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Abstract

This thesis is a reading of Raywiind Car
respect o unsymbolised ment al spaces. Carver
clipped sentences ansblidsi | ences and iis often defir

unedited writing is more garrulous and sprawling, which has led critics to label it
0real i st 6. dse dfferensforrdseof languageesentrdifferent kinds of
resistances to clear meaningehd these resistances in terms of differaentally
unsymbolised spacesinconscious spaces that resist symbolisation. In doing so, |
considerthe psychoanalytic thought of Lacan, along with Laplanche and Green, as

well as Blanchot and Attridge on liteyaotherness.

I n the curt sentences jJjuxtaposed with
called minimalist writing, | consider how highly fixed meanings are split from
radically ursymbolised spaces. Hetefind a theoretical echo in my reading of
L a ¢ a niginary liaguistic castration: his account of the first traumatic linguistic
cut that is inflicted on the young infargplitting the infant between a piiaguistic
state and a state of medited, immigalistlanguagyel g g e s t
stages this original cutting into being. Hsose stagesthe very way in which

everyday language inflicts a certain emdhis writingtakes this cuto an extreme

In the more sprawlingsoal | ed O6real i std | anguage o
unsymbolised and meaning entwine rather than bifurcate. Bringing together Carver,
Lacan, and Blanchot, in the uneditezhlist prose | conceive the unsymbolised as
held sheltered even quietly hidden but not annu
unedited writing stages psychical alterity as quietly imbricatethe texture of

languagefostering a more bodily expression of the unsymbolised.
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Introduction : Reading Carver

Carver and the literary other

The O60otherdé6 can be an overworked term in
to refer to a variety of phenomena: the culturally excluded, the inexplicable, that
which resists conventional rules, defies ideological models, or is outside reason. In
thef i el d of I iterary studies, 0t he otherod
linguistic expression that disrupts finite meaning, disturbing clear semantic
reference. My examination of literary otherness in the edited and unedited Carver is
informed by significant incursions in this field in the last 50 years, primarily by

MauriceBlanchotand Derek Attridge.

In order to do justicdo theuni queness of it@anotviygr 6s w
intention to map theorgnto his work. mstead, kry to show howtheoretical writing
bringsout he al ter ity ,andals@avCwae Ivliesadwrosebtings g
out the othemessin the theory. In accordance with Paul de Man, who rebukes
parasitic relatioa between theory and literatureh er e 6we have a cr e:
is other and 6a refl ect i(deeMard983:148)il seé¢ c a | p
readingCarve 6 s | i teratur e a sthepheayandcthéieoryeas o f re

immanent to the literature.

When describig the effect of his own writing, or of writing he admires, Carver
is often drawn to terms that resound with otherness, with what is outside of clear

meaning: the o6dsomething el s a®01:223824) 6wh at
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CiingJoyce, Carver r ewWheartsrodtsosvdaint iamd, gwliush ¢
fromthevest ment of 20012 28pp eyr antcael 6 c(s) . He ¢
fiction ought to have, for want of a better woh@ftto it . . . But whatever one wants

tocal | it (it doesndt even need naming),
(2001: 223). This indeterminate 6heftod o
a performative dimension) is outside clear meariingt doesnodt even ne
says Carvet.l ndeed, Carvero6s widow Tess Gall ag
quality of his writing, where this transcendence sténisr om t he whol e, b
the small things: phrasing and syntax, the recognition or surprise of characters, the
lineby-l i ne pl ay @Gdrvert200&ix). tFa Cdrverrmigngelf, the power of

his writing arises from O60the way the <cor
the visible action of t [ihethisgsthatgréleftobtut al
that are implied, the landscape just under the smooth (but sometimes broken and
unsettl ed) sur face oThustihGanrgwsedn We@sa hiss er 2 (

writing works according to meaning and the other, with the twbilised in tandem.

Maurice Blanchot

In thinking about the literary othan Carverthis thesis draws on a number of
Bl anchot 60s TheWrting of the Disaktebalsh e Gaze and Or ph
0 Ev er y d a yBlascipoe £985b;Blanchot 1999; Blanchot; 1987But my

expl or at i oatherme$sn the eslited and unédited Carver is primarily a

1The term 6heftd has a particular meaning in Amegraiitgcan Engl |
of writing (2001: 223)But theweightor gravity of writing suggests more than simply its lingii¢ content, somethingore
indistinct. O0Heft 6 also has the etymology of 6hedeed, 6fo

indeterminate power of writing.



sustained response to Blanchotds provoc

Deat hd ( B laawhichh wilt outlin® teeke.

Literature i s Owhat I cannot graspé6,

shall be unable to remain the same, for this reason: in the presence of something

ot her , | become aotBe4pP. (Bhadchbéer 4995be a
Blanchot dstinguishes between two slopes of literature (899503 4 9 ) . The o6f
sl ope is meaningful prosebo, wh at333R1 ancho

the type of language that conceals the gap between the word and thing. The second

sl ope i s [that]l refuses rtoartamea anything, when it turns a name into
somet hing obscure and meaningl essa witne
329)1 this indeterminacy of literature captures something of primordial being prior

to its relation with symbolic eaningBl anchot 6s conception of
on t he premi se t hat 6common | anguagebd
di al ectical negati on, where the word neg
(1995 302304). It is also based on tlw®nception of a primordiabtherness of

existence( 6 pr i mor di atlhado b séccuormnioynéd) | anguage n
certain f or ms of 6ambi guousod | anguage

ambi gui & $18);can in@icaté.

This thesiswill situatethe prose of the edited and unedited Carver in relation
t o Bl anc hotReading Blaochos dloogsidesar ver 6 s edi ted an
prose, Iwill go on tosuggest that the distinction between the two slopes is more
muddied than Blanchot, and domimaeadings of Blanchot, explicitly suggest (Hill
1997; Critchley 2004: 57 1) . 6Literature begins at t

becomes a quest i ona 300)wAccordirgly, | IBok at mawhhe t (19



edited and unedited &ver lead me to questioBlanchob s own affiliat
6commono, more Orealistd | anguage with t

ambiguous prose with the second slope (29981).

Perhaps soswhat countentuitively, in my close reading of Carver | locate
his O6minimalisto, more obviously ambiguo
of literature which to reiterateis the slope of meaningful prose and common
language I align Carver 6s sunepgrndsad wiutplpoB
second slopé the language of ambiguityn so doing, | troubleéhe propensity of
both Blanchot and his literary critics to distinguish the first and second slopes of
|l iterature with prose t héaatmtdisl irsetséd eicrt i ovrei

(Hill 1995: 5369; Critchley 2004: 5771).

For Bl anchot, i n the first sl ome of ||
itself in it . . .in order to gain from death the possibility of speaking and the truth of
S p e e @¥60 32%).1n other wordg, n  He g e Ithé death & thertking gives
rise to the possibility of me a rsimplg . Wh e
referential wordannounces deatlsignifyingthe possibility of destructian ( & 9 9 5

322). Carve also marvels at the capacity simple words toconjure up powerful

meanings
l'tds possibl e, in a poem or a short stor
objects using commonplace but precise language, and to endow thoseé thictusr,
a window curta n , a for k, a s © withemmense, eavenratartirgs e ar |

power. (Carver 2005: 33)

In the edited minimalist Carvér ar gue t hat a certain ir

evoked not through ambiguity but through the very literality of words, thrthegh

10



almost oversimplified precision of meaning. Of the first slopkterature, Blanchot

writes
€ when | speak, death speaks in meéMy speec
moment death is loose in the world, that it has suddenly appeared between me, as |
speak, and the bej | address Deat h al one all ows me to gr a
(199%: 323)

In thisthesis, | argue that the language of the edited Carver is so starkly simple
and commonplace that it draws attention to the deaftpriofordial existence that
speaks i n 0 e vHEisthasiscgndiderls homCgaur avgeer .6 s mi ni mal i
might be6everyday | anguageb6é taken to an ext.
operation of negatingrimordial existencethroughmeaning The linguistic cut can

also form a kind of defence against excess altdraygue.

I n Bl anchot 6s auectiere dredd le o pnes vagtie atioreta e re
capable of adapting to the negative essertbat is, to a posited extiaguistic
existence, there a@®o longer terms but the movement of terms, an endless sliding
of turns of phrase, which do not leadn y w h &laneht 1995 326). For
Blanchot, every literary work partakes of the two slopes of language, but some
forms of language rest more steadily on one slope and some on thd otrmesider
how C a r v wnediiesdstories partake more than the edited in the experience of the
second slopenot because the words are vague in their meaning, but because they
can besusceptible to &ind of 6 e n ddlidngdsMeandering lines and sprawling
sentences gesture athat Blantot callst he dexi stence which
existence, like an inexorable affirmation, without beginning or iemigéath as the
i mpossi bil i tg328)fThroughiitpuising rifythras® & r v nedibed
prose acquires a domt327), atanes dven remihiscénaonh g u a g

the strange 01 nsect (1990k383)tHatBachonagsodiates t h e
11



with the second slope.

Writers on Blanchot have tended tliga his second slope of literature with
types of prose that are far removed from language usuallyidabel 6 c o mmo n &
6realisto. Si mo n HilChavetdcawn @nyBlarchotdto éxglael i e
Beckettds recondit e -20F ol 28997(U&158)tThomadsey 2 0(
Carl Wall has read Blanchot in relation to the uncanngidwaf Kafka (Thomas Carl
Wall: 5 3) . However, despite Blanchotoés fr ami
terms of iits o6évagued words, i tetl9®meani ng

326), towards the end of his esdayfleetingly considerthis second slope in terms

of its clarity:

A novelist writes in the most transparent kind of prose, he describes men we could
have met ourselves and act idon se veee ycoonuel d hh

under stands t hese descriptions, written
everyone think they belong to the clear and human side of literature? And yet they do
not bel ong to the world, but tlear onhh e u n d e

because they hide their lack of meanifi®95: 334-335)

Through my reading of the unedited o6r
underelaborateds uggesti on t hat ostensi blegtocl ear
subtle forms of otherness. While most critical writing on literary alterity has tended
to focus on the otherness of experimental prdsam particularly interesd in
exploring how what appears to be Operfec

butalsoquietly reveal its alterity.

12



Derek Attridge

| n At tThed Singutadtysof Literaturé¢ he O6ot her 6 of | iterat.
process by which literature disruptsh e r ehabdual r niodes of thought,

di sturbing thereasdoar OSWipawdkmsed dfidecanmr g
At t r il ehgoenter tiie limits of my power to thinpAttridge 2004: 33). Attridge

iI's interested in the way I|iterature opert
happens in the course of an attunealding that moves the reader into the domain of

the unknown, outside his/her familiar forms of comprehension (Attridge 2004: 55

63). Following Attridge, this thesis is concerned with tladfect of literary otherness

on the reader, in particular the diféet literary events that take place for the reader

in encountering the differetiterary alterities of the edited and unedited Carver.
As we have seerGarver once said:

What creates tension in a piece of fiction is partly the way the concrete words are

l inked together to make up the visible ac
are left out, that are implied, the landscape just under the smooth (but sometimes
broken and unsettled) surface of thingg901: 92

Following Attridge, | attend to thdifferent forms of theunsai d i n Car \
edited and unedited prose,ttee different ways of breaching cleaeaningsand the

differentimpacs thesehave on the reader.

For Attridge the otherness of literature steimsn the precise use of words.
He locategrecise moments of literary alterity through scrupulous close readings of
literary texts (Attridge 2004a: 11118). Similarly in Carver | look at how the
conceal ed thelotheingss thatisé & f Of finiteirheéning is evoked

through hisuse ofés p e c i f i c(2001a 90plnucahgrevdrds, my methodology

13



involves locating moments of literary alterity through close readinthe literary
other is so singulathat it cannotbe accommodated icorventional modes of

thought then the readerodés attunement to

The l iterary ot her resi des i n 0t he
prohibitions, thathave sustained | baguiadtsioc |mamErtiend
Attridge (2M4a: 2021); this is how Attridge defines all modes of literary alterity.
Refining Attri dge ale ediaddisimalistd@fver asnhoteiofo n , I
an aesthetic of impossibility, exclusion
60r e al Il serdi@cuseed in what follows).will look at howC a r g socafied
minimalist prosehomes in on the minimal exclusions that are necessary to support
linguistic meaning the minimalist prose is unique in that it amplifies these
exclusions, such that their otherness overrides the meaning of the epdsting
from Attridge, | argue that irthe laconic, clipped sentencekthe minimalist edit
impossibility arisesfrom the very possibility of meaning: the radically excluded
stems from ovedetermination of meaning. In Carges  was he& says himself,
6rhe words can be so precise they may even sound flat, but they can stél carry
(2001 92). the very literality ofmeaning t he excessi veedpedeci Si

prose, | eads it to O6carry6 its particul a

At tri dgeds oOfeachusc sids odn thd Waseliterary alterityt her n
resigs aninstrumental mode of thougfthat is,the kind of thinking that assimilates
ot herness i intdthe most domidantammaeedof discourse (2004a- 118
123). In the final chapter ahis thesis| similarly explore the ethical demand of
Carvero6s prose. However, Attridgeds sust

alterity is carried out on prése of &Mnoder ni

14



Coetzee, attending to what Attridgmlls the6 nonr eal i st or antir
(Attridge 2004b: 2). InJ.M. Coetzee and the Ethics of ReadiAdfridge writes,

Ghere is also a sense in which the formally innovative text, the one that most
estranges itself from the reader, ragkhe strongest etlaid d e (@094bdld). In

a footnote he makes the following, salient remark:

This may sound like a devaluation of the realist tradition, but it is a critique only of a
certain way of reading that traditiona reading, it is true, which realist authoften

invited, but not one that is inevitable. To respond with full responsibility to the act of
a realist work is to respond to its unique stating of meaning, and therefore to its
otherness. It could even be said that that the realist work is more, saléesanding

than the modernist work, in that its otherness is often disguised, and requires even
more scrupulous responsiveness on the part of the r€adédb: 11)

In responding to the subt quiet form of alterity thasi e mbedded i n Ca
suppee d 'y o6r eal i st 6 and bislateluneditednverk, iakeengdlead r o s e
from Attridgeds suggestion that t he oth
criticism in this field. | ask whais the form of otherness that produced by writing
that appears to operate according to regular rules and models of discourse? Is there a

form of ot her n e s Breakdowabutredidesvatithé familewr®@ mu c h

I n attendi medtdedproséya rmetkodabogy of readinis also
informed byAt t r i dge 6 s relatibrebetwerrclisguistiomeaning and the
ot her . I n Attridge the | iter aragsoluetyher [
different domain fromdeterminate linguistic meaningnstead,otherness alays
arisesfromandrelatestof i ni t e | i nothernesstisialvays othersgea 0
particular self or situation. In order to be readable at all, otherness must turn into
sameness, and it i's this expetheiegentofe of t
t he | it e2084b:y1).wndhe Sidgularity of Literaturéttridge statesthat

t h etherds that which is not knowable until by a creative act it is brought into the

15



field of (2004ae30)¥at Atridge does not elaborate ohetdifferent
relations between ihguistic meaning and alteritynlr eadi ng Car ver 0s
unedited writings! examinethe differentrelations between linguistic meaning and
alterity in the edited and unedited prosiee specificstructuring of these relations

and howthey might preserdifferentpsychical structurings of alteritin reading the

edited and unedited Carver | therefore dskv does the othaelate to referential
language? What is theausal or logical relationbetweenliterary otherness and
semantic referen®eHow might otherness exertggsure on meaning? How might

othernes®e registered not in obvious rupture but in quiet recastings of the familiar?

In summarymy waysof reading literary otherness in Carweil be concerned with

the following: 1) I will question the affiliation of ostensibly cleaneaningful prose

with concealmenof alterity; as such, Wwill examine the quiedtthernesso€Car ver 0 s
so-called realist writing.2) | will considerthe affect of literary otherness on the
readergexploringthe different events that take plandghe reader in encountering the
literary alteritiesof Carvérs e di t ed an3 | wllexpldre thediftereqi r o s e
relationsbetween linguistic meangnandothernessn the edited and uneditgutose

4) Rather than form generalized accounts of othernegd, tarry outclosereadings

of Carver 6s u nvetidgiin oeddr toadisagrnhieirdsingulardnodes of
presentingthe unsymbolisedthis might mean discerning propensities lgérary
othernessn eachi the specificotherness oivhat Carver calls thdifferenté wor | d s 6
of writingsCar ver stpheea kwsr iotfer@®s particular and

everything. It is his world and mt her 6 ; Carver, 8 7: 2001) .

16



Carver, literature and the mind

How and why am | interested in literary presentations of the mentally unsymbolised
(psychical othernes®)Why is it important to forge a relationship between Carver
and Lacanand morebroadly between literature and psychoanalydigfiink these

are crucial questions to address straight up for two reasons. Festhusaeve are at

a moment in literary studies when the question of what role psychoanalysis can play
in criticism is up forgrabs. | am keen to stress thmds of value that | think
psychoanalytic thinking has for our reading of literary texts. Secondly, because |
have often encounteredperceived tension between the singularity of literature and
so-called generality of psymanalysisi where psychoanalysis is understood as
positing general laws and so omgducing the uniqueness of literatufdis project

is an attempt tdoring a new psychoanalytic orientation to literary othernéss.
bringing together Carver and Lacamalm i nt er est ed i rbringso w

outthepsghi c al resonance of Carveros |iter

It is my hopethat my close rereading of Lacan through Carver constitutes a
worthwhile contribution to psychoalyéc literary criticism, which these dayssee
as saturatewith an overreliance onGi ¢ edulting in unquestioning and at times
formulaic versions of Lacannlwhat follows | also broaderiterary engagemest
with psychoaalysis, turning to Laplan&) a thinker who is under examined in

literary criticism. Bringing togetherLacan and Laplanche, | explore how

Lac

ar

Lapl anche 6 st rcaonnscldettisomadf, ad®i ondé m@measls addde ¢

helpr enew t heoretical i deas about the r

literary meaning. | hope my conception of the enigmatidress tdahe reader also

17
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forms an important intervention in contemporary debates on literary alfieaty
chapter3 on madness, tur n t o Dar i an of @eaegday riasihneésonc e p
which is a defence against excessive alterity consi der how Caryv

minimalistprose can stage a simildefensiveshell

As with the literary theory, | read Lacam relationto Carver and Carvein
relation toL a c an , treating Lacands psychoanal yt
and more as specific texts that can be read for their indeterminacies, and so | carry
out cl ose readiasgweo¢f . ldnsmddifondustadéans vasy
of talking about the authoisaexistential creator, soalvoid the propensity of some
psychoanalytical literary criticism towards psychobiographical reductionism:
treating the author and/or literary character as if they are mimdéviduals, ready to
be psychoanalytically interpreted. Insteady primary focus will be onthe literary
presentatios of mentally unsymbolised spacésthe literary other as staging the

psychical other

In the following section! will startbydef i ni ng the key conc
theoretical edificealong with those of Laplanche and Leadeniefly explaining
how | think through these concepts in I
othernessl will then turn to the question of the retaiship between psychoanalysis

and literaturé how Iwork through thigrelation in my reading of Carver.

Jacques.acan: key concepts

Lacan def i ne sasthelfanmtasy of ooage, tatal, mnd dinified meaning

which i s based on a conceal ment of al i enat

18



dev el opment al m o idnaginar@onro wonmiarsr otrhep hbas e 6, t h
of a primitive bundle of chaotic pulsions and acquires an imaginary sense of totality

and seHunity by identifying with the unified image of the mother/other (Lacan

2002 1-9). However, thisense of coherent sgifesence arises from a relation with

the other who is not the self and, moreover, has her own indeterminate desires. Thus,

in the mirror phaserecognition of meaning is also misrecognitikiag¢an 20024).

Moreover, the other/mother has its own enigmatic, incoherent de$wésised

meaning is, in short, an imaginary function, based on a false illusion of coherence

and mastery. Literaryandvsual art <critics have aligne
Oreal i std aesthetic. For Martin Jay and
with Lacandés i maginary in that It conce

complete and unified meaninglay 1996: 115; Brennan 1996: 217Z31). In
di scerning quiet modes of othdhagumeatns e mb ¢

thisthesis departs from this dominant Lacanian approach to realism.

Now let usoutlineL ac an 6 s Lsayarebrod s céeferg to the dtagecad
whicht he o6 Name of t he F atirdteevenés as & thiimpnat er n a
the mirroring dyad ofinfant and mother/otherL&can 2002 189, 201-207). In
Lacands | inguistic rre®edipameoinpek,ithoagn the f t he
symbolic stage the infant acquires a position within the order of language and
thereby learnste i gni fy t he ot her ashiftdronf & relatienn c e ;
with the other based on mirroring and alienatioratelation based oseparation
(Lacan 198B: 145. | nf or me d by Benveandt e@u,s s Uk
structural liguistics, Lacan associates the symbulith the differential system of
signification in which two modes of negation inhere. First, on a vertical level, the

thing is negated in the word. Second, on a horizontal plane, negations are instituted

19



through the differential chain of signification, wheone word acquires its meaning
via its negation of another word, ad infinityeat is cat because it ot bat, bat is

bat because it isotbag, etc.Lacan 1988).

For Lacan, the subject is split from originampmediated selpresencedy the
word (Fink 1995 24-31). Instituted in the sybolic order, the subject lacks the
sensethat it lacksits primordial nonlinguistic being. In this respect, the symbolic
order of significationc an be said to dividethdaHard subj
kernel of (psychical) reality thas outside ofsymbolic meaning (Lacan 1999: 57).
But at the same timéhe differential order of significationarbours gaps of meaning
in the differencedetweenthe words. Thus, imbricated within the differaat order
of signification, in whichabsences arestructuredin the gaps between different
words the subject is also exposed to alterity, brought up againstlithiés of
language and thube otherness of thReal (Lacan 1988: 25&63).In other words,
the symbolic structures the Real in the subject. Thushe maginary phase, the
Realthat consists of nofsematicpulsionsis primordially repressed for the sake of
imaginary perceptions of unified meaning. But in the symbolic phase, in which the
subjed is instituted inthe differential order of significationthe Realbecomes
structured through chains of significatiomarking a shift from the fixity ofthe

imaginaryto the mobility ofsymbolicdesire (Lacan 1988: 833).

As we have sen, the thregegistes of the maginary, symbolic andReal
interrelate and overlap; what isore, they relate to each other in different ways in
different psyckcal constellations.In summary, in the unconscious acs n 6
imaginary consists of calcified fantasies of fokaneaningsthe symbolic ofthe
unconscious operates accordingriore mdile patterns of significatiorthe Realis

constituted byernels of psychical reality thatsist meaning in different ways

20



In attending to the relationship between determinate meaningwdnad
exceeds it irC a r v eglited and uneditedritings, thisthesiswil c onsi der Car v
literary stagings ofhe imaginary and the symbolic (of which there is some overlap)
in their different relationgo theunsymbolised Realn a brief summary| forge a
formal correspondence betweéna r v e r 0 alteritg ahd a celddfied version of
L a ¢ aRed.ddraw a formal correlation betweehe uneditedbthernessand that
which is held or containedn the materiality ofL a ¢ a n 0 dic osdgrnib my

reading of it).

Lacanet al

There is some dissent among criticy e r  Lstatusafnhé Real. Ishe Realpre-
symbolic or possymbolic? In other words, is psychical otherness a primordial,
undifferentiatedstate, or is ibnly that which can bposited after signification? For
Alain Badioy the Lacanian Real is gimeguistic, coming before languag@®adiou
2007: 6875). In reading Lacan through @ar | reach arunderstanding of the Real
that ismore in line with Richard Boothby and Bruce Fink, whee she Real as
outside languageut only posited as such through the syhtb@oothby 2001; Fink
1995); br Boothby and Finkthe Real comes after the symbatider of language

as the experience of something missingm it. In this respect, my reading of
psychical alterity, as it is staged in the edited anedited prose, &lsocloser to @&
Manbs Atandi dgeds accounas aways alfeady baurdrtoy al t

symbolicmeaning(1995: 327, 329).
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Laplanche and Lacan

The immediate relevance of Laplanche in the context of my examination of
psychical alterity, as and unedided poses sdiat e d
theorizati on wméssageh eessaye oni QGtheragsdfapglanche is

concerned with r@rienting psychoanalysis towards a privileging of the other.
Attempting to retrieve the otherness of the unconscious from what beasabe

6aut oc en tsubjead 6centred mechanisms of psychoanalytical theory
(foreclosure, projection, introjection, splitting, which he sees as operations of the
individual), Laplanche insists on the primacy and agency of the g@therother

person and other to comprehensionn t he f or mati on of t he

unconscious (Laplanc005: 138).

Thereisc|l early a problem with assimilati:r
framewor k wi t h Lacanos. | nefountliry pof them c h e 6 s
psychoanal ytic field marks a departure
psychoanalytical edificezor Laplanchethe Lacanian unconscious is linguistiod
so Lacan fails to take account of theie strangeness of the human subject at the
sexual and anthropologickdvel. 3Vhat maintains the alieness of the other? Can
one affirm here, with L2085a7%38), askbdpkancher i or i t
6emphasi zing 6l anguaged eff ace-sdividime al t e
st r uc 2005 /8)Apropés of tke unconscious, Laplanche writésj n Lacan, v
may detect in the guise of structuralism a derivative of the same exigency,

somethinghatwouldlle t o occupy thilee saymb@loisc ® d® oh 2 (

In his accant of the unconscioussstructured by languageacan reduces the

human alterity of the unconscious, Laplanctaers However, | suggest this
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overl ooks Lacandés poi nt likdhlanguagedthertham c ons c
by language(1988: 149, 208 That is, the Lacanian unconscious is structurgd

modes of gmbolisationand what escapesymbolisation andin this respect,the

Lacanian unconsciousasits roots in the Freudian unconscioas,constituted by

ideational representatives. For Freud, what is repressed in the unconscious is
ideational representatives ahda c ano6s 1 nt er v e nhese @eatiohal es i r
representatives i signifiers(not necessarily linguistic)n Lacan when repression

takes place aignifier or some part of aignifier sinks down undeand as repressed

that signifier begins to take on a dérent role, establishingelations with other

repressed signifiers and devellog a complex set of connectian§hus the

unc ons c ismphslanguageibis madeof represed forms ofsymbolisation

along with what escapesymbolisation Moreover,the Lacanian unconscious is not

removed from sexualitySexuality is inscribed in the unconscious symbolisations

and resistancet® symbolisation desire is formed bthe gaps insymbolisationand

libidinal drive is what circulates inside thesgaps outsideof symbolic bindings

(Lacan 1988;187-203) Furthermore for Laplanchethe Lacanianunconscious is

wholly determinedy thestructuralist account of language, thatdsnstitutedoy the

differential order oflinguistic signs however through a close look at Lacadrwill
suggesthatthe unconsciouss made up of differerforms of binding and unbinding

of psychical altertie¢ as s een i n mywholeaaddatwhgle, softhatL a c a n 0
the structuring of the unconsciousnigt simply differential T h u s |l see Lapl
attemptto distance himself from Lacams based in part onraeadi ng of Lac

unconscioushat is overly structuralist

I n addition, I see a strong structu

6eni gagaifie® cand Larceandfs tOhesot heB @EL).Lacan
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I n Lapl anc he significibe r &d reir g mat tontreinghataltle indh i ¢ h i
other (the primary caregivemvhich is absorbed by the infant and constitutes his/her
unconscious (2005: 127).he i nf ant i s on the receiving
unconscious, but the codes that would elicit its translatttnmeaning are missing

and so t bnknovwnancossadudesires are internalised in the enigmatic
unconsciousAs with Laplanché s e ni g ma,t i lca desimgbnkithe othedr
refers to the m/other s dethatgiversse totheat ar e
i nfantods: owme demsti her 6s own | ack or wunkno
desires ¢ Man 6 s desire i s the desireisiof t he
Lapl armeduet 0fsthd or mat i on souhconscioes, facatdnprimal 0
repression is the process whereby the in
unknown desires(1988: 236) | nt ernal i sed i n the 1infant
desire takes (1988e236) thusm see fireated sauctird correlatio
betweenL apl ancheds enigmatic signifier and

Laplanche concedes.

However, were Laplanche dier ges from Lacan, and w
thought becomes particularly useful for npgychoanalytic readingsf literary
alterity, is in his conception of theeng mat i ¢ si gni tod etrh aats haa so n
interpellating di mensi o thisid mhuanderstantingd si g n

o f a Omessaged 024 8» Thismaotibneof tBeOndeSsage Malt 6 s

inherenttat he eni gmati c otherness is not so aj
While some messagesr e e as i | y byétherindaet wisat caro fdiléto be
integrated harmoniously s a sur pl us, a , sagsnDominique at i on

Scarfone (Scarfone 2013)Yhe theoriation of psychical alterity agnigmatic

messagéorms a valuable resource for my examination of the different interpellating
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powers of literary alterity in Carvért he way the unsywting!l i sed

interpellateghe readermakingdemands on us

For Laplanchethe enigmatic message resides not only in the human subject, it

isal so instilled in o6cul t ur etdanother waho is :

out ofwhriecshchbG s by definition intrusi

for the enigmatic message ind®@d in art Laplanche offersa useful connection
betweenthe field of clinical psychoanalysignd literature In what follows(in my
chapter 4on the Carver Lish correspondendeill be interested in the way
C a r v Heradysalterity can work as aenigmatic message tthe reader The
literary alteritiescan forminterpellating enigmatic publ onthe readerwhich I read

asforms of tranderence between text and reader.

For Laplanche, the enigmatimessageis both intrusive and seductive,

0Th

veo

dibidinalThye imtvheesrtéesd 6messages are Oseduc

transparent . .because they convey something
Drawing on Laplanche, Wwill consider how the different literary alterities of
Carvero6s edited andtheursadatin diflerdnt wayso s

inassimilable excitations and as madoound forms of pleasure

Darian Leadeand Lacan

leeder 6s r ef |l ectinWmsis Madnesétheadern2814)seip refine
myreadingo f  C a edited midinsalistalterity with respet to madness thédrms

the focusof my chapter3.
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I n Iline with Lacands structure of par
0 mad n etshsed sawsbefpercotxbismi ty t o t h etotohdee soitrhee rodfe
unsymbolised Real. his results from the failurean the subjectof the proper
integration ad functioning of the symboliorder, or more specifically, from the
i nadequate anchori ng of CfirstBignifieh thatirstitute® pat er
the subjectwithin the mediating fornof language (Leader 2011: %2, 68, 147).
The humanbeing who fails toproperly incorporate symbolisation remains over
exposed to the m/ otdnethi€gwes tise toevkiwaetmeng de s i

othernes the form ofmadness.

Leader isthusinaccord with Bl anchotoaldsaluteascr i
alterity; however, unlike Blanchot, Leader understands the symbolic less as
problematically nullifyingalterity and more aBnposingimportant prohibitions and
limits on theabsoluteot h er n e s s thefdefihirng deatiReecd the syntbolic
order isthis negativity it introduces, this distance from the supposed immediacy of

exper i2@hsle 60 (

Leader conceiveseveryday madnesas a coexistem c e o f Omadness
0 n o r mavergdgydmadness a kind of prosthetior imaginarysymbolic order
that functions in place of the proggrintegratedsymbolic order. h other words,
everyday madness an imaginary modef stabilising and structurinphe subj ect
relation to overwhelmingexcessivealterity. For example,everyday madnessan

take the form ofextremelyrigid ways of thinking that tamexcess alterityin

everyday madnesspt hi nki ng i s not really disord
everyday thinking . .[it] folowsa r i gour t hat may indeed
(2011:34).
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I n my r ead.i editedpmsel eKaminehie resrasnedanguagd the
solid silenceguxtaposed withchiseled meanings andascent rhythm of under
determined and ovetetermined meaning$ in relation to L e a d evergday
madness| suggestthat at times the taut clipped sentences@ar ver s edi t
minimalist proseis stagedas away of keeping excessive otherness at bay. While
more obviously experimental prose rejoicesdi sr upti on of meani
editedwriting fosters &kindof6 e ver yday ma dordemgaddsplittng i t s gL
thatforms a kind ofstability or defence against overwhelming othernéssCar ver 0 s
uneditedwriting, literary alterity appears to produaaovemenianddialectic,butin
his editedproseit procuresmore stagnaton i n t hi s way, dr awi |
Oeveryday |l read @ a e g editedl and uneditetanguagein terms of

differentwaysof opening upand contractingeality.

Bordering literature and psychoanalysis

Just as | am exploringhe border between meaning and otherness Car ver 0S
writing, so | am interested in the border of therbiry and the psychoanalytical.

What happens at the frontier between literature and psychoanalysis? How might one
cross that border? How can | avoidelping the theory outside the literature? If, as
Eagleton suggest s, 6an aesthetic thought
(Eagleton 1990: 341), how do | use the psychoanalytic theory to preserve the unique

gual ity of Car v eceédsgimnpushingitmway? wi t hout suc
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The alliance between Carver and Lacan migipearsurprising. The gritty
plain speaking American and recondite French theorist might seem like strange
bedfellows.So why read Carver with Lacan? While Carver never speaks directly
about psychoanalysis, his writing on writing has interesting psychical resonance. He
describes 1980s America as 0ahespeakuiainat i c
theu n n a me a b |okrecdgsitivim askthe human significance of the work is
real i zed and(Cavar®@?1288y redolerd &f psgchoanalytghifts in
perspectives, Carverpea ks of writing as seawalg what
asGeeng what everyoneelteas beenbdseeing it friom all
his collections of essay€arverr e peat edl y comes back to a
that resists |l anguage and consciousness:
certain things ar2@0l:02), andel loenngt | weistsh ntohtei onfd
think that something else is justad t en at wor ko (2001: 224)
Carvert hi s o6somehbhai npael ébdman significance

meaniing docesnét even need namingdé; 2001:

| turn to Lacan because | think his model of the Re#he hard kernel of
psychical reality that resists symbolic meaningas an interesting and overlooked
common formal structure witthe unsymbolised spacesn Car verlds wr i |
bringing together Qa&er and Lacan | anthereforei nt er est ed I n h o w
psychoanalytic categories challenge, clardgd bring out thesychi@al resonance
of what is going onin the unsignified space® f Car verionstheward t i ng
silences of his edited writing andet sprawling indeterminacy of his unedited prose.
I n what foll ows, I owi || thus use the ter

stagingsof the psychically unsymbolised.
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Along with the formalcorrelationsbetweenCarver and Lacarat times |
confront the departuregnd most significantly consider how reading the writers
alongside each other leads to an othering of critical conceptions of them. At points |
read Lacanodos pungysmlisdedRedl againsstheafain ebbhieant
critical readings (I sek a ¢ aRed as split from but also entwined with linguistic

meaning, as we shall see), and thus | ad

For Aulagnier, any activity of the psychic apparatus has ftimetion of
building the representation of whatever is to be represented, and also the
representation of the functioning of the psychic apparatus:itkelf is,the psychic
apparatus represents mentantent but it representsthe form of the psychic
apparatus itsel{Green 2012: 76 Elaboratingon this distinction in relation to
literature, André Green suggestshat literaturerepresentsmeaning but it also
presentsliterary bindings and unbindingof meaning Green draws aormal
correlation between literary bindings and thmding processes of the psychic
apparatussuggesting that literary bindings stage mental bindings of meaviyng
reading of Carver will be informed b@ r e estruttaralcorrelation as | explore

C a r vleeragystagingsof mental bndings and unbindings piychicalalterity.

Iwilbe particularly i nter egandlunbindingt he r ¢
literary meaningsim eadi ng Carver o6s ediWwediagdisgne

simplyan actogelfe x pr essi on6é, says Carver:

. . .[writing is] an act of communication between the writer and readefhe need

is always to translate oneb6s thoughts and
these thoughts into a foriin fictional or poetici in the hope that a reader might
understand and experience those same feelings and concerns. (2001: 195)
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Green aligns thanalyst with the literary readendsays 0t he andadsy st
not drheaddext, h e 389 éHe brehlks open the séc@ndatit® in
order to retrieve, upstream from the binding process, the state of boundlessness
which thebinding process has covereddup wr i t &he an@lystuahinds the
t ext and f r &2042: 33%9) Accodithgty| | iwill beuimeyested in the
ways in which the readeibinds andunbindsmeaningsthroughthe act ofreading

Carver.

I n Lapl ancheds hol |teewamalysti® open té thansf er
anal ysandds ot her ness beyty (lbaplancheR006: 2l n t o h
234); dawing a structuratorrdation betweenL a pl anc h e 6 sanskererce® unt o
and thel i t er ary r eadceeenglaimstthatan sf er emeceo®,ugh th
own 6del i ri umd tottheadthemessh & the titaragyntdxtdo T h e
psychoanalytic interpretation as deliriimwhich some will prefer to call delirious
psychoanalytic interpretatiahuncoversinthé e xt a nucl eu339o0f tr u
Informed by Laplanchend Greenmy reading of Carvewill explorethe literary
al t er ity wiihg inCedation o e r e a d ethedvay tharbatleé s i t y
psyhicalalterity leads to opennesgo textual othernesswhich in turn opes up the
readed gsychicalalterity. The transference of readinliterary alterities will be
examinedparticularlywi t h respect to Carver and his

work and lettersif my chapterd).

Thus, in summary, irexploring the relationship between literature and the
mind my reading of Carver wilattend to the followingl) the common formal
structure between Lacands theorisiations
Carver andthusmore generally théormal correlationbetweenpsychical structures

and literary structures of meaningesistanceso meaning 2) following Green, |
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draw a correlation between literary and mental bindings and unbindings of meaning
payingspecialat t ent i on unbindinds 8) inforemeddogLiapbasche and
GreenJlattend to the r eadeeassdtlsatig proxakes finethee nc e :
reader through theextual alterities. The heterogeneity of thipsychoanalytical

reading of Carver arises fromwhat | see ashe inherent complexity of the

relationship betweemind and literature, and hothisis stagedinCarer 6 s swr i t i n

Furthermorejn turning to Lacarmand other psychoanalytic writers and other
thinkers (particularly in the final chapter of thighesi3, |1 attemptto avoid a
unilateral thecg t i c a l readi ng, owh eCaerpr@baistysedrtedtsor i e
support a single supposedly consistent thdory,k e a ki nd of Oport a
for literary criticism (Jarvis 1998: 91). Wary of projecting a single unified theory
onto the literary texg | aim to remain close to the complexity@fa r v er 6ss wr i t i
avoiding the tendency of some theoretica
in an instrumental way to really speak about thebhus, as the thesis progresdes,
embrace a lighter, more heterogeneous use of theory, ldiBrigdrature evoke and
probe differentstrands of theoretical thoughnhd allowing these theoriesto probe
Carvero6sl hi beonadung. a single conceptual
my mode of reading Carver in relation to the theoretical maisriaspired by what
Adorno cal | s ofaconbepts drawing onldidfarentdimes$ of conceptual

thought and considering the relations between t{@amvis 1998: 110)

Finally, | will say afewwordsa b out r e a dstonegwittCraspecteéor 0 s
narrativecontent ad form. Rather thamquarantingperformative aspects of language
into a realm of pure form outside of semantic content, taking this as the
unsymbolised, | explore the intersections between form and comtemeading

Car v er 0 preséntatioesrofiathgrness at the level of represerdatommtent
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and linguistic/visual stagingsmy r eadi ng practise 1is I ns
account of the intersection of narrative content and the formally unsaid (2001: 92

as wel |l a sccobny of theaicteaconhaoh oh symbolic meaning and the

Real. | thus attempt to reaCar v er 0 st the tlevet of ets many literary
dimensiond as narrative, as imaginative meaning, as literary genre, where these all

intersect with semantic alterity.

Thus, n line with Pete Brooks, | will consider how readingpresentations of
chaacter and narrate infect readingliterary stagings ofpsychical othemess and
vice versal will consider how the different literary stagings of psigal alterities
constitute dynamic forceshichi nt er sect with the textos ¢
the characters and plot infect the literary othernkgsll also explorethe tension
betweenliterary stagings ofpsychical othernesand narrative contentwhere at
timesliterary othernessnoves the plot forward, forging thaesire of the narrative,
but also haltthe narrative. As such, | will see the stagings of psychical alterities as
forming what Peter Brooks calkhe &6dynamic aspect o f nar
Xiv), or i n Greenobs medehi cal and dymamicu a | p |
effectiveness ofThuashwil seeehe tiffereiftextdalstagingss 4 0 ) .
of the mentally unsymboliseds consisting of energies, tensions, compulsions,
resistances, and desifieforces, in B o o k s 6iswhisheare always in relation to

meaning (thuso chamacter and plot), anith relationto the reader.

Chapters
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Chapter1, Li6t er ar y Hi sis abridf int@ductotychapter, edtablishing

the author editor relationship and examining the histbriaditions of American
minimal i sm and real i sm. I n this chapter, [
relationship withhis editorLish and raie theoretical questions about authorship. |
then situate Carveros edited writing in
unedited prose amore rootedn American realism; the chapter also raises gomesti

about the usefulness thfese differenttglistic designations

Chapter 2, 6Tal king About Lovemp aar eCsar @arr v earnéds
version of the #Abouwoy WkWbat Wwe T wWithkhk About

unedited version &éBeginner sob, pGatvdr i s hed

2003; Carver 2009). Herk consider the different presentations of love in the

Omi ni malistdéd and Orealistd prosevholedr awi n
and thenotwhole relation to language ifEncore (Lacan 1999). Reading Lacan

through Carver ah Carver through Lacan, | argue that tseucturing of the

language of thee di t ed 6 mi n bears tome tofesppndemaite the

structuring ofL a ¢ awhdesn which, | suggest, linguistic meaning is bifurcated

from otherness; at times thislead® st uck i deali sations of
of the uneditecstorys har es what | di scer motwhseled he st
corporeal form of expression, i n which

material substance of language. Hdoee is presented as particularly receptive to

otherness.
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Chapter 3, 6The Mad Outside of 6So Much Water
comparative reading of Carveros edited a
Cl ose to Home 0 ivelypnuhe 198% dolleaioMrhat 8Ve Batk About

When We Talk About Lo\{€arver 2003)and the 2009 publication d@deginners

(Carver 2009). In my readingf the edited, minimalist stoly engage with L
6desire of the ot herThe Payshidses nodp a6t Gnr naa | Q s s
Prior to Any Treatment of Psyctleegdagd (La
madnessn What is Madness? and Greenb6s catomreptiy of t
frhe borderdli seaggestcepth@t at ti mes Carver
split structures that cut off a more radical alterity from finite meaning, where the
splitting creates a minimalist shell or protective defence against exltessy.a

Drawi ng on Sh dVvstingpandaMadhnesk mg neadling of the unedited

story, | suggest that the unedited prose perfarmogethe delirium of the symbolic

delirium, a mad inhabiting of the materiality of language.

Chapter 4, 6Speaking From the Hear texaminhse Car v
the correspondence between Carver and Lish, written beti@&hand 1983; some

of this correspondence was first published in 1998 by D.T. Makh& New York

Times Magazin@Max 1998),and more extensive versions of the letters appeared in

2007 inThe New YorkefAnon 2007). All except one of the published letters are
written from Carver to Lish. I I denti fy
personal writing and his unedited, lisaprose. In this chapter | examine the prose

of Carver6s correspondrFeun Eunmdamental Conde@st i o n
(Lacan1988) in which Lacan distinguishes between a form of transference that is

closed and another that is open to otherness.sloal dr aw on Lapl a
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0Transference: Il t s Pr &ssays entQthernessdagingt he A
Carvero6s openness to the other addr esse
messaged and his notion of Oholistadlawed out
form, I d r a Whe ®@ostca@(@987),i wthiehGesplores the epistle with

respect to the relation between the self and other, regarding intimacy, exchange,

di stance, and separation. I n Carveros | e
that is first based on closed off idealisation and then openness to the other that

accords with the more capacious structur

Chapter 5, 6 Dwel | ing with the Other: Hospit al
examines Carver'anedited prose, posish, through a close reading of his story

6Cat hedral 6, published in the titular <co
the ethics of hospitality in Carver's | a
chapter | foas on the linguistiand visual presentations of alterity, drawing on

Lacan's reflections on visualityimThe Spl it bet wGeén (tlhaec aEny e
1988) and Bl anch Ophless 6 6 T(hBe 18998)alh eCarver's
presentation of the blind maand the cathedral, | argue that visual and linguistic
alterity (Lacands gaze) iI's mediated thr
considering the ethical implications of thidyring togetheiL,évina s r esponsi bi
for the other inTotality and Ininity and Lacan (Attridge2004b) In this chapter, |

introduce the theoretical voice dfévinasin order to make sense of how the
landscape of the late Carver undergoes a kind of ethical transformsttemding to

some ofthe sociapolitical implications of the presentation of the other, | also refer

t o Ar €he #lumars ConditianContrary to dominant critical accounts, in this

A

chapter larguet hat Carver o6s | ate oOrealistdo writ.i
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60 mi ni madcturing, duggsstinghat the two structures are not mutually
exclusive:this new form of writinggives rise to a specific mode of ethical openness

to alterityi a linguistic binding which also points tav@re radical space of alterity

1. Literary Historical C ontext

36



Cut to the linguistic bone: the Carver Lish controversy

6You, mare iy idea of dn ideal reader, always have been, always, that is,
forever, will be,d wrote Carver im a | et
1977 @non 2007) But three years later, havirrgceived the edit of his second
collectionBeginners Car ver 6s tone was strikingly ¢c
this one. Pl ease hear meéodl f | dondt spe
things now, I forsee a terrible time ahea
letter at 8am on thmorning of July 8, 1980. He had been up all night going through

the edits to his lateshanuscript (Anon 2007). Lish had always been a hands

editor, buthi s ti me hedéd inflicted the <cruell
Almost all of the stories had been slashed by 50 percent, several as much as 70
percent (Anon 2007; Wood 2009; Morrison 2009). Lish had retitled several stories,
changed the names of atlacters, cut out backstories, created new endings, and
radically altered the overall tone. As his inflamed tone suggests, Carver felt
oppressed by the cut, editorially sqgueez
The collection was published in the hexd form to spectacular acclaim, retitled

What We Talk About When We Talk About Lave d i t remains Car

famous book (Carver 2003).

The substantial differences in the style of the edited and unedited Carver came
to | ight i n September 20009, when Carver
Gallagher, published the unedited wdkginners(Carver 2009)While the edited
stories were so lean and spare that Carver was seen as the master of minimalism, the

unedited colletion reveals a more expansive, meandering voice that critics have
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called oO6reali st3l).(Leypoldt 2002: 317

This thesis examines the different mod
edit and the unedited 0r egentlfarnsstoféothggnesss e , a
0 as that which is other to finite, transparent meaihiggsture at different modes

of psychical alterity.

The 2009 publication of the unedit&gginnershas given rise to much controversy
surrounding authorship. Who is the réaymond Carver, critics have asked. While
this thesis is not centrally concerned with questions of authorship, in order to frame
my examination of the edited and unedited alterities it is necessary to review some
of the historical and critical context saunding the Carver Lish controversy. So far,
there has been relatively little secondary criticism on the 2009 publication of
Beginners and where it does occur it is mostly in the form of literary journalism

(Campbell 2009; Wood 2009; Morrison 2009).

It was in 1967 while working for a textbook publisher in Palo Alto that Carver

met his editor to be (Max 1998). Gordon Lish saw something fresh in Carver and
encouraged him. No one had written about
Lish later referrd t o C a r-oollar MidsvestbAmariea (Anon 2007). When

Lish secured a job as literary editofestquirema ga zi ne, he publ i shec
ONei ghboursoé in 1971 and throughout t he
Carver 6s writiesg aafnfd tsce nat hhers psubolriisher s,
You a Doct or SklenfckarR@l@)L i290 71, at er wrote of C
not known, not known at all, to the persons | would be delivering stories for

appr oMar 1988) As Blake Morrison hasrgued, the editor was crucial to
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Carvero6s early recognition (Morrison 20C(
editorial role, honing the clipped lines and bald, desolate statements that Carver was

later famous for.

I n 1977 VLi sh e dllediondVil €au PleaserBé Quief Hlease? ¢
(Carver 2009h) published by McGravwHill and nominated for a National Book
Award. Carver emerged as the laconic new voice of the American working class, his
prose uniquely suggestive, taut with desire and mef\@o®d 2009). In a letter to
his editor Carver wr ot e, 0You know, ol c
exercised on my |ifed (Anon 2O0EQquileto Soon
join the publishing house Knopf. Around the same tinme 1977, Carer quit
drinking for |ife, separated from his wi

second | ifed withAnohm2007poet Tess Gall aghe

So at the time that Lish returned the controversial edit of his second collection,
the most extensivecsto f ar, Carver 0s circumstances
was by then a known literary figure. In 1978 he had won a Guggenheim Fellowship.
And he had the unwavering support of his second @#éagher, also a respected
literary figure Gklenicka 201Q)Carver had grown bolder, suggests Wood (Wood
2009).Soon after the acquisition of Li shos
University in 1991 ( Ha miWasn Rrettg, #dk3,byt Car o
Didn't We Have Fun? Surviving the '60s wisquire'sHarold Hayes(Polsgrove
1995) provoked questions surrounding Lis
The controversy was heightened when extr
was firstpublished by D.T. Max in 1998 ifthe New York Times Magazi{ax

1998; Carverb6s corresmpomyctiapted).e i s anal yse
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In 1980, the letter Carver wrote to Lish in response to the cieginnes
takes up five pages longer than several of his short stories. It is wnitte a

garrulous, meandering prose that is much closer to toalkm realist writing of the

unedi ted manuscripts. 6l 6m just nearly c
It o, he writes, concluding thetptdter,
production of the book. Please try and f

Yet only two days later Carver appeared to have a dramatic change of heart.
OPl ease |l ook through the enclosed <copy
coll ection. Youol | see that nearly al/l o]
writes (Anon 2007)s uccumbi ng to Lishdés cut (this

of my chapter® and 3.

In public, Lish has mostly kept quiet about his Carver years. But in 1998, in an
interview with D.T. Max in thdNew York Times Magazinke recalls his response to
Caxver 6s agonised |l etter: OMy sense of it
went aheadd (Max 1998). Critics have sug
the edit was tactical: Lish had been so instrumental in bringing Carver acclaim that
the writer was scared to part ways (Campbell 2009; Wood 2009; Meyer 1994: 75).

But after the publication diVhat We Talk About When We Talk About LiovE981,

which finally secured Carvero6s reputatio
curtailed hisworking relationship with Lish (Meyer 1995). With his following
collectionCathedral(consideredn my chapter j published in 1983 and written in

a prose style close to the early, unedited work, but with the mark of minimalism,

Carver asked Lish to do lyma light edit.

I n publ i c Carver was never explicitdl
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interviews later in his writing career he appears to distance himself from the clipped

language of the Lish years. Tine Paris Reviewn 1983, he wrote:

I k n egone hHfar the other way as | could or wanted to go, cutting everything
down to the marrow, not just to the bone.
dead endiwr i ting stuff and publishing stuff I
t hat 6 th. (Cahver 1983) u

The author-editor question

Speaking of the debate surrounding the real Raymond Carver, a top editor at Knopf
once said, Ol never met an author so man
light of the much theorised e at h of t he alDoéshtmatterwhdde od a s |
work it is at all, aslong as thework e x i st s ? 0 ().VRiclo Motokd @gk®

whet her there is really such a thing as
of pure, unsullied original text (Motoko 2007). Others dispute the controversy,

maintaining that authorship is always collaboratMechael A. Hemmingsomvrites:

Caver 6s original is Oneither i mprovedd n
waséthe publication of the original mer el
architect with the designs, Lish was the construction foreman with the tools and
means to buildHemmingsor2008: 150)

Campbell believes that the collectidvhat We Talk Abouexists at the
extreme edge of editing, but it is not exceptional (Campbell 2009er biography,

Raymond Carver: A Writer's LifeCarol Sklenicka (Sklenicka 1989: 45) sees the
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Carver Lish relationship as just a more extreme version of any author editor
collaboration.Wood points out that most writers will turn to loyal friends or loved

ones to cast an eye over their first drgftéood 2009). Indeed, for William and
Dorothy Wordsworth, and for F. Scott Fit

was extensiveStillinger 1991: 37)

As Stillinger suggests (Stillinger 1991: 29), the question of literary property is
heavilytedp wi th how we define O0the authoré
attribute to this term are historically rooted. For Stillinger in the late twentieth and
early twentyfirst century the author is still conceived as a solitary creative genius,
andthisstms from the Romantic period, i n par
on authorship (1991: 223); there remains a cherished notion of Romantic ideology,
in which writing is the spontaneous overflow of powerful feelings (Wordsworth
1932: 263). In light oftiis legacy, Stillinger argues that any sort of interference with
a text has been considered a violation (1991422 Mark Rose has claimed that the
notion of the author as an individual owner of his or her work, as opposed to
authorship as collaborativarises from the copyright laws that were introduced at
the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century: with the
introduction of copyright, writing became a question of individual property and

ownership (Rose 1993: 34).

Butisthere or has there ever been-editosuch a
relationship? As Wood argues, perhaps the relationship is more like a marriage or
long-term partnership: it is whatever works for the individuals concerned (Wood
2009). Henry James callede t i ng 6t he butchero6s tradeo
going to the barbero, addi ng, ol never |

was all gratitude to Pound, Thomas Wolfe famously fell out with Maxwell Perkins
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over his severe edits. (Maxwell Rer ns sl ashed 90, 000 words
novel, Look Homeward, Angell929; McGrath 2007.)in the more extreme cases,

the distinction between author and editor certainly becomes blurred; Eliot
encapsulates this overlap when, askecditors are failedwriters, he replied,

OPerhaps, but so are most writersd (Morr

Some of those who were close to Carver have rejected the idea that his
unedited works are truer to him. Richard Ford, a fellow writer and good friend of
Carver during his life, sdihe feared the discussion of the unedited works would
i nadvertently diminish Ray?©é; he said, e
everything in his stories according to my understanding of how writers write what
they writed ( Maxealr*9 8)a.r vieard ss epwebrlals hyer |,
the rights to his work, obstructed publication of the earlier manuscript on the
grounds that the collectiotwhat We Talk AbolwWhen We Talk Aboliove requires
no explanation. It is what it is, they claimedisitnot standing in for some other pure

text (Campbell 2009).

I n Woodds 2009 interview of Gallagher,
process as a Orestorationbé, exhuming Car
(Wood 2009) . Camglaé Il la g b eBedimersieprdsamts the

authentic Carver 6 ( Camp b gquedtionezi QvBethgr.the B u t |
process of resuscitating the O6originald
Campbell notes that three tales included in the 2009 volGamer: Collected

Storieswer e oOfound in March 1999 Dbyf 6TeswshoGe
transcribed them from 6typescripts and h
|l at e aut hor 6s gui dance (Campbell 2009) .

absolutely accurate replicas of thge orig
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Beginners St ul | and Carroll have transcri be

beneath Lisho&s al t er dttdelbatsm df distoitionkintten t h e

absence of the authorodés validationd (Cam

In what follows, | take asny | ead Bl anchotds rejecti
clearly determined author. For Blanch6tA wr i t er i s not an i de
does not contemplate himself in the inti

guestion of thempulse to identify adtorship goes beyond the scope of this thesis
For Bl anchot, l i teraturper dssenmde,l orcatt leedr it
owor k exi sts onl vy when it has become

Accordingly, this thesis is more interestedmmsi deri ng the recept

edited and unedited prose than in identi
I explore why the public has branded
unedited dérealistd. What 1is it asabllmsit t he

the historical contexts in which they are received, that gives rise to these different
stylistic tags?As with Adorno, whose interest lies not in rejecting conceptual
categories, but in showing the nmlentical that resides within the identicahther

than doing away with the designations 061
interested in probinghe important and unexamined question of the different
alterities of writings that have received these ladedsn concerned with the alterity

of these different forms and how readers experience them: how do the distinctly
different edited and unedited prose forms provoke different experiences of psychical
alterity (and how might these have specific ethical implications)? For Hal Foster, the
othemess of art can give rise to O6a comg
reconstructed pasts, a deferred action that throws over any simple scheme of before

and after, cause and effect, original an
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| willask wh et her t he di fferent alterities of

disturb any simple demarcation between the original and the edit.

The minimalist other

Carver on minimalism

In The Paris Revievinterview in 1983, Carver rejected the label for which he had
become famous. 60Thereds something about
visiond he said (Carver 1983). Yet throughout his writing career and to this day
Carver has been brande@ninimalistd by numerous critics, including Frank
Kermode, MorrisDickstein, RandolphRunyon, and Cynthia W. Hallett (Buford

1983: 5; Dicksteirl991: 507 Runyon 1994: 4, 14;Hallett 1999:43-66).

It is not the intention of this thesis to reachamprehensive definition of the
term O6minimal i smb. Taking my |l ead-from
called I|iterary O0styl esbéb, what he <call

involved in subsuming singular writing to generalized litenamgvements (Derrida

1990: 79). Taking heed ofo6ad oardidtsi ccdlaitme rt

A

tothework. ..1 t 6 s at best a convenience for a
good work oni t s own t er m9)0»I infeidlea examinghe ispecifi@
modes of literary alterity in the edited and unedited Carver, while taking into

account the forms that critic have designateithem.
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A

It might be argued that the terrdsmi ni mal i smé and O6éreal i s
exploring C a partieutadys givea | the eviariety yand disagreement
concerning their definitions; perhaps there would have been less controversy
surrounding the edited and wunedited Car v
critics, for totalized categorisationslonetheéss, | believe that the question of the
alterity of Carverodos form difedwrdmiimigmatlh
remains an important and unexamined one. As such, it is necessary to consider how
Carvero6s =edited prose histricat developntegdndi n  r ¢
theorisations of minimalism and then realism. Whether my specific readings of the
edited and unedited Carver might lead to wider reaching theories about the otherness
of dminimalistdé and o6r e afthissthedis. Biitismye goes
hopethat my reflectionsnight shed some new light on the different orientations of

A

alterity in other forms of writing that have belabele d o6r eal i st 6 and &n

What is minimalism?

One problem with the term minimalism is that it has come to refer to diverse
phenomena. In his 1988New York Timesar t i cl e, 0 A Few Wol
Mi ni mal i smé, the American fiction writer
there are as many definitiong minimalism as there are critics: minimalism is

el i ded-Mairt h Réd!| i s mdé P ebphsiic kMicnhii rda@tnansondi ,e t6 [
postliterary, postmodernist blueollar neecearly He mi n g w aBaiiths1868%: (

18) . I ndeed, Omi ni meardeimsamdys witbirt litatoire, lit gas a c c r u
been used acrosgherar t f or ms; It has been used not

to refer toa historical atistic phenomenon. Given the broad usage of the, taryn
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survey of criticism will be limited firdgt o ref |l ecti ons on the ¢
that came to dominatNorth American literature in the 1960s ab@70sit he Ol es s
I s mo r etbat kcamea something ofsame qua nonn American fiction,and

secontly to Carver criticism.

Herzinger suggest that criticism of literary minimalism should develop
beyond its definition and instead move towards an analysis of its aesthetic effects
(Herzingerl985:1 1) ; i n focusi ng ocalednfinenalinothism of C
thesis is in part a responseHerzinger. Mbst critics concur in defining 1960s and
1970s American literary minimalism as a form of prose dependent upon omission,
absence and economy, focusing ondhe x t r o sredacing, parireg @qown, and
condensing meaning. James Meyer suggests e wave of minimalism in
America in the 1970s arose in response to the postmoderatafictiontrend of the
1960s, such as the works @bhn Barth Robert Coover and William H. Gass
(Meyer 2010: 7879). Characterised by antealism and textual play, postmodern
short stoies were highly sel€onscious linguistic operations. Rick Crownshaw
claims that minimalism shares postmodern
coherent whole, via a progressive and linear plot (Crownshaw: 2009). But in place
of excess reaning, nmimalism is characteriselly its deficit. Instead of rejoicing in
the surplus of sense, minimalism shows up the lack and limits in representation.
According to Lohafer, minimalism shows the holes that the preceding writers would

have O0st oppéddanup awietbtd83 Ghporhea f e r

For Hal Foster, minimalism undercuts the subject. The existentialism of the
expressionist oI expresso is substituted
model of consciousness, which according to Foster dominadsidnal realism

(Fosterl1996:42). Minimalism deploys metonym, sa@ynthiaW. Hallett, in which
47


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metafiction
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_Barth
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert_Coover
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_H._Gass

the part stands in for the whole: the slice of life (Hall@®9: 32) Hassan defines
minimalism as anantistyle, an6 opaqued Ot r anesquatesdhec y o t
assumed knowledge of the realist fegth al | engi ng reali smbds a

denote precisely (Hassan 1967:3).

Minimalism has also been understood as an ideological critique; while this
topic stretches beyond the central focushig thesis, it is central to theorisations of
minimalism andthus deserves acknowledgement. The Minimal Self: Psychic
Survival in Minimal TimesChristopher Lasch claims that minimalism reflects the
desolate, minimal modern condition of the post wanefican; minimalism is an
aesthetic of exclusion that underlines social exclusions (LE88G 11). Likewise,
for Foster, in undermining the idealist model of consciousness, minimalism avoids
the illusionism and conservative ideology of traditional realism. For Faster,
American minimalism of the 1960s and708 reflected late capitalist reificatiaf
subjectivity and critiqued it, foregrounding the externality, seriality and

superficiality of experiences in advanced capitalism (FA€86:24).

However, others have been moregct i ¢ a l about mi ni mal i s
critigue. Rather than undeme ideology, say¥linkowitz, the minimalism of the
1960sand IBO0s was banal, trivi al and inconsec
mundane concer ns (Kifkowitg ulpas:r364) Accarding toi f e 6
Kauffman, minimalism denies affect, t 6destroys emouraging r y 6 s
readers to view the sorrows of others as a kind of aesthetic or as an epistemological
probl emd 10KAWM-LORYFaor Miri am Marty Cl ar k mi
p ol yp h o heyefglossia lofediverse voiceis;is curtailment to the point of

solipsismé (Clark 1991: 240, 245).
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Carver, minimalism and alterity

Does the edited Carver sit squarely in the minimalist camp? Not according to
Stephen King. Iman interview inThe New York TimeKing claims that Camer

wr o tsteries @hat a generation of critics and teachers would miscategorize as

Ami ni ma(Kings20@®YF o r King, Carver 6s economi

continuation of the American hardboiled detective traditidimg 2009).According

to Leypoldt,thet er m o mi ni mali smbé is too restrict
Leypol dt , Carver o6s edited and unedited
categorization(Leypoldt 2002: 327) Campbell describes Car
influential but least representatieef mi ni mal i st s 6, i mplying

broke the minimalist mould (Campbell 2009). Some trace the edited minimalism to
Hemingway (Campbell 2009 Bennett 201D . Carver irsé O0bl u
Hemingwayisnd , says Ba86)tSpheakin® af the ddite@arver, Warren
Carlin notes the inaction i ng,loriamosmi ni ma
not hing Galip A1@88: s48). Hor Dickstein Car ver 6s mi ni me
characterized by O0spar el9od:46. jFrank Kermodee det ¢
remx ks on Carver 6metmomy malt lse eadiet @d Car v
culture and a whole mor al condition [1in]

1983: 5).

I n arguing that otherness is always al
my postion departs fronPeter Burger, whassignsabsolute alterity to minimalism
(Burger 1984: 53). Instead, my theorisation accords with Foster, who claims that

minimalist alterity is always already in relation to representation (Foster 1996: 56
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58). | argue that Carver os prose probl emat
originality that Walter Benjamin held in suspicion. Through my reading of the edited
Carver, I show that Bergerodos absolute er
evacuation of raaning that is simply the flipside of sg@ifesence: the opposite, but
pertaining to the same logic. Undermining the notion of an immediate experience of

ot herness, I ar gu e tendhtecanfor@io a difeerent Isguistid i t e d

structuringin which alterity isdivorcedfrom yet forged by linguistic meaning.

In defining the minimalist aesthetic, critics often allude to its underlying fixed

structure or system. Critics have identified a subtle structure that underlies

mi ni mal i s m pamialar @adulatienrobis In minimalism, says Foster,
0seriality is integral to the technical
everydayness, i1996:40h reoreover smingmalismmaeatesdirdited,

i nsul ar s p asaeddimits thelaarangememt af whatever is on and inside

of ité (1996: 4 4) . F o r -pridriusgstéms, gystems buid | i s m
beforehanddé {1b56H5Jdd HAIPDdi hg8to Carver ds
Mer edi t h Mherfisstimpactaof/adl the sfories is sharp and visceral. Only
afterwards, as the skeleton of each one keeps rattling in the mind, does the
painstaking intelligence df hei r desi gner(MdsblO®Ln3840pr ppar er
Just as these critics characterize the matish aesthetic in terms of rigid,
demarcating, evenddin g st ructures, so | theorise t
pertaining to alinguistic binding in which alterity is cut off from meaning,

pertaining to anore splitstructuring I n CGrenimealist m&sthetic of exclusion,

otherness isn conjunction with yetcut off from meaning. Lending this aesthetic
theorisation a psychoanal ytic sl ant , I

languageas performing theatructuringof the originary lingiistic cut (noteMar s h 6 s
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6shar p anthtdeedjlhis cseraalséo) accords wi,where Leade:r

the defensivelemarcation between meaning and alterity is rigid and immobile.

The unedited prose: Carver the realist?

In an introductory essayota 1987 collection of American short stories, Carver

writes:

éthebi as of t his col | ec tdithatnig tossay,t towmardsr d s t !
realistically fashioned stories that may even in some cases approximate the outlines of

our own lives. Or if not our own, at least the lives of our fellow human b&ings

grown up men ah women engaged in the ordinary but sometimes remarkable
business of living and, like ourselves, irll fawareness of their mortalityfCarver

2001: 221)

In this essay Carver says he hopes the antholodly participate in a
Oresurgenceibomd (62 @HerderefiektdrE fomd towards the end
of Carvero6s writing car ed&lephantéCaryeel®d88), bef or
when he was writing in the softer, more meandering style of the un&#tgdners
I n Carver®drseabtsgy fashioned storieso a
6remar kabl ed, recogni zable and strange,
ito the inexplicable. Real i st (2p00:@23)e i s u
Carver aver$ an opaque ternsigndling the quiet alterity of realism, the something

one apprehendsinitbutcanmbe f i ne (61t does20@it223even nee
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It is this o6hefté of reali sm, the unr e
relation between the two, whichdt t end to i n Carverodds uned
in an essay entitledd O n L o n g e rCarvértsays ithatlsefe,needs to be
something ofc onsequence in good writing, 60 s 0 me
from sentence t o s enctostnast te the {edP Sdlehces add@ 9) .
cipped hard | i nes that characterize his ear
prefer the | ight touch in this matter of
This thesis explores the lighter form of alterity erdded in the unedited prose, the

gui eter Ohef tcéalate dwoorrke ailn shtiés sseont ences.

The realist attack

Realism is clearly a broad category and
to debate the definitions of the term. But giventhe e quency wi t h whi c
unedited work has been descrimiendi raasl| idsrteb
edit, |1 believe it isnecessary to carry out some delimitation and historical
contextualisation of the term, before turning to the form of realism associated with

the unedited Carver of both the 1980s and 2009.

Literary realism has been said to reach its acme fhcg@turywriting, with
two dominant and divergent strands in France and America. French realism has been
associated with the works of Balzac, Flaubarngd Maupassant, stretching from the
early to late1l9" century and characterized kimple observation and recting of
reality, unadorned, factual documentation, and the everyday lives of the bourgeoisie
(Bowlby 2007 xi-xviii). American realism emerged later in the centudark
Twain has been seen @ key writer of this tendency, with William Dean Howells
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andTheodor Drei ser as .AcdordingdorBarthaffy Aankericant 6 o f
realism displays greater focus on narrative and everyday dialect and arose in
response to the Civil War; its objectivity was a reaction against Romanticism and
idealism (Berthdt 1965 1-47). While the picture is clearly more complicated, the

domi nant critical conception is that c |
0reality effectod, the il lusion of a rea
artifice, the language of rigem presents itself as having transparent access to reality

(Brooks 2005: 2).

By the 1960s and 1®s, when Carver started writing, American literature had
undergone a backlash against realihassical realism was accused of supporting
conservative iddogy and foreclosing otherness. Realism reproduced the political
and economic status quo, its critics averted. i s 6éreassuringé6 for
6offers itself as transparentd and depe
relationships and vaéis, writes Catherine Belsey in 1980 (Belsey 1980: 9). Natoli
views literary realism as an ideological tool that offers a reassuring picture of middle
class reality (Natoli 1997: 21, 37). In a famous polemic against realism, Colin
MacCabe claims that classiealism naturalizes ideologically constructed reality by
concealing the gap between words and thmeferents(MacCabe 2000: 9)The
classic realisttextisccupi ed with o&éddenyi napgmarksef own
material difference disbuted though time and spages o0 t hat 6t he n
di scourse simply allows reality to appea
(MacCabe 2000: 9)In this way realism projects a picture of reality as a given
harmonious state rather than as complex amstcucted. Fredric Jameson concurs.
Linking realism to the o6embourgedisific

century, Jameson sees the realist text-®nfercing a narrow notion of reality based
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on middle class power and influence (Jameson: 2082).

In defence of realism

I n considering the realist techniques by
spaces of alteritythis thesis is situated in opposition to those critics who see realism
asforeclosing otherness (James2002; MacCabe 1997; Belsey 1980; Natoli 1997).

The central argument ofhis thesisi t h a't Caxcat¢lt @sl oSHoeal i s
Omi ni malistd pr ose o glteritysvhich pre always faleeadg n t m (
dependent on meanirg is thus in agreement withedvian, who claims that all

0l iteratured, whet her obviously experi me

an assumed relationship between words an

De Man writes:

This realism (in the scholastic &enpybd of
of the ideasé Biusndtnei tmi ot e agk | ess con
writing I and whether it is possible to be a writer without some sdpeléf in the

natural relationsip between names and essen¢t386: 9)

De Man gquestions whether it is helpful to talk abbuh e 6 anci ent 6 Vv e
6moder no, a n d ealsy versus experimentatiome(dan 1871 142
166). He argues that diterature( wor t hy of the name) has a
tomoder nitt yibs, ttha semantic alterity (197
potential of language is revealed by analysse ar e dealing with |

writes (1986: 10). This &1 i-tadled styleimore s s 6 |
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than another. neMandés c¢cl aim that al/|l ' iterature
relationship between names and essences
ambigui ty, he attacks those who naively
fiction andelgalbiof y&@8paragmef an uncritic

a r(1986: 11).

Like de Man, Peter Brooks rejects the naive opposition between
Oexperimentalismé and realism. OLanguage
and antrealist texts are as mucifi,not more, dependent on assumed convergence

between words and nererbal reality than realism:

for all the radical innovation obllysses there are certainly perspectives in
which it is not a repudiation of realism but its further developmedevelops
techniques for a better matching of writing to experience of the world, to the
transitory but crucial sense perceptions that more traditional forms of writing
tended to censor or summariz2005: 210)

Abrams traces the split betweenc@ | leeadl i 8rm6 and mor e e x
prose back to the division between Aristotle and Plato. While Aristotle understood
art in terms of mimesis, Plato rejected poetry because it feigned immediate access to
truth, which he saw as inherently inaccess{Bllerams 191: 3:42). Contemporary
rejections of realism can thus be seen to have their roots in Platonism; if art is
merely animitation of appearances, then any art that is faithful to the external world

is of least valu¢1971: 3142).

While Foster occupies a cqiicated position with respect to realism, since he
also joins the chorus of its critics, he questions the primacy accorded to

experi mentalism i Doedexgetimentdionnhgve anpatemt iom g . (
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criticalityd9o6Hvig andis tese eVerrsuch ta passibility as sheer
di sruption of meaningtransgil es i ocn i ghr®e -

(Fosterl996:xvi).

Carver and realism

Carvero6s relationship wit RCarveeexprassedrhisi s f a
own <epticismabout categorisng | it erature as Oreali smb
6di dnot used to have to talk about Opos
i ncluding 0r2804:1222s m6 Re¢&brymbé i s clearly a
negotiationad r edef i ni ti on, but thatés not to ¢

or t hat one shoul dnot attempt to del i mi

dominant accounts of realism.

Carver has been associated withvider resurgence of realist writing the

1980s labk ed &6dirty reali smb. Bi I I Buf ord coc
1983 editorial ofGranta, which he described asa f i cti on ofi a di f
devoted to the local details, the nuances, the little disturbances in language and

gest Buf@kl883%).0ne of the problems with wusir
is that it has sometimes been deployed interchangeallly wA mer i can o6 mi ni r
in the 1960s and 100 s . However, oO6dirty realismbd i s
from minimalism to emphasi se t bely-sidet i al Cc
contemporar ylo8836)fDe 6t yBukatdsm was consi de
real i smo, di stinct from the boWhemgteeoi s s u
collective promise of a new world appeared to be failing, and when the expansion of

the American economy after World War Il seemed to be declining, the literature was
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mar ked by a O6returinsm.o A eraeldiissnt oeaddyr eogfi Of

oodnary peopled, says19@¥%48)t hi a Whi tney Hall

The writers associated with this movement, includiighard Ford, Tobias
Wolff, and Jayne Anne Phillips were, like minimalists, chartrized by an
economy with words and a focus on surf ac
taut and clipped. I n Carver, the term 0«

unedited writing.

While there has been relatively little critical writiog the recently published
Beginners(Carver 2009), the majority of it has noted the distinction between the
edited Ominimali smé and unedCarveeathiedtede al i s
with ABeginner so wh atachewveyHe wadémbrstratednao ul d
unique ability for holding up a reflection of reality that at once maintains the essence
of the realistic world in which the writer exists, and also conveys the emotional truth
of the characters t hatCriticd alsendte thehadfinity t or y 6
bet ween Car v &atliedral dndaElephanpwrittes postlish, and the
earlier unedited version &eginnergCampbell 2009 Some critics have been keen
to distingui sh Begmeersfiom elasdicirealismddyop mightscall o f
this realisn saysMatthew Price,6 b u $ pushingdat something elseogether,
towar d a d(Prce3010n BichardHdel descrillkesginneras 6t he hus
of r e Bdenl®2n@&ndfor G.P.Lainsbury, the power of the unedited prose is
that it doesnodot fit nwerks within tworgeénes, whice s i n g

are, within the context of late twentieth century literature, assuredly minor artistic

g e n rLaissbury 004: 1)
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Carvwmediedsec al | ed o6real i stdé prose has be

as 19" century classical realism: in failing to draw immediate attention to the

medi um of | anguage Carveros unedited pro
0Those <crndd cwi tchoncdeol ogy and its pr or
believe t hat Carveros writing serves t
di scourse of | ate capitalismd rather the

claims G. P. Lainsbury (2001: 1\Whil e f or Kauff man o0t he so
critique the system theyoOrl®9olillP). Diana t hey
Stevenson beliegabi $hmabprCag mdasd®de, aconser
Cc 0 n s ume rainsbarg 2001: 3). In these criticiar ver 6 s unedited
defined by its closure of alterity. The argumentto$ thesis is more in accord with

James Atl as, who says that Carvero6s rea
great ne &88HB9 §)At |Gasr ver Or arfha knews, anddie doesy mor
not profess to know much in the way that historians, philosophers, and literary

cri ti cs 1981b98). Rathdr than $orm explicit ideological caism, | argue

thatthe language o€ar viea bt s @noseimplicitly cribques the psychical
underpinnings of certain forms of late capitalisSthrough fusinghe public andhe

private , his writing exposes Arendt(Arendtl oss o
1999: 155) at times,via the spatialmergirg of inside and outsiddomains andthe

linguistic concealment of alterityCar v é r 6 aprosesstageslate capitalist

narcissistic assimilation of othernessforming a critique of it Likewise, in the
presentati on indt emerges insheaterepege) aloggdwvith thiest-

like languagd h arédélent of data collecting, n Car ver 6s | ate Or ea

late-capitalist bureaucratisation of sheer existence is internalised in linguistic
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expressionas characters are shown to treat thelues, and others, as objects of

administration (Arendt: 1999: 340).

Realist alterity

Thist hesi s argues that Carvero6s unedited j
documented, often overly simplified accounts of literary realist conventions. He

i snét simply | umped with the 6cl assical
have beeraccused of reducing literary otherness to verisimilitude. However, this is

not to say that there isnodt somet hi ng ¢

refining of the term with respect to Carver.

For J. Hillis Miller it is the study of realism tar than realism itself that

covers over what he calls the 08002 angene
17-18, 474 8 ) . In attending to what | see as t
6real i smé, the cor por e aihg, exgarsigersentescesofat p |

his unedited writing, laim to add a more nuanced contribution to the study of
Orealistd texts. Just as Hillis Miller s
Henr y Jnarereaistiasguage (2002: 58), dsshowthe quiet otherness that

iIs embedded in Carverds unedited prose. I
of reading, i n which trhealrietfyed einnt-aldr alna
45), | locatethe unedited alterity as that which held sheltered perhaps even
subtly hidden but not annull ed by |l ingu
whose lives so often go on in a state of in betwiebetween jobs, marriages, day

and night, consciousness and sléepn t he Oreal i st dlteri@Qar ver
relate in a space of inbetweenndsgather than a strict severance, linguistic

59



reference and alterity interrelate without one dominating; the two intertwine within
the corporeality, nosemantic substance of the language. This is where the

psych cal alterity |ies in Carvero6s unedite

2. Talking About Love in Carver and Lacan
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6Beginnersd and oOo0What We Talk About W

Lishcut50% ofCar ver ®8egt angr s 6 fWhat We Tdldbout \&hen WenTalk n

About Lovein 1981.Note thatnLi shdés first edit of O0OBegdfthener sd h
story. In his second edit that formed th®81 published version he changed the titlet®Wh at We

Talk About When We Talk About Lovand eliminated the names of the old couple Anna and Henry
Gates. O0Begi nner s 6 Newaysrkefnia vession igentital to thehestgublistred ih h e

2009 inBeginners’

I n Carverds OWhat We Tal k Ab cardiologisth e n  We
named Mel McGinnes, his wife Terri, and their two friends, Laura and Nick, sit
around a kitchen table, drinking gin and talking about love. Terri explains that her

ex-boyfriend loved her so much he tried to kill her. Mel says he loved higifex

more than | i figvhiat sélafppeme Carseb20q3:H@0). | ove?
6Wel |, Nick and | know what | ove is, 6 says Lal
She turns a large smile on himabbal bfays?066Wh
120).

Published in 1981 in the titular volumé/hat We Talk About When We Talk
About Lovet he story has become one of Carver
received high accl ai m, securing 6emarver 0Ss
However,Beginnersthe unedited collectiom, eveal s t he extent to
editor, Gordon Lish, transformed the originaish cut 50 percent of the story,
changed or removed the names of characters, radically altered the ending, and

excisedCarer 6s more expansive Vvoice.

Publication details taken fr ®egindelsQarver@@9: 21®12). ated by S
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The story O6What We Talk About When We
version, 6Beginner so, both explore the i
forms of linguistic expression. In both stories love is what caleoexpressed
through conventional linguistic meaning. But in the minimalist edit, the conjunction
of highly literal language and gaps in meaning make love at once determined and
unknown, fixed and void. I n 6Begiwener so,
Characters scuttle around the point: their stuttering, visceral expression captures an
otherness of love. In his bo&acore,Lacan draws a distinction between two modes
of linguistic expression thatave a formal correlation witcar ver 6 s edi t e
unedited prose: thevholerefers to a mode of language in which meaning is highly
fixed but also empty, and theotwhole indicates a form of language which is
corporeal and pulsating, making meaning opaque (Lacan 199®0)/5These
different modes of langage have different implications for love, as we shall see in

my following reading of Carver and Lacan.

Lacan: language, otherness, love

This year | shall have to articulate what serves as the linchpin of everything that has
been instituted on thieasis of analytic experience: love (Lacan 1999: 39).

62



For Lacan, love stems from the impasses in structures of significatioRetithat
resists linguistic definitidomaté@$o mak e
says Lacanb Love ai ms at bei ng, namel vy, at wh
(Lacan 1999: 39). In Lacan, love aims at what cannot be identified in conventional
language. In other words, love aimsbating, that part of the human subject that

escapes everyday lingtis meaning. In this way, love can be expressed through

poetry, which dismantles conventional linguistic meaning and says something else.
Lacan states: 0the effects of t hose I n
bumbling shadow to the feeling knownlaoved (1999: 46). As w
reading of Lacan, thevhole and notwhole positions refer, loosely speaking, to

different poetic forms of language that gesture at something which escapes everyday

meaningd and so they gesture at love and being.

Tak ng my |l ead from Lacands suggestion
di scourse is itself pervaded with ambi gt
only for its manifest content but for its opacity, attending to the indefinite aspects of
hisprose (1999 48) . To this end, I will focus i
Encore.Lacan rebukes those <critics who O6as:
amounts to the same thing, a system6 (19
own prose, at times myeadings of hiswhole and notwhole positions will
contravene critical interpretations of them, which have tended to systematize the
di fferent forms of i7V;Soleg 20629 ¥FN0; Enieg 20K2: 2 00 2 :
94). Thus, inbringing togethelCarverard Lacanwe wi | | see how Car
hel ps us under stand Lacanods di fferent I
dominant readings of them, so that rather tafimm prior knowledge of Lacah

reach my own distinctive readings. Lacan also enrichesreading of Carver, in
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particular how the differentstructures of language bear formal correlation with

different psychical structures, atide implications for love. But before turning to

Carver |l et wus t ake awhbleandadi-whdleposiiams. t hr oug

As we have seen, for Lacan, love arises from a relationship with the

unnameablaeal of beingi that part of the subject that escapes fixed linguistic

meaning. But this indefinite dimension of the subject can be approached in different

ways. Thewholeandnot-wholerefer to different ways in which the subject inhabits
or relates to languageFor Lacan, thevholeposi ti on r ef ewhsle t o
relationship with what Lacan calls the symbolic (2006:52). To backtrack a little,

Lacands symbolic is the differential

t h

S

axes. First, on a vertical axis, the word or signifier negates the actual thing by

signifying it (something of the real thing is lost in the word). Second, on a horizontal

plane, the word attains its meaning through its difference from and similarity to

other words (6catd is only O6catd because

O6bagbéb, and 2002 2%B2). In(thisasersey the symbolic order is

differertial. In the symbolic, there is therefore no inherent or natural relationship

between the word and the thing it signifies; the symbolic is a system of linguistic

meaning t hat oper ates according t o

con

functions according o t wo di fferent | ogics of abser

the thing, or being, and so its absence, and second, the differential gaps, or absences,

betweerwor ds in the chain of signification

Obat 6 aamddso o). dhs, assigned to the symbolic order, subjectivity is

¥ Note The French termut andpastoutare translated into the Englistholeandnot-wholeby Bruce Fink
(1999), while other translators pr efladaniad kK[dnllhe]a nd
11 January. Available at: <http://www. lacan.com/frameVIII5.htm> [accessed 7 July 2012].
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exposed to alterity, outside itself (Lacz2002).

The subject therefore always encounters a loss and division within language:
part of being escapes symbolic meaning. For Lacan, \ilile position is wholly
defined by the symbolic order: by its operations of meaning and absence (Lacan
1999). Lacan refers to the vertical axis, by which the thing or being is negated and
defined by the word, as 08).iThe gvordcidstintoc c as't
bei ng, as something of being is severed
time the subject is determined by the word (i.e. we rely on meaning to operate as
communi cabl e subjects). Lacan idefitifies
44,818, 108), which refers to the subjecto
infantdos first traumatic division betwee
negation of its pr el i whyplapostbn it languade rag . I
operating according to a more radically polarized logic of meaning and lack. Via a
close reading of Lacan, | locate hhole position as pertaining to the first,
traumatic O6linguistic cutd, where the wc
polarity between meaning and lack (Lacan 19991 81 This is distinct from full
integration within the symbolic, where lack is inscribed in the differential gaps
between signifiers that move along the horizontal chain of signification. Unlike the
interrelated gaps dfignification, the first linguistic cut, which negates being for the
first signifier or acquisition of language, fosters a calcified form of altérity the
first traumatic | ack of being. There 1is
fromthel i ngui stic negation of being and the

signifiers (Lacan 1999: 44, 8&, 108).

The notwhole, on the other hand, is defined as not wholly castrated by
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| anguage and SO not cut by I tenoyglh ac an
(singulierement [the notwhole position]isi nt ri nsi cal l yd insi de
1999: 40; my italics). Thenotwhole position inhabits the very materiality of

language. Otherness as in the outside of meaning arises from the indefinite corporeal
texture of | anguage isihgslierenfenthints atdaensot , Lac
6singul ar 6 relation gedd avguage] ariintvyo kK k
(Attridge 2004a) in inhabiting the indefinite textuality of signifiers, the subject
experiences contact with the singularity lwéing. Thus, | suggesthe notwhole
position appears cl| os e Dert ddffdarancethardtge 6 s s
Badi ou and those readers of set theory \
6voi doé i andthasrcaghcoedgnere with tiehole position(Badiou 2007:

68-69). That i s potwhate pokitéoie, dingudssic alterity resides in the
indeterminate absences relation to signfiers, otherness is inhabited in the
materiality of | anguagesi gnsiel yi (Lacams waramo
1999 141) cl ose t o Der r ingre@®nshipnbetweert liaguistie o n
meaning and otherness diffefranceand hi s noti on that Ot hi
d oreign body @ernda alf@8p: 121y lgeranlire Ois excess,
supplementaryAccor di ngl vy, for Derri da, i terat
(Derrida 1995:83). For Badiou, on the other hand, literature harbours universality,

not singularity- unsymbolised realityhat he calls the universal voidk i ke Li shos
minimalism that issituated at the edge of the voat,cut, notin the gap that opens

up, Badiouds |iterature is not the void
(gtd. in Hallward2003: 106).l nde e d, Badi ou speaks of [
arrange thesefornrst t he edge of the void, i n a ne

(gtd. in Hallward 2003: 106).ike my account of the linguistic cut that fails to find
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i ntegration in signification, Badi ouds
exceptio® t Wuaptréosot ed f r o(B003t 193) it is the wniaersal ahatd
fails to form relations. Té elsistber dampwr eV
I mpur eo, st yirs HalBvardl 2003u 195N a language of subtraction, a

kind of pure distillation of languagéccordingly, for BadiouJove is also the event

on the edge of the voidoLv e i s t he O6excevedfiom relatiord, t he
Peter Hallward describes it aprecise, austere, indiffent to all sentimental

c onf u2003ad185) (

In Lacan, thewhole and notwhole positions in language have different
implications for knowledge. Thewhole position operates according to finite
meaning, and so it pertains to finite knowledge. The alterity ofvin@e position,
that which is outside of its meaning, continues to pertain to the field of knowledge,
but it is its inverse: the unknown, situatedtie gaps in symbolic meaning (Lacan
1999: 96). In th@otwholeposi t i on, ot herness (of meani
(1999: 96): otherness is not simply the inverse of knowledge, as the unknown; it is
unf at homabd eadically bsRi®Oth very field of knowledge. This has
consequences for love. For Lacan, gaps in knowledge give ridesiee.But that
which is radically outside the field of knowledge, unfathomable, gives rik®s/¢o
As we shall see in our reading of Carver, in theeeditext the other person is
depicted as an unknown object faintasy This unknown other person remains
within the logic of determinate meaning, but as its hollowed out, unknown,
semblance. In the unedited text, however, the other person is presentdtally/ ra

other to the field of knowledge, unfathomable, and therefore loved.
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Beginners at love

OMy friend Me | Mc Gi nni s was tal ki ng. M
sometimesthag i ves hi ns ot hoep ernisg hdtWbh:at We Tal k Ab
About Love 6 (Carver 2003: 114) . These openi
linguistic meaning: the sentences are lean, syntactically straightforward; the subject

of the sentence occupies the position of
wholeposition in knguage, the subject of the sentence appears to be in command of
linguistic meaning, rather than inhabiting the materiality of language itself. As

Lacan puts it, the subjettas the signifier, instead obeingthe signifier (Lacan

1999: 734). The measurerkepetitions of the same subject verb object conjugation
enhance the sense of semantic determinac
cuts Carvero0os original |l engthy paragrapl
finite meaning comes the empty gagin contrast to the edit, the opening of
O0Beginnersd is more faltering: OMy frie
talking. The four of us were sitting anod his kitchen table drinking. 6 ( Car ver
2009: 177; note, Herb is renamed Mel in the ediifjth the subclause and ram

sentences, in the unedited version we see signs of a more capacious voice.

The edited story continues: OWe I|ived
from somewhere el seb6 (Carver 20003:Lilsilh4d)s.

edited line becomes pithy, economical. Again, the line is followed by a paragraph

cut , | eaving the reader |l ingering on t he
opening | ines, Lishés editorial strateg
Carvero6s original expansive sentedheices, s
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literalness of meaning. rOthe other handhe lops paragraphs, creating linguistic
cuts at especially neb whotedysammemamgingt s . We

finite meaning meets emptiness (Lacan 1999).

Lishés I ean rhythms work similarly. C
Hemingwaylike rhythms of the edited Carver (Morrison 2009; Campbell 2009;
Barth 1984: 1). Indeed, we have seen this rhythm in the openingRasponsible
for the thudding repetitions, Lish inse

Carvero6s trademar k:

The gin and the tonic water kept going around, and we somehow got on the subject of

love. Mel thought real love was nothing less than spiritual lbleesaidh e 6 d s pent
five years in a seminary. . He saidhe still looked back to those years. Terri said

the man she lived with before she lived with Mel loved her so much he tried to Kill

her. ThenTerri said,6 He beat me . . & Pperri dookedaraundgtiettable:

60What do you do with | dwmgitalicsindieatingediat 26 ( Ca

We | ear n t-bogftiend] Edyloveddher soemuch he tried to kill her

and also himself, but he O6bungl emdtoi t & (
twice the sWeehatMeh $faghbht OoOfier it. I did
liket hat . I di dndédt think shoé 668avVvdr s2eoOdi

Lish inserts this repetition. As Deleuze and Guattari have demonstrated, repetition
has a contradictory effect: on the one hand, it affirms meaning; on the other hand, it
negdes it (we lose the sense of the words the more they are repeated) (Deleuze
1994) . The same effect is produced in L
literal meaning, but also render meaning redundant, emptying it. Again, we have the

dynamic of Laca dwsole:both overdetermined meaning and lack.
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I n Lishdéds minimali st edit we do not
meaning and then lack of meaning, since this waoldformto thebinding of the
symbolic order, which works according to signifier§ meaning and differential
gaps in meaning. In the edited Carver, the relationship between meaning and lack of
meaning is more polarized. It is my contention that the minimalist prose performs a
cutting into linguistic meaning, which might be understood ie r ms o f Laca
Ol inguistic cut B88). The amnimalist @rade® &nplified the ver§ 1
contradiction of linguistic castratioin t h a t I s, the subjectds
between meaning and lack; it is as if the minimalist phmsees in on ths originary

linguistic cut, exposing the traumatic institution of meaning and absence.

We see this in Lishoés tendency to | op
determinacy of the preceding lines and creates semantic gaps. In the unedited story
Herb andhis friendsmakea t oast: OWeldToukbed, gl @assgeagi
2009: 182). After this sentence Carver originally started a new line. But Lish starts
an entirely new subsection. Here, the protracted gap on the page creates an

unsignified spaceso that love appears inexplicable. This dynamic continues.

In the edited story, time and again references to love are followed by line
breaks, which coiMatd o uy ®@u ad & i widt fhifd cwe : | |
break]o Ifsurek n ow y o u awolu |id{hirtd boeakpd Daes that sound like
|l ove to you?06 [ Ulinalereald (Caneek2003:4184T1d5, 116)v e 0 6
I n the unedited story, 6Beginner so, char

Herb says:

did that love just getrased from the big board, as if it was never up there, as if it
never happened? What happened to it is wh
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tell me. . .1 know thatés what would happen with
we may love each othewti t h any of us for that matter
much. WedvearmyHhHow.r olvejdusd @(Cadver20D9: 188)n der st an

But in the edit the word Ol oseelbds i s fr
curious that, more than for other hedwnded editors, critics have drawn on a
vocabul ary of violence to describe Lish
0Begi nne Gwaianhe tthéeél s Ot hd essuedrGamvér (M
2009). Tk st ori es Owere substantially, i f no
James Campbell, who also reflects on 06a
I n contrast to the unedited O0Beginnerso,
brut alWo,odsgwswod 2009) . slabhvedby redrlyp severtys h a d
per cent 6 Thee Ne wadYRorukgehn 6csr o ssi ngs: The c
Carvero6 (Anon 2007, my italics). The com
truth of &tihis midiealistadguagestagéshe formal structure of the
originary linguistic cuti the traumatic cut between linguistic meaning and the
failure of meaning to captuttgeing,instituting an originary loss (Lacan 1998: 236
8). Lacan describes thehole position in terms of the brutal primordial loss
instituted by linguistic castration (Lacan 1999: 44] &1 The symbolic order of
language works according to two institutions of lack: first, the negation of being by
the word, creating théack of being; ad, second, thdacks (or gaps) between
signifiers in the differential chain of signification. In this way, the first, original lack
of being is structured via the lacks in the structure of signification. In the symbolic
order Lacan s aybse htimadt thhesi nsgi ghhsiIfiipsdé whi
beingis partly hidden and partly revealed through language (Lacan 19988)236

But the subject of thevhole position appears to be more radically cut by the first
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negation of being via the word: the sultjes more radically riven between meaning

and | ack. Roman Jakobson described I|iter
ordinary speechdo (1987: 378) , and this i
dismember language and manipulate it into n&mcalled experimental formations,

Lish exacerbates its inherent lodgic the brutal cut between determinate meaning

and negation. In so doing, he captures a certain truth of the subject, what Paul de
Man has descri bed as ttdratureisitselfa caused andhag ui st

symptom of the separation it bewailsodo (1

Revealingly, in his attempt to define tivoleposition Lacan also deploys the

| anguage of the cut: Ol <cannot designate
rough[ t r anc he] It out o, he states (1999: 7
Encoret he transl ator, Bruce Fink, provi des
outd as O6tranched. | tranche s asadhfiywativplaas sna g e

6determined but it also resounds with it

meaning is thus to institute a cut. As we have seen, critics have spoken of the
violence of Lisho6s edit ,ribeditas akindefpodilyav e a
cut: O6éHe also consistently cut the stori
spare, laconic, almost threatening aesthetic that was eventually dubbed
Amini mal i smo or AKmart real i smidéwn( Anon

discomfort with his minimalist prose, Carver once described the style as a kind of

bodily lesion:
I knew | 6d gone as far the other-thwpy as |
down to the marrow, not just to the bone. Any farther inth@ dit i on and | 6d
deadend.... n a review of the | ast book, someb
The reviewer meantitasaenp | i ment . But | didnoét | i ke i
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Just a swhdlepasiton 6uss into the primal being, so forthdCarver
and his critics, the minimalist aesthetic of the edit appears to excise something
original, cutting out something bodily. Framed as a corporeal cut, minimalism

captures the originary cut between meaning and the loss of being.

Pleasure of the ed

Critics have noted the strange enjoymen
| anguage of omi ssi on: O0But there is sca
elliptical tone of the early Carver, which intoxicated a generation of readers and

wr i t er s 6es Casnpbglis(Cathpbetl 2009). | suggest that this affect can be
understood in terms of the experience of painful pleasure that Lacan calls
jouissance; jouissanceefers to the pleasurable illusion of limitless access to being,

the fantasy of total seffree nce pri or to the subjectds
(Lacan 1999: 66, 75). Lacan states: ONo
to me other than that of my own body. The result of the limit [of language] is that
jouissance dries up for eveyd y 6 (gt d. I n Fi nk 1995:
jouissanceas the pleasure of full sghfresence, is necessarily impossible, always
precluded because of the limitsrokaning introduced by languageand thus such

illusions of pleasure are also painful.

lwi | | consider the distinctive affects

l i ght of Lacanods (ouigsdneetthe jouissaricemfrtmewhoket i on s
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and notwhole positions (Lacan 1999). First, theuissanceof the whole position

refers to the pleasurable pain procured through the lack (of being) instituted by

|l anguage. 0The goal of satisfying the th
the price of a castrationo, josissaiceoftheacan (
whole position is the painful satisfaction that arises from linguistic castrétitre
subjectds first traumatic cut bet ween |
1999: 105). This is the painful pleasure of renunciation; Lacan cals iin s uf f i ci e
j oui s & @ha pleadure of renouncing full s@ifesence, getting off on the

originary loss of complete being.

On the other hand, thpuissanceof the notwhole position refers to the
corporeal pleasure of inhabiting language (1999i4Yy2 Lacan calls this
O0suppl g noeunitsddra8m ¢2¢)6Like thejouissanceprocured through Julia
Kristevads O0semioticbdé | anguage, her | anc
25), this is a corporegbuissancet h at arises fremengohabit.
signifierso, the materiality of | anguag:
pleasure that arises from omission, the unedited Carver creates a gentle, more
moving, or bodily affect, critics suggest. In place of dissociation comes feeling.
Wood writes, 0The edited characters wel

(Wood 2009) ; for Blake Morrison states t

brutal o than Lishodés Carver6 (Morrison 20

Returning to the edited Carver, it is not juske theader or critic who
experiences discomforting pleasure from omission. This appears to be the
predicament of the edited characté&rswhy they seem so compelled to keep asking

questions about love. This is tjmuissanceof the whole position: the inabity to
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define love elicits the painful pleasure that arises from gaps in linguistic sense. In the
edited Carver, where talk of love consists of clipped meanings and impasses, such

talk is not so much an attempt to understand love as to rub up againggnis cto

gain painful satisfaction from it. Thipuissanceof the whole positionaccords with

what Lacan calls the | ogwtbebhgowectesenbdy
59; my italics). In the edited Carver, the characters enact the pleasemeatedly

confronting the lack in linguistic meaning.

I n Lacano6s muwssaaceon the whole posittore ascribing to the
structureof Onecessityd, of repeatwhaewithéhg at i on:
repeatednovementf negation that @anstitutes the symbolic order. In this way, he
suggests that mobility inheres in thaole position (1999: 59). Indeed, critics have
defined thejouissanceof the whole position as arising from thgymbolic order of
language: the movement of negation inickhone word is not another word along
the differential chain of signification that continues, ad infinitum. Speaking of the
wholeposi ti on, Bruce Fink states: Opleasur e
of the signifier itself . .to what mightbe called symbolic jouissance. Here, thought
itselfi s j oui ssanc e: 106 e BrGce Firfk, thpkissdn&®f e
whole position is the experience of mobility, of moving along the gaps in meaning
produced by the symbolic ordgaouissanceis 6t i ed t o t healthas pect
under writes, as it were, the symbolic o
(Fink 1995: 107). A reading of the minimalist Carver, however, suggests that the
jouissanceof the whole position gives rise tanertia more than motion. The edited
Carver certainly stages the inexorable drive to talk about love, and thereby confront
the lack of meaning, but rather than foster mobility this gives rise to stasis. On the

l evel of content, wallurstegetahywhere onthe topidioé ¢ h a
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| ove; spatiall vy, this i s presented in th
in terms of affect, stasis is evoked in the numbing dissociation that critics have

detected.

I n this way, C ato questiod the putativemlaility anlperer a r s
to the structure of thevholeposi t i on. It I's my <content
suggests a r e whokpbsitiorgin lanfuage &hat aitmabes it closer to
the inertia produced by the first, more exteemstitution of lack than to the pleasure
and mobility produced by the differential gaps in the symbolic orderjothesance
induced by the minimalist Carver is less the pleasure of moving from one gap in
meaning to the next in the infinite chain of rEigcation, than the pleasurable pain
produced by the original linguistic cut. Rather than a mobilizing force, Lacan
describes the O6insuf fi cwhelelahgugge as istageaatn c e 6
this O6jouissance br i nd®:s72)whis ibthe dissodiatioar t i a @
and inertia one experiences from reading the minimalist Carver, in contrast to the

corporeality of the unedited prose, which we will consider in what follows.

The space of otherness

In the edited Carver, the linguiststructureof finite meaning cut off from lack has

implications for the presentation of the other person. Returning to the edited story,
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when the group of friends make their to.
raised our glasses again and grinned at each other like children who had agreed on
somet hing for onced (Carver 20009: 182) .
raised our glasses again and grinned at each other like children who had agreed on
somethigf or b i(dQaernvéer 200 3: 1 2 0 ;whohegosition, thé i c s ) .
linguistic cut creates finite meaning but also fosters the fantasy of something

mysterious, something efimits.

This is what he call s 06o0bpntesgdflack:@n whi c
illusion of the unknown fills the originary lack (Lacan 1999: 92). Bruce Fink notes
that while the subject of theholeposi ti on i s o6wholly castra
a contradiction: that ideal of nemastrationd of knowing no bouadaries, no
limitatonsd | i ves on somewher e, somehow, I n ea
111). Similarly, Lishés institution of f
enigma. In thevholeposi ti on, says Lacan, O&doowl edg
forbiddeno, giving rise to what he cal |l s
121), says Lacan, that the subject Osubl
the Goodd not to mention Truthdéd (Lacan 1999:
wholeposition engenders a space of omission which is the flipside of finite meaning:
the fantasy of aleterminatepostl i ngui sti c ot her. This al't
(1999: 92) of determinate meaning but in its inverted, empty form. The concept of
0dnt asyd accrues different meaniEnogre i n L:
it refers to the fetishizing of linguistic lack, the phantasmatic fixity of the unsignified

(1999: 92).

Accordingly, in carving out gaps in meaning, it is my contention thsh
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creates spaces reserved for unsignified fantasy; the lacks instituted through language
become fetishized, calcified. This accounts for the strange phantasmatic feel to the
stories that are otherwise so seemingly realistic. Characters fantasizd aboute 0 s
enigma much more so in the edited story than the unedited; likewise, they idealize
others. We see this played out not only
Terri 6s near obsession with herrweoxs, Ed.
off-limits (Terri left Ed for Mel; Ed is now dead). This is a more extreme form of
fantasy than the neuroticos desire for t
something brutal is played out in writing. . that the impasses that arestéby

revealed are a possible means of access for us and a reduction of the function of that
being in loved6 (1999: 49). I n pothesae of |
Lacan does at times Bncore(1999: 80 109). Capturing something of thatare of

this fantasy Colette Soler writes hat f ant as ya pleehoménbneof tieet h e r
subject, related to castration; hence, i
105). In other wordsfantasy of the othestems from prohibition, fromat having

somet hi fagtasmaticddésséor Terri and hers for him appears to be more
extreme than neurotic or symbolic desire

to Edb6s suicide and t dlitwasdovedi, 6 sfagminthbi d de

edi tediSstrery,jtowas abnor mal i n most peoj
die for it. He did die forad6 ( Car ver 200 3: 118) . I n Bl a
brut al 06sei zing o f t he ot her 6 (1987: 1

ungraspable, the alterity of love becomashost glamorised, fetishized as the

unknownwhat Bl anchot c¢c@987:88).6sensational 0

While in the edited story Ed and Terri harbour the most dramatic fantasies of

the other, Mel and the narrator are simjlagisposed. Mel is nostalgic for his-ex
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wife and describing his new wife, Laura, the narrator states:

I touched the back of Laurads hand. [ pic
the touch, the nails polished, perfectly manicured. | encircledriba wrist with my
fingers, like a bracelet, and held her. (Carver 2003: 116)

First introduced as a body part, Laura brings to mind the theoretical origin of
Lacands 6éobject ab, I tosb jreecft odr nfuH ii@&6)i do n1 900f L
1930: 1527). Just as the bracelet is an unsignified object of beauty, so Laura is
encircled by t hefanmsyHerg weohave s madedayibigzon f i e d
of the other as paudbject. Indeed, two of the central figures of fantasy are presented

as body pagd Laura as a hand, Ed as an imploded h#adncanny objects that

occupy the space of | ack. Bringing to mi
woman / Are one. / A man and a woman and
1261 21) , L a c a sexusltredation sonsist® df three terms, one, the other,

and object ad (Lacan 1999: -l@ah@qoupledrely cer t e
upon third terms on which to project their unsigedfifantasiesthe unknown other

coupl e in O6Nenidg hnbaonu risnd ,6 Gahteh ebdirial 6, t he i
the phone in 6Whoever nWawstbshnonghthids Bed
(Carver 2003: 10Carver1995: 68 74, 292308, 3476 2 ) . Il n 6What We T
When We Tal k About L oov need the mystbry of theugthere  a p r
couple, acting as an unknown third term between them, to spur on their conversation

about love.
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Bodily text: feminine and masculine others

Critics have frequently characterised the minimalist Carver acaptdi its gaps in

meaning, itsé h o Ithatsadher witers would have filledwith more language
(Lohafer1983 65). But the unedited has fbleesnhidersée,t
t h an s Carverhsays Morriso(Morrison 2009) In the edited Carver whave

more of a linguistic structuring of determinate meaning and semantic gaps, which
incites calcified fantasies of the unknown other. But in the unedited story linguistic
meaning and alterity appear more intertwined. Instead of positing otherness outside

|l i nguistic meaning, otherness appears mo
times the unedited prose harbours the 0D
materiality of | anguage i1itself (18 99: 71

love is particularly corporeal:

But it seems to me WweedNeesaywdpeerachrotherkndb e gi nr
we do, I d o ndveaeacld atheband wieve hard\Wadl of us. love Terri

and Terri loves me, and you gulgsse each other. You know the kind &dvel 6 m

talking about now. Sexuddve. . . attraction to the other person, the partner, as well

as just the plain everyday kind lofve, loveo f t he ot her Ipvigtsondés b

be with the other, the little thisghat make up everydégve6(Carver 2009: 182; yn
italics)

Her e, the word O6loved is repeated witdl
fades within the pulsating beat of the prose. We are confronted more with the grain
of language;language as a material thingp.n cont r ast to Lishos
which foster fixed meaning and emptiness, here the repetition captures a bodily beat

or rhyt hm. This is an embodi e dotwWwhole m of
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position, which is acoustic, consisting of sound stripped of sénseisceral

pulsations. Thewotwholemi ght be defined as 06l al angua
a O0stuttero, the Orepetitive | anguage of
formofexp essi on i s capturkEndorewhi therefere 0D
but i s al so pr onoamipnghéabodyhMhileshavmokepositon 6 e n

is disembodied by the first linguistic cut, sundered apartntdtevhole position is

more an erodiment of language. Indeed, Julia Kristeva, along with other writers
associated witth. écriture féminine,d r aws o n L a cnatwliokpositor por e a
i n her conception of a o6feminined6 | angu:
captures the originabodily rhythm of prelinguistic being. In the throbbing
repetitions of o6loveb6, the unedited pros
beat, kinetically pulsing witherotic suggestiveness, formimgyé sense of de
corporeal pr es s alN¥.ad3d( Bedpuse ianordiffetentiatad,s

what doesnodot call up thguoaperati,smysoc¢i ath
Bois and Kraus¢Bois and Krauss 1997: 135) and Car ver 6s pul sing
similarly to destabilise meaning. Cary s peaks of the need f ¢
news of (Chreer2000:89), ahd herehis p r o lsriegs the news that we
Gséwtld our bodi es 619978.85) As indhe ddited prese, fowe is

refused fixed definition, but its otherndssevoked through the pulsating language,

the corporeal, rolling rhythms.

I n Lishodés edit of the same passage, t
The longwinded quality that characterizes the unedited Carver, instituting more a
language of excess,isar ed back. For example, the or
other person, the partner, as well as just the plain everyday kindeyfloveof the

ot her per s daviagdo bb with thg gthert thedittle things that make up

81



everydayl oviesdb ,scr apped. I n its pl acidovewoe have
the other per sonds 0db e(iGagr,v elri s200r3: helr209 s
other in the edit, but the finite meaning juxtaposed with ellipses expresses love as
elsewhere, unknown. This a key difference from the unedited version. In the

edited story love remains within the field of knowledge, but posited in its gaps. In

the unedited story love is more unfathomabigheedi t he t e repeatédk n o wo
25 times, with several of theerms inserted by Lish. In th&hole position, writes
Lacan, I o6l ove t he perLacami99Wwaypthatis, Ilevel pp o s e
the one who holds some unknown knowl edge
more with the unk 0o wn , as the | ack in knowl edge,
but a structur al rnL@98: B0S) $nithie gdded stdry, chdrazters a n g u
ask determinate questions of love in search of finite answess|idenigmas. In the

unedited storycharacters similarly ask questions about love but these questions lose
their i mpact in the expansiveness of Car
plosives and sprawling lines, love appears more unfathomable than unknown:
radically outside the vg field of meaning, rather than the inverse of finite meaning

as finite | ack. Like Lacands o6éclnotud of
whole, the more capacious language of the unedited story clouds the questions of
love, as the reader experientee s s t he search for | oveds n

corporeality.

Lacan alsaefers to thenot-wholeandwholepositions as thé&eminineandmasculine
(1999 80). Interested in different modes of literary otherness and how Lacan might

illuminate theseit is not my intention to enter into the broad gigsbf gender and
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language, nor arhinterested in providing a genderampography of prose, and so |
havehithertoavoided deploying théeminineandmasculinedesignations. However,

L a ¢ amagculineandfemininebearsomerelevancego my reading of Carver, and

hope my reading ofCarver lends some light tbacanés drorsLtacanpnct i on
masculineandfeminined o n 6t r e f e r bidlogy ot nialkeupdi tHie fhiemare n t
subjecti the biological male and female can come under the feminine or masculine
structurei r at her they refrfrs]toofdiifrifealinti g ols.
80). In fact, Laca situates himself in theeminineposi t i on, of whi ch h
speaking being whatsoever, as is expressly formulated in Freudian theory, whether
provided with the attributes of masculiriigttributes that remain to be determiéed

ornot,isallowedd i nscri be 11998&80).f in this parto (

In his account of sexuation, Ladarsmasculine and feminine positions
constitute different modes of relating to linguististtation. Castrated by language,
the masculineposition is cut off from the m/otheand so th¢female] other forms a
fantasmatic idealthe other is the object cause of desmad every satisfaction
comesup shortbt he whol e realization of the sex
(1999: 86) In thefeminine on the other handtheness is experiencetiroughthe
corporeality of the signifiernesi beingbothlack and language, rather than severed
from it through linguistic castration; the feminine is thereby able to acquire a more

open, immediate, nefantasmatic relation with the other999:79).

Inl i ght of Lacands distinct i aiicshavet i s ¢
seen his works gzesening a particularlymasculineview of women, even ithis is
presented in ordeéo undercut or wrestle with {Ni Eigeartaigh2009Q 37; Hall 2009

64d.Carver s women are seen as |l acking, or
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male subject, critics haveaid of the edited prosé The women i n Carve
are also more likely to be nameless, or at the very least defined primarily through
theird mestic rol es of Nikigdaaighdli Eigeestaigh €006, s ay
37. 61 mplicitly, oOtamed wavietrrtdsys itrh el Pvati tress
Husbandd are disempowered a&says\anessadalll t of
(Hall 2000: 64). Just as irL a ¢ ammagcyglineposition in language, the cut between

finite meaning and a more calcified otherness gives rise to the fantasy of the
undefined otherl{acan 1999: 86soind6 What We Tal k About éd La
object of fantasy for the male narratmtroduced as an ideal object parerri is the

object cause of desire par excellence, her denial of hbr@ey f r famtasrdafics

love givesrise to his suicide.

Elsewhee i n Carver os e dbeconethe ipwde wirtke wo mer
enigmatic idealLacandés horri fic t hordegtroyediGitg erhu st
2009: 4850) . In 6Theydre not your husband?éd,
femal e body denigrafam rofl hs vife Doreethéel cal | s her 0
insists that she diets, and pretending to be a customer in her coffee shop, asks the
man n e x tAwellpwhat donyou think?. .1 6 m as ki ng, does it
not® &Carver 199540). InCarveb s mor e menaci ng omidear i es,
to a site of violenceHall 2009: 62. In 6 Tel | t he A&MomBEGI | We O r ¢
disappointment in marriage gives risehis murder of two random women; nT h e
Thir d Thing that Kdalrmaend awerrqpdsh ehi OfWwidéf ed s
her with a hammer and drowning himselB95: 161173, andt he nar r ati ve
Much Water So Close to Homed is haunted

body.
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For Laan, the difference between theasculne and femininegives rise to
different forms of relationships. As we have seen ntlasculineor whole structural
position can only have the adrehasinthas 060D
fantasy of the Real (the Rl is on thefeminine plane, the symbolic on the
masculing. Wh i | e Imasculinegostion can only have orferm of relation
with the otheri as object a, théeminineposition can have as a partriasth the
other who isdetermined by the symbolicut or masculineposition and feminine
jouissancei the otherwho inhabits the lack and signifierness of language
Displayinga moree mbodi ed | anguage thbszlosertoitteh ds e
feminineplane,6 B e g i prasentssh@ emergence of a different form of intimate

relationsi in the prominent tenderness between women that is removedttieom

edit:
Laura put her food down at once. She got
rubbing Terri dereseckTaendi 6hosghe mur mured.
éLaura had pulled her chair over and sat
mur mur ed, her |l ips against Terriés hair.

é | kept | ooking at the women at the tabl
stroking her hair(2009:197-198)

In a rare instance of physical intimacy in this story, the women communicate
less through language than through bodily touch; and where language is apparent it
iI's mostly in the f orm ofinvokng the mdisentte r mi n ¢
Obuzzingd Blanchot 6s (1%9%8ac 88 d asldo pteh eo fé alcio
| anguage of L ac a(hagan 199% 44)Omtherevel oF costent, theo n
unedited story thus stages an opening up of different relations to the other: a shift
fromamoretmascul i ned formation, where | ove i
lover is the other who fills the lack in the subject, to an intimacy between the same
sex based on bodily contact and indetercyna
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Thisis not to suggest that in LacaninrCarver the relation with the other that
arises from an indeterminate, corporeal love more than fhenfantasy of enigma
occus only for the female gender; the differences refer to different ways of relating
to linguistic castration. In Carver, as we dhake, the male and female elderly
couple relate to each other i n aaleday t ha
0f emi nositioe BBut pespit e L-avownedh defusal soé Igéndered
distinctions, critics have accushldn of essentialising theiffierent sexesin Lacan
man i s concerned Owith where he failsd
says SaleqSalecl2002:94).For Mor el , woman [i s wused to
phallic brilliance issues from the beyond of the loved paitneflecting on her as a
phallic veil - masks the urdarable character of castratidqiMorel 2002: 79)6 T h e
only thing that can be saidaut woman is said from the point of view of the Other

and concerns s e (5blér2002c194) 16 goes deyand tBeostoper of

my thesis to enter into the debate abgenhder inLacan, but it is of some

(@}

significance that the experience of readi@arverfinally t r oubl es Lacan
demarcatiorof thefeminineandmasculing thewholeand thenotwhole

The edit excises all of the meandering, capaciousness of the original, forging a
more monolithic minimalist stgl ¢ | 0 s e r masaulindpa@sition Y 88 gi nner s 6
iI's more voluminous, but at the same ti me
and gaps in meaningpsteringtwo quite different modes of expressiand relations
to alterity, and thusappears closer to thieminine In this way, the edited and
unedited prose appear to conforespectivelyt o L anmasculifeendfeminine

But the picture becomes more complicated. With the publicati®deginners
it has become difficult to read the edited Carver without the echo of the original. But

it is also difficult to readBeginnerswithout the resonance of the edit. In #uit, the
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so-calledmasculinerelation with tle other thus resounds with tfeEmininerelation

that forms itsblueprint; while the sealledfeminineunedited proseannotbe read

without the shadow of the monmasculineexpression that is present but in a more

nascent form, ready to be drawn out by Lishthe experience of reading Carye

the relation between the twahe uneditedeminine and the editechasculing thus

becomes less one of division and more one of intersedtmublingL acands nea:

division, showing something of its inflexibility.

In the midst of love

@il otell you what real love @& | sayi Ilemam, & 6dotexagrplee you

ofitdd ( Ca r vl82). In 2 pabsfge that is cut in the edit, Herb says:

d wanted to tell yossomethinghathappened while back. | think | wanted to prove

a point, and | will if | can just tell this thing the wayh&appenedThishappened few

mont hs ago, but i tés stildl go.i@009:184n r i ght
my italics

Strugglingtoexpressi s st or y a bwanted toltedv ea,n dH esraby s6 |
wi | I fAicfanhg ust t elblutt ies gteh isn g fihist on i
thingd6 ,fAsonethingthat happenedd it Kappenedd ,fiThié happenedd (2009,
184; my italics) like the Gstammed o f L anotavhoée position, the otherness of
| ove emerges from an OLacardl®dO46y mi nati ond o

al 61 | try and kaep saylsorHer ot orby ts i diret

that follows takes ugevenpagesi wrapped upn threein the edit 2009: 185.
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Here, inthe se a | | e d, udeditedaploseslové seems to inhere in the very talk
about love, as the reader is privy to several false starts, narrative tangents and
distractions, and repeated reflectionsteliing the tale about love more than the tale

itself:

61 wanted t o t.ellthink ywanied ® prave & ointnamd | will if |
can justtell thisthing..l ki nd of mean wh alfpardorormfos ayi ng
saying it. . . Well, whatwas | saying? . . Let me tell this Terri. . . he went o
talking, cau@id2i182p84d)i n it nowbd
For Felman,an erotic component lies in discursiveness (Fel2@03: 130);
accordingly, in this story talking about love itself seems to foera of seduction, as
the tale of love turns out to be the tale of the love of aitkdee as the tale. As the
narrator tells a tale about Herb, who tellsoout the elderly man, who in turn tells his
own tale, we have a seklaying chain of narrativesyh er e | ove doesnodt
begin (there are no Beginners at love, as such), rather love arises in the very process
of talking about it.Reluctant both tdeginand end his tale, Herb seems to want to
prolong the telling, perhaps out of fear of love ending Wh at happened to
Did that love just get erased from the big board, as if it was never up there, as if it
never happened©), but also to sustain th
elderly couple, so here love is being inthe ths t , in the centre of
Ophil osophy of t [Taylor & Kellp 2042: 134) Vowe iy tha y 6
capacity to be in the moment, to accept the instant and process, rather than be
seduced by the beginning or, as in Goethe, rush terttief the world. In linguistic
terms,t his i sndét talking in order to rub up

edit; ratherJove is the capacity to be in language, in its materialitg veryprocess

of telling rather than what it tells: the Img in language oL a c anotévhole
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position
When he does finally get to his story, Herb tells a tale aboatdamly couple
who are taken to th@ospitalwhere he workd$ollowing a car accident. The couple
are bandaged head to toe and the old man becomes depressed, not because he is
immobilized but because he cannot see his wife. Sincelthegbeen married, they
have never spent a day apart. The old man sits with kdrb,is his doctor, and
talks about the life he has spent with his wife.
T h e yfdnly been apart from each other for any time on two occa%ons
says fbelybben away from each other for any real time on two occaéigns
@in all of theirmarried i f e theydd only been apart for¢
time on just those two occasi@ds2009:190), he says, repeating the sentertde
dpinedfor hedd says Herbp gined &lfinever knew what,hd hat w
says,ountil saw it happe@2009nip0)The old nan ®lls Keabn 0 6

about life on the ranch, he fed cattle everyday through thofieter monthg 6

(2009:190):
They would just be there together, the t
month out, tey 6d be there together, the two of

everything, never anyone else to talk to or to visit during those winter months.
6Webdbd go to the dances every nightoé, the

O0Wedd go t o rytnigheg. . dVdenécde spleavye t he Vi ctr ol a &
Doctor. We 0 dola pvera nighttard disteN o thé records and dance there
inthe livingr oom. We dd do..tvweadd elviesrtye mitgohtt he r e
in our stocking feetinthe i v i n g(200901®1n 6
Distinguished by its discreet, embedded repetitions and half rhymes which

seem to gently fold into each other, this is a voluminous, rambly wiitedghostas

if the elderly man, and Herb who speaks for him, are free associating. Just as the

l' i ght inside the r od2009gl87)aothéninstankeeoftlie a n d
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intersection of inside and outside), so the expression is indistinct, hazy, alrest in

midst of meaning and otherness. Indeed, the story keeps returning hazjigme

of twilight. fDeattheisdogf aydu ngdwl, d tdhelf ol d m;
youdre quiet and your mind is clear and
youcandy i n the dar k (2@08:d91)Me im the sndw ostside,w & 0
Carver6s prosethmufdidiefst imegniemgeti t-i ons,
whol ed 199R:a & 2, 60cl oD% 120)i thid i tkee otherness e

you can hear if yodisten quietly enough. Alluding to his later life and work, Carver
once sai dendedararti gthhteb 20030146; hee we read a silence that

is distinct from thosehard silence of the edit: lighter, gentler, not so stark,
othernesguietly embodied in the language.

Concealment seems to be the subtle, almost concealed thematic of these
passages, also enacted in theguage, as the elderly couple ameapped in
bandages, unable to sé¢ke snow hides, darkness gradually drains the roamie
repetitions are embedded in linaadistinct words appear tdenotebut also hide
their finalmeaning(f6 t hi n g, 032000 &92)MHalfrhigidg and half revealing

meaning and otherness, tlaaduage of loves more intertwined than riven.

Holding otherness: rethinking Lacan

I n Lishdés edited prose | have attempted

severed from | ack fosters the fantasy of
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about the elderly couple performs the same linguistic dynamic, of meaning and lack,
but the effect is different. Rather than forge fantasy, the impasses perform a kind of

holding functiond both indicating otherness andntainingit.

While in oO0Beginnersd6 Herbo6s story abo
pages, Lish wraps it up in three. In place of the rambly account of the elderly couple,
the edited story gains its impact through omissidihi | e wi t h O0Begi nne
given abundace of information about the old couple, the edited version gains its
power through what it omitsExcising the background rattle, the image of the
el derly coupl e i n band dithbeecsuple avemreastsiamdt o s h
bandages, headtofooh® bot h of themdé; the husband
eyeholed ( Carver 2003: 126). The i mage is a
are fixed, immobilized in their bandages. But the image also evokes lack: blunt
vacancy in the cut out eyes theannot seeThe image almost stands for the
minimalist aesthetic itself the way it works according to meanings sketched in bold
outline, perforated with semantic gapghile the image is present in the unedited

story, it gets folded into the garrulouadistory.

Rather than elicit idealization of the unsignifietther, in the edited story, here
lack incites responsibility, protection of the other. The Greek mythological figure
Orpheus tries to see what should remain hidden and so he loses the ons;Haulove
in the edited Carver, the elderly man experiences love precisely through not seeing
(Blanchot 1999: 444 4 3 ) . Her e, I nnotBdeiagiscskemg: @& t er m
recogni zing that oneb6s orientation towar
otherness, not seizing or fantasizing it (Blanchot #9898, 50). Evoking_évina® s

account of the dévingsl®adi2ts3 beford thesothertMeltsays n 6  (
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fio | mean it was kil ling t hleokab the fuckingr t j u:
womapngpCarver 2003: 127) . Rat her than aff

alterity is the svemchigct 6s undoing, his s

In this crucial passage, which comes near the end of the edited story, lack no
longer elicits idealization of the unsignifiether, but starts to incite responsibility,
protection of the other. Instead of fantasized, the other is sheltered by the elderly
mandos | ove. The notion of protection is
also heal, such thatot seeing providegrotection. On the level of language, the
dynamic of finite meaning and omission also starts to have a sheltering effect. The

language becomes dense with a matrix of restrained repetitions:

AWVell the husbandavas very depressddr the longest while. Eveafter he found that

his wife was going to pull througle was very depresseldot about theaccident,

though. | mean, thaccidentwas onething,b ut it was nOlitleeyeer yt hir
holesandnoseholesandmouthholes. . .1 6 d g eeehisumputhtode, you know

and headidt sway aatidentexactlydecause teo u | d hed throughehés
eyeholes...t he manés heart wasulbdratkecoegée drdBuUS
| o o(kKabver 2003: 1267; my italicsindicatingrepetitior).

In this passage, which appears towards the end of the edited story, the
repetitions work just like the repetitions in the early part of the edited story: they
assert meaning and empty it. But they also hagerdainingfunction. Unlike the
more pulsdike, irregular repetitions of the unedited version, the repetitions are
restrained.But they are also less like the forceful thuds of meaning and emptiness
that have characterized the edited story so far. The interlacing of quietly controlled
repetitions has the effect of containing otherness, holdingbatkeerthe intricate

lines.
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This reading of thewholest r uct ure of | anguage as
di stinct from domi nwhole positiena dhich dosate ohé Lac:
narcissism of the relation with O6object
Soler 2002: 102). However, in his own account of wi®le position, it is my
contention that Lacan hints at another mode of relationship wetlottirer than that
of fantasy. Lacan suggests that titeole position can open up another relation with
the other which is not based on fetishizing lack. This is not a difféireqiistic
structurefrom that of finite meaning divorced from lack. Insteduk $tructureis

useddifferently. Lacan describes the following:

.. .aweb. . .in which one can grasp the limits, impassend dead ends that show
the Real acceding to the symbolic. . Its value lies in centering the symbolic, on the
condition of knowing how touseit, for what? Toretain (retenir) a conguous truth. .

. hat of the haltelling, the truth that is borne out lgyarding(garde. (1999: 93; my
italics)

The structureof thewholeis useddifferently, so that the original lack of being
is opened up to the symbolic, without being totally homogenized by it. Moreover,
this form of the symbolic is not simply that of a systematic, differential order of
signifiers and negations, but an intricateb-like integration of delimited meanings

and impasses, whidiold (retenir,garde)the otherness of thedal.

Similarly, in the Carver passagdet rhythms enact the bifurcating division
between finite meaning and otherness, but in a mos&E pattern of
interrelationships, as the rhythms intersect. Thus signifiers relate to other signifiers,
taking us away from the stasis of the originary cut to the mobility of the symbolic. In

this way, thefirst schism of the originary cut is brought in relation wather
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signifiers (one bifurcated rhythm interweaves with another). Moving to a relation
with further signifiers outside the polarity of the first linguistic cut suggests
accession to the symbolidssi n Lacanods dsingtheamole,thisismoay o f
the homogenized, universal order of the symbolic, in which lacks get lost in the
overarching system. It is a symbolic order that retains close contact with the
originary cut of being. Otherness is not so much calcified and fetishized, as opened
to relations with other signifiers, but otherness retaining its form as originary lack. A
kind of in-betweenspace is opened up: between the b birfucating rhythms;

here, otherness can be held, contained as other without being immobilized or fixed,

but also without losing its distinctive origin as lack.

It is in this passage in Carver that the language of the edit begins to most
resemble that of the unedited version: in the quieter rhythms, the more meandering
sentences. Thi s 6 meatrdivisop between tivehblesasdnot- a ¢ a n 6
whole. While for Lacan, the two positions are mutually exclusive, for Carver an
interrelationship emerges. Indeed, the edit harks back to the unedited, but it is also
hard to read the earlier text without invokinige later edit. Like the textual
repetitions towards the end of the story, reading Carver is itself a repétitina
that creates an interstice space where the two texts interweave without merging. This

is where the true experience of reading is helthéninbetween space of alterity.

3. The Mad Outside of 60So Much

0So Much Water so Close to Homebd
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Published inwhat We Talk About When We Talk About Liove 198 1, 6So Much Water
Homed recei ved a isthrensoveg 70% dfithe stary; he retained the tRkginners

fully restores the original, publigk in 2009 under the same title.

The edited version of 6So Much Water so
territory. A couple sit at their kitche
husband Stuart has returned home from a ttlegefishing trip. They seem unable to
communcate, their sentences are cut short, their words are repeated with little

meaning.

The edited story shifts to Stuartods fi
his friends to a mountainous river region. At their destination, Stuart comes across a

ded girl 6s naked body fl oating down the r

They took their flashlights and went back to the river. One of thénitamight have
been Stua& waded in and got her. He took her by the fingers and pulled her into
shore. He got some nylon cord and tied ihép wrist and then looped the rest around
a tree 2003:69).

As we move from the domestic sphere to the American wilderness we enter a
landscape uncharacteristic of Carver. B®ept i ng f r o realle@ grittw er 6 s
realismt he gi rl 6s b oidfgel andatse inaage fisessubtlyssaxadhe
nyl on cord that is tied and | ooped arour

vi ol ent i magery and paranoid point of Vi

“Pblication details bysStuleand Clarrobh ilBegihiéis Caever 8009209). | at e d
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appears a more obviodsluysdmhdétonanl estbtr

and failed communication.

Carver country is typically ssociated with suburban spacetaces where
human relationships are strained yet tethered to the familiar, anchored in what critics
have <call ed OGovedamls ithe guiet unedsness that sksts many of
Carveros stories, t he omadder 0 mo ment s
circumstances: the girlfri engbefodeoying i cks
to Kill herself; the uncanny man who appeatstiae dor with hooks instead of
hands; the mother who collects boxéesshe man who vacuum <cl e
homes. In the edited version of 0So Muc|
0 ma d nieas m &omething awry is particularly prominent in the atent and

form of the story.

I n the unedited 0So Much Water So Cl os
just under the surface, it becomes the explicit theme. In this version the narrator
Claire mistakes her own identity for the dead girl. She lashes out violently at her
husband, fesl paranoiacally persecuted by her mother in law, and is recovering from
what is alluded to as a nervous breakdown. In the content of the unedited story

madness is brought much closer to home.

This chapter will explorestsieiadifiher en
and uneditedversions of6 So Much Water So Close to F
narrative and in relation to the different linguistic bindings and unbindings of the
two stories. Drawing on Leader and Green, | will exptbieminimalist madnessf
the edited prose, where the mad outside of language is in part revealed through what

def ends against I Writing@2ndaMadnesg argue thaFie thena n 6 s
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uneditedversionmadness inheres in a Omado6 infini
signfication. Therealist madnesper f or ms t he differenti al
symbolic. In the more meandering sentences of the unedgiteadbn ¢é madness i s
effect of discoursed (Fel man 2003: 93) .
certain neustic or symbolic fluidity that igpresent in the unedited, approaching the

mad outside of the symbolic through a form of minimalist defence.

Both stories try to find ways of expressing a poatimatic psychic state, but
where one uses the resources térgie and withholding, the other tries to draw

trauma much more into language.

Theorising minimalist madness

I n 60n a Question prior to Any Possi bl e

l i nguistic reformulati on olfedmnr etuadréme dOelda ¢
l i nguistic term. Her e, Lacan reflects on
relates this to the question mfadnessin the Oedipal complex the question of the

mot her &8s unknown desi raregnswéress Lagantoghene s s,
paternal signifier, represented by the father figluacan 2002189,201-207). This
paternal signifier forms the first met a
unknown desire is substituted for the big Otbelanguage and meaning, presented

by the father (as the O60Otherdé object of
anchors the subject in language, forming the law (of language) that regulates the

incestuous relation between mother and clildcan 202: 189-207). Thus, in
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Lacan, the paternal signifier localizes libido, the strength of sexual attractions and
interests between child and mother, making the mother prohibited and in part the
horizon of desire. Through this localization of libido, the mfé able to locate
objects of desire outside the body/mother, and situate him/herself at a safe distance

(Lacan 2002189-207).

Refl ecting on the O0holed6 that opened 1
as O6a disturbance thatctaweceurofed haet stulbhg ei
(200 2: 191) . He attributes it to the 6st
whereby a delusional hole or excess of reality arises from the failure of the first
paternal signifier (or the Nara-the-Faher). In other words, the failure of the
mediating effect of the Oedipal Complex gives rise to excessive otherness. Drawing
on Freuddbs Verwerfung (f or eforecosuneafttel of r

symbolic:

At the point at which the Narmaf-the-Father is summonédand we shall see haw

a pure and simple hole may thus answer in the Other; due to the lack of the
metaphoric effect, this hole will give rise to a corresponding hole in the place of the
phallic signification. (2002191)

I n the edited, mini mali st version of ¢
look at how the narrative frequently presents failures of symbolization, giving rise to
presentations of excess otherness as well as excess reality: unassimilated deadly
things, @ranoid fantasy spaces, and at times a persecuted narrative perspective. The

minimalist narrative displays attempts to keep the disturbing otherness iatabay
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safe distance. The unedited story, in contrast, shows a greater tendency to symbolize

the urknown outside, domesticate it, bring it closer to home.

Leader: minimalist forgetting

In his recent bookVhat is MadnessR e ader draws on Lacands |
theorising what he calls Oeverydayd ways
opened up by the failure of the paternal signifier to anchor the subject in language
(Leader 2011) . Dr awi hegderoatiendt to dhe nniaginary ma g i
modes in which the originary madness (excess otherness) might be stabilised. The
novelty of Leader 6s contribution, and
psychosis, lies in his theorisation@feryday madnesthis is animaginaryform of

the symbolic that replaces proper integration in the symbolic order (2634). 9

Where symbolization fails and the unsymbolised is approached, an imaginary
defence is erected to stave off absolute altérioy full-blown psychosis (20t 9

11). Leader refers teveryday madnesss t he <creation of a 0|
order 6: one 6plugs oneself into the [1i ma

i ncorporateaep (2011: 205

This defence against extreme, overwhelmwiherness ajlires particular
characteristics of the symbolic in an imaginary form. The imaginary symbolic
often takes the form of a strict binary logic, imitating the first symbolic cut between
meaning and otheess (as explored in my chaptgr thus recreatingniimaginary
form, the minimal binary of the symbolic. As su@yeryday madnessan entalil
Oattachment to machines or mechani cal d «
bi nary structure, swi tchi n206).cCharacterized f f 0 ,
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by rigid binary structuresgveryday madnessan have a switchght effect. It is
Oeverydayd6 because this mode of madness
quiet, mechanical structures (2011: 9, 14, 22, 43). As opposed to tHeofuii

madness ofLacanods symbolic forecl oswryday and L
madnesss a quiet restraint; it works like a mould or frame that prevents slippage

into the psychical abyss. Distinct from those prominent critics whose work
popularizes Lacan, making hiscondite theory more accessibl@ i( g189% 2002;

Fink 1995, 1997;Homer 2004 , L e ader Oeverydag madeepstarksoaf
substantively innovative contribution to Lacanian thought, drawing on Lacan while

offering a novel theorization.

I n his essay 0My \\ites$s bdbeuthdiss Lfiaftehbe,r 6Ga rn

breakdown (a kind of madness) and alludes to the difficulty of expressing this time:

My mother went from crummy job to crummy job. Much later she referred to that
time hewasinthbeospi t al , and those years afterwa
The word was never the same for me again. (2001: 83)

Towards the end of the essay, speaking
6l thought |1 6d r emember ec¢hateayprdmaybegindt h a't
a way to tell it someti me. But I di dnodot.
remembers his father 6s nameowrnampeela hie d, w h

essay OFiresd Carver speadtimgabout a si mi

I mean that much that has happened i n my
periods of ti me | simply canoét account f
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Large bl anks. But I can remember some | i

bewi | der ment on someoneo6s face, someone
wayéPerhaps this is why itds someti mes b
stripped down, eve®) 6minimalistoé. (2001:

In both essays, Carver alludes to a sort of amnesiartairt distance from
painful events and emotions surrounding them. In place of detailed recollections
come fixed words or things, often repeated i s f at her 6s name, t h
expression on a face (2001: 83). Carver sees these isolated wortehgy t
surrounded by a kind of absence, 6l ar ge
passages the reader experiences a sense of ifGolt@ed meanings surrounded by
emptines$ evoking aquiet splitting between stugkeanings and absendss in his
ed ted stories, i n these essays Carverods

92), but the affect, particularly in the essay abosifdéiher, is ofmmense loss.

In what follows | will be intered i n how Car verflats &é mi n
langua@ approaches unsymbolised trauma (of ,lafsdeath, of pain), but with
restraint andlistance,or what Carver describes as forgetting (2001:98% which
form a kind of defence against intolerabteaumatic pain. This is not to say that
Car v er 0 dgst wniing lack® €motional affect; the distance can make the
inarticulable emotional situation appear all the more painful and fallibleggesting
the very human need to create a buffer against traumatic pain. (Cuyribesgssay
about h i sdndssaanddeathongght mlao stand as an account of the loss of
the paternalsymbolic, orat leasta problematic relationship with it.) But distinct
from Leader, Carver 6 s mmnof comnéctios,tl will e f enc
suggest:a way of approachinghte i nt ol erabl e and i nart.

connecto6 (2001: 85).
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It is this forgetting, this approach to psychical otherness through linguistic
di stance as defence, t h at evédryday dnadnesést heor e
I n L e avdrgdaymadness | wi || |l ook at how Carver
unsymbolised through linguistic distance that keeps out traumatic alteritii@ngh
a certain fluidity of symbolic language. Carver himself alluded to the way his
writing keeps something out, refe i ng t o the &éthings that
(2001: 92) , of 6cutting out somet hing e
describes the Ol andscape just wunder the
thingso, wher e t hmetbhriancgk ed s n skeetetpl etdldbe o0 s«
approaching traumatic psychical otherness at a certain safe distance, and through a
language that consists of a quiet splitting between finite meanings and othangess
affects of flatness, | will look at how Carées mi ni mal i st | anguage
the structur al dveryaldy umadnasReading lleadardteaughs
Carver wil/l al so throw | ight on some of

showing up a certain madnosfteeobi ésty I

Green: minimal borders

I n avoiding the totalisation of Leader i
psychotic psychical struct wvegday hadnessp pl en
with Greends concept -8 Gréeeh seeshblmnd dnel fasti ne 6
demarcation between t he -nmmaandd san da ntdh eb est aweee
and insanitydéd (Green 2012: 61). Il n the
interme di ate states are far more common t hal

(201 2: 73) . The borderline is a Omoving
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and in severe illnesso,; it concerns Opt
symbolization( f or ce and meaning)o6 (2012: 73) .
exploration ofliterary minimalistmadnessn Carver will constitute an examination

of bordersi between determinate symbolic meaning and that which exceeds it

Along with Green, | will askd w histhe nature or structure of the border? What is

the circulation in and out of its gates?
Formed by a O0stultification of the | irv
extreme psychical alterity anabnsistyand ol i s a

A

border that Oprotects oneds self from cr
invadedd (2012: 63) . Accordingly, I wi |
staging a mortification of the linguistic limit between determinate meaaird)

ot herness. I n the content and | anguage o
see as a certain insulation against moving inside and outside: his minimalist prose
keeps symbolic meaning and alterity divided, rather than permitting movement

betweerthem, as in the unedited prose.

Greenos particul ar notion of border | i
Carveros minimalist | i ngthatsthe split bepveant . Fo
symbolic meaning and a more radical psychical otherhekss not consist of an
0i maginaryd symbolic defense, asmmat does
structuring of linguistic thoughté t hought éconsi sts of rel at]
terms it brings i ntan Bplighigastthereford a nonmali t e s
process enabling one to achieve communication out of the verbally uncommunicable
affects and thoughlthepriomdemngessd o(rd @l Zh:al 7 %
Onever disappearsod, writes Grteechaelpof@dabut u

holding, containing, optimally distant, and trdee | ayi ng obj mewhatdé (201
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follows,lookatltow Car ver 6s miesmahi 9onh @Greeadkomr
of language’ the first cut between linguistic meaning and the otheronésseing,
which becomes more held, optimally distant, and integrated into differential

language in the unedited form luk prose.

The minimalist split

The edited version of 6So Much Water So

lines:

My husbankceat s with a good appetite. But | don
arms on the table, and stares at something across the room. He looks at me and looks
away. He wipes his mouth on the napkin. He shrugs, and goes on 0% 67)

The meaning Pbthis passage is highly literal, the words are simple, and the
sentences clipped. The writing creates a subtle, almost mechanical rhythm, a quiet,
rigid structuring of meaning in the repeated subyerb-object sentence8ut this
literality of meaning oincides with a sense of absence; the pithy lines appear to be
surrounded by a kind of emptiness, as if silences punctuate the stark lines, idterpose
bef or e thatt@nménks¢hénextsentence6 He | ooks at me and
[silence]. He wipes himouth on the apkin. [silence] He shrugs 6 What ismore,
this split between meaning and silence coincides with an overriding sense of

somethilg unknowni something that cannbe said between the couple.

The narrative shifts to dialogue:
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6What are you hesaysi §Vh a he saysandflaysddvin his
fork.

0 Was | Isdyandshakg tfhyphead. The telephone rings.

6Donot chesayse r it, o6

61t might blsayyour mother, 6

O0Watch bhesayssee, 0

(2003: 67; iy underlining)

Again here we have the quiet, restrained repetitions of finite meaning
(A6 s t adr fAstanggd the say§ e sayd, and abrupt lines. Again, this coincides
with an absencefaneaning:the empiess at the ends of the lines ahd silences
that surround the chideld sentences. The 6éhe saysbo6,
6shi fterso, wo r d Sakobhebni o i aatceor di mgub}i ect o
particular speech context but thereby lack their opecsic referencgJakobson
1957; as such,shifters themselves hammoa split between clear meaning and
absence of meaning. As they ac&k&lumsbhwgabde,
pervade the passage. The overall effecif restrained sense but also semantic lack
i a kind of splitting in the language. Inde&chrver himself alludes to the splitting
of his | anguage when he says his storie
Ot hi ngs t h&arverad0k92)l Aepfevailing sehsé of unknown otherness
also saturates the passage things remain unexplained. Why does the wife stare?
Why does her fbwarsddta nal? Se mades iexpedences both the
pervasiveunknown, as inGre ends unbi ndi rbgt alspfa sdrface r e ac
splitting of finite meaning and absenca:splittingwhich has a protective, binding
effect. Thus thereader experiences an unknowmnpn bound &6l andscape |

split, orboundé s ur f ace 00192t hi ngsd ( 2
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The narrator goes on:

| pick up the receiver and listen. My husband stops eating.

6 What dod?. 6He startk tb eayagain .o e | | me what | did w
i sten! I  wa s n dMetalkel it over antivg all deaidedVWelc e ué d n ot
just sit aroundWewer e five miles fr onrR00B:6émycar éDo
underlining

Here, curt sentences rub up against the unknibwnthe empty spaces that
followthem:61 pi ck up the receipae@Whatdidltdlli st en ¢
youdd [ s pWeal decideddff s p @ncthee Jone handneaning is determined
I in the pithy lines, rhythmsyjad e mp hat i ¢ al luyontheqgtherdhand d O we
meaning recedes. A, the reader experiencesdaminant sens®f something
unknown, an unbinding: what did the husband do that is so inexplicable and so
sy fused with deveryaay hadhegniet @nareeof finike meaning
and absence of meaning work to haderwhelmingalterity at bay.The edited
passage appears to work similarly, as the splitting of meaning and absence forms a
kind of minimalist protection,which approaches but also si@ns down an
overriding, dreadnfused othernesd§ he distancingof the minimalist split is not an
obvious, immediataffect, butthe cumulativeexperience ofeading  Tenfef @bc t 6
Car v er Hwiteseofirey@d/olff,is6a f uncti on (WOIff ®%Wkt umul a't
I n Freudos 60 Rememberi ng, repeating and
remembrancé€Freud 1914 145156); it forms a pleasurable way of going over a
traumatic &perience but also keepthe something traumatic out. A similar affect is
created through Carer 0 s mi ni ma las tket reader gxgetiences then s ,

pleasurable approach to unboundeotiess, but also a distancing frdm
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Orouknowd , I s ay
He says, kidoWh aQl adior el? Tel | mknovw h & t kddwd &t s u p g
anything, except one thing2003: 67; ny underlining

The edited story continues. Stuart is supposed to know something, but this
somet hing remains withheld. The yewor d 0
knowledge is withdrawn,ashe t er m 6knowd appears stuck
a quiet inaticulacy. The subtly insistent repetitions continue in the following line:

(He raises his handgle pushes his chair away. . He takes out his cigaet t e s 6 ( m)
underlining . I n approaching the wingeywortssoof i sabl
expressions catake on a particular value, like joints or staples in speech that are

necessary to pin down meani ngéeven a g

f un c tLeadenZ®11134). Carver himself speaks of the power ofgimgle word

and isolated object. ¢lu ses Opreci se | anguagechartao endo
window curtain, a f or k with anmensepaven starting w o ma n
power 0. | nof thelsiory KCasveagds powerful fixity

of O0hed aead likddtempts o )keep out thabiding sense oéxcess
otherness. For Freud, repetition can function to block off associative thought and
working through, as the compulsion to repeat forms a present day force, replacing
the event of the pasCar v er 0 sst rapetiionsnsharsomething of ths
protective, defensive qualitgs theyform refusals to know the past; but in doing so,

they approach traumaébés resistance to kno

In the unedited prose, in place of fixity comes slippage of signifiers. The

unedited story continues:

6She waseadleadlead—do—you—hear?286—he says
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——agree—She was—a—-godnbgbébmi sbrand asdsonar
but she was dea§g+a++re—dead-— NoWwehebdHsClabve.itLel
alone now.
6That 6s t héShe c¥ay ee? She ne
e—l—g—|—V—e—u—p—e—h—e—s Hejrﬂushem |h||sl chalraawas frosn the talsle, hand
takes h|SC|garettes and goesouttothe patolwi a can of beeré

} a , et c. , and 6g

(2009 114 strlkethroughndlcatesunedlted pros cut in the edjt

In the unedited prose we learn something of what has hitherto remained
unknownit hat Stuartdés fishing trip I s connec
uneditedwriting is less measured, the senteneesmore irregular. The repetition
remains, butti s pi ral s r atfshe wastdéad, rdead; dead, dooyois : 0
hea”¢ Shewa a young girl ébut she wasibddead, C
donot y del neededehed@ Scrapped in the minimalist edit, the more
spiraling words are replaced bysample fixedi ne: O0fiSbhbewaande ai
|l 6m sorry, aeselses lout sheywasadsa@2003y 67)rin the unedited
story the repetition creates mobility more than fixity, as the viiordl @ dl eads t o

new associations t h dishe was goung girbo , fisheanteded headp . This is

not so mucha mad restraint that keeps otherness at lnatynoret he &é madnes s d
De r r icdnditios of language (Derrida 1998: 10): the unsaid that keeps
signification in motion, giving rise to differencé must not dwell on this any

longer, | must get over it, put it out of sight, out of mi nd etocon 6 and
continues the unedited story (underline indicates repeated terms, italics indicate
repeatiatne thai i8 3crapped fromtbeed i t . Here, tipeshinter:
on and on in a logiof displacement and difference, marking tkalist madnessf

differential language, as opposed to timenimalist madnes®f the return to the

same. In accordance with Felrm 6 s 6 ma d n g 8 srealtsthimadnessf the
unedited story is more akin to a neurot.
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di splaced signifiers, in 60those folds wh

itself, marking its boundaries only to bound over them( F €003n&8n

Cutting out this verbosity, the minimalist edit remains stuck in more split
structures of fixed meaning and absence that approach but also form protection
against the unsymbolised traum&e | ear n t he lishe was deadc t t ha
(2003: 67)which Lish follows byanuns gni fi ed space. Whil e wh
realistmadness s cl oser to Fel manés Oincessant
2003: 215) a system of doubt and fluidityis minimalist madness c hoes Leader
0 mimal binaryT wi t h no el asticity or movement 0,
basic interpretation of the desire of th
(Leader 2011134) As in Leader, Carvero6s discree
and sematic absences could be seen to foster a kind of protective shell against the
ot her & bothdhe desimre ef the characters, but also #wrel opened up in the
reader, as il r e edndéesl i r i u mo6(2042:339).he readeeppioaaksan

overriding sense of o#liness, but at a safe distapcevided by the minimalist shell

The phoneringsi 61t mi ght b says\Claitein thenedit 20@3r 0 6
67). For Lacan, the unsignified m/other gi\
uponé[ and] a del ubsea dhacan @G02: b78)intrgginghy, avhen
Claire answers the phone to a call that is somehow connected to the dead girl but
al so to Stwuartos mofWwhtehrand skée,r duddwinrdg st
enigmatic voice with aisual presence, as if there is something out there looking on
(Carver 2003: 67) Stuartods dbomupt & mosnusEsaygestion , and
that people shoul@ mi nd t h e i rod(@awer 2003u &7)compaursds
impression of theoutside othddeath/mother as persecutorplongside the

minimalist shellcomes a background sense of persecudthrgrness
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In contrast to the morepht language of the edit, the openisgction of

Car ver 6s un eidlight, emdandering repetiticss) d s

He waits a minute, thedraws on his cigarette and leans back in the chpity him

for listering, detached and then settling back, anddhigw n hi s <ci garett eé
never know how muchpity him for that, for siting still and listefing, and leting the

smoke stream out of his mou{2009: 115underliningindicates repetitions)

This languorous passage is cut out frahe edit. In place of the unedited

stream of significationand its intermeshing repetitions and continuous tense, the

opening se@bn of theedit closeswithamadr essi ng restraint: OFH
He | ifts his headé he doesnét (2008:v8) ot her
As inL e adevergday madness here the mini maeenast Il an

disordered, but followss r i gour t hat may i n20€le3d. be ab
Critics havefrequentlyspoken othe order and systematizatiai minimalist art In

0Art and ©riedgeaesDoraldJddib, account of theninimalistform of

order that issimplyor der é one t hi gt inaFfedd 4995:129);int her 6
6Serial Art, SgbditheehBenedikbeeamBimdismmsaikisdof

Geystendd and Mel Bochner concursBenedikt1995: 63; Bochner 199®2). In its

lean repetitions and splittingC a r v pros@displays this minimalist order and

restraint, as if striving to approach the unsignified by dointg its disturbing

otherness.

Carverodés minimalist space
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The edited narrative shifts to Stuartds

HE and Gordon Johns@nd Mel Dorn and Vern Williams, they play poker and bowl
and fish. They fish every spring and early summer before visiting relatives can get in
the way. They are decent men, family men, men who take care of their jobs. They
have sons and daughters whatg@chool with our son, Dean.

Last Friday these family men left for the Naches River. They parked the car in the
mountains and hiked to where they wanted to fish. They carried their bedrolls, their
food, their playing cards, their whiskg2003: 68)

Defined by their symbolic status (fathers with jobs) and typically macho sports
(poker, bowling, fishing), the friends a
stories typically take place in domestic spst kitchens, attics, bedsits.uBt 60So
MuchWaer So Close to Homed shifts to an ou
fantasy. We enter Hemingway country, the mythical American wilderness where

male heroes embark @amaginaryexistential quests to find themselves.

This story within a story istoldkfom t he poi nt of view o

present at the narrated fishing trip. In the unedited story the reader is provided with

narrative asi des, reminding us of Claire
donot know whoo. It s cléah that Qlaire o iretelbind) hes t or y
husbandbs tale. Yet these diegetic point

the uneasy sense that Claire is somehow there on the trip (and unseen), but also that

the trip might be her fantasy.

In this sese, the move from the interior to the exterior takes on a more

fantasmatic | ight. Mount ai ns, rivers, c a
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different landscape to the claustrophobic domesticity usually associated with Carver
country. Almost too tyjeal of the American outdoorije landscapbecomes tinged

with a sense of the unreal. l ndeed, f ol
opening and its strained sheltering from outside otherness, this brief interlude
outdoors (lasting one page inthé e t before returning to
first appears liberaig, asthe reader eases into tharrative escape. We enter a
space of freedom, w hrel set up theirrcampeTimey budte nt  a 't

fire and drank theswwh i s k e y 6 , n camme up(2063: G8)mo o

This fantasy realmcan also be read amn imaginary protection from the
unsymboli sed. It can be vital to Odmanuf :
Leader, o0t o dwheisalwagseso dlobedo tltrahdeta find gooint
of safetyéa space w@G0HEL 84) Both prgsent aneh dbsentb e s «
from the external | andscape that she nar
read as her own point of safétya space where she is not seen or interpellated.

Indeed, the reader also feels secure in this familiar, even clichéd narrative domain.

Yet the outside expanse soon becomes a site of explicit violence:

They saw the girl before they set up camp. Mel Dorn found her. No clothes on her at

all. She wasvedgedinto some branches that stuck out over the wa2&03: 68 my
underlining

The men stumble across a nakddad gird s  Hloating in the river. But
they dondt r eydodhe police btraight awalristead, aheyedecide she

Owasn@gt agy (2003:r68) dhey set up camp and drink until midnight, and
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then return to themaked,d e ad g i r ISomeodnee said theyehowdd keep the

body fr om d2003f68)iThe garratowr stages:

They took their flashlights and went back to the river. One of theitmaight have
been Stuartvaded in and got heHe took her by the fingerand pulled her into
shore. He got someylon cord and tied it to her wrisind then looped the rest around
a tree. 003: 69;my italics)

I n the edit, thweedded®d,s dbdrodty pmensdg adn \
want to Okeep t he (BOOXGO) Mo thimglike thanthamam g awa
the body is devoid of physical description, presented simplp &si nger s 6 an
owri st o. I n ,thé @rl isunmore ¢ersoralited.sShegigery a face (she
is 6face downd) and referred to as a 0gi
(2009: 116) Overall, the unedited story setip a mor& r e a | i s tnsteadof s c en e
bare outlines, we are offered more detailed descriptions of the incident: the men
0stumbl ed down to the river, Othe wind w
river | apped (2008: d16)\athits persondietienéand alliteration,

this poetic sentence is far from ttieilling, dehumanized depiction of the edit.

Immediately after the men find the dead bodythe editthey set off to fish:
themen O6split up to fish. Thatermdolgngt t he:
thingsand eatinghingsback down to the river and washed theme&r e t he gi r |
(my italics):6t he trout theydd caugrible codressef har d
the wate6(2003: 69)As t he gi ydndtsedtdeadi b bdide, tilee ad f i
corpse acquires the status of Lacands Th

has its own enigmatic desires. Unmediated through the symbolit he ot her 6s
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has disturbing, maddening potential and can be perceived as a fantasmatic
ungymbolised thing. The Thingxerts a deadly fascination, itdésn o t not hi ng,
literally is not. It is characterizéddy it séstrange®d.980 Muadban
Water So Cliosei nade dHdb meme otorieghss witiegradb s st r
tsmog O6o0odd and di scomforti ngoqtd ialdallelnn Be .
1999:49) I ndeed, the sudden shift iIin genre |
expect from Carver country to thriller territorgxacerbates th&ense obtrangeness

for the reader (the dead girl dés body 1in
Ch andLladyrid the Lake L y nmMwith Besks the recent TV thrillersThe

Killing andTop of the LaKe In the edited storythe dehumanized corpse stands ou

as the Thing that escapes symbolic representation: the inassimilable remainder that
haunts CIl air ednsd ctohnastc ieoxucseneedsss t he r eader

linguistically identify it.

Here, in the edited storyniplace of the earlier minirfistic restraint against
disturbing otherness comes excess meaning, as if the defended against other now
resurfaces (literally through the surface of the lake) in the form of a fantasmatic
image:a strange fistgirl thing. Restraint turns to excess, abseffiips toplenitude,
as if the attempt to defend against trauma gives way to a delusional stré&cture.
Lacan,the visual image (the imaginary), languadgee(symbolic) and the body (the
Real) are bound together to givar lives a sense of stabiligndestablish our basic
sense of reality. But here, the visual image confounds, and language halts around the
dead body, repeating ,i6theoéehioefr 6 ,n edfffieschtou,al df
repetitions Unsymbolised and thinlike, thebody is ts own significationit is the
return of the Ral. Just as the split language forms an attempt to contain
overwhelming otherness, so delusion works as an attempt to fasten the signifier to
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the signified, according to Lacan (Lac&®02: 189193). The hardfixity of
delusion, the way delusion is a defensive attempt to fasten meaning where

symbolization fails, is captured in the stasis of this image: in the edit the girl is

Owedgedd | i ke an inhuman object, wher ea:
morelumani zed, more at home within [ anguag:¢
6terrible coldnessbé, suggests t he i mpos

condensation of meani ng(Laean20021B8204)06 s par an

In its presentatin of the dead girl,he uneditedstory appears more repressed
than dissociated. The girl és body acts m
narrative that follows and giving rise to attempted interpretations that are removed in
the editt: kmdow dwhmhad, he c200011d6), sagsvGiaired o ne i
Triggering O0the desire of narratingo, t |
dnotor ofn a r r a(Brooksmi2002: 53)| n L a ¢ a nthie sorpseewonkssmore
| i ke Lacano6s &areljoktletReahtldat residds é thh gapsdbetween
signifiers (acan 1988:142-145, 159 185, propelling signification onforming
mobile desire. With its quassexual undertones that are excised in the minimalist
edit, this is an altogether much maexually desirous textln an odd mix of the
romanti c andwavhees efrroam ct,he hrei vber | apped t
6securedd the nylon cord on the naked gi
menplayedover t he gi &cuténghe bdit)depdcting aaprutient fioain
sexual fantasy (Carver 200B16; my italics). Here, the unedited prose accords more
with Fel manés 0éadwés sdastrdtesl hng degitgasg the
naked dead girl figures for whatislogti vi ng ri se t o otiekef men o s
past sexual liaisonsnfEb odyi ng r epressed, neurotic se

provokes further narrative in the smutty stories that the men tell into the night: they
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0told coarse stigrirepranmdd shpolkstofeallcapade

of which are cut in the ed{2009:116).

The | engthy passage describing the mei
removed from the edit, along with the sexual references, leaving a more enigmatic
and disconnected account of the event. The earlier, expansive lines of the unedited
story are severely curtailed. In their placeme hacking repetitions dixed
meanings surrounded by eni gmas: 6got her
(2003: ®); it is as if the language is caught in the originary cut of castration,
returning again and again to the first scission of meafiogeiterate, for Lacan the
symbolicorder adheres to two modes of binding presemtkabsence. On a vertical
plane, theword forms the presence of the absent thing. On a horizontal level, one
word attains its meaning via the absence of another word, along the differential
chain of signification (cat means cat because it is not bat, bat means bat because it is
not bag).Asint he | inguistic castr aWhern\We Talk 06 Wh a
About Loved i nstead of the displaésesdmbnhnuoahi:
splits seem to hoenin on the first linguist cut between absence and presence,
showing resistance to moving along the chain of significafioh.e men &6 c ook
breakfastécooked fdshnk cooktde,potiatnks éw
cof fee, dr(2003k69)wa juddsirlg,ealyndst stuttering repetition of simple
fixed meanings and absencBsstinct fromt he mi ni mal bavery@ayy of I
madnessl suggesthatt hi s i s not so much kutmoraa O6i ma
homing in on the splittingthat stavesoff anxiety @012: 75 . o sbihe extent,
sditting is necessary to the work of the psychic apparatus, which must not be
overburdened and overwhel med by tension
worksmorel i ke Gr eends primargy dplaintsftolmantat i ain
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more fully mobile and integrated symbol.i
be excl ude dsays Grea@D¥d72)adHe midimalist splittingsurround
the trauma at the centre of the téxthe disturbing deathna lossi as it works in

part to shield againgt

At ti mes i n sy rhoweverd thereemdrgesar dbsencehat
seemsmore primary than the linguistic splitting, suggesting an othernessthaor
to the linguistic cut; this is presentéd the engulfing image of the watesnd
cumulative empty spaces thappear to work differently from thminimalist splits.
6The gir|l i's wedged into some0@Br6&3)nches
writes Carver, and the edit addsparagraph breakan expanse of white. The
Oterri bl e col(206369)s similarly folloveed hy@mpptr Yo s pace. (
wasnot g o i N2903:a68)keeeivesanathirline break, gesturing athe
unrepresentabl death,and the indeterminated w h e(ireeshe is dead, nowhere)
Like the abyssal water, theswe especially indistincterms rather tharfinite
meanings, made all the more unfigurable by the blank spaces that fdllew.
appearance of tke more dense, unfigurable moments suggest spétting
someti mes only f or niGreea 201235. fihe enfptly spacese nt s h
conjurction with the amorphous water appeat o ser t o t he O0bl ank
Greenbds O6pr i nmdI2y9), dveepeforeEesnprimar§ depressiomand
splitingar en 6t mut yasthdy grefoe beadér;tathar primary depression
is more originary. For Green, thmechanisms of splitting and primary depression
take place togethewsplittingis like &6 pi eces of l anddé that
secondary to the O6surroundi ng (2619 a8 e, whi
Splitting is a response to primary depressido its basic emptines€Car ver 6s
primary emptiness i s edinsetlisndcta n{Greadeo ntihses i
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2012 that is the more obvious effect bis minimalist splitting. tlis closer to what

Marc Chenetier caldsst rGanrgvegqtddbistHallatte190836u r a b |
47). As in Carver 6sge winl armedf sedr fensomdthingoo sésloa,
Omore than a PROOLX23F) myrsitemr i baswoXds (60N
says 2001: 125, thesemore radically indefinable moments forint r aCaever 6

2001: 180 of something prior to linguistic splitting, somethingora absolutely

unsignified.

Mad desirousnessthe uneditedprose

The unedited story returns more familiar Carveterrain as we move back to the
couplebébs suburban I iving room. |t i's el
returned home:
He put hisheavyarms around me and rubbed hesndsup and down my back, the
samehandshe 6d | eft with two days before, | th

In bed he put hisandson me again and then waited, as if thinking of something else.
| turned slightly and then moved my le@909: 117my italics).

In these gentleepetitions,t he echoi ¢c words Ohands6é fo
the more expansivadsénaepcebhe Samaraést b
days before, but also different, just as
word but accrues different meaning in the new context, shifting its sense along the

differential order of language.

Moreower, this logic & displacement is tied to desirousnedspicted in the
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hands that move | nt ofor @ authar eedosvned ferghss. e
restraint, in this story we hear an emeil
soon echadendgeirns tthheatofscr aped a(@@9: ngt hi s
and then in the Odédhands, the broad finge
me , i nt o 2009t 1dB;6 hei @diho @ K2009:i120) shya Glairé a
little | atei s amdckhe sBO®R p2l)ddew finenaper s 6
Stuart O6touches my arm. His fingers burn

hand and puts it on the frontof hispants( 2009: 121) .

As opposed to the fixed repetitions of the stuck linguistit, in the unedited
storythe repetitions are more variaatjdthe sentences irregular. If there is madness
here it is that of the suppl ement, of t e
dead girl in the lake slide into those that penetrate€laithe night, and then into
ot her such sexwually infused i mages. Fel n
excess of signifiers that are constant|
accor ds wibinding of ahe aimcdnsciouis 6 t h eer ob sighifiers, of
di s pl a delmam 2003888).(Likewise, in the sliding, echoic repetitiorike
unedited writing appears to perform the more desirous, displaced logic of the
unconscious. The representationSf u a mad desiréeéntwines with a textuality
that is madly desirous, which spurs on the narrative deésirccordance with
Brooks, for whomdDesire as narrative thematic, desire as narrative motor, and
desire as the very intention of narrative language and the actio tall seem to

stand i n c| oBsoeksl9tHh.r r el ati ond (

But as we drift from one signifier of
prose starts to perform a more specific unconscious bindingh a t of Laca

hysterical positionUnlike the psybotic, for Lacanthe hysterical position has been
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triangul at ed, medi ated from the otherads
the other. 060The hysteric seeks to divir
particular object that, when missing, kea the other desi@ewrites Fink (Fink

1997:120) Just as the hystericds partner is
masternot a eal or imaginary objechut somene with some unknown knowledge

(Fink 1995: 134, so Claire is both ovgsreoccupiedvi t h St uart ds symb
(his soci al role) andfiWwbuhBhbwbéwhetagwn K
do | know, Cl aire, tell me ow208%t 114) know,
Clairebs psychic state is cativetvacg.iForus , [
Lacan, the hysteric identifies with the lack in the otheiith what the other desires,

and as Lacan reminds wus, o(ffimk AWE133HL84s i r e |
Fink 1997 123133) Exhibiting a hysterical structure, Claiadop s her husban
desiresrevealed in her desirous fantasies of the girl and the enigma that surrounds
her . Il ndeed, the excessive references to

him and with the sexual desires embodied in his hands.

In the uneded storyCl ai re gl eans further i nfor me

through a newspaper article:

I read the account in the newspaper that
gi rl eighteen to twenty four water®9: of age
118).

This is scrapped in the ediin place of the newspaper comes a phone call,

another paranoiac voice down the line:
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The telephone began ringing right after eight.

6Go to hell!d | heard him shout.
The telephone rang right againée
He slanmed the receiver down.

6What is goRWx7Qon?d6 | said

In the unedited story, this telephone call is embedded within a lengthy
paragraph and gets somewhat | ost ami dst
Carver 0s unedi tseeth toleadrts further,storisst i fonmeok
narrative displacement, as Claireb6s nar
newspaper, which turns to a further newspaper article, to a news broadcast, and then
to another newspaper story. But in the edit, theatige returns, as if fixated, to the
earl i er, unidentifiable voice down the i
Was Usi ng (1996:i34/36Band O6A Smal 1(1996:8@8833)Thi ngo
the minimalist edit app emerpsldiontrainfoicingi n t he

the sense gbervasive excessive otherness.

@iStuart, could we go foradrive®?, says Cl air e, in the
the couple leave their home and drive through town. They cross Everson Creek, and

without speaking ty turn into a picniarea a few feet from the water

The creek flows under the bridge and into a large pond a few hundred yards away.
There are a dozen or so men and boys scattered around the banks of the pond under
the willows, fishing.

6So much water so close to home, why did
asked.
OWhy did you have t2009gld9 t here of all pl ac

Claire goes on:
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I look at the creek. | float towards the pond, eyes open, face down, staring at the rocks
andmoss on the creek bottom until I am carried into the lake where | am pushed by
the breeze. Nothing will be any different. We will go on and on and on and on. We
will go on even now, as if nothing had happened. | look at him across the picnic table
(2009:120

|l magining herself as the girl i n the
stability. Up until this point in the unedited story there has been some indication of
the distinction between the i1gromglathe ve 01
aut hori al di stance of the past tense, t
descriptive comment ar y ;Z0090147. Buixas thepptose, 6 |
creeps i nto t he present tense t he nar-r
protagonis 6 s o661 6 (61 dmd kt hagn tvhiet hc rteleek 6pr,ot a g
gi rl in the |l ake (01 f | o adentificabowwith thes t h e
other that again suggests a hysterigation to otherness~ink 1999: 119134).
Here, in the unedited story the divided subject attempts to plug her division, or lack,
with- t he ot her 61 6 t hr operfphmedcirytisetdisjundtianabut i d e n
al so mergence, of the narrativewuagd 6 and

doubles, crestigan 61 6 t hat does not coincide wit

doubleness of the narrator who cannot own her sentence.

Unli ke the edit, the unedited prose do
c ut the schism between hafithite meaning and a more radical alterity. Rather,
the prose accords mor dacamil99th 246, 87aFor6 s 0O s €
Lacan,the differential gaps in the symbolic order (the differenoetsveenwords)
institute structured absences and tresgarate and organise the first lack forged by
the Iinguistic cut. Assigned to the diff

traumatic lack is brought outside, exposed to structured alterities; as such, the
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subject moes from fixation to the male desire(1998: 214215).C | a i 6rlisGios

simply stuck in the polarised splitof é@a nd a 6 n o tandlalisenfeplere s e n c e
0 | Wecomes displaced, its meaning deferred along the mobile binding of
signification: the first narrativé lisddisplaced ot the6 lobthe girl in the river,

whi ch i s t hen 6carried®o and Opul |l edd b
indeterminate Owebo, and onto the narrati
table, as Claire movesom a hysterical sucturingto a more integrated symbolic

relation to alterity.

|l mbricated in the fl| ow anfandlomamdyamange, t h
onNn(@009:120)0 continually displaced. O0Not hing
noth ng had Nempotheogpewiel | changeé6, Claire say

really be (2009y12@)i f f erent O

éour | i beenssetmanstigrand they willgo on and oruntil they stop. But if
that is true, what then? | mean, what if you believe that, but you keepédted up

until one day something happens that shatlildnge somethingout then you see
nothing is going tehangeafter all.(Carver2009: 120 my italics).

Adrift the indeterminacy of | anguage,
ono6, dearesk tr tack intsubjectivity,st 6 not hi ngnre §am,ist o u s e
6cover ed symidoliclafdguagebuty &lso opened up so that something
shoul d & cohiatnbgse 6n,oty egto i n @artern2009:H20MHegeewea f t e r
have change amab changei difference and stabiit . I n accordance wi
madness of the texin the unedited prose, madness is not the origin of language, but
t he 0O esfifgencitf (Fetfant 2008:n3d, 107)the mad differential drift of its

discourse.
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Quite distinct from the clipped Carver we are more familiar with, the
undulating nothing, nothing, on and on, creassonance, a background murmur,
such that at times the language of tkiery appears to function autonomously,
without relation to experience or world.
clue to the mode of incorporat i(egdert he ac
2011: 166) As we have seen, in the unedited proseessxotherness mediatedy
being woven into the symbolic differential bindings of presence and absence.
However, | suggest that the gradual murmuring, the cumulative whispering effect
that the reader experiences in several passages of this text, m@fdrah a means
of blocking out the other, a different way of dedérg against excess alterity (of the

girl 6s death, Claireds amorphous fears,

In the unedited story, the dead girl functions as a locus of loss, the alomin
force of an absence that madly, desirously, drives the narrative on. Thus, in the
uneditedstorythe dead girl becomes a figure for the repressed past, the mad way in
which the past, as other, asumnaa, never stops comingtopassCdsai r e6s narr
returns again and again tbe image of the dead gifir more than in the edited
story. Loss is the repetdn of loss,according taFreud, and so in the unedited more
repressedteXt oss i s conti nual |deathindifethatirecuyrdn r e p e a

t he narrat ofi Bescons@ousndss. of Vvi ew

I n Lishodés edit, however, the dead girl
propels signification, as a void that cannot be signified, that halts the words that
approach iti giving rise toa splitting language. The unedited textual binding is
linguistically postcastrated, giving an affect of loss. But the edit appears to remain
more stuck in the cut, the first linguistic split, unable to move on. Removing the

linguistic negations and displacementstlué unedited prose (e.gNothing will be
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any different. We will go on and on and on and on. We will go on even now, as if

nothing had happengd t he edi t proffers the single

right in it, eyes open, face down, staringhet moss on the bottomech d 6 ( 200 3:
Here, Lish inserts a paragraph cut, emphasizing the stubborn hardness of the term

6deadd and the void that foll ows it.

Both stories shift to an account of the police investigation surrounding the
body. 0 Bistdl unideotified, uriclaimed, apparentlynmi s s 2009612
says the unedited, ia mellifluous line that is removed in the edit. The unedited

story continues:

But for the last twentfour hours men have been examining it, putting things into it,
cutting, weighing, measuring, putting back again, sewing up, looking for the exact
cause and moment of deatp009: 121)

Through the rolling repetitions of the continuous tense, the words that chime
but are also different, here textual madness arises $taling signifiers. Compare
this to the edit of the same passage and one can see the extent to which the harder
repetitions and clipped syntax are the

I dent i f i €003: 71 stades Qicerel id the edd story:

But it took someexamining it, some putting things into it,some cutting, some
weighing, some measuring,some putting thing back again and sewing them in.
(2003: 71;my italics)

Instead of the psychical movement or dialectic of the unedited, in the edit the

recurrent 6some, some, somed freezes int

moment that symbolization might have started but never the first linguistic cut.
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Inf act, these | ines might be read a&as a vi
his édputting things iné (seen here in Li
6cuttingbé6, 6wei ghi ng 6, creatind thedmmenalsstuderi n g d o
of hard solid meanings and gaps in meaning that is quite distinct from the looser

| anguage of the wunedited. |l ndeed, I n the
theconfininge f f ect of  Ca rivtlewaysin whichnthe rs@ibletivesem

finite meaning and otherness forthe defence ofjuiet restraintindeed, for Green
splitting forms an deegnd01278)nandaCamee hindselfor 06 e
alludes to his prose as a kind of container, speaking of his minimalist writing as a

6camd with the | id closed.

In the more differential repetitions of the unedited prose, otherness is the
O moment o f deathdé that spurs | anguage O
(6somed, 6someb, 6somed) , cli ppeagbeas ent en
to a symbolic dimension that fait fending off the trauma of extreme otherness by

means of a radical split.

Significantly, at this stage in the narrative Lish cuts three full pages, excising
the sexual references and backstory. Inthe unedgeds i on, we are pri v

rambling recollections of her past:

| cannot be sure that the thingsemember happening really happenedn® There

was a gir|l who had a mot hiewhathappknedtotheat her é
time in between? she is in another town working as a receptionist and becomes
acquainted with one of the engineers who
they decide to get married, but already the past, her past, is slipping away. The future

i s somet hi naginesShe smiteg, adift sheihas a secret, when she thinks
about the futureéOnceéhe tells her that s
will end in violence. She remembers this. She files this away somewhere and begins
repeating it aloud from tieto time (2009: 192)
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Dispossessed through language and the linguistic expression of memory,
Claire is subject to a constant slipping away of-pedsence. Divideth discourse,
sheis troubled by what escapes-itigured in the image athe dead girthat Claire
cannotqui te o6file awayé, and which recurs t
prose OseiszZess twh gpta 488& fL§(inBHe atatic dtherhess of the
cut, themadness of the unedited text lies in its incessant passingthe linear
temporality inscribed in the symbolic binding of alterity. As with the past, the Claire
of the future remains a O0secreto6é, invoki
itself, whatis outside the play of veiling and unveilinDdrridal1992: 21). Like the
body in the | ake, Claireods secr eastheot hern
i ndeci pherabl e. 60Clearly the most tempt.i
has a relation to death, whi(20B1l:58sJwtcar rri e
as the dead body floats dostream, so, in the unedited prose, Claire isi@d away
by the linguistic negations, her ongoing death within language. Speaking of what she
cannot say with an otherness that can never bepsele s ent | Claireods |

secret life, life as a matter of li#death.

What ismore, in the uneditestorythe madness of the secret is tied up with
sex. We |l earn that Claipkadgotbeawaygt dbor
(2009: 122) In a paragraph that is lopped from the edie wh e ar t hat St

O6mot her comes out dremf ©h@RiOd: é28)c @i Ihdid ry t

But she, Claire, Claire spoils everything and returns home in a few weeks. His mother
moves out of the house and takes an apartment across town and perches there, as if
waiting. One night in bed when they are both nearpsl€#aire tells him that she

heard some woman patients at DeWi tt di sc
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hearing this. He stroked her arm. Things are going to be okay, he288gs {23.

The demand of Stuartdos mowhckisasolaer ab
persecutory presence (6she perches ther
coupl ebds s whatuseother toyer huaband {his motheiggers Claire to
talk about fellatio. Sexual i typbsentfronCar ver
his edited oeuvre, is once more tied to a hysterical structure, as Claire seems to get
of f on the idea of h ek 1897:s1B% Asdwitrsthe6 ot h e r
madness of the secret, so in the displaced language of this rora soleead i &Grt 6
writing, rhetoric doesndét so much hide a
sexuality is the madness of its rhetoric: the textual ambiguity and division of
meaning, enacted in the pronominal instabilities but also in the textual subssiuti
as Stuartods mothererapksacexpChaiebie Sbutr
particular binding and wunbinding of othe
as the character and the | anguageessperfor
(ordesire). oOSexual i mganings s me @@ ip8)waggs di vi S
Felman. Likewise, here in the unedited prose sexuality arises in the gap between
| anguage and the subjectds pdoesfiitniigtn oinn i
she, Claire, Claired; she becomes substi
and this incurs her desire talk about sex. Significanthythe edit cuts nearly all
Carvero6s original references tedbposarx, and

its linguistic displacementgomesto a near standstill.

Fel man identi fies t htle a c@rtaia ebmalatisn ofoaf [ it

deferred, displaced order of signification, where desire is inscribed in the differential
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gaps between signifigr F e | foamulétisn is informed by Lacands
psychoanalyticonception of the symbolicordeand Derri dads i nfini
displacement of meanin@helocatesherc oncepti on of t he O6émadn
specificallyin the writings ofGérardde Nerval, Flaubert, Balzac and Henry James
(Felman 200359-119, 141251) Illuminating my reading of the specific modes of
binding and unbinding al tkelimgndsn @Cnadreda
I i t er at ome te cattaeniad desirousssof textuality and narrative. &t

Fel mands readings of aveamgnolithic quélity toetdet wr i t
Nerval, Flaubert, Balzac and HgnJames are all read, albeit specific ways,

according to their infinite deferral and desirous disptamat of meaning. In reading

Felman in relation to Carver | hope to have shown both the value of her reading of
literary madness, but also where her reading can become totalized. Distinct from
Fel manés &émadness of | i t er gbagerperforms a t tir
specific relation to alterity that is not simply that of imie deferral and
displacement it is more that of a merging or identification between linguistic
alterities, suggesting peculiarly hysterical mode of binding alterityhich can give

rise to a more static otherne3#is is not to suggest that this hysterical binding of
language is completely at oddsi t h Fel mands synabdicandor t hod
neurotic operations of language. Rathér,shows a subtle departure, througa

hysterical structuringhat emerges and submerges at different moments in the

unedited prose.

A paranoiac cut
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Towards the end of both the edited and unedited story Claire goes for a drive. She is

on her way to the gir |ltestory Clareeneolntersdan bo
strange experience with another driver on the road. But the depiction of this
encounter is subtly different in each version of the story.

OA green pickup comes up behind me anc
inboththeedi t ed and unedited story, (@003 grip
73; 2009 128). I n the unedited text theshitri ver
i n  his e a2009y 128) Withrtypicak exd@sion of detailin the edithe
becomes sewmpluly m®marmcrn g2003:178)e more@rbdids hi rt 6
outline. In both versions of the story Claire waits for the man to pass and then finds a
place to pull over, a dirt road off the
dovn by t (R@09:1129)e eBwWwt t hen she hea@®: 6t he

129) In the unedited storyye read

| start the engine just as the truck pulls up behind me. | lock the doors and roll up the
windows. Perspiration breaks on my face and asnisput the car in gear, but there is
no place to drive(2009: 129)

In place of these lines, the edit provides the pithy, more chilling single liné |
lock the doors and window$2003: 73)f ol | owed by Lishoés <char s

cut.

The uneditd versioncontinues:

6You alright?6 the man says as he comes u
the gl ass. 0Are you okay?06 He I eans his
close to the window2009: 129

Scrapping thkeelglend,alasdthwéllo as the de
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walking up to the car window, the edit presents us simply with a voice stating,
AYou al(ROOxAh ?@dvd a mands face up cl ose
unedited story humanizes the man, giving him motorehis ations and a more

human idiom. ie man informs Claire:

6After | passed | sl owed some, but when |
waited a coupléodHowf cmimerutyeu®r e | ocked up i
sure youbr@Oobkay Hu

In the unedited story an exchange ensues for 40 odd lines in which it becomes
apparent that Cl aire i il whnitesmthad008:nhi nge
129), she declares, as the stranger does his best to help her. The ebiit whbittn
this exchange to 12 laconic lines, excising any clear explanation for the stranger
stopping by, so that the mands f &de si mg
This episode has paranoiacfeel,a o6f eel i ng of t hr énat t or
Carver says he likas writing (2001:92), and which is th dfect of several stories
(Facknitz 1992 Speaki ng of the early edited work
as in all of these stories, el |l i mei cal |y
menacingd (AMollsgdp 19p9&€&aks of the &sdhhere
(Allsop 2013:70). At the momentat which theappearance of théareatening man
looms, the edited language shifts from a binding of otherness and meaning that is
closerto the uneditegbrose styleto asuddersplitting, as leamepetitionsstart tocut

off finite meaning fronotherness

I slow down and find a place. | pull over and shut off the motor. | can hear the river
down below the trees. Then | hear the pickup cgriack.
I lock the doors andbll up the windows(2003: 73)

In the repetition of the same subject, verb, object sentences, the narrative voice
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appears stuck atnaearly infantile sentence formationit is pertinent that this
splitting is not so much aepr manent st at e, as it I's in

everyday madnesButarises at especially anxious moments.

Thislinguistic spliting coincides wittspatial spliting:

"You all right?" the man says. He raps on the glass. "You okay?" He leaasiss
on the door and brings his face to the window.

I stare at hi m. I candét think what el se t
'"Il's everything al/l right in there? How co
| shake my head.

"Rol | down your window?d

He shakes his head and looks at the haghand then back at me.

"Roll it down now."

"Please," | say, "l have to go."

"Open the door," he says as if he isnbét |
He | ooks at my breast s, my (d0@3g78). I can te

Cl a i helpglessess andiminished positionis intensified by the truncated
sentences and infatike repetitions, which express a spatial and emotional
contraction. 8outing imperious commandghe man appears aa swelling
persecutingvoice outside the window. Wheme is physically described, the man
appearonly in bold outline. ¢ 6ér aps on the glassé He | e
and brings hi s f witb enagnified body eartsw pssimgoinw 6 |,

oppressively

The uneditedstory, on the other hand, presents more of a symbolic frontier
between the inside and outside of the car, materialized in the glass window that
separates Clairedos inside, imagintary per
this is a man trying tbielp a woman in distress. The reader is made more aware of
the distinction between what is Claireodo

Cl aireos refusal to wind down her wi ndo!
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functioning symbolic frontier thatb af f or d s communicati on W
selection of what ha6reend0l263)i atbaukdargikei n or
Gr eenbds 0 o0s mthatsepartas eathdr thanrs@ithe inside and outside.

In the minimalist edit, however, the windoworks less like a symbolic partition and

more | ike 6da stultificati onGreefi20i263 | i mi t
Like the minimalist linguistic splitting, thikarderdefence radts in the return of

what cannotalways be kept out, as the yn#bolised acquires a persecutory

presence in the menacing image of the man.

It is significant that here the unassimilate@d® erupts at the very borderline
that separates the outside from the in$idehere theminimalist splitting falters. It
is as if he primary emptiness, the more extreme unsignified otherness that the quiet
minimalist splitting tries to keeput, comes back o6with an in
qua | i Greed 201276). Bplitting is the last defensive measure against implosion,
di sintegrati on, 2012178).IBotlsesethe paranaiy fantasybreakan  (

throwgh, accountindorthe6 | ¢ s r asf ecd of C2012wv@&.r 6 s wr it

Justd Carvero6s minimali st writing wor ks
finite meanig and absencespit is not a coincidence that much of the action of this
story takes place at borderline spacesm motorways, on holiday, on the road, the
hard shoulder, down the river that cuts through the mountainous landscape. As with
the linguisticcut between meaning and otherness, on a spatial level the edited story
returns to places at the edge of the inside and outside, as if in an attempt to impose
symbolic castration. The madness taosf t he
in many brmulations of literary madnesés in Blanchot,his minimalist madness
appears tguietlyhover at reasonb6s bounwhahsplits at t}

finite meaningfrom otherness. A i gnet t e f rThenMadhésaaf théhay 6 s
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illustrates the madness of thisundary:

Outdoors, | had a brief vision: a few steps away from me, just at the corner of the
street | was about to leave, a woman with a baby carriage had stopped, | could not see

her very well, she wamanoeuvringhe cariage to get it through thdoor. At that
moment a man who | had not seen approaching went in through thatH#obad

already stepped across the sill when he moved backward and came out again. While

he stood next to the door, the baby carriage, passirfgpint of him, lifted slightly to

cross the sill, and the young woman, after raising her head to look at him, also

disappeared inside.

This brief scene excited me to the point of delirium. | was undoubtedly not able

to explain it to myself fully and yet was sure of it, that | had seized the moment
when the day, having stumbled against a real event, would begin hurrying towards
end. Here it comes, | said to myself, the end is coming; something is happkaing,
end is beginning(Blanchot:1989:194 my italic9

Bl anchotés madness of the day ar.
event 6 happens but do ersnmalist madagsgsaes,in |
the repeated moments where signification is both about to begin and lends.

Blanchd 6 s passage madness i s nbthe nomend

its

t

Ses

ust

(0]

where meaning and the outside of meaning divide, it is the cut inflicted in

Bl anchot dés first sl ope of l i t er agmndte.

obviously transgressive &gational. Hs minimalist prose hasaverydayguality to
it, as critics havendicated Davis 1993:653658 Ni Eigeartaigh2009: 33-52;

Matsuoka 1993: 42338; Henning 1989:689698. Indeed, Green describes

r

splitting and its protective ebtectsome I

extent splitting is necessary to the psychic apparatus, which must not

be

overburdened and over whe20dPe7b). Whagt make n s i o n €

Ca r v minimadist prose appeaslightly awry is the way it hoes in on this

minimal split, prior to its links with further signifiers along a more integrative,

differentialbindingo f si gni f i cat i o mhis(atcauotafordhe odd,e par a

quiely estranging affect of Carer 6 s writing t.hCaatr ver bsi c

6characters tentatively reach out
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6diengagement 06, says Davi Box&é& Rhlips 1878:d Cas s
75). Carver himself refers to th@ssential sense of mystery or strangesngs of hi s

minimalist prose (2001177).

Carverb6s domestic settings can appear
his landscapes also present trauma by a certain forge@amyer describes his
domestic sett i nressundiags withd forgetingaddin ¢506). At
times,thenCar ver 6 s bar e i s odseonfinedplaces thahshield an a p
againstunsignf i ed t r au méazebdm nd B @ XCé& € CarserlBbd.u s e 6
333347; 112119; 243248), characters even go so far assaek out spaces where
theycannobe seen, where t hey sagaze. Withetmeeditedd f r o
prosewe become t he ,0%hdlet teheefuld Mandwe €3. 6
Indeed,hi s private sheltering iIis even- a cha
the enclosed and sheltered spaspeaksof t he

( 06 Col9T6®M.

Metaphoric connections

As the wunedited narrative moves to the
unexpected use of poetic language, so at odds with the stripped prose we have come
to associate with Carver. The funeral is described in two pages that Lish cuts down
to 15lines. As opposed to the objects of the edited textahiaietimes formmeturns

of the Real, here objects appear to be quietly anthropomorphirethe chapel

6chairs creak as they settle themselves,
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andfende s éf or a minute the parking | ot r emi
flashes on car wW0:d3DW sny ifalicy. Ay GlaircCde@mas e  (
reconciled with the otherness of the gi
vicarious part in itthe unedited language shifts from the mad, desirous differential

bindings to a different registérthat of metaphor, with its associate links.

Here the objects are less paranoiac and more tramsfioe. They come
briskly alive and in tune with humamourning. The sunlight glances, the chairs
quietly creak and respectfully settle, in touch with rather than sheltered from the
mourning of the trauma. In his essays on writing Carver frequently speaks of the
importance of making connections.riihg is a wvay o f 60trying to ¢
60st ayi ng(Carvaer 200D 85 89¥Claire similarly startsto make psychical
connections. Were she once confused herself with the dead girl, now with the

separation opoeticvision Claire explicitly imaginesather tlan becomes the dead

girl, envisaging her O0journey d@Wn t he
130). Claire pictures a Oman wh(@009 s dru
130) asClarema kes symbol ic |l inks, rrtolmegnadezi ng,

of these t hin2009:180)In thesedast pdssaged of hig sfory, the
unedi ted wr it i ng hah@asser tafisehe grdfersq20@29)tarmdu ¢ h 6 t
which is absent from the edited writing. Connections are made, buaitbe@ytixed.

The poetic images of the meadow and sun
together they implicitly conjure an outside, rural landscape, perhaps gesturing at that
outside rural domain where St whchClaird i r st

has hitherto found so traumatising.

According to de Man the metaphor is inextricably bound to what he calls the

O0symbaki oMi;t h Lacan, de Man sees the 0s)
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between signifier and signified (or word and object) that founds meaning. For de
Man, in its explicit substitutive operation, the metaphor is the linguistic figure par
excellence for theubstitutive operation of languaggle Man1979: 62) As such,

the metaphodraws attention to the founding, substitutive structure of languee.
Manb6s register 1 s not Latah this founding, gubstitativeo a n a |
metaphorical structuref language is also the foundation of subjectivity, since the
cancelling out of one thing (the ndinguistic subject) by another (the signifier) is at

the root of the Lacanian metapsychol ogy.
subject; metaphaotreates the subject. Every metaphorical effect is then an effect of
subjecti vity0(1996s @)irsoth& waordsesubfectiitkis expressed
through the metaphoric operations of signifiers that stand in for thdingostic

signified of being Accordingly, the metaphorical language that emerges towards the

end of the unedited story brings to light the way the unedited writing, more than the
edited, is anchored in the metaphorical, substitutive processes of the symbolic order.

It also suggests he strengthening of Cl aireos Cc
subjectivity becomes more grounded in symbolization. Indeed, it is not insignificant

t hat the metaphor, as a quintessential
funeral, since the funeraite exemplifies symbolization at its purest. It is through

the funeral that the deaperson and the otherness of death, aymnbolised,

inscribed in memory, allowing for@ertain reconciliation and acceptance of loss.

Yet the sudden, unexpected appearance
the textos grounding i n the symbolic o]
perceptual or psychicalchande. 6 The I nstance of t,bre Lett

Reason since Fre@dLacandraws on the linguist Roman Jakobson, claimtimat

unconscious meaning is characterized by the operations of metonym (in line with
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Freudos displacement) and metaphor (in |
former works by contiguity and éhlatter by resemblan¢eacan2002: 138169) In

the metonymic pole, signification is formed along a horizontal, contiguous axis of
differentiation, where one sign acquires its meaning because it is part of (but also
different from) another sign (the pddr the whole). In the metaphoric pole, the
linguistic operation takes place vertically, through the transformation of signified

into signifier.

In this light, in contrast to those critics who have defined the edited Carver as
minimalist (Buford 1983: 5;Dickstein 1991: 507 Runyon 1994: 4, 14; Hallett
1999:43-66), one could argue that the unedited text displays more the madness of
the differential, metonymic chain of langua@i ®esk mad aut onomous f
of the symbolic 1992:150-151) Crucially, along this metonymic, differential axis,
it is possible to add something to the chain without fundamentally altering it, says
Lacan. Metaphor, on the other hand, brings about a new configuration of thoughts,
establishing a new combination or pertation, a new order in the signifying chain:

Owi th the metean primgsrsomething enew sni theadd (the extra

symbolic subjet) and drains off more of theeRa | into t hel9%y mbol i
71). The appearance of metaphoric language ine€Caré s st ory t hus me
away fr om F etlomef ritérary ntadness,eadesirously differential,

metonymic language, towards a new kind of literary and psychical binding.

De Man also defines the metaphor as vitalizing and transformatiaeth¥
Ointervention of an anal ogi cal motion st
can Oacquire a wider dimension and becom
of consciousness beyond tsiaysde Marfde Maar e p a:

1979: ). In this sense, the shift from the contiguous, metonymic language that we
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have so far detected as governing the unedited prose, to metaphor, can be understood
as precipitating a shift in the Fromrrator
being passely subsumed bythe mad, infinite deferral of meaning, the reader
becomes more actively involved in a transformative mode of meaning making,

forging a shift in the subjectds positio

Aswehaves een, i n t he ediystandsfoptheotemreoftheh e gi r
Real. In the unedited prose, howeuiroughout most of the narratitiee image of
the dead girl seems to function more as
structureand holdipl ace Cl aireds tr authessigifieithae mast
triangulates the infant and primaryrca gi ver / mot her Giswhatink n o wn
his earlier worksLacan calls the Namef-the-Father, orpaternal metaphor, that
installs the subject in the symbolic ord2002:189, 190, 191, 205)n theneurotic,
every signifier is linked to the master signifi&ry t he t i nBemimaiXVILac and
his master signifier has become a positional notion; there is not so much a single
unique master signifier, rather it comes to designate a signifier thatatetdrom
the rest of discours@-ink 1995: 77) The master signifier is often recognizable in
anal ysis by the fact that the anal ysand
be a term like death, for instance, or any other term that seems opathe to
analysand and that always seems to put an end to associations inst@aaiof

thingsup ( E99T7K).

I n the wunedited story, one could aragu
point in the story functioned as a master signifier. As we have seen, in the unedited
story Claireds narrative perspective ha
linguistic associations, operating along a differential axis of meaning. But just as the

master signifier acts as a stopping point, a dead end that freezes the subject, so for
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Claire each new association refers back to the girl, as if stuck at this point, circling
around this nonsensical signifier. In Lacan, the subject that is eclipsed by the master
signifier remains fixated or subjugated, and acquires a permanence as such. The
subject ds sympt omati c fixation t hus h a
nonsensical gnifier standing in for, or over and against, the subject (FL9I95:

70) . I n that sense, anal ysis can be vie
forged. For each new metaphor brings with it a precipitation of subjectivity which

can alterpobet s olB9:é0f F DB k

The sudden advent of poetic metaphors at the end of the unedited prose
coincides with the deactivating ofefpaternal metaphor (the massagnifier) i the
dead girl that has hihert o or gani sed Cl aixed mdster nar r :
signifier seems to come unstuck, as Cl ai
objectively for what it ig a tragic event rather than experience herself as defined
by it. In this light, the sudden eruption of metaphorical languageyrsepcuous for
being the only metaphorical language in the piece (and for being so uncharacteristic
o f Car v e raddsscrapped ih the gditsuggests psychical change. Hnic
Santnerb6s terms, we see a O0deamatomeof i ng o
an undead core of the Real that sustains a stuck symbolic str(G8aummer2007:

19,65) and in Lacands ter ms, &indlbB%:I2&ct i si n

Indeed, the unedited story concludes on a note of reconciliatiochamgie, a
significat i dlioveydwd(ODT E32) Bteas says todClairdloving
away from the register of death, love becomes the new term in which to position the
subject. For Barthes, 0l | oveuglavaie i s a
words never sound adequate enough and so they bring the lover up against the

absence of meanirigthe locus of what is other in the other persom for Barthes
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thisis love Barthesl978: 147). Moving from the alterity of death to the altgof

love,St uart 6s words are anchored in symbol:
brought up against ifgmits 1 the otherness of theeRa | . Stuartodés words
alterity that is transformativie and in relation to the other persdékiter Stuat says,

@l love youd , Claire hears him say something
saybor 6 Goddés sake Shildo&2009; 133Hee, opeanesston | y a
otherness gives rise to communication, to saying the inexpressible, as Claire brings

into thought and communication with the other what has so far remained
traumatically unsaid. This is not a fully formed, determined meaning, more a
gestire at what has previously disturbed Claitleat Gishe was only a chi@d |,
suggestingperhapsthat the dead girbrings up something of ¢hunsymbolised

infantin Claire

Minimalist affect

The edit ends with a differetgnor

Back home, Stuadits at the table with a drink of whiskey in front of him. For a crazy

instant | think somethingds happened t
6Where is he?d6 | say. OWhere is Dean?hb
6 Ou t gny ldusbandl say$2003:74)

o D

Characteristically, the unedited passage proffers mord:detai

Stuart sits at the table with a drink in front of hisis-eyes-arered-and-fora-mindte |
th+nk—he has been——crvying—Hdorhwildkhdgantat me
| feel something has happened to Desre-my-heart-tumns
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O0Where d9a8y he®?Whdre is Dean?b
6 Out sgny lkusbandl says.
Styvart—t+6m aftraid—so—afraid, I say, | ea

Wh—a—t—a—r—e—y—e—u—s—e—a—f—r—a—l—d—e—f—GI—a—l—r—eﬁ— Tel l r
help—just-tryme—— T hat 6s—what (2009 23h andedising mdicatesf o r .

what is deleted in the eylit

Exemplifying the menace or terror thal
both versions of the passagevoke the catastrophic, as Claire has a sudden
unfounded fear that something hasppened to her son, DeaReflecting the
60 ambi e n c enént disésterithatsialks several of his stories, in his essays
Carver alludes this own sense afatastropheand dread that inadvertently informs
his writing. nF i r e sags hdhreedbe6 bel i ef that the known
for existing, and is worth writing about, is not likely to go up in smoke in the
pr oc 3% ©01).(The dnain influence in my life and writing has been a
negative one, oppr esteisayf00k 931 And dlongside mal ev
the o6Large bhanika®h irremeimbel i 0dds amd beo dtyhi |
picking up a knife and turning to me in ang2001: 95) or else hearing my own
voice threaten somebody else. Seeing somebody break down a dooe tallels

down a f i BOL:95.f stairsod (

In the minimalist ending of the storyCl ai r e 6 s catasgaplweis o f
exacerbated by theverwhelming presence of thensignified, as Lishremoves
Carver6s more fluid expr es sonabarticulatoh ong w
(I'6m so afraid, so afraid). This holl ov
as s o c i(Rerelbargn2008579), creating an empty space
like that which the analyst can experience, according to Perelddng enptiness
can leave us with a sense of exclusion from theaa act er 6 s which er nal

A

might account for the much talked aboomit undeftheorisedo e xt er nal i t y o6
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Carvero6s writing. I n place of symbolizat
Obasic eGngen2028 9361 ( ke t hat of Greenbs pr
borderline statethebasi ¢ empti ness that also gives
of O6hel Greens26127e75)s,6 as t he two coincide t o\

edited story.

But Lishdés creation of absence could
excess ofSbeehbsagdsDedradp [ dndaeiletisoDead®®
[blank. AOatsided(2003: 74) says her husband, figuring for the way thesideof
the signified is presented but nonetheless supported, or structured, through the blank
empty spaces that Lish creatkshis account of the borderline stafeen refers to
the termpare which stems fronparer, meaning Oto acetwithput 6, &
to counteract, to pr ot e20l2:74). B significantly t o av
parer also carries the other meagjro pare as in to pare baclkf which the OED

offers the following pertinent definitiean

1.Tocut or trim.a.To trim (an object) by cuttingoff t o cut <cl ose to t he
cut away the outer edge or outside of (so
C. To reduce (a thing) by cutting or s ha
little.

2.a.To cut, shave, or shear off (an outer bordarface, rind, or skin); to trim away

(a projection or, formerly, any part on the outside of someth{@fD Online)

In this light, one couldrea@ar ver 6 s par i nhbischtengdéff of me
outside othernessas forming a means to cope witlgrotect andward off, the
threatening unsignified. I ndeed, 6pared
charact er i z e (MOrasonv2009 basy amdrGregaryrl@®8; Kleppe
2006: 113).In an interview withLarry McCaffery and Sinda Gregory in 1984,

Carver said of his own writing that he liked taking his sentencesparohg them
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down to wher e t he yMcE€afayrandsGregarydl996:dade h o wo
paring away a more fluid symbolic language, the edit csestieictured absences

that hold anxiety in place.

In the final lines, the unsignified is connected with the libidinal for the first

time.

He drains his glass and stands up. He say
He reaches an arm around my waist aiitth Wis other hand he begins to unbutton my

jacket and then he goes on to the buttons of my blouse.

OFirst things first,d he says.

He says something el se. But I dondét need
water going.
6Thatdés rigkhjagltbaypufions myself, 6Be
(2003: 74)

Exposed to a libidinal relation, Clabes capaci ty fdoHe meays nc
s omet hi n g whatéverdahissomethimgis remains unknown. Claar can 6t
0l i shenéan8t decipher meaning. Il nstead,
otherness$ 6 | canodot whdahr sa tmuicrhchewiaat shieldingafi n g 6 .
otherness that has begarticularlyc har act er i sti c of Carverds
to a more floodig sense of othernedsor Leader to be dead means to be distant
and cut off, but at the same time to be incredibly open and unprot@éett 112)
This seems to be the condition of both the serm the edited proser(penetrable
but also exposed tinte r e andtleem % gasg, as well as Claire, whbere
appears deadened, disconnected, but at the same time open and vulnerable. In a
sense this figures for the ovtewayhlis ng | i
linguistic splitting cratesa distance from but also ex@ss traumatic otherness.
Clairebs final l i ne signal s@Ta altdbd rld tgthd m

say, finishing i0Befere Drant comes. sHurrg®yas elaife, 0

attempts to own, take control thfe mad, libidinal otherness.

144



4. Speaking From the Heart: The Carver Lish

Correspondence

The Carver letters

Extracts of Car v efirstiablished bytDeTrMsix iTheNew YoskiTimeseviagazine
(Max 1998).A fuller version of thecorrespondence appeaiiedhe The New Yorkein 2007, published
anonymously.The letters are archived at the Lilly Library, Indiana University where they were

acquiredas part of the Lish manuscripts1991°

oWel |, as it happeons es oo hawe, aahdwl 6 m
within the next day or two. | hopeoyu can f i nd s omentitdsi ng yC
Carver in a letter to Lish, dated November 1968@rver 2007)The letter marks the
beginning of an entangled editorial relationskat would last for the following
fourteen years. Published anonymously inThe New Yorkein 2007, this opening
missive accompanies aserieeok cer pts from Carverds corr

that spans the shifting relationship from 1969 to 1983.

® The Lish mss., 1952012, consist of the correspondence, nsanipts, and papers of editor andter Gordon
Lish (Lish 1991).
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A year l ater, on July 15, 1970, Carve
thanks for the superb assist on the staries-eel the stories afest class now . . |
appreciate the fi ne(Caevgr2004).And inttherpubbsded on t
letter ofSept ember 27, 1 9 My idea ofean idetl aetders.you 6 y o u ¢
know, old bean, just what anfh(€aveR200lence vy
But on July 8, 1980Cafter receiving the particularly severe cut of his manuscript of
BeginnersCar ver 6s adul ation turns to grief:
that if the book were to be published as it is in its presditéd form, | may never

write another story..1 6 m gr i ev i (CQaverkG0H.ht nowod

Il n what follows | wild.l read Carverodos ¢
to the psychoanalytic accounts of transference of Freud, Lacan and Laplanche. It
will be my contention that Carvero6s very e
frames the other as inciting openness to altebgaring some correlatiowith
Lapl anchedés 6éholl owed out t2B63. nMkef eartye n c e 6
correspondence fror977 to 1980 starts to exhibit idealized transference of the
ot her, close to Freudods 635%%)e; tirmnlsd cea redns
Carverb6s |l anguage performs an i maginary
middle correspondence @P8) displays oveexposure to otherngssut also marks
a shift towards symbolization of the oth
consolidate this trend; through their address and opennefisetmess, they perform
theopenstructureol. a pl anchedés o6hol | aswestall se@@05:t r an s f
233236). lalso examine the relation between transference, literature and the epistle
form, dr awi nThe Rost Cdbdalong with ahé seflections of Felman,

Green and Brooks.
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Transference, literature, letters

Before turning to a close reading of the Carver Lish correspondence it gsagce

to reflect on how | understarddt r a n s f eits relationgddliteraturel

INn6Observations on Love in Transferenc
tempestuous demands for l oved as O6resi s
2006 : 344, 348) . For Freud, trésistanpe@at i ent O
her unconscious ttuh ; she is Oactivating and actin

she ought simply to remember, reproduce as mental content and confine within the
ment al spheredéd (2006: 347) . But this o6re
rather resistancetreur ns t o an early o6l oved relati
reissuing old components and repeating infantile reactions. But that is always the
essence of falling in loved (2006: 349) .
return to a primitive fied relation with the other/primary caregiver in order to avoid

giving expression to, that is symbolizing, indeterminate unconscious truths.

Lacan rereads$r eud 6 s O ov eimaginag trandfeeence,nbiehd a s
stems from t he epsychical déveldpmentavhecep dasa e 6 f D€t a't
with its reflected image constitutes the ego [so that hertbeftre ego] will be
concerned. . . with demands for recognition and with defensive manoeuvres to

protect sele st eemd6 ( Mul | er 1996: 92) . Transfer
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acquiringsedr ecogni ti on and avoi (Evansg2010:@212j.r on't |

Thus, inLacands | nskemgncey the gap in tha other, as in the lack that
i nstitutes the otherds desire,sisticselffi |l | ed
enclosure (Fink 199759).Lacandés i maginary transferenc
ot her 6s | acks maittihc opnreod se cftamtnas , 6 f s| med i f n
transferencgé , wteeepeatition of childhood imagos and scenarios of the past are

projected onto the other (Laplanche 2005: 233). For Laplanche, the symmetrical,
mirroring nature of thisrelato i s captured in the very w
implies the transportation of the same thing to somewhere else (2005: 219). In terms

of 6i maginary transferenceo, my reading
transferal of the past to the presantl more concerned with what takes place in the

here and now of & writing T how transference is performed in the interlocutory
situation of the written words. | will be interested both in the fantasy of interg

with the other t heaaningsrbutalsoghe merging peffoemedvo r d s
through the formal qualgs of the writingthe mirroring aspects of the vocabulary,

syntax and rhythms.

For the late Lacan, transfererisghe attribution of knowledge to the Otlger
the supposition that the Othis a subject who knows (Lacan 2004: 231B). Here,
transference love arises from the fantasy that the other harbours some unknown
knowledge. But for Lacan, the other can atsow too muchlf the othed sr the
anal ystés knowledge is too fixed, i f the
a kind of stasis in the analysand. The o
from theposition of the one who knows;h e anal y s tintsafalsa sedsa 6t O s
of mastery. . .del i berate on what i s right and

anal ysand troat 6 € e mat nhdabn O0des88ED [ Ri nkar
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correspondence of 1977, | consider how Lish is presentechae 6 subj ect sup
kn o w @& .1980Q, Lish becomes the other whinterprets too determinatelyhe
otherness of his minimalist mould becomes iashegly fixed and enclose@&nd
theseoved et er mi nati ons have a stultifying ef

rise to stuckdemands in place of the mobility of desire.

For Freud and for Lacan, splits occur at the level of transference (between past
and present, 6fantasy6 and oOrealityo, t
Laplanche the most important is the primordial tspiin Essays on Otherness
Laplanche c¢claims that the infantds pri ma
the otherds/ caregi ver 0s-176).eTine adoitadthierc me s
harbours her own unrepresented unconscious desires, whichdht abkorbs at a
time when he/she has not yet acquired the capacity for symbolisation. According to
Lapl anche, in the originary infantile si
to the child by adults in an address, and this address is enigmaticfar as the
other (the one who sends it) does not entirely know what he is saying; he is other to
hi msel f o (2005: 233) . Lapl anche writes
traumatising enigma is, for the child, what has to be ceaselessly mastersldidach

brought back into constancydo (2005: 233)

Lapl ancheds &édholl owed out transferenc:
analyst or oth r of fers a 00b arbenigro $pace of alterityl thab w 6
reignites the originary alterity, opening it d@r decomposition and retranslation.

OWe offer the analysand a holl ow, the an
benevolent neutrality concerning our own enigmaanother hollow the enigma of

his own originary si05 a3t itisthe offer of amalysssc e d t
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t hat cr eat e.s. .ia othea wads,ethe eraopening of a relation, the

originary relation, in which the other i

Lapl ancheds formul at i owcritcdl to my raadisgf er e n ¢
of Carverdés correspondence. I n outline,
of 1971 and 1974 frames the editor as a
prose, opening up its alterity. This is closed up in the inaagitransference that
pervades the correspondence from 1977 to 1980. In the pivotal letter of July 8, 1980,

Lish is presented as the other who knows too much, as his alterity becomes overly
excessive and at the same time stuck. But this correspondendésplags attempts

to translate the excessive enigma, bring it back to constancy. The enigmatic
otherness is repened through the later letters from 1982 to 1983. Overall, |
consi der how the | anguage of Carver o6s '
openess to and binding of the otherods al

shifting mode of prose of his literary fiction.

On an epistemological level, how am | understanding transference? Am | speaking
of 6actual 06, empi r i c athe man and sishehiseaeaalcliie b et w
editor, or a certain transferential relation as it is expressed through the textual
operations of language? What is the relation between psychoanalytic transference

and transference outside the clinic, in particular, Iitete@ansference?

The domains of clinical work and literature might seem incompatible, but in
fact both put the i1idea of a knowtwasbl e en

troubling the distinction betweereal life and literature. Indeed, as Laplanche
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reminds us, it is questionable to speak ofrdad life mother becausa the originary

relation the other is already taken for someone else:

Analyst: You are taking me for somekne el se,
Analysand:  But the other in the originary relation was, precisely, not the person |
t hought . So I 6m perfectly (2006ght t o
218)

Moreover, if the subject is always other than himself, as Laplanche suggests,
then the othering of l iterature, i ts p
(Lyotard 1992: 15), could be seen to bear an affinity with the othering of the
originary relationin so-calledreal life. And if the author is already always divided in
real life, other than himself, then one could say thistfittile to speak of thactual
author of the work, as if he & psychologically realisable human being, ready to be

psychoaalysed through a psychobiographical literary reading. Eschewing such an

approach, I wi || heed Derridabs caution
word s : 60Who i s wr.itheisigngr8 areTnot inevhablyrt@ be confused
with the sende s , nor the addressees with the r

Laplanche, the author of the literary work is dead not simply in Bartieesethat

the written &xt overrides authorial intent u t because the authc
inscribed with originary othernessd o f cour se, t he aut hor
definitively or not; but i's he perhaps ¢
(1987: 226). Accordingly, it will not be my intention tead the letters asansparent

channels to Carver and Lish asyphological human beingsather | will be more

i nterested i n t he presentation of t he
unconscious organisati on. firStramdegaremastetani nd s

transform. It is to transfer the nonrepresentability of the unconscious fantasy to the
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nonrepresentability of the written word, through the mediation of preconscious
representationsod (Green 20050n348) CaAver
past o61ifed and how fiobshipmwitlylishwhitctohsdbees way o
the matter of most psychoanalytically oriented criticism in this area (Tutter 2009:
502-507; Tutter 2011:915959; Bethea 2001; Romon 2003l will be more

concerned with the ways that the nonrepresentability of the unconscious is opened

up and closed off through the written wo

Il will also examine the readeros trans
line with Laplanche | wi | | be interested in how th
by Carvets writing i the way in which the written letters might stimulate the
readerds originary enigma (2005: 228). F
anal yzed of tthtee rteemxdteG,0sa unconscious i s t
2005: 338). Likewise, | will be interested in how far the letters encourage the reader
to unbind or bind meaning, open up or close off interpretations and associations.

Finally, the epistle formcan be seen as particularly propitious to my
understanding of literary transference. Just as for Laplanche transference is an
enigmatic address to the other, s@’ire Post Carderrida reminds us that the letter
is an address to the other, and one thatier r upt s, opening up t
alterity. | detect an affinity between the structure of the epistle atdttollowed
out transferencei t s 6 movement to the | imitd (2005

As a last preliminary note, it is important to recognise tih@tcorrespondence
| attend to is that published ithe New Yorkein 2007, not the full correspondence
between Carver and Lish. As a written, selected, and edited collection, | will thus

treatthe correspondence as a literary product.
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197131977:Gani d e a | reader 0

6Thanks f ord Listen, sogethiny you said & long time age thing

itselfi s what matters. l's true, in the end©o,
Lish, datedJanuary 19, 197{Carver 2007; my italics)xCar ver 6 s i di omat i
i tsel fd finds Lactameosr eteiacdaln ge coffo tihre Fr e
where theét deh-ifeganibds iiséxcludes.dtés something that

is entfremdet strange to me, although it is at the heaft me 6 ( L@&dran 19
Lacanos whatisistraiggé and wmassimilaplen d s o dCtalrivregd dist s e
remains similarly undefined:t i s si mply O6what mattersd

l ndeed, Carver 6s r epet i tsistouggle tofdefinehtteSowo r d

l ean on it, (Carvery200r) Tlug, @ the hery reaylg siages of the
correspondence and editorial relationship Lish is positioned as attentive to the

indeterminatehingpof Car ver 6s writing.

In the following letter oNov e mber 11, 1 9Telme wBichr ver s
ones and 106l go after it, or them. Tell
you tell me what you think needs done or

to Lish, theeditor stands as grammatical subject of the sentence while Carver
occupies the passive object position (6ém
the other. For Bl anchot, one is Opassive

itself present, b ent er into presencebob, the pass
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di stance, t he cl os end%5b 39.f Thig ik echoedtimer 6 (
Lapl ancheds holl owed out transference, W
towards the otdhlropermrsmnigmat hewhsubjectods
his early correspondence Carver displays passivity towards the other who elicits the
enigmaticthing of his writing, as Lish attends to and brings out the thought that

cannot make itself presentinCarvé s pr os e.

I n its abundant use of the second per s

correspondence of September 2977,readdike an apostrophe to the other:

Yo v e ma d ehanded snprasgionen American letters that has helped fix the
course of American letters. And, of courgeyu know old bean, just what an influence
yobve exerci sedknovwng yaywered thefree at yodrudesk, was an
inspiration for me to write, angou knowl mean thatYou my friend, are my idea of

an ideal reader, always have been, always, that is, forever, wilCaever 2007 my
italics)

Repeated six timelke &he&, 6yeonbooeahil n p stet
aissymmetri6 r el ati on to the other t hat char
transference, which 06is not, properly sp
essenth di ssymmet r y2005n22% .h e Ir aidntatitlie seif élthe
Ot hewrdtes Bl anchot, Ohe withdraws me, by
the privil ege 1@%56b 18)Hrehishpostrephe topthes 0tkeo, Gaiver(is
similarly stripped of the first person seifastery. Yet as Scarfone points out, in
Lapl ancheds holl owed out transference th
theotherto a state of passivityt he one who Ai s spoken too
requesting an analysis, but is alsob®diedby the analyst himsdifsays Scarfone,

OFor it seems <clear that the analyst 1is

to in the secogper son and who i s, consequently,
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(Scarfone2010: 3)) n L ap | an c h &téassfetermdthe odher st oocupy

a position of passivity towards his own enigma in order to invoke openness in the
subject. Just as for Blanchot tihre ®tther
pati ence d¥f995lp )k so in thé gadycorrespondence through his
invocative 6youbd Carvero6s apostrophe to
invocative, passive site of alterity. At the outset of the correspondence and editorial
relationship Lish is presented as open to the othermdss Car ver 6s pr ose
Cav er IS open ttos oy leten that Lish bppeans lessypassive in

relation to the enigma, and the literary enigma starts to become fixed.

60ANnd of cour s e, you knowo, wr ietaes Car
your deské you knowé (Carver 2007) . Thr
conjuncti on of Lish g oonftedavithdkno@l&kdgep positioning the
editor as Lacands Osubject 284y pspwehavel t o k
seen, in Laaoa transference arises from the attribution of knowledge to the Other;
the subjectds transference is ignited by
knowbo. F6As Laoan, as the subject suppose
there is transfereec6Lacn 1998:232). Just as Alcibiades falls in love with
Socrates because he believes the phil os«
unknown knowledge, so the analysand falls for the analyst because he is the subject
who knows. And so t he aioindetermifase, akcordingltoe d g e
Lacan. The analyst must not interpret from the positionttod one who knows
determinatelyh e s hnotypiresiént ldimself as God, he is not Gadhis patiend
(1998:230). For Lacan, if the other knows too much this cawike analysand to
6demanddé rather than Odesirebo. For Fi nk

subj ect [@a subject supposed to know] t el
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analysandband serves only to make tnhael ylsatstéer

(Fink 1995: 88)

For by responding to the analysandds der
understanding. .t he anal ysand gives what he or sh

what she or he doesnoét have codrageskhe i n o
analysand to demand rather than desire, to remain alienated rather than q&jakate.
1995: 88)

Carver6s correspond e, stares toslbtly pasifon thenb e r -
editor as the subject supposed to know (in a determinate senisels &kpressed in
part through t he e)]butslsodhnough infantledemaids om d 06 k
knowl eldligne...Té@dilme...you t el |l me G-or LaCam,ralseiah 2 00 7
demands are demands for love (FIr#¥05:89). When the analyst is cast as parental
ot her , the otherés interpretations are
anal ysandds demands, fixating him or her

begins to display a similar idealisationtbé other:

You, my friend, are mydea of anideal reader, always have been, always, that is,
forever, will be. So you loomed large on the literary scene, and that is a fact, as well
as a truth, but you loomed large in my conscious and unconscioas lifell (Carver

2007)

As the word o6ideabtd, i nvoking knowl ed
fantasy, Lish becomes thiglead of an ddeabbi knowledge as fantasy; indeed, the
near mergence of the words idea and ideal suggests an imaginary merging with the
ot her . The | anguage of fusion continues

forever, wi || bed, wh er e thée Gnrergentymriormg t | ¢ a l
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relation with Lish, while the clichéd words invoke the stultifying, closed nature of

the editorial relationship. As Lish 061l o0
and unconsci ous Il i fe as ted ldealizéd; thehteam e d i t
6l oomdb itself i s a word that seems to e

balloons. Tellingly, this is the only time in his oeuvre that Carver uses the word

dunconscious?®6, suggesting teamdthedegepof i mpor
the interchange. Mor eoever, to Ol oom | a
suggesting a relation with the other that has become closer to Uagagics 6 f i | | e c

transfaremaeandference that f fixdd linmginary t he

meaninggLaplanche 2005: 233)

Carverds relation to Lish is on the
determinate in the sense of increasingly didactic and interventionist. But the mode of
the edit is paradoxically that of instituting gapsknowledge. One could say that in

its predictability such unknown knowledge becomes knbwnown as unknown.

The idealization of the other continues a couple of letters on. In the
correspondence dated May 10, le80on&arve

you know?é6 (Carver 2007) .

He writes:

Ever since you left PA [Palo Alto] and went out into the Great World and began
sending me messages back from time to tin
question of your i mpnoarit nasntcaey .t oManme,. 1Y oluddwr &
make hat declaration lightly either. .F o r Christbds sweet sake,
taking a pencil to the stories if you can make them better; and if anyone can you can. |

want them to be the best possible storied, lawant them to be around for a while

(Carver 2007)

In his explicit declaration of love, Carverinvokes eud 6s | ovie tr ans
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whi ch sudden outrbeseiasktsa nocfe d otudbe pffsayrassh i 6c a |
of the unconscious (Freud 2006: 3348). Indeed, the repetitive structure of the
words is also characteristic of the repe
(Freud 2006: 349Car ver 6 s deman@s fwam the arduedgforit toi o n
a whilebd), affection (61 feel closer to
of which Lacan sees as demands for love, can be seen to exhilbdvéhend

fascination peculiar to the transference relati©arver 2007). Repeated gimes in

the course of the fifteen published | et
words,so that it can seemasifweareeadi ng a series of | ove
you my | ove, my | ove, i's it yo(erriba am ca
1987: 8) In accordance with Derrida, in the early correspondere @ er 6 s | ov

declarations seem at timé&s be addressed to love itself, or the fantasy of it, more
than the singular other. And while the a
into a site of alterity, inow makes the lettersappear tdurn in on themselves, as if

theyareself el ati ng, suggest i-afgming@anskeredcs. | magi n

6Youbre my mainstaybo, Carver 6wautesal T
t e r meférring to dhe rope that serves to steady and support the mainmast of a
sailing vess@ (OED Online).1 n descri bing Lish as his 6
Lapl anchebsd 6ang@ O caudia toaha psychoanalytia grocesss
whichmust wunbind but also bind, provide <co
force of unbinding, this liberation of psychical energies, psychoanalysis offers itself
as a guarantor of constancy,; of contai n
f r a rheplanclie 2005231). In this sense, Lish might be seen to provide both the
openness to alterity as well as tliamework or stability that Attridge sees as so

crucial to the process of creativit®(q04a 29-30). Yet there $ also something over
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valuing abaot the < pr essi on, 6 y o uhé tamguageyis aniitile tnas t ay 6
elevated, as if Carver is again idealising the other. The repetition of the possessive
Oyoudbre myod reinforces the s ewhsre theo f Lac
relation with the otér is one of mastery and negssistic identificationLacan1988:

253-256).

Carver concludes his letter of May 198®,S gpen dhe throttle. Ramming
speed (Carver 2007).As an object that both opens and stops up, unblocks and
bl ocks, Ot hraotpgd Wl isatralnyd sa pats myewridegmh o r fc
relation with Lish:the structural openness to the other and subsequent closure that
we have so far detected in the early st
editor. Indeed, such tension is evdanptay in the words and syntax of these last
lines, as the meaning of the words signify openness and velocity, but the staccato
sentences create a halting effect, closing off alterity. The image of the throttle also
invokes Lacans uraiodthacancl988: 440, 139 Laackmtn 6 s O o b j
is conceptualized in multiple wa throughout his oeuvre; as obt at or |, 6obj e
functions to plug the lack in the other, to fill it up withaginary meaningLacan
1988: 147, 159)Just as the obtator isin touch with otherness only to fill it with
i maginary meaning, so the image of the
stance in relation to Lish the letters thas t a r t to fill the oth

imaginary,idealisedmeaning

1980:6 lbilae t o cr oak¢
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In his early letters, then, we have seen a shift from a relation with the editor that

opens wup alterity in Carveros wriiting,
Carvero6s idealizati on o fdeteminagtedentificatoor 6 s i
with his edit, closing off Carvero6s own

Longer than many of his edited storie
1980 has been at therreof critical commentary on the Carver Lish relationship
(Stull and Caroll 2009: vii; Wood 2009;Anon 2007;Max 1998).Writing in The
Observey Wo o d Thketettet ie an incredible document, a missive from a man
both indebted and imperilled, unsteady, spewing. It's at once a plea and a manifesto
I it reveals the extent to whichr i t i ng was comnneenee ofo <
(Wood 2009).dn future discussio of Collected Stories, there is likely to be much
mention of Carvero6s anguished |l etter to
got round t o r esayd CamgbeltimteéLS(@mpbealli2@0d)ls , 6
what follows | look at how this coii a l l etter presents Lis
imposition of excess othernests stultifying effectis revealed in the language of
the correspondence. But Carverb6s letter

violent otherness of the edit, bring it back to constancy.

On the morning of July 8, 198@arver wrote his most impassioned and
aggrieved letteto Lish. Carver had been up all night reviewing the severe editorial
cuts of hisBeginnersmanuscript (Anon 2007). Awe have seen, two stories were
slashed by nearly seventy per cent, many by almost half. Endings were truncated,
characters renamed, andrmre digressivefludv oi ce exci sed. 0Dear

Carver writes:
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|l 6ve got to pull out of this one. Pl ease
and nothing but this, so help me. Il 6ve | o
versions of the edited m&ghe first one is better, | truly believe, if some things are

carried over from the second to the firaintil my eyes a¥ nearly to fall out of my
head.(Carver 2007)

He continues:

| see what it i syotuhdavte ypouu.d.Vveddl dooutt e Jolfwihatw t
my very sanity is on the Iline here. I don
come back from the grave here to start writing stories once more. As | think you may
know, I 6d gi vhewn it unpandewad lookirgy Ifoyward to dying, that
release. But | kept thinking, 106l wait wu
after this or that happened .No w, Il 6m afraid, mortally af

book were to be puished as it is in its present edited form, | may never write another
story. . . It would be like having a part of myself die, a spiritual p@arver 2007)

For a writer renowned for his restraint, the tone is surprisioggrwrought
The languagés far closer to the more garrulous prose of the unedited work than the
stripped back writing of the edid storiesIndeed, as his words spew forth, Carver
seems almost incapable of silericeo at odds with the hard silence of the exdlit
writing. Alangmge of extr act i quil outcefc utrisi: 6 vl adev@é g
y 0 u pulled outo f suggesting he f orced excision of th
dollowed out transferenééLaplanche 2005: 23336, t he ot her éds hol |
a holding function, opening but also stabilising the subject. But in this
correspondence the otherness of the edit appears less benign and open, and more like
a violent appropriatiofi with a destabilising effect. Psychoanalysis is governed by
the O6zerpsayptaplmch @] edbsetting in motion w
designated as the death drived that fos

(Laplanche 2005: 231Yet in counterbalance:
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. . . psychoanalysis offers itself as a guarantor of constancy; of contairesdnas
been called; of suppbr . . The principles of constancy and zero are, for me, the true
principles of psychical functioningLaplanche 2005: 231)

Carverappearstex per i ence t he otwiteout@Gsstaecy:i t as
O myery sanityis on the line here. .| & m kely sotstarti coming unravelléche
writes (Carver 2007)As if subjected to the inexorable dissolution and repetition of
thedeatd r i ve, the opening | anguage of Carve
to déadwve: coOme back.Ifordomgitvleen gmpawetirely,
was looking forward to dying, thatreleaseNow | 6 m af r ai d..it mort a
would be lk e having a part of . AyieBIl &nah ®tdd s(
impossibility of dying, which marks a failure of prei ngui sti ¢ O6el usi ve
arrive at a relation with languag@®lanchot 1995 328) here deathappears as
nullification T sheer impossibility. In place of the psychoanalytic zemd
constancy, te minimalist cut is presented as a kind of constant zero, alterity as a

constant.

| 6m awash with ¢ ohkhowshatohe dissamébrt qf this decision a é

of mine is at its highest nawBuitibs tadpa
speak now, and speak from the heart, and halt things now, | foresee a terrible time
ahead for me. The demons | have to deal W

afraid, simply rise up and take me av@&arver 2007)

Carverds voi ce app ehgthnsispfotuoed dnthaleffectA c as ¢
is of deluge, asthbeeat s ascend on o6every day, or n

before reacimg their final engulfingpeak6 si mply ri se up and t ak

Il n L aaceowund of transference the umakvn desires of the other (the
othém@k) open up the subj ec fixédsimagimak n o wn
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identifications. OMandés desire is the de
235). In the movement towasdthe absent other, and dissolution of imaginary
identifications, Carver o6s | ater corresp
resembl ance to LYetcfarrldpanchek acnash@s enhcansf et
incessantly cycl i cal :s seems tb hhaveLemerged fromo n e
monadology. But the Hegelian formulations on desire as the desire of the other easily
become <circul ar (t he (2608 229y For Laplancliketsis r e o
unremitting cycl e r e onstruttien ofthemmonsciaus:an 6 s |
endless circle that favours the (2085si mil a
229) My reading of Carver 0,alsodeads mets regreadd e n C ¢
L a c adedirs is the desire the others circula, but in terms of a dialectical
recognition of | ack. Il n this reading, (
(Carvero6s), whi ch smaEmaining in a dyadic enpdsdereshe | a c k
perception of lack is identificatory, operating accogdtoL a ¢ aimagisary rather

than the differential openness and mobility of the symbolic. According to this
readi ng, the subjectds mir raccordsnMghthe el at i
O0hyst er i cthespospianwhetebyahe 8ubject, preodcipd wi t h t he o
unknown desires, i de(RinkildoT: 228133wWe deettadee o0t h
of this hystericised merging of otherness in the language of excess alterity that

suffuses the correspondence of July 8, 1980.

As we have seen, Lishs edi t ori al strategy is to
Carverds prose, b w 8, this exce€saalsovappedissstrainiegt. t er 0
Rat her than work by suggestion, as 1 n th
impact is perceived as deterministic andnfining. Speakingo f Lapl anche

holl owed out transfthemangas,t $cartfhen e evarrietr
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of messagg an excess thatiggersa process of translatiecshe t r a n Sdadohel o n 6  (
2010)But as Carver presents it, Lish doesn:
as inject it.In Laplanché s hol | owed ,aheti mplaastf &t iearc &
ot hermgénaa ersi supposed to give rise to 61 es
subject(Scarfone 2010)But for Carver, the enigma that Lishsertsin his prose

starts to acquire its own rigidity, which stultifies rather than opensnuihis way,

the editoriali nj ecti on of ot herness Oiwmt K®minsosrieo
which is a deeper, more entrenched insertion of altehgn the implantation of

engima

Implantation is a process whieh common, everyday, normal or neurotic. Beside it,

as its violent variant, a place must be givenirtwomission While implantation
allows the individual to take things up actively, at once translating and repressing, one
must try to conceive of a pragg which blocks this, shecircuits the differentiation

of the agencies in the process of their formation, and puts into the interior an element
resistant to all metabolisationd.aplanche 2005: 139)

Putting 6into the inaetribobodalkl emenaboltk
translation Kaplanche 2005: 139, i ntromi ssion Operfor ms
crippling the appar at2018: 56).fF otr r aCasrlvaetri,o nldi
injection of enigma is similarly stultifying, more like a blocka@peaking of the
stories in their brutally excavated forn
came out t hat wayét hey 6(Caever 209%) The forced a u s e
alterity of the editleds to af ai | ure t o speak (tak), awi | | (o
failure to translate the untthegbaeabpe,

cause myCaver B00Q e 0 ;

0The inability of the analyst to sust:
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i n the exer sayssDylancEangpvans20026215) Ul t i mat el y O
mastery of the analysto, writes Laplanch
recognizes its limits and acknowledges its own testimony is something different
from one which st r ai nZ20052863 Rathérthandislentoi n t h
the specific alienness thehemdrgenthare toomyy i n C
alterity thatappearsas his writing developd,ish stands as the other/analyst who

G mposes hi s own I dea o énforcing ehis iminiynalisb Nt h €

landscape (Evarz002: 215.

60 Wh at bet sayddat uyou warites Palrida¢Derndar al i t y
1987: 23) and the same could be said abG@uar ver 6 s sense of bet
When the unsaid that Lish once heardinCares wr i ti ng becomes Li
hall mark of his edit, and ceases to sten
experienced by Carver as a constrained generdlity. Lacands ter ms, o]
that the edit once worked according to therapens oftuché Lish honed in on he
6chance encoumaled sofwi CarvédmredsR writing,
symbolic meaning(Lacan 1998: 53-67). But the edit starts to work more like
Lacanods 6 a bhabituahexpressidn of otherness testrictsan emerging,
changing relation with the Re@lLacan 1998: 5&%7). Under Lishds cut

evolving otherness becomes calcified, stuck in its former manifestation.

Speaking of the edited stories, Carwer i t es, OEven though 1t
to works of art than the original and people be reading them 50 years from now,
t heyodre <taiulsle any t(Cartemd0G )eFor Attridge, ocreati vi
involves a skilful handling of known materjay e t 0Ointroduces no
instigates no transfomat i on i n t (Ateidge 2004a: 25)But withf thee | d 6

Grtworkdbt he 6ot her 6s arri val destabilises th
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Obreaki ng do wAttridgen2e04af 26)titHe arvarkdis, as Attridge
suggestsan openng up to the unfamiliarchangingt he current fi el d,
earlypr ose and Li s hofst camld mdeedable iursdérstoeddan t

0 aworkd TogetherL i s h  a n dcomPasedvaetaut néwoiced says Wood

(Wood 2009) with the advent ofWhat We Talk AboutCarver became the
6godf at her  odysNesseh (Nesset 1935n#ut whenhis minimalist
alterity became predi ct aféyeoldt 200 854;gni zab
Bethea2002: 54 McDermott 2006: 42), one could say that his writing became
assimilated to a norm and thus ceased tarb&@ amorké |, i n AttWhadgeos
Frederick Bathelme said of postmodernisindrhat trick was at the centre back

then, but the problerwas you figured it out, and once you figured itoui t wasno
i nt er est i(Bagthelana }088p beeae trueofsoal | ed o6 nmByni mal i
the early to mid1980s, creative writing programmes had startdairning out
strippedback prose by the clagall, 6 a s s e mbwriters, las thees dditic John

Aldridge called thenfAldridge 1990: 19)Soon, all watito-bewriters were hacking

the heart out of their storieKl{nkowitz 1993, choosing the limp line and
amputated sentence over a fleshier exprasdiead alongside the scraped thin

voices that surrouredl him,Car ver 6 s wr i tl1980sgeganfto have@a e ar |
mannered feel, according to some crit{@avis 1993: 658 It is arguably this

homogenizatiorand predictability that Carver found sonstraining/Carver 1983).

I n Liehaésal of Car v e theseditecouddrbg seangas a mp |
forming a defence agai nst psychical, S
plasticityd and O6exhaustion of whelelsy capac
0rel ations and dbedaimehudtiaobnlse ,o ff(Fewdedr gayn d

1937 241-242) Through its streamlined mode of otherngsatadoxicallyLis h 6 s
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opening of alterity becama kind of defence. For Freud, suchmutability gives

riset o O6psychiFeead S 193 241) adnd speaking of l
untranslatable enigm&carfone describes the heavy, straining eftecthe mental
apparatugScarfone 201:3561). Car v er 0 simiarty sppkercod thehrertiae

of his edited storiefRunyon1994:32; Saltzmarnl989:47), which is lifted in the

61 i ght tueditebniting (200 229).

But i n the | anguage of Carveros lette

extreme otherness comes a quiet bindingltefrity:

So what should we do now, please advise? Can you lay it all on me and get me out of
the contract someway? . Or else can or should everything just be stopped now, |

send back the Knopf check if ités on th
meanwhile Ipay youf or t he hour s, days and nights,
Goddamn it Il 6m just nearly cradio with th
dondét think it shd. be p(Carvern200f7). I think i

Herewe see tension between oGoddamnlitow and
|l 6m just nearl vy crazy wi t h t his. |l 6m
unboundedness$:or Lacan, excessive access tothe Realv e s r i s ethet o dé an
fear of 0 mtbiheaghdosrégn which §tHe subject] startéfLacan 1953
15. A simil ar sense of anxi edrgs ofi panicky,v o k e d

escalating questions. But the near slippage into chaos is also restrained. The ever

shorter sentences and abrupt entt ops (61 dm gett iomMg, li nt o
dondét think it shd. be put off. I think
Note the curiously truncated o6shd. 6, and

is repeated three timésreining in excess alterity, as if damming the floadT h e

repressions behave | i ke dé&md1937n225Ast i me o
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with Carverds unedited prose, the | angu.
seen as more repressive than the edithaswriting attempts to bind the unbound,

defend against it.

Carver continues:

True. On the other hand, i f the book <come
pl easure in it that | want, i f Icro$sede | | 6v
that | ine a little too far, why then | ca
agai n; right now I feel itéds that serious
feel | 6d be donestf odondt dlonoavydle bookGvdle |l 4 e j tu

not be, as it should, a cause for joyous celebration, but one of defense and
explanation(Carver 2007)

While Carver expresses pain, his writing is curiously pervaded with reference

to pl easur e...feélgdokabaumnysed. . ialvsolutety good. . joyous

cel ebrationo, and earlier in the letter
and wel | beingdé (Carver 2007). As in the
Carver6s | anguage olsatioa that cacan associates withthb e sy

pl easure principle than to @Ldcanl98e54t h dr i
55). Carver appears to experhisemegent, mihdres h 6 s
pleasurablesymbolic voiceas if in the unbindg of meaning Lish®&s
far beyond the pleasure principle: o1 f
bounds, crossed t (Carver 200i7)ihes isanot toisay thatehe t o o f
more symbolic language of this particular correspondancethe unedited prose is
Otruerd than the edit. Rat her , in accord
of this letterstarts to forma more homeostatic defence against excess otherness.

Or'he psychic apparatus is intolerant of unpleasure angestto ward it off at all

costs and, if the perception of reality involves unpleasure, that perc@pigorthe

truthd must be @Ereuwnd37: 236)a theedit, Lisicould be said to home
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in on the d6unaseasur ed @idahisedarhss aceaquntst | n g
for I ts power ful affect. But Carver 0s wi
from the earlier more primitive mode of otherness. If the book is to be published in

its more othered form, more excessively exposed to psychecraitt y , Carve
response wil|l not be one of 6j oyous cel

(Carver2007) where the term 6defenced hints at

01l 6m jabbering rGawe 20078 Caarr weerr 6gs0 e sa nagru a g
be beset with excess otherness, but it also betragemy, capacious voice, as if

free-associating. We see this effect in the previously cited lines:

..eventually, my di scomfort andngoud &m wi
grieving right now, but it wild go away.
heart, and halt things now, | foresee a terrible time ahead for me. The demons | have

to deal with every day, or ni gahdtgkemeear | vy,

over. (Carver 2007)

Speaking o6from the heart 6, 6grievingob
Carvero6s writing may be awash with exces
and symbolize this. The rhythms and repetitions attesantourgency of self
expression, a need for speech to ward off the demons that threaten to take over. This
free-associative speech is far closer to the language of the unsttitegsband has a
compulsive edge to it, suggesting the need to speak in athaitkas been cut short
by Lish. The sentences studded with commasd the quiet repetitions and Hal
rhymes (night, nearly, mighttapturespontaneity of expregon andwaywardness.

In its relations with the i&8ré¢hethegodi &
result of this in the sphere of psychical events can only be compared to being out

wal king in a country one does not know
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(Freud 1937:236L i ke t he blind man i n Obndnessr 6 s st
is a form of seeinghie apprehends otherness by failiodorm fixed identifications)

i n this correspondence Carverods wanderin
psychic otherness with the blindness of symbolic distdndeacan, accessiow the

symbolic marks a shift from the fixity of drive to the mobility of desire; through the
differential order of language the subject is repdatbdought to the limit of the

Real, open to alterity, but at the protective distance of significgtiacan 1988:

253257, 276) As such, the discourse of thengyolic order involvesopenness to

wandeing, to getting lost or waylaidLike the itinerant figuresthat frequent

Car ver 08 thecoverman wheo goes from house to house seliitgminsin

OVit ath99bh: s1@9215) the man who vacuumincl eans
0Col | ect oIt h(el 919abngwWaldge of Car,bearsthes | et t
essenti al waywardness of di fferenti al I
(glissementand drift of the signifier(Lacan 2002 145, 152, 291, 344 Thus the

sprawling, meandering voice opens up a different kind of alterity to the hard thing

like otherness of theminimalist edit: an alterity bound through the digressive,
differential symbolic. Int hi s way, Carver o6s symbol i c
protective separation from the extreme alterity presented byilLisie other and
addressee of Carvero6s missive. Of course
of detour. And the epistle is similg in transit,on the wayt o t he ot her :

condition for it to arrive is that it ends up and even that it begins by not

arrivingéyou understand, within teery si
i's di st anc isaygDerridanRerridd®s8t76, 29) . Similarly
mi ssive otherness is not finally arrived

the minimalist edit, but approached through a language of fleetingness, skirting, en
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route.

Carver 6s emer g e nhernessyigralso prasentart theanournmmg ot
t hat pervades the |l etter of July 8, 1980
|l etter, and t he worlcdaliZell siandckeberyfchrarcelasiagnt | vy o
your love and friendship over thisuBI strongly feel | stand every chancelaging
my soul and my ment al heal tCarvepo20@/my i t |, i
italics).l n Fr eud&6s 0 Mo ur rRrend)91a A3F258) mélamahalida o | i a 6
entails fixation with the unsymbolisedhereas mourning involves symbolization of
| oss, apprehension of its otherness. I n
bind the traumatic, unbound alterity of the h e r @iging & symbtolic form. But

the correspondence could also be readreurning for his own lost minimalist

voi ce. I n this reading, the edited Carve
and the unedited, the more Omournful 6.
Carver <closes the Il etter of July 8, 1

published orrespondence, this is the only letter to which Carver appends his
signatur e. For Der ridedtidy, the tpdssble sdengficaian ofr e i n
t he emitt er s(Demitadl98% 45c &he \p@pels riame, property, the

proper, all these terms relate to the Lagthoprius meaning @W&nd (R
120). Signing off with his proper name, Carver stamps his ownership, authouty,

l i terary pr signature ajtests tC ais wnestydbesand idiom. Yet the
idiomatic is O6a property that one twannot
youo, says Derri da9) Detni cddaghddf Ray, C
therefore already bound to that whidho e s n 6t b & ltoahe gendratity di i m
languagel my name i s som&bune, ekbsedspname)to

could say +that Carverds own |linguistic
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appropriated even, by the generality of linguisticamag; his specific node of
otherness evokes his singular struggle for -egffression within the general

condition of language.

Despite Carverods attempt to assert h i
mode of alterity in the July 8 letter, only two days later Carverears to have a
change of heart. In a | etter dated July
marking a radical turnaround. What happened in the two interim days has only ever

been a matter of speculation. In a strikingly different tone and idiome€arites:

July 10, 1980
Pl ease | ook through the enclosed copy

coll ection. Youol | see that nearly al/l of

think theyod6re significant and they al/l C ¢

sentme | tdéds just, not just, but itéds a que

were taken out in the second version. But | feel strongly some of those things taken

out should be back in the finishedsstorie

right. 6 That ending is far superior and

narrator 6s sense of | os s, and a sharp, [

narrator is a |l out, a son of a beehch, ar

telling us. Otherwise, why even is he telling the story, | won@satver 2007)

As the published version &hat We Talk About When We Talk About Love
reveal s, bar a few minor alterations, Ce

strongly sore o f those things taken out shoul c
Carver states, in a language of extraction and insertion redolent of the July 8 letter
(Carver 2007) Bu't ot herwise Carvero6s (Gawgrgesti o
2007) Indeed, in itsmatter of factness its shorter, more contained sentences, and
thuddingrepetitions of the final lineg the prose style of this letter is more akin to
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the edited Carver than the unedited.

0.(. . At bottom | am only interested in what cannot be sdfjtaannot be
di spatched in any <case) 0, wr i heensessdye r r i d a
and retracting it (Derridal987: 15). In retracting the July 8 letter, the
correspondence of July 10, 1980an be read as the ivwarl i er
Thus, a curious logic is at play. In its refusal to arrive at the other the July 8
correspondence approaches by withdrawing, in what Derrida calls the arrival that is
0t herefore not t o 1887:23). \Inaccordarice withéginasll € st i n a
0rel ati on wLeévirasl960:80), tad wathdravenheier guggests a refusal
of an identificatory relatiormsinHe i degger 6 s amiichéesmadivindby r et r €
withdrawal . Thus, while the letter of Ju
edit, returning to an identificatory relation with him, the structure of his retraition
his approach as withdrawialhints at a movement away from identificatimwards

a relation that is both open to the other and separate.

1982t01983d i mbs and heads of hairo

Unli ke the increasingly violent insertio
Carverb6s correspondence opmmpatasosighthe t he
letter form by vihich Carver chooses to addrdssh. More so than the short story

form, the epistle form has alterity inscribed in it. The epistle can be seen to work at

the thresholdetween the inside and outsidé:consciousness and the unconscious,

the subjectds interiority and external é
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the epistle is particulardlfy kednex@irwees sti ®
unconscious, says Felmafdman 2003: 134. In its constitutive situation of
interlocution and address, the epistle fostaientation towards the otheit could

thus be seen to restore the textual force of the unedit@samebing its dynana of

difference and desire. Alhe devel of the mconscious fantasy the traces (of the-non

representable) are manifest by anpemy s pace, a Ibshya Grken an ¢
(Green 2012347) Li k ewi s e, in Carveros correspond
the letters can be seen to present the-representdb e . Carverods tra

movement to the limit is manifest in his approactthe gaps between the lettérs

the literal holes in the text.

It is it is worth reiterating that th
not delineating a causalrdlabns hi p bet ween the empirica
in reply and the mode of l inguistic exp
with that of his short stories. This would only be a matter of speculation, and
mor eover, we don &posdibke \etters i ceply Byspoint s notto s h 6
determine causal 0factsd6 but to consider
the pagd inpartinrelat on t o Car v er @sbkas pgychoanalgsis caslieor i e
seen to attend to the words in #realytic setting more than the empirical truth of the
subjectdés I|ife.) l 6m interested in the
published letters, the stance in relation to the otlhes. my contention that in the
published form of the lateletters, the absent addressee presents the enigma that
stimulates the particular form of wntig o f Car ver 0 svhich bears e spon
affinity to that of his later prose. It is perhaps no coincidence that in his account of

hollowed out transference Liamche alludes to the written correspondence between

Fleiss and Freud:
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. . .the addressee is essentially enigmatic, even if he sometimes takes on individual
traits...so it is with Van Gough 0 withoutkeowing wh o i
it asFleiss is for Freud . . addressees of the message in the bdtteplanche 2005:

227; my italics)

Like Fleiss and Theo, both recipients of famous published correspondence,
Lish could be read as the interpellating addressee, the andlgstissumeshis role

Owithout knowing ité.

In their published form, th@bsence of replyo the letters could also bear
resembl ance wi t h t he 6di ssymmetric rel
transferencgLaplanche 2005: 231)Avoiding the Lacanian circular recogion of
lack that we have witnessed in the Julyl®8Q correspondence, L €
Oesis@&int di s bepween edtienyahd analyst is a relation that avoids mutual
exchangdLaplanche 2005: 231Yhrough the accrued epistle form that addresses an
indet er minate other, Li sh starts @5 0ccup)
233) Functioning as the absent present addressee, Lish stands for the other/analyst
who refuses to know the good of the subject, the truth of thd goo Lap | anche
analysta s (&dlemaeiet o want the good wi(20050283). kno wi
The form of communication of the epistle enables a freer relation with the other than
that of the more appropriative edit. Hol
free e n 0 u(@d0® 232) says Laplanche, suggesting the necessity of a certain
looseness of the relation to otherness, as opposed to the forced relation of the edit.
Thus one could say that thmelation itself has bearing on the mode of alterity; by
implication, a forced relation makes otherness calcified, stuck, while a looser relation

triggers openings Green captures the necessary looseness of this relation when,
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aligning the analyst with t-heoatiader r e &e
t hatksojtenre t ext [ or p aGreere2012B39) Rather tkah i t s
forced, Carvero6s depl oyment of the epi sl
gives ri se tobtheatextthat usntheinecessarygstep towards a new

bi nd(Greend012: 341) what Green ca&lohst 6(0dx 008 DT
341y witnessed in the shift in Carveros w

and new relations to otherndsas seen in the later correspondence and short stories.

While we have ticed an orientation towards the other fostered cumulatively
through the structure of the epistle, let us now turn to the specific language of

Carvero6s | ater correspondence from 1982

On August 11, 1982, two years after the publicatioWfat We alk About
When We Talk About Lave&arver writes to Lish about his latest manuscript,

Cathedral:

. . .one thing is certaih the stories in this new collection are going tofldéer than

the ones in the earlier books. And t hi s,
same writer | used to he .But | know there are going to be stories in these 14 or 15 |
give you that youodre going tangonawdObaaobkt f
of what a Carver short story ought tadbgours, mine, the reading public at large, the
critics. But I 6 m n oCarver RO, | 6m not us, I 6

Here, the transferential relation with the other appears to take place not simply
betwea author and editohut between author andreade€Car ver 6 s o6r eadi n
at |l ar geod. Transf er emrade relat®nshipnsays Brodisgas i n
the authorés words transfer onto the rea
text Brooks 1992: 26) In the letter oAugust 11, 1982, Carver appears confined by

his o6éreading publicbé, his o6criticso. Li
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Laplanche the cultural domain is also a site of stimulating othertnassference is

aready, in itself, outsidene clinic (Laplanche 2005: 226). Laplanche writes:
If one accepts that the fundamental dimension of transference is the relation to the
enigma of the other, perhaps the principl

before, beyond or after analysis, would be the multiple relation to the cultural, to
creation or, more precisely, to the cultural mess@ggmlanche 2005: 226)

Whil e Freudodos reflections on creativi
content and the uoascious origin of the artwork, Laplanche asks the overlooked
qguestion, 0 w hinythis ovaym et risi by addressing none, aiming

beyond any det 2005m2R7)laplaacherespomnds:n ? 6 (

. .what can be isolated here as characteristic of the cultural is an address to an other
who i s out of reach, to others O6scatter el

which is a repercussion, which prolongs and echoes the enigmatic messages by which
the Dichter himself, so to speak, was bombar(2@D5: 227)

I n this 1ight, Carvero6s relation with

the enigmatic cultural other, could be seen to reignite the originary relation with the

other. Sowhentheaedi ng publ i cbs response becomes
Carver short story ought t o beéo, wha't
Accordingly, by creating stories that o]

minimalist maild, Carver disruptt he reader s predictabl e i

t hem, | 6 m m Garver2G0Y, rerlewing thenenigmatic address.

Of cour se, in its published form Caryv
own readership. Indeed, in the address todhe her , Carver 6s i nv
i mplicates the reader in the | etters. T

authoroés relation, says Lapl anche, renew
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chil dho o ®00%228).gmtlee@ddless to tish a t i sndt specifioc

to us, the correspondence could be seen
of the anal yst as reader, 0the anal yst
(2012: 338)as the literary text activatesthereader unconsci ous. The
that the reader must give himself is of

says Greef(2012:338)

|t i s striking, however, t hat t he [ 1 n
correspondence {emergein the very language of the critics, suggesting a relation
t hat I s more one of mirroring, i n acco
otherness. Echoing h e hysterical ti mbre of, Car ve
correspondence, it is as if the excessive sypoto otherness presented in the letters
provokes a similar excessive undoing inthecriticTake Toby Littods r
letters and publication d@deginners Speaking of the crucial correspondence of 1980,

Litt writes:

This shows, | think, a man being tortured. He begs, pleads, attempts to reason,
elevates his torturer to a godlike statuke status of a deity who may cause the pain
to stop.

. . When Beginners, the book, is published, | hope there is a whole heap of
recantation that goes on.
Raymond Carver knew he was not a saint. | think his exquisite awareness of
dishonesties of all sorts was partly dependent upon his experience of covering up for
the dual authorship of his first two books.
| think he can be blangefor not being honest about this. | think you could, quite
justly, call him a liaii a sinner by omission if n@ommission(Litt 2009: 20, 25)

Litt6 semarks closehim off from Carver, whilehis openingspiraling sub
clausessuggest hyperbolic, oveexposure to the otheasexpessed in thenage of
the ineffable, persecutory (torturing) deityHere, the criticalmost occupies a
mirroring, i maginary relation wiown Car v«

closure to alterity (his hyst@ised openness to the other that is actually a form of
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closure ever ber at emosa. Weaalsobee thisnrtGalt a ghbesr 6 s r espo

C a r voomredpsndenceith Lish:

0The plea in his tha mdindettes to dishGeallylstakgshyewy, s ay s
understanding that he almost died from the alcohol and that his work meant so much

to him as a way of his own personal deliverance. He said at one point it was all he had

of religion. If you take someone's waakd put it in a direction where you didn't have

their permission, and they say it is their religion and as important as their religion,

then you have really touched them, you have done something that is going to affect
them in a deepl(Bourmei2600p ur bi ng wayo.

Indescri bi n guorkCaa deliverantes and religion, Gallagher echoes
Car v(earmd relatibnto@sdregme otherness. But Gallaglewuld also be seen
to present what Ii@dss€aclivedéd + aimdSsedisedds a
the July 8, 1980correspondence and therbdued in the following letteresurfaces

i n Gal | aglikearétwn ofile regressed:

| have things at stake. | just didn't want to go into that particular arena having the

intimate knowkdge that | do, because | didn't want these things to be pulled out of me
. . I don't know what the significance of Lish's role is/was because Ray didn't

ultimately accept it, as we know from his letter. He did not want that book/hat

We Talk AboutWhen We Talk About Lot be published in the form Lish dgsed.

His wish did not prevail . . he did override Ray's wishédle have the results of that.

(Bourne 2000)

Gal | agher 6ofmadnpmickC aerdg emactisame words, gesturing at
the violentundoing. Butthe excluded voice of Lisalso reemerges imecritics:60 i t 6 s
time we reclaimed LisheéSo, 5 muclhs rhoeerta f o
Lishé § writes Daniel Winters in a recent article iretBuardian (Winters 2013).
Yet the di st i nc torreaspondbneetandete oriticGsafar froenrsidde

or polarised; the correspondence could itself be consigefedn of criticismi as
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Carverodés critigue of his own wor k, whi ch
the literary and notliterary.
6Some of these stories may not fit sn

the restd, Car verAugustil 1982deensitesi n t he | et t e

But , Gor don, Godobds trut h, and | may as we
of surgical amputation and transplant that might make them someway fit into the

carton so the lid will close. There may have to be limbs and heads stibling out.

My heart wonot t asikgyburst, amatnheanrthati.$leveyourt wi | |
heart, you must knowthaBut | candét write thesé@& storie
if 1 feel i nhiwriethendat dll@arver20®%) goi ng t o

Surgical amputation, transplant: the edit appears as a bodily invasion. While
for Laplanche the othenpsyehiopmgsi ®l 6 imp

(2005: 139),int he surface of the body and perc

6inteemoné is a deeper, mo ras weehave seem ¢ h e d
Forcing otherness into Carvero6s writing,
l 1T ke the intromission that forms a o6for

otherness, lik the amputation or transplant. i§hs quitedistinct from an alterity
that isskin deep, on the surface, and thus open but also bounditiA&aplanche,
the forced otherness of the (Seadona2018:t art s
561) inhibit i ng Car v er 03 hiswbilityttd bmdjtheauabpuadc: i t y

Curiously, in their accounts of the relation with the othérinasand Derrida
al so draw on t he The skimgfthe fgace is that which stayssmost n . 0
naked, masdestitue . . . it leads you beyoril saysLévinas(Lévinas1985: 8687).
0l send you in order to havyDerridn&98u6lder yo
In Laplancheand inLévinasand Derrida, exposure to the other is thus an opening

on the surface, like the wound or scar on the skin, a relation that is exposed and
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protected, opeand symbolised. Through the course of an analysis the unconscious
truth 6came awayéhi kepesatuoed, abags Fr
Ter mi nabl e an(@reutd A93%& 25h)framang Ipsyadhical truth as a

wound (an operation)put also a suturea symbolic stitching. While the image of

wounded skin suggests an alterity thaturdoundand bound, open and closed,
Carverds o6transplanté and dbdamputationd s
Her e, Carver presents Libsundunboundalcifieda !l i s m
stuck, rigid. A year later, in an interview with tRaris Revigv, Carver again depicts

the minimalist edit kaswal bddigloypei asr @ airo
could or wanted to go, cutting everything down to the marrow, not just to the bone.

Any farther 1 n that diirwitng stufand publghing 6d be

stuff I woul dndét want to read (Caseel T, a
19836l n a review of the | ast book, somebo
reviewerme ant it as a compli ment. But | didnf¢

For Carver, minimalism is a cut too deefurther than the skin, or bone even,
and the effect on his writi Caveri280Y. deader
Carver 6s 1| mage o6ocfa rnmiomcioseaiiditsh, @akheiss Lapl an
O0tubd where otherness f(llaplanche 2005:61413nr ci S S i
contrast to the benevolent hollow that is open and comtaifbis is an early,
primitive andabsolutely presymbolic alterity which is not an address to an other,

but selfenclosed, unrelated:

The everyday mani festations of the wuncons
do not escape this closure: they appear within the narcissistic space of the ego, and
also, due tahe almost machine like mechanism of the primary process, they cannot

be considered as messages. The model of the tub, as | have termed it, clearly
schematises its initial 6unrel atednessao,
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for the symptomwhich is not immediately relational, allucutory. . [with] no
wi tness, or ({taatote. (kaplanghe 2005: EL1h) a v i

In what Carver perceives as the mechanical, closed otherness of his early
writing, t he mor e 6 minnoi presehtia snor@idimentaoys e C 0 L
form of selfenclosed alterity one that Carver moves away from in his later life and
work. Significantly, this brings to light the difference between an otherness that
loses its mode of openness through its stuck repstiéind an otherness that fosters
mobility and change: an i mpenetrable al't
minimalist edit, as Carver frames it, rather than bearirgdadion with the container,
otherness itsefiormsthe container, and a particularly rigid one: the minimalist other
constitutes a shell, a carton with the |
as opening up the otherness of his prose, he now sees something encapsulated about
his minimalism. Hencé he ¢l austrophobic i1 mage and tl
andt he heads of hair and | imbs that need
striking for their enclosed spaces which appear more open in the unedited, crit
have argued. écordingto MathiasKeller,int he edi Tkd aoh§, 66t h
encl osure of a bathtub provides a sol e
unedited version of the same story, oA
indoor daylight of the bakery, wheredd and talk and commiseration actually do

make a dNdssetd94 Nessetlbriteg:

Embodi ed irm tvheirssi @fnulolfe téhoeg exti crgy ,u p@a rswegrg
the very real extent to which style can wall an arti$t snggests how aan artist

Carver, like a few of his more fortunate characters, is capable of breaking free of
enclosing environments, exchanging them not only for greater capaciousness but, we

must assume, for a new understanding of himself and his (¢&tafset 199¢4

In what Carver perceives as its increainganufactured otherness, &ty/le
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Lishds minimalism walls him in. Thus, p a
the edit confines, closes up. Likee analytic space that is open and closed, forming

an opaing at the heart of the most closed phenomenon, one could, in a kind of
anachronistic inversion, see the unedited prose as opening up the hardened otherness

of the edit. As we shall see, the later collect@athedralfosters a differentmore

permeable form of alterity.

It is not insignificant that the metaphor occupies such a prominent place in

rSN

Carvero6s correspondence of August 11, 1
Water So Cl,odhe et Hpmed al s anedechprosg,es i n
only to be excised in the edit. Just as hi ar t i's about to bui
correspondence of August 11, 198fursts forth with metaphors, all the more
conspicuous because of their absence fiasr minimalist prose.Transference

inheres inthe metaphor, in the transfer from the vehicle to the tenor, says Brooks
(Brooks 1992: 223)Et y mol ogi cal | vy, the word O&émetap
Greek version of the Latin of otransfer
acrosséo). A c c the ohetaplgpr cteates 8 new akderstanding, a new
opening and binding of othernesgsfie sibstitutioni as the characteristic operation

of metaphoii of a present signifier for an absent one sparks an understanding of the
meaning of that whi (Brboksdl392:223) Jteoughthe haglay s B
silences and curt repetitiong) the minmalist edit the metaphoric process of
creating new psychical me a (Modely $997. s 0f o
Il ntroducing t he di fference and substitu
correspondence of August 11, 1982 could be seen to restore dhes®rof
metaphoric change that Modell sees as essential to rebinding stuck, traumatic

othernesgModell 1997. The later prose presents a shiftdeanimating(Santner
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2007:19, 65)of the earlier, more traumatic linguistic constructions.

Two months later, on October 3, 1982, Carver reaffirms his need for authorial

control over theCathedralmanuscript, granting Lish only minor editing input:

You know | want and have to have autonomy on this book and that the stories have to

comeoutloohg very essentially the way they |
saying we canot change words or phrases ¢
sur e. But after youdve read the book, | 61

ordering, or any suggestions you might havéCarver 2007)

Reiterating the same point just weeks on in a letter dated Octop€aRger

states:

My biggest concern, as you know, is that the stories remain intadtou know what

|l 6m saying. Pl e a s as alyaod qditomthe besit . buhnottahimys b o o k
ghost. . .the stories, are going to be so different, in so many regards, from so many

of the earlier stories, that the book is going to be met with a good show of enthusiasm,
even cel ebr at ieager.to hdva that artisteysu, weré talking about do
something for the cover, if she can. Yes, for sure. | hope that works out. (But that,
finally, will be your final decision; the matter of the text, in this cases to be mine.)

(Carver 2007)

Again, Carver emphasizes the shift in his prose, the opening to something
o6di fferentd, a new |l inguistic relati on

reception, renewing the enigma of hidtural regient (Laplanche 2005: 226

Up until this pointinthgg u bl i shed correspondence Carve
uncl ai me dl®87.(7)D eestineddaavards an other who refuses to respond,
whose open silence starts to function as a benevolent hollow, opening up alterity in

t he writi ng esgpbnde@ca.rButdherois a letterrdated November 19,

1982, we suddenly come across the editor
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Dear Rap Her e6s OWhere |1 6m Calling Fromd rewo
mustbd as basic as | can keep i tiltrytokeap awar e
my editing of the stories as slight as | deem possible, that you do not want me to do

the extensive work | did on the first two collections. So be it, Ray. What you see in

this sample is that minimum: to do less than this, would be, inudgnjent, to

expose you too greatly. At all events, look: if this is in keeping with your wishes, call

quickly and say sb and | will then be guided thereby in my handling of the rest of

the stories. Love, GCarver2007)

Tellingly, in reference to hié s | i g,lishadrawsdn & term that has come
to define the edited prose: mdikdndiat ( nyyou s
italics), with the term invoking the style for which the edited Carver became famous
Here, it is as if the minimalis intrinsict o L i s h 6-exprasgon.yit issnet| f
insignificant that oLGistheiesoopenssp agdpfintheL ov e,
other between their positive properties and their enigmatic otherness. This is why
being loved makes one tangibly aware of the tapween what one is as a
determinate being and thenfathomable X in oneself thatimulates love(Gi ¢ e k
2009:48). Al t hough he acquires a voice, Li sho
very little. Rather than force his eddreatinga fixed relation wih the other, Lish

will now be 6éguidedd by Carver. He now f

January 21, 1983
From Carver to Lish

What és the matter, donét you | ove me any
forgotten me alr eady ?[PafieReVieyintérndem angl taken g b ac
out all the good thingsdaid about you. (Carver 2007)

So states Carver in his final letter to Lish. Dated January 21, 1983, the final

letter is written the same year as the publicatio@athedral:the book that became
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Carver6s most c el e bmea,tmoré expaadive voip€ritcs s ed f
commented on thenarked difference in stylef Cathedral On the cover of the

Times Book Review,r vi ng Ho wbdr. @arver has beennmeogtly adwriter

strong but limited effects the sort of writer who shapes and twists his material to a
high point of hstsylniezwa,t i monrée dapgaciinous wo
writer struggling for a larger scope of referencd, aner touch of nua
1983. For Campbell writing in the TLS,6 Cat h digplaya Imore abundant
narrative talents than €apeetrds(Camnpleell
D.T. Max notes Gan evidentgp bet ween t hWill ¥YaPdase Bst yl e
Qui et , P | Véhat A& TdkAbout Whed We Talk About Lowe Casr ver 6
first two major colletions, and his later wok Cathed @1 6 and &6 Wher e |

Fr o M&aa 1998). Max writes:

In subject matter, the stories share a great deal. They are mostly about thegworki
poor i unemployed salesmen, waitresses, motel manageis the midst of
disheartening lives. But the early collections, which Lish edited, are stripped to the
bone. They are minimalist in style with an almost abstract feel. They drop their
characters &ick down where they find them, inarticulate and alone, drunk at noon. The
later two collections are fuller, touchbg optimism.(Max 1988

As Carver states in his final l etter
editor in theParis ReviewAsked about Lish in th&983 Paris Reviewinterview,

Carver writes:

H es@emarkably smart and sensitive to the needs of a manuscript. He's a good editor.
Maybe he's a great editor. All | know for sure is that he's my editor and my friend, and
I'm glad onboth counts. (Carver 1983)
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But in the same interview Carverakes clear his preference for his later form
of expressiond Ther s® met hi ng a that smack® ohsmmailnesa dfi st 6
vision and execution that | don't like. But all of the stories in the new book, the one
calledCathedral were written within an eighteemonth period; and in every one of
t hem | f eel (QGalvar §983)li i$ ihteestiagy then,6that in his final
letter to Lish Carver appears to hark back to his earlier editorial relationship.
What 6s the matter, d (Cardet 2007puggedts@lesefor me a n
an identificatory love, a transference of exchange and ahutcognition, as
opposed to the kind of transference love that opens up othetnetiss final
correspondencsntendgsaaand/pahy theeeerteeokeshe style of the
editwhi | e t he | asdeditbrialprecessudt amliistdid to Casvierpso
Carver willll npopov kdaooc k hewer his own writtel
wr ot e, thereby c¢closing off openness to
letter thus enacts a curious relapse to the earlier linguistic relatitn Lish.
I ngesting Lishoés editorial style and st
inability to let go of the othem s we | | as Li s.Wnbdisfindl adeed, i ng i r
Carver 6s mimicry s uigantdictios with tbesditiaalkigdod f or
compulsive, masochistic return to the persecutory relatitich suggesta sade
masochistic bondasa way of preserving rather than destroying the object of love

(Glasser 1998: 88902).
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5.Dwel Il i ng with the Other: H «

6Cat hedr al ©

6Cat hedr al 0

Following What We Talk About When We Talk About Love9 8 1) , 6Cat hedral 6 was
titular volume in 1983. The collectowas Car ver 6 s moraceiving ldgh ertiicalat ed vy e
acclaim; itwas nominated for both a Pulitzer and a National Book Critics Circle Award, and in 1983

Carver won the prestigioudildred and Harold Strauss Living Award (Max 1998Yith Cathedral

Carver asked Lish for only a |light edit: 61 06m of
a |line here and there, and punctuation, sureélt
essentially the way they | o038 K982 (Capert 200@)oAtthé he wi
publication of Cathedral critics spoke of Carverds new, gent
departure from his Ruayon 19%r85Hbwe 1883;viaadley: 19836Moer o s e (
recently, critics have drawpmar al | el s bet ween Carverods | ate prosce

(Campbell 2009%Wood 2009).

At the beginning of Raymond Carvero6s st
arrival of a guest to his home: O6This bl
his way to spend the nighté (Carver 199
wasnbhueinastic about his visitd (1995: 2

inconvenience that the visitor is rejected. He is renounced because he is unfamiliar,

as a blind man. Presenting the unknown,
seee of stable identity, open up his guar
i n my house was not something | | ooked f
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By the close of the story, however, which is also the close of the day, the

narrator and the visitor amepicted sitting side by side on the sofa, their fingers

ent wi ned: 6He found my hand, t he hand wi
handdé (1995: 307) . I n the dark, the two
ifof a kind ofeédbousédbywnghbdspressesd, 0.

archeso6 (1995: 307).

What forges this transition from the rejection of the stranger to the welcome of
the other as friend? How is the bounded home opened up to the outside? Why is
there a shift away &m the solitary figure hiding inside his home to a communion

between others that revolves around the representation of a different kind of home?

I n what foll ows | wi || consider the pre
wi t h r egar dacountoof résgusibiiityatg thesother; this will take place

via a close reading of C a rr3v0e8r)6 sa nédC alt &weidn
chapt er ¢ T(héginafla68:1152168).¢will examine the presentations of

the ethical relation with thether in Carver and in Lévinas in terms of theideand

outsideof the home, of language, and of visuality. Challenging common conceptions

of Carvero6s |l ater writing as more tradi
2006: 115; Nesset 1995: 5), I lwi argue that in O6Cat hed
linguistic meaning is always dependent on alteritthe outside of clear content;
determinate meaning relies on the indeterminate. Conversely, | will claim that
Lévinas is often misread as a philosopher éfitffinite, the absolute other (Eagleton

20009: 231) . Reading L®vinas through the

hope to demonstrate that L®vinasods ethic
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other is grounded in signification of meaninfhus, reading Carver along with
Lévinas leads to an othering of dominant conceptions of each. As we shall see, this

reading of Carver and Lévinas is guided by the psychoanalytic thought of Lacan.

In the following | will be lessinterested in drawing conogons between
Car ver 6s eBeginngrsandtheclater cokectiorCathedral as | will be in
|l ooking at the specific spacecaleddater al t er
O0r eal i sQo@traryp to eritical. accounts, | will suggest that Cadver | at er
6realistd writing also displays aspects
suggesting that the two forms are not so mutually exclukivterms of literary form
t hen, I wi || argue that Carver 6sndl at er
minimalist techniques, but ultimately that his realist bindings of alterity open up to

the more radically unsymbolised spaces of his early minimalist writing.

The ethical other: Carver, Lévinas, and Lacan

Before turning to the story, | will say faw words about my way of reading the

ethical other in Carver. For Lévinas, ethics is the putting into question of the ego, the
knowing subject, or selfonsciousness. Ordinarily the ego assimilates what is
outside itself, reducing otherness to familiarisays Lévinas. But in the ethical

relation the ego is called into question by the other, referred to variously as the
600t her 6, 6ot her6 6othernessd or Oalterit

of comprehension. The other is what disrupts myd@soof comprehension, my
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determinate idedsl n L ®vi nas, this other is presen
the being at home with oneselfd6 (L®vina
transcendentd, the O0ext efigureswidich ujgesitte 4 9)
i mpossibility of grasping the other thro
ot her presents himself, exceeding the id
also concerned with how the revelation of the other takes pladenguistic
expression. Distinguishing t h-28),08é8myi ngod
defines the Said as the content and identifiable meaning of words, and the Saying as

a performative, disruptive mode of linguistic expression that cannocecheed to
determinate conterfl9745). Thus, Lévinas is interested in the thematisation of the

other, but also in how the other works as a residue or interruption of meaning (the

Saying) (Lévinas 1981-68).

So why read Carver along with L®vi na
commonal ities between the I|iterary conte
content or obsession, I donodt care for
60Cathedral 8 andthi c@Vi pasdccupati old@®: in OT
152-168) Both are concerned with the figuration of the other as stranger, the
intrusion of the other in the home, questions of hospitality, the presentation of the
other as face and as the possesmed dispossessed. Secondly, just as for Lévinas

|l i nguistic meaning is always bound to ai

® Original responsibility to the other disrupts what Lévinas sees as thensidfure of ontology that has dominated the
western philosophical tradition: the attempt to comprehend Being. In ontology, Lévinas avers, objects of cognition are
objectsfor consciousness, grasped through adequegieessentation, which transmutgberness into the Same (known and
familiar cognition).

"In his early work Lévinas showed suspicion towards literary art, seeing exegesis as the privileged site for explomtion of th

oo her . But he | ater came to see |literary writing ans a speci
into something other than itselfé (L®vinas 1989: 146), and
OtherwisethanBeing n parti cul ar L®vinasés own style of writing can |
he presents less a totalized theoretical edifice, and more descriptive terms which gain meaning through evocation rather than
definition.
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060Cathedral @& | consi der hd it representason bfpect n
strange other in the blind mah coexist with linguistic and visual stagings of
otherness in the silences, the unsaid, and resistances to meaning, along with the
indeterminate visual presentations. In this way, | am particularly interested in the

et hical ot her ness o ions,@eaploreccin depth ih the fmal ar y

section of the paper.

So why bring together Lévinas and Lacan? How might Lacan enrich the
encounter bet ween Carver and L®vinas? C
intentions that justifies a link with psychoamaly s : 6The unconsci
clandestinity rehearses the game played out in consciousness, namely the search for
meaning and truth as the search for t he
L®Vvinasds misgivings about cemngpsychbaoadytical y s i
resonance in his writing. Eschewing knowledge, representation and presence, | see
L®Vvinasds ethical subject as explicitly
argue that the ethical other is theorised at the level of the uncoasks Simon
Critchley notes (Critchley 1999b: 1868 9 ) , L®Vvinasds rejectio
is contradicted at several points in his works, in particular where he refers to the
traumatic otherness of the subjnescctidosuswonc
i's the oO6night where the ego comes back
persecut i onldAs Welsdadl see, | Hr8WBJ structural affinity between
L®vinasobs ot her and Lacanods Re al as t h
unconsciou$ what isotherto symbolic meaning in the unconscious (Lacan 1988c:

82).

®Dominique Scarfone also draws a connection between Lacanods
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I turn to Lacandés psychoanalytic cat ec
the psychical resonance of Carvero6s |ite
L®v i nas O6hés alsgotrums irctise.othef direction, so that Lévinas emphasises the
et hical di mension of Carvero6s writing ar
writers together because | see a common formal structure to théthree Car ver 0 s
literary presentationgthematically and linguistically) of closure and openness
towards the other, i n L®vinasds theory o
ot her, and in Lacano6és theory of i maginar
the unsymbolised Real. Along thi the formal correspondences between these
writers, at times | confront the departurasd | consider how reading the writers

alongside each other leads to an othering of dominant critical conceptions of them.

In turning to both Lévinas and Lacari also hope to avoid projecting a
unil ater al t heoretical IdepiogtheoryginalighteCar ver
and more heterogeneous way, so that the literature probes different theories, which
i n turn question or inthisovailthat | alGamakeesonies pr ¢

reference to Arendt and to other think&ts.

For L®vinas, i n our relation with the
interl ocutord (L®&vinas 1981: welb8pmetheef r am
reader, as the rader experiences the event of being in relation with the other. Thus |

wi | | be i nterested i n t he reader 6s r ece

9 | see the alliance between Lacan and Lévinas as enbighihg also necessary to recognise the differences

between the thinkeiSome have noted their differegiaitiors to Kojéve'sHegel (Critchley 1999: 200): the dialectic

of intersubjectivity is at the core of LEwasafoséssa subj ec
dialectical model of subjectivity, critics claim. However, | argue that the opposition between the two in terms of the
dialectical basis of subjectivity is oversimplified, failing to address the prominence of the Real as the limit of the

subjedd s symbol i sati on, and overl ookilégnaéas petclhisc alf 1t dlea ts
the other.

10] turn to Arendt because | discerhd e mat i ¢ | ink between Carverds story
dwelling, and a foma | link between Carverds | anguage and Aren

meaning from which otherness arises.
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otherness: the demand of the textual otherness on the reader. | will be interested in
the points at wlth this demand is at its strongest, mostly towards the end of the
story, where the realist bindings of otherness open up to the more radically

unsymbolised spaces of the early minimalist form.

The Real other: solitary dwelling

This blind man, anold r i end of my wi feds, he was on
(Carver 1995: 292)

The opening |ine of 6éCathedral éd sets U
ot her . I n the grammati cal order of the s
manhdi,s status as O6friend of my wifed is s
man is further negated by the O6hed of th
overall sense of bhe bekhewde(16BBs wag2hp
ont o state, presenting the blind man as u

other is finally eclipsed in the last line of the paragraph, where even his status as
human being is removed: the visit@r was

292).

The narrator of Carveroés O0Cathedral 0
and to linguistic meaning, wanting instead to dwell within absence of meaning. At
the moment the stranger enters his home, the narrator clings, like a recalbitchnt ¢

to the absence of speech: ol didnodét say

194



(Carver 1995: 297, 300) . Bearing the i mj
narrator remains nameless througramast Car
of othersi t hat of the blind man and his wife
should he have a name?6 (1995: 293) .

I n L®Vvinasds ter ms, the narrator atte
0The separated being c asm, thatl i9 snethe iverys e | f
accomplishment of its isolation . . . banishing with impunity all hospitality (that is, all
| anguage) from oneds homebo (L®vinas 196
at home with oneself o6 (1%M6 MatterabsolBtegly me a n ¢
undeterminedd (1969: 159). And | suggest
Lacands Ohard kernel of the Real 0: t he
assimilated into any imaginary or symbolic identification, butaaly be thought of
as a pure positd (Lacan 1988c: 82) . At
deploys the 6éel ementary and truncated | a
its relation with the other person (Lévinas 1969:-156). Ratherhan use language
to gesture at something unknown, the narrator strives to banish a linguistic relation
with the other altogether, attempting to
158) , or Lacands i mpossi bl e umoseyadbabl i sed
otherness than the edited splitting or the unedited linguistic inhabiting.

Just as the narrator resists a linguistic relation with the other, so he rejects
visual apprehension of otherness, as the visual depictions of the blind man eecall th
bald contours of the early minimalist edit. The guest is not only denied the singularity
of the proper name, he is also deprived of specific physical appearance. All we can

envisage of him is that he is blind.
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The first few lines of the story repeat thee r m 6 bl i ndé with s
(6this blind man . . . she and the bl in
the blind . : . 1995h292 b hatd MmMlaedmeani ng eafc
recedes behind its pulsating rhythmrae € ver 6 s wr i ting stages t
Kristevads mater i al i t slingastcdnfaot(Kriggevanl@8ad:y dr i
25), as the reader falls into a visual vacuum, a dearth of meaning. Here, otherness is
not so much embedded with linguestneaning, as it is in the unedited; the darkness
that pervades this opening paragraph does not so much signify the outside of visual
identification as stage thabsenceof visuality i L®vi nas 6s 6f at homl
(L®vinas 19098: 6 7)f oan xHeeitdyedg g e (r ideherddeng ggenrt
being dwells alone. This is an absence more radical and primordial than that of the
minimalist linguistic cut or of the unedited textuality.

Unlike the blind man, the narrator cannot accept his visual limitationis
visual castratiori thathe cannot see it allnstead, he wants to see blindness itself:
see the unseen. His preoccupation with the inability to see has an obsessive quality,
with the term &éblindd recurr i nthorobghly i me s
engrossed by the fact that the blind man ever had a relationsthput seeing
0Theybéd marri ed, |l i ved and worked toget
having seen what the goddamned woman looked like. It was beyond my
under st @99% i 205). 6Maurice MerleaBo nt y aligns 6conc
perceptiond with consciousness, and what
unconscious: for MerleaBonty, the visual indeterminacy of the unconscious
conditions conscious visual repret#ions, but this invisibility must be forgotten in
order for us to see properly (MerleRonty 1962: 68). Preoccupied with the unseen,

Carver 6s navMelmeatPomt yésudési ndneadhatsuci cons
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invisibility must be forgotten, mustot be seerin order to se€MerleauPonty 1968:
248) . I n this way, the narrator recalls
figure Orpheus who, warned not to look back at Eurydice as he ascends the
underworld, cannot resist and is swallowedHhmry ¥isual void (Blanchot 1999).

Failing to heed the visual prohibition, the narrator tries to prise open blindness
itself, see the impossible, invisible condition of seeing. And in doing so he comes

face to face with the monstrous:

The [ bl i n issaamat tpve araupd in the sockets without his knowing it
or being able to stop it . . . One eye was on the roam without his knowing it or wanting
it to be. (1995: 297)

Here, the blind mands eyelumaney aflthe L ac a
ot h el9&8:89). Distinguishing between the eye and the gaze, Lacan defines the
eye as pertaining to the imaginary field, fixing on identifiable objects, while the gaze
I S 0t he under si d#d88:08-83),c then wisuallyo ungraspabls, 6 (
unconscias horizon within which the visible is establisHédlhe gaze does not
originate from any particular pair of eyes, it is the monstrous, indefinable visuality
that precedes and possibilizes the field of the visBl&Vi t h t he gaze, (
somethingthat ooks before there i s 18B8Ri3egThef or i

gazethreatenshecause it exposes the constitutive absence at the core of thejpsyche

11 ~ . . . . .
In Lacan6s scopic domain, the distinction between the eye

consciousngs upon the structure of the unconscious.

12 MerleauPonty occasionally attended Lacan's seminars, but his work is more inforrBestayt psychology (the

concepts of figure and ground), and by Freud (sexualitgimgin the world)Merleau Ponty callsdfr t he need t o & ma
an existential psychoanal ysi s, but an ontol ogical psychoan:
out of which the figures of the consciousness are identified. For a detailed examination of thehgldietneen Merleau

Ponty and Lacan see Richard Boothby (Boothby 200:615486287). Boothby suggests that one departure between

MerleauPont yés phenomenol ogy and psychoanalysis is that phenon
psyctoanalysis those limits are the central concern: the exploration of the unconscious is undertaken in and for itself.
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the unsymbolised Real (Lacan 1988: 70). Concomitantly, for Lévinas, the absolute

abyssinwhictbei ng dwell s alone is also defined

Critics have frequently characterised
OEl ephant 6 as o6realistdé (Baym 2011: 346 ;
the supposedly late realistaG v e r , 6Cathedral 6 contains
monstrous, menacing images; these figures emerge just at the moments when the
narrator tries to see the impossible invisible condition of seeing. Here, a different
kind of language emerges: a monstrensess of alterity. The opening lines, which
as we have seen invoke a visual vacuum,
i nhuman blind man &éwho moved sl owly and
l ed by stwegrgaogsédei(nPe, svhen theOraryator aadntte | a't
blind man watch TV together, the screen shows men dressed as skeletons and devils
and the Ooutside of a cathedr al ' i ned wi
monstersd (1995: 303) . A tuntess uhe lgazémtheme nt s ,

monstrous excess of the unsymbolised.

It is pertinent that the cathedral is lined with monséter k e 6gargoyl
Et ymol ogically O6gargoyl ed derives from 't
Originally used in Ancient Greece asvaterspout attached to roof gutters and then
in medievaltimes on the walls of churches to ward off evil, the gargoyle has
traditionally been located at the threshold between the inside and outside (OED
Online). I n Carver 6s sas @wayning thahtlee thgesholdy oy | e
between inside and outside must be respettédat idealised attachment to the
unsymbolised within should be avoided, but so too should its neglect in an imaginary

traversal outside.
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I n Carver 6 s 06 Ca tshchuded ldel isHtg be teprivdd,eirevakinga s e |
the ancient Greek meaning pfivate as privation (OED Online). In his solipsistic
rejection of the other, Carverods narrato
Indee d , he feels o6left outd of the relatic
even though he chooses to sit apart from them (1995: 299). In ancient Greece, a life
spent on oneds own outside the world of
definition, says Arendt (Arendt 1999: 38). For Arendt, the absolutely private realm is
i nherently violent: in the private house
justified in this sphere because they a
furthermore t hi s Osheer violence is muted (Al
secluded is thus to be destructive. For
private domain, Lacands dwellingidion intr
the psychically unsymbised i also means being governed by violence in the
destructive force of the deathive, a primordial force that Lacan also describes as
0 mu t2@01:100). If it is difficult to conceptually grasp the destructive death drive,
it is in anxiety that onean experience its unsymbolised force, says Lacan (Boothby
1991: 145). Accordingly, critics have noted that it is in anxiety, in a quiet unease
(Wood 2009) t hat Carverds reader also experi

Car v er 0OisthogervisuViacugns and uncanny figurdeat erupt unnervingly.

The narratords attachment to the oth
isolation from the other person, is distinct from privacy proper. In fact, it results in
loss of privacy. What is involved jjouissance,L, acan tel |l s us, i's a
heard and seendé (Lacan 1988c: bdéngisno That
longer sheltered by language (by the absences that are held in the symbolic order, as

in the earlier unedited writing), but becesexposed. Howevdrgingdoes not lose
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its essential nature as resistance to determinate meaning. Rather the otherness of the
void itself is exposed, as contentless and nonsensical (Jameson 1873: BBhis

account of dwelling with the other, Lévinaalso appears to warn against
overexposing the unsymboli sed exgosedor : 6t h
vegetable communication with the el ement
and also its secrecyo (19ryveredpdstreoftmy i t a
psychically unsymbolised is presented @rvisual level in the empty, sterile and
stifling spaces that pervade his oeuvre:
t he claustrophobic bedsit ksdhhewr ian c@®@Tip
Student 6s Wi feod; the oppressive garret w
the window damd é6tGeezebedl,usi ve mot her 6s h

boxes in O0BoXeg426B4CH21¥9%333347R 95: 638

These barrensaces are also sites empty of L
symbolic binding of otherness and meanmiigVi t h t he subject bs
| anguage ( Lac anhesadicalytmneds beingisostruttered)by the
internal absences in the symioosystem, as we have seen (Lacan 1988c: 107), and

this givesrisetodesir€ige k summari ses Lacands symbol.i

Desire is the force that compels us to progress infinitely from one signifier to another
in the hope of attaining the ultimate signifier that would fix the meaning of the
preceding chain. (Gigek 1993: 222)

In Lacan, desire is bound to symboiiterpretation: we desire as we trace

meani ngs along chains of signifiers. I n

resi st interpretation forestall t he re

13 Imbricated within the differential order of signification, in which absencestareturedin the gaps between different
words, the subject is exposed to alterity, brought up against the limits of language and thus to the otherness ofithe Real; i
this way, the subject desires (Lacan 1988:-268).

200



experiences something of this absence of desirtheasnclosed space of the living
room where the action of the story takes place refuses the desirousness of
interpretation: other than the TV and sofa, the room is shorn of description. Here, the
bare room presents that which should remain sheltered nifisagion: the private
emptiness of pri mordi al being. |l ndeed,
visitor inside his home and his unwillingness to leave the stranger alone in his own
room, attest to his attempt to protect that which has been left opéhe

unsymbolised psychical core that i s over

Carver stages the salestruction that ensues from solipsistic rejection of

ot herness. Il n L®vinas, O0shutting onesel
produced without nt er nal contradictiond (1969: 17
i's always bound to the other. Accordingl

IS outside the self, as in the other person, can only be-lslesit The narrator is

bound to theotheri his wifei but he is also finally unable to close his doors on the
stranger. Most of the twentiettentury Great American Novels are written from the

first person, delving into the interior thoughts of the heroes who nearly always live
alone (Gatslp, Holden Caulfield inThe Catcher in the Ry@&hilip Marlowe inThe

Big Sleep)While Hemingway has been seen as a precursor to Carver (Beathea 2007:
89-104), his stories are more often written from the first person position, and his
heroes are more inwar, more solitary than Carveros.
the more o6realistéé, Carveros stories are
even when they are written from the first person, so that the prose feels closer to
drama than to the nole, | ess i nward. What 1 s mor e,
al one. Il ndeed, many of Carver o6s storie

neighbours, friends, wandering in and out of dwelling places. Many of the stories
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centre on this oergd,cohWratt We& NEabkbAboO
About Loved, OAl askad, O6The Fat Mand). P
novel i st Ri chard Ford, a | ong time frier
their friendship asféeéehandi mg dwel leinnhgd ed
even colours this moment with the | angua
my | ife and my dwelling at 60 Jefferson

soul 6 (Ford 1998).

In Lacanian terms, the imposdityi of dwelling alone in a kind of mental void
or absolute otherness marks thmpossibility of the Reathe presymbolic substance
that can only be posited as such through the symbolic. For Lacan, the Real comes

after the symbolic, as the experienceswimething missing. Similarly, for Lévinas,

the 6notion of an idealist subjectd as ¢
168) . L®vinas c¢claims, O6the isolation of
t he 6 tecokesta@dsitnst er i @mmdntegt aelsy caccompli shed b

153154; my italics). It is only through the symbolic structures (of the home) that the

Real (of subjectivity) can be conceived. Eagleton claims that in its infinite openness

to otherness L®vimatsiiadm (EEdglcest oins 2060p0s9y:
suggest that the psychotic is more the g
than being open to the outside (L®vinas
wi fe asks 6Ar e you mardsgrely unhingedghamaogersbfo mi
both Carveros edited and unedited stori e
time in doors: Claire in 0So Much Water
mot her who wonot g 0 0 u-B43)j thewiolent rexwibeBro x e s 6

Ol nti macy8703299%and3é&dhe suicidal -1d9D.rl frie
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In the opening of Carverdés oO0Cathedral & f
visuality, the narrator 6s sodivespiseitoshisi ¢ a't
refusal of the outside othérin the form of the blind man. This is the implicit ethical

di mension of Carvero6s | ater writing. Cri

(Yardley: 1983 Runyon: 1994: 85) and one might concur that he often deploys

the resources of I|inguistic meaning to e
di dndét say anythingél had absolutely not
have seen, 6Cat hedrbath his eaaly mnomalist era rrealistt r a c e

otherness, where in conjunction they express a more radical unbound alterity than the
early writing, but one that is presented as inherently impossible, only ever a
narcissistic fantasy. Furthermore, in the (monstrous) intersectionroé al i st 6 wr

and Omi ni mal i st o otherness, a di fferent

monstrous mode of excessive alterity.

The imaginary other: outside fantasies

6Was his wife a Negro?d | asked .
6What 6s wrong wi tyho u odur?udn ksthée sai d. O6Ar e
6l d&dm just asking,d | said.

Right then my wife filled me in with more detail than | cared to knd®96:295)

After hearing about the deat h @&iffWatshehibsl i
wife a Negro?006 The innherabbysstobprebnguistit beinge t o
coincides with his refusal to acknowl edog
the story goes on the narrator attempts to suppress that which is alien to him by

deploying a language of familiar stereotypes. Empilgyileterminate language as a
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means of controlling difference, the bI
(1995: 295) . Significantly, the narrator

6detail 6 concerning t he econseptiorsr . Il nstead

I remember having read somewher e t hat t
specul ation had it, they coul dndt see the
much about blind people. But this blind man smoked his cigarette down to the nubbin

and then lit another on€l1995:298)

If the narrator cannot be left to wallowtine absencef meaningthen he seeks
solace in determinate language, as dwelling in the fantasy of absolute otherness gives
way to overly determined significations of tbther. The narrator refuses to open up
his identity by entering into dialogue with the outside other. Instead, he responds to
the blind mands open questions in a | an

reader from alterity:

How long had | been in mgresent position? (Three years.) Did | like my work? (I

didnodét.) Was | going to st®y2®%i th it? ( Wh

When he finally ventures to ask the blind man a couple of questions about
hi mself, the narrator responds to the bI
unfamiliarity to familiarity: OASure you
This closue to the other has a formal echoin Lévihas 6 bei ng at home v
which is Omasteringd the outside by O6int
(1969:159 7 and thisi s certainly the proQrecialy,i ty of
Lévinas@ scri bes the assimilation of the out
as a furnishingg r ansportable to the homed (1969

0Cathedral o the blind man i s presented
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narrator beames preoccupied by the new sofa on which the visitor sits, then he
contemplates the old sofa, and finally becomes concerned with the way the blind man
touches the sofa, such that the visitor almost becomes subsumed into one of his

household possessions.

The narratorés attempt to fix the i den
egotistical drive forselt onf i r mati on t hrough the other
hear my name on my wifeds ) Hepdghéparrdtone nar
appears subject to Lacanbés Oi maginary ph
that consists of unsymbolised pulsions acquires an imaginary sense of stable identity

by identifying with the reflection of the mother/othara narcissistic mirror image

(Lacan 2002: ). | see L®vinasbdés 6dwelling in th
with Lacands i maginary: L®Vvinasds oOdwel |
graspé6, the oO6first grasping that rel at es

O0seize, master and (1968:559)e&ensuirentlyforeLacanihes i d e
i maginary is an O6irreducibly narcissisti
masteryd over the mother/ other thjyough
Speaking of Lacan, Boothby claims that 0

to the very essence of 2001e144), coafgmingthaty f un

the | anguage of Carvero6s narr aévma® sconf o
O0egodi sdtwiecl | i ng with the other.
I n 6Cathedral 6, as the narrative goes

outside other coexist with fixed visual identifications. The narrator holds a
preconceived visual image of a blind man and he is disappointed twéensitor

fails to live up to it:
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He didndét use a cane and he didnét wear d
were a must for the blind. Fact was, | wish he had a pair. (1995: 297)

Here, the attempt to force the unfamiliar into the famiiaacts the Sartrean
| ook. In Iine with Hegel 6s sl ave and mas
duel between one person and the other, where one person emerges as the seeing
subject, and the other person is subsumed by the force of the |lotike (R56: 215).
This formally echoes Lacanés distinction
Oeyebd pertains to the field of the i magi
the 6gazed pertains to LacarmdE83Bu6A/f)epr es e
The O6eyed fixes upon vVvisible obj(lacabhs i n
1988: 6779. Accor di ngl vy, the narrator of o6Cath
ot herdés alterity. The vi s uawherotbhbejnarmatori f i ¢ a
and reader begin to experience the unknown gaze of theiathére uncanny image
of the blind mands roaming pupils, and t

(1995: 297).

Yet rather than give rise to selhity, the narrair 6 s dri ve for
identification instils seldoubt, as he starts to see himself through the eyes of his
wi fe: O6My wife |l ooked at me. I had the f
297) , he states, confir mi ng entifieatoa rofd s poi

ourselves depends in part on how we think we are seen by someor{eaekse

2002: 19).Fi nal ly, the narratords preoccupat:
ridiculous when he imagines the bésind m:
t hat her | ast thought was Ohe never even
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In 6Cat hedral 6, the reduction of the
political implications. One camp of Carver critics, concerned with ideology and its
propagdion through literature, believe his work serves to reinforce the hegemonic
ideological discourse of late capitalism instead of presenting a counter discourse.
Carver refuses to engage with questions
making themt r actabi l ity of the universe the
contends, Carveros stories 6assume t he
what s oe v e.aisbuyap@4d3)'* But one could argue, in line with Adorno,
that such critics of Gaer endorse a heroics of political representation and
identification that is complicit with the narcissistic, identificatory logic of the
consumer culture they disavow (Jarvis 19989841 where consumer objects form
illusory selfconfirmations and iddifications, ideologically disguising the true
inequalities and loss of sghossession for the underprivileged. Carver is certainly far
from the writer as agent of explicit ideological investigation and social change that
Wil de valorises.earlty fdmimniCmalviegtdtd pr ose
writing, his stories foreground the unfulfilling preoccupation with private possessions
that is characteristic of latapitalismi in the colour TV that plays a pivotal role in
60Cat hedral prasneant si mm@arverds stories, [
Actual Mi | es o, and in the vacuum cl eaner
the narratords drive to master and ident
the linguisticandvisusd t agi ngs of assimilation of ot
up the narcissistic, se#fcquisitive logic that underpins latapitalist consumerist

attitudes.

YFrank Lentricchia ds-pmd s sesaCarbecasswot hey are dabout t hi
operating entirely in(Léenhriechiada®tn244)t i ¢ or private spherebd
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Carverods stories present a conflati on
Is also complit with the narcissistic logic of mergence, and with the mergence of

private and public thatsphereendt iidentifi e

The emergence of socieiythe rise of housekeeping, its activities, problems, and
organisational deviceis from the shadowy interior of the household into the light of
the public sphere, has not only blurred the old borderline between private andlpolitica
it has also changed beyond recognition the meaning of the two terms and their
significance for the life of the individual and the citizen. (Arendt 1999: 28)

For Arendt, in Ancient Greece the private and the public were clearly
designated as separatet ynterrelated domains, but in modern times the two merge
in the O6siowhiealed 6riemdalimacyd replaces prope
form of love. Carver likewise stages the fusion of the public and private through the
visual spaces that dominaies stories. Rarely situated in the outside world of public
recognition, or within a properly priva
writing often take place in interim zonésin corridors, porches, doorways, and
backyardsi which are particularlyconspicuous in the edited stories, suggesting a
loss of properly private relations. The loss of privacy proper, says Arendt, also results
in overexposure of personal struggles. In the social domain, writes Arendt, the
activities <conwiewaledarwa tge rsnmietetreds utro ap
46) . I n the desperate world of Carverds
late writing, the personal struggle to hold onto a job is made all too painfully public:
we see this in the figure of tliea | e s man of t he ear | ¥W7)story
in the waitress of 0They-dd®; NDh VY¥ber bHk
Smal | Good Thingbé (editeeg;a00d54lnandint ed v
the saleswoman of 069 Vi &ataei ng-Bl6)i WhatCaulgd ¥ @ 95 :

be a more perfect example of the loss of a proper private realm, as well as the loss of
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a public place of recognition, than the
inside of the home is literally broughttsidei the contents of it sold in a painfully

public display of the inhabitants drive for survival (1995:-123).

In Ancient Greecé he public realm was the domai
Opolitical engagement 0, bruee onfh ad i nmtait nhaecr ys:
the private and public merge, i's what Ar

as the O0admi nithsehluraudrdtisation of Idefprotessés€1899438
Carver6s mergence of pr i thahe edmmistrdtionpoti b | i ¢

life-processes. Lacking outside political ideologies or inside protection from social

forces, Carveros characters ar e l ef t t
compartmentalising their | ivé€aabedhalyd s
housekeeper for the blind man. Answering

to work déorganisingd6 his home (1995: 292

him 6case studies, reportso (19sbanaz292) .
di ctaphone: 6she told him everythingéabo
licketyspl i tdé (1995: 294) . Compartmentalisir

tapes, the woman makes her private thoughts and her very life processesl{hgs f

of |l oneliness and suicide) publ i c. The
domain is so ubiquitous it is barely per
foll owing an O0assess memordan arrhryy&cher life ih 5 ) ;
cardboard boxes, like a filing system (1995: 333 7 ) . Il ndeed, TCarver
the forensically factual, lidike descriptions of insignificant things can have the

ring of data collecting. This suggests that the bureaucratisation of sheer existence
internalised in the very discourse, as if the charactersttreatselvess objects of

administration.
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As the narratords wife compartmental i s
movement from one dwelling to the next. As a young woman shemasied to an
Al r Force officer and was od&phoesrtbée d tfhreo m e

informs us

She sent tapes [to the blind man] from Moody AFB, McGuire, McConnell, and finally
Travis, near Sacramento, where one night she got feeling lonelgwnoff from
people she kept losing in thaiovingaround life She got to feel t ha
it another step. She went in and swallowed all the pills and capsules in the medicine
chest and washed them down with a bottle of gin. Then she got b lzath and
passed out. (1995: 293; my italics)

Here, the presentation of the dwelling space is aligned with restless,
destructive movement in that movhagound life. In Lacanian terms, this restless
movement from one house to the next in a cycle bfdsestruction can be seen as
structurally concordant with the drive f@uissance(specifically that of thevhole
position in the late Lacan)the illusion of obtaining an impossible unity of self and
other, inside and outside, and consequentmeifshment for failing to do s&
Furthermore, Arendt aligns the shift from private use value of money, to late

capi t al i-chamging exehangeaability of wealth, with the move from a

conception of property as belonging to the public realm, to propertynasioption

and commodity: OWhen wealth becomes capi
more capital 6, we have O6the abolition of
worl dly place of oneds owndé and instead

processt at her than the per manenere myifaich. st ab

On a thematic level, the Carver story that examines late capitalist consumer values

most explicitly 1is OEIl ephant 6-402ainthimt e st
5 ¢ also finds a for mal structur al echo lidn als® voiovamestofsi rasctc o u I
of the economyé that o6is in fact egoi st 0:-158;myitalis3. 6t o gr asp,
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narrative, the most ruthlessly materialist individual is, perhaps not coincidentally, the
only Carver <character who | ives in a mot
from one dwelling space to the next mirrors her insatiable drive for consumer goods.

This notion of dwelling agprocessand movement s al so presented
deployment of genre. In contrast to the traditional novel that has a clear beginning

and end, forgingaseincl osed space, Carver6s assem
seen topropel the reader from one domestic sphere to the next in a cycle of ever

changing and exchanging dwelling places.

Thus, as the narrative of 60Cat hedral 6 r
relations with the ot herisdeniedramdrreglucediiogheb | i n
narrator o0s subj ect i vi t-political Tntplicationdh ansthe et hi c
assimilation of otherness to the self/same; in the rejection of difference; in the loss of
proper privacy; and in the bureaucratisation of othee s s . 6Cat hedr al 6
bear traces of both the early minimalist and realist modes of language; but in this
section of the story, staged at the level of content, language and visuality, Carver
tends to present the imaginary relation with the othierugh overly fixed meanings

and identificatory seeing two modes of expression which in their power of

representation could be called O6realistbo

its fantasmatic structuring, its narcissistic concealment ofdiss.
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The symbolicother: thresholds of hospitality

edral so, t he blind ma n sai d. He S i
forthédMaybe you could describe one to me
to know, I r ea(l999:30d)on b6t have a good

The story comes to a close with ttheee characters sitting around a television set.

The wife falls asleep and the narrator

ready to hit the hay?00, the narrator as
alright. | 61 1l ready tup tuothligpoudVee havenoe
(1995: 302) . So the two of them talk ab
cathedrals. And then something occurs to
a cathedr al i s?006 lhiek ea, s ktsh.a té fAiVéh?a tD ot hyeoyu | f

304). No, the blind man admits. He asks the narrator to describe one to him.

I n Carvero6s story the cathedral stand:s
finite meaning. It is just at the point when the narramognises the difficulty of
defining the cathedral that he wel comes
the companyoo, he admits ( Wélcorbesthe3Qihér) . Ju
t hat presents himself I n  Other isnat mleadbweb y r e
grasp or thematised (1969: 172), so the

the outside ofinguistic identification:

| stared hard at the cathedral on the TV. How could | even begin to describe it? But
say my life dependedn it. Say my life was being threatened by an insane guy who
said | had to do it or els€l995 304)

The narrator os attempt t o describe t

di spossessi on, as I f heds i nhabited by
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O Nenbnee ns c h compl exo. Dr awi ng a for mal C
psychical Real and L®vinasdés 00Ot her 6, Ci
responsibility by awareness of a disturbing, unconscious Thing in the other person.

The unknown in the othgrerson makes a demand on me, interpellating that which is
unknown in myself: 0The Thing is somethi
of me, as the excluded interiordé (Critect
narrative, the unknown demanfithe other person does not overwhelm the narrator.

Rather than sink into the abyss of inexplicable otherness, the narrator chooses to

embrace the powers of signification, as he attempts to signify a cathedral:

6To begin with, t hcekyibrge areawn dt atlHe 6r d o nwaf
reach way up. Up and up. Toward the sky. Sometimes the cathedrals have devils and
such carved on the front. Someti mes | ords
why this is06é6Theyodre assuilve. bThge yvbérle shauid
l Odm sorry, but i1t |l ooks I|Iike thatoés the |
(1995: 304)

Her e, t he narrator o6s attempt to sign

singular way of capturing existence in his late writing, which becomes particularly
prevalent towards the end of this story. Rather than dwell within a postmodern
abandonment of meann g , Carver o6s prose of t en e X
communicability of | anguage. As we have

the writer should use O6clear and specifi

may even sound flat, but they cart i | |(20@1a92)rinytlds story the cathedrals
are defined in clear and specific ter ms:
|l adi es . . . carved on theméo (1995: 30

reach up and up. Toward theysk 6 ( 1 9 M5 :Ca3 O/ %e)r-cdasll |l eadt ed rseoa |
writing his linguistic description is so simple that it does indeed seematoy.

Carvero6s prose displays the flatness of
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hard clipped sentences and silesic the linguistic cutslt is through the flatness, the
simplicity,t hat Ca r \carytbessensemi sdnsething other, outside linguistic

definition.

Thus,exhibiting the more representational qualities of the early unedited prose,
Car v er 06Blindsammeaning, bughis prose is also informed by the minimalist edit,
as the language approaches what is more radically outside of medanihig. way,
towards the end olaterlanQuade lappelars dol wiork @aer likee r 6 s
Lacanods iswhkemnelthe kymbolic order structures meaning but also points to
the Real outside of it. Accordingly, in readiriggevinas in relation to Carver,
Lévinads notion of the other appeariwotto be
entirely incompatible with the symboliEorEagletonL ® vi nas6s responsi
ot her is o6obligation without economy 6,
radically outside the symbolic order of meaniftgagleton 2009: 232). Yetn close
inspection,L ®v i nas states 6no i nter human rel e
economg ( 19 § and helstates thatis pect f o rnotdhe bnéyoha@ s s |1 S
sensible thing into . . t he | nyataits) it ig nbtoGedation With 4n
idealized, absolute other. Rathern accor dance with Lacanos
approaches otherness through the mediating separation of landuagea s
responsibility is definehs an O6approaché while maintai
170). Richard Ford captures this intimate distance beautifully when, speaking of
Carver, he says, o1 cC ome towar d our f
unsummari zi ng fl1898)hneleed, whatcceul be aFbettercconceit for
this symbolic dynamic of hospitality tha

i nformal and mutual deferenced@ hat somet

214



Another way in which hospitality towards the oth@enezges as symbolic in
6Cat hedr al 6medigmoftlanguagdtsglf rathehtlean its finite meanings,
and in this way his language works likeh e ear l 'y o6real i std pros
a chance to ttaH & ol i(ndd 9rbaboutIhe Prpdiseé mefaning s e d
of t he naritisthenarta®r wivis initthléy preoccupied with thisThe
narrator gets frustrated in his efforts to fully define a cathedral, but the blind man
I snot bot her ed, statimgppeémd. gedndtt , wdrurk
(1995: 306).The two bond through thect of describing the cathedral, rather than its
actual definition, in Levinads terms, th
signifyingness of Similadyntheftapesdhatithe wite andihe 7 4 :
blind man send to each other are important not simply because of the content of their
words, but because of the act ofl99%: al ki n
293). This correspanhdsheodog®nenabkdsyadl af
a common wor | do ):(the ®uversaldysof wiol@s6i® themdelvet, as
opposed to their specific meaningsstitute collectivity. Drawing out the symbolic
dimension of this generality of language, Adamn st ates t hat 0t h
human beings to experienteh e same communicativity, t h
l'ies in the |linguistic spaXdisthdmediaiendi al i
and textuality of language, rather than its spectfieanings, that fosters universal

connectivity.

Communality not only arises out of the median space of language in
6Cat hedr al 6, it al so stems from the pre
activities. The narrator goes on to offer the blind mal faoink, a spliff. In contrast
to the objects of heroicsgfo s sessi on i n Heidegger b6s bei

in dwelling with the other Lévinas points to a whole set of tools that are social and
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even hedonistic: a cigarette lighter, a fork, a cljpe mediating objects in
6Cathedral o are similarly collective and
narrator states, ol | it one and passed

i nhal edd (Carver 1995: B ) the wérld meadsr e n d t
essentially that a world of things is between those who have it in common [which]

|l i ke every in between, relates and sepa
Li kewi se, i n 6 Cartldies dnd adparatesohj@nsand dispinse t t e
moving between the narrator and the blind man, the self and the other. Some critics
have c¢cl aimed that L®vinas O6rejects an et
(Eagleton 2009: 22233). Yet | think this overlooks the pleasurable pafts a c an 0 s

I maginary that can be discerned in L®vin
more destructive, narcissistic aspectsr FOL ®v i nas, 6t he aut on
enjoyment is discovered, in this very enjoyment to which it cleaves, to bendetdr

by what itis not but without enjoyment being broken up, without violence being
producedd (19609: 148: my i tjauissacceofthe T hus,
imaginary as the enjoyably destructive fanta
erjoyment arises from acknowledgment of otherriessf whatnoth@&@ (196 %:

148). As with Carverds enjoyabl e Léeidagt i on

enj oyment can be seen to be inscribed w
withregads t o enj oyment 0, L®vinas states, a
154).

Thi s healt hy symbol ic separation fro

presentation of visual partitions. As he attempts to depict an image of a cathedral, the

narrator invokes sual boundaries:
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6Theyb6re so big, s 0 me o supports Borhelphdldntteen h a v e
up, so to speak. Theseipportsare calledbuttressesThey remind me o¥iaductsfor
s ome r 4% 80dry.itali€s)

The etymol ogi cal root of 6viaduct 6 i s
Online). InCat hedral 6, the viaduct figures for
the two characters: the O6relation withou

other(Lévinas1969:80). Hospitality for Lévinas is opening up the dwelling place of
being to the outside other, whil e keepi

possibility for the home to be open to the other is as essential to the essence of the

homeasceed doors and windowsdo (1969: 173),;
from the other via the ethical space of
attempt at depicting the <cathedr al abou

buttressesaddorsedagreadnwi ndows with arche:
threshol ds al so work I ihik symbole drantied that v i s u e
separates the unknown Real of the other from a mergence witloitigsance so

that the Real can be signifiedanch e f ant asy of mergence ann

Carverb6s early edited story ONeighbou
personds privai4) spaAascked 19®5t o®IB after t
door, Bill and Arlene Miller frequently meeno t he corri dor in bet
apartments, as if experiencing a cerfamssancdrom the split between themselves
and the other. As we have seen, the thre
edited stories, with relationships enactedarches, corridors, and garages. As we
have seen with O6So Much Water So Close
liminal spaces tend to function like splits between the self and other, as the stories

return again and again to the originary traumatlit sp linguistic castration. But in
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6Cat hedral o the visual partitions start
l ndeed, the narratoros wife embodies thi
while between you two guys with my eyes clbsed ( 1995 301) , she
visible and invisible, seen and yet failing to see, the wife both cements relations and
forges distance between host and guest, creating openness to the other with

separation.

Towards the end of dspaceof HospithlityaHatipoiritsho s t h
yet protects otherness doesnét simply re
dimension, suggesting a more radical otherness. As we have seen, when describing
the cathedrals the naurpr.atUpr asnady su,p . éTTohneayr
he goes on, Aéln the ol den days, when th
to Goddo.)o(luP9 5a:n d3 Oudp 0 6, the preposition:
reader fails to arrive at any determinate content.dleet her appr oaches n
states, not only from the outside but f
Obr eadcedingofhet ot ali tyd (1969: 171; my ital

height that gestures at a transcendent other haso#ogfical dimension (Batnitzky

2004 ; Bl oechl 2000) . onCan | ask you son
O0AfAre you in anyway religious?06 (1995:
guess | donodt believe inditYounkaowt Wwha
sayingobé (19965: 305) . The narratordés di
outside finite meaning is associated wi"
ol den dayso0b, the narrator staned®s oOi Gec
(1995 305) . According to Gigek, over t

experienced a de mi theesymbalic drdereof socRli sguctdes,h er 6

institutions, and customs, I n whil®h rel.
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The | oss of bel i ef in religion as an out
given rise to a dangerous fixation with the emptiness of being, resulting in increased
attachment to private enjoymentionfadd gek 1
loss of a relation with something outside the self is captured by the medium through
which the cathedrals are first revealed. Cathedrals were once a site of collectivity,
where people joined together publicly in their relationship with something
transcendental, but in Carver they are presented as commodified objects, consumed

through the television set in the privac

But the cathedral begins to point to something transcendental at the level of

sensibility. 6fihegbti ad madeaodfiWealk do
one togetherodé (1995: 306) . The narratol
blind man oO6ran his fingers over the pap

paper. The edges, even the edges. He finggredt c or ner s 6 (1995 30
edges and corners the seam between the inside and outside is explored through the
sense of touch. 6He found my hand?ad, says
closed his hand over my ehasnad.d, 6 if@or aawh e ayd
I 61 I foll ow along with The narratot andthd blinde o0k
man form a bond not by staring at each other and forgettingvtinie, but while

holding hands, turning to the outside, to a third poitihe image of the cathedral.

This image, moreover, isetweerthe inside and outside of representation. For some
critics, L®Vvinasian et hics i s ympatliesafust er
Hut cheson and Humedé (Eagleton 1999: 231)
reveals that infinite responsibility is not completely otherworldly, but arises in part

out of corporeal compassion for the one close to ljgadan 1999: 7580). It is at

the | evel of sensibility that the self i
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at home with oneself in something other than onetselie oneself while living from
something other than oneself, to live from . . . is concretized irocorp a | exi ste
(1969: 164). Justashe narrator and the Dblind man f
(Lévinas1969: 80) via their sensuous recognition of othernessfosd_évinasthe

Ohand takes and comprehends, thesametmei si ng

as it suspelednasldehmb). bei ngod (

Hospitality in o6Cathedral 6 also ari ses
that intimates alterity. The reader beco
he first arrivesinthdouse t hrough the deathli ke 1 ma

and then snapped open againé (1995: 303
i mmedi ately elided in the opening I|lines
i nfor med, O0He anda swivfiesGst irnggl athievedse i n Con
Lévinas, human finitude marks the outside of existence and comprehension, thereby
awakening responsibility; dgnfiedthroughgshe6t t h
body o6 Death i s e/mho dsiaeydsdé L(®lvI 6n%:s ,5 and t he
according as my being maintains itself in a home at the biativeerinteriority and

exteriorityoé, self and other (1969: 162;

I n Carveros 6Cat hedr al 6, the reader
through the deathly appearance of the o
cannot i dentify the blind mandés face, al
expressionof hi s wi f eds] face as she slips of
encounter L®vinasbés o0face of the othero,
commits me to fraternityd (19609: 215) . B

t hreshol d tbeitsweperno ppemhlay oneds own and whe
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and what I S e x2000:9898), 0t fAgambenut abl e f act

forms a calling for responsibility that retains the boundary between self and other.

nol got an ildea, 6ma ns a yisO Weldbd | b do s omet
togetherdé6o (1995: 68Hé)foland my bhaedg, @r aa
0t he hand with the pen. He ¢l osed his h
follow along with yo08).06AICt blsle byeouo k eeyEeds
blind man implores (1995: 307). In the dark, their fingers entwined, the blind man

and narrator begin to draw, encountering the threshold between seeing and not

seeing, visuality and language, the sensible and transcandent 6 i Don &t St c

Dr awo 0, says the blind man, 060So we kept
Ohome is the very opposite of the root¢
wanderingi t h at is the surplus of t hog andel at i

similarly o6Cat hedriaih the reader &nd & the eharacténs s i b i |

through theapproacht owar ds ot herness, not in a fi
think thatods it |l think you got 307)t 06, S
But the narrator resists a | ook. The et
means in view of an endd, nor O0an end wi
means Vvisible as suché (Agamben 2000: 57
hospitality is the reader 0 gprocessofllinguistie narr

and visual presentation, its materiality, without arriving at any final representation of

the other:

I was i n my house. I knew tahnaytt.h iBnugt. 11 tddisd
something. (1995: 307)
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I n 1ts curtailed sentences and grammati c
bears the imprints of the minimalist edit: the clipped lines interposed with gaps, and

the paragraph cut that createsaspe of empti ness. But there
hard edit, as the pithy lines harbour an opaque materiality more redolent of the
unedi ted writing. The indeterminate O6any
as the ambiguous thingyness of taeguage is captured in the acoustic echo of the
undefined O6thingé. The more calcified ot
relation with signification. Just as 1n
pl ace i n a | aengtheadted ahdhuaedii®d whicle it also between

radical alterity and linguistic meaning, so in the closing line the narrator is presented

as neither inside his self, nor wholly outside, butbgtween on the symbolic

threshold with the other.
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Conclusion

Far from reaching a universal truth about the literary otihes,thesis has argued

t hat @anrivne rndasl i s twétings opdn up differantt kindstoBalterities,
suggesting different forms of psychical otherness. The minimalist edit approaches
the unsignified through a language that tends towards flatness and a quiet splitting
of finite meaning and otherness, performing andtiouously troubling the first
traumatic cut of linguistic castration. The unedited harbours a more obviously
representational language, where signs indicate segisifiwithout apparent
disruption; yet otherness is subtly entwined within the material ypaaf the

| anguage itself, Lacands signifierness.
unsignified trauma, but in different ways. These different approaches have different
implications for the presentation of the othexs that which exceeds finite areng.

The minimalist linguistic cut can give rise to a stuck fantasy of the enigmatic,
unsignified other, or its flipside in the form of a paranoid, horrific thing. Yet these
effects are absent from the unedited, which presents the other as more entwined

with meaning, in a corporeal openness to alterity.

In distinguishing the editedsoc al | ed 6 mi ni nthelunedited pr os
6realistd writing, I am aware that I cou
structuring that | have identified i @ar ver 6 s mi ni mal i s m. Howe
differences would also be to perform the fantasmatic meegerith the other that
canbe a characteristic of the edited text. Instead, | hope to have distinguished the
two stories not in terms of a polarisedat®n but with respect to subtle differences

born out in thalifferent textual orientationshe singular demands and affects of the
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edited and unedited texts. Furtherm@®we have seen, the distinctions between the

edited, minimalist prose and theaud i t ed, real i st writing, a
Tal k About When We Tal k About stiryoamde 6 be a
0Begi nner dversidn. At htei meds tt he edited and un
Much Water So Cl ose trpwhildonmeeduld see the duiatp . M
splitting of the minimalist aesthetic as formidgfenceagainst otherness, the same

could be said for the more symbolically structured alterity of the unedited; in both

forms otherness isnediatedthrough language, thusne could say that linguistic

meaning inescapably defendgainst excess othernessn different ways. The

edited and unedited also overlap the degree that minimalism hemin on the

originary split that institutes the more symboldiscourse of the uwmied; the

difference being that rather than move into the differential bindings of symbolic
signification, the minimalist edit tends to remains closer to the first cut, returning

again andagain to the traumatic lesion, whereas the unedited displays greater

incorporation into the symbolic.

The | at er s t exhiibjts thé @are hepresensatiobamaterial
language of the earlyynedi t ed wor k, but it al so i
minimalism, as the two intersedh this story, ¢ther forms of expression emerge, in
the nonstrous defying of determinatdentificatory language, animh the listlike
cataloguing. Consequently, the latecsa | | ed real i st prose of
language of symbolic expression and materiality, which opens up to the more
radically unsignifiedalterity of the minimalist edit. This symbolisation of radical
alterity has polical and ethical implications. ifough the conjunction of the
imaginary andhe Real (the more apparently realist atheemi ni mal i st ) , 6Ca

stages the monstrous catfbn of private being and public; it alsuggests the
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biopolitical commodification of being. But through its symbolic gesturing at radical
alterity, the story alsdosters respect for what exceeds familiar modes of thought

(Attridge 2004a:123-126).

Most criticism on otherness and literature has focused oicalked
Oi nnovatived wor k, mor e obvious ruptur e
Departing from those cids who claim that realism tries to hide the discursive
origins of narrative, whereas more disruptive texts shows these origins, | have
avoided deploying the term 6othernessd a
illusion of realism, as the term aften used. In my reading of the unedited Carver,
otherness inheres in the very binding of thalist, representational prosen the
material substance of the language. Even in the minimalist edit, otherness is not a
rupture of meaning, but a quiet istence on the split that is also the foundation of
symbolicr epr esentati on. I n attending t o om
othernessit has been my intention to shed some light on wedemined, quieter
modes of literary alterity. | also hope tovieadispelled the tendency to fetishise
otherness as somehow outside representation, revealing te covmative ethics
inherent tosuch account of otherness. Here, my argument accords with Adorno, for
whom O6The wor k o fratienal sheeplgentroo whictbieis takbne a
without ceasing to be a work of artdé (Ja

would suggest that works of art are purely imbke, arational (Jarvis 1998: 105).

In eschewing the formulation of the literary otheradically outside linguistic
meaning and soalled representational language, my reading of Carver has been
i nformed by Adornobdenmtcicoalnd to difcermttiesds d cdrnmc
truth content of | i tisinsaluble meo ri kss tof Oeerxttd ,a

he callst h e -iocheomtaswhat lesists determinate identificatory thou@larvis
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1998:104) The nonidentical always arises in specific relatiotas identificatory
thought. Thus, literary works can no more be read with cavatiesregard for their
literal meaning than they can be read with total liten#thdedness (Jarvi$998:
147). Just as for Adorno there is no pure sensation oerdeorical which is utterly
immediate and free from conceptuality, so in my reading of Caimgyue that there
iI's no |i1terary otherness free from I|ing
identical, the literary otherness this thesis has explored is-ragtoaal, ineffable,
devoid of any cognitive content, but always other in specifatioas to determinate
meaning. As inAdorno then, this tless has considered the precise ways in which
literary alterity is broughin relationto literary meanings, and the subtle differences
in how this relation is formed ithe edited and unedited Carven the one hand, a
quiet splittng between finite meaning amdore radical otherness, and on the other
hand, an otherness that inhabite tvery materiality of languagevyhile the late

0r e al i festefssympbolic gesturing at the unsignified.

As with Adorno, whose interest lies not in rejecting conceptual categories, but
in showing the nofidentical that resides within the identical, so it has not been my

i ntention t o do away with t he designat

postmodernist abandore n t of categorizati on. For mal |
is certainly oO6realisticbé in its tendenc
signified words and se al | ed &ér eal i tappears ta have ftighoiss s e n ¢

more in theAmerican realistradition (as explorechithe introduction). Bt a closer
consideration of t hi sevedlsthe pltertysteah tesadesi o n a | ¢
within it 7 1 n i ts qui et fol ds of meani ng. Lil
indubitably operates according pithy sentences and gaps in meaning, omission

more than exposition, the external more than internal expression, and can thus be
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associated with a wholéAmerican minimalist tradition, as explored in the
introduction But my interest has been to discern s$pecific psychical bindings at

play in these formal qualitieswhich | have identified as linguistic castration and a
form of splitting. Refining rather thar
and O0mi ni ma lthersfondiattemptted to athethese designations with

respect to their psychical implications and in relation to the specific fratghey

take in Carverodos esdited and unedited wri

|t goes beyond the scope of my thesis

minimalist and reaéit alteritest o t hat alof smdi amdr 6r enal i s mbd

accordance with Derrida and Attridge, it is only ever my intention to draw the

gener al from the singular through <cl ose
such endeaws to examineand extend my reflections to othersaa | | ed O mi ni ma
and oOrealistd writi ngsbuwwoeas beyondtlie remnit ofr s e &

this current project. Again takingy lead from Attridge and Derridéor whom the
singular otherness of writing lidgs in singular readings of texts, my accounts of the
mini malist and realist alterities have a

and unedited stories, wiho me r ef er e wideeoetivie. Car ver 6s

Just as it has not been my aim to untl
Omini mali smé onto Carverdés writing, so |
literary texts. Resisting carrying out a reading in which a supposedly consistent
methodology i s mapped onto the |iterary text,
for literary criticism (Jarvis 1998: 91)
such an approach would be complicit with instrumental reason in its domination of
the particuar (or othernesss c hewi ng a single conceptual

wor k, I have empl oyed wh atoncAptsqlaminlo98:al | s
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110),drawing on diffeent lines of conceptual thought acdnsidering the relations
between them,as well their nondentical aspects. Furthermore, in avoiding
instrumental readingst has been my intention t@adthe theory in order to show
what is other inC a r v lgerature, ando readC a r v e r 0 t disclose whatnig

other in the theory.

To this end, I have placed Carver os | i
psychoanalytic and theoretical material, showing up the limits in the theory and the
ot herness in Carverb6s texts. The experie
We TalkAbou't Loved and oOmBegdinmegwmwbandnetrad@s t o
whole relations to language, where thehole is not so much aligned with the
symbolic, as with linguistic castration, and thet-wholeis closer to the symbolic,
but with respect to the literary otherness thdtabits its signifierness. €Rding
Lacanthrough Carver also shows up certain intersections betweewhblke and
notwholet h at Lacan refuses to peovo@ot MuCar Weat
So Close to Homed shows wup the inflexi bl
exclusive demarcatien of the neurotic and psychoticn laddition, whereas in
Leader splitting is a permanent state, in Carverritegges as a response to i@tk
Instead of Leaderds foreclosure of the s
keeps out a certain fluidity of expressi
for Leader O6everyday madnessod bl aadks out
quiet splitting also forms an approach to unsymbolised trauma. Likewise, Carver
shows up a certain monolithic quality t
Carver 06s correspondence t hrough Lacanods
theorization as aimes too rigidly deternmed by structural linguistic. Hlso reveals

a hysterical di mension to Lacandéds Omanods
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060Cat hedral 6 slewndsSs neeavspomghitbiolnity to the
does not peain to an absolutely other domainsteadthe transcendental is always

grounded in the concrete, the infinite other is founded in the finite.

In many ways, this thesis has shown literary otherness to be inscribed in
betweerspaces between finite meang and a more radical otherness, between the
materiality of signifierness itself; but also specific literary alterities emerge between
theory and | iterature, and the theories

and unedited writing, and his &aand later writing.

A strange othering of Carvero6s writin
experience of reading between the edited and unedited writing, which others the
Omini mal i st & a Wihilethe medited rdsé@egihnerdcolildtbé e s .
seen as t he ¢he starygvasmpeblisiied i€ 200 kter,than the edit.

And although the edited Carver was wr it
associated with the early Carver period (from 1976 to 1980). Reading the edited
storiesaffects our reading of the uneditediting, and the uneditedersions impact

uponour reading of the edit stories with implications for our understanding of

different spaces of psydal alterity, as we have seene&ling the edit in light of

the unedited, for example, shows the linguistic cut to be the bedrock or foundation of

the more fluid expression of the unedittdries suggestinga stuckness at a specific

traumatic moment that can become more liberated.

Speaking of t heraess 6ot someau antestic ireprésentations,
Foster argues that the Otrauma i196:per hap
240), by which he means, in the repeated presentation of the unpresentable.

Accordingly, perhaps it is only in reading the edit@drver in relation to the
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uneditedwriting, and the uneditedtorieswith respect to the editgorose that one

can begin to properly discern the alteritt¢ssoeach. Just italwayf or L a
take s t wo tr auma s (Laplanche 498% 98ao ohermaght mrgué that

the quiet psyaical otherness of the origindlr eal i st 6 prose only
through reading the minimalist edi t, anc

otherness also brings out the latent trauma in the minimalist ed
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