily taste one dish alone, however well
dressed, would become tedious, so if one exercise alone were offered to the palate of the will and
understanding, it would similarly cause repugnance’ (from Melloni 21-2). Loyola uses the same
‘palate’” analogy for inner sensation, but ‘tedium’ here is often the point, and he has the exercitant
push the exercise through to repugnance and beyond.
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resistance, he writes, ‘the exercitant must always stay on a little more than the
full hour, so that one gets used not only to standing up to the adversary, but even
to overthrowing him’ (285).

The stuff of the Ignatian Zwischenreich, then, is this series of images of Christ,
created through dogged perseverance in the face of a personified and active
‘enemy.” The exercitant’s goal in each exercise is the ascribing to Christ materials
from his own unconscious, and from his own memory —an explicit cultivation of
the transference.

Consider this exercise from Week Three: ‘Composition, seeing the place; here
it will be to consider the road from Bethany to Jerusalem, whether it is broad or
narrow, level etc.; similarly, the place of the supper, whether it is large or small,
and what it looks like” (321).

In every such instance, Loyola chooses to make such instructions
descriptively empty, blank screens (almost Rorschach tests) for the exercitant’s
imagining mind. Furthermore, the imperative he uses is not ‘decide’ or even
‘imagine,” but ‘consider’—as though the ego were receiving an image ready-
made from somewhere else. That ‘somewhere else” is decidedly not in the
Exercises, or in any instructions the Director might give. It comes from
somewhere in his own ‘memory’ (in Loyola’s term), which the exercitant is now

able to ‘notice’ as it screens onto an image of Christ.
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The Director is, in fact, explicitly forbidden to influence this image-creation
process. Like the analyst, he is to remain a facilitator, never a participant. He
must ensure the utter blankness of the screen:

simply running over the salient points with brief or summary
explanations. For if a person begins contemplating with a true historical
foundation, and then goes over the historical narrative and reflects on it
personally, one may by oneself come upon things that throw more light on
the history or better bring home its meaning. Whether this results from
one’s own reasoning or from the enlightenment of divine grace, this is
more gratifying and spiritually profitable than if the director had explained
and developed at length the meaning of the history. For it is not so much
knowledge that fills and satisfies the soul, but rather the intimate feeling
and relishing of things. (293, emphases added)
It doesn’t matter to Loyola whether these thoughts are the result of “divine grace’
or just the exercitant’s ‘own reasoning,” whether they’re historically or even
theologically accurate. In both cases (the divine action and the mundane
projection), these thoughts are ‘come upon,” are discoveries—here again the
language of unearthing what is pre-existent in the mind, waiting to be
‘considered.” And the goal is not access to any truth, but to gratitude and light.
The effectiveness of the exercise, its spiritual value, consists precisely in this
gratification and gratitude —the degree to which the exercitant can seduce
himself with his own imagination. The ascribing to Christ of qualities from one’s
own image-making sources interweaves with delight, becoming a self-pleasing

synthesis of memories and unconscious materials into an image of Christ—a

satisfying transference, and the imagining, from the materials of one’s own mind,

of God.
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2.5 Dangers of the Transference

Armed with these gratifying images, the exercitant meets with the Director to
articulate them in language. This relationship too activates the transference. Julia
Kristeva, in her reading of the Exercises, writes that this dynamic is ‘comparable
to the transferential link that binds the analysand to the analyst’ (Revolt 97). As
Loyola puts it in his demand for good faith on the part of the Director, ‘it must be
presupposed that any good Christian has to be more ready to justify than to
condemn a neighbour’s statement.... [O]ne should seek all suitable means to
justity it by understanding it in a good sense” (289).

Of the few general directions the text gives the Director, it aims a significant
number at the risks of this transference: ‘If the giver sees that the receiver is
going along in consolation and full of fervour,” for example,

The giver should forewarn the exercitant against making any unthinking
or precipitate promise or vow.... [CJareful consideration must be given to
the individual temperament and capabilities of the exercitant, as well as to
the helps or hindrances that may be met.... (286).
Not only must the Director prod those retreatants who meet resistances, but he
must also make sure the retreatant doesn’t indulge too far, getting lost in the
pleasures of the Zwischenreich.
Jung’s Psychology of the Transference offers a book-length account of the

seduction and dangers of the phenomenon, a warning to analysts to treat the

primal, frightening chaos of the unconscious operation with the care it deserves.



39

The transference moves the analytic dyad into ‘a relationship founded on mutual
unconsciousness’ (11):
Inseparable from the persona is the doctor’s routine and his trick of
knowing everything beforehand, which is one of the favourite props of
the well-versed practitioner and of all infallible authority.... [TThe
unconscious infection brings with it the therapeutic possibility —which
should not be underestimated —of the illness being transferred to the
doctor. (12)
The relationship ‘leads both of them to a direct confrontation with the daemonic
forces lurking in the darkness’ (18). He warns specifically, as Loyola does, against
the pleasures that arise from this situation, a pleasure that, perhaps as a weapon
of the unconscious, pointedly occludes its violence: it “produces a most
disconcerting impression of harmony” (23).

The instructions for the Director, then, are inherently problematic: he is an
authority tasked with abrogating that authority, yet intervening directly when
the retreatant in his ‘peculiar condition” might find too much or too little fervour.
This problematic stance is inscribed in Jesuit education as well. In the Ratio
Studiorum, teachers are told to place their faith in the direct intervention of God
in the life of the subject. The teacher, like the Director, ‘should not be swayed or
show a preference for one side rather than the other, but remaining in the middle
like the pointer of a balance, should leave the Creator to work directly with the
creature, and the creature with the Creator and Lord” (Exercises 286).

The psychoanalytic analogue shares this essential ambivalence, but, at least

ideally, also offers a theoretical, scientific, and professional structure to inculcate
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in analysts the judgement necessary to negotiate it. The Loyolan system offers no
such structure. Such a system has no exteriority other than the heavenly
intercession —into the exercise, into the relationship between Director and
retreatant—that the process itself assumes. It can never refer outside itself to
evaluate efficacy. It offers no definition of ‘health” or success (other than,
perhaps, the “well-disposed mind’) or even conclusion. As “exercises,” they mean
to strengthen, but never to reach any terminus. Each member of this dyad is

adrift in the dialogue, prayerfully hoping for divine intervention.

2.6 _The Attenuated Ego

The appearance of unconscious contents, according to Jung, requires that

there must be a certain predisposition on the part of the conscious mind,
namely a deficit in the form of loss of energy. The energy so lost raises the
psychic potency of certain compensating content in the unconscious....
The abaissement du niveau mental, the energy lost to consciousness, is a
phenomenon which shows itself most drastically in the ‘loss of soul’
among primitive peoples.... [These phenomena] dam up his vitality to
such an extent that certain quanta of energy, no longer finding a conscious
outlet, stream off into the unconscious. (16)

Hence the material conditions of the retreat. The programmatic isolation and
psychic ‘abaissement” of the exercitant intensifies and exploits this ‘loss of soul” as
a prelude to the raising of unconscious contents. The paradigmatic strategy for
this kind of evocation is ‘composition of place,” in which the exercitant invests

the image with detail by isolating each sense (damming off the energy of the
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others) and calling forth material from the imagination.® One exercise from the
Second Week is a reflection on the Nativity:

POINT 1. To see the persons with the imaginative sense of sight,
meditating and contemplating their circumstances in detail, and to draw
some profit from what I see.

POINT 2. To hear with the sense of hearing what they say or could say,
and to reflect within oneself to draw some profit from this.

POINT 3. To smell and to taste, with the senses of smell and taste, the
infinite gentleness and sweetness of the divinity and of the soul, and of its
virtues, and of everything else (according to whoever the person
contemplated may be), and to reflect within oneself and draw profit from
this.

POINT 4. To touch with the sense of touch, for example, embracing and
kissing the places where these persons tread and sit, always seeking to
derive profit from this. (307-8)

As M.B. Pranger writes,
Not even in Calvinism is the literalness of images so harsh, so without
connotation as in Ignatius’s Exercises. In that respect Ignatius’s use of
scenes and images can be called hyper-realistic, that is, so ‘realistic” as to
destroy the story in order to make room for the reader to see, hear, touch,
feel, and smell. (287)
It is the sensual pleasure of one’s own image, the destruction of the too-familiar

‘story,” that leads to the sought-for ‘discovery,” the gratification and ‘light” that

allows one to ‘draw profit.” The instruction to listen to ‘what they say or could

6 Meissner writes of the retreatant: ‘He is isolated from all other human contacts except his
involvement with the Director —and this for a period of thirty days. This arrangement can only
have the effect of stimulating and intensifying transference dynamics. The retreat is carried on in
an atmosphere of abnegation and deprivation—the exercitant is expected to undertake certain
penances, to deprive himself of food, sleep, even light—as means for facilitating the work of the
exercises and gaining greater fruit. These are all practices which can have the effect of weakening
the operative secondary process functioning of the ego and inducing a degree of what analysts
call “topographical regression”.... Together with the intensity and intimacy of the relationship to
the director and the exercitant’s dependency on him, the stage is set for regression that might
well bring with it feelings and fantasies, unconscious and otherwise, that the exercitant would
not otherwise have so readily available. He is placed in an infantile position that draws his
attention and emotions back toward infantile levels of experience, the more so when these early
experiences may have been somewhat traumatic and conflictual.” (249)
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say’ is deeply ambivalent—‘what they say” as though they are to be “noticed,’
and the additional “or could say,” which emphasizes the fictional nature of the
image. Diverted by the abaissement of the ego and by the methodical composition
of place, the energies channelled into the unconscious give rise to an image, and
an imagination, experienced sensually, and almost passively: ‘“What can I alone
be?

This ‘I’ gains force as the textual analogue of this process as well, emerging
from the Zwischenreich and dispersing itself through the text. Though it’'s written
for the Director, the Exercises is not addressed to him, nor is it written as a
handbook. The text has no “you” (Loyola to Director, Director to exercitant, or
even Loyola to exercitant), nor, curiously, does it have many instances of the
word ‘he.” Instead, the reflections themselves almost always use the pronoun
‘I’ —a meeting place for exercitant, Director, and Loyola, who himself speaks not
only as author but as co-exercitant, engaged in the same work. If there is a
syntactical or literal site for the Zwischenreich, for the attenuation of the ego and
the transferential “as-if" pleasures it brings, it is in this ‘I.”

In Sade Fourier Loyola, Barthes calls this ‘I’ “a shifter...the psychological
vacuum whose pure locutory existence ensures a kind of errancy through
indefinite persons’ (51). It’s as though the text acknowledges, or even intensifies,
the ephemerality of the egos involved in the process, the multiplicity of possible
objects for the transference, the transposability built into the language of the text

itself. When Loyola writes, ‘I should put a guard over my eyes,” it is both the
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authority figure and the struggling retreatant who speak the same words at the
same time.

These reflections on the life of Christ perform a double function: as the
transference increases in intensity, so does one’s subordination to that image. The
more one invests one’s senses with images of God’s overpowering glory, the
more intensely one feels one’s position “an ulcer or an abscess,” and the jouissance
the retreatant feels comes to him as a reward, driving him towards further
reflection. At this point in the process, theological orthodoxy and sensual
satisfaction become one and the same, and the dangers of the transference reach
their most intense heights.

Here, too, enters the Catholic definition of ‘freedom,” as opposed to ‘license.’
The latter concerns the ability to do what one likes; the former is the ability to
discern God’s will and fulfil it. Freedom is obedience to this eternal truth.”
Meissner, again a Jesuit as well as a psychoanalyst, squares this version of
freedom with the reality principle: it is

an affirmation that man comprehends the limits of possibility and can
exercise choice in controlling its actualization.... This form of
freedom...lends meaning, structure, and inherent intelligibility to one’s
sense of self within a cultural and religious context. The Christian and
theological notion of freedom, therefore, is not an expression of

unconditioned autonomy, but an acceptance of an existential and divinely
revealed order of things. (67)

7 ‘Freedom is not simply the absence of tyranny or oppression. Nor is freedom a license to do
whatever we like. Freedom has an inner “logic” which distinguishes it and ennobles it: freedom is
ordered to the truth, and is fulfilled in man’s quest for truth and in man’s living in the truth.
Detached from the truth about the human person, freedom deteriorates into license in the lives of
individuals, and, in political life, it becomes the caprice of the most powerful and the arrogance of
power.” (Pope John Paul II)



It is “ultimately and synonymously an affirmation of God in the self. It is this
notion of freedom that pervades the considerations of freedom in the Exercises...’
(67). And this is why, according to Javier Melloni, ‘the Ignatian name for union

e

with God is “election”” (50). The dimension of the exercitant’s choice is a unity
with God’s choice, rather than the selection of one option among many.

In Althusser’s terms, as one’s ego attenuates, one’s subjectivity becomes
reconstituted as a subject of the transcendent Subject. This, for Althusser, is the
genesis of ideology —a willing, Imaginary, pleasurable form of subordination:

[One becomes] a subject through the Subject and subjected to the
Subject.... [It is] doubly speculary: this mirror duplication is constitutive
of ideology and ensures its functioning...giving them in the Subject in
which each subject can contemplate its own image (present and
future)...the mutual recognition of subjects and the Subject, the subjects’
recognition of each other, and finally the subject’s recognition of
himself.... The individual is interpellated as a (free) subject in order that
he shall submit freely to the commandments of the Subject, i.e., in order
that he shall (freely) accept his subjection.... (56).

That which “ensures [the] functioning” of Althusser’s ideological production is
that which impels the Loyolan transferential function: for the successful
retreatant, to ‘submit freely’ is the very real and sensual pleasure of subjection
and subjectivity. It is in the Loyolan image (a form of mirror duplication, an
ostensibly external fusion of internal and external materials to be ‘noticed” and
internalized) that the subject can begin to enjoy his own reconstituted
subjectivity. The simultaneous and pleasurable attenuation and intensification of

the ego, this mirror duplication that reflects back to the subject and amplifies the

pleasure, is an essential function of the Exercises. And the central practice leading
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to this amplification is composition of place—the partially unconscious contents,
evoked through a combination of restriction (use only one sense at a time on one
section of one event in Christ’s life) and emptiness (the blankness of the screen,
the subject’s freedom to freely imagine), displaced and condensed into the

transference onto Christ.

2.7 The Unbearable Text

The authors Barthes considers in Sade Fourier Loyola are united, he argues, in
their use of what he calls a “‘Master of Ceremonies,” a posited figure abstracted
out of the sight of the text, an unidentifiable arranger who makes the retreatant
(or Sade’s deviant, or Fourier’s socialist) ‘“do’ the exercises. The Master, so
conceived, is the only term external to the transferential chaos—an imperial
master without qualities.

It is this construction Barthes finds most objectionable: “None of these three
authors is bearable: each makes pleasure, happiness, communication dependent
on an inflexible order,” ordained by the Master (3). The Master’s work cannot be
summarized. It doesn’t ‘say” anything, and therefore cannot be understood,
never mind contradicted. It seems to exist ‘antecedent to man’ (40). All three
authors share a mania for ‘cutting up,” classifying, rearranging, and calculating in
order to give the Master greatest control over the subject’s thought and
experience. There is no superfluity that cannot be roped back into the machine:

‘Nothing indecipherable, no irreducible quality of ejaculation, happiness,
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communication, nothing that is not spoken’ (4). The emotions produced by the
exercises of all three ‘never exceed the language that constitutes them” (5).

The core task of the subject, then, is to become a ‘logothete,” to create a
constraining language that makes ‘nothing indecipherable” and contains all: ‘he
must conquer the absence of interlocution [with God] and invent the language in
which he must address the Divinity and prepare his possible response’ —thereby
including even God’s possible words in the new language (43). To create this
language, Barthes argues, Loyola institutes ‘a kind of totalitarian economy in
which everything, from the accidental to the futile and trivial, must be utilized’
which is ‘aimed at achieving the homogeneity of the language to be constructed’
(52).

The Loyolan Master has organized a behavioural and epistemological system
which ‘accounts’ (in all senses of the word) for everything: “The Exercises is
somehow machine-like, in the cybernetic sense of the term: a raw “case” is fed
in.... It should give back not, of course, an automatic response, but a coded and
thereby “acceptable”...request’ (57). The process is totalizing and totalitarian
precisely because it demands ‘vigilant exclusion” from its semantic field —to
account for everything, one must focus one’s concentration (closing the shutters,
composing the place), repulse all extraneous images, and then cut everything up,
sorting the pieces into the new, orthodox linguistic system. The result mirrors, of
course, the chopped-up, rearranged, articulated (Latin artus, ‘joint’) structure of

the Exercises itself.
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‘The system engenders its own errors,” he writes. Any mistakes made in the
process are sins to be fed back into the same cybernetic machine: ‘In order to
decide whether masses designed to inspire a good decision should be
abandoned, one plans...to say another mass.... [I]t is able to support an infinite
circularity of errors and of their accounting’ (70). Here, in a different light, is the
‘cleansing’ function leading to the well-disposed mind, its cultivated and
burgeoning neurosis: ‘In fact, it is the neurotic nature of obsession to set up a self-
maintaining machine, a kind of homeostat of error, constructed in such a way
that its function alone provides it with operating energy’ (70).2

Regarding the passivity of the exercitant in relation to his images, Barthes
again has a critical view:

Ignatius is then a psychotherapist attempting at all costs to inject images
into the dull, dry, and empty spirit of the exercitant, to introduce into him
this culture of fantasy, preferable despite the risks to that fundamental
nothingness (nothing to say, to think, to imagine, to feel, to believe) which
marks the subject of the speech before the rhetors or the Jesuits bring their
technique to bear and give it a language. In short, the retreatant must be
‘made neurotic.” (69)

As Kristeva writes, ‘Barthes finds these rituals, strictly psychopathological in

aim, to correspond to a collapse of meaning in the exercitant: this future

obsessional neurotic is first disappointed by language, depressed and anxious

8 Sheldon Brivic notes that ‘The first entry in Paul L. Adams’s “Notes Toward a Psychiatric
Chronology of Obsession” begins, “1522-23: Ignatius Loyola produced...the ‘Spiritual Exercises
to Conquer Self and Regulate One’s Life.”” Adams sees the modern concept of obsession as
starting with the Jesuit text that dictates cognitive patterns in Clongowes and both of Stephen’s
other schools’ (‘Gender’ 464).
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regarding his faith and identity. Moreover, to start with, he simply has nothing
to say’ (Revolt 98).

Barthes asks us, of course, to read the works of Sade, Fourier, and Loyola not
as books but as texts. That way we can ‘elude the moral discourse imposed on
them’ and ‘displace the text’s social responsibility” (its textual history, its role in
history). We can then find the repressed excess ‘called writing,” the element that
can give pleasure and that undermines all the author’s projects (10). “The real
social intervention of a text,” he writes, is “the violence that enables it to exceed the
laws that a society, an ideology, a philosophy establish for themselves in order to
agree among themselves in a fine surge of historical intelligibility” (8). The
operation of this violence is, naturally, brought about by a post-structuralist

reading of the texts.’

2.8 Salutary

Eve Kosovsky Sedgwick’s essay ‘Paranoid Reading and Reparative Reading:
Or, You're So Paranoid You Probably Think This Essay Is About You’ pivots on
Ricoeur’s description of ‘the hermeneutics of suspicion,” the “privileging of the

concept of paranoia’ in contemporary theory and philosophy. She cites Ricoeur:

 Meissner’s psychoanalytic reading of Loyola emphasizes the force of his person as it bears
on his writings. Loyola’s ‘character structure bears many of the marks of a phallic narcissistic
personality’; he is stuck in the phallic stage, with pronounced castration anxiety; he has ‘pride in
phallic prowess and performance, the search for admiration especially of skill or mastery, a sense
of daring, counterphobic behaviours, unwillingness to accept defeat, omnipotence in the face of
seemingly impossible obstacles, exhibitionism, assertiveness, and self-aggrandizement... self-
centred, independent, difficult to intimidate, often fearless...” (9)
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‘For Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud, the fundamental category of consciousness is
the relation between hidden-shown or, if you prefer, simulated-manifested...’
(125). Sedgwick writes, ‘Paranoia tends to be contagious.... [I]t mobilizes guile
against suspicion, suspicion against guile; “it takes one to know one”” (126).
Written towards the end of her life, this text sees Sedgwick take aim even at her
own previous work, arguing for a reconsideration of her generation’s strategies
for reading and meaning-making.

In that vein, what would happen if we were to take these foregoing analyses
of the Exercises and attempt to reconstellate them? If we read the Exercises—and
the fraught transferences, the neuroses, the abaissement, the homeostat of error,
the ideological interpellations —deliberately against the hermeneutics of
suspicion, then we find that some essential dimensions of the work, of Loyolan
epistemology and subjectivity, and of the subjects and art shaped by its culture,
begin to come to light.

Barthes’s reading depends on a concept of the retreatant as a depressed
‘husk’: ‘Precisely all of the labour of the Exercises consists in providing images to
one who is innately without them” (50). While he never delineates this imageless
depression—why every exercitant is in some sense depressed, or is at least
construed by the Exercises as such—for Barthes such depression is a negative
condition, and is the fertile ground on which the Exercises gains its hold on the
exercitant. The Master’s work is ‘totalitarian’; the retreat is a ‘“desperate struggle

against the dispersal of images which psychologically, they say, marks mental
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experience’ (68). The identificatory energies of the process are therefore brought
into check through the act of articulating, dividing, and naming. ‘In short,’
Barthes says, ‘the retreatant must be “made neurotic.”” (69).

Leave aside, for a moment, the contradiction proposed here: that the
retreatant is ‘innately without’ images and yet must engage in a ‘desperate
struggle” against them (as though the unconscious were simultaneously barren
and threateningly fertile). And leave aside questions about the desirability of
normal ‘mental experience.” And for a moment leave aside, finally, the political
assumptions in Barthes’s reading: that the totalitarian impetus of the text
determinedly excludes the pleasure of it or its program, and that a
deconstructive reading is the very way to disrupt the conventional ideology in
which it plays its supporting role.

The pivot on which an anti-paranoid reading can turn is an element Barthes
omits: Loyola at no point denies the fictionality of the Exercises or of the images they
mean to produce. He claims no divine inspiration for the work, but merely offers it
to those who choose to use it. Never is the exercitant given an orthodox, detailed
version of an image to believe. Most importantly, he is never asked to ‘believe’ in
the images he creates himself, in the sense of taking them as true representations
of history or orthodoxy, or, for that matter, anything else. One’s next retreat in
fact might produce an opposite image from the same exercise, and would be

equally valid, would function equally well. The suspicion of the well-disposed
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mind is composed of a complex irony —a passionate, earnest fidelity to a
falsehood known as such.

The exercitant must, of course, confront the moral and ethical impact of his
image, and Loyola does not shrink from making these dimensions clear. The
reflection on the fallen angels casts deep judgement on them and, of course, on
the exercitant: ‘comparing the one sin of the angels with my many sins, for while
they went to hell for one sin, how many times have I deserved hell for my many
sins!” (295). Nor is there any ambivalence about the holy: Christ is always
supremely glorious and good.

And yet the sensorial and emotional responses evoked by the Exercises are
reactions not merely to the goodness or evil of the image but, in a much more
complex and compelling way, to materials generated from within the subject—
contingent, personal, and known as such. There is a fundamental irony in the
Exercises that Barthes elides, an irony that is the suture (however unstable,
however deceptive) of the logical and the sensorial, the semiotic and symbolic,
the ‘neurotic” and “psychotic.” The exercitant spiritually interacts with an image
he knows to be incomplete and untrue, and is asked to press his mind and body
into it just the same. The “truth” about the road to Jerusalem, or of the Supper-
room, is as irrelevant as whether the image’s source is in divine inspiration or
personal proclivity. What matters instead is the “gratifying light’ —the process of
imagining, creating, feeling, reacting, dispersing. The text of the Exercises might

be regimented, as Barthes demonstrates, but the resultant images and
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responses—and the language with which these are described to the Director —
have no such structuration.

Indeed, unlike leaders of other religious traditions, especially those also
concerned with rapturous images and mysticism, Loyola does not initiate a
search for revelation, for access to truth or even, remarkably, to God. The well-
disposed mind, in fact, must find such certainties suspicious. Loyola claims no
religious truth for the text itself. In fact, there is nothing true or false about it. Its
putative totalitarianism, in fact, is entirely optional. Instead, the Loyolan dialectic
in this function deliberately invests itself in the irreducible gap between the
subject and his ability to know. But far from this being a source of solipsistic
desolation, it becomes a source of sensorial, linguistic, and spiritual generativity.

The process is effective inasmuch as the exercitant understands the fictionality
of the process. Any retreatant seduced by his own imagery or his passionate
responses to the point of undue credence must be instructed otherwise by the
Director. Such seduction is the primary danger of the transference, as it shuts
down the analytical and logical dimensions of the Exercises; in such a situation,
the exercitant reaches a dead end, lost in the mystical pleasures of the
transference, whereas he must instead be ironic, doubting, reimagining the
image, evoking again his unconscious materials in a new, always partial
transference.

In this way the text does in fact initiate a homeostatic machine; does

interpellate the subject within an ideology; does attenuate the ego in a vivid
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enactment of the transference. But the essential quality which the machine also
instantiates is irony. The more the exercitant can create and feel, but also analyze
and assimilate the image into always dubious, ‘scrupulous’ reason, the more
effective the exercise. It is a homeostasis—there must be no end to this cycle—but
not necessarily a restrictive, neurotic, or totalizing one. Instead it is accretive,
even eco-systemic—adaptive, evolving, and therefore potentially robust.

What is thus created is a strange and fecund field for creation, a cognitive
mode of earnest belief and constant suspicion—of ironic sincerity, or what Jeri
Johnson calls A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man in her analysis of the novel: ‘a

genuine forgery” (xxxix).

2.9 The Pleasure of the Unbearable Text

One of Jung’s patients jokingly referred to his longing for ‘Happy Neurosis
Island,” where he could find refuge from the threats and chaos of the
unconscious as they emerged in psychoanalysis (16). Jung affirms the validity of
this longing, urging the analyst to respect the imperative for such refuge for both
patient and doctor. The Exercises, read through this analogy, allows the exercitant
passage to and from the island, moving back and forth between the seduction of
the transferential image and sceptical logic, between sense and word, and, long
before such terms were elaborated by Freud, unconscious and conscious. The
motor of such movements—the one most significant in a consideration of the

work of Joyce—is this motor of irony. The Exercises, if it is successful in this
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crossing function, operates not because the language-generation works in and of
itself (i.e., talking cures solve problems), but because the exercitant must
appreciate and exploit the ironic gap, must maintain a frame of mind in which all
these images and responses are both true and not true.

Kristeva, in Intimate Revolt, furthers her career-long investigations into ‘these
intermediary, nodal, intrapsychical representations that link the body to fantasies
and that concern the archaic states of subjectivity not yet differentiated from the
Other: my own notion of the semiotic” (106). She finds in the Exercises that a
‘continuous co-presence between the sensible and the intelligible...characterized
the soul of the exercitant’ (47). Here she parts ways with Barthes, whose concept
of the exercitant is the ‘depressed husk’” made neurotic. Kristeva’s more salutary
(and psychoanalytic) approach discerns the ineluctable relation between the
body and language at every moment, not merely when under the pressure to be
‘made neurotic.” In such a frame, the Exercises provides an intensely productive
modality for this contact, this constant co-presence of body and speaking subject.
Thus can this relation signify spiritually and psychologically, finding its role—

through language —in the developing constitution of the subject.

10 This oscillating development seems to have been a pattern, even a problem, for Loyola from the
start. On his first pilgrimage, he makes a general confession, but his scruples worry him. His
Autobiography, told in the third person, describes the anxiety: ‘even though the general confession
he had made at Monserrat had been made with enough care and had been completely written, as
has been said, still at times it seemed to him that he had not confessed certain things. This caused
him much distress, because although he confessed it, he was not satisfied. Thus he began to look
for some spiritual men who could cure him of these scruples, but nothing helped him.... [H]is
confessor ordered him not to confess anything from the past, unless it should be something very
clear’ (34). Confessing twice is an indulgent sacrilege —as though the absolution offered by God
through the priest hasn't worked: ‘Indeed, if he were to doubt this, he thought he would offend
His divine majesty’ (37). But such knowledge fails to assuage his anxiety.
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She turns to Loyola’s Spiritual Diary and finds repeated transcriptions of non-
meaningful utterances he made during his own meditations on Christ and at
mass. He called these ‘loquela’—little words, pre-linguistic ejaculations that both
express (in both senses of the word) spiritual pleasure and are themselves a
source of somatic pleasure. Loyolan transcendence produces a kind of babbling;:
In the Diary, the loguela signals a tiny mark of affect, an infralinguistic
mark, at the exact border between the outpouring of tears and the
appearance of words. Here, with this loquela, we are at the very place
where the void of the depressed person makes its way to language. There
are still no words! A sort of language without signification.... [Loyola
writes of] ‘pleasure in the tone of the loguela, that is in the mere sound,
without paying attention to the meaning of the words,” as in childhood or
psychosis. (105)
The Diary distinguishes two kinds of loguela making the passage in and out of
the body: ‘During the internal and external loquela, I felt wholly moved to the
divine love and to the gift of loquela divinely granted; I felt within me a great
harmony accompanying the internal loquela, but I cannot express it’ (56). He
struggles as well with the very question of credence:
I began to have doubts about the pleasure and delight caused by the
loquela lest it were due to an evil spirit.... A little later I thought I was
taking excessive pleasure in the tone of the loguela, that is in the mere
sound, without paying sufficient attention to the meaning of the words
and of the loguela. At once the tears came.... (57)

The developer of the Exercises and of the Jesuit order, then, has himself an

understanding of language as the means by which ‘the sensible and the

intelligible’ may gain access to one another and grant each other meaning.
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His determined refusal of mysticism prevents the exercitant from securely
encountering closure, or synteresis —‘the mystical faculty in the human soul
beyond the reach of any articulation in terms of reason and will’ (Pranger 216).
And thus Loyola’s mandate for language-production —the proto-psychoanalytic
dialogues and the transferential image-production—forces the exercitant into this
borderland and, because of the nature of language itself within this speech
situation, its inability to name or reach closure, delivers him back out of it. It is the
transition back and forth from “Happy Neurosis Island,” powered by this ironic
sincerity, forming itself through sensation into logquela and into language.

If the mystic is ‘tossed about between nothingness and faith,” as Kristeva
writes, the language imperative of the Exercises rescues the exercitant from this
abyss, this all-or-nothing scenario formed by the seductions of the transference.
That is, a too-compelling, mystical transference fails to allow for gradations of
belief, for scepticism, for any further generativity; it pretends to close the gap
between synteresis and language, between the subject and his ability to know
and communicate. In the Loyolan process, there is a dimension besides these two
options, a background field of signification constituted by this range of sensorial-
linguistic possibilities— sensations, images, tears, loquela, words, conversation.
Language itself, of course, is irreducibly incomplete and contingent; images must
be spoken, communicated; as a medium of communication, here it is both ironic
and sincere, expressive yet inaccurate—‘but I cannot express it,” Loyola writes,

expressing it.
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The exercitant is then able to move back and forth along this continuum,
thereby allowing the sensations to join the realm of conscious thought, making
them objects worthy of judgement and consideration without stripping them of
their affective and somatic force. There is a place for both, because the sincere
irony of the Exercises never allows for the process to conclude, either in babbling
mysticism or in communicated language.

Barthes’s paranoia about Loyola’s paranoia allows him to miss this ironic,
fertile continuum. It isn’t that Loyola’s mania for articulation subordinates affect
and superfluity into a single linguistic (and religious-political) regime. This
movement along the continuum is inscribed by the drives of obsession and
neurosis, to be sure, but is not identical with them. Instead, the sanctioned
material at hand is language —abstract in structure, but emphatically not abstract
in the Loyolan speech situation, where it is produced by a particular body. The
articulation with the Director allows the subject to dart back and forth, to
function in that ironic in-between (that ‘as-if’) which generates more language,

feeling, and intellectual, spiritual gratitude and light.

2.10 Dangers of Irony

Where psychoanalysis posits a process towards mental health and resolution,
Loyola’s process forecloses conclusion, offering only greater spiritual strength in

pursuit of this gratitude and light. It offers a compensatory function: this ironic
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drift, fed by jouissance, expressed through and powered by (but never reducible
to) language.

Barthes writes that the Exercises sets up the transference with God, and that it
refuses to resolve it (71). While the open-endedness of the Loyolan system offers
its benefits, the failure of the transference’s resolution has real psychic costs. In
psychoanalysis, if the transference resolves, the patient comes to comprehend
that elements of her present behaviour and perception are infused with elements
of the past. Resolution allows the analysand to put these elements ‘behind her” in
time; she recognizes the irrational hold these elements have on her, and she can
understand them as the past.

A transference that fails to resolve, then, aggravates these elements,
foregrounds them, and yet exploits them to different ends. They are called forth
and re-invested into the present, the bewildering ‘as-if’ of the transference
augmented rather than alleviated. If Barthes is correct, then the Exercises
performs this very function: they dredge up the unconscious and give these
materials shape in the person of Christ, now an external object to be observed
and worshipped —a deepening cycle with no internal point of resistance.

If the exercitant were in fact asked, as he would be in psychoanalysis, to
consider and analyze the sources of his image-making materials, he would be on
the path to a possible resolution of the transference, which would bring the
process to a close, with some kind of knowledge having been produced. In

addition, the dichotomy of subject ‘I’ and object ‘I’ would lead no longer to
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absolute moral judgement—the “glory of God / ulcer or abscess” opposition that
sets the whole process in motion—but to a more ambivalent analysis, one less
judgemental and able to encompass conscious and unconscious sources of
subjectivity. But Loyola does not offer such self-critique. Even as it induces an
inevitably failing transference, the gratitude and light are only partially
satisfying, never conclusive—the pleasure-and-pain dynamic of jouissance,
satisfied only by more exercises.

In addition, because of the theological nature of the project, the exercitant
must give ‘all one’s power of desiring and one’s liberty,” in Loyola’s words, to
this dynamic with God, with the image created (284). Abjection is impermissible.
Even conscious choice of the image, rejection of unwanted responses, is partially
discouraged; one is to ‘notice” what is there, not “create” it. This symptom-
charged Christ must then be emulated and incorporated. In Barthes’s terms, the
image is a text to be quoted, infused into one’s own subjectivity: ‘It is a matter of
bringing into our daily life the fragments of the unintelligible.... [I]t is a matter of
speaking this text, not making it act, by allowing it the distance of a citation’ (7).
One does not ‘make’ the image “act’—this would be sacrilege —but instead
speaks it in daily life. Or in Althusser’s terms, it is the means to gain subjectivity
by submitting to the Subject, which is itself charged with one’s own unconscious
contents.

The process, therefore, can be viciously circular. It can indeed turn into

something ‘totalitarian,” its frustrated solipsism feeding the irrational repetitions
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and unexamined symptoms of the exercitant. One is submissive to an authority
constituted by one’s own repressed psychic materials, always threaded through
the theological constraints of the Catholic Church. If the mission of the Jesuits is,
to use Stanislaus Joyce’s phrase, to ‘enslave the mind,” it's hard to think of a
deeper, more pervasive method of influence (139).

And yet the successful exercitant can take advantage of the compensatory
functions as a solution to this deepening (and indeed, potentially neurotic) cycle.
If he can navigate the ambivalence —never allowing the irony to discount his
sincerity and turn into disbelief, never allowing his sincerity to turn into mystical
credulousness—he can achieve something like the state of the senis baculus, but a
living, breathing one. When it goes well, according to Kristeva, ‘He is no longer
overwhelmed by his passionate spasms or exhausted by the dead letter of
banalized communication, even that of religion” (107).

This mental balancing act, this ‘Loyolan Position,” is mediated through the
speech situation. Where the psychoanalytic talking cure unweaves past from
present, the Exercises somatizes and ironizes. Is the Supper-room small or large?
The answer is important but not true; it is meant to be a means towards truth,
contained in the somatic, sensual, and linguistic reactions to the answer. Rather
than containing the diffusion of reactions in language, the Exercises gives them a
place to run. Articulating these images and reactions is not a neutralizing act. It is

the means of the psychically essential travel back and forth to the island, the
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ideal medium for the increasingly complex play of sincerity and irony. His
‘passionate spasms’ resurrect the once ‘dead letter’ of communication.

This is Loyola’s great Counter-Reformation move. While Lutherans were
preaching the priesthood of all believers, the ability of each Christian to develop
a personal relationship with God, Loyola indeed created a position more
personal than the ordinary, authoritative, conclusive dispensations of the
Catholic Church, a more “do-it-yourself” Zwischenreich. But unlike Lutheranism
this dynamic is always ironized and hesitant, as intellectualized and uncertain as
it is mystical and sensual. This is the ‘scruple’ —scrupulus, the ‘rough pebble’ —
that prevents assurances and revelations, that animates the senis baculus while
also preventing it from moving too far on its own.

It is a problem central to the question of belief, to the Reformation and
Counter-Reformation projects, and to the practice of reading involved in all of
them. In the case of sola scriptura, how absolute was the text, how could one
‘believe’ the text without closing it down, and how could one ‘not believe’ the
historicity of the text (dividing history into “textual” and ‘historical” time) without
its becoming ironic? Pranger writes that Luther and Calvin were enraged by
reformers

who prematurely claimed the present times to be identical to, that is, to be
the fulfilment of, written prophecies.... Was one to close down these texts,
as many of the radical reformers apparently wanted to do, or should one
acknowledge, when reading Scripture, the presence of protracted

dimensions of postponement, hesitancy, and ignorance in text and reader
alike? (215)
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2.11 The Solution as the Depressive Position

In Sedgwick’s essay on paranoia and literary theory, she points to the school
of Melanie Klein as an alternative path for hermeneutical work. As will be
explored in greater depth in the following chapters, Klein’s first major
achievement in her theory of object-relations (i.e., her general model in which the
relations of perceived and imagined objects, internal and external, are the
dynamic components of subjectivity, rather than drives which underlie them) is
the concept of the depressive position. In this state, the infant no longer exclusively
fears or loves the external object, but combines his previous part-object
phantasies (e.g., the all-good breast) into a whole object (e.g., the mother), about
which it now has mixed feelings: “The very exceptionally good and wholly well-
intentioned mother (a part-object) comes to be a mixed figure,” R.D.
Hinshelwood writes, ‘particularly hostile, and therefore contaminated, damaged,
and no longer the perfection the child desires” (Dictionary 141). As the infant
makes this integration and ‘contamination,” it feels responsible for this change,
leading to a concern for the object’s well-being. As Hinshelwood writes
elsewhere:

The specific new anxieties, feelings, object relations, and defences develop
as the infant begins to feel for the object, and becomes less egocentric.
Typically the anxiety that is felt is a fear of damaging a loved one. The
feelings are characteristically ambivalent; hate being transformed by the
infant’s own love into remorse.... Relationships with objects then begin to
allow more separateness; less control (omnipotence) is demanded. And
defences...which operate against anxiety and remorse are different from

the primitive and violent ones previously described against the paranoid
fear of being persecuted. (Clinical Klein 79)
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In the depressive position, the infant’s narcissism has modified into a world-
focused perception that is ambivalent, requiring care for the object, just as the
infant gains a deepening sense of its own subjectivity as isolated from such
objects in the world.

Klein’s concept of the position, as opposed to the Freudian stage or drive,
marks another of her major achievements. If one’s world is populated by internal
and external objects, what matters to doctor and patient is less an understanding
of the hidden, underlying drives and more a sense of the relations one makes
among the perceived objects themselves, a relation which takes these objects not
as products of a secret origin in the id but as ends in themselves. A position, then,
is a temporary constellation of the objects, and a way of functioning proceeding
from that constellation. Therefore, a change in position is always possible, and
does not require a linear ‘regression” or ‘growth’ through stages,'' or a
recalibration of hidden drives—merely, for whatever reason, a different way of
constellating these same objects and thereby gaining a different “position” in
relation to the world. While healthy infants can achieve this successful position
in the earliest stages of life, an infant’s early experiences of acquiring and
projecting these objects can shape the person’s ability to sustain healthy positions

for the rest of her life.

11 Hanna Segal argues that before Klein, phantasy marked a ‘regression of the libido that
resulted from frustration” and thereby increased hallucinations and daydreaming, a form of wish-
fulfilment. With Klein, phantasy is always present, and while subjects can be more or less capable
in negotiating the reality principle, there isn’t a concept of regression or stages—just an endless
working-through. (Klein 43)
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For Klein, there is only one alternative to the depressive position: the
paranoid-schizoid position. This position precedes the depressive position, as the
infant emerges into a world of terror. Klein’s work dismantles prevailing
concepts of infancy —of the idyllic, innocent bond between mother and child, or,
as with Freud’s theory of infantile sexuality, the polymorphously perverse,
narcissistic infant with no interest in the world beyond its own body. Klein
argues instead that the infant’s fundamental situation is precisely a vicious, feral
uncertainty: terror, for instance, that the mother might never return, and
vengeance (and fear of revenge) when she does. Such a view of anxiety is an
elaboration of (or, as her critics put it, departure from) Freudian theory. While
Freud sees anxiety as a result of repression and unmet desire, Klein sees it as the
prime force in psychic life—stemming, as we'll see in the chapters to come, from
the fear of one’s own death drive and its destructive effects.!?

Where Lacan’s revision of Freud focused on the ‘lack” humans feel after
separation from the imaginary, ideal symbiosis with the mother, and on the life-
long yearning for objets petit a to salve that wound, Klein’s depressive position is
a model in which that “lack’ can be integrated into a state of mental and social
homeostasis, into something like health. The value in such a reframing is not
only that it’s an anti-paranoid move, but that it illuminates, again, the

generativity such a position can entail. Not merely a neurotic, repetitive search,

12Tt is linked in the first instance to the infant’s cognitive abilities. A very young infant can’t
integrate perception into whole objects, nor does it have a sense of time or memory, so the
mother, appearing each hour, is something of an entirely different ‘object’ (or objects) each time.
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the concept of the position allows a wider range of possibilities of how to
respond to a fragmented world, of what can happen after disappointment, after
trauma and tragedy.

For Barthes, the Loyolan system drives inexactitude, errors, and
epistemological insufficiency into further anxiety. The Kleinian approach, on the
other hand, delineates a position in which the subject can integrate inexactitude
and incompleteness in order to (in Loyola’s term) “profit from it,” give it
signifying power and the potential for healing. Klein provides a frame in which
the ambivalence of feeling and knowledge is made meaningful in itself, meaning
which contains the possibility for love for the wounded object and for
reconciliation to the broken state of affairs. The well-disposed mind, as hesitant
and solipsistic as it may be, could be the one most prepared to make that
ambivalence intellectually and socially meaningful —a remorseful, reparative

approach to the world.

2.12 The Internal Objectum Christi

This act of reparation is the very articulation Barthes derides as “unbearable’
and neurotic. The retreat channels energy away from physical comfort and
communication and into an intensified sensuality, and thereby heightens the
exercitant’s capacity to bask in the materiality of the image, to experience it not
as abstract idea but as physically present, sensed by the body. As Loyola writes

in the Exercises, ‘the most perfect kind of humility” is the imitation of Christ (59).



66

In this way, the cycle projects unconscious contents onto the imago, and re-
introjects this imago back, somatically, into the body and the psyche. The
Althusserian ‘mirror duplication” uses the internal contents, modifies them,
ingests them as image, and means to modify the soul —the very purpose of the
Spiritual Exercises.

This imago is the internal object, the ‘genuine forgery” the exercitant chooses
to believe. Though it has as a source or template in Catholic iconography and
orthodoxy, it lives not there—not as a product of external authority —but as an
internal object. Just as the Kleinian analysand in the depressive position works to
repair the wounded internal object for which she feels remorse, so the successful
exercitant is meant to repair this internalized imago. This transferential cycle is
certainly anxious, but at its most generative it is reparative: healing the
‘contamination” of this good object as well as integrating its supreme all-goodness
and transcendence with sensorialized, ordinary humanity —with one’s own
actual, physical body.!?

Where Luther moved the image of Christ away from the material and into the
abstraction of the Word, the Exercises moves Christ away from the abstraction of

theology (of the exalted, terrifying God in the “‘what am I” exercise) into

13 As Meissner puts it, this is a ‘transvaluation of identity,” an extended, ironized, ‘believed’
exercise in empathy, the ontology of which is itself a sustained act of imagination: “The exercitant
thus progresses from an imaginative recreation of the actual person and actions of Christ to an
empathetic understanding of our Lord’s interior reactions, motivations, attitudes, and values to
an internalization of these values and attitudes’ (85). Such a mechanism thus foregrounds, in the
most essentially Jesuit practice, the perception of Christ as an actual, historical man, as a physical
body, like one’s own.
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materiality, a man in a room, a room the exercitant creates, a room as detailed
and concrete as possible. Imagining Christ, then, is an act of introjection,
reparation, and love.

For an artist interested in both creative innovation and such moral themes,
this process, this position offers a singular analogue interweaving both. The cycle
is asymptotic, pouring the ‘symptoms’ —the unconscious conflicts and contents—
into the cycle and back into the body. And it has a quality of resignation, since it,
like the depressive position, acknowledges its own insufficiency but constantly
moves towards reparation, in a humble, creative synthesis. Rather than Barthes’s
hermeneutics of suspicion, Loyola employs St Gregory’s brand of suspicion—of
one’s ability to apprehend the world, yet not to despair in solipsism but to find
some way to keep going. The subject’s composition, he comes to learn, is
composition itself: his ego emerges from the rush of sensation (ransacking every
detail arising from the exercise), to the salutary irritation of the irony (the
scrupulus), to the pleasure in the resultant production of language —the loquela,
the back-and-forth from the island across the abyss between faith and
nothingness, the desire for the world. The well-disposed mind, with its ironic
self-awareness, is given an avenue to transform anxiety and despair into an
imago-in-process —the created image, the art, which changes one’s nature. Et

ignotas dimittit in artes / naturamque novat.
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CHAPTER THREE:

BEYOND THE UNCLE CHARLES PRINCIPLE

The monastic soul is governed by hope and despair.

In order to achieve the first, one has to specialize in the second.

—M.B. Pranger (xiii)
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3.1 The Principle

Like A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man, “The Dead” begins with someone
else’s story. The much-examined first sentence—‘Lily, the caretaker’s daughter,
was literally run off her feet’ (138) —launches the reader immediately into the
words of a secondary character, in a signal example of what Hugh Kenner, in
Joyce’s Voices, calls the “Uncle Charles Principle.” This sentence, he suggests, ‘was
written, as it were, from Lily’s point of view, and though it looks like “objective”
narration it is tinged with her idiom” (16). The same goes for Uncle Charles in
Portrait, who, like so many of Joyce’s characters, inclines in his own direction the
diction and even the syntax of the sentences in which he appears:

[Joyce’s] words are in such delicate equilibrium, like the components of a
sensitive piece of apparatus, that they detect the gravitational field of the
nearest person.... The illusion of dispassionate portrayal seems attended
by an iridescence difficult to account for until we notice one person’s
sense of things inconspicuously giving place to another’s. (16)

Lily thus gets to slip the word ‘literally’ past more exacting and educated
censors, an allowance that suggests that her voice—her word choice, her
intentions, a bit of her exhausted emotional condition —is emerging within the
ostensibly ‘dispassionate portrayal” of an ordinary, third-person, omniscient
narration. She thus gets to initiate the story her way, with her overworked,
harried, ungrammatical self front and centre. As Mark Wollaeger writes, the
Uncle Charles Principle is more subtle than free indirect discourse; it is a mode

‘in which only a few words or a distinct syntactical turn lend the sentence a

subjective cast without coalescing into a representation of consciousness’ (10).
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Yet just as Simon Dedalus and his moocow fuse into another, larger story, so
does Lily’s agitated initiation to “The Dead” merge into another voice, under the
‘gravitational field” of a different presence, this one less harried, more chatty,
partial not to Lily but to the employers running her ragged. This voice evolves,
by the end of the following paragraph, into a cool warning targeted back at Lily
herself: ‘But the only thing [the sisters] would not stand was back answers’ (139).
The Uncle Charles Principle moulds the course of both the start and the end of
these two paragraphs, so attuned to its characters that it winds up doubling back
on the character who started it.

Margot Norris, in “Stifled Back Answers,” notes that the shaping of “The Dead’
has a pointed political effect: women’s voices, such as Lily’s, are suppressed in
the story to make room for the emerging narrative of Gabriel’s education, and the
story is structured so the careful reader can bear witness to this suppression.
With regard, for instance, to Kate Morkan’s brief diatribe against the pope and in
defence of her sister, ‘Joyce embeds in “The Dead” itself a kind of shadow text,
the ghost of a counternarrative that provides a “back answer” or articulation of
Julia’s grievances, a complaint necessary for the critique of the social function of
art to be heard’ (492). Those who dare to give ‘back answers’ to the social order,
almost all of them women, are smothered under the gathering force of Gabriel’s
tragedy. Such a counternarrative is, in Norris’s term, a ‘ghost’ —the overt
narrative, with its bourgeois scene, its extradiegetic narration, its increasing

focalization on a protagonist who offers his own reflections on events, and its
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exquisite lyrical conclusion, offers all the tools necessary for the reader to
approach ‘The Dead’ as the story of Gabriel’s education and the Conroys’
pitiable, unbridgeable difference. The traditional elements of the story hide the
smothering in plain sight:
By inscribing in his disavowing narration a series of linked and analogous
‘back answers’ or protests that trouble the text and cause it to stifle them
in collusion with characters who do the same, Joyce stages art’s
censorship of its own oppressiveness. (502)

The critical instigator of this double structuring is the Uncle Charles Principle.
An explication of its mechanics in “The Dead,” of the ‘ghosts’ it creates, helps
remove the concept from the aesthetic realm, grounding terms such as
‘equilibrium” and “sensitive piece of apparatus” down into the rhetorical and
political negotiations of these ghosts within the text itself. Most significantly, the
very narrative technique that permits such censorship —the usurpation of the
story by its most powerful characters—also demands that censorship’s reversal.
The functions of the Uncle Charles Principle in “The Dead’ spark the genesis of a
dynamic intersubjectivity far beyond the mere modification of diction and syntax
Kenner notes. It widens into an explication of the multiple and contesting forms
of equilibria at the party, demanding unique hermeneutic positions, the most

successful of which proceed from the Loyolan Position, daring the reader with its

formulation of the non-terminal transference in narrative.
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3.2 Though But Fussy But

By the time readers of Dubliners have reached ‘The Dead,” they’ve been
cultivated for such challenges to conventional interpretive modes. The first three
stories, for example, present inescapable and impenetrable gaps in
understanding, the same attractive and irresistible gaps faced by the child
narrators. As a less radical corollary of the Uncle Charles Principle, the first-
person narration prevents dramatic irony: we can never know with certainty
more than they know, and the boys hand the gaps along to us unresolved. For
example, the opening paragraph of the first story, ‘“The Sisters,” places three
peculiar words at its centre—paralysis, simony, and gnomon—and though the
words suggest meaning and can be worked into partial interpretations (or what
Luke Thurston calls ‘traduction,” the pleasurable fitting of facts into hermeneutic
wholes), they can never be fully integrated into a mastering meaning.!* All
readings, then, are necessarily partial, the unfolding events as frustrating,
mysterious, and alluring for the reader as they are for the young boys.

The Uncle Charles Principle emerges in its own right, and with an almost
sinister cast, in “Eveline,” the story of a woman so enchanted by romantic fiction
she can’t read or tell her own life outside such a frame. Disguised as

extradiegesis, the ironic narration tells Eveline’s story as she would tell it, but the

14 Thurston calls traduction ‘a rhetorical variation and repetition that consists in making legible,
but at the same time, crucially, making pleasurable....” It is a negotiation between ‘the drive to

produce legibility (in the interests of the ego)’ versus the
(28).

autistic” self-enjoyment of the drive’
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form and discourse she would use can’t help but fail to account for elements that
fall outside the frame. By falsely traducing Frank into the role of romantic
saviour, neither she nor the story can address his (possibly) inscrutable
intentions. Thus her romanticized self-narrating dictates her behaviour: because
she can’t account for his reality, his independent subjectivity beyond her
romance-novel frame, she can’t trust him, can’t even speak. Because her story
can’t read itself, she has no informed free will, and her stilted romantic reading
of the world claims her as a victim.

The final story in Dubliners, “The Dead’ offers similar cases of self-delusion,
but rather than binding itself to the consciousness of one character, the narrative
here is far more promiscuous. After Lily has been run off her feet, for instance,
the narrator moves away to her wider context, the Morkan sisters” party, and to
its history —or at least to the misty, nostalgic stories told of it: ‘It was always a
great affair’; “Everybody who knew them came to it’; ‘Never once had it fallen
flat’; “For years and years...as long as anyone could remember’; “That was a good
thirty years ago if it was a day’ (138). Where ‘The Sisters” presents the non-
traducible as content (the cryptic paralysis, simony, and gnomon, to start), and
where ‘Eveline” offers it in the protagonist’s limited perspective on her own life,
‘The Dead” embeds it even more subtly, an outgrowth of the narrator’s changing
identifications, its constant shifting of the Principle. At this point, the paragraph
is no longer Lily’s, but more like that of one of the partygoers who will praise,

and overpraise, the ageing sisters for their hospitality. So many flat assertions, so
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many totalizing descriptors (everybody they knew? always great and never flat?),
such a clichéd and chatty tone (‘if it was a day’), it’s too solicitous, a little
anxious, eager to prove a point not yet in perceptible dispute. Each chatty
assertion in this conduit for acceptable gossip sets the party discourse spinning, a
momentum characters will pick up and spin further, often with similarly fact-
free, sentimental encomia.
As this second paragraph comes to a close, the narrative voice moves yet
again, this time towards the sisters, themselves not here present physically but
emerging from within the hazy praise. This voice quickly loses its breeziness and
enters a different state:
Lily, the caretaker’s daughter, did housemaid’s work for them. Though
their life was modest they believed in eating well; the best of everything:
diamond-bone sirloins, three-shilling tea and the best bottled stout. But
Lily seldom made a mistake in the orders so that she got on well with her
three mistresses. They were fussy, that was all. But the only thing they
would not stand was back answers. (138)

As Norris points out, we end here with a threat, an early indicator of the ultimate

silencing of Lily and of other women to come. But before the threatening

conclusion, stranger forces are at work.

The narrator, for instance, finds it necessary to re-introduce Lily, as though
the frame (in just a few sentences) had shifted so far that she’s from a different
story, or as though after reading the history of the Morkans’ grand party we

might have forgotten about the maid downstairs. Or, for that matter, as though

Lily now needed to be recast into her lower position, using, now ironically, the
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same words. She doesn’t even rise to the level of housemaid; she does
‘housemaid’s work” for them, not formally installed in their lives. What matters
is not what Lily does (no matter how run off her feet she is), but her familial,
infantilizing relation to their caretaker, thus subordinated even to this
subordinate.

The lifeless repetition of that appositive—what at the start sounded more or
less like a neutral descriptor —thus crosses into some kind of passive-aggression,
itself an action characterized by its putative neutrality, an aggression you can’t
put your finger on, disguised by socially acceptable gestures; she is his daughter,
after all. The ‘them’ hanging at the end of the sentence doesn’t help; this is the
scene of the sisters, not of Lily, now doubly subordinate to them. In the space of a
sentence, the story invites the reader away from the first impression of Lily, in
the scene of her exhaustion, and into the more sensually pleasant, charming
position of the hostesses themselves. Lily is coolly restated in their terms, as
though we were guests at their party: You remember Lily, our caretaker’s
daughter. She does our housework.

Though Kenner argues that the first sentence of “The Dead” exemplifies the
Uncle Charles Principle, at this point Lily’s rhetorical influence expands beyond
it in complexity. ‘Literally” might be Lily’s, but the loaded repetition of the
appositive redounds backward to the top of the page, disrupting our first
reading of that sentence. It’s hard to see, now, how Lily might choose to describe

herself this way (unless, perhaps, she’s come to think of herself in these reductive
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terms); other forces, other ‘gravitational fields,” are at work. As Norris addresses
the issue, “The social interests of the opening narrative are not Lily’s interests but
rather Morkan and [Gabriel] Conroy interests—perhaps even Morkan and
Conroy constructions of what they would like Lily’s views to be, what Lily ought
to be saying and thinking about herself and them” (479).

And yet these interests, and their supposed alignment,’ aren’t in control in
this passage, either.!® What Lily ought to be saying is nothing like what comes
next. The sentences that follow illustrate a different valence at work, revealing —
or inciting—an anxious instability that covertly attaches to the laudatory
narrative trajectory. The next sentence subtly loads a hypocrisy onto the
anticipating, expiatory conjunction ‘though’: “Though their life was modest they
believed in eating well: the best of everything...”.'” The narrative voice thus extols
two mutually exclusive bourgeois virtues: the sisters are indulgent yet modest,
humble yet extravagant; they have their sirloin and eat it, too. The narrator’s

indiscriminate praise catches in its throat; even the comma expected after the

15 The notion of ‘Morkan interests’ aligns almost too well with the narrative’s conflation of the
two sisters. It proceeds from this wider conception of the Uncle Charles Principle, the double-
looping of narrative power: If the two sisters see (and ‘tell’) themselves as sharing a life, it is at
least in part because society ‘narrates’ them that way, and their own adoption of that conceit
cements it.

16 When Gabriel is alone with Lily, he sees her quite differently. Her appellation in these
scenes is ‘the girl’—certainly no less demeaning, but offering sight of a separate, contrasting
relationship. Under his rhetorical influence, we’re told of her appearance, within her actual,
physical, present context: ‘She was a slim, growing girl, pale in complexion and with hay-
coloured hair. The gas in the pantry made her look still paler.” He even recalls her history, her
playing with a rag doll on the lowest stair (139). Yet perhaps typically, he doesn’t overtly register
the internal changes age might have brought, and he ends up surprised (as Eveline is with Frank)
at the differences he’s missed.

17 In his Ulysses, Kenner examines Joyce’s similar use of the word ‘though’ in selections from
the ‘Nausicaa’ episode (18-19).
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subordinate clause is omitted in the rush to get at the food, past such troubling
self-deception back into sumptuous praise.

It then runs up against the start of the next sentence: a ‘But’ demarcating a
contrast of an argument that can’t logically exist here: ‘But Lily seldom made a
mistake in the orders so that she got on well with her three mistresses.” What is
the narrator saying ‘But’ to? The narrator was just speaking of lavish dinners,
and now Lily has re-emerged. There’s some transaction going on in the space
between these sentences, a lost sentence or hidden thought. What’s at stake are
self-images, and the reader’s judgements, of Lily and the Morkans. After the
middle-class self-deception, perhaps gone too far in its litany of expensive food,
Lily appears almost as if to divert attention; in a back-handed compliment (what
history rides on that seldom?), she’s brought back as a more certain problem, the
sisters exhibiting their generosity towards her to restore their place in the social
equilibrium.!®

And yet, because Lily has indeed been brought back, she can disrupt that
equilibrium again, in the next sentence: ‘They were fussy, that was all.” “‘Fussy’:
as ambiguous, freighted, and passive-aggressive a term as ‘the caretaker’s

daughter.” It's placating, even expiatory, but carries with it its own infantilizing

18 And we learn later that Lily does not in fact get on well with them, and it has nothing to do
with getting their orders right: “There’s that Lily,” Kate says, adding, ‘I'm sure I don’t know what
has come over her lately. She’s not the girl she was at all.” The narrator continues: ‘Gabriel was
about to ask his aunt some questions on this point but she broke off suddenly to gaze after her
sister...” (142-3). Gabriel, who was earlier shocked by Lily’s anger about ‘the men that is now’
(140), wants to inquire further, but is here thrown off again; the change in Lily, and the rancour
between her and the sisters, remains unexplained.
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connotations: babies and old ladies are fussy. It serves Lily’s interests more than
those of the sisters. She’s returned, obliquely, and the consequence of this return
is the final, leaden sentence: ‘But the only thing they would not stand was back
answers.” This impassive ‘But’ performs the same function as the preceding one:
not instantiating a logical contrast with its preceding sentence (as this sentence
has nothing to do with fussiness), but serving as counterargument against Lily’s
furtive re-emergence in the narrator’s telling. The illogical ‘But’ turns the
statement about back answers into a slap (with those flat “a’s of “stand,” “back,’
and ‘answers’), a back answer itself.

These sentences are a heated debate, with back answers, exposed hypocrisy,
and ad hominem attacks, but it is a debate that no one is having. The needle of
that “sensitive piece of apparatus’ that constitutes the original conception of the
Uncle Charles Principle spins in these contesting magnetic fields, sensitive not
only to the characters in its presence and to the stories they might tell about
themselves, but also to their interpersonal conflicts and unspoken, even
unthought, interests. The chatty, adulatory third-person narrator is all-too
omniscient—and in its anxiety to keep the story going, to keep the party going,
leaves a trace within its syntax of the hidden dialectic: ‘though.... But.... fussy....
But....”. The breezy, already wistful voice regains its footing in the next
paragraph by batting the dialectic, and all three women, aside: “Of course they
had good reason to be fussy on such a night” (139). It's the politic and quietly

violent hospitality that reappears in the words of Mary Jane, shepherding the
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guests away from meaningful controversy and informed empathy for her Aunt
Julia, back to the party, back to the march towards the lyricism of the story’s final
paragraphs.

What's at stake in this passage is judgement of Lily and the sisters. The
subtextual negotiations, these battles of ghostly voices, expose the forces
contending for favourable, if not accurate, judgement: the forces located in the
movements of the rhetoric (‘seldom,” “always,” and ‘never’), in oblique resistance
(‘“fussy’), in the sheer force (‘would not stand”) necessary to maintain it. In this
respect, the operations that originate with the Uncle Charles Principle open onto
a wider rhetorical field well beyond the scope of single-character idiolect, a field
where judgement (of Lily, of the sisters, of Gretta, of Julia’s singing, of Michael
Furey, of singers long forgotten) is at once demanded and resisted, necessary and
non-traducible. The gaps in the story are no longer merely mysterious words or
characters (such as Frank of “Eveline’) romanticized into unknowability; they
exist at the very places where judgement —meaning, interpretation,
contextualization—are most necessary. The high stakes and the constant
contestation suggest that the Uncle Charles Principle opens up a narrative
dynamic far beyond mere aesthetic innovation on Joyce’s part, more than a sign
of what Kenner calls Joyce’s ‘great economy’ or his ‘iridescent” way to delineate
character (15).

Its impact on “The Dead’ stems from its pervasive, promiscuous, multiple

alliances as the narrator moves through the story. Gabriel certainly serves as a
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focalizing centre in the story; he gets the most textual space, reflecting on his
encounters, present at the story’s close. But in following the story’s lead in
placing Gabriel in this position, the reader performs an act of interpretation, of
judgement, parallel to Eveline’s estimation of Frank: just as there’s a slot in
Eveline’s narrative for a mysterious lover to sweep her off her feet, there’s a slot
in such a party for a literary, earnest, self-reflective family man at the heart of
things. The sisters put him there (will he show up? will he carve the goose?); the
partygoers put him there; the story, by devoting much of its focalization to him,
writes him there; we, identifying with a young, earnest, intelligent artist, read
him there. The story makes it easy: he is narrated there because he and they (and
we) think of him there, and we think of him there because that’s how he’s
narrated. It is a seamless and perhaps pernicious loop, a way of turning ‘“The
Dead’ into ‘Distant Music’ —Gabriel’s title for the rarefied, aestheticized portrait
he imagines could be painted when he sees his wife on the stair, listening to the
song that, he will only later learn, recalls Michael Furey to her mind. Gretta’s
revelation at once disrupts Gabriel’s central role and cements it in place: she falls
asleep, and he’s the one at the window, gathering the narration’s focalization,
looking outside as the narrative takes his gaze and sweeps it ‘all over Ireland’
(176).

To whatever extent Gabriel serves the role of protagonist, he never possesses
the organizing power of, for instance, Stephen in Portrait or any other protagonist

in Dubliners. “The Dead’ offers no such organizing figure. The content of the story
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is, largely, people in a room, and the narration mirrors that content, the narrator
sweeping against them like the skirts Gabriel hears brushing against the door
(140, 159). The Morkan house is a de-centred contestation of idiolects that
demands some kind of interpretive centre. Every moment requires some form of
judgement: it is what torments Gabriel’s thoughts from start to finish—of
himself, of Molly Ivors, of the bewildering story of Michael Furey —as well as
Lily’s thoughts on men today, of Kate’s on the church, of Julia’s singing, of the
guests at the dinner table debating passionately the merits of those they can’t

even remember.

3.3 The Problem of Idiolect

Idiolect—a person’s own pattern of language —contains within it an
irreducible linguistic and philosophical conflict. While an idiolect inheres wholly
within the “intrinsic properties of some single person,” it is at the same time ‘a
language (or some part or aspect of a language)’ (Barber). Therefore, an idiolect
exists exclusively in relation to the person (at a moment in space and time) who
uses it, and yet exists also, inasmuch as it is communicative, only in relation to a
wider, common language. It's thus impossible to delineate boundaries between
idiolect and common language, or for that matter to isolate cause from effect: an
idiolect is “a person’s partial grasp of, or pattern of deviance from’ the common
language, but, it can just as legitimately be argued, common language is nothing

but a combination of idiolects—of actual people using their partial grasps of
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common language. Idiolect is thus at once a marker of personhood (of a subject

and her qualities, her history) and, as language, abstract and held by no one. It’s
analogous to the Saussurean logic of langue and parole, each term generating the
other.

The prioritization of idiolect over abstract language —the idea that language
originates with speaking people and can only afterward be considered as an
abstract entity —leads, in “The Dead,” to the kind of contestation observed in the
‘back answers’ passage. Language and narration begin with speaking people,
struggling to be heard and to create that narration. Elsewhere in the story, this
linguistic conflict destabilizes characters, as when Lily’s rough ‘palaver’ line
knocks Gabriel’s emotional equilibrium off-kilter, or when Freddy’s “because he’s
only a black” (156) halts the easy movements of the party’s discourse. The effects
of language, both as spoken dialogue and oblique, idiolectic contestation, begin
with people’s “partial grasp’ of the situation and only afterward become part of
the general, genial party discourse and, simultaneously, that of “The Dead.’

The second and opposite view —that the common language has priority, and
idiolect is a subsequent and “partial” grasp of it—leads to the reproduction in
‘The Dead’ of the social regimentation it describes. Lily’s language is the coarsest,
and she disappears from the common language; Gabriel’s is the most refined, it
puts him in the necessary slot, and he takes over.

The Uncle Charles Principle describes a sensitivity on the part of a narrator,

but the dynamic it names has grown into something new in “The Dead.” The four
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sentences of the ‘back answers’ passage trace both the ways in which Lily’s and
the sisters’ idiolects contest to form the ‘common,” communicated language of
the narration, and the ways in which that narration has its own, un-owned
authority as abstraction, telling the story of Lily and the sisters. The effect is
vertiginous: the content tells the story that creates it.

These two axes—the forward, “telling” narrative and the materials that
compose that narrative—are present in every story. Gérard Genette calls this the
effect of the “utterances of narrative fiction as speech act. These
utterances...institute the universe they claim to describe’ (ix). “The Dead’
complicates and foregrounds this relationship by failing to repress this problem
inherent in linguistic representation, allowing the dichotomies between
specific/general, bodily/abstract, told-subject/telling-story to break, through the
idiolectic problem, into view. Its hyper-omniscient narrator simultaneously
moves the story along, closing it off with a final story and lyrical conclusion, and
it opens the ‘room of possibilities,” in Stephen’s words, of the struggles always
present underneath any story’s telling, threatening to erupt, take charge, and
speak in that room. And it thus demonstrates the narrative and political
consequences when this repression, essential to storytelling, begins to come

undone.
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3.4 Gabriel the Father

What's missing here is some authorizer to stop this sliding about and to
instantiate direction and meaning. In a novel such as Middlemarch, for instance,
the authorizer is the certain, omniscient narrator; if it knows everything about the
characters (and it does), it's not due to some borderline-hysterical
hypersensitivity to anything like idiolect,!® but to an old, implicit contract with
the reader: suspend disbelief, and everything you need to know will be revealed.
James’s The Ambassadors complicates this contract without breaking it: the third-
person narrator, as authorizer of this contract, remains faithful to one character’s
point of view. All will not be revealed (or, as in The Turn of the Screw, ‘the story
won't tell’), but this singularity of perception becomes an essential and overt part
of the story’s content. And even in Portrait, which follows ‘“The Dead’ in Joyce’s
work, the contract is authorized: Uncle Charles himself cannot hijack the
focalization away from Stephen (who has, after all, the supreme authorizing
benefit of the title).

In “The Dead,” the place of this authorizer is filled by the narrator itself, the
one which drops thoughts, allows Lily and the Morkans to argue in absentia, and

anxiously praises the sisters to the point of (perhaps even morbid)

19 And the narrator of “The Dead’ is something like Lacan’s conception of the hysteric. In
Zizek’s terms: ‘The subject’s questioning of his symbolic title is what hysteria is all about.... The
problem for the hysteric is how to distinguish between what he or she is (his true desire) from
what others see and desire in him or her’ (Lacan 35-6). Or in Thurston’s: ‘The hysteric views
identity as a senseless conventional form imposed by the Master” (191). The narrator of ‘The
Dead’ must not be anthropomorphized (that’s part of its problem, in fact). But it is reduced to
what others ‘see’ in it, want from it, want to say through it, and it thus fails to gird itself with its
‘symbolic title’ —a conventional, confident, nineteenth-century narrative authority.
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sentimentality. To believe in the narrator of “The Dead,” then, as a mastering
narrative-constructor is to elevate it into the ‘subject supposed to know’ —the
tigure that, in Lacanian analysis, gives us permission to construe meaning. By
believing in the analyst’s authority as someone who knows more than we do, we
can trust that someone will understand our seemingly random mutterings and
turn them into something with shape and significance.

This is true for the narration of Middlemarch, of course. If we need a “subject
supposed to know,” there’s none better than that narrator. But the sujet supposé
savoir that authorizes the meaning-making contract in “The Dead” is a powerfully
problematic, almost impossible one, precisely because the idiolectic contradiction
that inheres within its knowledge has become exposed. What it knows is the
characters who help tell that same story about themselves. To read the content of
the story as a story, in fact—to give this party a plot and a theme, to shape it into
Gabriel’s education and Gretta’s loss—is to call down the Law of the Father
where it doesn’t exist.

Fathers themselves are nearly absent in the content of “The Dead.” Gabriel is
the only father we meet at the party, his children left at home. Gretta even pokes
fun at his fathering skills: ‘He’s really an awful bother, what with green shades
for Tom’s eyes at night and making him do the dumb-bells, and forcing Eva to
eat the stirabout’ (142). His aunts place him at the paternal centre of the party,
and twice he threatens not to do his duty, showing up late for the party itself and

later at the head of the table.
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Kate recalls Gabriel’s mother as the ‘brains carrier” of the Morkan family, and
her photograph is the one that sits before the pierglass. There is no mention of
her husband, and amid all the talk of the dead, the only mention of an ancestor is
the foolish butt of Gabriel’s joke, his grandfather, Patrick Morkan. Constantine,
Gabriel’s brother, is a curate, mentioned briefly and absent from (and perhaps
not invited to) the party. The lewd Mr Browne, the finicky Bartell D’ Arcy, and
the drunk Freddy Malins are all bachelors; Freddy brings his mother, and no one
mentions his father. The agents in the room are all women, the subjects of all of
Gabriel’s significant (at least to him) encounters. Whatever male or paternal
authority he accrues to himself by simple virtue of his gender and marital status
is, if not fully undermined, certainly threatened in his own mind by women.

The content of the story thus mirrors the lack of the Father’s authorizing Law.
In Lacanian terms, the Law of the Father initiates the domain of the Symbolic by
separating the subject from a narcissistic, quasi-incestuous Imaginary functioning
(epitomized by the static, self-pleasing child feeding at her mother’s breast), and
into the wider world of language, socialization, and symbolization. The Father’s
injunction, which breaks the Imaginary hold, is necessary for communication,
interpretation, and meaning.

In “The Dead,” the narrator identifies with characters to the extent that it not
only speaks their language, it speaks anyone’s language. Because the narration
eludes the Law of the Father, it slides imperceptibly along the continuum

between idiolect and common language. The narrative engages in its profligate,
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Imaginary identifications, incorporating the problem of idiolect beyond any
clear, definitive boundaries, and the characters themselves blur.

Alternatives, even experimental ones, were fully available to Joyce. He could
easily have created a story in which such a boundary-making, No-saying Law is
present and authorizing, stabilizing the narrative contract. The first sentence, for
instance, could have read, ‘She thought, “I am literally run off my feet”’; or ‘She

s,

was the sort of person who would have thought, “I'm run off my feet”’; or even
‘I'm literally run off my feet.” Each expresses content nearly identical to the
story’s sentence.

Each alternative would have demarcated Lily within a wider, Symbolic
context, putting her in her place not only within the party but within the
narrative structure. Quotation marks (or, in Joyce’s case, a new paragraph with
an em dash) would indicate where she stops speaking. An omniscient narrator
would indicate where she stops being. But as it stands, after her first sentence,
Lily doesn’t exactly stop anywhere:

Hardly had she brought one gentleman into the little pantry behind the
office on the ground floor and helped him off with his overcoat than the
wheezy hall-door bell clanged again and she had to scamper along the
bare hallway to let in another guest. It was well for her she had not to
attend to the ladies also. But Miss Kate and Miss Julia had thought of that
and converted the bathroom upstairs into a ladies” dressing-room. Miss
Kate and Miss Julia were there, gossiping and laughing, and fussing....
(138)

By the end, Lily has disappeared from view, the narrative having moved on

to the sisters. But ‘Miss Kate” and ‘Miss Julia” are Lily’s terms. Even upstairs in
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the bathroom, her presence registers. It could well be that Lily imagines the
whole thing, picturing the sisters and their ‘“fussing.” But it’s also the form all
representation takes in “The Dead,” mediated as it is through an idiolectic
narration operating beyond a set of definite rules; the narrator in its chatty
partygoer mode isn’t any more reliable.

The narrative apparatus Joyce constructs is so sensitive it buries Lily’s
demarcation as a figure in the narrative, as though the narrator can’t sustain its
own authorizing, self-identical integrity. An authorizing, legitimizing Law of the
Father would put to rout the contending and non-existent voices of the ‘back
answers’ passage: either the women would argue or they wouldn’t; either we’d
be told of their conflict or we wouldn’t. Characters would enter and exit as if on
stage. This poor stand-in for the Law of the Father —this over-focalizing, wobbly
function—isn’t strong enough to rule her in or out. With this narrative technique,
we lose Lily’s demarcation, her full presence, but we gain her ubiquity. Lily
never goes away.

Because the narrator of “The Dead’ is, literally, derivative, almost rudderless
in the currents of the idiolectic problem, the weakness of this Symbolic
authorizer cannot create its own alternative to the Symbolic social order in which
it floats. In other words, it can’t shape the story away from the givens of the
social order and its own overarching plot and theme. Instead, it hands the social

order, like the “paralysis,” ‘simony,” and ‘gnomon,” non-traducibly on to us. The
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narrator thus colludes with the social dynamics, doing its dirty work: the sisters
don’t stifle Lily because they don’t have to. The narrator will do it for them.

The Father’s absence, then, allows for a piecemeal, uncomprehending
replication of that social order, via the accretion of various Imaginary
identifications, Imaginary in the sense that the narrator enters into a kind of
uncritical symbiosis with the character, akin to the fully satisfied pleasure of
mother and child, feeding and transferring that other’s interests, words, and
conflicts directly into the body of the text.

Its most seductive feature is the way this mode of production is never fully
freed from its repression. “The Dead’ is not an overt chorus of voices, like Woolf’s
The Waves, nor is it a serial consideration of idiolect, like Faulkner’s The Sound and
the Fury. It's not a documentary “about” anything. Its movements are never clear,
submerged as they are beneath the forward-moving current, adopted by this
narrator, of traditional, extradiegetic narration. As such it operates in a way
similar to Freudian parapraxis: like dream content or a joke, it never jolts the ego
into full consciousness of the repressed contents slipping past the censor; it is
thus allowed to continue its work without the subject’s waking or facing the full,
unnerving contents behind the joke. Joyce can therefore weave into this realistic
story ‘about” a party another kind of realism, one that is a function of the story’s
‘real’ characters and events themselves. The narrator, fully implicated in the

problem of idiolect, cannot represent “The Dead,” only produce it.
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3.5 The Actual Ignorant Old Woman

The story, in its drive towards a traditional narrative form and conclusion,
might over-identify with Gabriel, but just as in “The Sisters” and ‘Eveline,” there
are significant, signifying gaps in Gabriel’s understanding, elements
unassimilable to the mastering force granted to him by the group. Contrast the
image of Gabriel’s mother®*—its ghostly, unspoken, revered authority reflected
outward from its position before the pierglass, out into the room and the
narrative voice—with another mother in the room, this one very much alive,
with zero authority, ghostly or otherwise. Though virtually the only attention
she’s paid is as a victim of her son’s embarrassing behaviour, she actually claims
to be happy:

She was a stout feeble old woman with white hair.... Gabriel asked her
whether she had had a good crossing. She lived with her married
daughter in Glasgow and came to Dublin on a visit once a year. She
answered placidly that she had had a beautiful crossing and that the
captain had been most attentive to her. She spoke also of all the nice
friends they had there.... [She] went on to tell Gabriel what beautiful
places there were in Scotland and beautiful scenery. Her son-in-law was a
splendid fisher. One day he caught a fish, a beautiful big big fish, and the
man in the hotel boiled it for their dinner. (149-50)

What interrupts Mrs Malins’s speech halfway through, of course, is Gabriel’s
fuming thoughts about Molly Ivors. His anger spoils Gretta’s hopes of returning

to Galway, and rather than giving him a back answer, Gretta passive-

aggressively uses Mrs Malins as an audience: “There’s a nice husband for you,

2 Even the photograph disseminates its idiolect: ‘It was she who had chosen the names for
her sons for she was very sensible of the dignity of family life” (147).
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Mrs Malins” (150). Mrs Malins seems not to notice either of the Conroys, and she
ploughs through her pleasant, bland tale. Once she’s done, she’s not heard from
again until she’s ‘hoisted” and ‘settled” into a cab to be carted home (164). The
only other attention she’s paid is at a distance, other guests whispering to each
other their pity with regard to her son Freddy’s drunkenness.

The irony no one notices is that Mrs Malins’s story, emerging in the narrative
only because Gabriel comes near her, is that she not only produces some of the
least ‘thought-tormented” narrationin a room full of thought-tormented people,*
but she also provides a form of support to Gabriel in his debate with Molly. The
only moment Gabriel expresses anger in the story is when he tells Molly he’s
‘sick” of Ireland, he’s not going to learn Irish because ‘Irish is not my language,’
and he’s not going to spend his holidays in the West—but his reasons, even to
himself, are conflicted and unclear (149). Mrs Malins, on the other hand, has
actually left Ireland, and she expresses nothing but joy at the fact. Her diction is
banal, that of a stereotypical boring old lady, but even so she gradually manages
to take over the narrative. Before the break, when Gabriel storms off and returns,

the sophisticated “placidly” (perhaps Gabriel’s word) enters into her speech, but

21 Gabriel soon after this encounter ‘repeated to himself a phrase he had written in his review:
Opme feels that one is listening to a thought-tormented music’ (151). He quotes himself later in his
speech: ‘But we are living in a sceptical and, if I may use the phrase, thought-tormented age’
(160).
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by the time she resumes her story, she’s in full possession: three more ‘beautifuls’
and an even more idiolectic ‘big big.’??

Without any further comment or reflection on this episode, the story invites
the reader to speed through the story as quickly as Gabriel does. With less power
or authority than anyone else in the room, Mrs Malins can’t contextualize herself,
can’t alert Gabriel or the narration to her story’s significance. Even Norris, in her
consideration of women in “The Dead,” doesn’t mention her. The privileged
position of Gabriel and his literary, tormented thoughts writes her out of the
story, and we are invited to do the same; she’s a residue to this drive.

And yet what’s most significant is her own critical reflection, like that of
Gabriel’s mother before the pierglass, back into the room. Amid the tormented
thoughts and contestations of “The Dead,” it doesn’t sound from Mrs Malins’s
words that she particularly wants to emerge further in the narrative. She is
pleased to be spoken to, tells her story, expresses at no point any anxiety about
her son, and perhaps can’t wait to get back to Scotland. Unlike Mr Browne’s
canned jokes to charm women or the overwritten rhetoric of Gabriel’s dinner
speech, Mrs Malins doesn’t seem to want her rhetoric to operate on anyone. Her
story is simple, unanxious, and whole: ‘One day he caught a fish, a beautiful big
big fish, and the man in the hotel boiled it for their dinner.” Even with its flatness,

her story suggests an alternative social scene to the party going on around them,

2 Mrs Malins might have had an effect on Gretta, too, if only via the narration: the ‘nice’ from
her story migrates to Gretta’s dialogue, to ‘nice husband.’
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a scene that might not be as lyrical as that of the Conroys’ final paragraphs, but
that might in its own way represent a “placid,” less tormented celebration of
family and company.

At the same time, her story contains within it the historical violence to which
Molly’s nationalism refers. Like thousands of her fellow Irish displaced to
Glasgow, Freddy’s mother moved away from Ireland to a brutal industrial centre
in a foreign country. It's not the Romantic, nationalist ideal of the Aran Islands;
it’s a stark fact from Irish history. Mrs Malins’s story, too, occludes. But neither is
her story negative or judgemental. You don’t have to go west to be Irish. Mrs
Malins in Glasgow exists (and persists) outside the text, sitting in the corner of
the room, creating a space which the strivings of the Morkan sisters, and of
Gabriel and Molly, can refer to but not incorporate. In such a position, Mrs
Malins is the one who, in the double meaning of Kate’s term, “‘would not be said’
by anybody (152) —she speaks for herself, and no one says anything about her.
She is, then, perhaps alone in her immunity from the anxious economy of
contestation, of social advantage, of competing idiolects that emerge in “The
Dead.” She presents, unsentimentally and rather boringly, her own self-sufficient
centre, and the narrator, after giving over the story entirely —her whole story,
such as it is—then simply drops her, not knowing what to do with her. Norris
writes of Lily that the narrative ‘sweet-talks and abandons her, treating her
essentially as a decorative fixture at the party” (495). Mrs Malins's resistance, and

the narrative’s resistance to her, throw into relief the limits of the identificatory
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transactions and the concomitant judgements surrounding her; for a moment, the
economy just stops. Her “back answer’ to her pitying fellow partygoers is not so
much silenced as politely nodded at and dismissed. Gabriel will later stand at the
window and imagine the world beyond the party; here’s an answer for him,

which he and all ignore.

3.6 Projective Identification

Melanie Klein elaborated Freud’s early concept of projection into projective
identification. As defined by the New Dictionary, projective identification is ‘an
unconscious phantasy in which aspects of the self or of internal objects are split
off and attributed to an external object” (126).2 This difference is in a sense a
difference in prepositions—in Freud the subject projects materials onto the object,
while for Klein the projection goes into the object and back again—and this

difference is profound.

2 Klein and her school use the spelling ‘phantasy’ to distinguish their theory from the more
circumscribed Freudian concept of ‘fantasy’ as a response to frustrated desire. Kristeva puts it
this way: ‘Isaacs proposed the spelling “phantasy” in order to denote the psychic activity
preceding the repression that interested Klein.... In Isaacs’s view, “phantasy is (in the first
instance) the mental corollary, the psychic representative, of instinct”” (Klein 138). It has as much
to do with affect as with thought; in fact, in its infantile way, thought and feeling are
indistinguishable in phantasy.

As Spillius writes, Freud saw fantasy as subordinate to the ‘basic unit of the System
Unconscious,” an unconscious instinctual wish, whereas for Kleinians, ‘unconscious phantasies
are the primary unconscious content” (Bronstein 19). In other words, Freudian fantasy, though of
course overloaded with meaning, is a distinct entity, whereas for Klein, phantasy is a network,
‘synonymous with unconscious thought’ (21), which is ‘built up into a complex system which is
the individual’s unique way of being, of relating to the world, of maintaining his balance” (25).

We might begin to think about this difference as analogous to the first pages of Portrait:
Stephen’s fantasy of marriage with Eileen, versus the entire, unspoken, phantastic approach
Stephen takes towards his world, an approach foregrounded in these pages, this phantasy
elaborated within (or as) the language of representation.
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Donald Meltzer, in The Claustrum, outlines the difference with a reading of
Freud’s case of the Wolf-Man. In Freud’s analysis, the Wolf-Man identifies with
his mother’s menorrhagia and thus creates an imaginary link with himself—an
incorporation of his mother into his own ego (Claustrum 14).

But with Klein, as Meltzer points out, the process is dynamic. The Wolf-Man
suffers not because of his monstrous egoism (in which he takes in his mother
once and for all), but because he is taking her in and expelling her, back and
forth, over time. The taking-in and expelling-out is an anal process, can erase the
difference between child and mother, and can become a structure lasting into
adulthood (Claustrum 14-16).

This is how projective identification operates, and it offers a ruthlessly and in
some ways risibly concrete conception of subjectivity. The simple metaphor of
the infant introjecting the mother’s milk and the later projection of bodily waste
materials turns out not to be much of a metaphor at all. The genesis of
subjectivity occurs precisely at this affective moment where inside and outside
lose their boundaries, where “stuff’ goes out and comes back, filling up a psychic
and physical interiority and projecting it all outward to constitute and
comprehend the outside world. This infantile encounter with uncertainty
becomes organized at a fundamentally physical level, with the coarsest kind of
thinking, charged with crude and powerful affect.

The dynamic nature of projective identification can produce the world for the

infant: for instance, as David Bell notes, the baby’s smile creates the mother’s
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smile (‘Projective Identification’146). As Elizabeth Bott Spillius argues in Melanie

Klein Today (vol. 1),
What Klein’s concept of projective identification has done has been to add
depth and meaningfulness to Freud’s concept of projection by
emphasizing that one cannot have a phantasy of projection impulses
without projecting part of the self, which involves splitting, and, further,
that impulses and parts of the self do not vanish when projected; they are
felt to go into the object. (82)

This dynamic—the child’s ability to produce the mother’s smile —can become
uncanny, even pernicious, when accompanied by a proprietary, acquisitive
dimension. As described in the New Dictionary, the subject might ‘induce the
recipient of the projection to feel and act in accordance with the projective
phantasy,” and might also phantasize about ‘entering the mind of the other to
acquire desired aspects of his psyche’ (126). In other words, as the subject
projects and introjects materials from the object, she not only can rob (in
phantasy) materials from the object, but can split off parts of itself and invade the
object, robbing it of its will. While it sounds outrageous on its face, it can be
understood by way of the example of Othello and Iago—Iago’s actions are more
than consciously manipulative, and instead work (particularly via language) to

evacuate, then invade, Othello’s mind, producing in Othello the psychic reaction

Iago cannot quite produce for himself.*

2 Richard Rusbridger makes this argument: ‘lago manages this projection of his own
disturbance into Othello. In several scenes in the play he acts like a theatre director or puppeteer,
orchestrating public violence....” (39). In Verdi, Rusbridger points out, Otello slowly begins to
incorporate Iago’s musical motifs.
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Or as Sedgwick puts it in her analysis of projective identification, ‘for Freud,
when I've projected my hostility onto you, I believe that you dislike me; for Klein,
additionally, when I've projected my hostility into you, you will dislike me’
(‘Weather’ 135). In projective identification, the other person responds within and
because of your phantasy.?
As outlined above, projective identification is necessary for creating the
world —the only way the parade of meaningless objects can take shape and
become meaningful for the infant. It's the central function of the paranoid-
schizoid position, the way of expelling bits of the self into the world and
introjecting pieces of the world back into one’s (imagined) body. As Spillius
writes, Klein
thought of projective identification as a phantasy in which bad parts of the
self were split off from the rest of the self and, together with bad
excrements, were projected into the mother or her breast to control and
take possession of her in such a fashion that she was felt to become the
bad self. Good parts of the self were projected, too, she thought, leading to
the enhancement of the ego and of good object relations, provided the
process was not carried to excess. (Today 81)

Hence the anxiety of the paranoid-schizoid position: projective identification is

necessary for coming to know the world, but this constant management of the

world is psychically exhausting and always precarious.

2 Bion writes of a case in which his patient is silent for some twenty minutes. Bion begins to
fear the patient will attack him physically. He says to the patient, “You have been pushing into
my insides your fear that you will murder me.” The patient’s knuckles turn white from making
fists; there is no other change. After more silence, Bion says, ‘When I spoke to you, you took your
fear that you would murder me back into yourself; you are now feeling afraid you will make a
murderous attack on me.” (‘Language’ 224)
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3.7 Judgement Night

Projective identification serves, in reading, as the mental activity that allows
meaning to emerge. As Kristeva puts it in ‘Joyce the Gracehoper,’ literature
operates via ‘the mechanism of identification as the motor of the Imaginary’; the
projecting reader ‘forms One with the Other,” with literature’s ‘human characters,
its verisimilitude, its catharses” (167). The reader projects part of herself into the
characters, re-encountering herself in the guise of another, and re-introjects these
parts, evaluating them affectively and imaginatively, often through catharsis.
Kristeva argues further that the Joycean text illuminates ‘the details of
identification’s mechanisms, one that presides over the Imaginary’s genesis, and
consequently over its realization’ (168).

This, however, is just the identification side of the story. The narrator of “The
Dead’ is marked by a deep Kleinian projective identification —introjecting the
words and intentions of the characters, projecting them back out into the text,
without the middle step of intentionality or, in the infantile semi-metaphor,
digestion. While the narrator is positioned as a traditional storytelling persona,
the story is in a real sense not told; language is churned through this pointedly
non-personalized, unavoidable force of constant, replicative projective
identification. In its hyper-identification with its characters, the narrator allows
the barrier between itself and the characters to become unlocatable. The
narrator’s sympathetic instability drives only more projective identification, that

desperate, paranoid-schizoid phantasy of a sure and stable world.
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Thus projective identification gives birth to the Imaginary: only through its
functioning, its investments in external objects and re-introjection of those objects
as perceived or modified, can an infant (or any subject) begin to apprehend the
outside world —but only in an Imaginary way. Klein herself writes of the
‘reciprocal action between projection and introjection which seems to be of
fundamental importance not only for the formation of his super-ego but for the
development of his object-relations and his adaptation to reality” (Children 203).
And Kristeva writes of this process, ‘The very notion of the object becomes
increasingly irrelevant in the light of the fluid exchange of fragments expelled
without and integrated within” (Klein 72).

But this genesis of the Imaginary, and of the infant’s world, is always also a
defensive process, aimed against anxiety and fear. It fiercely (if not always
accurately) discriminates between perceived ‘good” and ‘bad” objects, usually
splitting whole objects to appropriate, invade, rob, and reject their contents,
forcing the world into sense. As Esther Sanchez-Pardo writes, not only must the
external world be manipulated, but consequently the internal world as well:

The system of appearance of external coherence that we present to the
world is, in Kleinian theory, part of a complex process of introjections and
projections that also gives shape to our inside. Interiority and exteriority
are constituted not as opposites but as intimately and problematically
linked. (11)

All this desperate psychic manipulation leads inevitably to a loss of energy in

the ego, an abaissement. As Klein writes, ‘if this projective process is carried out
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excessively, good parts of the personality are felt to be lost to the self.... [T]his
process, too, results in weakening and impoverishing the ego’ (Children 102).2¢
In “The Dead,” then, projective identification is not merely the work of an
interpreting reader, as in Kristeva’s formulation. It is the activity of the narrator
insufficiently organized, one under the influence of the only partially repressed
problem of idiolect. The narrator’s promiscuity produces its own abaissement: its
ego-function as narrator diminishes as it projects into the characters, submitting
to their idiolectic controls, constantly (in Spillius’s terms) “splitting oft” and
allowing itself to be “attributed to an external object.” Most crucially, the narrator
Joyce creates is not, as it could have been, a person: it is a depersonalized agency,
one that never succeeds in forming ‘One with the Other” precisely because its
abaissement allows the problem of idiolect to emerge, generating only more
projective identification in its paranoid-schizoid efforts to create a defence
against anxiety, to create a sure and stable world in the text. Such efforts are
psychically, and narratively, exhausting. As Bion writes,
the splitting mechanism is brought into action to minister to the patient’s
greed and is therefore not simply an unfortunate catastrophe of the kind
that occurs when the patient’s ego is split in pieces as an accompaniment
of his determination to split his objects; it is the outcome of a
determination which can be expressed verbally as an intention to be as many
people as possible, so as to be in as many places as possible, so as to get as much as

possible, for as long as possible—in fact timelessly. (‘Language’ 223,
emphases added)

2% ]t is also, of course, the dynamic necessary to the transference demanded by the Spiritual
Exercises —the weakening of the exercitant’s ego to allow the release of unconscious, unordered
content into images and language.
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In this capacity, the narration is ready to reproduce the projective
identifications at work at the level of content, among the characters, their self-
perceptions, their memories, their own defensive, nostalgic splitting and judging.
It's why Freddy Malins’s angry challenge (‘because he’s only a black?’) halts the
litany of revered singers; it arrests the easy, satisfied, Imaginary splitting process
of judgement (who's good, who’s bad) by introducing an element from the
Symbolic order, a pointed and challenging isolation of the easy racial assumption
submerged by that Imaginary process. Freddy’s self-consciousness outside this
reverie calls the whole process into question, if only for a moment, before it can
be explained away.

Just as the narrator doesn’t represent the story but produces it via its idiolectic
double-loop (in which the characters and events produce the story in which they
are told, in which what the narrator says about a character is what the character
would have thought on her own), so via idiolect does the narrator attempt to
identify with characters and events. Its non-judgemental tone disguises a constant
projective investment in characters and events that always carries with it latent
aspects of judgement —laudatory, pitying, tragic—even when at the logical,
Symbolic level these judgements remain in blatant conflict. The acquisitive
dimension of identification, the attempts to claim “desired aspects’ of the object,
accounts for the story’s peculiar passivity towards its characters, its eagerness to

bring in a character’s idiolect without speech, to allow Lily to fight with the
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sisters when there’s no one in the room, to allow Gabriel to become the ‘tragic
hero’ of the story’s final pages.

The latent judgement inherent in such identification thus mirrors the
questions of judgement at the level of content. Vicki Mahaffey analyzes a similar
problem of judgement in her analysis of the joke in the first chapter of Portrait:

When Wells asks Stephen whether or not he kisses his mother before he
goes to bed, he implicitly limits the range of responses to two mutually
exclusive possibilities, so that whether he answers yes or no, he is still
bound by the configuration of the question. The questioner retains his
authority and reaffirms his superiority as long as the respondent accepts
the terms of the question.... (57)

The urgency of judgement in “The Dead” operates in the same way: the
judgement and evaluation necessary for interpretation, for dealing with ‘the
terms of the question,” is inconspicuously and deliberately undermined both by
the content of the story (its back answers) and by the unstable narrating
apparatus that forecloses perspective, reflexivity, even demarcation. From the
tirst sentence, it demands identification with Lily and some judgement of her
condition, and by the end of the page it has reversed itself, demanding the
opposite judgement with an opposing set of identifications, with no
epistemological ground from which the reader can reconcile these ‘two mutually
exclusive possibilities.” Any interpretation within this field —either answer to
Wells’s question—is built to fail.

The problem emerges in almost every scene of the story. Molly Ivors, for

instance, makes the question of judgement the thrust of her challenge to Gabriel.
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Regarding their argument about the role of politics in art, Norris notes,
‘interpretations of “The Dead” have traditionally assumed that Gabriel is right,’
thus ‘colluding” with the story’s repression of women’s voices, in particular
Molly’s feminism and nationalism (481). Gabriel indeed fails to grasp her point,
but he finds her ambiguous because that’s the very game she’s playing. As they
change hands in the quadrille, she alternatively criticizes him (“West Briton!’
[149]) and then indicates she’s only teasing. There’s no way for him, or the
reader, to assess what she says. Her attack on his apolitical literary stance may be
sound, but it misses its mark in its deliberately confusing, passive-aggressive
exposition. If Gabriel finds this behaviour annoying, thereby confirming Molly’s
perception that he doesn’t take her views seriously, it's not because he’s wrong.
In her consideration of Gabriel and Mary Jane, Norris writes, ‘so the Morkan
sisters are left with a pompous nephew who considers them ignorant old women
and a spineless niece who nearly publicly insults her aunts in the interests of
toadying to her clients’ (499). Such an analysis, however, risks falling into the
trap of Wells’s question. In a night full of praise of the Morkan sisters, the highest
praise they hear —that which has the strongest, most positive effect on them —is
from Gabiriel. It is, to use the much-debated word Gretta later uses to describe
Gabriel, generous. To judge his speech as ‘pompous’ or vapid therefore carries a
corollary judgement, that the weeping sisters are stupid: to judge Gabriel as

fatuous means one must judge the sisters as ignorant old women.
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The same can be said for another of Norris’s judgements, of Gabriel’s “petty
paternal tyrannies masked as solicitude and practices on the bodies of wife and
children’ (487). Like all such judgements of character and events in the story, this
is not untrue. Gretta’s teasing does, certainly, obliquely name a kind of
oppression at the hands of Gabriel. But one “tyrannical” demand Gabriel makes is
that Gretta wear galoshes, a demand with double significance: first, that she is
able to refuse and turn the refusal into a joke on Gabriel, and second, as Gretta
knows, that not dressing for the weather can kill you. Gabriel, unaware at this
point of Michael Furey, jokes that Gretta would walk home in the snow ‘if she
were let’—a similarly oblique assertion of male power, but also, here, plain sense
that Gretta should understand better than anyone.
With regard to Gabriel’s greatest blind spot, the one that renders him a tragic
hero, Norris writes,
Gabriel’s coldness toward her home might explain Gretta’s secrecy about
Michael Furey as the result of his own interdiction. Gabriel’s desire to
control Gretta’s memory and attention serves the interest of suppressing
the social reality of their marriage and their lives in order that the
idealized forms of a socially stripped union...might be distilled from their
lives. (487)

Gabriel’s refusal to go to Galway, even after Gretta has jumped with excitement

about the possibility, is certainly cruel and ungenerous. Gabriel’s ‘coldness’ here

could, in fact, stem from a general attitude towards all things Western and (in his

mother’s description of Gretta) ‘country cute’ (147). But it’s at least equally likely

that Gretta, in her enthusiasm, unwittingly allies herself with the recently
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infuriating Molly Ivors. Gretta’s response to Gabriel’s rudeness is indirect, both
at the moment and again later, when they’re alone (and when in fact she calls
him “‘generous’); she responds instead with passive-aggression, using the
oblivious Mrs Malins in her ‘nice husband’ retort. It's easy to extrapolate such an
interaction into a pattern typical of their relationship —angry outbursts, passive-
aggression—but no such statement is made in the story; with this narrator, no
such statement can be made. Neither can we see further inside Gabriel’s attitude
towards Ireland; though he says he’s sick of it, and though he tells Gretta she can
go to Galway by herself, not only does he have plans at the end of the story to go
west, but his speech’s commendation of Ireland’s hospitality might not be
insincere or bombastic at all.

The claim that he desires “to control Gretta’s memory” similarly stakes out
definitive judgement that screens out much of the story, mirroring the narrator as
it stifles contradictions in its drive towards coherence. Gretta’s memory of
Michael Furey is at least as self-aggrandizing as anything Gabriel says. Nothing
is more egocentric than Gretta’s ‘I think he died for me” (174). To read Gretta’s
memory not only as a beautiful romance (as it may be) but as “more true’ than
her relationship with Gabriel is, again, to collude with the narrator, to fall into
the same blind trap as Eveline. Gretta’s memory is as much a persistent, morbid
obsession as it is an example of rural or Western “authenticity’ in contrast to the
Conroy marriage. If self-absorption prevents Gabriel from seeing Gretta’s “truth,’

what of this moment from her adolescence blocking Gretta’s sight of Gabriel?
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It can in fact be said that Gabriel listens to Gretta all too well. Though he may
aestheticize the experience and lose himself once again in his own tragic
narrative, it's because he doesn’t defend himself against her story. It might be
that he “‘wondered at the riot of her emotions,” but it’s only because he earnestly
wonders at her story in the first place.

This is not to ‘rescue’ Gabriel from any negative reading, to forge yet another
meaning-making judgement from the rhetorical field of “The Dead.” Most
importantly, this suspension of judgement is not meant to lead towards a
bourgeois-humanist, ‘to know all is to forgive all” acquiescence. Quite the
contrary: such general goodwill is, in fact, the idiolectic narrator’s very problem.
Its oversensitivity to characters fails to address and resolve the real conflicts,
personal and political, that arise among them —Lily’s treatment at the hands of
her bourgeois-humanist employers, the oppression (possibly fatal, in Norris’s
reading) of Julia by the Catholic Church, a seemingly insurmountable alienation
of Gabriel and Gretta within their marriage. The narrative apparatus over-
identifies with the characters in an attempt at stability and impartiality, and this
kind of empathy is a real form of paralysis.”

Just because the story prevents the judgements upon which it insists does not
prevent it from presenting and explicating conflicts of great urgency. As readers,

we’re not permitted to sit with Mrs Malins in the corner, taking it all in as a

27 Even this reading of Mrs Malins risks valorizing her in a patronizing way, making her
‘simplicity” indistinguishable from ‘simple-mindedness.’
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charming blur, nor can we stand with Gabriel at the window —no matter how

lyrical the invitation —imagining our way out of the troubling facts at hand.

3.8 ‘The Dead’ and the Lovolan Position

Because of both the content of the story and the structure of its telling, in
order to form the judgements necessary for interpreting ‘“The Dead,” the reader
must always screen out or split off dimensions of the story. The act of readerly
judgement here is akin to projective identification —and the partial, conflict-
ridden solutions that are akin to the violent splitting inherent in that psychic
process.

The most significant, and violent, contestations happen at the level of the
‘unthinkable’ —the subtle, discernible movements of this narrator. The violence
never rises fully to the level of theme, plot, or characterization. In other words, it
never becomes what the story is about. But the reader who seeks to move beyond
the paranoid-schizoid condition of the narrator can’t help but see what this
narrative idealization has hidden from view: these contestations, these painful
losses, this complex, heterogeneous, bewildered condition.

It's here where the risk of the literary depressive position, as it were, comes to
the fore. The non-paranoid, depressive reader sees the need to address these
contestations and losses, but the judgement and evaluation necessary for
interpreting these issues are made problematic in themselves—they’re just

another way to repress, or oppress, the materials. Such a traditional mode of
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reading is inconspicuously and deliberately undermined by the paranoid
narrating apparatus. Any hermeneutic within such a field is built to fail. The
depressive risk is clear: we can become hopeless at finding meaning in such a
story; worse, we can render the text as ‘mere text,” as a literary game about itself,
detaching it from significance —what Sedgwick elsewhere calls, quoting Peter
Sloterdijk, ‘enlightened false consciousness’ (‘Paranoid” 141).

That’s one key function of the political contestations within the story: to
disallow not only nihilist cynicism but bourgeois-humanist exculpation as well.
These issues are, in both an imaginary and a historical sense, real. And yet the
form of the narrative—its unmoored narrator —prevents us from doing anything
hermeneutic about it. Every time we might make an attempt to ‘forge” a meaning
in the story —are we on the side of Lily, or her employers? —we’ll get an answer,
but an incomplete one. Forced to abandon such paranoid judgements, we're left
with the honest question of what significance this moving and seductively
beautiful text might have at all.

This, as we’ll see in the following chapter, is the challenge of the depressive
position: to avoid nihilism and cynicism and move instead towards mourning,
guilt, and reparation. This depressive desire to repair the wounded object
demands that we watch how the story operates—internally to the text and, via its
structuring of projective identification, externally on the reader, on the reader’s
own will to certainty. And a depressive reading will not move towards a

totalizing vision of the story, but towards a reparative stance —not sentimental or
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even focused on the human subjects, but a political one, uncertain, local,
contingent, and impermanent. The intellectual-affective integration of the story’s
part-objects (characters, events, narrative strategies) requires the reader in the
end to approach this story and its politics depressively, and affirmatively: ‘“This is
all there is,” we might crudely say, ‘and this is all you get.’

‘The Dead,” in this respect, aligns precisely with the hermeneutic, affective,
and intellectual imperatives of the Spiritual Exercises. The text offers innumerable
ways for the reader’s transference to resolve too quickly —to take sides, to find a
theme, to empathize with one character over another. As with the Exercises, the
readerly transference must remain unclosed —the exercitant can never make
outright truth-claims about his meditations, and any hint of connection with the
Divine must be suspect. The transferential operations of “The Dead” must remain
open, Imaginary identifications (by the reader and by the narrator) continuing
along its narrative chain, never resolving into a definitive, Symbolic
hermeneutics. The story is a scrupulus, and demands reading by one able, like the
exercitant, to fully believe and fully disbelieve, to take seriously, affectively,
sensorially the situations at hand without falling into the theological error of
certainty.

We might imagine a way in which Gretta and Gabriel might now recognize
one another —that they might each come to a depressive position (Gabriel giving
up his aesthetic idealization of Gretta, Gretta doing the same with Michael

Furey); Klein’s concept of the depressive position means that the loss of
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paranoid-schizoid certainty and control opens the possibility for reparation and
love. And that possibility exists—but only as further labour, beyond the scope of
the story itself. And that would be the depressive labour of the reader, of the

well-disposed mind.
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CHAPTER FOUR:

JOYCE WITH KLEIN

— There can be no reconciliation, Stephen said, if there has not
been a sundering.
Said that.

U 9:397-399
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4.1 The Heavy Book

Everything only connected by ‘and’ and “and.”
Open the book. (The gilt rubs off the edges

of the pages and pollinates the fingertips.)
Open the heavy book.

— Elizabeth Bishop, ‘Over 2000 Illustrations and a
Complete Concordance” (58)

““and” and “and”’: a phrase whose meaning is possible only through
punctuation and context, bordering on nonsense, concluding a sentence that is
itself incomplete. And yet the passage suggests a kind of astonishment in the face
of writing —a reverie. The speaker, recalling her childhood Bible, wonders at the
bald confidence of that text, its ability to list its facts without any need to explain
itself, any need to indicate causality. And despite the gentle demand to open the
book, the very fact of this reflection suggests the impossibility of returning to this
reverie. Something has been lost or broken, something to do with that faith
sustained only by ‘and,” by association, by simultaneity. The opening of the book
damages it; the “gilt’ pollinates, perhaps guiltily stains, the reader’s hands; the
string of ‘ands’ is weak—‘only.” And yet this same movement of this text, the text
written in response, suggests repair as well, a tone of wonder: at the book’s lost
ability to produce reverie; at its silent physical persistence; at its confidence now
turned naive, its sheer beauty breaking, in dust, into the world.

Bishop’s poem asks us to think about the book in our hands. It describes an
act of reading that accounts for sundering and distance, and it does so by

engaging with the materiality of reading —of the difference between then and
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now, of the gilt dispersed into the scene of reading, of the hands of the reader
wondering about her own wonder. What had been present in the text for the
child reader —the gorgeous invitations to adventure and certainty (literally)
mapped onto the real world —and what had been ‘contained” with confidence
and authority in that text has broken down, the ‘ands” no longer able to hold the
text together. But neither can she locate the sundering, or account for the loss.
The poem begins with regret at the way life has not mirrored the world once
dreamt of with this book: “Thus should have been our travels.” Guilt and gilt are
both present, the first yielding the gift of the second.

This image, and this act of reading, offer a frame to consider the ways in
which we might further elaborate a non-paranoid, reparative means of reading —
a depressive reading position that would negotiate the challenges examined in the
previous chapter. If a depressive reading involves loss, including loss of control,
judgement, and belief, how might this loss work, what kind of labour is

involved, and what might lie on the other side?

4.2 All Surface, All Depth

In Chapter Two, we began to work through Eve Kosovsky Sedgwick’s call for
a depressive, reparative reading, using it to loosen the Spiritual Exercises from the
rigidities readers such as Barthes find there. Critics since Sedgwick have
attempted to work out what a depressive reading might entail. For the most part,

they have theorized methods for abandoning paranoid reading in favour of new
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techniques, including the ‘New Formalism” (Levinson 2007), ‘just reading’
(Marcus 2007), and “distant reading” (Moretti 2013), among others.

For instance, in 2009 Stephen Best and Sharon Marcus introduced a special
issue of Representations with an essay calling for “surface reading,” a way to avoid
paranoid, ‘symptomatic readings.” Such symptomatic readings ‘construe’ texts

as symbolic of something latent or concealed.... Symptomatic readings
also often locate outright absences, gaps, and ellipses in texts, and then
ask what those absences mean, what forces create them, and how they
signify the questions that motivate the text, but that the text itself cannot
articulate. (3)
Symptomatic reading thus sounds like the judgemental ‘traps” we saw in ‘“The
Dead’ —the way the story is structured to encourage readers to turn absences into
meaning, to simplify heterogeneity and contingency into judgement.

Such symptomatic reading, in Best’s and Marcus’s estimation, finds only
what it seeks. As such it is not only politically feeble but self-serving as well: it
means to make literary criticism ‘a strenuous and heroic endeavour, one more
akin to activism and labour than to leisure, and therefore fully deserving of
remuneration’ (5-6). Surface reading, on the other hand, does not overstate its
case; it is not interested in uncovering hidden depths; it emphasizes ‘leisure” over
‘labour.” It is largely descriptive: “‘we take surface to mean what is evident,
perceptible, apprehensible in texts; what is neither hidden nor hiding.... A

surface is what insists on being looked at rather than what we must train

ourselves to see through’ (9).
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That “insistence” of the surface, however, presents a problem. If the textual
surface ‘insists,” the desire (real or imagined) of the text persists. Much hinges on
those prepositions: the object may insist on being looked “at,” but if that object is a
text, it is bound up with language and form, and looking ‘at’ language
irreducibly involves looking ‘through’ it—or at least towards that to which it
refers, that which lies outside, or elsewhere. The challenge is not to exclude these
traces, but find a way to follow them in a depressive way.

At the same time, to find what is “evident,” “perceptible,” and ‘apprehensible’
on the surface can only be functions of apprehenders, perceivers, and seekers of
evidence. Surface reading cannot help but, in whatever diminished way, reflect
back the products of an active reader. ‘Describing’ the surface thus merely
recodes the problem of the hermeneutic circle.

Stephen describes this problem to the readers at the National Library: ‘Every
life is many days, day after day. We walk through ourselves, meeting robbers,
ghosts, giants, old men, young men, wives, widows, brothers-in-love. But always
meeting ourselves’ (U 9:1044-6). It’s this identificatory motor that gives reading
pleasure, and it is precisely what we found to be a problem in ‘“The Dead”—the
narrator’s hyper-identification with its material, the character’s mis-
identifications of one another, and the reader’s propensity to identify, delimit,
and conclude. Instead, what ‘The Dead’ shows is that the reader must find
contours and resistances—not, as with symptomatic reading, with the goal of

uncovering pernicious secrets within the text, but precisely to avoid the problem
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of ‘meeting ourselves’ that Stephen names. As Nicolette David writes in her
reading of Klein, ‘if reparation as an analytical tool is really to be set to work
upon literary texts, it must shake off its disguise as wish-fulfilment and reveal
itself in the subtle permutations of action, in its workings through literary
fictions” (5). If the text starts to ‘rub off the edge of the pages’ as early as Lily’s
‘literally,” there is a disjunction called for in reading, a labour that disrupts that

identificatory power and perhaps makes the book fall apart in our hands.

Ellen Rooney draws on Althusser to describe what she sees as the central
problem of Marcus’s and Best’s argument for surface reading. As Rooney puts it,
““description” simply doesn’t work in the way the Representations editors—and
perhaps many others—wish it would’ (115). She delineates the impossibility of
the task Marcus and Best propose, working from Althusser’s emphasis on ““the
necessity of [the] contingency” of the particular’ (117, brackets in original). That
particularity moves any linguistic act into temporal and social contexts, which—
as suspicious, symptomatic theory has taught us—cannot be bracketed off in
tavour of ‘what is there” on the page. Rooney notes that Althusser calls this

L 44

security in “what is there’ the ““obviousness” of ideology’ (123).
Understanding this process requires an analysis, perhaps a suspicion, of the

ways reading can make this blank surface generative: ‘“reading” is always also a

writing that is imperfectly mediating itself... [W]e must negotiate the
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discontinuity, the failure of coincidence between these two mediating languages,
in any imaginable “description”” (124).

This imperfect mediation —this inability to apprehend a text, this disjunction
between whatever text is on the page and the text the reader ‘writes” in her
experience of reading it—is precisely the dynamic that produces meaning. As
Rooney writes, ‘reading is transitive in [Althusser’s] view, an inevitably
productive encounter” (129). Surface reading, she argues, reinstalls the idea it’s
meant to replace: the ‘empiricist myth in which truth is a “kernel” “hidden”
within a “husk” or beneath a “veil”” (37, quoting Marcus and Best), this time
lying not behind but ‘obviously” on the surface. To believe that something can be
read on the surface, she argues, is to fall into what Althusser calls “the religious
myth of reading” in which one imagines the world as an open book to be read at
tirst sight’ (128).

This open book is that of Bishop’s speaker, who once found meaning on the
Biblical maps and was able to fall effortlessly into her imaginary perception of
fertile, theologically sound truth—an ‘obvious’ surface in which she sees herself
reflected back. What must happen instead is something more disturbing than a
simpler, liberal reading strategy, i.e., recognizing the contingencies of the socio-
political positions from which we read and from which texts arise. Instead, a
depressive reading strategy must be something more radical, aimed at discerning
the psychic dynamics that render such surfaces meaningful, and ‘obvious,” in the

tirst place.
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Elizabeth Weed points to Freud to help describe such a process. She writes
that for Freud, ‘it is not the latent reading beneath the manifest that produces
insight, but what he calls the “dream-work”” (100). In other words, the
‘symptoms’ of ‘symptomatic reading’ are not under the surface, but in the on-
going process of form —how the dream, or the text, has come together to turn inert
materials into meaning. Part of that process occurs through overdetermination,
condensation, and displacement; the dynamics of meaning, then, come from the
unmasterability of these dynamics of form.

This unmasterability manifests in our reading of ‘The Dead.” And I argue that
it is an essential dimension of depressive reading. But so, by necessity, is the
paranoia that must precede the depressive position. While efforts to find more
depressive, reparative ways of reading usually attempt to turn away from
paranoia—as surface reading, for instance, attempts to eschew depth, discovery,
and the hidden—the method proposed in this chapter instead takes seriously the
Kleinian imperative in favour of paranoia, at least at the start. As Klein maintains,
paranoid projective identification is necessary for a subject’s initial encounter
with any reality: the differentiation, sorting, and affective coding (‘good” or “bad”)
involved in any new situation. The depressive position must come afterwards: an
affective acceptance of the intensely felt failure of this paranoid certainty, a
falling away from this certainty into guilt and loss, and an attempt to repair the
damage done. Kleinian theory, as we’ve seen, does not lead to an “accurate’

encounter with reality but instead accounts for, and helps the subject endure, the
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failure of that encounter itself. A reparative reading, therefore, cannot turn away
from a text’s invitations to paranoia. Instead, like the infant, it will engage
intensely with paranoia and work it through to something new.

Such a reading would be, as I'll argue, Loyolan: a reading that may hold faith
in knowledge behind the surface, but acknowledges that any attempt to
encounter that knowledge is doomed to failure. Such readings would be
fundamentally contingent; they would find in the absences not hidden
‘knowledge’ but a dynamic that produces new psychic material and ‘gratitude
and light’; they would stir promise and disappoint. A sustained, intense
encounter with this impossibility of going ‘behind the surface” produces not
knowledge but instead the most wildly productive failure: a depressive reading.

This hypothesis is this chapter’s primary contribution to the literature on
paranoid and reparative reading. By working through paranoid reading —by
engaging with it, delineating it, and coming to terms with what makes it
productive—perhaps we will be able, like the Kleinian infant, to move through
paranoia into the heterogeneous, disappointing, mobile forms of reparative
reading. In this chapter and continuing through Chapter Six, we’ll consider this
possibility from two directions: through an engagement with the specifics of
Kleinian theory, and then with Loyolan theology, as they relate to the Joycean
text. Such an examination of Klein helps us describe (if not ‘know”) the ways in
which Joyce and Loyola engage with the problem of frustration, of being

‘stuck’ —and because Joyce sets this problem for the reader in the most intense
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ways, a theoretical analysis of frustration might account for how frustration

works in his texts, and how we might make that frustration productive.

4.2 Behind the Glass

Once my nose crawled like a snail on the glass;

my hand tingled

to burst the bubbles

drifting from the noses of the cowed, compliant fish.

— Robert Lowell, “For the Union Dead’ (70)

The conclusion of “The Dead,” as the commonplace goes, produces some of
the most lyrical prose in the language. At the same time, as we’ve seen, those
final paragraphs can be read as something of a dirty trick. Form and content
move together towards a final, ennobling forgiveness sub specie aeternitatis,
subjectivity itself ‘fading out into a grey, impalpable world: the solid world itself,
which these dead had one time reared and lived in, was dissolving and
dwindling” (176). The world and the story wind down into a sublime, ahistorical,
entropic silence, burying the narrative’s semi-conscious, vital contestations under
a massive pile of snow.

The status of this conclusion —the status of the “dissolving and dwindling’ in
relation to knowledge (thematic, sexual, existential, or otherwise) attained by
Gabriel and the reader —offers the reader a choice. It’s similar to the impossible

contract outlined in Chapter Three, involving the necessity and the impossibility

of judgement. That impossibility found an origin in the narrator’s projective
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identification with characters and their motivations—a strategy of splitting to the
point where its voice, its ‘ego,” disintegrated and stilled, and found its terminus
in the reader, who must find a way to reconcile these competing imperatives in a
meaningful way.

It’s a problem that can be described in Lacanian terms as obsessional
neurosis, in which the subject is caught in a conflict between two mutually
exclusive desires.”® Obsessional neurosis leads to an uncanny confusion about
one’s status as a living subject. As Peter Brooks puts it in his analysis of Balzac’s
Le Colonel Chabert, about the return of a man previously believed dead:

[I]t is a story of the subject’s alienation from himself —am I that Chabert
whose death is recorded in the history books, or something other? —put
together from fragments...and obsessively caught in the unanswerable
question, “Am I, as what I think I am, alive or dead?” ("Narrative’ 104)
No activity, no matter how obsessional, can put this conflict to rest, and the
underlying sensation extends beyond the experience of ordinary confusion into a
sense of death, or of being undead.

Slavoj Zizek uses the term ‘undead’ to illustrate this ‘terrifying excess which,
although it negates what we understand as humanity, is inherent to being
human’ (Lacan 45). It’s this excess—this incomprehensible dimension of
subjectivity —which is Chabert’s problem, and which can be read as the problem

of ‘the dead’” in ‘“The Dead.’ It is bewilderment in the face of the Other’s desire,

what Lacan calls ‘Che vuoi?’—what excess does it see in me, and what does it

2 Obsessional neurosis, of course, leads to obsessional behaviour: the making of Cyclopean
lists, or indeed much of the scholarship on Joyce (including, perhaps, this footnote).
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want from me, that I cannot see in myself? As Gabriel confronts Gretta’s
revelation, this is precisely his situation: a dislocation in his understanding of her
desire for him, an inability to understand who he is to her, and for her, and what
she wants. And he must confront his own status, as it were, as alive (is Michael
Furey alive? more alive than I am?). It leads then to an image of the graveyard
and of the buried Ireland, and through these mechanisms it becomes the problem
of the reader: At the end of Dubliners, as this story ends with snow-covered
Ireland, we find the blankness of the white page. What does it want from me?
Am], or at least my reading, to dissolve and dwindle with it?

The reader’s failing discernment, having been frustrated by the translucent
operations of idiolect, now moves toward this direct confrontation of the text as
text, to close the book, to know. The lyricism, the whiteness at the end of the page,
the imperative to square the circle of these competing desires and to know what
this strange story meant—all challenge the reader to refuse a conflicted,
obsessional-neurotic ‘undead’ reading of the story, and to constellate a Loyolan,

and Kleinian, position in response.

Take, for one final example, Gabriel’s thoughts of Julia’s approaching death.
What comes to his mind is not a reflection upon her life, nor a consideration of
the conflicts that raged around her briefly only hours before—for instance, the

argument over the new papal restrictions that keep Julia out of the choir. Instead,
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in light of Gretta’s challenge to his self-understanding, Gabriel conjures a
detailed image, a sudden composition of place:
Soon, perhaps, he would be sitting in that same drawing room, dressed in
black, his silk hat on his knees. The blinds would be drawn and Aunt Kate
would be sitting beside him, crying and blowing her nose and telling him
how Julia had died. He would cast about in his mind for some words that
might console her, and would find only lame and useless ones. (175)

To read ‘suspiciously,” as Margot Norris does, is to find Gabriel re-inscribing
himself at the centre of the story —self-deprecating, to be sure, with his literary
and rhetorical ambitions failing him at the moment others most need them. If the
conclusion of “The Dead” evokes an entropic forgiveness, the reader might
wonder who exactly might be forgiven here, aside from Gabriel himself. That he
paints a rhetorically beautiful portrait of his own rhetorical failure is
paradigmatic, another “poignant’ sign of the ‘generosity’ that marks his role.

Yet now, after Gretta’s revelation, he here imagines himself unable to respond
to the presence of another, a self-imagining that emphasizes close physicality (the
tears, the nose-blowing) while demonstrating, at least to himself, the failure of
his rhetoric to meet his affect.

The impasse in the passage is clear, and rests—in content and form —on the
function of paranoia: Is Gabriel taking over the story again, turning even his
aunt’s death into a narcissistic, paranoid exercise? Aunt Julia, due to the ‘excess’
that has shaken Gabriel’s world, is here neither dead nor not dead. Indeed, the

vividness of this composition of place gives it the status of reality within the

story, as ‘real” and powerful as anything else the story tells. Or does such a
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modern, ‘suspicious’ reading screen out Gabriel’s authentic, if arguably meagre,
generosity on display here—a decent person’s reaction to his own powerlessness
in the face of death, or to the revelation that one’s wife still loves another? This
distinction is more than a menu of possible readings; much is at stake in this
difference, and once again the story, if it is to ‘mean’ anything, demands an
answer while refusing to allow it.

This undecidability inheres, David Spurr argues, within the paranoid
possibilities of representation, within the falseness of fiction itself, especially
modernist fiction about modernist artists:

In general, the value of the concept of paranoia for literary studies is that
it constitutes an imagined but internally coherent interpretation of the
world whose relation to the real remains undecidable. It thus serves as a
kind of formal analogy for aesthetic modes that open themselves to
notions of radical alterity within the formal constraints of the art work. At
the same time, paranoia as a subjective relation to the object world has
become a symptomatic condition of the figure of the artist in the face of a
modern world... (179)%
Gabriel is in a double-bind: he is himself, of course, a representation of the figure
of the artist in the modern world, increasingly lost in his ‘relation to the real’; and
he appears within a text that allows its internal coherence to unravel in the face
of that very undecidability.

The Kleinian analyst Gerry Byrne reads here an indication of Gabriel’s hard-

won attainment of the depressive position, in this scene at the window.* For

2 Spurr argues for the productive value of paranoia in Joyce and Kafka—not merely to
address the condition of modernity, but to resist a hostile world bent on conformity (179).
% Personal interview.
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Byrne, Gretta’s story reveals to Gabriel the falseness of his idealization—a
paranoid-schizoid defence, the form of splitting that represses the heterogeneity,
the goodness and badness, of an object. Like the infant who suddenly recognizes
that the good and bad versions of that breast, face, voice, arms, and belly he’s
encountered all belong to the same person, Byrne argues that Gabriel’s shock of
knowledge integrates his disappointment into his sense of reality; this move
from idealization to disappointment serves as a catalyst to depression. In these
terms, Gabriel’s response is a Kleinian success: where with Miss Ivors he easily
takes a defensive and angry stance, here at the window his psychic position has
grown more sophisticated. He looks at Gretta with a kind of wonder, a stance
readers such as Byrne see as a response of love and reparation. In such a reading,
Gabriel’s thought of his aunt’s death, his composition of place here, is a paragon
of depressive reparation. His empathetic imagination fills out a full scene, down
to awkward knees and runny noses—it isn’t just about the prospect of Aunt
Julia’s death, but is almost the thing itself, created and lived in the moment and
in the textual surface, the exercitant Gabriel inhabiting the scene via composition
of place and affectively making it whole.

At the moment Gabriel integrates the part-objects of Gretta into a more
heterogeneous, complex person, a person with an unknowable and almost sacred
interiority, the text too integrates the disparate idiolects and contestations into a
rich, aesthetic whole. The part-objects —the fragments of character and event—

that have moved through the party are themselves resolved for the reader in this
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final moment. Just as Gabriel reacts to his aunt’s coming death by affectively
composing a scene of reparation, so too does the text. To use Sedgwick’s analogy,
it’s almost as though the “weather’ of the text changes, where inside and outside
are both subject to the same broad, climatic effects.> The former positions of both
Gabriel and the narration are broken by the same piece of narrative knowledge,
and they both move towards an integration: psychically, affectively, and, by
means of their images, even physically.

Thus the sudden emergence of the depressive position at the level of
character leads to the possibility of a depressive position at the level of form. It’s
possible because the thematics of the story hinge on what the reader makes of, or
knows about, Gabriel’s knowledge, what the reader knows of his knowing, at the end
of the story —its status, its potent performative function in relation to others and
in relation to the text itself. Are we ‘getting” Gabriel’s depressive knowledge (as
truth about the world)? What does Gabriel know, and what does this knowledge,
and our knowledge of it, do? As this knowledge organizes itself around Gabriel,
what is the residue—what excess might it produce—as we drift into the
whiteness of the final page?

The text thus offers an invitation to two mutually exclusive interpretations.
On the one hand, we can participate in Gabriel’s (or the story’s) wisdom and
aesthetic richness. Like Gabriel, we can observe, mourn, and affectively

participate in the story’s thematic and formal conclusion as it occurs. On the

31 See Sedgwick, ‘The Weather in Proust.”
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other hand, we can attempt to integrate this conclusion with the political and
social contexts from which one would expect it should follow if it is indeed to
serve as conclusion.

We might ask, for example, as generations of exam questions have done:
what is the meaning of the resonant, freighted, repeated word ‘snow’? If we read
it as a symbol, are we not in fact reading it as “a symbol of something,” thereby
repeating the very crime we’ve accused Gabriel of having committed a few pages
before? Are we not being asked to ignore the knowledge we’ve just learned? And
yet if we decide not to read it as symbolic, as meaningful —as perhaps just
something he saw and thought—then the implications quickly become absurd:
that the whole story is, as many readers suspect, mere reportage of unrelated
events, a supremely ‘realist’ and poignant account of social life at this historical
moment. To make this move is to retroactively empty the story of its possibilities
for meaning and significance, and thus opening the possibility that all fictional
meaning is as empty as that snowy whiteness on the page.

The word “snow,’” in such a case, would function as the navel of the Freudian
dream —the knot in the fabric of the dream which, when investigated, rends the
surface coherence of the dream, dispelling the effect of the whole. As Freud
writes in The Interpretation of Dreams,

There is often a passage in even the most thoroughly interpreted dream
which has to be left obscure; this is because we become aware during the
work of interpretation that at that point there is a tangle of dream-

thoughts which cannot be unravelled and which moreover adds nothing
to our knowledge of the content of the dream. This is the dream’s navel,
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the spot where it reaches down into the unknown. The dream-thoughts to
which we are led by interpretation cannot, from the nature of things, have
any definite endings; they are bound to branch out in every direction into
the intricate network of our world of thought. It is at some point where
this meshwork is particularly close that the dream-wish grows up, like a
mushroom out of its own mycelium. (SE 4:525).

This tangle—the navel connecting back to unconscious thought—presents
itself to our own interpretation in this word ‘snow,” ‘branching out” as it does ‘in
every direction into the intricate network” of the story’s ‘world of thought.” It
produces these networks but refuses to be interpreted; it is most closely tied to
the story’s knowledge but will not itself reveal it.

We want the snow to mean; we want our interpretation to match the story’s
seemingly depressive position, its thematics of forgiveness, love, and reparation,
its soaring lyrical knowledge. We want to know what it knows.

But to “unravel” such a tangle ‘adds nothing to our knowledge of the content
of the dream.” And thus the problem of interpretation presents itself: Is the
conclusion’s movement towards knowledge and understanding an act of
depressive integration, or of paranoid splitting and repression of the excess? The
use of ‘snow” here serves as the perfect invitation not to interpret; the story’s
lyrical dissipation, the snow’s falling on “all the living and the dead” —the image

of white-out could not be more final, more conclusive, an ‘integration” via

universal negation. Forgiveness and love are easy when everyone involved is

dead.
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And conclusions are easy when lyrical language, when what sounds like
knowledge, comes up against the whiteness of the page itself. Like Bishop’s
speaker, we are returned to the experience of reading, to wonder at our own
wonder, to encounter a kind of loss that cannot be located anywhere but in the

dynamics of reading.

We might say that structurally, the reader is at a hermeneutic crossroads, a
moment of impossible choice and radical frustration. As elaborated in Chapter
Two, the Kleinian concept of frustration lies at the heart of the concept of the
position. As the infant experiences frustration (such as hunger) and anxiety
increases, the ambivalence of the emotions increases as well; the loved mother
who can come to save her is also the denying mother who refuses her food. The
infant then experiences simultaneously a longing desire for a comforter and a
murderous, death-drive-fuelled rage against the denier —frustratingly one and
the same object, and terrifyingly an object capable of responding to that rage
with great violence. It’s this crossroads that comes to us in the snow of ‘“The
Dead.’

What mobilizes this particular moment, what makes it more than a morality
exercise or a literary game, is a real kind of seduction. The aesthetic and rhetorical
power of the final paragraphs—forms of power under critique when Gabriel’s
using them —are suggestive without naming, inviting an affective response while

obscuring the structural, narrative contradictions beneath. This distance creates
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what seems like (and what may well be) depth through its lyricism, its certainty,
its pointing towards something beyond itself, beyond the simple fact of snow on
headstones. The ‘obviousness’ on the surface calls out for explanation and
explication. There must be something for the reader in these depths, something
behind the glass, behind the page.

To refuse this invitation, this seduction, is to take the story and these final
paragraphs at ‘face value,” to perform surface reading and leave the
contradictions—the knowledge we might suspect is connected to that navel —
behind. And it is thus ultimately to participate, or indulge, in the narcosis of
these final words, to resolve the story’s contestations via its lyrical power into a
fantasy of universal death—the falling snow and falling words putting the
conflicts, the story, and the reader together to rest in that graveyard. Allowing
the aesthetic power to resonate in such a way is, in a real sense, an instance of
‘morose delectation.”® To “delectate” in Gretta’s pain and Gabriel’s alienation, and
to solve their problems with the poignancy of this final image, is the most potent
instance of ‘Distant Music’ in the story, as though these people should, in a
paranoid-schizoid move, be themselves turned into symbols for our aesthetic
pleasure. It turns “The Dead’ into ‘“The Lass of Aughrim,” an autumnal, tasteful
reaction to pain and oppression. It paralyzes the reader’s hermeneutic sense, as

guilty of erasing conflicts as the patronizing Mary Jane. The paralysis of the

32 “‘Morose delectation Aquinas tunbelly calls this, frate porcospino.... Monkwords,
marybeads jabber on their girdles: roguewords, tough nuggets patter in their pockets.” (U 3:385-8)
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book’s first paragraph has returned in the end as an act of the reader —the
capstone (or headstone) for the narration’s overly compassionate, hysterical,
conflicted reproduction of the social order. The book in the reader’s hands, the
surface of that white page, reflects only the delectating reader herself, the glass
having become a mirror.

And it is only a problem here because the text has made it so, not least
because Gabriel’s knowledge, the very catalyst we are encouraged to celebrate, is
precisely a hard-won rejection of such aesthetic, idealizing appreciation in favour
of a newer, more depressive kind of knowledge. The poignancy of the conclusion
is, in a way, the source of all the story’s problems, and of Dublin’s paralysis: it's a

masterpiece of rhetorical narcosis.

And yet even the rhetoric of the paragraphs above points to the problem with
the second approach, with accepting the invitation to dig more deeply. It's the
problem of paranoid reading, and it’s a problem Joyce most intensely and overtly
presents to the reader on this last page. This seduction and depth—even
depthlessness—at this moment are precisely what make the story so valued in
the canon. (One might wonder whether “The Dead,” or even all of Dubliners,
would have entered the canon without these final words.) And it’s a
fundamental problem of reading that Joyce will continue to exploit, more overtly

and with no less intensity, in Portrait, Ulysses, and Finnegans Wake.
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The face of this text is made both beautiful and seductive.® But a simple
both/and equation is a weak compromise, like the dithering of obsessional
neurosis: it fails to ameliorate the problems with which the text asks the reader to
engage. To back away and call the ending “ambiguous’ (to use I.A. Richards’s
term) is merely a final (and finalizing) aestheticization of the text. Such a
both/and move would be worse than choosing either option; it valorizes the
opacity of the page, reifies it, gives the reader comfort in its ‘ambiguity,” making
a symbol of something to be poignantly recalled later, and failing to take the pain
of the previous fifteen stories seriously. What might seem like obscure
hermeneutic manoeuvres comes to us, obliquely, in the form of the most basic
questions about the text, returning here in the conclusion where they don’t
belong: What was “The Dead” about? What did that mean? What was that for?

The question that presents itself in this hermeneutic split, then, concerns the
performativity of knowledge: what Gabriel knows, what the story knows, what
we know about that knowledge, how that knowing works. “What does
knowledge do,” Sedgwick asks, ‘the pursuit of it, the having and exposing of it,
the receiving again of knowledge of what one already knows? How, in short, is
knowledge performative, and how best does one move among its causes and

effects?” (‘Paranoid” 124). If the text produces some kind of response, how can we

3 As the narrator of The Ambassadors says of Strether’s bewildered first encounter with Paris,
‘what seemed all surface one moment seemed all depth the next’ (64). Jameson describes the
surface/depth relation as a fundamental, and mournful, concern of modernist art. One
characteristic of the postmodern, in this framing, is that the attempts to discern a relation are
finally forsaken—the mourning stops, and euphoria sets in (14).
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direct it without collapsing the story and its knowledge beneath the very force of
our desire to know?

This is, of course, the fundamental hermeneutic challenge of the Spiritual
Exercises as well. To come to terms with ‘The Dead,” the reader will have to attain

the Loyolan Position—one that’s resonant, risky, open, and perhaps impossible.

4.3 Paranoid Creativity, Paranoid Comfort

Leave, I was going to say leave all that. What matter who’s speaking, someone said

what matter who's speaking.

— Beckett, Texts for Nothing (11)

As with Lily’s ghostly argument with the sisters, the refracting of the Uncle
Charles Principle in these final paragraphs prevents the reader from discerning
where ‘Gabriel” ends and the story “proper’ begins—what thoughts or words
‘belong,” in other words, to the part and which to the whole.* This question of
‘who’s speaking,” and whether it matters, gets foregrounded in Joyce’s later
works—it’s a sine qua non of understanding page one of Ulysses—but until
perhaps “Aeolus,’ it’s never more radical and destabilizing than it is here. To
understand the function of meaning in these paragraphs carries the highest risk

of suspicious reading. It seems as though the text knows more than we do and

ultimately won't tell, and that there must therefore be a location for this

3 ]t's one of the reasons Exiles couldn’t work. The boundary-blurring of idiolect can’t operate
in an exclusively dialogic text, spoken by separate bodies. The division between parts and whole
is too clear.



134

knowledge —‘somewhere, in the Other, “it” knows.”® And under these
conditions, as Sedgwick puts it, ‘because learning of the possibility of a bad
surprise would itself constitute a bad surprise, paranoia requires that bad news
be always already known’ (‘Paranoid” 130). This is indeed what precisely makes
Gabriel Conroy an object lesson for pleasant, bourgeois, open-minded aesthetes
like us: after our own surprise at Gretta’s story, we turn back to him: You should
have known.

Melissa Free traces the reception of Gabriel Conroy in critical history, from
his original status as ‘a painfully ordinary man’ through Kenner’s and Allen
Tate’s critiques through to more recent readings: ‘Gabriel the would-be adulterer
thus became Gabriel the potential rapist, then Gabriel the “sexual[ly]
imperialis[t],” and even, more broadly, Gabriel the imperialist’ (281; brackets in
original). Gabriel, in such a reading, is to be condemned for the power of his
privileged ignorance, and our knowledge of his ignorance becomes our
advantage, the knowledge we get from his fall; the smug knowledge we have
accused Gabriel of having has simply relocated to (or into) the reader. Michael
Murphy, in an attempt to recover readings from this kind of paranoid distancing,
calls this mode of critique ‘Gabebashing.”3® We become caught in a paranoid

loop: putting Gabriel and these critics ‘in their place’ is precisely the problem at

35 Lacan, Seminar XX, 81.
% That Murphy’s defence of Gabriel is itself hostile and heated serves Sedgwick’s thesis that
paranoia is contagious, especially when one is pointing out paranoia (as, of course, we are here).
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hand, a way of battening down the text, while the “’knowledge,” whatever it is,

keeps moving.

Freud draws his theory of paranoia most clearly and extensively in his 1911
paper on Daniel Paul Schreber ("Psycho-analytic Notes on an Autobiographical
Account of a Case of Paranoia’). It is itself an act of reading: Freud reads
Schreber’s text in an attempt to discern there the contours of paranoia. He quotes
Schreber’s quotation of Guido Weber’s original diagnosis:

the patient is full of ideas of pathological origin, which have formed
themselves into a complete system; they are more or less fixed, and seem
to be inaccessible to correction by means of any objective appreciation and
judgement of the external facts. (Weber 385-6; Freud SE 12:15)

Freud does go on to read Schreber’s paranoia as a response to frustration,
derived, as Freud says all neuroses are, from the endless (even constitutive)
conflict between ego and id, between the forces of repression and the irruption of
repressed materials and the truth-value attending them. The world frustrates the
paranoiac, ‘and the paranoiac builds it again, not more splendid, it is true, but at
least so that he can once more live in it. He builds it up by the work of his
delusions. The delusional formation, which we take to be the pathological product, is in
reality an attempt at recovery, a process of reconstruction’ (SE 12:71, italics in
original). In other words, paranoia is a faulty —or a far-too-successful —creative

attempt at sense-making and coming to terms with the unbearable complexities

of the world, with this fundamental situation of frustration. It begins in part, then
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totalizes: ‘in paranoia the liberated libido becomes attached to the ego, and is
used for the aggrandizement of the ego’ (SE 12:72). Paranoia, expansive and
narcissistic, is fundamentally a creative act.

Thus the mechanics of “The Dead” become prime territory for the reader to
‘attempt recovery and reconstruction,” to create a world in which she can live.
Paranoia is not solely an endogenous pathology; it develops as a response to
external and irreducible frustrations. The recovery and reconstruction the reader
must make in this situation parallels the story’s content—Gabriel’s recovery and
reconstruction through the vision of the snow, for instance—and even the
register of the prose, which sounds reconstructive and reparative. The
frustration, we might paranoiacally say, begins in part—at a bed in the Gresham
Hotel or as a book in our hands—and expands to a whole—general all over
Ireland or as knowledge about this text and the world, knowledge that

aggrandizes egos all along the way.

4.4 Epistemophilia

We are then positing that there is a frustration inherent to reading, with regard
to suspicions about its accuracy (what it names), its wholeness (what it leaves
out), and its activity (what this naming and ignoring, this splitting, does). What
Derrida values in writing is precisely what can make a reader, or a reading,
paranoid: writing’s lack of origin, of voice, does not diminish the rhetorical

power that emanates from any act of communication, spoken or written. The
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obscure structure of reading makes possible Barthes’s “writerly” reader and
Derrida’s ‘play’ —an ability, as Beckett puts it, to ‘Leave, I was going to say leave
all that.”

But what Joyce confronts us with in “The Dead’ is that there is something to
be mourned in this freedom —that such ‘play’ can become an ‘aggrandizement of
the ego,” an asocial creation at the snowy Gresham window, screening out the
warm body on the bed. As the story has constructed it, what is at stake is not
aesthetics, and the solution is not bourgeois-humanist sympathy; precisely
because the social and political conflicts have been so problematically woven into
the text, ‘play” has become the problem.

The frustration we’re examining is symmetrical with Freud’s description of
the sexual theories of children, their own, early attempts to cope with the
frustration of partial knowledge:

A child’s desire for knowledge on this point does not in fact awaken
spontaneously, prompted perhaps by some inborn need for established
causes; it is aroused under the goad of the self-seeking instincts that
dominate him, when...he is confronted with the arrival of a new baby.
(SE 9:212)
Thus is the child attempting to reconcile her emergent, unconscious knowledge
with the corresponding realities of the parents and the wider world. If the prime
question for the child is a sexual one, it is because this is the one that links the

emerging enigmas of the internal and external worlds, conscious and

unconscious—ot, as Jeri Johnson puts it in her consideration of Freud, ‘knowing
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has everything to do with sex” (Psychology xxiii). Freud terms this drive for
knowledge the “epistemophilic instinct” (Introductory Lectures SE 16:328-9).

An adult who fails to answer the child’s essential question—‘Where do babies
come from?’ —takes this “self-seeking instinct’ aimed at knowledge and the
(broadly) sexual pleasures of knowing, and perverts it away:

from the time of this first deception and rebuff [these children] nourish a
distrust of adults and have a suspicion of there being something
forbidden which is being withheld from them by the ‘grown-ups,” and
that they consequently hide their further researches under a cloak of
secrecy. With this, however, the child also experiences the first occasion
for a “psychical conflict’.... Such a psychical conflict may soon turn into a
‘“psychical dissociation.” The set of views which are bound up with being
‘good,” but also with a cessation of reflection, become the dominant and
conscious views; while the other set, for which the child’s work of
research has meanwhile obtained fresh evidence, but which are not
supposed to count, become the suppressed and “unconscious’ ones. The
nuclear complex of a neurosis is in this way brought into being. (SE 9:213-
4)
Therefore, neurosis is the result of a “psychic split’ in understanding, a result of
the conflict between ‘proper,” moribund, conscious falsity and repressed, active,
unconscious knowledge. Freud adds that this perversion of epistemophilia away
from its satisfaction by fact leads to ‘brooding and doubting,” which ‘becomes the
prototype of all later intellectual work directed towards the solving of problems,
and the first failure has a crippling effect on the child’s whole future” (SE 9:219).
Klein takes up this issue in her first paper, “The Development of a Child’

(1921), in which she describes ‘the influence of sexual enlightenment and

relaxation of authority on the intellectual development of children’ —in this case,
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of five-year-old ‘Fritz’ (who was also, notoriously, her own son). If the child is
not answered truthfully,
the more profound enquiries (in which the child is unconsciously afraid
that he might meet with forbidden, sinful things) are also repressed along
with it.... A distaste for thorough investigation in and for itself is thus
established, and consequently the way opened for the innate, irrepressible
pleasure of asking questions to take effect merely upon the surface, to lead
therefore to a merely superficial curiosity. (19, emphasis added)
The urge not to know is thus at the same time a kind of knowledge —an active,
investigatory ignorance, metonymically displacing itself around the surface of
the feared, known-and-unknown truth. Fritz enacts this displacement by asking
(in a familiar five-year-old way) endless, repetitive, maddening questions, thus
showing ‘by his inattention and absent-minded behaviour while putting the
questions that he was really indifferent about the answers in spite of the fact that
he asked them with vehemence’ (28). His interrogative orbit around the truth, the
‘open secret” of sexuality, mobilizes this pleasurable investment in the wrong
object—a fetish, a perversion.

A question at the heart of Fritz’s case eventually led Klein to extend her
theory of epistemophilia beyond Freud’s: If Fritz had parents who had no
compunction about telling him where babies come from, and who were not
particularly repressive in general, why does he still repress this knowledge? As
Julia Kristeva writes, Klein argued that

[t]he child’s unconscious forces us to confront another form of knowledge, an
enigmatic knowledge that characterizes the fantasy and that remains

resistant to ‘enlightenment,” a knowledge that does not wish to be familiar
with the real world through learning and adaptation to reality. Such
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knowledge staves off awareness. This unconscious knowledge is
phylogenetically constituted and innate: it is tantamount to a castration
complex.... It adheres to the enigma of the incest taboo and is thus laden
with desire and prohibition. (Klein 40)
The truth will not set Fritz free; the truth is unable to address the primal, base
‘form of knowledge” which is unconsciously wilful ignorance —an ignorance-
knowledge constructed in response to anxiety about knowledge itself. Such
knowledge ‘staves off awareness,” protecting the subject from her own anxious
knowledge not only about sexuality but about the world.
In her 1928 paper ‘Early Stages of the Oedipus Conflict,” Klein theorizes the
source of this anxiety, locating it in the aggression and destruction involved with
knowing:
The early connection between the epistemophilic impulse and sadism is
very important for the whole mental development.... The child is still
dominated by the anal-sadistic libido position which impels him to wish
to appropriate the contents of the body.... So the epistemophilic instinct
and the desire to take possession come quite early to be most intimately
connected with one another and at the same time with the sense of guilt
aroused by the incipient Oedipus conflict. (188)

For the infant, the search for knowledge is bound up with a possessive,

destructive sadism —and with guilt about that fact. It is already terrified, since

knowing
involv[es] phantasies of getting inside the mother to find, and often to
take over or destroy, the riches within —notably mother’s babies and the
father’s penis. The inevitable fear of retaliation can then seriously inhibit
curiosity and the capacity to learn. (New Dictionary 323)

This, then, is the structure of epistemophilia, in the Freudian sense and in its

Kleinian extension (or, critics might say, perversion). This endogenous
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knowledge, intolerable in itself, meets with a primary repression before it even
comes into contact with the reality principle, and it generates an untenable
psychic state: Fritz knows but cannot know, and cannot know he knows, and
asks endless perverse questions to engage in a fruitless search to avoid knowing.

The search for meaning is fraught, and split, from the start.

4.5 What ‘The Sisters’ Won’t Know It Knows

We meet someone like Fritz on the first page of Joyce’s first work, “The
Sisters.” Fritz’s pattern of “turning away’ and asking the wrong questions appears
here in the uncanny confusion of this narrating boy, inviting us, and seducing us,
into knowing what he might now know he knows.

When George Russell asked Joyce for a story for the Irish Homestead, he asked,
‘Could you write anything simple, rural?, livemaking?, pathos?, which could be
inserted so as not to shock the readers’ (Letters Il 43). ‘The Sisters” was the result,
and that its insertion into Russell’s magazine didn’t in fact ‘shock” the readers has
something to do with precisely these readerly problems of surface and depth. On
its face, of course, it’s the story of a boy’s reflections on the death of his friend,
the elderly Father Flynn, and of the conversations the adults in his life have
around him. Like ‘The Dead,” there is plenty of material here to make a cosy,
sentimental story about Irish life and the charming, bereft spinsters of the title.

But Joyce exploits the readerly problem of surface and depth and employs

here what we might well call, using the old CIA term, “plausible deniability,’
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which denotes a situation in which criminals keep knowledge of their crimes
from their leader; once the crimes have been discovered, the leader, even as he
reaps the benefits of the crime, can plausibly deny that knowledge. His guilt
might be a matter of “obviousness,” but the plausibility of the situation sets him
free; he retreats behind its surface.’”

This very strategy launches on the first page of “The Sisters,” as the men in the
kitchen—the boy’s uncle and a visitor, Mr Cotter —discuss the death of Father
Flynn. The first line of dialogue is Cotter’s: ‘No, I wouldn’t say he was
exactly...but there was something queer...there was something uncanny about
him. I'll tell you my opinion....” (3). The ellipses appear in the text, and Cotter
never does ‘tell” anything. But the boy, listening at the table, has already had his
epistemophilia, his own quasi-sexual theorizing about words and hidden
meaning, primed in the preceding paragraph. As he recalls,

Every night as I gazed up at the window [where Flynn lay ill] I said softly
to myself the word paralysis. It had always sounded strangely in my ears,
like word gnomon in the Euclid or simony in the Catechism. But now it

sounded to me like the name of some maleficent and sinful being. I longed
to be nearer to it and to look upon its deadly work. (3)

% We might consider the phrase in its more typical context. While Nixon, for instance, needed
to cover up his crimes, Reagan’s activities with regard to the Iran-Contra affair of the 1980s
required no such cover-up; these problems of surface inhered in the structure of the criminal
activity itself. The hermeneutic questions of Watergate—‘What did you know and when did you
know it?’ —lose all meaning if, as in Reagan’s case, one can plausibly claim to know nothing.

The plausibility doesn’t make the denial true, but it inserts a peculiar structure by which that
truth, no matter how deeply its existence may be believed, cannot be known. It is a strategy of
radical surface; and for a reader of “The Sisters,” or for an opponent of Reagan, the blankness of
that surface can be maddening.
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Norris calls these passages a synecdoche “for the book as an un-whole....for a
collection of fictions without wholeness’—a condition which in turn ‘opens the
possibility that its gaps and ellipses will open into a moral universe of
unwholesomeness’ (Suspicious Readings 19). The story, she argues, implicates the
reader in its invitation to ‘imagined transgressive knowledge.” It's the imagined
nature of this knowledge that aligns with Klein’s theory of epistemophilia—
imagination that renders toxic and perverse not only the knowledge itself, but
the search for that knowledge as well. Sexuality arises with its mentation, made
indistinguishable here from the possible memory of it—either as a history of
actual abuse repressed in the text by this narrator, or as suspicion floating among
the leers and desires of Flynn, of Cotter, and the boy, if not everyone in the story.
In either case, it is a recipe for pure paranoia: sexuality is there but not empirically
locatable. It isn’t “there,” but precisely because the reader might start looking for it,
it’s not ‘not there,” either.

This “it” is the knowledge the reader suspects the Other ‘somewhere’ knows
and won't tell —unless it is being told in the act of reading. At every moment of the
boy’s epistemophilic seduction towards knowledge of unbearable truth, the
adults exercise plausible deniability; their elliptical comments do not ‘contain’
the knowledge they animate. Neither does the story. The sexual dynamic is
infuriatingly somewhere else, 'somehow’ else —in reading.

Cotter’s suggestion that there might exist a secret activates, then, not a

hermeneutics of surface reading —of anything said by the text or by Cotter
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himself —but a hermeneutics of the now-paranoid, sexual epistemophilia of the
child. The adults” plausible deniability removes them from their responsibility
for the boy’s welfare. Once the dynamic in that kitchen is underway, the boy is
on his own. If he finds perversion in those sentences, it was his to find, within
himself, all along. He’s the pervert, and the adults can plausibly, and perhaps
accurately, deny.

Hélene Cixous describes the boy’s sense that the signs they offer him at the
breakfast table are a secondary reality, seeming to signify something else (Exile
373). He is “anxious’ to “pierce the mystery of things,” as she puts it. These signs
will be read. If the boy will not be told the “facts,” he will begin the perverse
dance around the truth he already (or suddenly) knows: ‘“The logical
consequence of the boy’s ambiguous wait for his master’s death is this
experimenting with the sorcery inherent in language’ (378).

This “sorcery’ —the productive perversion of epistemophilia—is similar to
what Joseph Valente describes in Portrait, when Stephen, another curious boy,
theorizes what the word ‘smugging’ might mean. Stephen then imagines the
caning to come, leading to ‘a feeling of queer quiet pleasure inside him’ (38).
Valente writes that Stephen’s mentation is

an involuntary engagement but a voluntary imagining, a sexual affect at
once savoured and denied.... It is not just that Stephen receives
punishment for something he never did, scheme to break his glasses, nor
even that he is made the scapegoat for a sexual scandal he imperfectly

comprehends, which is how he comes to interpret the matter...; no, what
is ironic is that in the unconscious, where the thought of the wish can
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stand for the deed and carry the same transgressive force, there is indeed
a certain symmetry, if not equity, to Stephen’s chastisement. (428-9)

Stephen, wondering about the strange word ‘smugging,” commits whatever
‘smugging’ is, and the punishment comes to him in his imagination.

In Portrait, “The Dead,” and here in “The Sisters,” the topos is not named. It is
never what the story is about. Instead, the quasi-sexual suggestion (even
flirtation) that there might exist a sexual secret activates for the boy not a
hermeneutics of the surface—of any delivered message —but the paranoid
sexuality of the child. This is what this kind of knowledge, this ambivalence
between wanting to know and not wanting to know, does: ‘I puzzled my head to
extract meaning from his unfinished sentences,” the narrator tells us of Flynn,
and immediately afterward he finds himself dreaming of the priest’s sick head
under his own bedcovers (4).3¢ Suspicion of perversion is perverse, and is here the
story’s original and mobilizing perversion. It’s a distilled example of paranoia’s
fundamental contagiousness.

And it leads to a raft of paranoid but hermeneutically significant questions
about origin. Since the boy hadn’t been, as far as we know, consciously
suspicious before hearing this opening conversation, does the perversion begin
with the priest (his actions, his intentions, his own elliptical suggestions), or with

Cotter’s own actions and half-disclosed suspicions about the priest? (And if he’s

3 Valente sees a queerness to a similar dynamic in Portrait: ‘the combination of projection,
disavowal, and self-awareness connecting author and alter ego comprises a certain homoerotic
ambivalence’ (423).
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serious, shouldn’t he say something, rather than spouting self-righteous but
‘paralyzed’ suggestions?) Or indeed, does the perversion lie with the boy’s own
repressed, primal knowledge of the sexuality involved here? ‘The Sisters’
heightens the problem by absenting the parents, stranding the boy among adults
who have strangely distant relationships with him. Could the perversion even
stem, at least in part, from the wilful naivety of the aunt and the sisters
themselves—shouldn’t they move themselves beyond that “knowledge that does
not wish to be familiar with the real world” that ‘staves off awareness’?

The “truth” here is just out of reach—which is, of course, a fundamental
affective experience of childhood. The child is in a room full of adults who speak
to each other over his head, who know (or seem to know) so much more about
the world than they are willing to tell (or should tell). There is at once a heimlich
salutary confusion and an unheimlich terrifying certainty; they are not-knowing
what everyone, at least by the end of the page, already suspects. It comes to a
head in perhaps the strongest and subtlest transaction in the story: ‘Old Cotter
looked at me for a while. I felt that his little beady black eyes were examining me
but I would not satisfy him by looking up from my plate’ (4). In, around, behind,
and because of this bland, Irish Homestead narrative register, we find a terrifying
scene: this man is talking about paedophilia to a child, and he is staring this boy
down over his breakfast, daring him to know what he’s talking about, to be
guilty, to be complicit in this knowledge. The boy “would not satisfy him” and

refuses to return his gaze—an act of defiance, perhaps, but also possibly an
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admission of guilt, whether of sinful action with the priest or sinful knowledge,
right here at the table. “"We both know what I'm talking about,” Cotter might be
saying as he peers at the boy, and at the reader.

And rather than staring down the implications he’s raised by telling us these
sentences, the boy moves his narration along. Cotter smokes, spits, and returns to
his conversation with the adults. No one articulates this knowledge. In fact, even
the articulation we have is confounded by the boy’s ‘I felt that’ —with the boy’s
face towards his food, he’s sensing Cotter’s gaze and imagining the look on
Cotter’s face. But because he can’t bear to look back, he can’t be sure and
imagines something —this beady-eyed gaze of knowledge—in its place.

As Norris puts it later in her essay on “The Sisters,” ‘the nub of the problem
[is] that an interpretation can itself be culpable as a denial of transgressive
knowledge, as a refusal to confront and tell a truth, while a suspicion of guilt can
itself be culpable as a potential betrayal and sullying of innocence’ (20). Here
again lies the hermeneutic split offered to the reader of “The Dead: to take ‘The
Sisters” at face value is to risk denying the possibility of traumatic and occluding
sexuality at work, and thus to be complicit with the story’s workings of
oppression. And yet to suspect something more runs the risk of imputing that
sexuality into a text where, as far as we can prove, it's doesn’t ‘actually” exist.
Shoshana Felman discerns this dynamic in The Turn of the Screw:

the most scandalous thing about this scandalous story is that we are forced

to participate in the scandal, that the reader’s innocence cannot remain
intact: there is no such thing as an innocent reader of this text. In other
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words, the scandal is not simply in the text, it resides in our relation to the
text.... [W]hat is outrageous in the text is not simply that of which the text
is speaking, but that which makes it speak to us. (97)

This relation causes the reader of the James story, and of this Joyce story, to
participate in something like a crime by following her epistemophilia into the act
of reading and, just like Stephen’s “discovery” of what ‘smugging’ “means,’
finding only her own perverse sexuality in its place. The story, like Cotter, turns
to the reader —you know what I'm talking about —and without speaking that
knowledge, because it does not speak that knowledge, it can retreat behind
plausible deniability and leave the reader alone guilty of perverse thoughts.

If having plausible deniability offers the same two options as the hermeneutic
split—you’'re either deviously perverse or blithely naive, criminal or
incompetent, digging for meaning or satisfied with the surface—then the reader’s
choice here will implicate the reader precisely into the social and political crisis of
the story’s content. Will you, like these adults, pretend nothing has happened

here? Will you be the first to speak this knowledge, airing your own perverse

suspicions in public? What would that do?

4.6 The Flatness of the Transference

That element, that resonance between the exteriority —the flatness—of the
text and the interior activity of reading, can be understood as a paradigmatic
instance of the transference. Felman expands on this relation later in her essay on

The Turn of the Screw, claiming that the dynamic of the transference is what
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mobilizes all stories. It engages the internal, unconscious fantasies and desires of
the reader with the inert facticity of the text: ‘all stories and all narratives imply a
transferential structure, that is, a love-relation which both organizes and
disguises, deciphers and enciphers them, turning them into their own substitute
and their own repetition” (133). In addition,
reading is also transferring: just as a dream is a transference of energy
between the ‘day’s residue” and the unconscious wish, so does the act of
reading invest the conscious, daylight signifiers with unconscious energy,
transfer on recent materials the intensity of an archaic sleep. (137)
This pleasure —of ‘transferring’ onto ‘daylight signifiers” the overdetermined,
primal energies of ‘archaic sleep’ —is a kind of love, in Felman’s framing.
Elsewhere, in ‘Psychoanalysis and Education,” she cites Lacan on this point: the
transference is ‘love directed toward, addressed to, knowledge’ (qtd. in Felman
35). Our efforts to make meaning, to find out what’s behind that blank, snowy
page, are in some way not merely desiring but loving efforts to come closer to ‘it’
and what ‘it knows.
Peter Brooks connects these theories of epistemophilia and the transference
more directly with textuality as such:
One can call the transference textual because it is a semiotic and fictional
medium where the compulsions of unconscious desire and its scenarios of
infantile fulfilment become symbolically present in the communicative
situation of analysis. (‘Idea’ 342)
In other words, the patient’s communication in the therapist’s room, born out of

the transference, is a text to be read, a text with symbolic depth and with

knowledge the patient doesn’t know she knows. This knowledge becomes
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‘symbolically present’—drenched in the dream-work involved in putting these
‘compulsions” and ‘desires’ into words. The relation between signifier and
signified appears clear, appears legible, but the ‘semiotic” and ‘fictional” elements
of this text-in-the-room force the analyst to engage the breadth of the Symbolic as
a whole; if it is unconscious desire that speaks here and is itself the latent
signified, then the analyst must investigate the textuality of this text-in-the-
room—the opacity, the plausible deniability, the flatness of the page.

This flatness arises from the patient’s uncanny lack of knowledge of what she
speaks. She wants the material to act but not be known —speech that
simultaneously acts out and represses. And it represses not just its “secrets” but
the very fact that it /as a secret. It wants to remain a symptom, remaining in what
Freud calls in “The Dynamics of Transference’ the ‘timelessness of the
unconscious’ (SE 12:108). Brooks writes, ‘Here we have the continuing
reproductive thrust of desire in the transference, its hallucinatory insistence on
the denial of time and sequence, its inability to replace repetition by recollection’
(‘Narrative” 106). This is the uncanniness of transferential speech—as disturbing
and raucous as it might be, as long as it remains transferential it will be detached,
flatly textual, seducing and denying, demanding and resisting reading.

This is precisely the structure of the boy’s narration in “The Sisters.” Even as
he relates this story, he refuses (or seems to refuse) to tell us much about his
actual relationship with Father Flynn, to give us his memory of it, to suggest

himself any evidence of innocence or of trauma. The boy, in the guise of a less-
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than-knowledgeable narrator, denies time and sequence, denies some facts that
would make this story, particularly the role of the title characters, make easier
sense. It sounds, in Freudian terms, like repeating, not remembering; it sounds
like the text-in-the-room of the flat, teasing transference.

As Norris points out, the narrative is told after the fact, and judging from the
narrator’s sophisticated vocabulary, it might well be long after the fact—a story
he recalls as an adult, when he should know the suggestions he’s making with his
story. (If he does know what he’s saying, or if he doesn’t know what he’s
saying—both are equally disturbing.) The boy’s own epistemophilia—what he
gains by telling the story —is precisely the object blocking the epistemophilia of
the reader. As Norris writes, ‘Is the adult narrator re-enacting precisely the same
mystified stance as the boy, or is he recreating for the reader the suspicious
discourse of innuendo that surrounds the boy?” (20).

Such readings demonstrate the possibilities this kind of occlusion mobilizes.
It has, for instance, given rise to ‘Gabebashing,” to the title of Norris’s book on
Dubliners (‘Suspicious Readings’), and to Michael Timins’s recent article, ““The
Sisters”: Their Disease,” which diagnoses not only Father Flynn with syphilis (as
had been posited at least as early as Walzl [1973]), but the sisters themselves:
‘Joyce universalizes the disease.... [T]he sisters also have signs and symptoms
that relate to neurological syphilis” (442). As Timins argues, at least one in five
Dubliners at the time were syphilitic; Nannie ‘does not have run-of-the-mill

arthritis,” and the specific deterioration of her spine, feet, hands, and hearing
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suggest syphilis.* She cannot be far from her brother’s age of sixty-five. Might
this be (one hopes) a case of congenital syphilis? Is there a limit to what can be

‘found’ in the text, once epistemophilia has been activated in the reader?

It is precisely this repression which obscures the meaning and thus makes it
meaningful, which puts us in that confused conclusion of this story, one which
again seems to wrap things dramatically, but leaves only another ellipsis: “Wide-
awake and laughing-like to himself.... So then, of course, when they saw that,
that made them think there was something gone wrong with him....” (10). Not
that Eliza, the speaker here, thought something had gone wrong. Instead, it's a
reference to some ‘they” and ‘them,” some Other’s partially disclosed knowledge
or suspicion about that ‘something’ —an investment in some Other’s supposed
knowledge, and therefore an instance of the transference. Such transferential
knowledge is thus even a social problem the story means to critique: the adults
who refuse to know allow themselves to ascribe knowledge elsewhere and
suppose that someone somewhere knows. Even in this instance, such supposing
allows the sisters to do nothing: ‘they” said ‘something [had] gone wrong with
him’; “‘they” approached something near truth; now no one must act.

Except, of course, the reader. After Eliza’s comment we get our final ellipsis,

which deflates this story as much as Gabriel’s vision of the snow inflates his. This

¥ Timins points out Joyce’s ‘basic medical background’ (446) —suggesting that he, like the
narrating boy, should know the implications of what he’s saying.
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turn to the reader is something of a demand for action —symmetrical with the
hermeneutic split at the end of “The Dead,” a dilemma between ‘reading more
deeply’ and ‘taking things at face value.” Considering the place of dutiful
spinsters in turn-of-the-century Dublin, we can already sense (as the boy does)
that these women would not be heard, even if they’d allow themselves to know.
The elliptical drift into the whiteness of this page serves as one final invitation
the story makes to the reader’s hermeneutic sense, one more invitation freighted
with some kind of unlocatable urgency. The reader is now complicit; what these
characters now ‘know,” the reader knows in perhaps the same occluded,
unaware, unspeakable form. Or as Cotter says to the boy’s uncle back at the start
of the story: “When children see things like that, you know, it has an effect....” (4).
The same goes for people who read things like this: the more this story is read,

the worse it gets.

4.7 Being Stuck

But for a reader, being ‘stuck’ is, in the Kleinian sense, as bad as being
‘certain.” Both situations are identical in their immobility, in their immobile
knowledge. When faced with this inert complicity —with guilt—what comes next
is either a defence or an acknowledgement. “Defence” might involve a feeling of
tutility, perhaps a turn towards the irreducible ‘play” of language. It might also

involve “solving’ the secret the story holds—re-writing it as a crime story, and
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(like detectives in crime stories) re-writing these “mysteries” into one coherent,
simple narration marked by Althusserian ‘obviousness.’

But if the reader can find a way to acknowledge the totality of the situation—
not just whatever ‘crime’ might be located here, but the dream-work of this
textuality, telling, and reading —she might participate in something like the
unconscious, transferential knowledge we’ve been describing here. What is
‘latent” isn’t precisely what matters, but rather what is manifest and operating as
the surface, how it moves, how it came to take this shape—and how that work
operates on the reader. This interaction of form and transference is a matter of

aesthetics, and is where we will now turn.
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CHAPTER FIVE:

KLEINIAN AESTHETICS

Water flowing from the side of Christ, wash me. Passion of Christ, strengthen me.

O good Jesus, hear me. Hide me in thy wounds.

— from the Prayer of St Ignatius, reprinted in the Sodality Manual (102)
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5.1 The Will to Get Inside

Like Freud’s work, Klein’s writing on aesthetics largely concerns the drives
and motivations of the artist to create. It would take analysts after Klein, working
through the implications of her theory, to extend her work into an account of the
aesthetic experience more generally —what it’s like, psychodynamically, to
encounter a work of art.

In this chapter, we will consider how Klein elaborates her concept of anxious
frustration in an effort to understand the paranoid aesthetic Joyce makes the
reader endure. And similarly, we will consider how the Kleinian patient, or the
well-disposed reader of Joyce, might work through these problems in a
successful, depressive way. The Kleinian patient, in her struggle towards health,
and the Joycean reader, in her struggle towards meaning, undergo parallel
ambivalences between paranoid knowing and depressive abandonment. By
working through these ambivalences and watching how they work, we might
discern how a reader might endure them, and might find, as Loyola blandly,

depressively puts it, ‘some profit from the sight” (49).

Donald Meltzer, a writer and analyst who taught at the Tavistock Institute
and practiced in Oxford, and who was himself analyzed by Klein, re-theorizes

Freudian aesthetics through the object-relations theory developed by Klein, Bion,
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and Winnicott.** He writes that the subject’s first aesthetic experience occurs in a
clash between the infant’s own externally-directed death drive and the startling
apprehension of the whole maternal object. The infant, born into the paranoid-
schizoid position, has been defensively splitting the world and all its objects into
categories of ‘good” and ‘bad.” But the infant then suddenly encounters the
spellbinding face of (in Meltzer’s revision of Winnicott’s ‘good-enough mother”)
the ‘ordinary beautiful devoted mother’ (Apprehension 42). The infant’s reaction is
powerfully cathected, at once 1) overwhelmed by the beauty of the face; 2) eager
to ally itself with this idealized object as a defence against paranoid anxiety; 3)
curious, insecure, and terrified by what depth lies beneath; and 4) terrified of its
own death-drive impulses to get into those depths, know them, and in doing so
destroy them. As Meltzer writes, ‘the apprehension of beauty contains in its very
nature the apprehension of the possibility of its destruction” (6). The face appears
as fragile, whole, threatening, deceptive, loving, desiring, knowing.

The depressive, reparative response to this overwhelming situation is an
imaginative engagement with the mystery behind the face, what Meltzer calls
‘imaginative incursions into the ambiguous interior of the other’s mind” (140).4
This is a leap of trust and of creativity, a projective identification that must be fed

by some response by the object to ‘supply the unconscious with that wealth of

40 See the entry on Meltzer in the New Dictionary (402-4).

4 He adds that the imagination here is an essential part of encountering the world in an
authentic way, even if the imaginative act isn't itself true: “people can go far in their contractual
adaptation to the “world” without being encumbered by this troublesome faculty —imaginative
thought. But intimacy cannot proceed without it’ (140).
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data which can comprise an emotional experience’ (140). This creative
‘incursion,” in other words, if met by a response from this face, will turn these
inchoate, infantile materials into the experience of an emotion. If this interaction
is imaginative and reparative, it is not only affective, but aesthetic—a way of
being awe-struck in the face of this sublime mystery, so staggered by surface and
depth that one responds both emotionally and creatively.

And it is also precisely what brings reality into existence. While typical
projective identification is a necessary but partial way of coming into the world
(by ingesting and expelling part-objects), this aesthetic reaction allows the good
and bad complexities of ‘real,” whole objects to become progressively more
integrated and more tolerable within the infant’s mind. There is a dynamic
between affect and aesthetics—this terrifying beauty can be trusted, can offer
safety, can withstand my gaze and even return it, and can thus give shape to my
emotions.

It’s this process that allows the infant to lower its paranoid defences and
install this object within itself, this object becoming, if the process is successful,
the “internal mother.” This affective, objective, dynamic relation is, for Meltzer,
the source of meaning: ‘the fundamental manifestation of the passions of intimate
relationship with the beauty of the world” (14).

Nicolette David, in her reading of Dante through Kleinian theory, notes that

the Divine Comedy ends with the image of a human face. Her analysis of the
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image seems to mirror the movement of the infant’s psyche itself, moving from
awe to love to terror:
It is as though, after all the straining of language to describe an experience
that lies beyond the ability of mortals to conceptualize, Dante’s imagery
has fallen away, and left him and the reader with the Ur-source of all
imagery, the image of a human face and the longing to merge with it....
The committing of his sight to it seems to signify a powerful attraction, a
falling in love with the pictured face, which renders the subject’s sense of
identity precarious, his boundaries unstable. The final image is therefore
one of narcissistic, compulsive love, directed at a featureless image whose
artificiality is highlighted. A sense of emptiness seems to emerge, to crack
through the words. (82)
The terror, the ‘crack’” here, comes from a confused reaction to idealization —to
the rather psychotic fear of absorption and destruction of difference. It's an
almost archetypal situation, this fear in the face of God, concomitant with a kind
of linguistic or Symbolic dread, an emergence of the Real through the cracks of
the words.

It’s this kind of ambivalence in the (literal) face of the “most beautiful” that
Meltzer describes, and he reads this condition as one way of framing the central
conflict of the subject herself: pathology “has its primary basis in the flight from
the pain of aesthetic conflict’ (29). It's not ego-versus-id or pleasure-versus-
reality; instead, all conflicts from the Oedipus complex to the death of one’s
parents “derive the core of their significance for the developmental process from
their contribution as aspects of the underlying, fundamental process of

avoidance of the impact of the beauty of the world, and of passionate intimacy

with another human being’ (29).
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Meltzer’s rhetoric here is more clinical and therapeutic than theoretical. But
this ‘flight” from pain and conflict over beauty and depth is just what we have
been considering in the section on Joyce, “The Dead,” and ‘The Sisters” above.
And such flight, which is at the same time experienced as an attack, does
describe the condition of envy, the logical end (and dead end) of the paranoid-
schizoid position. As David writes, ‘the art object is perceived as beautiful and
separate. It is phantasied as keeping all gratification for itself, arousing envy and
sadism; the subject’s relation to it must necessarily be fraught with ambivalence:
a pirouette of desire and hate’ (8). For Klein, envy is the most destructive mental
situation, since the subject, in her suspicion that the envied object is “enjoying
something,” wishes to destroy it. The infant, for instance, suspects the absent
breast is enjoying, and wants to punish it; the toddler at the parents’ bedroom
door suspects the parents must be enjoying something, and they too must be
phantastically destroyed. The observer of the work of art occupies that same
position: this wonder becoming a ‘pirouette of desire and hate.’

And thus the apprehension of art can offer a position of paranoid
observation, or paranoid reading, similar to that of the infant. It's a commonly
expressed reaction to art, particularly modernist and contemporary art—the
suspicion that the artist, or the artwork, is “putting one over” on the viewer,
laughing behind its eyes, enjoying something the viewer can’t have. It's Cotter’s
ellipses and his elliptical leer, which do not lead the boy towards filling those

gaps, making the object whole, but instead lead him into a rage, and then into the
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reproduction of those strangely ‘enjoying’ ellipses for the reader. Thus does
paranoia lead to a kind of metastasizing creativity, an anger that produces the
destructiveness that is the prime activity of envy.

We can consider this situation in light of Lacanian theory, which, working
perhaps in relation to the Burkean tradition of the sublime, describes the subject’s
relation to the Other as a similar ambivalence between exultation and fear. The
subject reacts, in hysteria, with the ‘Che vuoi?’—what does the Other see in and
want with me? Meltzer’s elaboration presents this same intellectual-affective
fright in terms of concrete, primal experience: this face is staggeringly beautiful,
but what is it? What kind of thing is it? What objects lie behind it? As it looks at
me, what does it want?

At the heart of every aesthetic experience, then, lies a version of this same
contradictory position. These surfaces—the mother’s face, the white page, the
parents’ bedroom door—all require a negotiation with exclusion, with an
‘enjoying knowledge’ that seems to lie behind. And crucially, what is most
dynamic, fraught, potentially powerful, and meaningful is not that knowledge
itself, but the reaction of the child standing in the face of that surface. As R. D.
Hinshelwood writes,

This capacity to stand aside and observe a relationship between two
objects requires the ability to sustain feeling left out and therefore the full
impact of the classical Oedipal pain. It is this moment, in which the
capacity for love and hate is joined by the capacity to observe and know,

which is one of the great characteristics of the depressive position.
(Dictionary 64)
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This deeply troubling situation is a new one for the infant, for the toddler, and
for the reader —and how these subjects negotiate this frustration, this always new
and astonishing experience, is the scene of meaning.

Such an aesthetic theory reaches much further than Freud’s aesthetic theory
of sublimation. For Freud, the child’s will to know (where babies come from)
transforms, in a healthy subject, into a will to create. In Meltzer’s extension of
Klein, aesthetic experience (both creation and apprehension) is a relation of
beautiful surface and mysterious depth, of the irreducible frustration involved in
this encounter. And as we’ve seen above, this frustration can lead either to
paranoid or to depressive responses. Destructive impulses, arising from the fury
of the death drive, might be physical for the infant, but for a paranoid reader can
include a range of responses that collapse the difference between the aesthetic
and the hermeneutic. These responses might include reductive readings
(‘Gabebashing,” for instance), or cynical ones (themselves a superior, enjoying
claim to ‘’knowledge’ that dismisses the threats of the text’'s own knowing
enjoyment), or splitting ones (sorting out who is where in the battle between Lily
and the Morkan sisters, for instance), or schizoid ones (constructing an aloof,
detached stance), or despairing ones (giving up on the project of hermeneutics
entirely, washing your hands of the “gilt’ that pollinates one’s fingertips).

But a reparative reading would figure out a way to manage this
overwhelming experience before the mother’s face, or before the parent’s door—

before, for instance, the totality of the sexual complexity of the secretive ‘Sisters.’
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Meltzer argues that the encounter with art both initiates this experience and, if
one can withstand it, helps manage it: “‘What the fragile ego of the child cannot
sustain and is riven by, the lifetime of development strives to restore, so that the
beauty of the object may be looked upon directly without doing “damage to the
soul,” as Socrates feared’ (6). This kind of restoration, or reparation, is a function
of the depressive position, and it is a result of remaining within this experience
without succumbing to manic defences, and, instead, holding on. It is a way of
apprehending beauty and withstanding ambivalence that will repair the object—
if, for example, we can make the ellipses meaningful without reductively
explaining them away —and therefore repairs the ‘soul’ of the viewer, or reader,
as well.

These two options in the face of ambivalence —the paranoid-schizoid and
depressive positions—are present for any reader apprehending any text. The
hermeneutic split we’ve examined in the experience of reading “The Dead” and
‘The Sisters,” is, in a sense, a way to ‘get inside’ it, to get behind its face, behind
the page, at the risk of destroying the object we’re trying to enter, understand, or

love.22

4 Meltzer elaborates Klein’s model of “‘scooping’—a primitive move of projective
identification in which the subject violently carves out materials from the object, ingests it, and
makes space for itself within that wounded whole. He extends this theory into his own structure
of the paranoid ‘claustrum,” which is perhaps Kleinian theory at its most outrageous. He uses
Bosch’s triptych ‘Garden of Earthly Delights’ as a way of thinking about the three forms of the
claustra, where the psyche scoops out and hides in an atmosphere of ‘indolence...sensuality...
and claustrophobia’ (67), a form of intense identification in which ‘the interior world [is]
experienced from the inside” (70). The claustra are maternal part-objects: the breast, the genitals,
and the rectum (a place of sadism, tyranny, submission, and violence, where the ‘nameless dread
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5.2 Ambivalence

Thus have we arrived, through Joyce and Klein, at this impasse: the situation
of, the experience of, ambivalence. Making either choice—to read at face value or
to suspect something behind the glass—risks violence to the object, and the
hermeneutic value each strategy offers does violence to the reader’s
understanding. Either choice is partial and leaves a sense that one is missing the
whole.

Such ambivalence is aroused by the irreducible situation of the transference
and its plausible deniability: the seduction of the text, its language, its promise of
meaning, its refusal to tell, and the impassive surface of the page. In figuring out
what to do with a text, the reader must come to terms with this situation.

Ambivalence is at the heart of Freud’s work, of course, as he places conflict at
the heart of psychic life. Klein’s object-relations theory collapses this architecture
of Freud and Lacan: while both men argued for the existence of drives, Klein
instead sees conflict as a battle among contending objects. In Kleinian theory,
drives do not exist independently from objects, and are thus embattled from the
start, beginning well before any encounter with ‘civilization” or the reality
principle. Ambivalence is endogenous, the result of mobile, competing,

conflicted objects. And these contflicts are always bound up with, or are

consists in being “thrown away”” and the subject experiences “absolute loneliness in a world of
bizarre objects, the world of Big Brother’ (91). These three hiding places have ‘a mysterious
charisma that paralyzes the opposition,” a form of desperate comfort, a radical response to
frustration and ambivalence.
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themselves, objects. As the New Dictionary puts it, ‘Psychoanalysis has always
been theoretically based in the notion of mental conflict, and ambivalence means
the holding of contradictory feeling states in the relationship towards one object’
(248).

The dynamics of ambivalence occur in every dimension of Joycean textuality.
In “The Dead’ and ‘The Sisters,” we’ve seen them manifest in terms of character,
narration, thematics, and the act of reading itself. The question we have been
considering here is what to know, or do, in the face of this ambivalence.

Bion describes this situation as the balancing point between the paranoid-
schizoid and depressive positions (Attention 17). In a situation of frustration, does
the subject split and reorganize the objects into a system of good and bad part-
objects, expending psychic energy and splitting its own ego to maintain a
paranoid-schizoid position? Or does she accept this more complex reality, pay
the psychic price for that disappointment, and attain the depressive position?

This is easier said than done. Attainment of the depressive position does not
involve resigned acceptance, nor does it allow a merely intellectual framing of
the problem. The attempt to move from frustration to depression raises intense
anxieties, since this kind of acceptance and love means loss. As Joan Riviere
vividly puts it, to come face to face with the loss inherent in the depressive
position,

all one’s loved ones within are dead and destroyed, all goodness is

dispersed, lost, in fragments, wasted and scattered to the winds; nothing
is left within but utter desolation. Love brings sorrow, and sorrow brings
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guilt; the intolerable tension mounts, there is no escape, one is utterly
alone, there is no one to share or help. (144)

To be clear, and obvious, the reading of a Joycean text does not entail such
intense risks. But it is a difference of degree, not kind: Joyce places these texts,
even these earlier, ‘simpler” ones, at the very border of intelligibility, daring the
reader to “‘make something’ of them —and setting them up so that
“understanding’ does always involve some kind of violence or loss. The attempts
to do something other than bask in the beauty of the (maternal) aesthetic face, or
to do something other than ‘split’ the texts into comprehensible material,
requires a radical acceptance not just of difficulty but of loss.

What follows here is an attempt to trace, first in Kleinian terms and then
through the work of Loyola, how these dynamics of loss and acceptance might

work in the act of reading, what value they might bring, and what we might be

left with in the end.

5.3 The Birth of Thought

For Bion, the ability to withstand ambivalence without resorting to paranoid
defences—without reverting what one “already knows’—is the birth of thought.
The subject can attain the depressive position by suddenly being able to think the
ambivalence, to think the loss. Consider an infant’s hunger before it understands
what ‘hunger’ means, as a concept. It has only the experience of some bad

sensation, a mysterious and hostile object —one which is also an absence, a loss, a
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‘no-thing.” As Bion writes, the healthy escape from this condition is to turn this
‘no-thing’ into a thought:
The patient then may be seen as facing a choice: either he may allow his
intolerance of frustration to use what might otherwise be a ‘no-thing’ to
become a thought and so achieve the freedom Freud (1911) describes, or
he may use what might be a ‘no-thing’ to be the foundation for a system
of hallucinosis. (Attention 17)

Such a system is the paranoid-schizoid position. Bion considers this failure to
turn the ‘no-thing’ into a thought, this failure to think, to be the fundamental
failure of paranoid-schizoid functioning. The objects as perceived are not simply
the reflection of interior, unconscious materials screened outward into a
hallucinated world. In fact, it’s the opposite: these perceived objects are failures
of psychic energy to be sufficiently projected into the world, to be manifested
outside; the subject is trapped in her own mind. If all psychic activity involves
phantasy, then all perception will involve projection and introjection. For the
subject in the paranoid-schizoid position, these are failures of difference, of
separation: ‘hallucinations are not representations: they are things-in-themselves
born of intolerance of frustration and desire. Their defects are due not to their
failure to represent but their failure to be” (Attention 18). They are mentations that
have not yet become thoughts, that do not exist as manipulable, separate objects
in their own right.

In this framing, the psychotic dimensions to the paranoid-schizoid position—

the eruption of the id through the barriers of the ego and into hallucinosis —are

not wish-fulfilment or manifestations of the subject’s repressed desires. They are
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instead end-runs around the frue desire, which cannot be realized —‘realized’
both as in “‘understood” and as in “made real.” The source of psychic frustration is
not an encounter with pain, but a terrified avoidance of pain’s affective force,
‘terrified” because the avoidance, displacement, and paralysis might cease, and
pain and mourning might begin. Such patients, Bion writes,

experience pain but not suffering.... The patient may say he suffers but
this is only because he does not know what suffering is and mistakes
feeling pain for suffering it.... Frustration and intense pain are equated....
The patient feels the pain of an absence of fulfilment of his desires. The
absent fulfilment is experienced as a ‘no-thing.” The emotion is replaced
by a ‘no-emotion.” In practice this can mean no feeling at all, or an
emotion...of which the fundamental function is denial of another
emotion. (Attention 19)*

Thought occurs with what Bion terms ‘negative realization” (‘Study” 305).
When expectations are satisfied, there is only a narcissistic ‘conception” of the
event. Thought is

the mating of a pre-conception with a frustration. The model I propose is
that of an infant whose expectation of a breast is mated with a realization
of no breast available for satisfaction. This mating is experienced as a no-
breast, or “absent’ breast inside. The next step depends on the infant’s
capacity for frustration: in particular it depends on whether the decision is
to evade frustration or to modify it. (‘Study” 303).

The infant’s options for evasion include ignoring this negative realization, or

taking on a kind of omnipotence, in which the frustration takes the form of a bad

# As usual, Klein offers a concrete and endogenous version of the genesis of this frustration
and displacement, linking it to the emergence of the superego. As Sanchez-Pardo describes it,
‘Inability to obtain oral gratification from sucking is the consequence of “internal frustration,”
which derives from an abnormally increased oral sadism. The interplay of life drives and death
drives is present from these early stages.” The ego is ‘helpless in the face of instinctual demands’
(58).
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object that must be attacked and evacuated,* foreclosing the possibility of
thought or symbolization.*

This balancing point of frustration can give birth to thoughts, but in a way in
which these thoughts will actually precede thinking. ‘It is convenient,” Bion writes,

to regard thinking as dependent on the successful outcome of two main
mental developments. The first is the development of thoughts. They
require an apparatus to cope with them. The second development,
therefore, is of this apparatus that I shall provisionally call thinking. I
repeat—thinking has to be called into existence to cope with thoughts.
(‘Study’ 302)
Ruth Reisenberg-Malcolm describes the successful outcome as “tolerance of this
absence, without the situation turning into a catastrophe. Concepts are repeated
conceptions; they can become fixed and named’ (168). Without frustration, there
is no thinking.

And it thus means that there is always a fully affective dimension to thought, a
claim consistent with the concept of phantasy. As Robert M. Young writes,
phantasy ‘is not a background hum, as it were’ (74), but is a dimension of all
psychic activity. He cites Susan Isaacs: ‘[R]eality thinking cannot operate without

concurrent and supporting unconscious phantasies’ (Isaacs 93). Kristeva writes

as well of this inextricability between thought and affect—that even for adults,

# As Segal says of evacuation, ‘Bion speaks of patients who treat their dream with shame, as
though they had defecated or urinated in their beds. And in those situations dreams are not used
to elaborate symbolically and to communicate to oneself or the analyst. They’ve very close to
hallucination. It's something used to get rid of our own experience, by putting it outside.... [A
patient] was extremely fixated on his mother; when she died, he had a lot of dreams which were
extremely moving. He put them in his little diary. This was not a way of working through his
mourning, but a means of getting rid of it....” (‘Psychoanalysis, Dreams, History’ 164).

4 ‘[W]e are well aware that there are other places where the instincts appear, where the id is
expressed without being represented’ (Pontalis 30).
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thinking is at least partly “a hallucinatory experience or “emotional experience”
that recalls the child’s encounter with the breast” (Klein 177).

And finally, it means, controversially, that thoughts precede language. Here
Klein and post-Kleinians find themselves at the greatest distance from Lacan and
the theory of the Symbolic, and from literary theory after the ‘linguistic turn’
more generally. The infant’s thought precedes any link to an arbitrary,
differential system of langue; there is only one thought after another, until the

system can be developed to deal with them —to think them.

Lacanians, and Lacan himself, criticize Klein for failing to elaborate a theory
of language. As Bernard Burgoyne writes in The Klein-Lacan Dialogues, the central
distinction between Lacan and Klein

is that she believes that words are accessible and that they lead to
meaning fairly directly, and that you can interpret anxiety from the
beginning. For Lacan the idea of a symbolic equation is replaced by a
more structured field of symbolism, and that idea is totally unanswered in
Klein’s school, where it is assumed that you can rely on the ego and
common sense. (60)
Meira Likierman, in her outline of Kleinian theory, writes that Klein ‘showed
little interest in...the relation between language and the unconscious’ (5). Lacan
himself ridiculed Klein for early brutal thinking calling her the “inspired gut-
butcher’ (Ia tripiére), and he took aim at her theory of aesthetic production as an

act of depressive reparation: ‘I can tell you right away that the reduction of the

notion of sublimation to a restitutive effort of the subject relative to the injured
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body of the mother is certainly not the best solution to the problem of
sublimation’ (“The Object and the Thing,” 131). In his seminar on Freud’s Papers
on Technique, Lacan ridicules Klein’s interpretation in her analysis of her young
patient, Dick: “‘She slams the symbolism on him with complete brutality, does
Melanie Klein on little Dick!.... You are the little train, you want to fuck your
mother” (68). In the same seminar, Lacan maintains that Klein ignores the fact of
her own Symbolic intervention—that she is the one who gives the neurotic child
the words he needs to symbolize his internal experience:
It is Melanie Klein’s discourse which brutally grafts the primary
symbolizations.... Development only takes place in so far as the subject
integrates himself into the symbolic system, acts within it, asserts himself
in it through the use of genuine speech. It isn’t even essential, you should
note, that this speech be his own. (85-6)

It's Lacan’s ‘only” here—the idea that development only takes places within
the Symbolic—that suggests this totality might obscure precisely any non- or pre-
linguistic dimensions of cognitive development. These dimensions may be
literally infantile (in-fans, unable to speak), but if Klein’s theory is correct in this
respect, this non-linguistic, phantastic thought-generation nevertheless occurs
and, by consequence, may continue to operate even after the acquisition of
language. These dimensions are powerfully active in, for instance, the leer of
Cotter and the hidden eyes of the boy; what is exchanged is not an element of the
Symbolic order, but is instead part of that unconscious knowledge that refuses to

be symbolized. It moves around and through the Symbolic; language, or

utterance, would bound it, but it (disturbingly) hasn’t yet achieved that status.
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The Lacanian and Freudian bifurcations—the distinctions between pre- and post-
Oedipal subjectivity, the ‘fall’ in language and the Symbolic, these notions of
‘event’ —tend, in Kleinian theory, to obscure the complexity, heterogeneity, and

instability of psychic life and the dynamics of inchoate, non-Symbolic thinking.

Catalina Bronstein illustrates this conflict between Kleinians and Lacanians
around the problem of language with her story of a patient:

Klein would stress that there are unconscious phantasies that don’t
necessarily have to wait for the development of language.... This two-
year-old girl sees mother feeding a new baby, looks at her mother’s
breasts, and says, “Those are what you bit me with.” Is it that her phantasy
at that moment was structured through and by language, or was it an
earlier unconscious phantasy that can now be put into words?” (in
Burgoyne’s Dialogues 64).

This debate between Lacanians and Kleinians is in part a debate about
origins, and is thus structured like Freud’s concept of Nachtriglichkeit, about when
the event occurred. Nachtriglichkeit is Freud’s solution to the problems of his
early seduction theory, when he posited that the origin of hysteria is in the
moment of actual childhood sexual abuse. Instead, Nachtriglichkeit, or
‘afterwardsness,” posits that when a child leaves the latency period and awakens
to the sexuality of a childhood memory, the timing, or origin, of the trauma is
hard to locate. Is it at the historical moment of the memory, or at the later

realization, when pubescence retroactively infuses that memory with sexuality?

Freud suggests that the “‘when’ of the trauma, and thus its status as an event, is
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some other kind of time; the answer is ‘both,” and “between,” even ‘still’ and
sometimes ‘never.”#

And it is this betweenness, this bizarre ‘alreadyness,” which is the problem of
reading we have been describing. The reader’s frustration with the seduction and
impassivity of the text is a frustration with location: with its surface, the fact of
the page.

We are not talking about Derrida’s concept of writing’s severance from any
origin; the frustration at hand here is not born of dislocation, of “who is
speaking,” but, as Felman puts it, of ‘that which makes it speak to us.” The
problem of Nachtriglichkeit is that the pubescent child cannot locate any single,
stable origin for this sexual event; the problem for the reader is that she cannot
locate, whether it’s in herself, the text, the subtext, or elsewhere, any stable origin
for or terminus to the knowledge epistemophilia brings. When Sartre writes of
reading that “all is done and all is left to do” (33) this is what he’s talking about. It
has already happened, and it is happening now.

Kleinian theory makes this problem of origin useful. It is an alternative to
post-structuralist textual “play,” and to the mandate that thought and language
are inevitably part of the Symbolic order. The experience of reading, as we're
describing it, presents something different, more indeterminate, more like the
moment of the child saying, “Those are what you bit me with.” Is it the

recollection of an old memory, or is it, in this moment, a new fact? This Kleinian

4 See the Wolf-Man case (‘From the History of an Infantile Neurosis,” SE 17:1-122).
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disruption of origin—this different way of conceiving thinking—allows us to see
this indeterminacy at work in the text.

And if the frustration here is one of epistemophilic frustration, then the
‘mysterious and hostile object’ is the text, the absent breast, the ‘no-thing” —the
absence manifesting as a present object. The frustration is precisely that it is not a
thing; its substance is maddeningly, or thrillingly, or tantalizingly, absent. But it is
not elsewhere, either; it is not the good breast we must learn to be patient for.
Nor is this event happening in any “present’ time; as in ‘“The Sisters,” the timing of
any ‘event’ is impossible to describe.

As Bion poses it, the patient, or the reader, faces this defensive option of

s

allowing the ““no-thing” to be foundation for a system of hallucinosis,” one in
which the psyche fails to send its materials out into the world. This failure leaves
the patient trapped in her own mind, unable to create a dynamic relationship of
projection and recognition with the outside world. The infant, for instance, in
order to avoid suffering, begins to imagine new, less frustrating circumstances,
and this imagination carries it away from the present world. Reading, under
these circumstances, becomes phantastic—becomes Gabriel in his alleged
certainty before his fall, or Bishop’s child reading the illustrated Bible, richly
imagining a coherent and beautiful world.

Instead, what must happen for a depressive reading is to turn this frustrating

absence, this ‘no-thing’ into a thought—not necessarily as part of the Symbolic

order just yet, but as a “thing’ itself, to be used, manipulated, moved. It is a



175

product of the contours and resistances of the text, the product of attention to the
ways in which the text does not reflect our desires, does not offer itself to be
understood or described as surface. The intense encounter with frustration
produces loss and failure, which is not to say it is a dead end. It is in fact the goal.
Such loss allows the text to release itself from our grasp, and this loss creates the
gap which allows for dynamism, movement, and thought. “Where there is a
reconciliation, Stephen said, there must have been first a sundering” (U 9:334-5).

Without frustration, there is no reading.

5.4 The Symbolic Equation

Reading in this way can be described as a kind of thinking —opaque in itself
at the level of consciousness, it is nevertheless mobile, responsive, and
productive of more thought. While much of the work of reading can be analyzed,
much of the dynamics we’ve described here can never reach the Symbolic, can
never be ‘thought about” as such.# Rather than ‘thinking about’ a text—clamping
down ‘The Dead,” for instance, into a more stable reading—we might describe it
as ‘thinking with” a text, using it as a tool, as a heterogeneous, complex thought.
‘Thinking with a text” would be similar to the way a dream or a symbol is a kind

of thinking, with that same opacity and productivity at play.

# Bion includes this distinction in his theory of alpha and beta functioning: beta functioning
allows the subject to ‘think about’ something, while the higher alpha function allows her to ‘think
it’ in itself (Attention 10). Segal describes this distinction: ‘the Beta elements remain concrete,
producing what [Bion] calls a Beta barrier. The Alpha elements become elements of symbolism
and the basis of thought and creativity and further development. In the depths of the
unconscious, there is a constant transformation of Beta into Alpha function’ (‘Reflections 289).
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Hanna Segal, drawing on Klein’s 1946 paper in which she first describes
projective identification, elaborates this distinction in symbol formation. She
outlines a difference between her own concept of the ‘symbolic equation” and the
symbol ‘proper.” In the symbolic equation,

substitutes are felt and treated as though they were identical with [the
object to be represented]. This non-differentiation between the thing
symbolized and the symbol is part of a disturbance in the relation
between the ego and the object. Parts of the ego and internal objects are
projected into an object and identified with it. The differentiation between
the self and the object is obscured. Then, since a part of the ego is
confused with the object, the symbol —which is a creation and function of
the ego—becomes, in turn, confused with the object which is symbolized.
(‘Notes on Symbol Formation” 53)

As Kristeva puts it, here ‘there is no symbol proper to speak of, but only a
“symbolic equation” (the rag is mummy; which is still not “the rag looks like
mummy” or “the rag takes the place for me of mummy”)" (Klein 176).

There is anxious pleasure, of course, in a failure to symbolize—in taking the
symbol for the thing, the rag for mummy, or the signifier for the signified.
Meltzer provides an illustration from Wordsworth’s Prelude: ‘the calm / And
dead water lay upon my mind / Even with a weight of pleasure...and held me
like a dream’ (176-180). The problem here is that the pleasure comes from a near
collapse of simile (‘like a dream’) into metaphor (‘calm and dead water lay upon
my mind’) and into something more literal and dire—a phantastic equation. True
symbol formation requires loss: a realization of separateness, a loss of

omnipotence. But it also creates a sense of inside and outside necessary for

mourning.
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The paragon of the symbolic equation is, Segal writes, the Oedipus complex,
when the child realizes she’s the third party at the parents” bedroom door, and
she staves off realization: ‘Hatred of the parental coupling becomes a hatred of
thinking” (Bronstein, Kleinian Theory 154). Ronald Britton describes a patient who
felt left out of his own contemplation during a session:

she shouted: ‘Stop that fucking thinking!” I came to realize that these
efforts of mine to consult my analytic self were detected by her and
experienced as a form of internal intercourse of mine, which corresponded
to parental intercourse. This she felt threatened her existence. (88)
Where Lacan might describe this experience as a ‘lack,” and therefore as the
motor of the subject’s endless travel across the Symbolic order, for Klein it leads
not much further than a relation between separate objects —the coupling of two,
and the exclusion of one. And what becomes possible in this situation of
frustration is the sundering and reconciliation, via the symbol proper, when the

subject can mourn the loss of access and create something in its place: a symbol, a

mobile concept not broken into language, a thought.

Klein, in her ‘Symposium on Child-Analysis” (1927), writes of a five-year-old
boy who was deft, at first, within the Symbolic order, able to discuss and
articulate dream associations for a full hour:

On the two following days he again brought dreams which turned out to
be continuations of the first. But verbal associations to the second dream
could be elicited only with great difficulty and one at a time. The
resistance was plain and the anxiety markedly greater than on the day
before. But the child turned to the box of toys and by means of dolls and
other playthings depicted for me his associations.... On the third day the
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anxiety was even greater, on account of the material which had come to
light on the two previous days. The associations were given almost
exclusively by means of play with toys and water. (149).

What this case suggests is a possible understanding of surface and depth
different from that of signifier and signified, of hidden and shown. Lacan’s bar
separating the signifier from the signified is not, here, the inability of the flat
page to allow a crossing into knowing what it knows.

If the child is able to move away from the paranoid splitting involved in
articulation into symbolization with toys, he is able to mobilize thought—to
manipulate without naming, to respond in fiction. The metonymic dance around
the knowledge that does not want to be known becomes instead a mobile
container or tool, one used to sustain ambivalence and depression without falling
back into meta- or para-knowledge, into certainty. The immediate, anxious,
short-circuited connection in the symbolic equation is lost, and mourned, and the
capacity for true symbol formation is gained. Our reading of “The Dead,” for

instance, doesn’t explain it away, finds no secrets in its depths. But it loosens the

anxious grip on the object, and offers a way to mourn its loss while still having it.
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CHAPTER SIX:

DISCERNMENT AND INDIFFERENCE

Beg of God to destroy in you the spirit of the world and to give you strength to
despise its allurements.
— Instructions for meditation of the third day of the month;
Sodality Manual (326)
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6.1 Discernment

Ignatius of Loyola, in his Autobiography, tells of what is perhaps his most
transformative vision:

While he was in this almshouse something happened to him, many times:
in full daylight he would see clearly something in the air alongside him,
which would give him much consolation, because it was very beautiful,
enormously so. He couldn’t properly make out what it was an image of,
but somehow it seemed to him that it had the shape of a serpent, and it
had many things which shone like eyes, though they weren’t eyes. He
used to take much delight and be consoled by seeing this thing, and the
more times he saw it, the more his consolation would increase. And when
that thing used to disappear from his sight he would feel sad about it. (21)

And later:

[H]e went off to kneel at a cross which was nearby to give thanks to God.
And there appeared to him that [same] vision.... But being in front of the
cross he could well see that thing of such beauty didn’t have its normal
colour; and he recognized very clearly, with strong backing from his will,
that it was the devil. And in this form later the devil had a habit of
appearing to him, often and for a long time, and he, by way of contempt,
would cast it aside with a staff he used to carry in his hand. (27)

Loyola here attempts to work through a fundamental problem of
metaphysics: how to read what he sees, how to understand the ontology and
provenance of the vision, how to come to terms with what might lie behind it.
The interpretation of such signs is a matter of life and death, and yet it's a
process with no sure grounding. What Loyola does with this concentrated

paranoia suggests a Loyolan methodology for encountering surfaces and depth,

affect and knowledge —and therefore reading.
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Joseph A. Munitiz interprets this revelation in his endnote to the Penguin
edition of Loyola’s Personal Writings: ‘Ignatius returns to the mysterious
vision...as if to show us that the purpose of his deepening in prayer was a
growth in ability to discern the forces operating in his psyche’ (365).

Perhaps it’s true that Loyola’s growing prayerfulness has led here to a greater
understanding of the workings of his psyche (though it’s interesting Munitiz
chooses “psyche’ rather than the more typical Loyolan “soul” or “spirit’). Loyola
relates these two versions of the same vision to demonstrate the operations of
discernment. It’s this quintessential Jesuit faculty —not the soul or even the
spirit—that is trained in the Spiritual Exercises, this capacity to see through the
ostensible surface into the truth beyond. (Here it could not be more clear: he sees
right through the surface to the cross.) Munitiz calls discernment ‘the Ignatian
quality par excellence, and the key to the whole process of the Exercises, which
are designed to facilitate such an appraisal, before God, of the movements in the
heart and weighed in the mind” (xvi).* It's the one way to distinguish between
good and bad spirits, motivations, impressions, and objects—to trace the inner
movements of one’s heart. W.W. Meissner puts this process in dialogue with
language and with God:

Spiritual growth requires the capacity to interpret experiences of

affectivity, intentionality, and purpose as a kind of language by which
God guides the soul to greater perfection and union with Himself.

4 Barthes describes discernment—‘discretio’ —the same way: ‘an Ignatian word par
excellence’ (52).
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Discernment is the reading of such signs, a hermeneutic of religious experience.
(248, emphasis added)

The schizoid paranoia of surface and depth—the hermeneutics of “The Dead’;
Meltzer’s maternal face; Lacan’s ‘Che vuoi?’—is epitomized here with Loyola’s
vision of the devil. Loyola’s response, though, is an act of the ego, a fiat at the
edge of paranoia, a point de capiton, perhaps, which holds the whole thing
together: he tells us he achieves a clearer sight of sin through the exercise of a
‘strong backing from his will.” As he tells it, his apprehension of the vision was
not a passive observation, but instead engaged his will in order to recognize and
understand. Loyola here makes a key move, one which distinguishes him from
other mystics: he resists full reliance on the image, and resists full affective
investment in the manifestation as truth. He learns to be suspicious of his
apprehension, and decides that recognition —the seeing-through—requires
intellect and ego-strength as well. He instantiates a willed distance, an irony,
emphasizing for his Jesuit readers and followers the critical role of the active,
discerning, suspicious ego. Such irony couples epistemophilia (searching for
knowledge of the Divine) with a kind of self-analysis, or a paranoia about one’s
own knowledge. This suspicion contains, as usual, its own risks—if one is
suspicious, will God even communicate? Will you recognize God when he
appears? At what point do you employ your will, and how do you know how to

decide? How, in other words, do you find the grounding for this operation?
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An infinite regress begins to open a space for a more modern form of
subjectivity. Before Loyola, Meissner writes, ‘The theological approach to
religious experience is cast exclusively in terms of conscious experience.
Religious reflection centres on manifest content and subjective awareness as its
subject matter” (64). Loyola’s concern with the workings of the spirit as an object
of analysis and suspicion is rather new in this context, presuming a kind of
interiority or subjectivity beyond conscious knowledge, opening the
‘hidden/shown’ of the hermeneutics of suspicion, a kind of proto-psychoanalysis.

These dynamics of the will —its use in analyzing visions and in analyzing
itself — combine with his emphasis on affect (‘delighted,” “‘consoled,” “sad,’
‘contempt’) and the unpredictable presence of the devil to structure a particular
mental stance he calls, as we saw in Chapter Two, the ‘well-disposed mind.” This
stance is formed precisely by a ‘disturbance of mind’: passive and wilful,
affective and sceptical, radically open to endless transference. The sequence of
events here —feeling charmed and ‘consoled” by beauty, followed by suspicion
and often terror —not only align with Meltzer’s theory of awe before the mother’s
face. It is also the product of a set of fundamental Christian principles Loyola
must address. This set was problematized by the Reformation the Jesuits
detested, but it is at the heart of Loyola’s scrupulous paranoia:

1) God demands that we believe in his manifestations (as images and as

affective states) (e.g. Mark 16:20: “They went forth and preached everywhere,
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while the Lord worked with them and confirmed the word through
accompanying signs’);

2) Satan can masquerade as God or an angel of God (e.g. 2 Corinthians 11:14:
‘And no wonder! For Satan transforms himself to an angel of light’);

3) There is no given process for discerning between the two; there is no
promise of competence or aid;

4) Incorrect discernment is sin, and can lead to eternal damnation.

This impossible set of principles is foregrounded, for example, in Stephen’s
religious paranoia in Chapter Four of Portrait: “‘When he had eluded the flood of
temptation many times in this way he grew troubled and wondered whether the
grace which he had refused to lose was not being filched from him little by little’
(128).# Or again, a few paragraphs later, with his perfectly ambivalent question:
‘I have amended my life, have I not?’ (129).

For most Catholics, the church can do most of the discerning for them. But for
a believer who places value on one’s individual relationship with God —believers
such as Luther and Loyola both—handing over such responsibility to the
magisterium is not sufficient. For all of Loyola’s paramilitary insistence on
obedience within the Jesuit order, both the Autobiography and the Spiritual
Exercises operate exclusively on the subject’s spiritual operations—operations

known and unknown.

4 A sacrilege, one Stephen could have recognized, is embedded here, marking a contradiction
with the confident orthodoxy of the rest: grace is freely and undeservedly given by God, and
therefore one cannot refuse to lose it.
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This combination of will, affect, and suspicion fairly well serves as the
definition of paranoia. Both the failure to find comfort in secure understanding
and the failure to be paranoid enough will earn damnation. Loyola’s focus on
discernment puts all the Jesuit’s psychic and spiritual energy directly into this
impossible, paranoid set of principles: How can one know the provenance of this
particular sign, and therefore its meaning? What depth lies behind its surface?

Early in his Autobiography, Loyola tells of meeting a Moor, with whom he
discusses devotion to the Virgin Mary. Though Loyola describes the conversation
as a collegial one, when the Muslim leaves, Loyola grows suspicious of his own
interpretation of the situation, wondering whether he should follow and ‘stab
him for what he’d said’ (19). His will to understand fails him here—as he sees it,
not a failure of reason but, as always with him, a failure of affect. To find clarity,
to find the obscure system of rules which will indicate right and wrong, he turns
not to scripture or doctrine or even prayer, but instead to his own emotions. This
approach fails to give him clarity. At an impasse, he instead ‘decided on this:
namely, to let the mule go on a loose rein,” and therefore, under God’s guidance,
allowing the muleon which he rode to determine whether to follow the Moor (an
indication Loyola should kill him), or to take a different path (19). (The mule, as
it turns out, lets the stranger live.)

The story is perhaps the most concrete (and disturbing) example of Jesuit
discernment. Discernment is a moment past reason; it operates precisely at the

point when reason becomes unclear, in ambivalence. It is called for in situations
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when there is no doctrine or Church law to offer guidance, and when reason
cannot reach conclusion. Discernment makes sense of these epistemological and
logical gaps through the use of affect—a simultaneous abjection and
intensification, a passivity that allows the subject to discern the mysterious
movements of his internal world. It's the same stance we saw in the Exercises of
the First Week, in Chapter Two, as the exercitant does everything he can to feel
like an an ulcer or abscess.

This intense stance of discernment opens itself to irony, right at its root. The
story of the Moor demonstrates most blatantly the problem with Loyola’s
conception of the will: God might very well have guided the mule away from
murder, but it was Loyola’s own decision, his ‘strong backing of his will,” that
constructed this situation in the first place. Such a process borders on sacrilege
(by telling God what to do), and it requires a logically infinite and paranoid
regression, that anxious series of acts Barthes names as Loyola’s ‘self-maintaining
machine, a kind of homeostat of error, constructed in such a way that its function
alone provides it with operating energy’ (70). Just as the decision whether to say
a mass requires a mass itself (70), so can Loyola suspect the provenance of his
mental contract with the mule and require another, prior act of discernment. At
this point beyond reason, there is no firm ground from which to make any
determination. Discernment calls for spiritual exercises and prayer for guidance,
but promises no further aid. Loyola sets up this hermeneutic structure but does

not elaborate this fundamental contradiction. In the situation with the mule, he
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addresses this problem by short-circuiting it, shutting it down: ‘Our Lord willed
that...the mule took the main road, and left the one for the town behind’ (19). He
says nothing more on the subject, finishes his story, and moves on. Neither a
theologian nor a theorist, his spiritual practice and the militaristic Jesuit order
itself mean to place the exercitant within this contradiction as intensely as possible,
open to the possibility of grace or divine action but promising nothing.

Such a theological practice offers an implicit critique of logical, Thomist
Christianity. And it points directly to the problems we’ve been discussing
regarding the reading of Joyce’s texts. This contradiction at the heart of
discernment presents itself in “The Dead’: You must decide, and you can’t.
Charm, fascination, and poignantly affective ‘meaning’ turn to inchoate
suspicion, and the reader moves on to despair—what Loyola calls ‘desolation” —
at ever finding secure understanding. It is a despairing reading that has run
aground, a ‘triumph of the enemy.” The text places the reader within this
contradiction as intensely as possible, open to the possibility of meaning but

resisting nothing, and leaves her.

6.2 The Phantasy of And

Strategies for avoiding this situation present themselves, strategies we’ve
considered above and have seen to be compromises or dead-ends in themselves.
Indeed, this situation of intense ambivalence can be described as the challenge of

the Oedipal complex: whether to maintain the pre-Oedipal, phantastic condition
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of undifferentiated union with the mother in stasis and satisfaction, or to heed
the father’s demand for difference, the great ‘No’ that forces the subject into the
social order and subjectivity.

Hélene Cixous sees writing as a possible way of managing this contradiction.
She calls this possibility bisexuality:

It will usually be said...that writing is bisexual, hence neuter, which does
away with differentiation. To admit that writing is precisely working (in)
the in-between, inspecting the process of the same and of the other
without which nothing can live, undoing the work of death—to admit this
is first to want the two, as well as both.... To this self-effacing, merger-
type bisexuality, which would conjure away castration..., I oppose the
other bisexuality on which every subject not enclosed in the false theatre
of phallogocentric representationalism has founded his/her erotic
universe. Bisexuality; that is, each one’s location in self (répdrage en soi) of
the presence —variously manifest and insistent according to each person,
male or female—of both sexes.... (‘Laugh’ 2047)

We can read this passage as Cixous’s attempt to explicate, and then replicate,
the structure of the phantasy of plenitude, which avoids the demand of Oedipal
difference. She replaces the more primitive ‘both/and’ formulation with an
internal, psychic one—en soi, open to the contingencies and particularities of
‘each person, male or female.” Its independence from normal Symbolic binaries
and from phallogocentrism is its virtue: “You, the defenders of “theory,” the
sacrosanct yes-men of Concept, enthroners of the phallus (but not of the penis):

Once more you'll say that all this smacks of “idealism,” or what’s worse, you'll

splutter that I'm a “mystic”’ (2054).
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This ‘mystical” avoidance of binaries, of splitting, offers possibilities on the
theological side as well. Steven Ozment, a historian of Reformation Germany,
sees revolutionary opportunities in this kind of mysticism:

Both in terms of its objective orientation and its subjective power, the
mystical enterprise is peculiar, departing the ordinary way to religious
truth and salvation for a more direct and intimate communion with God.
It reaches further than the normal psychological functions of the soul can
grasp and demands more than the normal institutional structures of the
church can give.... And because it is such, it bears a potential anti-
intellectual and anti-institutional stance, which can be adopted for the
critical purposes of dissent, reform, and even revolution. (8)

Loyola seeks ‘a more direct and intimate communion with God,” of course,
and seeks an understanding greater than ‘the normal psychological functions of
the soul can grasp.” While the content of the Exercises might align with Catholic
orthodoxy, its form opens the possibility for imagination and creation, and thus
for mysticism. The affective demands of the Exercises are, if not anti-intellectual,
then at least para-intellectual; they may produce thought, but only as a product
of affective engagement with sensorial images. And if they’re not exactly anti-
institutional, they do align with a wider contemporary movement which meant
to connect the subject with God, church or no church.”

Loyola’s status as a mystic is a matter of continuing theological debate.
Harvey D. Egan, for example, cites Loyola’s reaction to one of his visions:

Loyola’s mysticism was ‘so profound that he knew that he “could never learn so

much by hard study.... I felt and understood...more than if I had studied all my

% See Sluhovsky (2013).
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life”” (71, quoting Spiritual Diary 82).>! This intimate and immediate knowledge
has more to do with rapturous sensation than with logical, Thomist
understanding:
Ignatius said that most of his visions were more by feeling and seeing
than by understanding, that is, they took place ineffably.... In such
‘imaginary visions,” God’s self-communication discloses itself by way of
the interior senses.... Yet because of this vision’s transforming effects...it
indisputably had its deepest roots in infused contemplation. (Egan 198)
This distinction between ‘affection” and “understanding,” and the ways they
might inform one another, are explicit concerns of Loyola, concerns which he
repeatedly emphasizes but doesn’t, of course, draw into a logical,
‘“understandable” system. And the production and status of ‘meaning’” in this
distinction are central to the concept of paranoia, particularly when meaning is

deliberately sought in rapturous, sensorial states, far from systems of theology

and language.

Cixous elaborates the potential for this kind of mysticism to blur the necessity
of choice and differentiation, to allow for the presence of ‘both sexes.” It is a
phantasy of “And’—of plenitude, of having both. Writing is one way to make this
phantasy happen, but only a certain mode of bisexual writing will work.

Masculine writing has “translated the words, we have emptied them of their

51 Loyola copied out a few sections of his diary, including this one, onto a separate sheet of
paper. The copied passage, as translated by Munitiz and Endean, reads in full: ‘I had very many
intuitions about the Blessed Trinity, my understanding being enlightened with them to such an
extent that it seemed to me that with hard study I would not have known so much. Later when I
considered the matter further, I knew that what I had then understood feeling and seeing I could
not have learnt in a whole life of study.” (82)
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[feminine] speech, dried, reduced, and embalmed them, and they cannot any
longer remind us of the way they used to rise up from the things as the burst of
their essential laughter’ ("Approach’ 65). Bisexuality in writing —the ‘And’—
maintains the laughter, the speech, the revolutionary power of mysticism.
Such a vision of discourse, in Toril Moi’s words, evokes “the endless pleasures
of the polymorphously perverse child” and emphasizes the Imaginary of
Lacanian theory: ‘In the Imaginary, mother and child are part of a fundamental
unity: they are one. Protected by the all-powerful Good Mother, the writing
woman can always and everywhere feel deeply secure and shielded from
danger’ (115). At the same time, and perhaps inevitably, Cixous “also presents the
voice as an operation of detachment, splitting, and fragmentation’ (115). Moi
argues that Cixous’s description of the urge to write is something akin to a rape
fantasy:
This is a brilliant evocation of women’s relationship to language in the
phallogocentric symbolic order: if a woman is to write, she will feel guilty
about her desire to obtain mastery over language unless she can fantasize
away her own responsibility for such an unspeakable wish. But Cixous’s
account of the text as rape also constitutes the background for her vision
of the text as the Good Mother: ‘I was eating the texts, I was sucking,
licking, kissing them, I am the innumerable child of their multitudes.’
(117, quoting La Venue a l’écriture, p. 19)

Cixous is having it both ways; that’s the And, and the point.

Moi argues that Cixous’s writings may be

designed to create a space in which the différance of the Symbolic order can
co-exist peacefully with the closure and identity of the Imaginary.... In the

end, then, the contradictions of Cixous’s discourse can be shown to be
contained and resolved within the secure haven of the Imaginary. (118-9)
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Such a haven, inasmuch as it is ‘securely” detached from the Symbolic and the
Real, is—and Cixous’s theory would not see this as necessarily negative —
psychotic. For Cixous’s experiment in writing, it leads to a radically new, anti-
institutional means to approach discourse and gender. But in its pre-Oedipal
fantasy of wholeness and plenitude, it produces (pace Cixous’s defence against
the term) the isolation of the mystic: the subject arrested before the overwhelming
“truth’ of the beautiful face, arrested in the asocial timelessness of the

unconscious.

6.3 Mysticism and the Exercises

Mysticism’s direct access to truth, outside understanding and institutional
imprimatur, frees it from the dialectics of physical and social reality. The
problem with the “And’ is that in its plenitude, it's a dead end for the production
of anything new, and in its satisfaction it denies the frustration necessary for
thought. It is precisely the stance Loyola and the Exercises forbid. To read a sign
with affect and pleasure without the ‘strong backing of the will” risks
capitulation to the ‘enemy” and disconnection from the world. The mystic who
tfinds endless pleasure in her vision, without any neurotic worry regarding its
provenance, indulges in this pre-Oedipal phantasy and loses the world beyond —
its differences, its world of subjects beyond the mystic’s own self.

It is the temptation of the dream. As J.B. Pontalis writes,
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The illusion the dreamt dream gives us is that of being able to reach that
mythical place where nothing is disjointed: where the real is imaginary
and the imaginary real, where the word is the thing and the body is
soul...and depth is surface—but all of this in a narcissistic space. (37)
We imagine this as death, but the phantasy is really one of pre-Oedipal
communion: what ‘humanity has always feigned to call the final sleep, when in
fact it dreams of the first sleep” (37). Javier Melloni finds the same problem of
mysticism and sociality as a strain in Christianity, dating back as far as the early
church:
The temptation which beset some of the first Christian communities was
to remain captivated by the manifestation of divinity in Christ’s
resurrection to the point of neglecting the steps that led to resurrection:
hence, to take a specific case, the sobriety of the gospel of Mark. (18)
Loyolan theological practice works on this fundamental contradiction. While
the Exercises does emphasize the mystical dimension—the focus on affect and
experience over understanding and "studying,” the invitation to a personal
encounter with God —its stated goal is precisely not to conclude in mysticism.
One must use the material of the retreat to enrich and strengthen oneself, but it is
not an end in itself. The exercitant must return to the physical, social world, the

transference unclosed, unended, no truths having been encountered along the

way.”? Instead, what's exercised is the ability of the exercitant to stand, as it were,

52 This open-endedness refuses even the understanding gained from Wolfgang Iser’s ‘gap-
filling’ hypothesis of reading, in which meaning comes from investing the gaps with our own
materials. As Brian Phillips writes of the ‘Hades’ episode, ‘How different would this scene appear
if we were able to see it clearly —if we had caught the tone of Mr Powers'’s voice, or the light in
Mr Bloom’s eye?’ (203). There is no consciousness present to see this detail, to pull it together for
us into a Dickensian whole. It thus forces a compensation-formation kind of reading. Filling in
blanks (adding light to Bloom's eye, for example) adds detail but not coherence; it doesn’t ‘fill in’
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before the face of the vision, even in the silence of the Divine face, to encounter
the overwhelming emotion and sense of truth—and to withstand it. What truth-
value adheres to this experience is the substance of the ‘believe-and-not’
described above in Chapter Two and to the experience of frustration at the
enjoying parents’ door in Chapter Five—what happens when you engage as
intensely as possible in this crisis of meaning and refuse to close it off.

Kristeva describes a similar structure in ‘Joyce the Gracehoper,” in which she
argues that Joyce approaches these contradictions by staring into the cracks in
the Symbolic order, these holes in the Other through which pour the Real.®
Rather than engage in an Imaginary phantasy of reunion with some lost maternal
Truth, Joyce risks ‘seeing through,” as Loyola sees through the serpent, the
Symbolic to the Real. If Joyce’s work is to have truth value, it is this encounter
that provides it—a glimpse, however contingent, of the fictionality of the
Symbolic, and a strengthened capacity to withstand this apprehension. As
Kristeva writes elsewhere,

what distinguishes the psychoanalytical cure from the mystical opening is

that, in mystics, the ego vanishes in favour of the id, which perceives
itself. The mystical raptus is a glimpse (vision) that makes a tear in the

the scene but instead creates a different one. There is no resolution to be had in this way: ‘But
when we read imaginative literature we expect that, as in life, our understanding will follow our
sense: that we will know what is happening because we see what is happening, and not merely
because we are able to resolve the meanings of words’ (Phillips 198). This kind of blank-filling, or
puzzle-solving, in an Imaginary and impossible attempt at coherence, will be examined more
fully in Chapter Eight.

5 Compare this structure with Meltzer’s aesthetic theory of the mother’s face, or David’s use
of the image of God’s face (above). Thurston sees a similar dynamic occurring with Hamlet,
whose problem might be described as ‘a struggle to symbolize and to ward off something,
something that imposes itself as both the disruption of language and an inescapable, fascinating
spectacle’ (37).
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verbalization and allows the thing seen, along with the underlying drive,
to act in silence. (Need xiv)

This silence of mysticism, of the completely attenuated ego, is what the
Joycean text is structured to deny. And while both Lacan and Kristeva valourize
this capacity as a sign of Joyce’s courage, here we might see it as consistent with
the structures of Loyola’s project. Silence must be met with speech, with
articulation—in conversation with the retreat’s Director, in the psychoanalytic

session, in the return to the dynamic world —anything to dispel the weak bonds

£ 44 s

of ““and” and “and,”” that false, silent, and comforting logic of surface that must

disintegrate in our hands.

6.4 The Price to be Paid

‘Reading Ignatius’s works,” Hubert S. Box writes, “one is struck by the
complete absence of the nuptial aspect that predominates in other mystical
classics’ (122). The ‘nuptial aspect’ is a version of the phantasy of plenitude—a
‘wifely” surrender to the beauty and truth of God.** Egan writes a bit anxiously
when attempting to differentiate Loyolan mysticism from that of other, more
self-obliterative types:

Genuine Christian mysticism must impart the attitude of reverential love
because God is love who unites the mystic with himself, but never

% Dominique Salin examines Henri Bremond’s analysis of Ignatian spirituality: ‘Mysticism,
by implication, “is then something quite opposite to safety, sobriety, the use of the will, practical
concerns, and obsession with rules and regulations.” In contrast to the busy, active, willpower-
driven spirituality of the Jesuits, “the mystical attitude for Bremond simply consists in receiving,
in “letting God act.” And on this point, Bremond observes, Ignatius has oddly little to say” (qtd.
in Arvidson (151).
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dissolves the difference between them, as in some forms of Eastern

mysticism. To say reverential love is to emphasize differentiated unity,

[whereas] the [Eastern] mystic in fact becomes God by participation. (131)
If love is ‘reverential,” it requires a revering subject, not a co-participant in God’s
transcendence. It refuses to smash subjectivity and instead works out difference,
an inside and outside, refusing pre-Oedipal unity. ‘Genuine’ Christian
conceptions of transcendence never close this gap between self and God. It's a
fundamental principle of Trinitarian Christianity, a permanent instance of the
Oedipal ‘No.” One is, to use Klein’s framing, outside the door of the primal scene,
of perfect enjoyment, and one must find a way to get used to it. This is the price
to be paid for entering reality. And it is, of course, permanent frustration.

Unlike the writings of Aquinas, Loyola’s works are never made systematic,
concepts such as ‘will” are never theorized, and the meaning of terms drifts
across the texts.” In the Autobiography, the word ‘will” makes its first appearance
as that fiat, that instantiation of an arbitrary rule or premise, a necessary move
meant to get the hermeneutic project moving —figuring out what God might be
saying, how to ‘read’” his obscure desire.

But by the time the word appears in the Exercises, the term has changed its

emphasis. The will, still central to the psychic structure of Jesuit life, has less to

do with reason and more to do with affect:

% van Laan describes the ‘three different faculties of mind” Loyola outlines, vaguely, in the
Exercises: ‘In Ignatius’s pattern the first prelude, which collects and reconstructs images, belongs
to memory; the meditation proper, which thoroughly analyzes the subject matter, belongs to
understanding; and the colloquy, which gives full play to the deeply roused emotions, represents
the work of the will” (5). Stephen, in Portrait, recounts these terms in his post-sermon prayer: ‘He
felt only an ache of soul and body, his whole being, memory, will, understanding, flesh,
benumbed and weary’ (115).
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In all the spiritual exercises that follow, we bring the intellect into action
in order to think and the will in order to stir the deeper affections. We
should therefore note that the activity of the will, when we are speaking
vocally or mentally with God our Lord or with His saints, requires greater
reverence on our part than when we are using the intellect to understand’
(281, Ex. 3)

We have here a typically Loyolan taxonomy, presented (‘we should note’) as
almost self-evident: the intellect is engaged to think and understand, while the
will is something separate from direct understanding. It is used, instead, to “stir
the deeper affections,” and to do so particularly in discourse. Discourse is not
primarily a way to communicate thoughts and emotions with the Divinity, but
rather the reverse: pressing into the impossibility of communication with the
Divinity brings about thoughts and emotions.

By wilfully pushing against the impossibility of reciprocal discourse —of the
letter never arriving at its destination, as it were —the exercitant becomes a
generative agent in himself. Such activity requires a ‘greater reverence,” a
strenuous affective stance in relation to the Divinity. The will sustains this effort,
but must somehow, so as not to cross into mysticism, maintain the boundaries of
subjectivity —reverent before God’s otherness, before the bar between the
signifier and signified. It is a double movement, seeking affective disruption and
not logical understanding, seeking transcendence but at a “scrupulous,” self-
conscious distance. In the Exercises, understanding is secondary to, or is at least

an effect of, the stirring of affect against the frustrations of distance. The will is not

to make determinations; it is used to prod oneself, to disturb oneself for access
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only “deeper affections’ can bring, to a perhaps more ineffable, inchoate,

phantastic, or Divine truth.

6.5 Affections and Intellect

Munitiz defines the Loyolan concept of the affections as an obstacle: “all the
feelings of liking and disliking that well up in the heart and can impede objective
judgement.... [T]hose called in question in the Exercises are the profound
influences that alter perceptions of reality” (xv). While Loyolan theological
practice emphasizes the will’s productive role, characteristically it also argues the
other side, warning of the dangers involved in this very project. When the affect
is unexamined and left free, it will “alter perceptions of reality’; there is
enjoyment in the sacred practice of the stirring of affect, but such enjoyment must
be ironized and bounded, not just ‘thought” but thought about. The goal of the
Exercises, the way indeed one is meant to become ‘stronger’ by virtue of
exercising, is to evoke, experience, and master these emotions. As Meissner
writes,

Psychologically speaking, an inordinate attachment is an emotional
attachment, an emotional responsiveness...that has escaped effective
control of psychic regulatory systems. To the extent to which such control
has failed, effective functioning of the ego is impeded. (116)

Here we find the ambivalence at the heart of the Jesuit project, the point at

which the subject, when he is most successful, is caught between a demand on

the one hand for ‘control’ and ‘regulation’ to form a coherent ‘system,” and on the
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other hand a need for rapturous experience such as Loyola’s visions or his
loguela—the “deeper affection,” the status of which (Divine? Satanic?
‘inordinate?’) must remain unclear.

The exercitant, or his Director, might seek to resolve this ambivalence
through balance or integration, but neither works as anything much more than a
compromise (especially for an intense, idealistic young man like Stephen
Dedalus, searching for ‘first principles’). And this impossibility is why, in the
end, these are just exercises. They produce meaning, but do not mean. Meissner
writes,

By a progressively deepened understanding, the ego is able to embrace
realities forming the substance of the spiritual life and gradually and more
effectively bring to bear its own executive functions to achieve greater
stability of affective functioning. (118)
The ‘progressively” here is a result of sheer exercise—greater tolerance of the
contradiction, brought about through the Exercises.

The Spiritual Exercises thus lets loose an open, sensory, affective imagination
within a field delimited both by Catholic orthodoxy and by the ironic self-
consciousness of the believing, sceptical, well-disposed mind. This imaginative
exercise remains unclosed —the exercitant feels himself in the position of Christ, or
of the Father, or of an ulcerous sore, but nowhere in the Exercises itself is that
identificatory ‘spell” broken or shown up as ironic. It shouldn’t be, as the work of

the exercitant must continue when he returns to the world. The explicit goal is

not loss of self through mystical rapture, but instead mobility —in some way to
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break the stasis of certainty, of ‘inordinate attachments,” of identity, to maintain
that earnest irony through the rest of life. As Meissner puts it,
The strategy here is to mobilize the countercathectic energies of the ego.
Repugnance [e.g., towards a life of poverty] is a form of libidinal
resistance to ego-control, and is expectable considering the degree of self-
denial and engagement Ignatius seeks. (197)
To close the transference, to break the ‘spell,” would mean knowledge and
conclusion, would mean having learned something. But again, the Exercises are
neither true nor false. What matters is only this capacity for maintaining this

stance, this position, within the Exercises and elsewhere, whether one is ‘learning’

or really getting anywhere at all.

6.6 Good Dead: Indifference as a Hermeneutic Structure

One problem with such a position is that mobility may have no content.
Unable to “solve” any contradictions, mobility can lead to a monotonous,
resigned, empty cycle. The ironic distance can become stale, even atheistic.
Instead of offering the certainty of the psychotic, mystic vision, this mobility
takes the shape of Lacan’s obsessive neurosis: what I do doesn’t do anything; my
choices and motivations have no substance or effect; and if the question is “Am I,
as what I think I am, alive or dead?’ the answer is truly something like the latter.

By the time of the Exercises, Loyola’s fiat with the mule—the act that makes

meaning possible —has become indifference. The use of the word ‘will” in that
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scene has now become the double movement of affective ‘stirring” and cognitive,

ironic distance. It’s defined as the ‘Principle and Foundation’ of the First Week:

The human person is created to praise, reverence, and serve God Our
Lord, and by doing so to save his or her soul. The other things on the face
of the earth are created for human beings in order to help them pursue the
end for which they are created. It follows from this that one must use
other created things in so far as they help towards one’s end, and free
oneself from them in so far as they are obstacles to one’s end. To do this we
need to make ourselves indifferent to all created things, provided the matter is

subject to our free choice and there is no prohibition. (289, emphasis
added)

He continues with one of the most quoted sentences in all his work:

Thus as far as we are concerned, we should not want health more than
illness, wealth more than poverty, fame more than disgrace, a long life
more than a short one, and similarly for all the rest, but we should desire

and choose only what helps us more towards the end for which we are
created. (289)

This is the source text for the senis baculus—the idea that to be of maximum

use to God, one should be as indifferent as an old man’s walking stick. In the

additional materials Loyola adds to the Exercises, he includes this prayer, the

‘Suscipe,” another of the most quoted passages in the text and regularly sung at

mass:

Take, Lord, and receive all my liberty, my memory, my understanding,
and my entire will, all that I have and possess. You gave it to me; to you
Lord I give it all back. All is yours, dispose of it entirely according to your
will. Give me the grace to love you, for that is enough for me. (329)

In the section entitled “The Spiritual Exercises’ in the Sodality Manual, Cullen

writes,

On the Contempt for the World: From the moment we are attached to the
world, we cease, in some measure, to be Christians. This profane world,
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so passionately fond of grandeur, of pleasure, of everything that can
flatter self-love, is the capital enemy of Jesus Christ.... Beg of God to
destroy in you the spirit of the world and to give you strength to despise
its allurements. (326)

This is Loyola’s solution to the problem of “And’ —to the radical ambivalence
between affect and understanding, between rapturous transcendence and
paranoid scruples, between submission and resistance. If the ego is caught in this
struggle, the solution here is for the ego to drop into this indifference. It is a dead
stance, but, ideally, a good, loving death—the ego abased to be of greatest use to
God, the affections mobilized to sustain that relationship, the irony maintained
precisely to create a situation of distance and separateness, to reject the
‘obviousness” of mysticism, the certainty of knowledge, the surface security of

17

““and” and “and.”” By giving over everything to the impassive, silent face of God,
desire will intensify and diminish, and the exercitant will not find only what he
seeks; he will find radical disappointment, and surprise. From such a position,
there is no desire to find anything ‘latent” or hidden; in the situation of the
Loyolan Position, the meaning is in the doing, in movement, in the codings and
re-codings of dream-work itself. As a seeker after God’s truth—as an indifferent,

depressive reader of his inscrutable, impassive text—don’t expect to find

anything, but open the heavy book just the same.
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CHAPTER SEVEN:

IT WAS PITCH BLACK ALMOST

If consulted on this subject by a friend, or by one leading an imperfect or wicked
life, what counsel should I give, what motives should I suggest to influence them to

practice perfection or return to virtue?

— Meditation instructions from the Sodality Manual
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7.1 Introduction

As we’ve argued, Joyce has worked, in Dubliners, with the Loyolan Position in
terms of narrative apparatus: the specific structuring of a kind of reading that
engages in frustration and constructs meaning. In A Portrait of the Artist as a
Young Man, Joyce develops his work with the Exercises into a more complex, even
more subtle approach. The locus has changed, but the dynamic remains the
same: productive frustration and the impossibility of closing the readerly
transference.

In Portrait, the Loyolan Position operates most richly as form, but manifests
most conspicuously as character. Any psychoanalytic approach to character must
quickly finds its limits. As Peter Brooks argues, ‘Psychoanalytic literary criticism
has always been something of an embarrassment’ ('Idea’ 334). Rather than
examining the dynamics and erotics of form, “psychoanalysis in literary study
has over and over again mistaken the object of analysis’—usually analyzing
author, reader, or character (334).

To that end, we are concerned here not with diagnosing Stephen but with
using the ‘confrontation,” as Brooks puts it (336), between psychoanalysis and
literature to illuminate the ways Portrait operates: first, as this character takes his
Jesuit material to work his ambivalence through, and second, as this question of
character becomes the more powerful one of form. The book is given to us as a
Bildungsroman, foregrounding character in the most obvious ways. But it is a

Bildungsroman with a most unusual narrative apparatus, a form which itself
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works through these problems of ambivalence, ultimately destabilizing the status
of “character’ itself. In this chapter, we’ll move from a consideration of Stephen’s
character to an analysis of Portrait’s form, tracing the ways it makes its Loyolan

demands on the reader.

7.2 The Sermon

The most overtly ‘Loyolan” work of Portrait, or of anything in Joyce, is of
course Father Arnall’s hellfire sermon of Chapter Three. Arnall’s visceral and
terrifying rhetoric is the product of his own point-by-point use of one reflection
from the Exercises:

POINT 1 This will be to look with the eyes of the imagination at the great
fires and at the souls appearing to be in burning bodies.

POINT 2 To hear with one’s ears the wailings, howls, cries, blasphemies
against Christ Our Lord and against all the saints.

POINT 3 To smell with the sense of smell the smoke, the burning sulphur,
the cesspit and the rotting matter.

POINT 4 To taste with the sense of taste bitter things, such as tears,
sadness and the pangs of conscience.

POINT 5 To feel with the sense of touch, i.e. how those in hell are licked
around and burned by the fires. (298-9)

While such descriptiveness is unusual for Loyola—it’s his most vivid rhetoric
in the text—the terms (‘fires,” “wailings,” “sadness’) are still relatively vague, flat,

open to further elaboration . And it pales in comparison to Arnall’s use of it—
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and of Hell Opened to Christians®® —as he organizes each paragraph, as Loyola

does, with a separate sense:
Now let us try for a moment to realize, as far as we can, the nature of that
abode of the damned which the justice of an offended God has called into
existence for the eternal punishment of sinners. Hell is a strait and dark
and foulsmelling prison, an abode of demons and lost souls, filled with
fire and smoke.... The prisoners are heaped together in their awful prison,
the walls of which are said to be four thousand miles thick.... Itis a
neverending storm of darkness.... The horror of this strait and dark prison
is increased by its awful stench.... But this stench is not, horrible though it
is, the greatest physical torment to which the damned are subject. The
torment of fire is the greatest torment.... (100)

Arnall’s image is therefore a virtuoso example of composition of place, but
only one possible rendition of it; the original exercise allows for an infinite series
of versions. Arnall’s scene, elaborated from Pinamonte’s, is one of his own
making.” As a function of the successful Loyolan Position, the exercise itself
demands earnest irony, belief and disbelief. Yet here on Stephen’s retreat, as a
tool in this Irish, Jesuit, adolescent world, such subtleties are obscured. These

actual Jesuits, in other words, mean to inspire not careful, ironic contemplation

but sheer, cold terror.

% Pinamonti, Giovanni Pietro. Hell Opened to Christians, to Caution Them from Entering into It.
[London?]: 1715.

57 Cullen’s own Sodality Manual provided the young Joyce with another, written version of a
meditation on hell, one that sounds quite a bit like Arnall himself: ‘1. How great would be our
honour, if the shrieks of the damned —if their groans and blasphemies could reach us! They howl
like wild beasts. They accuse themselves of their sins—they bewail, they detest them. But it is too
late; their tears but add new strength to the fire that torments them. Oh, repentance of the
damned, how rigorous art thou! But oh! How fruitless! 2. Never to see God! - to be burning in
flames forever —the blood boiling in our veins, the marrow in our bones! —to be trampled on by
the devils!...” (330). It continues in this way.
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Stephen swallows it whole, believing it without this irony, as truth: ‘Every
word of it was for him. Against his sin, foul and secret, the whole wrath of God
was aimed’ (96).° With this Bunyanesque narcissism, the abasement of the ego as
an ‘ulcerous sore,” Stephen engages in the work of the First Week of the retreat—
and the First Week alone. Arnall does not want the boys to reconcile their terror
with God’s grace; he does not want them to come up with their own
compositions of place; he does not want them to think.

Like a good Jesuit, Stephen extends this exercise on his own through his day
and into his nightly prayer. As Thomas F. van Laan describes it,

the relationship between the Ignatian system and Joyce’s novel does not
end with the borrowed sermons. The sequel to the evening sermon
illustrates how Joyce has adapted the meditative pattern to the purposes
of drama.... Joyce indicates explicitly Stephen’s abortive desire to perform
a typical spiritual exercise. (5)

Stephen kneels at his bed: “To be alone with his soul, to examine his
conscience, to meet his sins face to face, to recall their times and manners and
circumstances, to weep over them. He could not weep” (115). And he concludes,
in the most Loyolan paranoid manner, ‘That was the work of devils, to scatter his
thoughts and overcloud his conscience” (115). And even when he fails to perform
this Jesuit “examen of conscience” (Exercises 291) in the Jesuit manner,

so intensely does he realize his fallen state that the exercise takes place

without the collaboration of his as yet unaroused will. As he lies in bed,
‘the leprous company of his sins closed about him, breathing upon him,

5 Doherty writes, “His paranoid sense of being centre-stage in a cosmological struggle, waged
for his benefit, paradoxically restores the self-esteem lost by his sinning. At once the least and the
greatest, his claim on God’s attention is exclusive and absolute.” (40)
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bending over him from all sides’ (115) and ‘he saw the places where he
had sinned and, though his ears were tightly covered, he heard” (115).
(van Laan 6)
Stephen is thus confounded, or ravished, by the exercise, even as his will is
disengaged; the rhetorical power of the language operates on him, even on his
body, independently of any demand for contemplation or self-analysis.
van Laan’s larger argument is that the structure of Chapter Three is that of an
exercise itself: ‘just as the individual point of the meditation proper parallels the
entire exercise, the structure of this episode repeats the structure of its chapter,
which also follows the pattern of a meditation on sin” (6). If this is true, the
genesis of such a structure is clear: in another turn of the Uncle Charles Principle,
Stephen’s obsessive engagement with Arnall’s engagement with Loyola’s
exercise becomes the text before us.”
But it is an empty exercise, though not for Stephen’s lack of trying. Arnall’s
retreat abandons the students in the first part of the First Week. The deliberate
ambivalence of the Exercises, its refusal to delineate any authoritative image and

its willingness to accept ‘greater delight” from reactions not necessarily born of

‘divine action,” even the dialogic speech situation—all are denied to Stephen and

% van Laan writes: ‘It is the function of the Ignatian meditation proper to arouse the will for
its exalted association with God in the colloquy, and it is precisely as a result of the
understanding gained through the retreat that Stephen, whose will had been stifled, can carry out
his confession and penance, his only significant act of will in this chapter. The last section of
Chapter Three corresponds, then, to the colloquy of the Ignatian exercise; here Stephen’s aroused
will speaks out, not to God, Christ, or the Virgin, but to the priest who hears his confession’ (7).
Indeed, the whole chapter, he writes, is a composition of place: ‘Joyce’s introductory sequences
establish a theme which succeeding passages develop until Stephen has before him all the
impressions necessary to lead him to some relevant conclusion’ (8-9). The problem is precisely
that ‘some’ —there is only one relevant conclusion, and that is the terror of damnation.
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his fellow students. He’s fully willing to engage in this process, but Arnall’s
image serves as that dead end anathema to the Loyolan Position. Filling every
blank, thoroughly worked through, it’s the end, not the start, of imagination and
thought.® Stephen gains intense transferential pleasure in the image, but there’s
nothing for him to do. It’s rhetoric without possibility for action or investment.
It’s bound to fail.*!

And when it does, it’s in large part because Stephen cannot discern how to
integrate ambivalence into his emotional life and his intellectual approach. A
number of readings of Portrait see this failure, this determination for certitude
and ‘claritas,” as a function of Stephen’s narcissism, or of his will to freedom.
Gerald Doherty, for instance, writes that ‘the System holds out a “vocation,”
which in effect would make him one of them: in rejecting the offer, Stephen also
rejects the System itself as the prime sign of his new liberation” (47). Sara Crangle
sees in Stephen’s epiphanies echoes of Schopenhauer’s vision of genius: ‘geniuses
have the capacity to transcend the “thralldom” of the will and become “pure,
will-less subject[s] of knowledge....” (31, quoting from World as Will and

Representation I, 195).

60 There’s a dissociation in Arnall’s rhetoric, one that further encloses his listeners within it:
when he says, ‘O my dear little brothers in Christ, may it never be our lot to hear that language!
May it never be our lot, I say!” (104), that’s precisely what’s happening.

61 Roy Gottfried notes that the sermon contains theological errors as well, errors that open
space for further critique, irony, and play. Arnall’s ‘the firmament was as a scroll rolled away’ is
from the King James Version. And while he says he’s quoting Ecclesiastes, his citation is actually
from a paraphrase of Ecclesiasticus from Hell Opened to Christians (Gottfried 70). In addition,
Arnall adds the word ‘only’ to his text (‘Remember only thy last things...”) to focus the scope and
impact of the sermon. And of the four last things —death, judgement, hell, and heaven—he of
course omits the last.
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The surprise, however, is that the text itself demonstrates no actual traces of
Stephen’s decision about becoming a Jesuit. Certainly we are offered abundant
and vivid impressions, and after the decision is made it seems consistent with
this portrait of an artist-to-be. But he is not an artist yet, and such a retroactive
reading ‘makes sense’ by organizing materials into an end already in mind,
taking the title at face value. The momentous conflict between Stephen and
Church, between religion and art—this conflict that first arises on page one—fails
to manifest, and the decision comes across as something that has already
happened, a decision, or discernment, obscure to himself and to the text.®

What we do find is that Stephen is troubled by the Jesuits” own ‘gaps,” by
their ellipses, the incomplete sincerity that keeps breaking through: the jokes
about les jupes, Simon Moonan tying the prefect’s sleeves behind his back, the
shattering moment he overhears Conmee and his father joking about his triumph
at Clongowes. It isn’t that Stephen doesn’t take Catholicism seriously; it’s that he
takes it too seriously. When the heterogeneity, the mess, breaks through the
surface, he reads it as a lie. Sara Crangle says that May Dedalus’s death is what
‘challenges Stephen’s yearning for absolutism” (31), but the shocks begin much

earlier than that.

62 This “‘decision’” manifests clearly, melodramatically, in Stephen Hero: *And if the heart
trembled an instant at some approach to that he would cry, youthfully, passionately: “It is so! It is
so! Life is such as I conceive it.” He spurned from before him the stale maxims of the Jesuits and
he swore an oath that [never] they should never establish over him an ascendancy’ (38, brackets
in original, indicating an earlier draft of the text).
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By Chapter Four, he’s the most devout student in the school, but the
imperfections of others, particularly the Jesuits, have become unbearable:

He had no temptations to sin mortally.... Images of the outbursts of trivial
anger which he had often noted among his masters, their twitching
mouths, closeshut lips and flushed cheeks, recurred to his memory,
discouraging him, for all his practice of humility, by the comparison. To
merge his life in the common tide of other lives was harder for him than
any fasting or prayer.... (129)

From the first page of the book, Stephen is preternaturally able to imagine,
somatize, attenuate his ego, and produce from this situation language ("Pull out his
eyes, / Apologise’) and a kind of loquela (“Tralala lala”) (2, 1). Cixous illuminates
Stephen’s propensity for finding liberation in this kind of poesis, even at this
early age: ‘It is exactly the story of Percival or of Eve. He has been threatened
with a horrible chastisement, and doesn’t know why....” By making the poem,

he accepts the law in order to transgress it. And he transgresses by being
attentive to what is inside the words. He enjoys it, so what he will take care
of is the sound of the law, not the message of the law. This is how he
becomes an artist. (‘Reaching’ 6-7)

But in a sense, this rule/transgression model —a paranoid one—is his
problem. His failure to integrate the depressive dimension of the Loyolan
Position—the remorse towards the object, the reparative urge—not only prevents
him from becoming a Jesuit himself, but forecloses any way to “merge his life’
with other people. Unable to negotiate this frustration and ambivalence, Stephen

overcompensates with hyper-intellectual irony, which disengages him even from

Cranly. In that abyss between ‘belief and nothingness’ that Kristeva has named,
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Stephen has no means of creating a third, healthily ironic and depressed option,
and he is therefore defensively, if exultantly, alone:
— And not to have had one person, Cranly said, who would be more than
a friend, more even than the noblest and truest friend a man ever had....
— Of whom are you speaking? Stephen asked at length.
Cranly did not answer. (213)

By the last page of the book, Stephen’s situation is such that his mother’s
hackneyed sentiment turns out to be true: ‘She prays now, she says, that I may
learn in my own life and away from home and friends what the heart is and what
it feels” (217). As a diagnosis of a failed negotiation of ambivalence, of a subject’s
defences enjoined against its pain and the recognition of partiality and

disappointment, as well as against its concomitant reparation and love, she could

not have done much better.

7.3 Prelude in Cork

Before the sermon—and before Stephen solicits prostitutes—there occurs a
scene that outlines Stephen’s struggles with the Loyolan process, and which
prepares him both for his sinful fall and for his crisis on retreat. On his visit to
Cork with his father, Stephen is ambivalent —confused, largely silent, witness to
the quiet dissipation of his father’s authority and former world. Stephen, in his
earnestness and adolescent demand for truth and authenticity, attempts to

integrate these broken elements into a successful whole.
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As his family comes down in station, their belongings soon to be sold at
auction, Stephen’s father takes him to his home city of Cork. It begins on the train
with Stephen’s re-reading, in a sense, the first chapter of the book: “As the train
steamed out of the station he recalled his childish wonder of years before and
every event of his first day at Clongowes. But he felt no wonder now’ (73). ‘He
listened without sympathy to his father’s evocation of Cork,” alienated by his
father’s hypocrisy —Simon Dedalus’s claims of a proud youth ‘give[n] the lie’
and a tinge of desperation by the family’s increasing poverty (73).

As Stephen wakes at dawn on the train, “The terror of sleep fascinated his
mind.... The neighbourhood of unseen sleepers filled him with strange dread as
though they could harm him....” (73). The fear of his own sleep, and of the sleep
of those around him, mirrors his anxiety over interiority, of unconscious contents
about which Stephen has, in the preceding scenes, come to feel greater and
greater guilt. Tobias Boes argues that at this ‘depressing’ moment, ‘the Irish
landscape becomes visible as something more than a dark mass of shades broken
up every four seconds by a pole” (774). What had been quotidian experience
becomes invested, for Boes, with significance via an “individuating rhythm’:

Suddenly, the previous feeling of detachment and disjunction gives way
to definite sense of place.... Suddenly, his father’s presence —so easily
dismissed just a few hours ago—takes on an almost claustrophobic
heaviness.... The mechanical thus yields to the biological, and mere
repetition is replaced by the organic cycle of pulmonary activity. (775)

Boes reads this as a ‘relapse into a pre-Oedipal state for Stephen’ (775), a womb-

like fantasy, suggesting contact here with the Imaginary, preparing him for the
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Oedipal drama to come. The sleeping townspeople play a particular role here as
objects of projective identification, his internal fears registering to him as external
threats, desire here bound up with landscape, peasantry, and dread.

To allay this anxiety, Stephen invents “a trail of foolish words which he made
to fit the insistent rhythm of the train’—the pleasure of linguistic sound, of
loquela, to which he turns for reasons he can’t articulate: “This furious music
allayed his dread and, leaning against the windowledge, he let his eyelids close
again’ (73). He also projects the bars of the music onto the bars of the poles: ‘the
telegraph poles held the galloping notes of the music between punctual bars’
(73). ‘Bars” here functions as ‘belt’ does in Chapter One, when a very young
Stephen discovers with wonder how a belt around one’s waist is also ‘to give a
fellow a belt’ (3). On the edge of sleep here, with his anxious guilt lulled away by
the foetal pulsing of the telegraph poles and the music, Stephen moves from
‘foolish words’ to their homonyms out into the world. He’s able, for the moment
at least, to move back and forth through the continuum, attenuating his ego and
offering it solace through language in its multiple forms.

At their hotel, Simon “sang softly to himself with quaint accent and phrasing’
a song about youth and folly, of leaving one’s beloved after love ‘fades and dies’
(74). The lyric, combined with his own sense impressions, pleases Stephen: ‘“The
consciousness of the warm sunny city outside his window and the tender
tremors with which his father’s voice festooned the strange sad happy air, drove

off all the mists of the night’s ill humour from Stephen’s brain’ (74). Stephen’s



215

understanding of the song as ‘strange sad happy,” accompanied by pleasure,
marks a depressive acceptance of ambivalence. And his ability then to perceive it
as such, and to integrate it with the sunny city and his father (about whom he is
also, indeed, experiencing mixed feelings), produces a pining, pleasant
melancholy —the depressive position, and the reparative feelings it evokes.

Stephen shares this intimate pleasure with his father, and Simon immediately
turns the moment back into a ghostly, ‘ill-humoured” one: “Ah, but you should
have heard Mick Lacy sing it! Poor Mick Lacy!” (74). Stephen’s sweetly ironic and
reparative impulse is wrecked by Simon’s maudlin obsession, by his father’s
inability to achieve such distance and therefore such an understanding. In the
deadness of Simon’s vision, Stephen loses his depressive stance and reverts to
cold alienation. As Simon talks to the waiter, ‘For the most part they talked at
crosspurposes when a name was mentioned, the waiter having in mind the
present holder and Mr Dedalus his father or perhaps his grandfather’ (74). At
their visit to Queen’s College, Simon’s continuing obsession with the dead turns
Stephen’s ‘restlessness to fever....and the lively southern speech which had
entertained him all the morning now irritated his ears’ (74).

Simon’s half-drunk, maudlin, self-pitying conception of the city is, like
Arnall’s sermon, another dead end from an adult male—both ‘fathers’—in
authority. As with the sermon, Stephen is willing with his father’s song to invest
in the scenario, even to enjoy it bodily; it drives off the mists from his brain. But

his attenuated ego, the transferential joy with the scenario, perhaps even his
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jouissance are all halted by a single-minded, dead-end fervour —self-serving
mawkishness in the case of his father, repressive finality in Arnall’s. Neither man
can accommodate the mixed feelings of the Loyolan Position, or of one in search
of it. Stephen can’t even enjoy Cork or its accented speech anymore, not with ‘his
tather, whom he knew for a shrewd and suspicious man...duped by the servile
manners of the porter’ (75). Between faith and nothingness, he can find no
footing,

Then suddenly, in the next paragraph, these elements come into crisis.
Stephen and his father enter the anatomy theatre at Queen’s College, where he’s
depressed by the gloom, the deadness of the place corresponding to his father’s
own mood. Looking for his father’s initials (which are, of course, his own as
well), he sees the word “Foetus’ carved into a desk:

The sudden legend startled his blood: he seemed to feel the absent
students of the college about him and to shrink from their company. A
vision of their life, which his father’s words had been powerless to evoke,
sprang up before him out of the word cut in the desk. A broadshouldered
student with a moustache was cutting in the letters with a jackknife,
seriously. Other students stood or sat near him laughing at his handiwork.
One jogged his elbow. The big student turned on him, frowning. He was
dressed in loose grey clothes and had tan boots. (75)

What had been an alienating abstraction —watching his father obsess about
his lost past—now appears, unbidden, as crude, physical fact. As Loyola might
argue, the images of his father, or any image created elsewhere, can never have

the impact (the ‘greater delight’) of one stirred from within. It is the word, both

its signification and its crude physicality, that arrests Stephen and startles his
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blood —a somatic reaction. It stirs composition of place; it’s not that he creates
this image, but that he ‘notices’ it, suddenly a passive receptor to his own
unconscious contents, all the way down to the tan boots.

And, while fully aware of its fictional status, Stephen ‘believes’ this image,
this “genuine forgery,” with ironic sincerity. The transference is explicit: ‘It
shocked him to find in the outer world a trace of what he had deemed till then a
brutish and individual malady of his own mind’ (75). He even wonders where
these contents come from, ‘from what den of monstrous images” within him they
arise. His ego is so attenuated he immediately has to call down the Symbolic,
tying himself into the linguistic system: ‘I am Stephen Dedalus. I am walking
beside my father whose name is Simon Dedalus’ (75). It's another rewriting by
Stephen of an earlier scene in his own life, this time when he wrote his mailing
address all the way to the limits of the universe. Back then, it led him to a
tenuous, forced assertion in the field of language (‘God’s real name was God’
[13]). Here, he again tries to lock down language to escape the terror of this
unconscious image: ‘Simon and Stephen and Victoria. Names’ (75) —figures in a
vast, arbitrary, but defined system of proper names, one which excludes the
broadshouldered boy and his friends.

Doherty describes this student as a rebuke to Stephen, ‘the natural
embodiment of robust good health....his own future destiny as a fertile family
man. In this reading, the word “foetus” triggers Stephen’s neurasthenic panic

and guilt because he recognizes the damage he does to himself’ (13). But while
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Stephen’s reaction does grow out of the anxiety and depression of the previous
scenes in Cork, his response—his composition of place —is more productive than
one of mere guilt; it’s a surplus of meaning that shocks Stephen and remains
uninterpreted by him and by the text. Doherty’s argument, which reads Stephen
as guilty of a general masturbatory isolation, doesn’t address why it’s this
particular moment (and not, say, in his arguments with Heron or with his fellow
students in Chapter Five) when such guilt erupts, or why it takes this particular
form. He writes that while Stephen generally takes refuge in the ‘company of his
phantasmal comrades,’
Only the ‘foetus” word, cut in the desk of the anatomy theatre, poses the
threat of a serious split: his intangible “phantoms’ alone seem to push him
‘beyond the limits of reality” into a paranoid fantasy world which
confuses the boundaries between within and without.... “He could
scarcely recognize his own thoughts’ (38-9)

But what appears is not an image of a future ‘fertile family man,” isolating
Stephen from their circle. The image is intensely homosocial, and its gender
relations are, to put it mildly, unclear —the word ‘foetus’ itself indicating the
feminine, the masculine, and the coexistence of both; the knife, the moustache,
the bumping elbows—suggesting that what Stephen might be isolated from is
not future fertility, but this kind of horseplay among men. And most
importantly, while he’s bewildered, and while his attempts to nail down the
language system might be paranoid, he’s not quite ‘beyond reality” or ‘paranoid’

in the moment. Instead, he’s at that particular situation of frustration, his

Symbolic shattered for a moment by unconscious desire of indiscernible
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provenance. Derek Attridge reads this scene in light of Stephen’s previous
consideration of the word “suck’: ‘both scenes combine suggestions of forbidden
sex with a male community from which he feels excluded’ (75). He adds, “There
is no remainder at work; just a train of associations.... We witness the trials of
adolescent sexuality, but we do not participate in the overflowing of the
linguistic system and the genesis of the literary” (75). The attenuated ego, met
with a kind of composition of place, experiences a sociability which threatens
Stephen’s paranoid-schizoid order and distance. And the specific image is one of
sociability, which Leo Bersani argues ‘is the pleasure of existing, of concretely
existing, at the abstract level of pure being. There is no other explanation for that
pleasure’” (‘Sociability” 48), one which includes and accepts ‘the play of
conflicting passions and ambitions’ (50) and the playful contact of male bodies as
well. As a solution to frustration, it’s barely tolerable to Stephen. As Attridge
writes, Stephen constantly vacillates between ‘lyrical, Paterian” responses and
‘hard-edged, unsparing, realist’ ones (74). He misses the loquela function he
exercised on page one, that avenue to depression and reparation he found via the

bodily experience of language.®®

Simon returns, with more maudlin reminiscences, this time about the

Groceries and his childhood friends, now gone. Stephen ‘listened to stories he

63 Attridge adds that discourses open to this dynamic, this ‘remainder” involved with
language, include literature, prayer, liturgy, and the language of children.
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had heard before” (another re-writing; the book itself starts from inside one of his
father’s stories), but nothing is convincing anymore, not after the fully composed,
shocking image from the anatomy theatre. Paragraphs later, he is still shaken:
‘The letters cut in the stained wood of the desk stared upon him, mocking his
bodily weakness and futile enthusiasms and making him loathe himself for his
own mad and filthy orgies” (76). As the day progresses, he is increasingly alone
with this image; his father continues to drink, and goes from needling his son
("he was only a Dublin jackeen” [78]) to something more vicious: when at the bar
Johnny Cashman says that if Stephen is indeed a serious boy, “Then he’s not his
father’s son,” Simon replies, ‘I don’t know, I'm sure’ (78). His father’s mawkish
misapprehension of the world cuts Stephen off even as his son.

Pages later, Stephen is in the arms of a prostitute, and soon on retreat with
Father Arnall.* His moments of sincerity, of Loyolan irony about the image of
his father’s singing, and of serious and reflective ‘noticings” of his own
unconscious image-production, are drowned by other men’s dead-end images.
And while Stephen senses the infertility of such images, he fails each time to
integrate that disappointment as ambivalence, as the depressive position. Rather
than repairing the object, he rejects it, and the necessary, reparative irony turns

into his cool rejection of the world.

¢4 Brian Cosgrove sees a ‘bad cop, good cop” dynamic in Arnall’s strategy. Arnall pits two
images of God against one another: the one at the start of the sermon (the just, punitive one) and
the one at the end (the ‘gentle and compassionate Saviour’). It is a familiar dichotomy (the Father
and the Son, the Old Testament and the New), but an apt one for Stephen, who vacillates between
these two extremes—from prostitute to ciborium in Chapter Three, and back again.
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Many other critics have carried this psychoanalytic diagnosis of Stephen
further, emphasizing his dissociation from the world. G. Douglas Atkins sees
Stephen as something of a Gnostic: “Alongside this inveterate and confining
selfishness is a craving for the spiritual and aesthetic, Gnostic in intensity; the
physical world sickens him, sometimes literally, and he flees its contact’ (79).
And Stephen’s failure with regard to irony leads to irony’s ‘mounting in
importance, for in placing all his faith in imagination...Stephen reveals the
incapacity that imagination, properly employed, might have healed: putting
yourself in the position of another, participating’ (96). Mark Morrisson, in a
quasi-Kleinian approach, sees Stephen’s dissociation as stemming from his
relationship with his mother:

What Stephen needs is not a total “all or nothing’ “intellectual imagination’
(that is, the power of symbolic discourse), but rather the ability to
recapture from his mother ‘love,” the word known to all men. With this
maternal love, he would be able to override the persecuting bad mother
imago, which is tainted by the paternal church and filled with poison, and
retrieve the lost comforting mother’s body, the good maternal imago, the
sea as a ‘great sweet mother.” Because he cannot integrate these aspects of
a mother into one whole mother, he is unable to mourn the actual death of
his mother and carry on with his life. (358)
And for Doherty, this dissociation is what cuts off the possibility of Stephen’s
and Simon’s encountering one another, even in the anatomy theatre: ‘the father’s
“passion for ignorance” shuts off what it is unbearable for him to know; the truth
of the visit is rooted in what he refuses to recognize’ in his son (12).

But we can turn here from questions of character to those of form, precisely

because Stephen himself never notes these dynamics—or, at least, the book
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doesn’t give us that second-order reflection, or even a coherent position from
which to evaluate any such causal, psychological claims. Just as Loyola’s diary
entries on ‘tears’ and loquela refuse that distance in which inchoate feelings and
experiences would be given shape and artifice in language and in a larger,
orthodox system, so the narration refuses to stand back, to conclude anything

about what we and Stephen see. This is the radical form of Portrait.

7.4 The Production of Wonder

Midway through his journey in the final chapter of Portrait, between the
statues of Moore and Wolfe Tone, Stephen finds himself on a dark road through
the Ballyhoura Hills, “pitch dark almost,” carried there by his memory of a
memory of Davin, his ‘peasant student’ friend who reveals to him a story as
enigmatic as it is obvious, its last words ringing in his memory, and ours: At the
first bend in the road I looked back and she was standing at the door.

Before Stephen meets the Dean of Studies for their ‘tundish” debate or begins
his three expository encounters with his friends, he wanders through the city,
and the narrative apparatus gives us its particular angle of insight into his
musings. Between his two encounters with two public sites—his imaginative
reconstruction of the statue of Thomas Moore and his memory of the dedication
of the Wolfe Tone memorial with his father by his side—Stephen remembers a
story told to him privately by Davin, himself something of an Irish symbol for

Stephen, about another human figure from the past. Brought to mind when
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Stephen sees the Firlbog and the Milesian in the Moore statue, Davin’s tale is, like
Lily’s and Mrs Malins’s and Gretta Conroy’s, an instance of someone else’s story
entering into the narration—a rare instance in Portrait, controlled as it is by its
peculiar, consistent, even claustrophobic rules. This incorporation of Davin’s
story into Stephen’s wandering thoughts obliquely suspends, for a moment, the
technic of both the novel and of Stephen’s own self-willed development, thus
offering an insight into the ways in which the Loyolan Position structures both
character and narration, and the ways in which both content and form engage
with the Position, and then usefully and illuminatingly fail.

Nothing is more avant-garde in Portrait than its narrative apparatus. The
reader’s first encounter with it is bewildering —no subtle, gradual strangeness as
with the Dubliners stories, but an approach that immediately requires significant
psychic and hermeneutic investments to make any meaning at all. It’s this
apparatus that freed Joyce from the nineteenth-century methodology of Stephen
Hero, allowing him to create a unique epistemology. We find earlier critics
working out this new approach. Frank O’Connor, for instance, in 1956 writes that
Portrait

represents the point, anticipated in Flaubert, at which style ceases to be a
relationship between author and reader and becomes a relationship of a

magical kind between author and object.... Indeed, one might say that it
aims at replacing the experience by the prose. (120)

The relation between author and reader —one of communication, of

storytelling —has been superseded not only by the more classically ‘fictional’
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relation between text and world —one of mimesis—but also, as O’Connor argues,
one between reader and prose itself. The experience of this prose, of Portrait, is
Portrait’s aim.

In narratological terms, we can describe the narrative apparatus of Portrait,
almost in its entirety, as heterodiegetic, with an internal focalization fixed to
Stephen’s mind. There’s some kind of partial collapse between narrator and
character; we perceive exclusively what Stephen perceives. Conceptions of
subjectivity beyond the scope of the page attenuate, and the distance necessary
for thought constricts in the direction of Segal’s symbolic equation (see Chapter
Five), where the symbol collapses into the thing symbolized and mobility ceases.
The narration thus forces the epistemological question: what is ‘knowledge” with
regard to Stephen, or any character, or any subject? As Kenner reads the word
‘portrait’ in his ‘Reconsideration’: “What that face knows, the painter knows, and
no more” (350).%

The narration forces these questions beyond the realm of knowledge and into
affective experience. We perceive what Stephen perceives, and almost in the way
Stephen perceives it—it’s an extension of, or corollary to, the Uncle Charles
Principle, as though the narrator were so invested in Stephen that the “spinning
needle” of “The Dead’ gets stuck. The intimacy of this relation between narrator

and protagonist is its chief innovation, and it remains strange: it’s a structure of

6 Kenner reductively calls this ‘an inescapable mode of the Irish literary imagination” (350).
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both intimacy and alienation at equal intensity. It gives us a position outside
Stephen’s head but not exactly anywhere else, either.

Karen Lawrence examines the bird-girl scene of Chapter Four, with Stephen
surrounded by the horseplaying boys: “He stood still in deference to their calls
and parried their banter with easy words’ (142). She writes, ‘This is Stephen as he
sees himself in his better moments—keeping his attackers at bay” (35). The
situation is a bit different, though. It's how Stephen would see himself if he were
telling this story. The peculiar narrative apparatus moves this act, Stephen’s
thought, from his own self-fashioning into the subjunctive —if this were the case,
this would be how he would tell it, but it isn’t the case, and he doesn’t. The
narration works in some strange space of possibility here, not anything like an
unmediated, accessible transaction.

Davin’s interpellation is therefore an odd change. It doesn’t fully break the
rules; it’s told as part of Stephen’s memory, and for its first half, the narrator
continues to comment, Stephenly, upon it. Davin comes to Stephen’s mind as he
considers the Moore statue, ‘a Firbolg in the borrowed cloak of a Milesian” (151).
What unfolds is the story of a fraught intimacy, not between narrator and
character, but between two young men. Stephen remembers repeating ‘for his
friend’s simple ear the verses and cadences of others, which were the veils of his
own longing and dejection” (151). As he does so, he finds his mind attracted and

repulsed by the ‘rude Firbolg mind” which
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had drawn his [own] mind towards it and flung it back again, drawing it
by a quiet inbred courtesy of attention or by a quaint turn of old English
speech...repelling swiftly and suddenly by a grossness of intelligence or by
a bluntness of feeling or by a dull stare of terror in the eyes. (151,
emphases added)
It's repelled again by ‘grossness of intelligence” or the “dull stare of terror...of a
starving Irish village” (151) —Stephen’s free association metonymically carrying
him to the Cork train and to the suffering Irish countryside, where once ‘the
peasants sleeping in their beds filled him with strange dread as though they
could harm him” (73).

This ambivalence, the attraction and repulsion to these objects, is worked
through by the text itself. Davin could easily have been drawn as a straw man, an
athletic, salt-of-the-earth counter-Stephen, perhaps a version of the
‘broadshouldered’ young man in the anatomy theatre. But as simple as Stephen
considers Davin’s mind to be, his role is more complex, his characterological
depth more of a surprise. He charms Stephen (Stephen’s “smiling eyes’ at this
point in the novel are something of a relief), but he is also ‘gross,” “blunt,’
‘dullwitted,” ‘reluctant of speech and deed,” blindly anti-English. Stephen isn’t
sure how to place him, what to make of him.

And then, Stephen’s ambivalence in this moment of friendship, this
oscillation of attraction and repulsion, ceases. Soon, again, we find ourselves

within someone else’s story, and Stephen, narrator, and reader become invested

for a moment in something else, somewhere else:
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And all the time she was talking, Stevie, she had her eyes fixed on my face
and she stood so close to me I could hear her breathing. When I handed
her back the mug at last she took my hand to draw me in over the
threshold and said — Come in and stay the night here. You ve no call to be
frightened. There’s no one in it but ourselves.... I didn’t go in, Stevie. I
thanked her and went on my way again, all in a fever. At the first bend in
the road I looked back and she was standing at the door. (153)

We can consider here the progress of Stephen’s thoughts in this moment. He
has, of course, already had his encounter with the bird-girl and has found an
aesthetic calling. He’s searching here for an image through which he might come
closer to his art; in his efforts to move beyond the Catholic Church, he seeks not a
modern vision of life, but one much older, one he regretfully notes ‘was held no
higher by the age he lived in than the subtle and curious jargons of heraldry and
falconry’ (151). It’s another avian set of images, but medieval, obscure, almost

Gnostic, like the Post Office Directory theology of Father Flynn—complete,

detailed, bounded, dead.®®

7.5 The Woman of the Ballyhoura Hills

As Davin's story engages the “primitive’ Irish Firbolg countryside, what

emerges is, as Marian Eide calls her in her essay of that name, the Woman of the

6 Stephen’s impulse here towards the medieval, ancient, or primeval as a way out of (or
behind) the contemporary world isn’t a rare strategy for other modernist writers. Yeats, of course,
as well as other members of the Celtic Twilight engaged the primitive, Eliot ransacked the past
for The Waste Land, Picasso turned towards African masks, and Stravinsky drew on pagan myth
for the aggressively primitive Rite of Spring. As a way of triangulating out of modernity, such
primitivism was a common and available option. But while Stephen, at this adolescent moment,
sees his passionate concern for aesthetic theory as akin to heraldry and falconry, Joyce’s later
description of the “cultic twalette’ (FW 344.12) might indicate what the writer made of such a
conservative strategy of estrangement.
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Ballyhoura Hills. It’s a story of apprehension, of what Luke Thurston calls the
Joycean ‘encounter’: a transgressive appearance within a Joycean text which
“unsettles our notion of narrative event, of something “taking place” in a site of
consistent, faithful representation” (21). In the second story in Dubliners, ‘An
Encounter,” two boys play hooky and meet a bizarre, perverse old man. The
narrating boy meets ‘the enigmatic domain of an adult’s fantasy’ (Thurston 21),
and this confrontation mirrors the reader’s encounter with the text itself: that
textual seduction, brought about by the oblique hints from people such as this
old man or Old Cotter, which forces the reader to wonder what’s ‘really’
happening within the bounds of the story, how to incorporate this narrative
‘event’ within the narrative itself.

In the same way, Portrait is in part a struggle of discourses, even within
Stephen. As David Seed writes, “A Portrait, in spite of its title, establishes a vocal
diversity by attenuating the narrative voice into a verbal ground against which
Stephen’s expressive resources can reveal themselves at any one point” (38).

Davin’s story, therefore, doesn’t exactly violate the structure of the given
apparatus, since we hear it because Stephen himself remembers it. But as with
the story of Heron, the recollection of this memory brings the narration fully
realized into another time and place; the narrative ‘present’ of the text is, for a
few long paragraphs, Davin’s, in his language, imagery, and mood. This shift
isn’t strictly a product of idiolect, but it functions in a similar way: rather than the

textual apparatus’s picking up the ‘vibrations’ of character, here we have
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Stephen’s psychic apparatus picking up the strength of this memory, so powerful
it moves fully into the text like nothing else, whole and possessing its own
forcible sensibility.

The story has a sexual shock not unlike that in “An Encounter.” The “old
josser” the boys meet offers them a horrifying vision of the Other and its opaque
desire (the old man’s voice becoming ‘the embodied jouissance of the lack of its
own signifying finality” [Thurston 27]), the sexual confusion arising because this
voice, like the story itself, can never say enough to be communicated fully, can
never even be located. Davin and his story also function to offer this vision of the
Other’s desire, but one transmitting not the horror of the predatory Other (‘che
vuoi?’) and its abyssal jouissance, but a fairly clear offer to share that fantasy,
whatever it is. Its opacity remains —not just because the two young men are
staggered by the possibility of sex, but because the nature of sexuality itself
remains, even here, perplexing.

One of the virtues of Davin’s story, though, is how easy it can be to read. It's
told as simply as a folk tale or a dream from a Freudian case study: the woman,
alone her ‘little cottage with a light in the window,” finds an athletic young man
knocking on her door after dark. She’s half undressed, ready for bed, her breast
and shoulders bare. She invites Davin in, saying her husband’s away. And the
tinal image, the words that ‘sang in [Stephen’s] memory” and leave the strongest
impression for the reader, is told in the plainest, most Mrs-Malins language, of

Davin’s looking back and seeing her at the door, possibly watching his form
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recede, possibly looking out onto the hills, her wish unknowable from this
aesthetic distance. As she looks out from the doorway, the invitation for Davin’s
return may very well stand.

Davin’s, and probably Stephen’s, stunned silence in the face of this image
serves as counterpoint to the hyper-literary self-fashionings of the other
university students in the chapter. Here, simply, after a hurling match with the
boys, comes an invitation for casual sex and adultery, back-lit and bare-breasted.
In fact, in a long chapter concerning a particularly ‘thought-tormented” period of
Stephen’s life, the woman of the Ballyhoura Hills seems to have been delivered
from an earlier part of the novel, more aligned with the ‘wonderings’ of Chapters
One and Two. The word ‘wonder” appears twenty-five times in those first two
chapters, expressing a stance towards the world typical for Stephen back then:
open, speculative, sensory: ‘He wondered from which window Hamilton Rowan
had thrown his hat onto the ha-ha and had there been flowerbeds at that time
under the windows’ (7); ‘He wondered whether the scullion’s apron was damp
too or whether all white things were damp’ (10); “‘He wondered which was right,
to be for the green or the maroon’ (13); “‘He wondered if they were arguing at
home about that’ (13); "He wondered if he would die” (19); with the pandybat, ‘he
wondered what was the pain like” (37); with the thin whipping cane of his

imagination, ‘he wondered what was that pain like” (37).%” In a chapter in which

7 Wonder can work as a defence as well. As Hinshelwood writes, Klein ‘constantly returned
to the importance of externalization as symbolizing the content of anxious phantasies and as a
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Stephen is attempting to shore up his own identity as an artist, in which he
moves from feeling like a “‘shy guest at a feast of the world’s culture’ (151) to
being the hopeful forger of the uncreated conscience of his race (213), Davin’s
story throws him, together with Davin, back into a state of wonder, creating a
crepuscular pause at the heart of his own project.

This wonder is Davin’s own stance towards the story —the only word he uses
to describe it is ‘strange’ —and because as far as we're told Stephen doesn’t
respond, it comes across as Stephen’s stance as well. Eide calls Davin’s tone
‘wistful ambivalence’ (384), and he himself stands at a number of crossroads: he
stands both on the road before the woman’s house and before Stephen (as well as
in Stephen’s memory); it’s an image with the materials of the Celtic Twilight but
it neither valourizes nor concludes; it’s at once ahistorical, almost mythic, but it is
also tied to history, as the woman’s husband is taking his sister to Queenstown,
and we can guess that she’s probably off to America, leaving this whole world
and its particular, oblique symbols of frustration and repression behind.

And we wonder at the story’s wonder at Stephen’s wonder at Davin’s
wonder. As opposed to Mrs Malins’s choppy, ignored pause in the midst of a
loud party, or Lily’s angry comment on the fly, it's Davin’s originating wonder at

a most obvious situation that generates the narrative pause here. It's a story

form of turning to new objects.... The crucial difference was that for Klein the externalization of
phantasy is a defensive manoeuvre, whereas in classical psychoanalysis phantasy is used for
working through the trauma’ (Dictionary 28).
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about sex, of course, but it incorporates the sexuality of wonder and narration, as
well as the movements of the desiring transference in such an encounter.

Eide situates this passage in its political contexts and finds in it an alternative
vision for the representation of women in Ireland and of Ireland as a woman. She
tinds Joyce here, with this image, replacing the ‘nationalist personification of
Ireland as either an idealized woman...or a degraded seductress’ (377). The
woman’s invitation to Davin subverts cultural, marital, religious, and political
structures, indicating that “there is always something in excess that erupts
beyond the borders of any oppression” (390) —the excess here being sexuality,
trammelling the conventions of marriage and womanhood.

Eide therefore reads Stephen’s reading of the woman as a refiguring of the
traditional Irish woman:

For Stephen, she represents a troubling yet auspicious alternative view of
the nation.... This woman acts from a conscience that is freed from the
repressive demands of traditional morality and that also metaphorically
addresses the status of Ireland as a colony that demands its independence.
(383)
For Eide, this image of an Irish woman is, for once, ‘neither the Irish
temptress...nor the devouring Irish mother” (383). She reads Davin’s framing of
the scene as a defence against sex ‘by transforming this woman into the erotically
inaccessible ideal of Irish motherhood,” and this transformation is a means by

which both Davin and Stephen can work out an “altered version of the

conventional representation’ of Ireland and Irish women (384).
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We can read this woman of the hills, then, as her own subject and not as ‘a
symbol of something.”*® Davin’s story figures something outside typical
misogynist oscillation, something other than the stunted, fixed ambivalence of
the virgin/whore pathology. In fact, what’s mysterious and “strange’ to these
young men is that this story might be as real and clear and direct as the bare-
breasted woman herself.
Eide does say that the woman’s “erotic gesture could just as easily be
motivated by loneliness or revenge,” and it’s this kind of possibility —this
characterological and narrative opacity —that interests us here. She argues that
Davin misses these possibilities, trapped as he is in an older, patriarchal Irish
nationalism. His story ends here, but Stephen goes on for a paragraph to
elaborate the woman’s image in his own terms:
the figure of the woman stood forth, reflected in other figures of the
peasant women whom he had seen standing in the doorways at Clane as
the college cars drove by, as a type of her race and his own, a batlike soul
waking to the consciousness of itself in darkness and secrecy and
loneliness and, through the eyes and voice and gesture of a woman
without guile, calling the stranger to her bed. (153-4)

His memory of Davin’s memory of this woman has become ‘reflected” in other

peasant female figures, knit into his own story. It's he who imagines her

consciousness waking ‘in darkness and secrecy and loneliness’—she’s a

confederate in the ‘silence, exile, and cunning’ he’ll later articulate (208). What

6 She’s still a sexual figure, but a self-possessed one, at least in Davin’'s telling. This could be
what the boys don’t understand, perceiving it as excess rather than as self-knowledge, forthright
desire, or even plain subjectivity.
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remains ‘strange’ to Davin becomes comprehensible to Stephen only as he makes
her his own, makes her something of himself.

It’s true that Stephen offers us here yet another self-centred, self-
mythologizing move. But that’s too easy, too serenely paranoid a reading. Not
only is this ‘reflection” the kind of move Gabriel makes, but it’s an inevitability in
a Bildungsroman, especially one as intimately and “self-centredly’ told as this one.

We could instead read this story and its final image in Davin’s own terms,
and in the terms of the narrative progression itself, as a moment where the self-
reflexive narrative drive of Stephen’s self-reflexive mind stops, then drops into a
kind of reverie—another instance of this Joycean suspension of narrative
economy, as with Mrs Malins or, perhaps, Gabriel watching the snow. It’s not as
though the narration tears (as it does often in Ulysses), or that it fails to signify
within the terms of the story more generally, or that it’s not still fraught with
characters’ attempts to generate meaning. But with this shift in perspective and
tone, the narrative and hermeneutic drives pause (or perhaps go on retreat), just
for a moment, and reveal a far wider, perhaps infinite, set of possibilities—an
infinite number of ways for characters and readers to make a world out of this

exercise.

7.6 _Opaque Obviousness

Stephen’s goal, as he puts it, is to transform ordinary life into static art, to be a

priest of aesthetics: ‘a priest of the eternal imagination, transmuting the daily
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bread of existence into the radiant body of everliving life” (186). As much as the
narration is a novel attempt to engage with content, a new epistemological
approach to character, we are still confronted by Kenner’s question as to how
much this text can be called a portrait: “The book is a becoming which the title
tells us to apprehend as a being’ (349). This, for Kenner, is at the heart of the
problem of irony with Stephen, a problem first described by Wayne Booth in
1963:
Is Stephen a pompous ass or not? .... The way out seems inevitable, but it
seems a retreat nonetheless: simply present ‘the reality” and let the reader
judge. Cut out all of the author’s judgements, cut all of the adjectives,
produce one long, ambiguous epiphany. (68)%
The fundamental problem lies in what’s contained in those scare quotes: how
stable, or ‘real,” is the background against which we might judge Stephen? How
are we to perform the rudimentary but essential task of judging this young
man—sympathetically or critically? Kenner’s answer is ‘neither’: the discrepancy
between the development of the character and the title’s claim that this is a static
portrait is a deliberate function of the novel’s form: ‘Joyce expects our viewpoint

to move as the subject moves.... We have not “irony,” we simply have the truth’

(360). But here he returns to the problem Booth outlines above: to rely on ‘the

6 Robert Adams argues against an ironic reading of Stephen’s alleged pomposity, saying that
the air-time his intellectual life receives indicates that Aquinas and Stephen’s aesthetic theory
must be taken seriously: “Why, then, does St Thomas bulk so large in the intellectual life of
Stephen Dedalus, while these actual and immediate influences bulk so small? Obviously not
because Joyce wanted us to see Stephen’s aesthetic theories ironically, but because he wanted us
to take them seriously. Aquinas is Joyce’s point d’appui; he prides himself on being “steeled in the
school of old Aquinas”’ (134). It could just as easily be a sign, however, of Stephen’s gradual,
cerebral retreat from the world of others—from the rich social world of family and school in
Chapter One to the self-dramatizing diary of the conclusion.
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truth’ here is a circular argument, taking the text as fact and rejecting the
invitation to meaning —taking, once again, a Joycean text at face value,
performing a surface reading.

Joseph Buttigieg frames this problem of the portrait differently, reading it as a
project in which Stephen is engaged as well: “the moment Stephen transforms his
life into art, he gives it a stable form, but he also deprives it of movement and
change’ (94). It's paradigmatic of the paranoid-schizoid position: idealization (or
anti-idealization) as a way of fixing what Kenner calls “the truth.” If Stephen has a
problem —if the text ultimately produces Stephen as isolated, cold, and on his
way to being ‘refined out of existence, indifferent, paring his fingernails” (Portrait
181)—it could be described precisely in this way. Stephen ignores ‘the
persistence with which actuality bursts through the barriers erected by the

77

aesthetic “ironist”” (Buttigieg 98). Buttigieg further compares Stephen’s aesthetics
to that of the New Critics, whose methods often valued a static, neoclassical
wholeness, and he describes early critics of Portrait in the same way: looking for
form, proportion, a well-wrought urn of a novel. It's Buttigieg’s contention that
as Stephen looks for that which is ‘concealed behind the phenomenon” or ‘behind
the glass,” these earlier readers were tempted to do the same.

The problem is the intimacy, almost claustral, between the narration and
Stephen. In the search for ‘the truth,” or at least a background against which to

evaluate Stephen (and thereby to take a stance with regard to the novel as a

whole), the distance is impossible to gauge. There are few tools by which to



237

triangulate out of this intimacy; even Ulysses, with its strategies of parallax and
more obviously outrageous narrative styles, gives a more stable readerly
position. A typical third-person narration would present these experiences as a
series of events, which mattered as part of an overarching whole; we would
presume an ordering principle proceeding from some (non-authorial)
consciousness. The actual narration calls into question the idea of ‘event’ itself;
what occurs in Portrait is significant, and part relates to whole in ways that far
exceed Stephen’s narrative of growing up. But what Attridge sees as the sexual
excess of Stephen’s (and all) language is the language of episode for the book as a
whole. Events —both external and internal —are metonymically linked, but not in
any obvious, causal way. Bound up with this excess of language, of sexuality and
meaning, is the desire to make a narrative of these pieces, something beyond the
‘truth’ of a ‘real” boy’s growing into manhood.”

Which brings us back to Davin. In this moment of suspension, of wonder, the
text offers an intraducible opacity. Davin’s story becomes a ‘portrait” for a
moment, and returns us to that claim of Kenner’s that the painter knows only

what the face knows. It demonstrates the transferential opacity of all encounters.

70 Fredric Jameson analyzes this relation of part to whole in his examination of North by
Northwest, calling these ‘the two poles of the dilemma of modernist form: the content of the
episodes and organizing device or overall pretext of their formal totality —fancy versus
imagination again, or the molecular versus the molar. The modernist work seeks to retain this
tension and to live within it, to feed off it, to resist the impoverishment of the most obvious
solutions: either to relax the work into the absolute heterogeneity of the text, with its swarm of
local, random fragments, or to turn the work into the “idea” of itself and affirm its “concept” so
stridently that what results is either “pure” or “empty”” (‘Spatial Systems in North by Northwest’
48). This attempt to lay equal emphasis on the episode and on the whole still posits ‘some
ultimate formal unity,” which is not, according to Jameson, how this particular film feels to the
viewer, episode by episode.
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Because of the number of relations involved in this story (it's our sight of
Stephen’s memory of Davin telling him his memory of a night in the country),
it’s nearly impossible to know how much transferential material has been
cathected into this text, to know where it has shaped what we read and how we
might read it.

But it’s precisely for this reason that the power of the story lies in its
simultaneous obviousness. The story does not “tell’ or hold any secret, but in the
transaction it is the meaning. It’s the non-secret secret that makes the meaning
possible.”

On its face, it is not a paranoid story; the woman is a “‘whole object,” and this
is a whole story, and like the Pole in Zizek's joke, or old Cotter in “The Sisters,” or
the text of “The Sister’s itself, the obscurity comes from the refusal to recognize
the obvious, and in the excess this refusal, or impossibility, generates. The

woman, and the story, become under these conditions almost too whole,

71 Zizek relates for similar purposes a joke in which precisely this dynamic occurs: ‘At the
beginning of the century, a Pole and a Jew were sitting in a train, facing each other. The Pole was
shifting nervously, watching the Jew all the time; something was irritating him; finally, unable to
restrain himself, the Pole explodes: “Tell me, how do you Jews succeed in extracting from people
the last small coin and in this way accumulate your wealth?” The Jew replied, “Okay, I will tell
you, but not for nothing; first you give me five zloty.” After receiving the required amount, the
Jew began, “First, you take a dead fish; you cut off her head and put her entrails in a glass of
water. Then, around midnight, when the moon is full, you must bury this glass in a
churchyard....” “And,” the Pole interrupted greedily, “if I do all this, will I also become rich?”
“Not too quickly,” replied the Jew: “this is not all you must do; but if you want to hear the rest,
you must pay me another five zloty!” After receiving the money again, the Jew continued his
story: soon afterwards, he again demanded more money, and so on, until finally the Pole
exploded in a fury: “You dirty rascal, do you really think I did not notice what you were aiming
at? There is no secret at all, you simply want to extract the last small coin from me!” The Jew
answered him calmly and with resignation, “Well, now you see how we, the Jews....”” (Sublime
68)
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activating the excess in expectation, in the hope for both closure and continued,

thrilling transaction—in the transference of reading.

7.7 ‘Aquinas tunbelly’

When critics read Joyce theologically, they almost always begin with
Stephen’s declared intellectual Thomism in the last chapter of Portrait. As early
as 1964, Robert Scholes refuted such a reading:

Here the notion of the actual thing being merely a symbol of some ideal
thing is specifically rejected by Stephen. He indicates that, though he once
held that view, he no longer does.... The thing in itself is now enough for
him. He has worked himself free of Platonic idealism.... Nearly all of
Joyce’s own statements on aesthetics antedate the final writing of Portrait
by many years. In fact, almost all the extant writings on this subject
antedate Stephen Hero as well. Probably Joyce lost interest in it. A rejection
of idealism leads ultimately to a rejection of aesthetics itself, which deals
not with things but with ideas. (70)
Umberto Eco finds in Joyce’s earliest essays on theatre a call for a kind of non-
aesthetic realism, one that “proposes truth as the primary end. Not a didactic
truth...but pure and simple truth, reality. And beauty? The search for beauty
itself has something that is spiritually anaemic and brutally animal. Beauty does
not go beyond the surface’ (333).

But critics have usually placed Aquinas somewhere in Joyce’s foundation.

Chapter One of this thesis cited Levin’s 1946 Atlantic article, in which he writes

that Joyce’s

imaginative constructions are therefore grounded on the rock of his
buried religious experience. His view of human nature is based upon the
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psychology of the confessional. His aesthetic theory is a stimulating
mixture of Flaubertian naturalism and neo-Thomism.... (8).7

As Haskell M. Block wrote in 1950, “The theoretical formulation of Joyce’s
aesthetic rigidly followed Thomistic principles’ (qtd. in Beebe 20). Fran O’Rourke
continues to work on the same materials, in 2011 publishing ‘Joyce’s Early
Aesthetic,” in which he traces, not uncritically, the relationship between Thomist
texts and Stephen’s theories of Chapter Five. A parallel strain of criticism argues
that Joyce took Thomist principles only to reformulate them. Beebe, for instance,
writes, ‘He exalts the art-work as a world in itself, with the appropriate
standards of completeness, harmony, and clarity, but he sees it as complete in
itself, and clear in itself, rather than as a fragment or a symbol of a broader, more
extensive Unity’ (34). Stephen himself, at least in this moment of pontification in
Chapter Five, esteems Aquinas’s total, scholastic system for precisely these
reasons, admiring its ‘logical and coherent” structure (all except for its first
premises).

But if we can read Portrait in terms of its narrative transference and

indeterminate ironic transaction, this pursuit of Thomism comes to seem like a

2 He goes on later: ‘Not exposure by synthesis is Joyce’s final intention. His deeper affinities
are with Dante, with the medieval iconographers, with the symbolic structures that art once built
upon faith. But these, according to Aquinas, require wholeness, harmony, and radiance. How can
they be constructed out of the fragments, the discords, and the obscure details of modern life? By
proceeding through what William James termed “the stream of consciousness” to what Jung
terms “the racial unconscious,” beyond individual dream to collective myth. From two Italian
philosophers, from Giambattista Vico’s cyclical theory of history and Giordano Bruno’s
dialectical concept of nature, Joyce learned how to reconcile the principles of unity and diversity:
“the same anew”’ (14).
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paranoid kind of influence theory, a kind of key without a lock —the same key
Stephen and Davin search for with their story.

Barthes’s analysis of the Spiritual Exercises describes something even more
imperial than Aquinas: like Aquinas, a total, abstract, unified system, but one
that, thanks to a neurotic engine not found in Aquinas’s cool logic, expands in
every direction to regiment, or in Stanislaus Joyce’s vivid word, to ‘enslave” all
dimensions of a Jesuit-trained mind.”

But as we’ve seen, while Loyola remains within the bounds of Catholic
dogma,” the Exercises makes no other truth claims, promises no revelation of any
kind. Instead, it outlines a practice with no end determined in advance. As an
exercitant, one’s job is not to engage with a comprehensible, elaborated, total
system, but instead with the corruptible, the contingent, and most importantly
the fictional. Such a system offers not insight but, in that Loyolan phrase, ‘greater
delight.” The effectiveness of the exercise, its sole spiritual value, consists
precisely in this delight—the degree to which the exercitant can seduce himself
with his own imagination—but only for a moment, finding that balance between

believing and not, that impossible stance of earnest irony.

73* A Jesuit review published in Dublin wrote that his intellect was “a great Jesuit-trained
intellect that had gone over to the powers of Satan,” in other words, they laid a kind of claim on
him. The purpose of Jesuit training is to instil the belief that all our time and the use of our gifts
belong to God, and further so to develop the conscience as to make cowards of us all. Their aim is
to enslave the mind completely, and make it work for their ends’ (139).

74+ It didn’t always seem so: the Jesuits were suspect at the Vatican from the start, and were
disbanded by the papacy from 1773 to 1814.
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Here lies a key difference between Aquinas’s stasis and Loyola’s experience.
While the exercitant may be meditating, the practice is meant to be an affective,
dynamic experience. And its truth value relates only in the exercitant’s increased
capacity when he returns to the world, having exercised and become spiritually
‘stronger.”” This process stands in direct opposition to the Thomist aesthetic
Stephen describes, by which the object considered must first be isolated from its
context. For Loyola, integritas is to be overcome; the boundaries between the
object of the exercise, of the transference, and its wider contexts blur in affective
richness.”®

While Arnall’s sermon forecloses imagination and articulation, worse is
Arnall’s own conclusion. At Buttigieg writes, the only thing the students have to
do now is confess—it’s Dante’s poem on page two all over again, the dumb
‘apologise” wreathed in a higher rhetorical register. Arnall ‘fosters illusions by
employing an aesthetic stance of omniscience: he speaks with certitude, as if he
has an all-encompassing vision” (Buttigieg 131). Good, scrupulous Jesuits cannot
be certain that this vision, man-made, is frue. This dead-end nature of Arnall’s
theological practice (a kind of pernicious realist literature, presenting a fiction

with no readerly stance but submission) could have something to do with why

75 From the start of the Exercises: ‘For just as strolling, walking, and running are exercises for
the body, so “spiritual exercises” is the name given to every way of preparing and disposing of
one’s soul to rid herself of all disordered attachments’ (283).

76 As Beckett ascribes to Joyce, as author of the developing Wake: “Yet to concentrate solely on
the literal sense or even the psychological content of any document to the sore neglect of the
enveloping facts themselves circumstantiating it is just as harmful’ (Exagmination 13).
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Stephen’s conversion runs out of steam. Once the terror dissipates, what's left to

think about?

7.8 Composition of Place

If Davin’s story is something of a fecund surprise, one which arises
sensorially and springs whole, like Stephen’s ‘Foetus” image, into the narrative
from somewhere else, we could read it as a variation on the composition of place.
Its impact for Davin, for Stephen, and for the narrator has no relation to any
truth-value or deeper understanding; because it’s so simple, interpretation yields
little new immanent material; it has no relation to any grander truth; all that can
be done with it is elaboration, engagement, transferential investment, ‘greater
delight.” Its significance is, in large part, its structure: emphatically not an
epiphany, not a moment of rarefied quidditas revealed as external reality. The
only mystery is that Davin finds it mysterious, which says more about him, and
Stephen, and the internal materials they screen onto this woman, than about the
woman herself. And the story’s obviousness manifests not at an ironic distance at
all, but at a too-close intimate one, its boundaries uncertain, and opening to
include the reader.

And yet if Davin’s story, and Stephen’s response, are forms of composition of
place, this dynamic extends further than Davin’s story, further than any
particular moment in Portrait. It's more than a writerly ‘strategy” for Joyce. It

goes to the strange narrative structure of the novel as a whole.
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Davin’s story is a tale of frustration —sexual, surely, but also hermeneutic and
narrative.” Like the gnomon planted on page one of Joyce’s oeuvre, does this
story signify more than itself? This strange story, Stevie, what do I do with it?

This particular narrative frustration is the function of the narrative apparatus
of Portrait. As argued above, in this novel we’re not inside Stephen’s head, but
we aren’t exactly outside it, either. In this sense, our position might remind us of
the object of Stephen’s most powerful and most cathected composition of place,
his most fecund surprise: that encounter with the word ‘Foetus.’

As Maud Ellmann reads that episode, she notes that a foetus, with its
umbilical cord attached to the mother’s body, has a peculiar status: it is
simultaneously whole and part, itself and something else, a body without
beginning or end.” While Ellmann reads this condition via the mark of the navel,
we might also see it as the position of the reader as she engages with Portrait’s
particular narrative apparatus. The language isn’t Stephen’s, but neither is it fully
about Stephen, at a comprehensible distance —‘about’ as in ‘regarding’ and
‘around.” In Bion’s terms, it doesn’t ‘think about” Stephen and his world; it

‘thinks” them. Co-extensivity becomes contiguity, and the reader lives inside this

77 In Felman’s words on The Turn of the Screw, the story doesn’t “‘come off” (112).

78 It also ‘emerges where the father’s name should be’ —not just Simon’s initials, but the
Oedipal ‘No’ that separates the child and mother and gives the child a name and place in this
economy. Instead, ‘This word [Foetus], unlike his father’s memories, can resurrect the dead’
(Ellmann 203).

In addition, the sermon itself blurs inside and outside. As Doherty writes, ‘As the boundaries
between self and other dissolve, the external hell-fires of the sermon become the internal hell-fires
that consume Stephen’s own body: “Flames burst forth from his skull like a corolla...” ... At the
same time, the System once again offers a means of overcoming the crisis it itself precipitates’
(40).
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strange, narrow space, this ‘spot,” as Ellmann puts it, “at which identity dissolves’
(204).

If this Bildungsroman is the story of a boy coming into his world by
understanding it, by moving out of dissolute subjectivity and into the position of
an adult artist, it’s also the story of pitch-dark frustrations overcome, if only
‘almost.” From the delights of ‘tralala lala” on page one to “pull out his eyes’” on
page two, this attempt to understand the external world is an oscillation between
comfort and distress.

Sheldon Brivic has argued that “perception in Joyce’s novels operates as a
circulation of signifiers between the self and its field, and it usually derives its
insight from recognizing this circuit’ (Veil 1). The way Stephen comes to make his
world, in this sense, is via this semiotic loop, back and forth with the external
world, with the Symbolic order.” In the case of Davin’s story, then, this
recognition occurs not as a sign of the semiotic discourse of subject and world, of
inside and outside, but as something more opaque and concrete, beyond
articulation—the recognition of a circuit of desire outside the solipsistic, foetal
self, a circuit of discourse between the unconscious and the Other in which Davin
asks, ‘che vuoi?’ This is the story of Davin and the woman, but also of the

narration itself.

7 Brivic writes, “"He loops out to the world in words in order to take it in as words.... In the
first phase of the movement that fills this field, the subject-in-formation goes out towards the
object, and in this phase the perceiver is moved by his alienation from the object. In the return
phase of the movement, perception coming back from the object is alienated from the self, if only
because it returns to a self different from the one it left’ (Veil 57).
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For Kleinians, these attempts to come into the world occur entirely because of
frustration, when your pre-Oedipal ‘tralala lala” solipsism no longer suffices. The
world comes into existence because projective identification helps ease this
frustration; it projects inner materials outwards to be ‘recognized” there; and
what must follow are attempts to detach this projection from the world, to allow
the external to exist as a reality apart from one’s own phantasy.

This clouded recognition is what Davin can’t work through, never mind
understand. Stephen’s thoughts quoted earlier, his thoughts-in-image regarding
the graffiti, might as well be Davin’s here: ‘It shocked him to find in the outer
world a trace of what had seemed till then a brutish and individual malady of his
own mind.” As Ellmann describes it, “‘What passes out of Stephen must, however,
tirst pass into him’—Stephen’s growth depends on this transmission between
inside and outside, his own body digesting these ‘transactions with the past’
(193). Typically, this economy (with literal flows such as blood, breath, and urine,
as well as transactional flows such as water into wine and lust into language)
becomes something of an unproductive Brivician loop: they ‘tend to
conclude...not in metaphor but in repetition and tautology” (Ellmann 193).
Michael Levenson sees this tautology most prevalently in the diary, which
‘seems to herald a sequence of endless repetitions in which Stephen, always on
the point of freedom and therefore never free, will ceaselessly reenact past events
and reexperience past emotions’ (49). Stephen, and the narration, enact memory

through patterns of recognition—in Ellmann’s example, the ‘once again” at the
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start of the Cork episode, which instantly creates memory and repetition out of
sheer singular instance. Similarly, ““Foetus” does not “mean” navel, but rather
carves the spot where word and flesh meet in a single scar,” and therefore ‘the
navel necessarily resists the very structures of priority, centrality, originality’
(204).

Davin’s story is, in the same way, a moment of shocking contiguity, of
uncanny recognition of the inside on, or as, the outside. And this is how the
narrative itself offers Davin’s story to the reader —at once occurring within the
narrative rules and outside them as well. Where is the outside to this bit of text?
According to this ‘rule of the navel,” Portrait almost writes itself, in that paradox
of “The Dead’ by which the characters create the story in which they appear. The
tinal words of Davin’s narration, before it gives over to Stephen, are a
suspension, a fill-in-the-blank silence. It’s like that silence following Stephen’s
and Cranly’s last questions, as these two friends face each other with some
unspoken and resisted intimacy —the final ellipsis in the text. Here at the end of
Davin’s story, there is no transaction; the narrative economy stops.

In such a situation, it’s difficult for projective identification to occur. The
transference halts in the face of this silence before the ‘real world” comes back
into view. While there is a sense of an ordering principle, a narration with rules,
there isn’t a sense of post-Oedipal difference by which we might understand that
principle, or even think about it.. There is no discernible ‘other” here, no ‘mother’

separate enough to see, and love, as an object in herself.
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7.9 Interrogating the ‘I’

Davin’s story is “pitch dark almost’: in this twilight opens a shaft of difference
similar to what Jeri Johnson calls the “small but significant space” between
Stephen and narrator, one which ‘avoids reinforcing those old humanist clichés
of identity as wholly self-generated, of the individual existing independent of the
strictures of history, culture, and ideology” (xxiii). In this “almost” we find a
narrative irony that refuses to let the story close in and be whole, refuses to allow
a full absence of difference. And in this ‘almost’ is the mobility that allows the
reader to play.

In this same movement, Portrait begins to dissolve the construction of the ‘I’ —
the construction and dissolution of which is precisely the kind of play involved
in Kleinian development, Loyolan theological practice, and Joycean reading. If
Thurston sees Ulysses as Joyce’s “broader desire to produce a “quadrivial”
language —to move, that is, beyond the beauty of a “polished period” or formal
masterpiece, into the realm of mathesis, of a non-metaphorical bodying-forth of
the aesthetic thing “in idself” (FW 611.21)" (149) —then Portrait offers that
moment of negotiation, at the entwined levels of character and narration,
between realist ‘polish” and the ‘non-metaphorical” Thing.8

What we get instead, even as early as Portrait, is a view of subjectivity that

does not have to posit endogenous or a priori drives, characteristics, or even

8 That is, it's non-metaphorical because the metaphor has collapsed. As Beckett writes, in a
paradigmatic example of his therapist Wilfred Bion’s distinction between alpha and beta
materials, Joyce’s ‘writing is not about something; it is that something itself’ (Exagmination 14).
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personality for Stephen. In fact, the move from Stephen Hero to Portrait is
precisely the loss of this construction of permanence, of a mass of transcendent
real facts, observed at a distance, about Stephen.

Thurston sees the goal of Portrait as an attempt, whose success is foreclosed in
advance, to maintain the wholeness of the ego in the mirror stage. In the maths
lesson, Stephen attempts to understand himself

as irreducible singularity, as a conscious Jetzpunkt able to reflect on its
unfolding perceptual enjoyment [in this case, imagining a green rose]....
Theory in this imaginary modality conjures up a world whose infinite
creative potential need not disrupt the eidetic wholeness given back by
the mirror image. (151)
This particular phantasy confronts the joking doggerel Fleming inscribes in
Stephen’s geography book; with ‘Heaven my destination,” Fleming parodies a
‘religious teleology,” violates the ‘individual geography’ of Stephen’s thoughts,
and demonstrates that language is ‘in performance’ (152). His thought of a green
rose makes it exist, at least as thought: just as Gabriel’s empathetic imagination
fills out a full scene, down to awkward knees and runny noses; his composition
of place isn’t just “about’ the prospect of Aunt Julia’s death, but is almost the

thing itself, created and lived in the moment and in the textual surface, as real as

anything else in the text.

The mirror stage of full Imaginative power here meets the necessary and
immediate Symbolic, where Stephen sees himself as the object of Fleming’s

(absent, inscriptive) desire. As Thurston puts it, “The two facing texts mark the
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dialogization of identity and consciousness that all of Joyce’s subsequent writing
will pursue” (152). Stephen’s secret, Imaginary delight in “finding” his place in the
universe is met by an Other, which puts him back in its own place.

But while Stephen’s own goal may be to maintain a ‘portrait’ of the mirror
stage, this paranoid-schizoid ‘cold indifference’ to the organic flux of the world
and perception, the novel itself emphasizes the other side of ‘portrait’ as Kenner
describes it. Kenner’s extension of the ‘portrait’ metaphor —‘What the face
knows, the painter knows, and no more’ —is precisely what we’ve been working
through here. What Stephen comes to face is this impossibility of certainty, of
self-consistency, of depth knowledge —a knowledge-in-itself beyond the surfaces
he finds. Kenner’s metaphor means to describe the narrative apparatus, but
Stephen too is the observer of portraits, and as the text and reader observe his
observation, in a situation in which dialogue is not possible, we are made to
experience the inertness, the dumb fictionality of the text. Realist “polish’
becomes ‘the something itself’ which in its inertness is more real, or is apt to make
us feel that way; what we know is what Stephen knows, which is what the
narrator knows, and no more. It is an echt Loyolan stance: a framework of
‘symbols of something” whose substance must be engaged but not understood
and, to prevent mysticism, not believed.

This strange narrative apparatus is what offers the reader a stance by which
to engage in this frustration and ambivalence in a sustained way —to bear this

depressive collapse of narrative order and distance, never allowed to conclude,
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to believe, or to not believe. As Stephen asks, desperately searching for firm
ground, ‘I have amended my life, have I not?” (129) Stephen’s bewilderment is
our own, and the face of this text is not separate enough for us to ‘think about” in

any clear, objectifying way.

7.10 The Third Thing

The Kleinian analyst D.W. Winnicott investigates this process of coming into
the world, describing what he calls “the subjective object,” a third thing which is
not the infant’s own body, but not external reality, either: “The term “subjective
object” [is] the object not yet repudiated as a not-me phenomenon’ (107). It’s the object
which extends the ego without yet breaking into externality. Our transitional
objects occur

between the thumb and the teddy bear, between primary creative activity
and projection of what has already been introjected [as internal
materials].... The essential feature...is the paradox, and the acceptance of the
paradox: the baby creates the object, but the object was there waiting to be
created. (119)
The subjective object is one’s first attempt to understand the outside world as
such, as beyond one’s omnipotent control. It extends the inside without yet
breaking into the outside—not me, but not about me, either —and happens
because of that bizarre creative paradox: the teddy bear was my creation, but was
there for me to make it.

The acceptance of this paradox is precisely the believe-and-not of the Loyolan

Position. One must understand that the subjective object is not an independent
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part of the world; to think otherwise would be paranoid-schizoid, hallucinatory,
an inability to distinguish between self and external reality. But one must also
understand that it is indeed part of the world, not just more of the self; to think
otherwise would be omnipotent, paranoid narcissism, blocking all external
relations.

There is a creative paradox here, a paradox that marks the position of the
reader of Portrait. Is the woman of the Ballyhoura Hills a subjective object for
Davin, or for us? Is the entire book a subjective object? We may try to reach
beyond, or under, the text in order to interpret it, but because of this narrative
apparatus it remains a subjective object, the ‘third thing.” We cannot perform a
full projective identification on anything in the book because its structure does
not offer the proper distance as an external object. We can compare this
apparatus to its predecessor in Stephen Hero, which offers that distance at every
step—here, for instance, with one telling adverb: ‘I would like to learn it—as a
language, said Stephen lyingly” (55). This paradox caused by the strange problem
of distance here is a more intense problem than the one of irony, of how we’re
supposed to take Stephen—it’s a problem of framing one’s own relation to this
text, told in this particular way.

And as such, the acceptance of this paradox is just what the Exercises
demands: take a scene from Christ’s life and make it your own; believe in it and
don’t believe in it; see it as spiritual and see it as merely an extension of

yourself —a falsehood known as such. It's an experiment, an exercise, a kind of
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play to extend imagination, affect, and wonder. And it’s what the narrative
apparatus of Portrait offers its reader in its refusal to get fully outside Stephen
and to make Stephen a fully external object. As Winnicott says of this zone of
play, when the boundaries of self and other come into this strange intimacy: ‘in
playing, and perhaps only in playing, the child or adult is free to be creative’ (71),
and the psychoanalytic situation is a scene of this kind of play, on the part of
both the analyst and the analysand (72). In this scene of creativity, of a kind of
falsehood, it’s not that secrets are revealed and the “players” must return to
reality to examine these revelations; such would be the typical understanding of
Freudian analysis, derived from his own case studies in which the transference
closes and doctor and patient move on. But as Klein emphasized in her own
practice, the analyst’s interpretations must happen within play and must not
interrupt the game. The activity itself is a kind of truth, a dynamic interchange
within the space of the third thing: ‘only in playing is communication possible’
(Winnicott 71).

As Kristeva writes, Kleinian play is not the simple investment of affect into
symbolized objects. Such play would be crudely allegorical, and would not only
be narcissistic but, in literary analysis, would resemble crude psychoanalytic
readings of symbols in literature. Instead, like the dream-work, play is not the
content but is the dynamic:

Play...is not the abstract dramatization of ‘objects’ of desire or of hatred
symbolized by toys. Klein’s conception of play is rooted in the body and
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in the world: play exists to the extent that it moves forward, burns, breaks,
wipes, dirties, cleans, destroys, constructs, and so forth. (Klein 49)

It's a state of wonder in which, for once, and only for a moment, Stephen
doesn’t “dismember’ the woman the way he does with the priest and with Emma
Clery so they can ‘gain admission to Stephen’s consciousness as an “image”’
(Ellmann 201). The story depressively refuses to put her ‘outside’ to be analyzed,
to be “thought about.” Perhaps there is pleasure in this moment of intimacy
between friends; perhaps it’s because she’s a subject in another’s story, part of
the mysterious economy beyond him. Stephen will introject her soon enough and
invest in her as an image, as a Kleinian symbol (‘of something’), and it’s not
pernicious for him to do so. It's how he returns to the world. And such “uses’ of
the image do nothing to diminish the force and wholeness of the story itself—
powers generated by the lyricism of someone else’s, and now his, story, one he
might not be able to “think about,” but think, and think with.

And it is a state of wonder which, for a moment, creates a rare state of
intimacy between Stephen and Davin. The catalyst is not the woman herself —she
is not “exchanged’ in such a way —but is instead the ‘strange” story Davin tells of
her, his rhetoric meeting the young men’s limitations to create a symbol bearing
the excess of their sexual desire (desire for her and, at least in terms of the
homosocial sense built up over the preceding paragraphs, for one another). And
it opens the narration itself to this suspended, blurred form to allow the reader

in, intimately, to play.
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Soon, Stephen will affirm his Thomist theory of aesthetics, perhaps an echo of
his attempt to ‘dam up...the powerful recurrence of the tides within him” (82)
and to find transcendent order (‘God’s real name was God’ [13]).8! And later
when Cranly finally seeks from Stephen a moment of honest intimacy, asking
whether he wishes to have ‘more than a friend,” there is no oscillation, no
blurring, only cold loneliness and fear. These dynamics—Loyolan,
Winnicottian—of ambivalence and play are stopped up (‘Cranly did not
answer’), and the strange narrative apparatus collapses at that very moment,
becoming now a diary, a narration of pure, secure inside. We might have to wait
until well into Ulysses for ambivalence to grow into something ecstatically open,
blatantly fictional, and outrageously playful.

But like any good frustration, what we can do with Portrait’s narrative
strangeness is to repeat it—read it again, redo the exercise. The image of the
woman of the Ballyhoura Hills will never be more comprehensible, never be
more than fiction, never be more than Stephen’s, Davin’s, and our own
projections —but she’s there for us, inviting us in, promising us nothing but

‘gratitude and light.”

81 Joshua Jacobs writes that this desire for order is ‘Stephen’s frantic hypostatization of his
own urges and organs’ (144). But following the logic of this very claim: it’s not that his pre-
existent, hypostatic sexuality leads him to desire this order, but rather that his process of splitting
and putting things into language, his attempts to align his experience with the Symbolic order,
gives rise to frustration, ambivalence, and sexuality.
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CHAPTER EIGHT:

SUBSTANTIATION

When irony has been mastered, it no longer believes, as do certain clever people in

daily life, that something must always be concealed behind the phenomenon.

— Kierkegaard, The Concept of Irony (329)
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8.1 Qui l'avait mise dans cette fichue position?

The challenge of the Loyolan Position becomes overt and obvious with
Ulysses. The cracks in the face of the Divine, the rush of the Real through the
holes in the Symbolic, the bewilderment caused when the book starts to fall apart
in your hands—all become an intense, comic frustration in this text. No longer, as
with “The Dead’ or Portrait, can we traduce the text, ‘correctly” or not, into any
kind of coherent surface. The slight instability of Cotter’s ellipses, then the subtle
jump off the tracks with Lily’s “literally,” lead to a text wildly, and obviously,
unhinged.

In this chapter, we’ll examine the ways in which Ulysses exploits this
instability. Through the analysis of one particularly fraught passage in Ulysses,
we’ll demonstrate the dynamics of paranoid and reparative reading as they are

outrageously pushed to their limits.

Hugh Kenner elaborates what David Hayman called ‘the Arranger’ of
Ulysses. The text has no single narrator, and yet there seems to be someone or
something, across the wildly different episodes and styles, doing the arranging of
the novel’s pieces or, perhaps, part-objects:

Some mind, it is clear, keeps track of the details of this printed cosmos,
and lets escape from its scrutiny the fall of no sparrow.... The arranging
presence...enjoys a seemingly total recall for exact forms of words used
hundreds of pages earlier.... We have mentioned a certain indifference to
our presence; and yet surely ‘Bloom ate liv as said before” is marginally
aware that we are present to be irritated..... (64)
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The Jesuit Director, of course, is meant to moderate an experience between
the exercitant and God, being sure at every moment he doesn’t interfere in the
process he organizes. He is at once meant to conduct an extremely personal,
exhaustive, existentially challenging inquiry and to play as small a role as
possible. The Director is a pivot between contingent, material history and an
ahistorical transcendence; he creates an opening in which individual history and
psychology are thrown into a spare, ritualized, atemporal space in which the
Exercises and the retreat can do their work.

Abstracted beyond the Director, and in a sense even of its human author, is
Barthes’s concept of the Master of Ceremonies (see Chapter Two). Kenner’s
explication of the Arranger serves as an effective analogue here: like the Master,
the Arranger sets up a system that generates language out of an unresolvable
transference. Where Loyola demands the ransacking of the whole self, use of
‘everything from the accidental to the futile and trivial” (51), Joyce exploits this
methodology and turns it on its head. By setting up an Arranger as a Master of
Ceremonies, careful never to interfere, never to be questioned or known, always
to allow the accidental, futile, and trivial to offer themselves up into
consciousness and contemplation, Joyce offers an encounter with the retreat’s
Director, at once demanding and silent. The Arranger is a master Jesuit,
indifferent: earnest and ironic himself, with every plea for meaning turned back
upon the exercitant. In this sense, the logical end of the methodology of the

Exercises is Ulysses.
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It's Bloom in ‘Circe,” the thresholds between his subjectivity, his history, and
even the ordinary objects around him verging on nonsense. This psychotic
breaking of boundaries results not in distress or confusion, but in fact leads,
when Bloom is most effective, to his most “heroic’ moment in the book. In
addition, he is able to emerge from this most severe of ego-attenuations,
returning to the world with some kind of knowledge at hand, even if it is the
depressive of vision Rudy by Stephen’s body. Bloom, as kind of exercitant
himself, proposes his own answer to Loyola’s challenge: everything (his
thoughts, his feelings, even the experiences of other characters in other parts of
the text) are evoked, transferred, given shape in the ambit of language
surrounding him.

The structure of meaning in Ulysses lies in an impossible situation analogous
to that of the Exercises, too: its relentless scouring for the accidental, futile, and
trivial, its apparent refusal to impose meaning or even to make overt (or
coherent) its own role in such a structuring. Thus the reader is most clearly
forced into the role of the exercitant—a scrupulous reader with a well-disposed
mind. She’s made not just to know but to feel her own insufficiency in a search
for significance. It's one reason ‘Oxen of the Sun” goes on too long; once the
reader has figured out the joke, the Master, the Arranger keeps going, moving
the goalposts, exhausting the reader beyond meaning and significance, through

sheer physical boredom, into some other, new, self-made response. Just as the
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Sodality Manual offers an endless series of instructions impossible to fulfil, so too
does Ulysses. It is a depression born of exhaustion.

Like Stephen, the reader must make sense of this endless production of
contingencies and materials to do the work of reading, of ‘working through’ this
relentlessly estranging text, of making sense of this thing. Both Ulysses and the
reading of it are parodies of the Exercises, logical extensions of Jesuit principles in
the no-longer-idealized, all-too-material world. And we are called, then, if our
reading allows us the depressive position, to make a kind of reparation here, the
creation of meaning out of the materials of the text and of our transferential
reading of it. And if art cannot in fact change the laws of nature, as Ovid’s
epigraph to Portrait might promise, this text proposes to change reading, or,
rigorously and unsentimentally, at least the readers themselves.

While Dubliners and Portrait, each in its own way, have opened that
vertiginous space in which the reader is forced to confront her own ambivalence,
Ulysses takes this same textual space, that between text and reader, and unravels
that ambivalence within the text itself. Readers in the past have described the ways
in which Ulysses operates at the level of linguistic play, some arguing that this
play is itself a psychotic function. (See, for instance, Lacan’s seminar on Joyce.)
For our purposes, we can read this shift from Dubliners and Portrait to Ulysses as
one that takes ambivalence as an aesthetic object in its own right. It creates out of
the zero-degree nullity of helplessness and frustration—of absence —a

manifestation of it as presence.
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It does so by taking the epistemological and transferential invitations we’ve
been examining and putting those invitations more explicitly on trial. As Ulysses
progresses, it comes to interrogate the dynamic of readerly belief—the belief of
substance, or of meaning, behind the glass. It challenges belief in the
effectiveness of reading by asking the reader, in a sense, what she thinks she’s
doing as she reads this book. Ulysses gradually closes off the possibilities for
identificatory, libidinal investment in hermeneutics, in some secure Other that
creates a stable transaction.

It demands, in other words, that the reader wonder whether this reading
could ‘pay off,” in precisely that exchange the Jesuit Father Purdon describes in
‘Grace’: ‘If he might use the metaphor, he said, he was their spiritual accountant;
and he wished each and every one of his hearers to open his books, the books of
his spiritual life, and see if they tallied accurately with conscience’ (136). This
kind of transaction is ironized here as hypocrisy on both sides, equally
mercenary, equally willing to believe in this deflated compromise formation.
What the Exercises demands is precisely a lack of belief in any secure transaction.
(It's what Barthes describes as the final, anagogic element of the Exercises, the
moment of God’s response: “Will the Divinity accept language and in return offer
a language to be deciphered?’ (43) This question, for the Exercises to work, must
remain unanswered.)

This increasingly fraught transaction is what Ulysses performs, more

outrageously with every episode. It’s not that the book doesn’t ‘mean” and
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doesn’t continue to invite such investments, but that more and more it operates
like a self-sufficient language-generating organism, arising out of that generative

punkt of silent, zero-degree ambivalence.

8.2 Here is the Matter Now

In the “Elizabethan’ section of ‘Oxen of the Sun,” as Stephen keens over the
table in the hospital common room, the joke that came to mind in ‘Proteus’
comes to mind again:

... she is the second Eve and she won us, saith Augustine too, whereas
that other, our grandam, which we are linked up with by successive
anastomosis of navelcords sold us all, seed, breed, and generation, for a
penny pippin. But here is the matter now. Or she knew him, that second I
say, and was but creature of her creature, vergine madre, figlia di tuo figlio,
or she knew him not and then stands she in the one denial or ignorancy
with Peter Piscator who lives in the house that Jack built and with Joseph
the joiner patron of the happy demise of all unhappy marriages, parceque
M. Léo Taxil nous a dit que qui l’avait mise dans cette fichue position c’était le
sacré pigeon, ventre de Dieu! Entweder transubstantiality oder
consubstantiality but in no case subsubstantiality. And all cried out upon
it for a very scurvy word. (14.298-309).

This joke is too long, and the joke of the episode itself is too long, for them to
be successful as jokes, as wit. The text presses through the initial pleasure of such
jokes into the kind of sheer endurance of the hellfire sermon, a kind of non-
rewarding, even punishing process that exacerbates ambivalence without closing
it into the lyricism of Gabriel at the window or of Davin’s story —less New

Critical “ambiguity” and more rigorous, defiant obscurity. It is in a sense Loyola’s
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imperative of pushing the exercise beyond its comprehensible and endurable

limits and coming out, somehow, on the other side:
The giver of the Exercises should remind the receiver frequently that since
an hour has to be spent in each of the five exercises or contemplations to
be made each day, one should always try to find contentment in the
thought that a full hour has indeed been spent in that exercise—and more,
if anything, rather than less! For the enemy usually leaves nothing undone
in his efforts to procure a shortening of the hour of contemplation,
meditation, or prayer.... Consequently, in order to go against desolation
and overcome temptations the exercitant must always stay on a little more
than the full hour, so that one gets used not only to standing up to the
adversary, but even to overthrowing him. (285)

If “the adversary’ for Loyola is the temptation of certainty, of a truth-value
outside of the experience of the exercise itself —whether it’s the devilish
temptation to question the process and stand ironically outside it, or whether it’s
the sanctimonious temptation to take the process too seriously and “‘make vows’
and close the process in that direction—then Ulysses demands the same
negotiation, a middle way between these two options, a way that is not Purdon’s
deflated compromise but a sustained, fraught, cathected ambivalence.

By the time we're fourteen episodes in with ‘Oxen of the Sun,” neither the
narrative content nor the gamesmanship of narrative form offer refuge from the
possibility of paranoid anxiety regarding this ambivalent stance, of what we
might believe we're doing as we read. This is the question of the infant’s sight of the
mother —the heterogeneous object and anxious wonder whether it can be trusted,

whether it must be split, whether it can be made whole, what it is, what it wants.

This question of belief is at the foundation of this moment of infantile frustration.
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As Michel de Certeau writes, belief is itself essentially ‘do ut des’: “The “believer”
abandons a present advantage, or some of its claims, to give credit to a receiver.
He hollows out a void in himself relative to the time of the other, and, in the
interest he calculates, he creates a deficit whereby a future is introduced into the
present” (193).

With the reading of Ulysses, just as with any reading, this void is hollowed
out, but this future ‘introduced into the present’ —the anagogic response from
God or from the text—constantly moves, shiftily, and the reader is left alone in
the "present” moment of reading, as this present correspondingly shifts along
with it. Stephen’s move at the end of Davin’s story —his clothing the Ballyhoura
woman with meaning and significance for himself —is foreclosed for the reader
of ‘Oxen of the Sun.” The shifts in form and content, the instability of the irony
and of the voice of origin are too much for us to perform even Gabriel’s generous,
reparative move. To ‘make sense” of Ulysses is a pure epistemophilia, more
obliquely transferential —that is, not about making this text meaningful for me,
not about projecting my unconscious contents to make a whole. To ‘make sense’
here is to make something new.

So what might Stephen, his texts, and this text as a whole, drunk as they all
are, be doing in this moment? If Ulysses is a book somehow working through the
question of how belief might depressively operate, in whatever form and to
whatever end, what is ‘being believed’ in this instance, and where is the reader

positioned within this frame?
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8.3 The Substance

Stephen’s expostulation in this passage concerns, of course, the nature of
Christ’s conception, but also Mary’s own understanding of that event. A settled
question in orthodox Catholicism (an orthodoxy he has curiously been defending
earlier in the conversation), this debate on transubstantiation and
consubstantiation is an ancient one, settled only with the concept of the Trinity,
determined in the Council of Nicaea (A.D. 325). The heretics of Stephen’s
contemplations in “Telemachus’ and “Nestor” were excommunicated over this
very issue:

Photius and the brood of mockers of whom Mulligan was one, and Arius,
warring his life long upon the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father,
and Valentine, spurning Christ’s terrine body, and the subtle African
heresiarch Sabellius who held that the Father was Himself His own son.
(U 1.656-660)
The Nicene Creed is thus a methodological frame for reading the Scriptures, an
external, political imposition of order on a variegated set of texts.®?

Stephen exfoliates this Trinitarian mystery by asking about Mary’s human

role in the ‘substantiation” of Christ. He asks whether Mary ‘knew’ the Holy

82 “Where is poor Arius to try conclusions? Warring his life long upon the
contransmagnificandjewbang-tantiality. Illstarred heresiarch!” (3.50-52). And later, Stephen and
Lynch will make a joke of this rarefied theology, when the subtle doctrine of the Trinity makes
sense to Zoe only in her ignorance:

STEPHEN
(over his shoulder to Zoe) You would have preferred the fighting parson who founded the
protestant error. But beware Antisthenes, the dog sage, and the last end of Arius Heresiarchus.
The agony in the closet.

LYNCH
All one and the same God to her. (15.2640-45)
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Ghost—‘knowledge’ in both senses, the literal and the ‘Biblical,” a neat
etymological distillation of epistemophilia itself. Did Mary understand her own
status as ‘daughter of her own son,” or did she not know, and thus in ‘ignorancy’
or, worse, in “denial’? We return, in a sense, to the realm of plausible deniability,
with this lame joke of Stephen’s: What did she “’know” and when did she know it?

But the language Stephen uses here is bound up at the same time with the
theology of the Eucharist: transubstantiation and consubstantiation relate both to
the category of the Trinity and to that of the central miracle of the mass. He plays
with that doubleness, of course, confounding his listeners, but in both cases the
question of substance is at stake. With the Eucharist, this question is rooted not in
the ancient church but in the Reformation.

Stephen uses his typically overloaded, free-associative mode as an act of both
condensation and metonymic displacement to make a fantastically dirty joke. One
phrase or clause leads crashingly to another: Mary’s denial leads, by association,
to Peter’s denial, which leads to Peter as pope, the first church father and leader
of that ‘house,” and to the father of Jesus, Joseph (himself a ‘joiner,” a carpenter
who builds things such as houses), pseudo-beatified as patron of divinely
destroyed marriages, which leads to Stephen’s re-recollection of the joke from
Sandymount Strand: Taxil’s transformation (transubstantiation,
metempsychosis) of the messenger of the Holy Ghost (the angelic news which
somehow, as words, impregnates Mary) into a pigeon (this degradation bearing

obvious suggestions of divine bestiality, a cut-rate version of Leda and the
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Swan), which leads finally —all in the same sentence —to one end, the ‘bowels of
God,” conflating the suggestion of the origin of one of the holiest events in
Christianity, the Incarnation, with the bowels of God and the womb of Mary.

Stephen’s highly condensed travesty here creates a chain of substances, of
transubstantiations: he takes the debate over transubstantiation versus
consubstantiation (Catholic versus Lutheran) and adds a third term, born only
out of the internal logic of the Latin prefixes: subsubstantiation, moving from
‘across’ to ‘with” and then to “under.” He can then take this tripartite construction,
a scholastic contrivance if there ever was one, and apply it simultaneously both
to Trinitarian and Eucharistic theology.

Transubstantiation is Catholic dogma, the belief that at the epiclesis, as the
priest pronounces ‘hoc enim corpus meum’ and the altar bells ring (like the
‘barang!” of the lacquey in “‘Wandering Rocks” and “Circe,” or the ‘bang’ in
‘contransmagnificandjewbangtantiality’) —the ‘whatness’ of the bread
miraculously becomes the actual body of Christ. As Robert Boyle describes it,
transubstantiation is the “‘mysterious... replacement of the substance (and
accidents) of Christ’s body”’ (48). There is, suddenly, ‘real presence.” The material
‘accidents’ —these particular instances of bread and wine, as opposed to eternal,
universal substance—become divine. At that point, there has been a rupture.

If transubstantiation is full presence, consubstantiation opens to the
possibility of metaphor. Consubstantiation is a key Lutheran heresy, an attempt

to address the strangeness of the persistence of ‘breadness’ even after the bell-
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ringing, the impossibility of eliminating the material which is sensibly,
stubbornly extraneous to the miracle of the mass. Consubstantiation in the
Lutheran sense argues that both the substance of the bread and of the body co-
exist in the same accident. “This is my body” becomes “This is my body with
something else,” or later, with Protestant reformers after Luther, something more
extreme: “This is like my body.” They argue that the epiclesis is a re-enactment, not
a recurrence, of the Last Supper —a break between the present and the past, and
then, through this memorial ritual, a reconciliation of the two, in which the past
can stay past. It transforms the Catholic conception of full presence, of
transcendent, miraculous, eternal wholeness, into metaphor. Repeating, in the

Freudian scheme, becomes remembering.

So what to make of Stephen’s ‘subsubstantiation’? The only suggestion for an
etymology, other than his Latinate wordplay, is the Book of Concord, the
Lutheran doctrinal text first published in 1580:

For the reason why, in addition to the expressions of Christ and St Paul
(the bread in the Supper is the body of Christ or the communion of the
body of Christ), also the forms: under the bread, with the bread, in the
bread the body of Christ is present and offered, are employed, is that by
means of them the papistical transubstantiation may be rejected and the
sacramental union of the unchanged essence of the bread and the body of
Christ indicated. (Article VII, section 35; emphasis added)

This combative passage declares that the same structures will obtain in the

Lutheran liturgy, in part, precisely through that repetition, to ‘reject’ the

transubstantiation of those same forms and expressions in the Catholic mass. The
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‘“unchanged essence of the bread and the body,” and the difference between the
miraculous Catholic transubstantiation and the more metaphorical, less literal
Lutheran communion becomes manifest. In the Protestant Eucharist, the bread
and wine refer to an ineffable presence not bound in the objects, not directly
available to the believer.

Stephen’s joke works in the space of this difference. Boyle’s argument about
these distinctions remains with Stephen’s bawdy blasphemy and his play on
‘knowing’: ““Subsubstantiation” must be formed on analogy with “subhuman.”
Stephen uses it in his discussion of the “knowing” which resulted in Mary’s
pregnancy’ (49). Michael J. O’Shea, in his reading of Boyle, argues that in
Stephen’s conception of ‘consubstantiation,” ‘the human is made human in a
union of the sort alluded to in Bloom’s “Lotus Eaters” image of himself as the
“father of thousands” (“This is my body”)" (126) —that is, the human, the non-
transcendent, is venerated as such, and is sufficient. And he reads
‘subsubstantiation” as sacrilege, akin to Mulligan’s opening mass and the mass in
Circe: “‘whereby the human is made subhuman or bestial by human power” (126).
And Richard Ellmann, in Ulysses on the Liffey, discusses this passage as evidence
of Stephen’s belief in the necessity of the pain of artistic creation and human
existence: ‘In other words, Mary was either of divine or of human substance, but
in no case was she less than substance or had she less than sexual intercourse. He
will not accept “A pregnancy without joy...a birth without pangs, a body

e

without blemish, a belly without bigness”” (139). Stephen, in this account,
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demands an earthly, organic, material transformation—not the sterility of church

‘mystery” or hypocrisy.

8.4 Clearing the Field

In ‘Oxen,” just as we have many times before, we start the story over again, in
another ‘moocow” moment, this time in a manner more overtly bizarre. There is
some narrating agency that puts us back millennia before this novel begins, and
the tale of Stephen and Bloom here could well stand alone as a short story.

Barthes writes that the Exercises creates a field of exclusion, a repulsion of
foreign images that razes every detail of the day. As quoted in Chapter Two, he
argues that the text creates ‘a kind of totalitarian economy in which everything,
from the accidental to the futile and trivial, must be utilized” (51). The rules of the
Exercises ‘enable the subject to find what to say...simply to speak.... [T]here is an
awareness of human aphasia: the orator and the exercitant, at the beginning,
flounder in the profound deficiency of speech’ (45). What must happen on the
retreat is ‘the invention of a language’ —the exercise not just of one’s “spirit,” but
‘the exercise of a language’ (49).

We begin in ‘Oxen” with the creation of that field of exclusion, an incantation
so unreadable in itself that the readerly response is one of aphasia, if not panic.
It’s the strategy Joyce himself describes to Harriet Weaver after he completed

‘Sirens,” a strategy that seems to him to have fatal consequences:
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The word scorching has a peculiar significance for my superstitious mind
not so much because of any quality or merit in the writing itself as for the
fact that the progress of the book is in fact like the progress of some
sandblast. As soon as I mention or include any person in it I hear of his or
her death or departure or misfortune: and each successive episode,
dealing with some province of artistic culture (rhetoric or music or
dialectic), leaves behind it a burnt up field. (Letters II 128)
This burning of the field is what opens ‘Oxen” and, Karen Lawrence argues,
disorients the reader for the entirety of the episode: ‘Oxen’ gets clearer as it goes,
but ‘our initial impression of obscurity remains throughout the chapter’ (124).
The space has been cleared for the exercitant—except it also hasn't, since he has
an enormous amount of text, and labour, already behind him.
Kenner, writing of the episode in Dublin’s Joyce, raises a number of tangled
threads at once—the episode’s bold re-start, the double-sidedness here of
‘knowing’ and ‘conceiving,” the turn from ‘nullity” to (almost violent) production,
and the way this knowledge is rooted in the Jesuit practice of cultivating the
sensorium:
the nullity that after so many thousand words of contorted evolution gets
born and cast out into the void of Dublin is the civilization of nineteenth-
century Ireland.... It was a classroom commonplace of his Jesuit schooling
that the phantasm gathered by the senses fertilizes the active intellect, and
a concept is generated and flung in affirmation out into existence. The
word ‘conception” unites biology and epistemology. (19)

The generative punkt, in Kenner’s formulation here, is within the exercitant,

within Stephen. But what we have as ‘Oxen’ starts is the debilitation of that

faculty of generation and ‘fertilization,” and as it proceeds the readerly position is

debilitated along with it.
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8.5 Proceeding As If

Despite the density of Stephen’s speech, his comrades seem able to follow his
wildly free-associative, scholastically subtle, doctrinaire, sacrilegious turns. In
fact, the scriptural material Stephen works with here is itself an explication of
hermeneutic confusion and untangling: after Mary’s conception of Christ and
Joseph’s own bewilderment and frustration, an angel comes down to Joseph to
explain it all.

Despite the radical nature of ‘Oxen” and of Ulysses more generally, in terms of
our work on epistemophilia and the Loyolan Position, this kind of reading is a
familiar one. The reader, and Stephen’s listeners, want to bring his words to
sense, perhaps a dogmatic one. Stephen’s work here is destructively ironic: his
previous comments were in defence of the church’s position that if a mother’s life
is at risk in childbirth, the child’s life must take precedence, but here he travesties
dogma with suggestions of sexual perversion. He demands here that his listeners
make sense of his works as if they were not fundamentally contradictory, as if
they were worth interpretation. He demands, despite his careening rhetoric, to be
heard as a coherent, sustained Other, a sujet supposé savoir in whose text his
listeners will hermeneutically invest.

Is it worth it? Is this work of untangling, which requires belief in that
sustained Other, the limit of the labour of reading? As Kenner writes of this
episode, ‘decoding a paragraph from Oxen may not be the most rewarding way

to read it,” as we are left with ‘a short flat paragraph worded by ourselves’
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(Ulysses 122). We might ask, then, does the text—or perhaps this book as a
whole —bear this kind of exegetical weight? Is there substance here, and if so, of
what is it composed? This is of course the question of the eucharist: What is
‘here’ in this stuff, and how does it happen —metaphor, metonymy, memory?
What am I finding in this substance: If there is indeed anything there, does it
happen because I traduced it into my own text—a kind of transubstantiation?
We've returned, in both form and content, to these same questions of reading
and the production of meaning —of presence and absence, partiality and
wholeness, phantastic libidinal investment and textual resistance, to splitting and
reparation. The paradigm Stephen articulates here is another variation of the
principle we found in “The Dead” by which the text is created by those within it:
Stephen’s knot interrogates the text in which he appears. It's a skew or slant
sensibility that suggests a way of thinking not only about the ambivalence of this
particular moment, but of Ulysses itself —as a novel, as an utterance, as an

attempt to ‘deliver the news’ of the all-explaining pigeon.

8.6 Puzzles and Laughter

As the potential of the ellipsis has exploded, so too have the risks. Once we
arrive at the situation of Stephen’s argument on substance, embedded as it is
within what is perhaps the most stylistically outrageous and reading-resistant
episode in the book, the former Joycean questions of ‘whose words are these” and

‘where is this coming from’ (and perhaps, in desolation, ‘where is this going”) —
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they all intensify to “what is this for.” This problem takes the shape here of
something like a puzzle, an enormous rebus or anagram, with an answer so
difficult it can be solved only by a century’s worth of massive group effort.

This kind of work, the kind we’ve done on ‘Oxen’ above, is categorically
different from that involved in reading, for instance, The Good Soldier or Absalom,
Absalom, which renders this reading-as-untangling as impossible. Dowell’s first-
person narration in The Good Soldier, for instance, creates a supposed presence in
which a reader can find an origin and an object of analysis, but this presence
confounds the fundamentally disjunctive, unrepairable plot the novel offers; the
part-objects cannot logically be made whole. We can solve this problem by
locating this disjunction, reductively but successfully, in the ‘character” of
Dowell, in the character of this object under study. We can thus create a greater
distance that allows us to separate and ‘think about” him, but the sight we get
does not get clearer; the story maintains its impossibility.

The narration of ‘Oxen,” on the other hand, beneath the fog of changing styles
and across the gaps of the wordplay, does seem to propose an enduring
coherence, one that (when cleaned up) could be read like any other text. It might
indeed be ultimately impossible to square every circle; as Attridge and Ferrer
write in the introduction to Post-Structuralist Joyce, the ‘shifts” in a Joycean text
‘are such that you can never pin it down in any definite place—it always turns
up again, laughing, behind your back’ (10). But the glimpses in ‘Oxen,” and in

Ulysses, of a typical, bourgeois, domestic tale, with typical forms of character and
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subjectivity, flash through even such playful narration. The work of making
sense of Stephen’s utterance is a by-now typical, if more difficult, matter of
untangling a meaning ‘behind” his words. If the first-time reader doesn’t follow
Stephen’s leaps as easily as his colleagues do—they immediately understand
‘subsubstantiality” as a ‘scurvy word’—she can do the work of tracing references
back to origins, putting the pieces together into a whole.**

Perhaps this works too well. This kind of ‘decoding” might be the wrong
approach entirely —a project of reassembly and reparation without the projective
identification, frustration, and loss necessary for a productive depressive
reading.

As Leo Bersani argues in “Against Ulysses,” reading Ulysses requires
something like ‘extremely nervous, perhaps even paranoid vigilance’ (156). The
hermeneutic project of Ulysses is, in the midst of modernism’s (and Joyce’s own)
emerging radical critiques of subjectivity and sexuality, ‘a rear-guard action.” The
ellipses seem, in Bersani’s argument, to require the materials of an essentially
tamiliar, bourgeois world: it is a “traditional view of human identity that Ulysses
defends’ (158). The work of piecing together Stephen’s, Bloom’s, and Molly’s
characters is that of reconstructing them as people we can already recognize as

people—to fill in blanks the same way we’ve done with Stephen’s joke, precisely

8 A. Walton Litz reflects on Joyce’s chart of foetal development: ‘This enabled him, while
working on the episode, to establish correspondences involving the growth of the foetus, the
evolution of the English language, the geological development of the earth, and the progress of
Ulysses up to that point’ (34). And yet the form here only tenuously proceeds from the content of
gestation and birth, and obviously involves a great deal more. The object of analysis is no longer
‘character,” but style, pure narration.
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to perform a conservative composition of place, in which the readerly
transference, and this interpretive work in fact tames the possibilities of the text.
This kind of interpretation —the figuring-out and nailing-down —is precisely
what Barthes sees as the neurotic operation of Loyola’s texts, a paranoid
totalizing by which the Exercises comes to incorporate all the exercitant’s thought
into a dogmatically pure system. For Barthes, the Exercises creates that ‘field of
exclusion’ in part by making the retreatant’s day ‘completely covered...an
incessant already’ in which, for instance, the exercitant, upon going to bed, must
contemplate waking in the morning, creating a completely sutured consciousness
(49). This is the kind of airlessness Bersani describes—settled certainties about
subjectivity bounded, no matter how avant-garde the text might seem, into a
system without play.

The ambivalence of Dubliners and Portrait is, in this view, followed by a less
ambivalent, more stable and bourgeois Ulysses. In Bersani’s view, we decode the
‘tirmly identified and differentiated personalities’ by relying on ‘the strategic
centring of the narrator’s authority’; the position of the narrator as origin and
authority, an assumption dismantled in the earlier texts, is reinstalled here: the
Arranger as a manifestation of the transcendental signifier. The narration’s
‘aggressively demonstrated superiority to the patterns and models of
representation insists that we recognize and analytically elaborate while [Joyce]
himself partially neglects them’ (“Against’ 160). This is surely a paranoid reading,

playing into the prevalent and contagious suspicion born out of Joyce’s comment
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that ‘I've put in so many enigmas and puzzles that it will keep the professors
busy for centuries arguing over what I meant, and that’s the only way of insuring
one’s immortality” (Letters II 521). H.G. Wells put it to Joyce himself: “Who the
hell is this Joyce who demands so many waking hours of the few thousand I
have still to live for a proper appreciation of his quirks and fancies and flashes of
rendering?’ (Letters 1I 275). Joyce’s “partial neglect” would thus serve as a trick to
get us to fill in the crossword puzzle of the text; the ‘enjoying” bad object sits
smugly behind the text, laughing behind its eyes. The schemas propose
meanings so remote from our textual experience as to suggest that there is
no other basis for sense than the ‘line” that can be drawn between two
textual points. The exegetical work to be done is enormous, but it has
already been done by the author and we simply have to catch up with
him. ("Against’ 174)
This mode of reading would indeed be a pleasure of submission, of subjection to
the Subject, of returning this putatively radical text to the ‘obviousness of
ideology,” of foreclosing surprise, play, newness.

Elsewhere, Bersani writes of the radical potential of the death drive in texts,
its ability to smash subjectivity and ego to experience a moment of non-
subjective ‘real presence’ through sudden, pure negation. He notes that Freud
‘suggests not only the irrelevance of the object in sexuality but also, and even
more radically, a shattering of the psychic structures themselves that are the
precondition for the establishment of a relation to others’ (‘Is the Rectum a

Grave?’ 24). Both the subject and object, then, lose their ontological status and

thus the relationship which depends on that status; the sudden emptiness (or
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shattered-ness) of the two terms creates the possibility of a freedom beyond the
bounds of subjectivity. This newly non-centred subject might not, at least for this
radical moment, have the capacity to form external relations at all, or even
relations with itself, but this instability opens the possibility for something else —
a new possibility for relations we have seen in readings of both Dubliners and
Portrait.
Bersani calls for an ego contemplating and experiencing the impossibility of its
own existence: the dejected, smashed self of the retreat’s First Week, humiliated
but, despite its condition, persisting. This might be masochistic jouissance, or the
Althusserian pleasure of subjection to the Subject—but this moment, this
persistence is also essentially negative. It establishes a negative capability, an
attachment or relation without imperial egos, or even coherent substances, on
either side:
This pleasure does not serve an interest, satisfy a passion, or fulfil a
desire.... A willingness to be less—a certain ascetic disposition—
introduces us (perhaps reintroduces us) to the pleasure of rhythmed
being.... Most profoundly, the pleasure of sociability is the pleasure of
existing, of concretely existing, at the abstract level of pure being. There is
no other explanation for that pleasure. (‘Sociability” 48)

The relation of subject and object becomes one of “sociability,” one in which the

‘rhythmed,” semiotic dimensions of pure being come into an unarticulated, dumb

coexistence without ego-driven designs on the Other. This is the ascetic pleasure

of the First Week as well, the ‘overcoming of self’ (289):

the composition will be to see with the gaze of the imagination and to
consider that my soul is imprisoned in this body which will one day
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disintegrate, and my whole composite self as if exiled in this valley among
brute beasts. When I say ‘my whole composite self’ I mean body and soul
together.... Here I will ask for personal shame and confusion. (294-5)

Again, the dimensions of masochism and Subjection are present, but so is the
radical negativity, the “whole composite self’ exiled, shamed, and confused.
There is an intense, radiant erotics to this operation, a death-drive catharsis. This
‘pure being’ approaches the horizon, ecstatic and allowing for the possibility, at
long last, for new relations, perhaps new articulation, rapture, or ravishment,
from this punkt.

This will come later. Loyola’s instructions on this point are clear: the
exercitant is not to be told, never mind be allowed to think about, what comes
next in the sequence of the Exercises; the demands the retreat makes for the
exercitant to imagine the next day’s waking and meditations forms the entire
circumference of the present exercise. The moment is the only point, the purest
point of existence, nullifying the historical, quotidian self. It’s meant to be
extremely productive but not yet useful, or ‘thinkable’; the well-disposed mind
that considers itself ‘as though I were an ulcer or an abscess, the source of many
sins and evils, and of great infection” (297) is meant to concretely exist, in his cell,
in prayer, ‘at the abstract level of pure being.” This pleasure is not quite jouissance
or compromise-formation, which serve to maintain the ego in its impossibility.
Rather, this pleasure offers the potential for negation, and thereby this unalloyed,

naked presence.
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The activity Bersani is describing in this essay is, in fact, sexual cruising, and
he describes the kinds of sociability available in such a situation. The function of
the spiritual exercise is, for the subject, one of cruising —the “pleasure of
rhythmed being” and a kind of external relation, a sociability, based no longer on
the relations of the aggressively present ego with an object himself presumed to
be bounded, finite, and understood. Cruising for anonymous sex allows egos to
be smashed, for boundaries of self and presence to disappear.

Bersani’s critique of the first sentence of Ulysses is that it plays both sides of
this problem of boundedness. While Dubliners and Portrait exploit the potential
of text to unravel boundaries, for Bersani, this first sentence ‘objectifies the point
of view that it takes” (“Against’ 161), giving the narration the role of stable origin,
of secure, heterodiegetic perspective with the judgement of Buck as ‘stately,
plump,” the inflected term “bearing’: ‘Stately, plump Buck Mulligan came from
the stairhead, bearing a bowl of lather on which a mirror and a razor lay crossed’
(U1.1-2). Such narration wants both to be depersonalized and to deliver some
essential quidditas of the character and situation, delivered indeed with a
considered rhetorical flourish formed by some stable consciousness. The contract
is thus unclear: how are we getting this quidditas if not from some Master of
Ceremonies? The potentialities of language apart from ego, of writing apart from
speech —potentialities for which Ulysses is lauded for exploiting radically —are in
reality clamped down from the first words of the book. This missed opportunity

comes, Bersani argues, from Joyce’s adherence to the logic of realism: “The
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pitiless quidditas of realistic fiction allows for the depersonalization of character
only as a phenomenon of point of view’ ("Against” 162). If the goal of the text is
indeed to open the possibilities of textuality and language, to make character not
a full representation of a ‘real’ (or perceived-as-real) person limited to body and
mind and place, but instead to open it to the blurriness of the abased “pure ego’ —
if this is the goal, then from the first sentence, Ulysses has betrayed its textual
potential. The objectification of the narration gives it a point of view, a place and
origin. It is, Bersani calls it, “the paranoid response to what might be called the
irreducibility of voice in literature to locations and identities” (“Against’ 159). In
other words, it is a paranoid need to figure out where this voice is coming from.

In such a reading, it is precisely realism’s persistent claim to get ‘behind the
glass’ that gets in the way. Joyce’s determination to include as much realism as
possible, to strain the limits of realism with tremendous amounts of (obsessively
historical, often irrelevant) detail, cannot ultimately break away into
depersonalization and true indeterminacy. As Robert Adams writes, ‘If [Joyce]
invites us to look behind the facade by concealing significant meanings there
(either really or apparently significant), he cannot very well complain if we
uncover dust, sweepings, and untidy joinery as well” (10). And later Adams
posits a horizon for this kind of unkempt realism: “Evidently there is some limit
beyond which the reader is not justified in imposing his private ingenuities on
the novel; did the novelist impose any such limitation on himself?” (26) The

intense language-play of Dubliners and Portrait, now aligned with this secure
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heterodiegesis (the narrator here in ‘Telemachus,” the “Arranger’ of the episodes
to come), has shifted into a simple strategy of ‘facade’ and concealment.

Whether it’s Joyce’s, the text’s, or the reader’s, this hermeneutic structure is,
of course, a paranoid one. Such a reading implies revelation, reading as a form of
puzzle-completion, of blank-filling. It's a “mastery” of the kind Felman critiques
in ‘Psychoanalysis and Education’: ‘the exhaustion—through methodological
investigation—of all there is to know.... Complete and totally appropriated
knowledge will become—in all senses of the word —a mastery.” She quotes Lacan:
‘What is at stake in absolute knowledge is the fact that discourse closes back
upon itself, that it is entirely in agreement with itself (S-1I, 91)" (28).

Adams solves the problem by reaching back to ideas of art as ineffable; the
novel form allows Ulysses to evade attempts at understanding. As for readers
who attempt to ‘master” elements of the text with the external knowledge this
book seems to demand, he argues that they ‘are treating Ulysses as an enigma,
not a novel. This is very wrong.... [TThe possession of that information does not
noticeably enrich one’s reading of the fiction. On the contrary, it distracts. The
“solution” is more complicated than the “problem”” (‘Against” 33). The challenge
presented to us, then, is how to deal with what seems like a structure of
hidden/shown without falling back into the ‘blank check’ of the novel genre—the
vaguely New Critical idea that art’s value is precisely in this ambiguity. To ask
the essential paranoid question: At what point might the text’s opacity turn from

a salutary, open ‘discourse’ that refuses to be ‘entirely in agreement with itself’
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into what many hostile readers of the book suspect: a solipsistic joke for the
enjoying author, or what Kenner calls the Homeric parallels (Ulysses 2): an affaire
de cuisine?

The consequence here would be something like the scene in Portrait in which
Stephen hears that his father and Father Conmee have been laughing about his
heroic moment at Clongowes. Even Father Dolan, it seems, was in on it: I told
them all at dinner about it and Father Dolan and I and all of us we all had a hearty laugh
together over it. Ha! Ha! Ha!’ (61, italics in original). The episode ends here in
Simon’s blank laughter; neither Stephen nor the book laughs along. By the time
of Ulysses, though, we might suspect a similar kind of laughter at our expense, a
travesty of our own heroic efforts at diligently, earnestly making our way down

the corridor to the Rector’s door.

8.7 Knowing a Subject

If Bersani claims that a central problem with ‘Oxen’ is that ‘[t]he episode may
be the most extraordinary example in the history of literature of meaning
unrelated to the experience of reading and to the work of writing” ("Against’ 172),
Margot Norris’s thought-experiment in Virgin and Veteran Readings of Ulysses
addresses this issue from the opposite direction. What is the value, she asks, of
reading Ulysses as if it were for the first time, without any of the efforts of the past
century to solve its puzzles, to make it readable? Bersani writes that to read

Ulysses without paranoia, without the sense that there is a ‘One who knows,” is
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absurd: here, ‘naiveté is tantamount to walking into a trap” (156). Norris’s
experiment argues otherwise.

Though presented as ‘coherent’ subjects obscured only by the narration, the
primary characters don’t quite make sense, even to themselves. The interiority
they reveal is consistent in terms of personality and voice—we can tell the
difference between Stephen’s, Bloom’s, and Molly’s thoughts—but there is an
irreducible foreignness to themselves, an inexplicability that might not in itself
blur the boundaries of character, but posits a blank, opaque dimension to these
selves. It’s the development of character James, for instance, makes with Isabel
Archer and the disjunction in Portrait of a Lady between consciousness and
interiority. If we asked Isabel her reasons for marrying and then returning to
Rome, would what she said be in any way helpful? There remains a dimension to
character that Ulysses does not wish to explain, no depth psychology to make
these people coherent or whole. Though we might know more facts about
Stephen and Bloom than about any other characters in literature, that knowledge
does not add up to a self-consistent, bounded whole.

Norris interrogates this very problem in her consideration of ‘Ithaca’: how can
we integrate Stephen’s viciously anti-Semitic song into our previous conceptions
of his character? Bersani notes that many of Joyce’s contemporaries integrated
new conceptions of subjectivity into their work: ‘This is the ruse of a reflexive “I”

conscious of an aberrant consciousness of both its inner and outer worlds, and
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yet sceptical of the very consciousness of that error’” (‘Against’ 171). Lawrence,
Bataille, and Proust concede this problem: it is
incorporated into the very work of their writing, with the result that their
fiction is compelled to abdicate any authority for resolving the dilemmas
it poses, any superior point of view that might justify a broader cultural
claim for art as a vehicle for truth. ("Against’ 172)

Joyce, he argues, maintains this ‘ruse” of knowledge. And indeed, in this
sense, Ulysses is far less radical than these texts which disperse consciousness
and ego more broadly across character and scene. But the failure of the self-
consistency Stephen, Bloom, and Molly imagine for themselves, or that we can
imagine for them, reveals that irreducible foreignness inherent in the presumed
i

In the same way, Stephen’s song can only be explained, characterologically, in
the most tortuous ways. Certainly he is given as a single subject, largely bound
off from the storms of language surrounding him. (This is the project of ‘Oxen,’
after all, and perhaps of “Circe” as well, and the changing styles of the book as a
whole: to demonstrate the persistence and integritas of character and subjectivity
even within the outrageous games of language.)

As Norris writes, the event ‘is excruciatingly problematic on so many counts’
(199). ‘[H]e unequivocally sings the version in which the murderess is the Jew’s
daughter, now sung to a Jew who has a daughter” (207); ‘a brutal attack on an

innocent man is so out of character with everything we have seen of Stephen’s

thoughts, encounters, and behaviour throughout the day that it is simply
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unthinkable’ (208). Maddeningly, and significantly, the narrator of ‘Ithaca’ as it is
constructed “has access to Stephen’s thoughts but does not produce them” (208).

Does this suggest that there is a “hidden wholeness’ to Stephen, and this
mysteriousness is merely a product of another facade/concealment structure?
Norris reads other critics” attempts to explain the song’s situation, with both
Kenner and Mahaffey explaining it as Stephen’s reaction to a perceived threat
(with Kenner, in his Ulysses, taking the anti-Semitism as something of a
reasonable given: ‘we can understand why Stephen sings the ballad about the
imperilled Christian boy in the Jew’s habitation” [139]).

Could Stephen answer? This problem isn’t quite structured or presented as a
‘symptom’ —a parapraxis born of repression within a singular subject. (In other
words, the problem doesn’t seem to ‘belong’ to Stephen’s unconscious, at least
not in a typical, case-study way.) In fact, Norris’s conclusion aligns with this
interpretation, and with her argument about ‘“The Dead’: that the text invites the
reader into the position of perpetrator, leaving character consistency and even
meaning behind in order to force the reader into an oppressive role. “The text,” she
writes, ‘entrains the reader in the logic of anti-Semitism itself by presenting a
potent temptation to blame the victim” (211).

An alternative—that Stephen is, despite all previous actions and thoughts, at
heart a virulent anti-Semite —is plausible. But it limits itself to the question of
character, and thus allows the reader to split the material off, in a paranoid-

schizoid move, into ‘Stephen.” But in Norris’s reading, Joyce is willing to sacrifice
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the consistency of subjectivity (bounded as it is in bourgeois, pre-modernist
figurations) to move the text into a less bounded mode, more oriented towards
the reader, into the contingency of the Loyolan Position and the Exercises. The
cost to our comfortable identification with (and of) Stephen is a modernist gain:
the characters about whom we learn the most never cohere. Those who do—such
as Gerty —are transferentially constructed ‘flat’ characters; Stephen, Bloom, and
Molly are self-inconsistent, unavailable to themselves and to us.

This irreducible excess of character does not, as Bersani argues, take full
advantage of the potential for the death drive inherent in language to destroy
previous conceptions of ego. And yet the persistence of this irreducible otherness
in the main characters, coupled with the near-eventlessness of the plot, does
return us to the problem of Kleinian ambivalence: the dumb, frustrating
persistence of the confusingly heterogeneous object, and the demand for a
response. The work Ulysses demands in this respect is the opposite of Bersani’s
ego-smashing, of his cruising and sociability. Instead, it’s reparative.

Despite the pyrotechnics of ‘Oxen’ and of ‘Circe” and of the book as a whole,
we come back relentlessly to the fact of the subject —troublingly conflicted, not in
a simple contflict of desires, but in its composition as a heterogeneous
constellation of part-objects. If the work to be done is reparative, it is pointedly
opposed to Bersani’s project both to ‘shatter” psychic structures and enjoy the
pleasure of ‘pure being.” Nor does it foreclose the potential of art to be, in

Bersani’s word, ‘redemptive,” or at least a catalyst for development and growth.
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If a reader goes about solving puzzles and constructing these characters by
reconstituting them in her own image, that would be precisely the perversion of
the Exercises we explicated above: a failure to not believe. To perform the
Exercises in the terms set forth by Loyola, the meditation will take the bare-bones
image from the life of Christ, will call forth unconscious materials from the
exercitant, and will not fill blanks. The frustration built into the Exercises is that the
reality of the “original object’ is always unavailable. Christ is transcendentally
present, of course, in the orthodox manner, but he is also absent. He is both
ubiquitous and lost. In the transferential process of the Exercises, in which the
scene is enriched by the investment of unconscious materials, the ‘reality” of the
scene, the mimesis, becomes richer precisely to the degree to which it grows
unavailable.

This loss is to be mourned, but also celebrated. It is the acknowledgement, at
the heart of the most serious spiritual meditation and prayer, of the futility of the
project itself. There will never be an encounter with a non-phantastic ‘reality,” no
mystical transcendence, no wholeness—and yet one persists in the attempt to
make that connection, finding new materials and adding them along the way.

This is the depressive position par excellence.

This is not to say, of course, that this acknowledgement would mean
neutralizing the horror of Stephen’s song. Rather, it means that the anxiety of

reading is radically re-opened here, and no amount of circle-squaring can reduce
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the strangeness, even the uncanniness (this strange new Stephen) of such
encounters. Fitting these pieces together — the racist song and the mildly heroic
Stephen of ‘Nestor,” for instance —proposes to ‘solve’ the “problem” of content,
which by the time of ‘Oxen” and ‘Ithaca’ is a problem so far from the surface that
such a solution would feel like a compromise and indeed like a grim joke on the
reader.

Instead, we might look at the structure of subjectivity in one of Joyce’s
favourite texts, Ibsen’s late work The Master Builder. As Solness becomes
consumed with his legacy and with destroying the Broviks to preserve it, Hilde
Wangel suddenly appears, and her status as ‘real’ slowly comes under scrutiny
over the course of the play. Her reality remains an unanswerable question, but
the obvious framing of the question—is she a figment of his imagination? —is
never allowed to cohere in such a clear, reductive, ‘puzzle-like” formulation. This
question of her status is never foregrounded, so we can’t pin the strangeness on
her; besides, an answer would offer nothing to the meaning of the play. In fact,
the ambiguity of the problem itself, and our inability to frame it as a problem, is
what mobilizes the thematics and plot of the play itself.

Importantly, Hilde is still by necessity embodied as a character on the stage.
Joyce’s medium obviously provides different, non-embodied possibilities for
subjectivity. Bersani’s critique is, in a sense, that he doesn’t go far enough in
exploiting this difference. We remain with the body of Hilde, and with Stephen,

Bloom, and Molly; the body persists even after the shattering or cruising. It is
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fundamentally anti-transcendent. And in both Ibsen and Joyce, this disjunction
can be darkly funny, too.

Reading Ulysses thus must be something other than filling in blanks, no
matter how satisfying that process may be. Reading this book requires an
increasing capacity to remain apart, to be left out, to be content with generative
failure—not the heavenly angels of holy texts, but the real pigeons that bring the
bad news. Such reading is not transubstantiation nor consubstantiation, but

subsubstantiation.

8.8 Substance and Style

Karen Lawrence comes at the question of the “origins’ of language, the ‘punkt’
of these traversing voices, by leaving aside from the beginning the presumption
of a psychological subject at all: “The book ceases to be primarily a psychological
novel and becomes an encyclopaedia of narrative possibilities” (14). Her Odyssey
of Style in "Ulysses” opens doors for post-structuralist readings, those that deal
with the ‘liberation” of the signifier from the signified.

As she puts it, “And if Ulysses reflects Joyce’s scepticism about any one mode
of order and about the limitations of language, it nevertheless reflects his
enormous confidence in what a writer can do with the resources available. It
gives us a sense of the possibilities both in literature and in life” (208). The shifts
in styles smash previous conceptions of representation and mean to show

possibility: ‘In its own way illustrating that “paternity may be a legal fiction,” the
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text deliberately acts as if it were cut off from any single creating consciousness’
9).

Right from “Aeolus,” the book “calls into question the notions of origin
(narrator) and development (plot) upon which the novel is based. The constructs
of narrator and plot are revealed to be “myths” of novel writing and novel
reading’ (60). The headlines, in fact, work to dispel the idea of origin:

The intrusion of the headings introduces a kind of language into the novel
that inhibits the dual movement upon which the writing and reading of
the traditional novel and the early chapters of Ulysses are based: the
movement back to a creating consciousness—an ‘origin’—and the
movement back to life—the ‘original.” (61)
It “advertises the fact that it is “written,” anonymous, and public’ (62). This
destabilization of origin thus calls into question, and then dispels, the possibility
of mimesis.

In The Veil of Signs, Sheldon Brivic writes that the style of “Oxen” and “Circe’
‘expresses [the characters’] minds more accurately and fully than they could
themselves, bringing out the social and psychological otherness behind those
minds’ (13). But Lawrence and Bersani critique the very conception of ‘mind” as
an object, particularly when it comes to representation and articulation. Brivic is
working in the Lacanian mould, in which that “veil of signs’ is an effect of the
discourse of the Other, the discourse produced and ‘managed’ by language but
exposed here as the grounding of alien meaning, an ‘otherness’ “behind.’

In this attempt to understand the narrative movements of Ulysses, to work

with questions of origins and boundaries, does it necessarily become a paranoid
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project, a defence against that ‘public’ voice (as Lawrence terms it—‘that
“anonymous voice” of culture’ (103)), or against the uncanniness of the
Derridean writing “‘machine,” each a function of the discourse of the Other that
must be “mastered’?

In The Political Unconscious, Fredric Jameson discerns in Lord Jim a major
break, mapping this break onto the increasing tension at the intersection of
modernism and mass culture: “we will have occasion to isolate the stylistic
practice of this work as a virtually autonomous “instance” in its own right,
standing in tension or contradiction with the book’s various narrative instances
of levels’ (195). What has been the scene at the level of content—the life of
everyday work on the mercantile ship—is ‘now displaced and effectively
marginalized by the emergent modernist discourse’ (195). The impressionism of
Conrad’s style is an effort ‘to derealize the content and make it available for
consumption on some purely aesthetic level” (202). The level on which this occurs
in Lord Jim, for Conrad, is the symbol —a way to sublate content while keeping it
somehow behind the surface. This move is a sort of Taylorization within the text,
a rationalization:

The older, inherited ways of doing things are broken into the component
parts and reorganized with a view to greater efficiency... [which] thus
opens up the unlimited perspective of a complete industrialization of the
world... (208)

Is this what Joyce is performing with the ‘splitting off’ of style from content?

Lawrence sees it as liberatory, an indication for the reader that this story, and
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thus any story, can be told in an infinite number of ways. But this uncoupling can
also be read as an effect of rationalization —style broken off as a suddenly useless
effect, now worth contemplating aesthetically in its own right. We can read this
splitting as an approach to the spiritual conceptions of ‘real presence’ no longer
available because no longer necessary; the metaphor of the eucharist, its
aestheticization, will suffice. For Jameson, Henry James uses consciousness as an
organizing centre, whereas in Conrad —and it would seem in Joyce as well —the
text
at once denies the possibility of such presence and spills us over into yet
further sentence production and the further frustration of presence affirmed
and denied.... [TThe content projected by this free play of sentences...[and]
the now more traditional existential one: to search for narrative plenitude,
narrative presence, is essentially to seek the unity of the act, or analytically
to call it into question. (211, emphasis added)

This endless, spilling ‘sentence production’ in the face of the frustration of
presence affirmed and denied’ —this is precisely the function of the obsessive
‘self-maintaining machine” of the Exercises, with its articulation (‘articulare,” the
‘dividing into parts’) in the face of radical ambivalence about the status of the
object’s “presence.’

This process contributes to the increasingly wild splitting-off of style as
Ulysses proceeds. The derangement of knowledge in such a situation affects the
sensorium, splitting the subject’s reaction to the unmediated, ‘full” presence of

the object into endless fragments, part-objects: the

capacity of sense perception can only reorganize itself into a new and
semi-autonomous activity, one which produces its own specific objects,
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new objects that are themselves the result of a process of abstraction and
reification, such that older concrete unities are now sundered into
measurable dimensions on one side, say, and pure colour (or the
experience of purely abstract colour) on the other. To such a process, the
Althusserian term overdetermination may be properly applied, insofar as
an objective fragmentation of the so-called outside world is matched and
accompanied by a fragmentation of the psyche which reinforces its effects.
(218)
In a sense, Jameson is arguing that the conditions of modernity induce a
paranoid-schizoid reaction, creating, as Klein argues, an equivalent split in the
ego for every split in the ‘outside” world. Modernist art aestheticizes this
splitting, reifying the part-objects thrown off by rationalization without
necessarily aiming for a new, repaired whole.

In Ulysses, the part-objects are style. In Jameson’s formulation, the object or
style is broken off to be consumed on its own as art-commodity. It's a
compromise formation, once the world becomes incomprehensible or
inaccessible —precisely the situation Lawrence’s argument addresses. Jameson
writes that at the historical moment of modernity,

such transformations of the world into images must always be marked as
the reunification of data which were originally chaotic or fragmentary.
Both terms of the act, the initial raw material and final glossy reunified
and perceptual product, must be present within the image. (221)

This conception aligns not only with our conception of consubstantiation—
the simultaneous presence of two substances, ‘believed” into unity —but with the
principle of reparation. The ‘reunified and perceptual product” is indeed

something necessarily new; the world in itself is not recoverable, but is remade

here in a Marxist way into a commodity, or a symptom, a compromise.
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As symptom or compromise, the formation is itself ultimately
incomprehensible, ‘unthinkable,” and self-defeating. As the text emphasizes the
aesthetic material split off into style, it reaches its own limits. This is the work
‘Ithaca” performs. This episode, in its severe attenuation, its microscopic and
galactic perspective, its coldness, reaches the silence of the Divine—the anagogic
level of Barthes’s reading of the Exercises, the inaccessible level whose frustrating
inaccessibility drives the whole neurosis machine forward (41). Just as in the
‘existential” crisis of Nostromo, with the encroaching fog in the Golfo Placido
(207), there is in ‘Ithaca’ a sense of nostalgia and loss inscribed in the catechetical
process, loss coupled with this new freedom realized as possibility.

Within this possibility lies a crucial political dimension. What’s assumed is
that such aesthetic consumption, detached from the “whole’ (or from the world)
should be worthwhile in itself; that the art-commodity, and the senses it engages,
are autonomous; that it still ‘contains’ in a meaningful or accessible way the
sublated raw substances from which it was formed, even as it has become
‘glossy” and unified.

‘Oxen’ and ‘Ithaca’ offer themselves this way as objects of this kind of utopian
consumption. The style of ‘Ithaca” mirrors the fragmentation and abstraction
away from the formerly ‘organic” whole. The disappearance of the embodied (or
voiced) storytelling consciousness—the ‘I’ Bersani talks about, the ‘Arranger’—
mirrors the intrinsic logic of capital —the unlogicked, wandering consciousness

eager to include everything. Even in this, this process is not machinic; there is no
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algorithm set up in advance for ‘Ithaca,” no patterns emanating from even a
formulaic origin. This narration seeks some kind of pleasure in its drift, an
increasingly quiet pleasure, a lack of anxiety even as it spools out language in its
attempt to articulate the pieces. By the time Bloom is drifting off to bed, the text
has largely given up this attempt, unanxiously drifting like its character —but not
caused by its character, not as in “The Dead’ originating in character —through

language.

8.9 Metaphor

Rather than giving us a rich, fully developed, even baroque scene as a
transference object in which to invest and get lost, the style of Ulysses offers a
space for the blurring and polymorphism of the Exercises. It's a barely restrained,
omnivorous rush of sensations, language, and changing rhetorical registers that
disorient as much as they describe, repel as much as they ‘compose the place.’
This essential distance —this familiar call for composing and discomposing, for
believing and not believing, for accepting and refusing the invitation to
meaning —is where the Loyolan Position comes to operate.

Metaphor works in this same space. It is the literary trope of believe-and-not,
indeed of the unclosed transference. It illuminates through falsity —an instructive
lie, one that produces truth. The composition of place is metaphor: a fiction that
in its production and consumption brings one closer to an otherwise inaccessible

truth. And it is an underlying principle of Kleinian theory as well: that the
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depressive position offers reparation in a new formation, one approximate and
phantastic, one ultimately ‘good enough.’

And it is an underlying principle of psychoanalysis more generally. It isn’t
that psychoanalysis is metaphoric itself. As David Bell argues,

the objects of our inquiry [in psychoanalysis] have an existence that is
ontologically distinct from our way of describing them. The words
‘transference” and ‘projection” are not metaphors but refer to real
phenomena as present in everyday life as in the analytic session. (5)
But the kinds of ‘reason’” and “truth’” with which it deals are free-associative, not
about identity but similarity. It’s a form of Loyolan deflation, of stubborn non-
transcendence and a return to the world. In metaphor, the tenor seems to cross
into the vehicle—x seems to become y, but remains obviously x.%

This productive failure of metaphor illustrates how Wolfgang Iser interprets
Eliot’s mythical reading of Joyce. Is The Odyssey offered as the Platonic ideal, the
tenor, “while Bloom’s wanderings are nothing but the copy of a homecoming
which for Ulysses means completion, but for Bloom entails just one more grind in
the ceaseless monotony of everyday life?” (180) If so, Eliot has installed a
transcendent origin and ‘original.” Iser unlinks this sequence of x and y: ‘Indeed
there arises a certain tension out of the very fact that there is no clearly
formulated connection between the archaic past and the everyday present, so

that the reader himself is left to motivate the parallelism indicated as it were by

filling in the gaps between the lines” (182). ‘Individuality” (or subjectivity) is

84 See Hillis Miller, Fiction and Repetition (6).
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therefore ‘conditioned by the very nonfulfillment of the expectations arising from
these allusions’ (183). It’s another way to view Bersani’s argument with Ulysses:
subjectivity is not radically questioned at the level of character, but instead at the
level of readerly expectations.®

As he writes, ‘Here the reader is compelled to try and find the frame of
reference for himself, and the more intensively he searches, the more inescapably
he becomes entangled in the modern situation, which is not explained for him
but is offered to him as a personal experience’ (‘Against” 183). This partiality and
demand for reparative reading is the Loyolan Position: Ulysses has the Exercises
as one possible ‘origin,” and is also an exercise in itself. It's where it comes from
and what it’s doing. In other words, the Exercises is a frame of reference, one
which causes you to look for a frame of reference. Or, in the end, to see the

futility of that search itself.

8.10 Substance

The metaphor of subsubstantiation suggests that the promised transformation

fails, or ‘misses,” and the original material —the bread in the eucharist, the tenor

8 Iser reads this problem in the first page of ‘Oxen’: “The lack of punctuation [in the second
paragraph] excludes any logical linguistic pattern, and behind this there obviously lies the fear of
making any concrete statement about the object to be described. Joyce himself gives voice to this
fear: “For who...lutulent reality.” His awareness of the danger that he will capture only the
surface view of things makes him approach the object as it were from all linguistic sides, in order
to avoid a perspective foreshortening of it.” This is the ambivalence involved in object relations.
By letting go of paranoid naming and accuracy, the text can become generative: For ‘important
sections of the whole novel: language is not used to fix an object, but to summon it to the
imagination. The multiplication of perspectives will blur the outline, but through it the object will
begin to grow.” (186)
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in the metaphor —remains. It is an essentially depressive function, but is at once
sacrilegious and foundational to Christianity. As Kristeva argues,
Christ is the only god who suffers and who dies—before resuscitating.
One may, like Nietzsche, prefer Dionysius’s drunkenness. I myself think
that by making its God a Man who suffers, Christianity announces its
discovery, which is that depression is an indispensable and decisive stage
of thought. (Need 84)
It is this essential failure, the death before ‘resuscitation,” that is suggested by
Stephen’s ‘subsubstantiation’ —the hint of bestiality, of travesty, and also of the
failed metaphor. And it’s also the uncompleted, ‘failed” transference,
simultaneously open, productive, and observable. Identification is encouraged
and then prohibited, and this kind of identificatory ‘meaning’ fails, depressively.
This failure is what the text of Ulysses most outrageously demands. The
exercise created by the written text operates in the relation between textual style
and readerly belief, like the Exercises it demands imaginative responses but at no
point indicates that these responses might be “correct,” orthodox, or even
illuminating the truth towards which the text seems to point. Instead, the
changing styles of the text, especially the late styles of ‘Oxen” and ‘Ithaca,’
remind us of Freud’s imperative in ‘Remembering, Repeating, and Working
Through’: the doctor must ‘keep within the psychic domain all those impulses
that the patient would prefer to direct into the motor domain’ (39). In other
words, the patient must keep the material psychic, verbal, and eventually

conscious, but not acted out—it must not be trammelled into the satisfactions of

metaphor, story, or the ‘motor domain.” This is the storm of ‘Oxen,” one reason it
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goes on so long: it’s not only a virtuoso display of technical abilities, but a kind of
physical, motor exhaustion, a flood of resistance and working through,
happening wildly in the room.

The demand for coherence and meaning results not in a closure into certainty,
but into more production of language. As Kristeva writes, ‘the “need to believe,”
that narcotic that makes living easier, for—happy infantile and amorous
trauma—it is the foundation of our capacity to be...speaking beings” (Need vii,
italics and ellipsis in original). Her phrasing here takes great care not to be
regressive, not to posit a ‘return’ to spirituality; the need to believe is a ‘narcotic.’
She does not write here of belief as such, but the need to believe —separate from
desire or ‘lack,” it is this need which makes speech possible. (She quotes 2
Corinthians 4:13: ‘I believed, and so I spoke.”)

It is “this endless prolongation of the access to the sacred that Christianity made
possible” (Need ix). This refusal to close, to give mystical access to some
transcendent truth, is precisely the failure that subsubstantiation, in our framing,
describes. Where Klein sees, in the most paranoid sense, the endlessly
questioning child as stuck in a mode of truth-avoidance, unable to withstand the
disjunction between world and language (see Chapter Four), and where Barthes
sees, in the most paranoid sense, the endlessly meditating exercitant caught in a
language-producing neurosis machine, Kristeva reads this same dynamic in a
more productive, Joycean light: the child remains ‘on the border between the

flesh of the world and the kingdom of language’ (xii)—and this border is what
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belief makes possible. It’s a belief that further meditation, further readings, further
attempts at interpretation will not get us any closer to meaning or significance,
but will produce something else, and if we are Jesuitically indifferent, something
depressive.

This kind of depressive belief entails that this circuit will eventually return to
the subject, that one will somehow be heard and responded to by some Other,
but not in the way one expects. The ‘repair” a reader might “do’ to the text, in a
till-in-the-blanks, Bersanian way, is a dead end, the dead reading of the Exercises
Arnall performs in his sermon. The kind of depressive belief required here will
instead be paid back as ‘elements’ that ‘do not answer in the place where they are
interrogated” (Lacan Seminar II, 281, qtd. in Felman, ‘Psychoanalysis’ 29). This
belief requires the negative side of the Loyolan Position, the ‘not” of ‘believe-and-
not’ that goes beyond doubt and is convinced of its own futility. As Kristeva
writes, this perversion is the goal: “create a distraction from this drive: delay it,

go around it, fully cognizant of what we do and why’ (Need iv, emphasis added).

“This fellow has heresy in his essay,” Mr Tate tells the class. The heresy is
Stephen’s, and it’s what precipitates his violent encounter with Heron in Portrait.
What Stephen has put into writing, into circulation in his classroom, is a perfect
précis of this very perversion, the impossibility of contact between ‘the Creator
and the soul’: “Without a possibility of ever approaching nearer’ (66, italics in

original).
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What is made possible, as a result, is something quite different. We might
turn here to the conclusion of ‘Ithaca,” about which Adams writes, “The going-to-
bed litany is a piece of inspired stupidity” (82). We'll read this final word in a
positive sense: the persistent, ubiquitous, productive dumbness of the Kleinian
infantile reality. The text, possibly (but by no means necessarily) mirroring
Bloom’s thoughts, heads into sleepy, childish nonsense:

Sinbad the Sailor and Tinbad the Tailor and Jinbad the Jailer and Whinbad
the Whaler and Ninbad the Nailer and Finbad the Failer and Binbad the
Bailer and Pinbad the Pailer and Minbad the Mailer and Hinbad the
Hailer and Rinbad the Railer and Dinbad the Kailer and Vinbad the
Quailer and Linbad the Yailer and Xinbad the Phthailer. (17.2322-2326)

This drift into pure, rhyming play might be read as the childish dissolution of
the symbolic into the semiotic. This dumb, irreducible ‘remainder’ that doesn’t
lead to significance differs, in this frame, from the excess of the signifier over the
signified. It suggests a direction different from Lacan’s joy at Joyce’s psychotic
exploitation of language’s possibilities. It points instead towards de Certeau’s
conception of belief: that the subject, in giving credit, must hollow out a space
within herself, creating a relationship with an Other, creating a possibility that in
the future that space will be filled —and that it’s this space, not the future

promise of redemption, that matters. This space is what allows for this play, for

this delight not in becoming but in being.
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CHAPTER NINE:

CONCLUSION

Local colour. Work in all you know. Make them accomplices.

— U 9:158
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9.1 Possibilities for Further Research

I conclude this thesis with a consideration of Ulysses, and the most obvious
way to extend this research is through an analysis of Finnegans Wake. I did not
include that text here as I believe the Wake enacts a response to Loyolan
theological practices quite different in kind from his previous fictional prose. The
same problem of frustration could not be more overt. And the same problem of
the labour of reading, exemplified in our analysis of Stephen’s
‘subsubstantiation” speech, in which ‘making sense’ is a massive exegetical
project in which the costs might outweigh any benefits of ‘legibility,” could not be
more difficult. But the Wake’s refusal to see these challenges as problems—to
mourn the loss, as it were—would require a significantly different approach to
the Loyolan Position. Perhaps the ambivalence has resolved into true mourning
and can then, therefore, conclude. Further research would illuminate this
possibility.

This Loyolan approach to ambivalence might well be applied to postmodern
problems of authenticity. Pedro Almododvar, for instance, seems to use the
melodramatic form in his films as a way of rethinking bourgeois-humanist
subjectivity without a paranoid-schizoid splitting of the subject or a desolate
denial of meaning. Films such as Habla Con Ella address this postmodern
dilemma with a stance towards melodrama similar to the ‘believe-and-not’
position analyzed above. They ‘see what happens” when we take melodrama

seriously —when we engage most fully and outrageously in those problems of
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belief. And they find, I would argue, a way to avoid shutting down the
ambivalent dynamics into comedy, tragedy, or familiar forms of knowing irony.
Instead, in a Joycean and Loyolan way, they intellectually and affectively press
into the frustrations of representation to discover what might happen, what
might come next—something beyond ‘the new sincerity” imputed to David
Foster Wallace, and something like the earnest irony we have been discussing
here. Jennifer Egan’s ‘Black Box” and A Visit from the Goon Squad perform a
similar experiment with a similar structure: standing back, like the Jesuit teacher,
and ‘remaining in the middle like the pointer of a balance,” allowing something
like earnest irony to emerge.

And as previous works (including Sedgwick’s original essay) on paranoid
and reparative reading suggest, the search for reparative reading involves a
serious political dilemma: the fear that recognizing contingency and particularity
means an abandonment of political effectiveness. The ways in which Joyce, using
these Loyolan strategies, demands that the reader hold on to this ambivalence for
as long as possible without shutting it down suggest that this practice might
engage with political readings of Klein (Alford 2009) or with Barthes’s late theory

of ‘the Neutral” (2007).
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9.2 Conclusion

At this point, we see the secondary meaning of the word to dramatize: it is the desire,
grafted on to the text, not to be limited to what has been stated, to oblige the reader to
feel the chill of the wind, to be naked. ... In this connection, it is a classic error to view
the Exercises of St Ignatius as belonging to a discursive method.

— ‘L’Experience intérieure, Gallimard, qtd. in Barthes, Criticism and Truth (65)

This thesis began with Loyola considering the role of the scruple in spiritual
life. As he writes, using that strange ‘I’ that incorporates himself, the Director,
and the exercitant, and using that flat, understated prose, ‘I feel troubled about
the matter.” This disturbance comes from a simply described but startlingly
overdetermined form of ambivalence. The scruple is ‘a temptation suggested by
the enemy,” but is also a means to cleanse and purify the soul. It comes from
partly ‘doubting and at the same time not doubting.” And the situation of this ‘I’
amplifies the ambivalence in strange, psychoanalytic ways: across the speaking
situation of the retreat, across the relations of writer, Director, exercitant, and
Jesuit student.

If we look one last time at this description of the scrupulous, well-disposed
mind, we find here the phrase ‘at the same time’ —"doubting and at the same
time not doubting.” This simultaneity is, as I hope to have shown, not a kind of
compromise between the two terms. It’s not the partiality the phrase ‘mixed
feelings’—the usual phrase to describe ambivalence —seems to suggest. Instead,
it is something like the heterogeneity of Kleinian object relations, a full co-

presence of both doubt and certainty, of the ‘enemy” and the purified soul, in a

single move of thought and affect. And while classical psychoanalysis and
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orthodox Catholicism would work to ‘resolve’ such a conflict, Loyola knits them
together as one consubstantial whole.

Whether this co-presence can be maintained, or should be desired in the first
place, is a separate matter. What Loyolan practice offers is a way to make this
scrupulous ambivalence into something not true but productive. It is not, as
Gallimard notes, a discursive method in itself, but instead produces discourse
precisely around that scruple, that rough pebble of doubt. To rid oneself of the
scruple—to eschew this doubleness and to treat anything found on the retreat as
certain or “whole’ —is in fact to deny the possibility of wholeness itself. It is to
take a side—whether orthodoxy or atheism —and cease moving. It is to end the
discourse. It is through this direct engagement of ambivalent practice that the
exercitant might learn that by engaging with the temptations of the enemy, you
might purify your soul. By practicing paranoia—in the First Week of the retreat,
regimenting the hours, depriving your body of its needs, calling up visions,
imagining your place in the cosmos as an ulcerous sore—you will come to an
abased certainty; ideally, by continuing to speak with the Director, by continuing
the discourse, you will come through the paranoia to the other side, to
disappointment, and will be forced to choose your response.

For a reader interested in the problems of meaning, this approach offers a
way, a practice, of dealing with the paranoia inevitably involved with the

contingency and partiality of literature. And for a writer interested in forcing his
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readers into these same problems of meaning, this approach would serve him
well.

As I have argued, Joyce offers the same set of problems to his readers, setting
up his texts as exercises in themselves. What to make of the exercitant’s vision of
the Supper-room? What to make of Gabriel’s vision at the window, Davin’s
words about the woman of the Ballyhoura Hills, or ‘subsubstantiation”? What
does this labour, this ‘making of,” reveal? If there is no way to settle these
questions—if the labour doesn’t reveal anything of ‘substance” in itself—then that
impossibility can be made meaningful. Like the Exercises, these texts engage
paranoia, and then they disappoint. And they demand to know what you’ll do
next.

Joyce does not allow us to shut down the dynamics of ambivalence. And
crucially, by putting a great deal politically at stake he avoids turning this
situation into a pleasingly impossible language game. The ambivalence of ‘The
Dead,” for instance, puts social and political crises at the heart of the reader’s
frustration; these crises are themselves the scruple that cannot be thought away.
If we are interested in solving these problems, we might first see how they are
manifested, how they implicate us in our reading, in our epistemophilia and will
to certainty. And the challenge is not to shrink in depressive desolation, nor to
traduce the story into a paranoid-schizoid whole. While many of his modernist
contemporaries wrote despairingly of their historical moment, it seems as though

Joyce might have taken this as a given. Yes, he might have said, as the Jesuits
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taught him, the world is a fallen disaster. What might we do about it now?

Watching the dynamics of one’s own mind, discerning one’s own motivations
and coming to a clearer grateful sight, and determining how to respond, in the
face of disappointment, in the most indifferent way —these are critical ways to

begin to answer that question.
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