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Chapter One — Introduction — Scatology, Liminality,and the Failure of the Body

Shit is central to the human experience. St. Atige®f Hippo is famously credited with
the epigram, “Inter faeces et urinam nascinfuftie phrase serves as a reminder of the
inescapable scatological components of humanitgiv&en shit and piss we are born.” Life
begins amidst points of excretion, and excretiam fisnction essential for life to continue.
Literature, serving as it does as a mirror of lifas not neglected to address this excrement. The
study of excrement is termed scatology, and liteeaaicross cultures and periods of history is
rife with examples of excrement used as a sergymapolic image. In hignferng, Dante
portrays sinners submerged in a ditch of fecexpoess the filthiness of their transgressions.
Yeats uses the oddly prescient “Crazy Jane” totllueamind the priest who criticizes her for
her scandalous lifestyle that the spiritual lif@mat be separated from the physical one. Passion,
as well as the base and the physical, are esseatrgonents of life; Crazy Jane cautions the
priest not to forget that “Love has pitched his sian in / The place of excrement” (15-16).
Jonathan Swift uses excrement as a tool for sataplogical images correct the pride of those
who would elevate themselves or others by remintheg of their shared base physical
necessities—even Celia shits.

Samuel Beckett, the Irish author and expatriate sgenmt the most prominent portion of
his career writing plays in French, makes libes# of excrement throughout his body of work.
Critics have noted the comic effects of Beckette of scatology in an often bleak body of
work. However, the scatological elements of Bec¢ketbrk are not a deviation from Beckett's
absurdist goals, but an essential part of Beckd#éfsction of the human condition. In many

ways, scatology is a more significant unifying teatof Beckett's writing than his heritage or

! Although this phrase is commonly credited to Saint Augustine, St. Odo of Cluny, the medieval abbot and Catholic
saint, is also often attributed with this quote.
% “The Ladies Dressing Room”
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immediate cultural surroundings. Born to a Protasfamily and raised in Ireland, Beckett
showed little interest in either element of hisgien or his nationality. His work is neither very
Protestant nor very Irish. Beckett's early workgls@sMore Pricks than Kickdgs often set in
Ireland, and he owes an early poetic debt to lesdrJames Joycehut Beckett's later work
sheds any such semblance of Irish-ness. His wrigitdeak, set in nondescript, borderless lands
populated by vagrants and aimless wanderers, avattead of characters, addled mouthpieces
spouting barely intelligible nonsense. The setgiesf Beckett’s plays is plain to the point of
barren: inWaiting for Godotthe set description consists only of three eldméA country

road. A treeEvening (11). Endgamés curtain lifts on even lessBare interior. Grey light

(92). All extraneous details have been removedjigeonly the skeletal plot and setting.
Beckett’'s work, at almost every level, seems coreimith eliminating.

Beckett was one of the most prominent membershait Wwecame known as the Theatre
of the Absurd, a movement comprised of Europeaywights in the 1950s. Martin Esslin gave
the movement its name in 1961 in his bddle Theatre of the Absuyrdithough he stressed that
“the dramatists whose work is here discussed ddamot part of any self-proclaimed or self-
conscious school or movement” (22). Instead, Esglinped dramatists under the umbrella term
by emphasizing their shared attitude that “ceragidnd unshakable basic assumptions of former
ages have been swept away, that they have beed &®l found wanting, that they have been
discredited as cheap and somewhat childish illsSi¢23). This disillusionment is a hallmark of
Beckett’'s writing—disillusionment with traditionatodes of art, with the assurances of religion,

and with the communicative properties of language.

® The extent of Joyce’s influence has long been a source of debate. Anthony Uhlmann’s essay “Samuel Beckett and
the Occluded Image” operates under the assumption that much of Beckett’s work is shaped by a struggle to escape
from under Joyce’s influence.
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Esslin argues that Beckett’'s writing contains fesfimite assertions or declarations of
meaning because his work “has renounced argalogtthe absurdity of the human condition; it
merelypresentst in being—that is, in terms of concrete stagages” (25). Esslin’s description
of Beckett’s stage images applies beyond his paysell. The images Beckett uses in his
novels and short fiction similarly present readeith an absurd world in which, as Vladimir
says inWaiting for Godotthere is “[n]othing to be done” (11). All of Bestt’'s works occupy
the same universe where the characters’ actionsoafitile that the only appropriate response is
not to rage against the absurdity but to resigrselfi¢o the absurdity.

Esslin’s description of “an integration between sject-matter and the form in which
it is expressed that separates the Theatre of iserd from the Existentialist theatre” accurately
captures the important nuances in Beckett's woB. (Beckett's absurd subject matter is
presented in fragmented, often absurd forms, utikemore formal work of the Existentialists.
Although Beckett's views may have links to Existalist thought, Esslin warns that “we must
not go too far in trying to identify Beckett's vsi with any school of philosophy” (61). Beckett
never espoused Existentialism, and the TheatrdeeofAbsurd is not synonymous with
Existentialism, despite similar philosophical urgenings. Existentialism may represent an
absurd universe, but it seeks to provide the huresponse to such absurdit@eckett’'s work,
like much of the Theatre of the Absurd, does rtaevels in the absurdity of its form and
content. Beckett’'s characters are impotent, un@bénact change or assimilate into society,
excluded from community and order. At numerous {oim the interminable back and forth of
Vladimir and Estragon, one or the other says, ‘@aing,” but this proclamation is invariably

followed by inaction, or even a blunt, sardonigstdirection: He does not mov€14). In

* Jean-Paul Sartre’s discussion of “The Look,” the anxiety of recognizing oneself as an object in the consciousness of
others, is startlingly similar to my own use of Lacan in analyzing Beckett’s scatology, but Sartre ostensibly sought to
prove the existence of free will, a concept that Beckett seems—at the very least—skeptical of.
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Beckett’'s absurd universe, his characters seeltgrdity and the horror of their situation, but
even their intention—their will—produces nothing: action, no change. Ultimately, there is
“[n]othing to be done” (11).

Beckett’s scatology is a motif that runs throughttwet body of his work. It is not the
primary theme in any individual work, but is insdes persistent discourse that emerges over and
over, gaining significance across the breadth akB#’'s oeuvre. Beckett's catalog is one
notable for its consistency of tone and theme; hvanescatology has not been examined at
length as an essential symbolic component of hikwBecause scatological images are a
recurring motif and not a sustained theme in spewibrks, | will be using a wide variety of
Beckett's works to fully examine and explain Betkeatise of these images as opposed to
individual close readings of Beckett's texts. llwilove quickly between Beckett's texts for the
purposes of illustrating the pervasiveness of tiisif as well as its consistent use throughout
Beckett's catalog. In the course of my argumentlirefer to the playsVaiting for Godot,
EndgameandKrapp’s Last TapeRough for Theatre, Rough for Theatre JEmbers the novels
Dream of Fair to Middling Women, Murphy, Malone Bi&olloy, The Unnamabl¢he play for
radioEmbers and works from the collection of short prose pgftories and Texts for Nothing

Scatology in Beckett does not provide temporaryedimrelief from the bleakness of his
characters’ situations, but is instead a furth@ression of this absurdity. It is through scatology
that Beckett expresses his characters’ absurchateondition; not only is the world around
them absurd, but their relationship to their owmgehow they understand and perceive
themselves, is also fractured and absurd. Vladet@ment that there is nothing to be done
extends to the excremental failures of Beckettaratters; they are not in control of their own

excretory functions. Beckett’'s scatological imafiexction to illustrate the alienation of
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Beckett's characters’ absurd conditionMolloy, the eponymous main character refers to his
“arse-hole” as “the true portal of our being” (7dhe of many clues with which Beckett that
point to the significance of the scatological imagecrement appears frequently in Beckett's
work, often due to the failure of his charactesgremental functions. Yet a breakdown of
biological functions does not merely serve as grodpnity for crude humor in Beckett's work,
but is a symptom of the breakdown of Beckett's absars’ definition of self. Anthony Uhlmann
uses the philosophy of Arnold Geulincx to comeht® ¢onclusion that, in Beckett’s universe,
“we do not understand how even the simplest movéwfeour own body is accomplished . . . if
you do not know how to do something, if you do hnate full control over it, you cannot in fact
be said to do that thing” (90). Beckett’'s charagtarability to understand and control their own
biological functions demonstrates a breakdown @amnidy common to all Beckett's characters.
The complications of normal excretory functions—+thaa, constipation, and painful urination,
for instance—patrallel Beckett's characters’ inapito determine their own course, to move of
their own volition. Their nonsensical dialogueswasl as their inability to move, to leave, or to
find any resolution to their stories align withghireakdown in excretory function.

Beckett's absurd language, circular dialogue, @m@hasis on the play of language
through puns and double entendre mirror the funatiosscatology in his works—the excess of
excrement and the excess of language each exprdssiefined element of Beckett's
characters. In the final novel of Samuel Beckettlegy, The Unnamablethe eponymous main
character whose monologues, musings, and diatcitr@prise the entirety of the work bemoans
his inability to harness the communicable propentielanguage: “...it'’s like shit, there we have
it at last, there it is at last, the right wordedmas only to seek, seek in vain, to be sure dfrfm

in the end, it's a question of elimination’i{ree Novel868). The Unnamable is himself a
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symptom of this struggle to find the right wordetl does not seem to be a right name for him, a
right word that would locate him in a linguisticstgm. Location in a linguistic system is
representative of existential location: namingudes placement in a system of relations to other
named objects. The Unnamable’s lack of a name stemsa larger problem: the overwhelming
inability of Beckett's characters to find the righord. InRough for Theatre JIBertrand

abruptly breaks off reading one of his reportsrig €Shit! Where’s the verb?” (243). His
sentence is missing the main verb and, unablentbthie right word, Bertrand can only produce
“shit.” Similarly, because the Unnamable cannotl fine correct word, he turns instead to
logorrhea, pouring forth words in a way that dedezdsy comprehension. In this way, his words
are “like shit”; something to be expelled, to benghated.

Liz Barry refers to this profusion of meaningleasduage as a “purgation of self” which
is “given image and form in Beckett's work throuthie use of scatology—the body excreting
itself. Familiar metaphors of writing as the exmetof waste or as sexual issue rebound on
Beckett's narrators, and threaten their integritypoady and mind become leaky and uncertain
containers” (“Beckett, Bourdieu, and the Resistandéonsumption” 39). Scatology, like the
logorrhea of Beckett's characters, is, for Barr{pargation of self”: an eliminative process
defined by what is being removed. However, the tgrangation” connotes a cleansing
process—eliminating waste constitutes a purgetheatretically should lead to purification.
Beckett's scatology lacks such a purgative elentéetause the scatological process repeats
itself endlessly, it never arrives at a final carsobn. The body does not purify itself by
eliminating waste; as waste is eliminated, the bhedlready digesting food into more waste that
will need to be excreted. Elimination is a functibat must recur for life to continue, but not one

that is truly completed—it is a perpetual procds$ee lack of purification or resolution through
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excremental functions parallels the lack of resotuin Beckett's absurd universe. Beckett’s
scatology simultaneously evokes the comic and tbeegque—that which produces horror—and
creates a universe characterized by hilarious igieance and terrifying purposelessness.

Beckett's scatological images are an essentiapooent of Beckett's depiction of a
universe where humanity is trapped in liminal spatetor Turner’s essay “Liminal and
Liminoid” provides the foundation for my understarglof what | have termed “liminal space”
in Beckett's work. Liminal space is what existsvoe¢n two poles, the threshold that demarcates
two distinct states. Turner terms his work “compimeasymbology,” which is distinct from strict
linguistics because symbology “has much to do witiny kinds of nonverbal symbols in ritual
and art” (54). Ritual and drama provide Turner wigieful examples for his study, as “ritual
performances” cause an individual to “travel thgbuasinglerite or work of art” (56). Both a
work of art and a social ritual cause the individogpass from one state to another, to endure a
passagef some kind. When experiencing a work of art—uvigyva painting, reading a novel,
etc.—the person experiencing the art separates tiforself, enters the world the artist has
presented, and completes the process by recontiémeaning contained within the art to his
own experiences. The person experiencing the aengoes a passage through the artist’s
vision. A social ritual marks a defined point opaeation from a previous state and entry into a
new state—a bar mitzvah that marks a boy’s entrartoeadulthood, for example.

In order to define the liminal, Turner cites theriwof anthropologist Arnold van Gennep
who developed three stages of a rite of passageintlividual passes from separation—a
departure from a previous state—to a stage ofitranscalled “margin” of “limen” by van
Gennep (57). This period of limen is “a period anela of ambiguity, a sort of social limbo

which has few . . . of the attributes of either pineceding or the subsequent profane social
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statuses or cultural states” (57). The subjectggmtgough liminal space in its journey from
separation from a previous state to a “re-aggtegator ‘incorporation’ [which] includes
symbolic phenomena and actions which represeretien of the subjects to their new,
relatively stable, well-defined position in thedbsociety” (57). This liminal space is depicted in
Turner’s analysis as “a threshold which separatesdistinct areas, one associated with the
subject’s pre-ritual or preliminal status, and ¢iieer with his post-ritual or postliminal status”
(58). Liminal space, then, is a transition, a thodd, not a place of residence but the space
between two states.

This understanding of liminality and the ritual pess is essential to a complete view of
Beckett's scatological images. The digestive aratetie processes of the human body form a
biological liminal space marked by neither defireteding nor beginning. Food is eaten and
excreted, but as long as it resides in the bodgxtstence is repressed and unacknowledged.
The byproduct of elimination, scat, is never reépga as being the consummation of a
biological process because the digestive process wat truly begin and end; instead, it is
continually occurring. Scat is also never fully aoWwledged as belonging to the “ritual subject”
®_what was once biological material comprising thbjsct has now become an object, distinct
from the subject despite its residence in the bdtgrefore, whatever resides within the body
during this digestive process must be repressedfdbe subject’s mind, or it would produce
revulsion. The process signifies a continuous lahgpace—a threshold that, if fully

acknowledged, brings horror. There is no true sejmar or aggregation in the process from

> Turner uses the terms “aggregation” and “re-aggregation” interchangeably in his explication of van Gennep’s
definition of rites of passage; “re-aggregation” merely emphasizes the subject’s previous state as aggregated into a
structure that it must separate from. Both words are equivalent with “incorporation.” For clarity, | will use
“aggregation” to describe that stage that marks the subject’s completed progress through the rite of passage.

® Turner’s term for a subject undergoing the transition from separation to aggregation by passing through liminal
space.
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ingestion to excretion, merely (in the words of Beit's narrator) “Dish and pot, dish and pot”
(Malone Diesl79).

Beckett's scatological images are significant beeahey depict the human experience
itself as liminal. Because excrement is an esddmbéogical component of humanity, humans
are characterized by this liminality. The breakdafexcremental functions in Beckett’s
characters depicts human being as ill-defined. \Bexkett's characters lose control of their
excremental functions, their existence as defidextrete beings comes into question. In
Endgamewhen Hamm envisions an escape from their smal; gpoom via a raft floating down
the river, he imagines that they may meet “othermammals!” (109). Hamm is aware that the
word is not right, but he lacks a word to deschbaself and Clov—his refusal to use the word
“human” reflects his understanding that they carreaccurately classified as such. In some
way, they fall short of the designation of discrietenan beings. Hamm is able to speak to their
biological nature, but not their nature as unigeilges. His failure to classify the characters in
Endgameas human reflects an acknowledgement of the bovakaf a fundamental aspect of
humanity. As Beckett breaks down the borders batviee characters’ inner and outer selves,
the agonizing, absurd threshold they reside in Imesoincreasingly apparent. The scat that
appears in Beckett's work despite his charactegst bfforts provides a motif that continually
forces their inherent biological liminality to tleenter of his works.

This liminality that breaks down the borders besw®eckett's characters’ inner and
outer selves illustrates the fundamentally compsaahinature of these characters. In his book
The Body in the Mind: The Bodily Basis of Meaningggination, and ReasoiMark Johnson

defines the body as a container—that which erebtsr@er to separate inside from outside:
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Our encounter with containment and boundednessdabthe most pervasive
features of our bodily experience. We are intimasatare of our bodies as three-
dimensional containers into which we put certaindgh (food, water, air) and out
of which other things emerge (food and water wastiesblood, etc.). From the
beginning, we experience constant physical contamnm our surroundings
(those that envelop us). We move in and out of syarothes, vehicles, and
numerous kinds of bounded spaces. We manipulaéeishplacing them in
containers (cups, boxes, cans, bags, etc.). Ina@atiese cases there are repeated
spatial and temporal organizations. (21)
One of the primary ways in which humans encourfieir own biological nature is through
boundedness—the way the body contains food and watste matter. Beckett's characters
suffer a breakdown of this essential biologicaldtion. Their excretory functions are not the
ordered process that characterizes biological fonst but are instead painful, irrepressible,
uncontrollable, and ultimately messy. Beckett'sralaters are biologically liminal, unable to
resolve their biological process in the normal fashand continually plagued by excretory
failures.

This biological liminality reflects humanity’s ortmgical liminality. In an absurd
universe, humans come from uncertain origins andemioward an ending that promises no
resolution or consummation. In a traditional redigs ontology, the end of humanity (death, the
end of the world) is marked by consummation: redgnppr damnation, as the case may be. In
this eschatology, the liminal aspect of human aawentually finds resolution—aggregation
into an eternal afterlife. Beckett denies suchrah@ resolution to his characters. He forces

them to exist in suspension, unable to move forwatoackward. The breakdown between inner
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and outer selves as suggested through scatologiages emphasizes those characters’ inability
to actualize and move toward an ontological regmhutiin Beckett’s universe, to be human is to
be painfully held on a threshold between the andugipoles of birth and death with no clear
reference points for making sense of the universe.

There is a temptation to label Beckett an exisédistidue in part to hopelessness of his
absurd universe, but scatology as an assertiamofdl space rejects the existentialist label. An
existentialist response to an absurd universe s#atss aesponsef some kind—what does
man do in the face of an absurd universe? Beckettjsonse is: nothing. In an absurd universe,
man has no significant response available to himnfdtter what his actions might be, his
actions are insignificant. Beckett's characterseha® recourse to any action that might bring a
kind of consummation or resolution. Becket doesd®sty morality; he denies the possibility of
morality. There is no moral response to be artiealan a universe where any response mankind
can muster is inconsequential. Morality dependthersignificance of individual human action;
Beckett denies this significance. Beckett's chaattnsignificant actions illustrate their
perpetual entrapment in liminal space.

Scatology is the force that repeatedly pushedithiaality to the center of the audience’s
attention. The failure of Beckett’'s characters’rexgental functions signifies a failure of
resolution that reflects the larger lack of conmugn their stories. Beckett's characters are
biologically and ontologically trapped in limingbace. They will not find meaning in their
universe. The question of Godot’s return is irral@v—they could not move toward resolution if
a resolution was offered to them. If Godot returrfeglwould find “leaky and uncertain
containers” instead of beings with the ability &tfsactualize. In this way, Godot’s very

existence is irrelevant.
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Because Beckett’s scatology reinforces the iddaunfan nature as liminal, his works—
primarily Waiting for Godaotwhere two tramps wait under a tree for a Godat tiever
appear§—seem to critique the idea of a divine being by kg not its impotence, but the
inconsequence of its existence. Beckett's playgelsoand short stories seem to revel in their
denial of a divine presenéane laugh at Vladimir and Estragon’s foolishnessadntinuing to
wait for Godot, even as we feel the heavy pairesbnance in our own lives, waiting for what
we cannot be sure will come. The absence of dipresence in Beckett’'s absurdist works flatly
insists that the world presents too much horroriandngruence to support the idea of a divine
structure. Such an intense absence should beuartictroublesome to a Christian audience—
Beckett’s denial of a divine presence is in manyswaore complete and despairing than
existential or atheistic denial of divine preserdietzsche declares that God is dead; Beckett
shrugs and says the question of God’s life or ddads not really matter. In a letter, Beckett
refers to this belief that the universe is cutfodim a God, regardless of His existence of
nonexistence:
There is an end to the temptation of light, itsteadcorching & considerations. It
is food for children and insects. There is an einthaking up one’s mind, like a
pound of tea, an end of putting the butter of camsmess into opinions. The real
consciousness is the chaos, a grey commotion af,miith no premises or
conclusions or problems or solutions or casesadgments. The Letters of
Samuel Becke846)

This chaos forms the basis of Beckett's poeticsniinity is unmoored from Christian

teleological understandings of the universe, ahthat is left is the “grey commaotion of the

’ Beckett denied ad infinitum that Godot represented God, but the nominal inclusion of a character who is viewed
as some type of savior by the play’s other characters but who never shows up has obvious religious connotations.
® This includes not only a deity, but any concept of an afterlife or, even, a better life to ascend to.
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mind.” This commotion in Beckett's work is not justernal. Language in Beckett is confused
and chaotic, and what might be termed the “excréaheommotion” of Beckett's characters
further reflects the fruitlessness of “premisesamclusions.”

A Christian understanding of Beckett's work regsies analysis of what devices Beckett
uses to create a world void of divine presencem8igd Freud, Jacques Lacan, and Julia Kristeva
complicate the relationship between the subjectthaabject, emphasizing the ultimately
unknowable nature of the other and, thereforejrmability to engage in relationship with the
other. Due to the Freudian psychology that reptssée central methodology connecting my
critical lenses, | will be employing a predomingntkychoanalytic approach. Freud’s
descriptions of the ego, the id, and the superaggbtheir associated functions in moderating
conscious, unconscious, and pre-conscious desii@sns my analysis of Beckett's characters
as compromised beings. The failures in their ercydunctions bespeak a larger breakdown in
the boundaries between the inner and outer self.

Lacan’s language studies connect the logorrh&eokett’s characters to the failures in
their excretory functions. In Lacanian theory, shubject defines itself according to objects.
Lacan’s mirror stage of development describes tbmant when the subject comprehends its
own image as object, something distinct from its.8the dissonance between the subject as
subject and the subject as object is further carat@d by the relationship between the signifier
and the signified. The signifier is not a constaature in Lacanian theory, but is instead a
composed of a wealth of signifiers that give wapmhe another in turn. Meaning in language is
not fixed, but is ambiguous by its nature. Lacajuas that the unconscious is structured like
language and, therefore, is subject to the samegampas language. A subject needs an object

in order to define itself. Because Beckett's chemacare compromised containers, they suffer
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dissolution of the boundaries between subject dpecband are therefore unable to define
themselves.

Kristeva uses the term “abject” to describe thecegmeyond Lacan’s relationship
between subject and object. The abject is an absastead of a presence and, in this way,
constitutes a liminal space. The abject is nec#gsapressed, particularly in a scatological
sense, in order to prevent the horror and nausedfakdown between subject and object. The
scatological images in Beckett foreground the dljgalepicting a breakdown of the borders
that shore up the self.

Such an understanding of the self as indefinabiieusxknowable frustrates a Christian
understanding of the Incarnation (a divine Othenmamently taking on human flesh in order to
reconcile humanity to Himself). If Beckett's chaters are unable to know themselves, they are
unable to interact with other beings in a way tatclusively assures the transmission of
meaning and mutual understanding. God’s embodimdmiman form for the purpose of
interacting personally with humanity is meaninglgdsimanity lacks the ability to interact with
Him. The scatological elements in Beckett's workic@®Beckett's characters into a world of
eternal liminal space. The breakdown of their emaetal functions indicates the ill-defined
natures of their selves. This lack of self-defomtiprevents Beckett's characters from
aggregating into a social order or into a largenisglic order; an order relies on defined, discrete
components that it organizes. Beckett's charactnsot achieve resolution to their stories.
There is only the endless threshold where evergtisiteld unwaveringly until it produces

horror.
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Chapter Two: Beckett and Freud: Excrement, Repressin, and Denied Endings

In Act 1 ofWaiting For GodatVladimir and Estragon lay one of their frequent
arguments to rest by embracing, but the embracatishort by Estragon: “You stink of garlic!”
he accuses Vladimir (18). Vladimir explains tha tarlic is “for the kidneys” (18), whose
condition causes him to frequently flee the scenarder to urinate. Later, Vladimir calls
Lucky's forced, joyless dance “The Hard Stool” (3®§ouble entendre that references one of
Pozzo's many possessions that Lucky is forcedrtg,as well as constipation. Pozzo assures
Vladimir and Estragon that Lucky “used to danceftirandole, the fling, the brawl, the jig, the
fandango, and even the hornpipe. He capered. FoNmw that's the best that he can do” (39).
Lucky's lackluster dance bespeaks restricted motiarch like someone who is “stopped up.”
When Lucky erupts into speech, the nonsensicabeethat pours forth recalls nothing so much
as diarrhea.

Beckett's characters are constantly trapped asid) battle with their excretory
functions. Attempts at repression are confoundetheypody’s recurrent excremental failures.
Beckett's characters experience isolation from iatleie in part to their socially unacceptable
excremental situations; however, the untimely apgreze of excrement points to a deeper
isolation in Beckett's characters. What should tetained within the body never stays
completely containedpointing to a failure in one of the body’s primdmyctions: the
separation of what is inside from what is outsMiadimir’s kidneys fail him, causing him to run
to the wings to relieve himself; Lucky’s enforcelgisce erupts into uncontrolled, disturbed
ranting. Bladders fail; long periods of silence lareken by nonsensical diatribes—the

aforementioned logorrhea that turns these chasacte, in the words of Liz Barry, “leaky and

° Even in Beckett’s works that lack incontinent characters
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uncertain containers” (38). Both actual excremaiak the profusion of useless language point to
cracks in their containers.

Barry derives this concept of body as containemfiddark Johnson who, in his bodke
Meaning of the Body: Aesthetics of Human Understap@xplores the concept of the body as a
discrete entity with an interior and an exteriofinied by a boundary. He describes how obj&cts
move “from the exterior of a container across ootigh its boundary, finally coming to rest in
its interior” (138). The body’s ability to definae world by separating it into internal and
external categories is essential to the biolodimattions. Johnson notes this to be true of mental
functions as well: he argues that “body’ and ‘niiade not two separate things, but rather are
abstractions from our ongoing continuous, intexacéxperience” (140). The “container” that
Johnson is describing encompasses both biolognchieental functions.

When a body becomes a leaky container, it is ngdodiscrete and, as a compromised
entity, is unable to locate itself in the surrourgdworld. Barry states that this breakdown of
bodies as containers “seems to expose a situioiljar to modern thought but devastating in
its implications for Beckett's isolated charactarywhich it is not an immediate and direct
understanding of the world that allows us to intetyit, but instead the correct affiliation to the
prevailing customs of interpretation” (32). Thewarse that Beckett creates in his works has no
comprehensible framework to guide his characterdeustanding of this universe. Instead, his
characters are uncertain of their place in thisensie, unable to orient themselves in a society
from which they have been excluded. Barry statas“fp]hysical incontinence correspondingly
becomes a sign of the failure of this container aptdofound indication of marginalization”

(35). The failure of the body as a container iailufe of biology, propriety, and the ability to

10 Here, “objects” refers to literal objects such as food that passes from the exterior into the interior of the body,
but also encompasses the transmission of language and, therefore, communication.
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locate oneself in a social structure. His charattaability to incorporate themselves into
whatever mode of society exists in a given workea§ their own internally compromised
states.

This definition of the body as an inside and arsmigt with a boundary between the two
recalls Turner’s definition of liminal space as quieed of three distinct segments: separation,
margin (liminal space), and aggregation. Separamhaggregation are only possible when
clear boundaries exist. The breakdown of clear Hatias between the inner and outer selves of
Beckett's characters—as implied by their break withiety—indicates the breakdown in the
process of clear separation and aggregation. Bagyes that Beckett's characters are social
outcasts because of a fundamental collapse initestities:

[T]he extreme of individuality that comes from bgioutside social habits goes so
far in Beckett’s characters as to constitute tlo& tz any perceptible boundaries
of self. The taboos are no longer in place thatldipuotect the body from its
‘other,’ that is, from the waste products that evelence of its fearful interior and
its own incipient mortality, its capacity to becoiteelf waste . . . What seem
initially to be simple bad habits in fact point tasds a collapse of identity itself.
(36-7)
Beckett's characters cannot aggregate into sobetguse they have suffered a collapse of their
own identities, rendering them unable to interaeamngfully with other beings. Rubin
Rabinovitz states, “The self for Beckett's narratoften is a membrane-like divider that
separates physical and mental reality and somef@sits objects to slip from one realm into
the other” (40). A “membrane-like divider” is notily a divider at all, but a thin, futile attempt

at organizing the self into discrete categorieysiial and mental realities are not stable for
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Beckett's narrators due to the lack of establigbaahdaries. To be located within a system, an
object must itself have defined boundaries. Bec®&sxett’'s characters are themselves not
discrete beings, they cannot locate themselvdseistrrounding universe, and are therefore
unable to find resolution in their narratives.

Beckett's characters are leaky containers in baghr language and their uncontrolled
excretory functions. Vladimir is on a constant quegepress his erratic bladder that threatens to
betray him. Lucky is a visibly repressed beingdamed by Pozzo's belongings and beaten at
Pozzo's whim. When the slightest opening is preskfur Lucky to speak for himself, the words
that pour forth are unstoppable flood of meanirgjlasguage, useless and foreign in the way
that the words proceed from the subject with ncaagmt control or direction. Beckett’s use of
ambiguous, circular language has long been a nsajoponent of critical understanding of his
absurdist technigue—the profusion of language sgchucky’s speech exists to emphasize the
limitations of language. In this way, language ardrement are comparable: both are
irrepressible functions that accumulate no meaairen as they pile up.

Language stripped of its ability to communicatensre waste, no better than the
excrement that abounds in Beckett's work. Beckefislanguage of its significance in order to
isolate his characters. Just as their uncontr@lexetory functions alienate them from society,
their nonsensical language negates their attenhptsnamunication and meaningful connection
with other characters. Beckett titled one of hibembions of short fictiorFizzles a word without
obvious connotations in English, but the work’srfefe title, Foirades can be translated loosely
to mean “wet farts.” The title intimates the exigtal difficulty of the creative process when
language dissolves into meaninglessness—the jakatishort pieces that comprise the

collection may as well be a crass explosion offgasll the meaning they can truly contain or
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express.

Comparing language to mere flatulence complicahrastian understanding of
language as God-given. In Christian tradition, spas what sets humans apart from animals,
one of the defining elements of being made in thage of God® A fart superficially mimics the
form of speech—air audibly leaving the body—nbuiterally an inversion of speech in that it
comes from the opposite end of the body with ndrite@communicable meaning. In his essay
“Beckett’'s Atmospheres,” Steven Connor discussesitnificance of farts in Beckett as “an
example of bodily quasi-speech, an inversion ofldtlges, or breath of God” (61). Connor
references the Catholic practice of sufflation imat a priest blesses something by blowing on
it. Farting perverts this holy breath and also nsakenockery of the significance of language. A
fart is soundless speech, air leaving the bodytinlg wordless, meaningless fashion. It
resembles the spoken word without fulfilling itsvemunicative function. Throughout Beckett’s
work, excremental functions provide an image tlagtares the fruitlessness of all
communication. Meaningless language and excrenli&etlzurst forth at inopportune moments
despite Beckett’'s characters’ attempts at repressio

The idea of repression features famously in thekwd Sigmund Freud. By interpreting
dreams, linguistic free associations, and the pisignhidden impulses from which they arise,
Freud laid the foundation for the field of psychalysis. Freud divides the mind into conscious
and unconscious zones, but notes that “a statensfcoousness is characteristically very
transitory” (The Ego and the 18). An idea can be latent—currently unconsciouschpable of
becoming conscious. Latency complicates the consfioconscious binary by creating two
types of unconscious states—*“the one which is tdiahcapable of becoming conscious, and

the one which is repressed and which is not, eifiend without more ado, capable of becoming

" Genesis 1:27
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conscious” (2). Therefore, a third designation ninestnade between conscious and unconscious:
the preconscious. The preconscious idea, the stédgency, exists because potentially conscious
ideas are being repressed.

This repression stems from the operations of tipeisego, one of the three categories of
the mind that govern mental activity. Am Outline of Psycho-AnalysiBreud specifies the
nature of these three categories. The id is theehmiunconscious impulses. The id “expresses
the true purpose of the individual organism’s Tifeeeking to satisfy “its innate needs” (5)—
these needs, much like the id’s impulses to satisfyn, are not generally consciously
acknowledged. The super-ego consciously evalubhgsdcial and moral implications of the id’s
impulses, while the ego moderates between the ®gueand the id. Freud explains, “Conflicts
between the ego and the ideal will [the super-eg®}ye are now prepared to find, ultimately
reflect the contrast between what is real and wghpsychical, between the external world and
the internal world” The Ego and the 186). The goal of these mental drives is to distisly the
internal (mental) life from the external world. Whihe ego becomes aware of impulses that are
socially unacceptabl¥, it either acquiesces in them or tries to fenchihef by the process of
repression” (19). An inability to repress the ity of the id results in socially unacceptable
behaviors that ultimately ostracize and isolate.

Beckett’'s characters’ inability to control thexogetory functions prefigures their
inability to repress the activity of the id; theability to moderate these functions literally
prevents these characters from entering into soaia indicates their ultimate isolation. Again,
this excrement provides a parallel to Beckett’'s gnlgnguage that seems to stem from

characters’ unfiltered id. In his essay “Becket &neud,” Raymond T. Riva compares Beckett's

12 . .
“Socially unacceptable” here connotes manners and an understanding of decorum, but also deeper concerns of
acting in ways that society deems morally aberrant or worthy of censure.
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“essentially symbolic language, one which is gaapable of communication while seeming to
say nothing and of going nowhere” to “the languafjeur repressed and sublimated selves; the
not-yet-civilized children we once were, and yet & our unconscious id” (121-22). Beckett’s
characters speak from their unrepressed id, potoitig empty words in the same way that they
fail to repress excremental functions, each of Wingolates them from society.

The perpetual deferral of the death desire is syixdd by Beckett's characters’
relationship with excrement and their perverteceditye temperament that refuses them the
normal incorporation of nourishment. Freud’s dgg@n of the death desire includes a
description of how eating requires the destructialeath—of an object before nourishment can
be incorporated, but Beckett’s characters are enabihcorporate food in the normal way. As
compromised containers, they do not have a firrndaty through which object—food—
becomes subject—nourishment. The digestive prasafsscribed as a cycle as endless and
fruitless as Beckett’s stories with their endlesidyerred endings, or the system of language
itself. In Malone Dies Malone expresses the whole of existence as fae & concerned: “What
matters is to eat and excrete. Dish and pot, dishpat, these are the poles” (179). There is
nothing to existence but the endless repetitiogading and excreting. This digestive process is
marked by its two opposing terms—eating and exwogetibut the process itself is always liminal
in nature. While within the human body, the foodhigedigested is neither object nor subject. Its
progress through the body resembles Turner’s gegmriof the “passage from lower to higher
status” as “through a limbo of statuslessness [ijmi@ such a process, the opposites, as it were,
constitute one another and are mutually indispda%é&B61). Turner’s concept of aggregation
(here: “higher status”) is, of course, ultimatetyealizable for Beckett's compromised

characters. Instead, the liminal space betweer ttves poles characterizes the space between
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dish and pot.

Freud states that “the act of eating is a destinaif the object with the final aim of
incorporating it” (6), but Beckett's compromisedachicters either lack anything of substance to
incorporate or, through their uncontrollable exceamal functions, seem unable to incorporate
what is available to them. Molloy has a fixatiortwsixteen stones that he derives a kind of
childish, Freudian pleasure in sucking, but Rivikelves that this fixation goes beyond Freudian
desires and indicates “a desire (or even a submurssattempt) to regress further, to total non-
being . . . [b]y sucking inanimate objects, perhamsay come to resemble them” (124). Riva
sees Molloy’s sucking stones as a “totally uncamssiand equally unknowable desire to return
to an inorganic state” (124); Molloy describes hine stone “appeases, sooths, makes you forget
your hunger, forget your thirstThree Novel22). Beckett's characters are unable to incorporat
nourishment and, in many cases, seek oblivionasaiiswer to their insatiable hunger.

Excremental functions, as a parallel to the hollesaof language, reflect this
malnourished situation. Barry addresses the narmaithe Unnamablevhose “mouth may be
described as ‘speech-parched,” never having endugthe envisages a time when he might let it
fill with ‘spittle’ (Trilogy, 32), an ‘empty’ substnce that might replace the vomit of social
discourse. Ultimately this too gives way to thedadess wind’ of a body that is emptied, that
feeds only on itself” (39). The body, deprived onishment, begins to feed on itself, producing
farts like so much useless language. As compronusathiners, Beckett's characters fail to
incorporate nourishment internally just as thel/ttabe incorporated into a macrocosmic
structure. Both of these failures of incorporatawa given form through excrement and
excremental functions: farts replace speech, udnas painful and no longer under the

character’s control, and shit accumulates in ptdaaeaning. Beckett’s characters seek to escape
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their hunger through a return to inorganic matebat their compromised containers collapse in
on themselves, trapping them in liminal space.

One of Beckett’s leakiest and most uncertain coetaiis the main character of “The
Expelled.” Beckett originally wrote this work inéich and later translated it into English. Linda
Collinge-Germain discusses the significance ofwibek’s original French title: “The title of the
story ‘L’expulse’ conjures up notions of exclusiamrooting and even more archaically, of
birthing. It implicitly suggests two territoriesne to exit and one to enter into. The space
between two such territories is a ‘discomfort zanets lack of landmarks” (2% “The
Expelled” is a noun phrase with two meanings tkatforce one another: “The Expelled” refers
to both the narrator himself and the excrementhigbody involuntarily expels. Both the
narrator and his bodily waste find themselves jpha@e between residences, somewhere beyond
separation without the possibility of aggregatidhe title indicates a being ejected from his
previous state of existence, one who has not yetedrat another definite state of being—
existing only in liminal space.

The story opens with the unceremonious ejectiah®iinnamed narrator, leaving him
firmly outside any place of residence, and endk #ie narrator still unsure of his location.
Lying on the sidewalk, he looks back at the doat tiharacterizes the home he left as a kind of
womb. The door is green, an obvious symbol of néaylbut it also has a series of vaginal
characteristics: “a hole . . . and a slit for lettehis latter closed to dust, flies and tits Hyrass
flap fitted with springs” $tories and Texts for Nothiri). The ejection from the home is, in a
sense, the narrator’s first true birth becauseadive—what he calls “the scene of my birth”
(13)—is foreign to him. Although he says that “[mj@and then | would go to the window, part

the curtains and look out,” he always “hastenek bac¢he depths of the room, where the bed

B “Cultural In-Betweenness in ‘L'expulsé’/‘The Expelled’ by Samuel Beckett.”
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was” (13). However, that return to the interion®~ impossible. The interior of the house was a
kind of womb in which he refused separation, butkich, once ejected, he cannot return.

After separating from the home, the narrator’'s j@yris aimless and provides no hope of
a conclusion: he will not find a way to assimilateck into society nor encounter a place to rest.
His journey is denied any form of aggregation. #g story’s close, he extricates himself from
the cab in which he attempts to sl¥end heads toward the rising sun, realizing, “Itid
know where | was”$tories and Texts for Nothir®p). His is unable to locate himself, either
literally or existentially. He says, “I would haliked a sea horizon, or a desert one,” but instead
defines his days by acknowledging their purposeleswering: “When | am abroad in the
evening, | go to meet the sun, and in the evemingn | am abroad, | follow it, till | am down
among the dead” (25). While the narrator may bdymg that he may join the dead, his
uncertain location—in other words, his liminal égisce—and his aimless “journey” indicate
that he will not himself find his own resting pla¢ehe walks toward the sun when it rises, at
noon the sun will peak and then begin to descedcharmust follow the sun back the way he
came. The path he describes will never lead anyaymeunch less down to the dead, but will
instead occupy him in an uncomfortable, endlessrtjey” back and forth over the same patch
of earth. His circumstance, trapped on the threshetween uncertain origins and an uncertain
destination, is the liminal existence that mosBetkett's characters find themselves trapped in.

The narrator’s liminal existence, trapped betwesgrasation and aggregation, is seen not
merely in the endless journey, but also in thenatiedrip down his leg. The narrator recounts the
nature of his affliction: “I had then the deploralblabit, having pissed in my trousers, or shat
there, which | did fairly regularly early in the mming, about ten or half past ten, of persisting in

going on and finishing my day as if nothing hadgeped . . . till bedtime | dragged on with

" His inability to sleep is another symbolic denial of the Freudian death desire.
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burning and stinking between my little thighs, ticlang to my bottom, the result of my
incontinence” (14). This incontinence producedim & peculiar, wide-legged gait that he
thought would “put people off the scent” (14), béifuratively and literally, but of course did
neither. The narrator is aware of his filth—he kisaWat shortly after ejecting him from the
home, the inhabitants would “close the window, dthe/curtains and spray the whole place
with disinfectant” (12). He here implies that thageo forcibly removed him from the home (of
which we know little besides its nature as a plaiceesidence wherein the narrator is
unwelcome) have rejected him at least in part duais filth.

His rejection from society due to his uncontroleatretory functions reflects his own
identity as a compromised container, unable tavakdie because he himself is not a discrete
entity. His inability to locate himself in the wdraround him recalls Barry’s insistence that
Beckett's characters cannot interpret the world appears but must base their interpretations on
“correct affiliation to the prevailing customs otérpretation” (32). In “The Expelled,” the
narrator is not only symbolically removed from stgiin the opening lines, but is rejected as a
possible member of society throughout. He walksrdtive street because he states, “The widest
sidewalk is never wide enough for me” (15). Hisylee gait, stemming from his incontinence,
does not fit within socially designated boundaregoliceman orders him to walk on the
sidewalk and then, after many near accidents whbrgedestrians, another policeman orders
him back off the sidewalk, stating that “the sidékua for everyone” (16). The narrator realizes
that “it was quite obvious that [he] could not Issianilated to that category” (16). The curb
forms a social boundary that creates two categasie$he sidewalk and off of the sidewalk.

Cars belong in the street and pedestrians—“evetyshelongs on the sidewalk. Because the
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narrator does not belong on either side of thisitarhe is trapped in the liminal, transitory
space between socially designated categories—ar atbrds, no place at all.

The narrator raises his eyes “to the sky, whenaosetio our help . . . where you wander
freely, as in a desert” but concludes that suchchézy “gets monotonous in the end” (13).
Scanning the heavens for a sign of respite islésstand, in the end, exactly as monotonous as
the aimless journey with one’s gaze focused dowtherearth. Even the endless expanse of the
heavens provides only the promise of aimless wamglénrough a desert that recalls both the
plight of the Israelites, punished by their Goddmain nomads in the desert for forty years, and
the narrator’s own circular journey from sunrisestmset. Paul Davies refers to this isolation
even in nature as “abstraction from the biosphewjth he claims is a kind of hell for Beckett’s
characters (76} Society does not provide a residence for Beckeltzmacters, but there is no
solace in nature, either. There is no home in ki@ the narrator of “The Expelled”; there is
no home at all for him. Barry argues that the rntarrds uncouth in terms of social behaviour,
but further than this, the very language of eveyyldang throws him out, unable to assimilate
him to its categories. His uncouthness, as the @by of the term suggests, renders him
unknowable and monstrous” (36). He is unable torakge into society due to his grossly
compromised container of a body, no longer a disa@atity but a fundamentally compromised
being. His desire for death is thwarted and he aaewven reincorporate back into inorganic
material. He is horrifically, eternally trappedliminal space.

Although Beckett's compromised characters areetkaiplace of residence and,
therefore, an opportunity for aggregation, the Biau death desire momentarily appears to
present a hope of resolution; oblivion does notiregincorporation into a social structure.

However, Beckett denies his characters death, semdings to their stories, and keeps them

1 “Stra nge Weather”
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trapped in liminal space without end. Victor Turgtates that when a subject reaches the
consummate state of aggregation, “[t]he ritual sabj . . is in a relatively stable state once more
and, by virtue of this, has rights and obligatigissa-vis others of a clearly defined and
‘structural’ type; he is expected to behave in adance with certain customary norms and
ethical standards binding on incumbents of so@ailtn in a system of such position¥he

Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structid49). We have seen that Beckett’s characters never
enter into a relationship with society that inva\aearly defined rights and obligations.
However, Freud’s discussion of the interaction leemvthe love instinct—Eros—and the death
desire seems to provide a hope for a reincorporati@ sort. Freud states that “[tjhe aim of the
first of these basic instincts [Eros] is to estsiblever greater unities and to preserve them thus—
in short, to bind together; the aim of the secamdthe contrary, is tando connectionand so to
destroy things . . . the final aim of the destnuetinstinct is taeduce living things to an

inorganic staté (An Outline of Psycho-Analysts emphasis added). The death instinct, by
forming an oppositional mirror image of the lovstinct, presents a possibility for a kind of
reincorporation: a return to “an inorganic statbg state before ejection from the womb, a state
of rest in death.

The potential for rest through a return to angamic state, however, is an illusion.
Beckett denies his characters endings throughitbelar plot structures. Stories often end
exactly where they began, in the same physicatilmtavith the characters in the same situation
they were in at the story’s beginning. Act IWfhiting for Godoends with VIadimir and
Estragon talking to a boy about Godot’s returreradinother full day of waiting, Act Il ends with
an almost identical conversation. Both times, tttecbbses with the stage directioff,Hey do not

move (52, 88). Nothing has changed, and nothing withiege. They are fixed to a place of
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hopelessness from which they are unable to mBrdgamdowers its curtain on Hamm who
“remains motionless” (134 he Unnamablends with the declaration that continued motion in
this circular system is both impossible and indlga“you must go on, | can't go on, I'll go on”
(407). In the radio plaigmbers Henry expresses frustration at his wife’s tengeomot
complete her thoughts. He says, “Drive on, driveWhy do people always stop in the middle
of what they are saying?” (102). He does not rexaivanswer because there is no end to drive
on to. His wife, like many of Beckett’s charactesmps speaking because she realizes the futility
in continued speech. They will only continue takgr unable to escape their absurd situation.
Beckett's characters long for an ending to thideyput such an ending never arrives.
Few of Beckett’'s characters actually ever die. Rikgues that Vladimir and Estragon are, in
fact, waiting for death, but a death that will cotme: “The white-bearded Godot who never
arrives seems to be the very fact of death itaéMays awaited with a certain amount of
anticipation, yet never quite arriving” (125). Framthin their grey, bare room, Hamm states,
“Outside of here it's death’Ehdgane 96); however, neither he nor Clov definitely leathe
house. At the play’s end, Hamm sits alone in tleemr@and says to the empty room, “Moments
for nothing, now as always, time was never and {Braver, reckoning closed and story ended”
(133). The story, however, is not over, despitethleamm says. The audience (like Hamm) does
not know if Clov has left or is merely in the otieom, and Hamm is not dead nor changed, he
merely remains® Molloy refers to decomposition as “tranquilityTtfree Novelg1), or a kind of
peace that he is unable to find in life. Howeveradmits, “To decompose is to live too, | know,
| know, don’t torment me, but one sometimes forgé8). Molloy expresses how the living and

dying are similar in their entropic nature, but ttecomposition of life is what Connor calls “a

® His description of his handkerchief as “Old stauncher” calls forth associations with the word “staunch” which
reflects his own definite lack of motion, but also a variant of the word “stanch” which means to stem the flow of
blood.
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Beckettian pattern of ‘leastening’ or progressivaidishment,” which results not in aggregation
but, instead, “a deferral of ending” (128)Death will not arrive for Beckett’s charactéfs.

Beckett's use of excrement forces this deferrarafings to the center of his work
because the excremental process is, like Becksdisard universe, liminal in nature. Paul
Sheehan argues that “Beckettian space is limiredespghe difference between self and unself.
Beckett's thresholds are not access points or #mr anarker of transience. They are rather non-
spaces of attempted habitation, sites of enforesdience . . . they signify the step not beyond.
The invitation to cross the lower limit implied bythreshold is revoked” (185). Beckett's
characters take up an enforced residence in thslibld of liminal space and are denied the step
through the threshold into the next stage. Ronal@ii@mas’ states that “Beckett’s hapless
travelers” are on a journey that “keeps circlingkbapon itself and beginning again, extending
the end of the line a little further” (386). Itirsthis endless deferral of endings that Beckett

denies his characters even the reincorporationeobbdy into inorganic material.

7 “\oice and Mechanical Reproduction”

1 Many critics have addressed the issue of entropic “endings” in Beckett that actually deny the possibility of a
conclusive ending; some notable essays on this topic include “Lucky’s Energy” by Jane R. Goodall, “Qu’est-ce que
c’est d’apres in Beckettian Time” by Stephen Baker, and ““You know the story’: scatology and the interrupted laugh
in Beckett, with apologies to the Mau-Mau sketch” by David Wheatley.

® “The Novel and the Afterlife: The End of the Line in Bunyan and Beckett.”
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Chapter Three: Beckett and Lacan: The Other and theReceding Signified

The bilingualism of Samuel Beckett's work playseatal role in how we are to interpret
his use of fragmented language, and how that laggydapicts Beckett's characters as broken
containers. Beckett's oeuvre has a diverse origirysAs a native Irishman, he began writing
and publishing in English, but by the time he wexdpcing many of his most famous works, he
was living in Paris and writing his works first itench before translating them back into
English. Some critics place the impetus for thé stilanguage in the influence of his friend
James Joyce and Beckett’s fear that he might nesrer himself out from under that influence.
In Dream of Fair to Middling WomemBelacqua muses tellingly, “Perhaps only the Hnenc
language can give you what you want” (48). PurpthyteBeckett’'s reason for shifting from
English to French was to write without the wealtlt@nnotations inherent in writing in one’s
native tongue. By using French rather than thedagg he grew up using, Beckett was able to
approach the language as a tool to be used fartwather than an unconscious tool used
automatically in all communication. By the twiligbt Beckett's career, he was once again
writing and producing in English, but still tranhg his works into French. This bilingualism is
an essential component of Beckett's catalog—hik#exist in both languages, not just for his
readers, but for himself as translator. By usinthbbanguages, Beckett demonstrates his
fundamental belief in the nature of language asxadf dependent on context, association, and
personal interpretation, and therefore fundamentalimpromised.

In his essay on Beckett’s bilingualism, Lance 8hnJButler argues that Beckett's
translation of his own work is further proof of ttradical incommensurability of languages”
(115). Although Beckett translated his own worksaeen French and English, he took such

liberties with lexical and grammatical nuances thattranslation is liberal rather than exact.
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However, Beckett’'s own playfulness with languageasthe source of this incommensurability
according to Butler. Instead, Butler says, “Beckedtrely points up, in his attempt at the
impossibility that is translation, the impossilyildf all communication, and if his texts in
different languages differ it is, paradoxicallychase only by differing can they hope to be at all
the same” (116). Beckett shows us something bizug both English and French, beyond the
evolution of his style. He makes additional adjustis to the language beyond what a strict
translation would require, emphasizing the esskgép between English and French. These
quirks in translation suggest that this gap isgmé# all communication, not just that from the
one that opens up between one language and anBth&anslating his works between French
and English, Beckett demonstrates one of his owddmental principles: the impotence of
language.

Raymond Federman, a friend of Beckett’'s and autharany articles about Beckett's
use of language, cites one of Beckett’s favoritetgs that Federman believes defines Beckett’s
poetic. St. Augustine’s declaration, “Do not despaine of the thieves was saved, Do not
presume, one of the thieves was damned” fascirizgellett. In a lecture later published as “The
Imaginary Museum of Samuel Beckett,” Federman s@8exkett said to me: It is not the
meaning of this sentence that interests me, tsishape, its movement. It has perfect symmetry,
the way it cancels itself. And suddenly | realizledt it was not the meaning of words that really
concerned Beckett, but the shape of language” (Bxkett's interest in language stemmed less
from its ability to communicate but, in fact, thppwmsite: language’s ability to make a pleasing
shape that does not intend to communiéafederman points to the postscript affixed to the e

of Watt, “No symbols where none intentiégitd. in Federman 156), as further evidence ef hi

2% Beckett’s self-described interest in language as mere shape is obviously, on some level, facetious, because of all
Beckett’s meaningless language accumulates into quite a significant statement about language and human
nature—in fact, this is a fundamental tenet of this paper.
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view. Federman wryly suggests that Beckett doesmply symbol anywhere, and rather is
playing with the shape of language.

Butler is suspicious of such attempts to definkiang poetic for Beckett's work.
Federman states that the “aim of such a study woelldot merely to note differences or
variants, but to arrive at an aesthetic of bilinguma or self-translating, or better yet to arriveaa
poetics of such activity” (qtd. in Butler 116). Bartbelieves such a study is, at best, limited
because “[t]he notion of ‘arriving’ hardly seemsspible any longer” (116). Butler sneers at an
attempt to pin down and dissect Beckett's styleroter to find its central poetic. We arrive at a
fruitless circle: is Beckett's constant subversadmeaning in itself his central claim? Is defining
a “central claim” a violation of Beckett’'s appro&cButler argues the latter; Federman the
former. In either case, Beckett's language is dexigo frustrate, an obverse embarrassment of
riches that results in a dearth of meaning.

Language in Beckett is not fixed, but a fluid grcd associations and wordplay that
seems to communicate less the more it accumulBités uncertainty of language stems from the
unconscious mind and the desires and drives tigihate out of it. The work of Jacques Lacan
takes Freud’s assertions regarding the unconsaonn, its associated desires, and applies these
ideas to semiotics and the nature of languagéhtnFour Fundamental Concepts of
Psychoanalysid.acan insists thathe unconscious is structured like a langua@®); although
a function of language like syntax is pre-consciduhat eludes the subject is the fact that his
syntax is in relation with the unconscious reseWaen the subject tells his story, something
acts, in a latent way, that governs this syntaxraalles it more and more condensed” (68).
Much of Freud’s work analyzes the mind’s tendercgdndense, to link ideas despite gaps in

conscious understanding. The psycho-analytic practi dream interpretation and associations
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relies on desires or behaviors standing in for ipiesty unrealized connections within the mind.
Lacan compares this function of the mind to metopyanfigure of speech that substitutes a
thing with a related thing—"Hollywood” standing far “the film and entertainment industry,”

for example. The unconscious mind connects ide#lgsnway, relating one image to another
without a direct obvious link. The structure ofdaiage is thus essential to the functioning of the
uNCoNSCIous.

Freud’s understanding of how the unconscious rofrtie subject relates to objects
provides Lacan with a basis for providing languagth agency. Lacan states, “Nature
provides—I must use the word—signifiers, and thsgeifiers organize human relations in a
creative way, providing them with structures andmhg them” (20). Signifiers as elements of
language shape the way in which a subject intesfvistexperience, and language is thus
essential to any understanding of experience. Laggbelongs to the symbolic order, separate
from Lacan’s idea of the real—raw, undifferentiategherience. Human relations are not merely
communicated in language, but shaped by languagdhdrt: “Everything emerges from the
structure of the signifier” (Lacan 203). It is timerpretation and organization of events, not the
only events themselves, that characterizes humapm@hension of experience. Similarly, the
definition of the self stems from “the dialectictbe advent of the subject to his own being in the
relation to the Other . . .the subject dependdersignifier and that the signifier is first of ail
the field of the Other” (205). In other words, ancept of the self relies on a concept of the
Other—the not-self. Self-definition in the cons@aealm rests on the unconscious functioning
of the mind, a function tied up with structure ahfuage.

As the primary device for self-definition and urgtanding the unconscious, language

presents numerous problems in the relationshipdmvhe subject and the signified. Lacan
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argues that the processes between the subjechar@ther are not fixed, but circular. Because
“a signifier is that which represents a subjectdoother signifier” (207), the process of defining
the Other involves a reduction of external objéatsignifiers: “The signifier, producing itself in
the field of the Other, makes manifest the sulpédis signification. But it functions as signifier
only to reduce the subject in question to beingnooe than a signifier, to petrify the subject in
the same movement in which it calls the subjedttation, to speak, as a subject” (207).
Something that is Other—a foreign object—for thbjsat is its own subject, but must be
reduced to a signifier in order to relate the orddisubject. In this way, a subject must
experience the external world in a fundamentalkgpeal way. Any manner of interpreting the
external world that relies on personal perceptather than external factors is necessarily
ambiguous.

Lacan distills this difficulty in defining the refents that constitute a signifier through the
image of a necklace linked through another neckla@hain without conclusive end. Although
language indicates meaning, that meaning doesubsist in the language. Lacan references the
poetic nature of language and how this informschain: “What this structure of the signifying
chain discloses is the possibility | have, pregiselso far as | have this language in common
with other subjects, that is to say, in so fart&xists as a langue, to use it in order to signify
something quite othehan what it says” (“The Agency of the Letter n@ tUnconscious, or
Reason Since Freud” 155). Because language, thidergbes like metonymy, can signify a
multitude of things apart from what is literallyfeered to, the chain of signifiers turn language
from concrete representation into ambiguous ret@men_acan states that “we can say that it is
in the chain of the signifier that the meaning ists but that none of its elements ‘consists’ in

the signification of which it is at the moment chlgg’” and for this reason, “[w]e are forced,
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then, to accept the notion of an incessant slidirtpe signified under the signifier” (160). The
chain of signifiers buries the signified, creatmgriad complexities and gaps in language that
prevents the signifier from resolving. Because ¢hggnifiers do not resolve, language itself
constitutes a liminal space in which Beckett’s eletgrs are trapped, unable to communicate
with one another or to adequately define themsel¥éise unconscious is structured like
language, Lacan’s chain of signifiers presents bothplications in language as communication
and language as the vehicle for defining the 8altkett understood these fundamental
limitations of language and the problems thesetéitimns present for his characters. Beckett's
bilingualism represents a catholic hostility towédguage that compares attempts at
communication to so much scat.

Linda Collinge-Germain argues that Beckett's chaacerite in a foreign language is an
essential component of his work. The foreignneds®fanguage is a statement on the nature of
language itself. She states, “For Beckett, as s¢eeatics have remarked, choosing a foreign
language in which to write is a catalyst for aeeibn on the arbitrary nature of the sign, an
opportunity to explore more fully the notion of tarage, what it means to use language, to
communicate, to write a story” (Collinge-Germain Bgckett’s glib titleFizzlesno longer seems
like a self-deprecating crudity, but a significanotnmentary on the difficulty in communicating
with such a broken vehicle as language. When laygbeaeaks down into a chain of more or less
arbitrary signifiers, communication resembles nmoghso much as a wet fart, an empty echo in
liminal space.

The circularity of language in Beckett's emphasitee ambiguousness of language. His
writing is rife with puns and double entendres etéfn, and contradictory statements, expelling

a kind of waste that accumulates senselessly. &hator inThe Unnamableleclares, “. . . shit,
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there we have it at last, there it is at last,rtgt word, one has only to seek, seek in vain, in
order to be sure of finding it in the end, it'sw@egtion of elimination (359 he Unnamabldike
the rest of the trilogy, is comprised primarilylehgthy monologues. The narratorTihe
Unnamablesifts through an abundance of language to finditite word, only to conclude that
the word he is searching for is “shit.” This sargotheclaration is an acceptance of the futility of
the task. In the end, language, like excrememxpelled from the body as waste. Beckett
follows Lacan’s chain of signifiers and finds laage itself lacking, insufficient for its purported
task.

This breakdown in the function of language leaddifficulties in defining the self,
another dilemma faced by Beckett’'s characters alselor containerKrapp’s Last Tapdinds the
play’'s main character reflecting on his life asittocumented in his tapes. Julie Campbell
examines the semantic resonances of the “craptbdtear in Krapp’s name. The semantic
Krapp is connected to the Latin word “crapula,” dadher with “crapulence,” or “gross
intemperance” (64). The Dutch word “krappe” medongluck off” or “to cut,” and the
antiguated French word “crappe” translates asifigift’; both the French and the Dutch,
according to Campbell, refer to the end of Krapipésas he composes his last tape (63). A
sifting happens as Krapp replays his tapes. Hearching for something in his tapes, as
evidenced by his detailed ledgers of the tapes.dNbytis he replaying them, creating an
interaction between his past self and his presdhtlaut he is consulting ledgers that he made
after listening to these tapes at some intermegeted: three different Krappes are therefore
involved in this play at any given time. Howeves fepeated searches produce no returns. All
Krapp finds in his own words is waste to be disedrd

He replays his tapes, stopping them at interwaisterject his current perspective
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alongside the voice of his past issuing from tloeréer. His reinterpretations emphasize the
mutability of language that stems from its ambigaiaature. He plays the tape that recounts a
physical encounter with a woman in a boat, andrttages are sensual and meditative—his hand
on her breast as the water moved under the boah Blputting the tape off, Krapp recalls his
youthful perspective: “Could have been happy wih lup there on the Baltic, and the pines, and
the dunes.Fause) Could I? Pause) And she?Rause) Pah! Pause) Fanny came in a couple

of times. Bony old ghost of a whore. Couldn't docimubut | suppose better than a kick in the
crutch” (222). Breasts and water, both imagesfef have become the image of a bony old
ghost, a husk of what he once believed. Altholghetvents remain the same, the language
Krapp uses to describe them changes, which reslilagiesxperience. The tape, played years
later, no longer communicates the same content.

Krapp’s fixation with the tapes, which he colleatsd fastidiously records in ledgers,
parallels the retentiveness of his own body’s dartgin. This intemperance is manifested in
Krapp’s constipation. He refers to his own “[u]@a@tiable laxation” right after he notes his
“[fllagging pursuit of happiness” (218). The twaearonnected for Krapp—the failure of his
excretory functions parallels not only his wanirgppiness, but his wanimrsuitof happiness.
Much like laxation, happiness seems increasingbttamable. As Krapp ages, his desire to
attempt to regulate both laxation and happinesssf@gcause it becomes increasingly clear that
relief—in either sense—uwill not come. His firstaseted entry in his ledger refers to a “[s]light
improvement in bowel condition,” but when Krappysdhe tape in question, his 39 year old self
says, “Have just eaten | regret to say three banand only with difficulty restrained a fourth.
Fatal things for a man with my condition” (217).€Tbhananas clearly exacerbate Krapp’s

digestive problems, but he is unable to resisgtés as he is on the very object that feeds his
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problem.

Both the tapes and his constipation are imagegsefe that Krapp cannot let go of; the
comparison of the tapes to constipation conneatguiage with excrement. On one hand, a spool
that contains Krapp’s recorded word, language herother, a banana that further complicates
Krapp’s digestive complaints. Campbell referentesitiea that spool “is a near homophone of
‘stool” (69), drawing the two images even closegdther. The tapes illustrate Krapp’s inability
to truly change (his sexual exploits as well addaisana obsession are documented consistently
across years of his life) and his inability to necide with the various versions of himself. Krapp
records these tapes, keeps ledgers of the infavmatintained in the recordings, and continually
replays the tapes in an effort to draw somethiogfthem, but they provide him only with a
sense of alienation from his previous self. Thglemge he now uses no longer resembles the
way he once spoke of events: the chain of sigsifieat he attempts to exhaustively detail
through both the spoken and written word do notnaute in any understanding. Krapp is
unable to even know himself. Clinging to the tajgasierely a form of stockpiling waste. His
clogged bowels speak to this same intemperance.

Lacan discusses this fixation on objects as anaiwf Freudian psycho-sexual
development; an object, as it forms an Other tcsthmgect, directs desire in the subject. Lacan
refers to “this privileged object” as “that objecbund which the drive moves . . . thiget &

(257). Theobjet arepresents the gaps in the subject’s attemptssigraitself a signifier.
Because the subject must also recognize itseifjadfier, and because the signifier necessarily
includes an endless chain of signifiers, thget aprovides desire that allows the subject to
orient itself. Lacan states, “Tlubjet ais something from which the subject, in order to

constitute itself, has separated itself off” (LOB)Krapp’s case, his tapes represent parts of



Bradford 41

himself that he has separated off in order to ¢o@al preserve his identity. This attempt is, of
course, futile.

Although Krapp is on his last tape, the play doesend with Krapp’s death or even the
click of the tape stopping its recording. The ptafyhal stage direction reads[ e tape runs on
in silencé (223). Krapp, like so many of Beckett's charastas denied an ending. His inability
to find resolution is not arbitrary, however; Lataargument that the unconscious is structured
like language explains Krapp’s inability to accefgitconceptualize himself. Krapp attempts to
define himself in relation to a unique Other: tmeyous versions of himself. As Lacan states,
the subject depends on the signifier. However, iee#hese past versions of Krapp are
unknowable, this version of himself is subjectémterpretation and even direct contradiction to
the elderly Krapp. He frequently begins to ask llha question about his previous self, but
these musings are interrupted with a pause, a hvbake language ceases to be useful. Krapp
begins to muse but cuts himself off, leaving thmutfht unresolved and the question itself
uncertain: “Sometimes wondered in the night ifst Effort mightn't—Pause)” (223). What
was once the subject, his own self, has becomaia ofisignifiers that points to various things
to the elderly Krapp but that ultimately only empiza the gaps in Krapp’s own consciousness.
Krapp is not a leaky container but is nonetheldsolen one; his constipation points to a
breakdown in his excretory functions. He is undblexpel what rightly must be expelled and,
therefore, unable to achieve resolution.

His inability to define himself represents a bidakn of his inner and outer selves—
what he thinks and what he says. Krapp’s failedrpretations and, therefore, failed
reinterpretations of himself, presumably carrietirepeatedly through his life, illustrate this

breakdown, forcing him to respond to his own reedrdiords as if addressing a separate being.
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He cannot coalesce these versions of himself ilearly defined whole. In contrast, the
bananas have a clear distinction between thedeénsnd outside—the peel. Krapp takes great
pleasure in the process of peeling the banana, gveking it before peeling, but he immediately
discards the peel on the floor and, moments lakée,treads on skin, slips, nearly falls, recovers
himself, stoops and peers at skin and finally psshetill stooping, with his foot over the edge
of the stage into git(216). Presumably, this has happened before alhdantinue to happen.
The peel is something Krapp fails to recognizeigsifying his own fractured relationship
between inner and outer selves—although the sigreig, he merely slips on it. Campbell
compares Krapp’s “sour cud and the iron stool” taldhe’s “dish and pot™: “[lJ/Krapp these
poles . . . become ill-distinguished, reversed:theana and the faecal ‘stick’ become a
composite symbol and as such interchangeable” f&&8Krapp stands motionless, banana in his
mouth, excruciatingly constipated, his digestivegasses have, like so many of Beckett’s
characters, broken down. His body is not a disaretgainer but is a liminal space where food is
trapped and becomes waste. Although this produdiiavaste is an essential function of all
bodies, Krapp’s inability to pass the waste refidus entrapment within liminal space. His
body confounds its own essential functions.

Beckett's characters are ultimately alienatedhftbemselves. The breakdown of the
inner and outer selves, reflected in the breakdiovexcremental functions and paralleled in the
limitations of language, prevents Beckett's chaecfrom extracting meaning from their
situations. In his article “Descartes, Lacan, avdrphy,” Thomas J. Cousineau states that the
assimilation into a social order is a form of Freudeath desire:

The self . . . will harden its self-boundary bynstrg to become a self

recognizable within the social order. This desaipbf the stages through which
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the self betrays its original limitlessness learla teformulation of the death

wish, which, according to Lacan, is fulfilled thigluthose successive acts by

which the self sacrifices its subjectivity and a&stas its own suicide through

identification with its image and conformity to des emanating from the social

order. (227)
This assimilation into a social order necessitatksss for Lacan, an alienation of the self from
the real. Cousineau states that Beckett's chasgdtewever, detach from the real but are unable
to assimilate into society, suffering a loss orhlmitles. They are trapped in between the two
poles. This inability to correctly perceive thefs®lto communicate with a larger social order
stems from the futility of self-definition when thaefinition relies solely on an unconscious
structured like language—a created order apart ttameal. Beckett's characters are again
trapped in liminal space, forced to use a systerargjuage that fails to shore up boundaries
between the self and the other, but rather obfasaataning through a chain of signifiers. This
broken system of language is distinct from the radrimnction of language through its inability
to resolve or reach a satisfactory interpretation.

The inability of Beckett's characters to defineniselves according to the Other reaches

a poetic zenith iMurphy. Cousineau states, “Divorced from both the re&ictv precedes the
formation of individual identity, and from the synile, where identity is modified by the
mediation of language and the intersubjective agpee which it permits, Murphy is alone with
his idea of himself, a phantasized image whichnlvétes to share his solitude” (229). Murphy
believes himself to be a discrete body and mirsljgect with clear boundaries. Murphy
believes that “his mind was a closed system, subpeao principle of change but its own, self-

sufficient and impermeable to the vicissitudeshefbody” (109). Yet, as Lacan demonstrates by
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comparing the unconscious to ambiguous languaganthd is not a closed system, but one that
relies on a chain of associations to function. HesveMurphy believes himself to be in full
control of his own being, having made clear digtores between the body and mind, believing
his own perception of himself to be accurate.
Despite his confidence, Murphy himself knows tlieé memory was so treacherous that
he did not dare” commit anything to memory (75).&NHne drinks his tea too hurriedly, he
erupts into uncontrollable belching (82). Both b@atyl mind are compromised, but Murphy
persists in his belief that he is comprised of iisz systems. He even acknowledges his
confusion about the interaction between his bod/ramd:
Thus Murphy felt himself split in two, a body andnand. They had intercourse
apparently, otherwise he could not have knownfttiy had anything in common
.. . Perhaps there was, outside space and timm-anental non-physical Kick
from all eternity, dimly revealed to Murphy in iterrelated modes of
consciousness and extension, the kicktellectuand the kickn re. But where
then was the supreme Caress? (109)

Because Murphy finds no solace in idea of a constiess outside of the split he has made

between his body and mind, he denies the existgingech a consciousness. Even outside of

space and time, Murphy astutely observes, therkl dmuno supreme Caress.

Despite Murphy’s endeavors to conceive of himaslsubject, his role as signifier in
community with others is constantly in question.ds$&s Celia a yes or no question, what he
refers to as “the eternal tautology” (41). She oesls with yes, he with no, and it is unclear—as
with many conversations between Celia and Murphythely are actually addressing one

another. When pressed to describe Murphy, CeligesegMurphy is Murphy” (17). He lacks
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relation to the world around him and, thereforegeginot fully reside in this world, but in liminal
space somewhere between his own mind and the ekteonld. Murphy revels in his isolation,
finding his greatest peace by tying himself tighthya chair and rocking back and forth in an
attempt to completely clear his mind—motion withresult, fully and only a body. This rocking
would produce “the freedom of that light and ddr&ttdid not clash, nor alternate, nor fade nor
lighten except to their communion” (9). Later, Mhyps described as having “perhaps the best
[night] since nights began so long ago to be Haelyéason being not so much that he had his
chair again as that the self whom he loved hac#pect . . . of a real alienation” (194). Murphy
takes pride in his isolation because existing riety requires an alienation of the self from the
real, a separation that Murphy would not accept.

By insisting that his mind and body are discretegegories that he is in control of,
Murphy perpetuates a kind of Cartesian dualism.SC@au argues that the solace Murphy takes
in perceiving his body and mind as discrete coetains a mistake because Descartes assumes
“that the ‘I' who thinks is primordial and underyewhen in fact, if Lacan’s theory is correct, it
is, rather, the end-result of a process of aliematj226). Murphy’s dichotomy of mind and body
ignores the unconscious mind, the structure thsttaped like language and, therefore, contains
cracks and gaps. Catherine Russell states, “Al@mgfor Lacan, consists in the divided nature
of the subject who is ‘condemned’ to a displacentiertugh discourse into the field of the
Other. Meaning is conditional on its being receieedinderstood, and so the subject as signifier,
in order to represent itself, disappears as subj26). In order to represent itself in a symbolic
order, the subject must become signifier to comgateiand, therefore, fades from the realm of
being. Lacan terms the fading of the subjegifanisis’ arguing that a subject cannot

simultaneously occupy the realms of being and nmeggf#11). Because Murphy denies this
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divided nature, he must seek solace in his isalatiathin his own mind, to preserve his ideals.
Cousineau says, “The abuse to which [the narratdsjects Murphy serves as a vehicle through
which he registers his suspicion that, as attradiv option as Murphy’s retreat into his mental
world may be, it represents in some way a miscaimepf reality” (225). Murphy’s conception
of the discrete separation between his body and mia cruel joke, further emphasizing the
fundamentally broken barrier between the inner@utdr selves as described by Lacan’s
aphanisis

Murphy, like many of Beckett's characters, assuthasincorporation into death will
provide the solace he seeks. When he rocks inhiais, dhis “breath was not perceptible” (2); as
Murphy retreats into his own body, he approacheésadh-like state. He describes his infancy
only to return to the matter of death: “With whatr®w he recorded that of all the millions of
little larynges cursing in unison at that partieutsoment, the infant Murphy’s alone was off the
note. To go back no further than the vagitus. Hide would make amends” (71). Murphy
believes that his death rattle will put the sourenaght, that he will find harmony in the universe
through annihilation. And unlike most of Beckettisaracters, Murphy does indeed die.
However, the treatment of his ashes depicts thaaté futility of Murphy’s desires. Cooper
throws the packet of Murphy’s ashes in a barrooawhrand “[b]y closing time the body, mind
and soul of Murphy were freely distributed over tlo®r of the saloon” (275). Far from the
discrete containers Murphy believed his body analdmo be, they mingle in death along with
one ingredient that he never acknowledged: his. gdtilough the soul is often referred to
sardonically in Beckett—what use is a soul in asuath universe?—the soul here at least figures
the unacknowledged unconscious aspect of Murphsitsgo Murphy’s strict dichotomy of body

and mind neglects his unconscious being and, thexgf a delusion rather than an accurate
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conception of his self. His remains come to thiealfrest in “the spit, the vomit” of the barroom

floor (275). And there we leave Murphy.
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Chapter Four: Beckett and Kristeva: “The Terror That Dissembles”

As described by Lacan, the subject—I—is definecklation to the object—the Other.
The process adphanisis the fading of the subject in order to occupyréem of meaning,
describes a liminal space between the realm ofgoena the realm of meaning. This process by
which the subject transitions to the realm of megmequires the subject to represent itself as
Other—as object. Lacan defines the developmerdgksn which the subject comes to identify
the self as object as well as subject as the mstegge. This schism within the ego shapes the
subject’s relationship to objects and providesfthmdation for the tension between the subject
as subject and the subject as object. When thedulgicognizes its reflection as something other
than itself—an object—it recognizes that the dadft tothers perceive is distinct from the ego. In
Lacanian theory, this separation of ideal self—e@wm the self that others perceive as object
creates a liminal space.

In The Powers of Horrqrlulia Kristeva seeks to describe a liminal sgaoed not in the
interaction between the subject and the objectpbtgide of both the subject and the object.
Kristeva describes another type of liminal spacee-ahject. She describes the abject as that
which exists outside of the interplay of subjed aibject:

When | am beset by abjection, the twisted braidffgcts and thoughts I call by
such a name does not have, properly speakingjrmatiéfobject. The abject is

not an ob-ject facing me, which | name or imagMer is it an ob-jest, an
otherness ceaselessly fleeing in a systematic giiestsire. What is abject is not
my correlative, which, providing me with someonesomething else as support,
would allow me to be more or less detached andhaatous. The abject has only

one quality of the object—that of being opposed {&)
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The abject complicates the relationship betweefestiand object by being neither subject nor
object—the abject is that which exists outsideheflboundaries we have established in order to
define subject and object. The abject is not arailgs we understand an object, a thing with
boundaries that gives it shape. The charactereobliject allows a subject to define itself in
opposition to the object. An object shores up thenolaries of the subject by figuring what the
subject isnot An object is not-subject in the same way thatsihig@ect is not-object. The abject
is neither.

Although Lacan’s chain of signifiers complicatbs telationship between subject and
object by imbuing that relationship with ambiguiristeva preemptively eliminates the
possibility that the abject exists within Lacantem of signifiers. What Kristeva terms the “ob-
jest” parallels Lacan’s description of the chairsmnifiers, but the ob-jest is distinct from the
abject. Lacan’s description of “an incessant sggdoh the signified under the signifier” (160) is
very much like the quality of the ob-jest that Keiga calls “an otherness ceaselessly fleeing in a
systematic quest of desire” (1). Kristeva rejebts teaseless fleeing as indicative of the abject
because this flight, much like the relationshighef signifier to the signified, still provides a
framework for existential location that shores ki@ boundaries between subject and object. The
relationship of the signifier to the subject, aligh a complex one, still allows the subject to
define itself in terms of the object. The | is tlo¢ Other, and vice versa. The Other may be
unknowable, but it still provides a frame of refeze that defines the self according to
boundaries: what constitutes the subject and wbed dot. Even as the chain of signifiers
recedes into ambiguity—as demonstrated both in 8#skmeaningless language and his
characters’ unstable states of mind that prevensdif from being fully knowable—it still serves

as an object that provides the self with a framéwor definition.
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In a Lacanian understanding, the symbolic ordeh&acterized by the object which
directs desire. The subject defines itself in teainsot-object, but seeks reconciliation with that
object. Lacan’s mirror, the distinction between siidject as subject and the subject as object,
provides a framework by which the subject defirtesli. This distinction between the ego and
objects orients the subject in relation to thegeaib. We see this attempt to define the self in
opposition to objects in Krapp’s fascination wiffosls and ledgers. Lacan argues that “it is in
the object to which the opposition is applied ih.ac that we must designate the subject. To this
object we will later give the name it bears in tlaeanian algebra—theetit & (Four
Fundamental Concep®2). Thepetit ais that which the subject defines as being sepdiram
the self and, therefore, seeks to be reconcileld this object. However, Kristeva asserts that this
ordering of desire vis-a-vis objects is dissolvethie abject. The abject deconstructs the ego’s
ability to reconcile itself according to an Other:

And, as in jouissance where the object of desimewk as objec, bursts with
the shattered mirror where the ego gives up itgema order to contemplate
itself in the Other, there is nothing either ohjeer objectal to the abject. It is
simply a frontier, a repulsive gift that the Othleaving becomalter ego,drops
so that “I” does not disappear in it but findsthat sublime alienation, a forfeited
existence. (Kristeva 9)
The abject does not direct desire but marks a spheee desire fails. Without a functional
relationship between subject and object, the stibgs nothing with which to orient itself. The
subject is not merely subsumed into a chain ofiege in order to communicate meaning, as
Lacan suggest, but instead forfeits its own extenlienated from the symbolic and social

orders alike.
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Thus, alienation is an essential element of theatbjthat which exists outside of a
symbolic order. Kristeva defines symbolic ordeftas dependence and articulation of the
speaking subject in the order of language, sutcheasappear diachronically in the advent of
each speaking being, and as analytic listeningogiexs them synchronically in the speech of
analysands” (67). The subject depends on the @fdanguage for definition and expression; as
Lacan says, the unconscious is structured likeguage. The abject confounds this relationship
between the subject and the order of languagetéiasdescribes the abject as “a place where
meaning collapses” (2). She explains that the algawt merely a void or a complete absence:
“[The abject is n]Jot me. Not that. But not nothimither. A ‘something’ that | do not recognize
as a thing. A weight of meaninglessness, aboutiwthiere is nothing insignificant, and which
crushes me. On the edge of nonexistence and hadhimn, of a reality that, if | acknowledge it,
annihilates me” (2). The abject is what has beparsged from the symbolic order of subject
and object.

Beckett's characters uniformly embody this ali@atThe characters &ndgameare
claustrophobically trapped within a bleak house,attifrom the world around them. Even the
world outside promises no hope of renewal or chaHgenm suggests, “But beyond the hills?
Eh? Perhaps it’s still green. Eh?” (111). He camgsto hold out hope for something beyond the
hills. He tells Clov, “Perhaps you won’t need togwy far,” but Clov only responds, “I can’t go
very far’ (111). Hamm, trapped as he is within¢hsir, views Clov’s mobility as their last hope
of finding something green. Clov, however, knowidrehan to even embark upon such a quest:
there is nothing to be found. Waiting for Godot Vladimir and Estragon are forced to wait in a
nondescript, alien landscape where the hope ofreeigarrival, much less Godot’s, seems

laughable. Murphy is radically excluded from alirfs of community througho®urphy. He is
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also alienated from himself, demonstrating yet heofailure of the container. He responds to
the struggle of maintaining one’s self-conceptiothe face of abjection by “straining his eyes
for the speck that was he, digging in his heelsrasgghe immense pull skyward” (25). Murphy
tethers himself to his rocking chair in part be@ahs is receding from himself—he is unable to
hold himself as a fixed being in his own mind. Hee® even this rocking fails to return him
“the brightness of the firmamenit”as he desires (14). He is obstructed at all atteatp
aggregation. He is trapped in abjection, unablaedorporate into the symbolic order and unable
to reconcile the disparate elements of his selftgiiy, like all of Beckett’s characters, is
fundamentally alienated.

The abject does not belong to Lacan’s understanafiagsymbolic order because the
abject is, as Kristeva says, a “jettisoned objadtich has been rejected from the symbolic order
(2). When acknowledged, the abject produces hdinrough its dissolution of the ordered
relationship between subject and object. Becawsgettisoned object is an unnamable object, it
does not provide a way for the subject to orieslftbut instead opens up a yawning lack of
meaning as it fractures the symbolic order. The@&bwhen experienced, produces horror and
revulsion due to the breach of the symbolic orHeisteva describes the abject as “a terror that
dissembles” (4). The abject presents a lack ofrdison between subject and object. When the
subject is stymied in its quest to separate frommamler and aggregate into another, the resulting
entrapment in liminal space produces horror. Thgest itself lacks a framework for self-
definition. Kristeva states that “the non-constdatof the (outside) object as such renders
unstable the ego's identity, which could not besisady established without having been

differentiated from an Other, from its object” (6Zhe ego—and, by extension, the conscious

! “And God made the firmament, and divided the waters which were under the firmament from the waters which
were above the firmament: and it was so” (Genesis 1:7 King James Version). Murphy’s alienation extends to a
divine order; if such an order exists, Murphy is prevented from incorporating into it.
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self—is shaped by its relation to an Other, butahject, as a jettisoned object, provides no such
differentiating framework. Kristeva states, “Thgeaion of self would be the culminating form

of that experience of the subject to which it ise@ed that all its objects are based merely on the
inaugurallossthat laid the foundations of its own being” (5).the breakdown of subject and
object, the self is an unstable concept, no loabéx to be certain of its relation to objects that
are not knowable. The abject signifies a bordewbkeh a knowable order and that which lies
beyond: “a terror that dissembles.”

This terror dissembles the symbolic order, forddsgkett’'s characters into the threshold
of liminal space. In a Lacanian understanding stiigect’s desire for aggregation is driven by
objects that provide definition for the subjectdpposing the subject. However, Beckett's
characters are prevented from arriving at the siredhat the relationship between subject and
object provides. According to Kristeva, abjectioe\yents the definition of the self that the
defined relationship between subject and objectidvprovide. Rather than being directed into
aggregation by object desires, Beckett's charaebast outside of the frameworks of the social
order due to their abjection. When these charaaterforced to face this abjection, “it means
that there are lives not sustainedd®gire,as desire is always for objects. Such lives aredas
onexclusion” Kristeva6). When the relationship between subject and ¢bjeaks down, the
subject is excluded from the social order.

Beckett's outcasts, radically excluded from socleytheir dysfunctional excremental
functions, possess an existence based on exclusbdthe inclusion that comes with
aggregation. They stare into the abject, both drmmm@rd the annihilation that the abject
represents and repulsed by the horror that thetlhgdds. Kristeva states that, instead of

drawing the subject into assimilation with a socialer, “the abject simultaneously beseeches
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and pulverizes the subject” (5). The abject drapa#lti beseeches and pulverizes the characters
in EndgameThese characters are some of Beckett's mostaiyexcluded: Hamm, Clov,

Nagg, and Nell are trapped within a small housableto go outside, uncertain if anyone else
besides them is still alive. The characterEmilgameare thus all trapped in abjection, a liminal
existence cut off from anything beyond their owneb@om. Hamm tells Clov, “Outside of here
it's death” (96), and that nature “has forgotteh (@3). When Clov looks through the telescope
at the barren world outside, he repeats “Zerazero . . . zero” (106). Hamm and Clov are both
drawn to the world outside, but every fresh exatmmeof the horizon shows another zero. The
outside world beseeches and pulverizes them, aittgathem even as it dissolves their hope of
aggregation.

The abject alienates the characterEmdgamedrom the world outside their house, just as
it alienates these characters from a functionalkedge of themselves according to the
relationship between subject and object. The diswwl of the borders between subject and
object has alarming consequences for the subjestdisonship between the conscious and
unconscious mind. Lacan’s understanding of objgasshape desire is founded in a Freudian
conception of the unconscious where the ego maekethe impulses of the id. The id produces
impulses that, despite the subject’s lack of awessrof their origins, drive behavior—the son’s
desire to be reconciled to his mother after theusston of birth, for example. The ego
moderates these impulses in order to ensure thedisbability to assimilate into a social order,
repressing socially unacceptable impulses and mgakim subject aware of social taboos:
violations of the order. This violation presentelf most clearly as that which is “unclean.”
Rituals of excretion and elimination and incesttare traditionally “unclean” categories that

Kristeva discusses. Both excretion and incest acéean (albeit in different ways) because they
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breach the social order. By defining what is ungc)eéhe subject has a means by which it
preserves its assimilation to the social ordemud@iprocesses allow the subject to preserve these
boundaries, separating itself from the abject deshe contradictions present when the subject
necessarily encounters the abject.

Turner describes the ritual process as an essentigbonent in locating oneself in a
social order. He states that “each individual's Bikperience contains alternating exposure to
structure and communitas, and to states and tramsit(361). Using the study of indigenous
tribes as his framework, Turner argues that rifgsassage—Iliminal experiences that mark the
stage between separation and aggregation—are ieésemponents of placement within a
social order. Turner argues this process of pagsomg one state into another through rite “is
almost everywhere held to sacred or ‘holy,” pogsii@cause it transgresses and dissolves the
norms that govern structured and institutionaliegdtionships and accompanied by experiences
of unprecedented potency” (372). These rites o$qges have sacred connotations because they
exist between or outside of established stateafiogean otherworldly statelessness. The rites of
passage reinforce the states on either side gdfadbsage—the existence of the passage holds the
two states together. They reinforce the socialpsiewhen the completed passage through a
liminal rite is disrupted, the resulting dissonamcanholy, unsacred, and unclean.

For Kristeva, uncleanness presents a significamhection between the violation of the
social order and rituals of eliminating waste. 8b&es that “in a large number of rituals and
discourses involved in making up the sacred—nottigge dealing witkefilementand its
derivations in different religions—{[there is] aneshpt atcodingthe other taboo that the earliest
ethnologists and psychoanalysts viewed as presaliagsocial formations” (58). Kristeva

argues that uncleanness is a violation of botrceedaorder and a social order. In primitive
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cultures, the two are not wholly distinct: the sbarder is intimately tied up with religious
practices. However, even in a more modern cultuch sis Beckett was writing in, “defilement”
violates both sacred and social orders. A riteassage that ends not in aggregation but in
entrapment in liminal space is defiled, robbed®uitimate purpose. The result of such
defilement is abjection, a state that defies thgesi's modes of framing existence and produces
terror and revulsion.

Where does the subject encounter the abject?ekadinds the uncleanness that violates
the ritual process in excrement. The presence @keexent creates complications in the
subject/object relationship. As long as excremesides within the body, it is constituent with
the body, making up an element of the subject. Gnseexpelled, it is object, other, and is no
longer recognized as ever having been an elemehedfelf. Excrement fascinates and
repulses—it simultaneously “beseeches and pulvetize subject” (Kristeva 5). The fascination
with excrement is particularly strong in childhoad,the young self learns to define itself in
terms of its own eliminative functions—Freud’s astdge. The opening lines Bfeam of Fair
to Middling Womeriind young Belacqua in a frenzy of youth, pedalmsg bicycle “faster and
faster, his mouth ajar and his nostrils dilated’ (& the midst of this childish joy, Belacqua
notes with pleasure “the black fat we rump of tbesh Whip him up, vanman, flickem, flapem,
collop-wallop fat Sambo. Stiffly, like a perturbai of feathers, the tail arches for a gush of
mard. Ah ... !" (1). Although the excrement inegtion is repulsive and would produce
revulsion if encountered at any close distanced#fecating horse fascinates young Belacqua;
the joy of riding his bicycle is not dampened bg #gight, but possibly enhanced.

In “A Rump Sexuality,” Paul Stewart examines then@rous significant connections

between the defecating horse and Freudian sexu@tgyart compares the image of the
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defecating horse to the childhood delusion of am#h, or the belief that children are born from
the mother’s anus: “[T]he Freudian possibility agabirth creates an analogy between
procreation and defecation which is itself suggestif why reproductive sex is best avoided; not
only does birth entail one's first taste of the,dhut one is born as shit” (264). An infant
constitutes part of the mother’s body until thedioomes for it to be excreted, at which point it
separates from the mother’'s womb, passes throlighral rite of passage, and aggregates into
the larger world as a distinct object. In this wing birthing process parallels excretory
functions—an element of the subject is excretedmumbmes object. The concept of anal birth is
a collusion of the two processes, fusing two pafathages into a single concept of the subject
as waste. The Freudian conception of anal birtagdke breakdown of the relationship between
the subject and the object and compares the subjéue waste it excretes. Belacqua’s
fascination with the defecating horse stems, aaegrid Stewart, from the collusion of birth and
defecation—the human body as waste to be excreted.

Molloy, like Belacqua, is fixated both on bicyctéand anal excretions. The delusion of
anal birth persists in Molloy, who reminisces omr‘fvho brought me into the world, through the
hole in her arse if my memory is correcthfee Noveld2). Molloy describes this as his “[f]irst
taste of the shit” (12). Presumably, he experietloisstaste of shit for the rest of his life. Stewva
states that “the foetus and the child that is MpHoe both waste material to be flushed away and
both waste material which do not recommend repaetit{265). When the subject is faced with
the abject, it becomes unable to define itself etiog to aggregation into a symbolic order. It
becomes trapped in liminal space. Barry referettoeslienation of Beckett's characters from

social structures, stating that “[tjhe taboos ardamger in place that would protect the body

2 Bicycles provide Stewart with ample grounds to discuss autoerotic pleasure and masturbation, which is also
another example of waste—fertile biological material that is not used for reproduction but merely discarded.
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from its ‘other,’ that is, from the waste produtitat are evidence of its fearful interior and its
own incipient mortality, its capacity to becomeelfsvaste” (36). Molloy is trapped in this
abjection. The breakdown of the relationship betw&gbject and object as depicted by the
presence of waste symbolizes Molloy’s broken $#¢dfis born as shit into shit, and he will
remain in the filth. He refers to his “arse-hola™“the true portal of our being” because it
provides “a link between me and other excrement).(Kolloy here recognizes himself as
waste, and the arse-hole forms the true portaisobéing because it elucidates his absurd
relationship to his own waste. Molloy, like so masfyBeckett's characters, is a fundamentally
compromised container, lacking a suitable barregwieen his inner and outer selves, between
his conscious mind and unconscious impulses. Hiligré is given form through his
misunderstanding of excretory functions and biftme symbolic order has broken down,
entrapping Molloy in abjection: liminal space.

The abundance of biological waste in Beckett’'s wandduces the mixture of fascination
and revulsion that parallels Kristeva’'s descriptidithe abject. Kristeva illustrates the human
response when faced with the abject: “Loathingtem iof food, a piece of filth, waste, or dung.
The spasms and vomiting that protect me. The regougm the retching that thrusts me to the
side and turns me away from defilement, sewagepargk . . . The fascinated start that leads
me toward and separates me from them” (2). Excréfasninates even as it repulses, a
biological function that figures a breakdown in gubject’s boundaries of self. Kristeva suggests
that excrement, when viewed as an element of thg’®mside that passes out of the body,
presents a breakdown of the inner and outer seliedlsas the relationship between subject and

object:
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The body's inside, in that case, shows up in daleompensate for the collapse
of the border between inside and outside. It i e skin, a fragile container, no
longer guaranteed the integrity of one's "own dedrcself" but, scraped or
transparent, invisible or taut, gave way beforedégection of its contents. Urine,
blood, sperm, excrement then show up in orderdes@e a subject that is
lacking its "own and clean self." (53)
Excrement constitutes part of the subject, but wdgelled, it is denied relation to the subject
except as a jettisoned object. The body is facék ngelf turned inside out, grossly poured out
in a fundamental defilement of the self and thedbos the self erects in order to define itself.
The unclean subject is a subject that lacks a defself. The “dejection of its contents” produces
revulsion in the subject. The erasure of bordetsesabject—an undefined self cannot orient
itself according to the symbolic order. The onlgpense when faced with the abject is spasms,
retching, and nausea: defensive mechanisms thelwuamnsciously mounts against the
dissolution of its borders.

The body reacts against the abject because tbhetdibgralizes the breakdown of the
border between the inner and outer selves, asasd¢lie border between subject and object.
Kristeva compares excrement to overt signifierdesith, stating, “Excrement and its equivalents
(decay, infection, disease, corpse, etc.) stanthbdanger to identity that comes from without:
the ego threatened by the non-ego, society thredtey its outside, life by death” (71).
Excrement represents a danger to identity, thedbsslf in abjection stemming from the loss of
a definable Other in order to shore up the bouedanf the self. Trapped in liminal space,
Beckett's characters are faced with reminders affdbut are denied aggregation out of their

current existence into a potential existence afegath. Hamm complains that “[tjhe whole place



Bradford 60

stinks of corpses” (47). This odor, like the stettwdt follows the excrement-caked narrator of
“The Expelled,” connotes decay, a decompositiothefbody. This stench of decay is
everywhere in Beckett’'s work. Rough for Theatre, IA.’s proclamation, “It's the same stink
everywhere” (231), may well be referring to thisrsth of decomposition that permeates
Beckett’'s universe. Hamm recognizes that theirased room is filled with premonitions of the
death that awaits them outside. Hamm tells Clgwuiohim in his coffin, but Clov replies,
“There are no more coffinsEndgamel30). Hamm cries out, “Then let it end!” (130)  Itu
does not end. The title of the play becomes a gokel—the characters iBhdgameare moving
only towards the inevitable stalemate, as they ydvam, as they must do.

Nell delivers what could well be a thesis for muéBeckett's humor when she says,
“Nothing is funnier than unhappines€r{dgamel01). Beckett’'s scatology is indeed humorous,
and the jokes produce laughter (both from the actars.and from the audience), but not a
laughter that signifies identification with the cheters. Laughter in Beckett further alienates his
characters due to abjection.Waiting for GodotVladimir's abrupt exits from the stage to
painfully urinate are played up for laughs, butfaiing excretory functions bespeak a failure of
the container—a breakdown of the self. Kristevacdbses laughter in the face of the abject as
“the gushing forth of the unconscious, the représseppressed pleasure, be it sex or death. And
yet, if there is a gushing forth, it is neitherigly nor trustful, nor sublime, nor enraptured by
preexisting harmony. It is bare, anguished, andssnated as it is frightened” (205-6).
Laughter often stems from aberration, a deviatromfthe expected or a dissonance in existing
harmony, and its joyous peals speak to the knovaellgt the aberration will be set right: to
laugh is generally to affirm that there is an ortet will be returned to. Laughter in Beckett

contains no such hope. The “gushing forth” of laeglthat Kristeva describes is devoid of mirth
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and, instead, seems like another crack in the pwrtaAfter Nag’s single phrase of prayer, he
orders them to wait, but after a brief pause anoes*Nothing doing!” (119). Hamm replies,
“The bastard! He doesn't exist!” (119). The momisrtftumorous, a joke about their puerile
concept of prayer and their outrageous expectatmmsmmediate relief. But the laughter from
the audience is not joyous; there will be no retororder inEndgameThese characters will
remain in their isolation. Anguished laughter pdiarsh, not from conscious joy but from
unconscious fear, an automatic response to andhbsiwverse.

This anguished laughter constitutes what Kristalks ¢the “laughing apocalypse . . . an
apocalypse without god” (206). The laughter of Betk characters is the only response they
have to their abjection: it is a recognition of #iesurdity of their condition. Beckett’s characters
stymied in their death desires, fundamentally campsed and trapped in liminal space, and
facing the horror of abjection, seem to have na@tinhope for but a divine intervention.
Beckett’s characters talk often of God, but evezy tknow the futility of such hopes. While
listening to his tape, Krapp’s younger self laughthe idea of “[c]losing with a . . . yelp to
Providence,” and the aging Krapp joins in this latieg (218). However, neither laugh is joyful:
younger Krapp laughs at the foolishness of yelpmBrovidence, and his older self laughs with
the added mordant bitterness of a lifetime thathaééd that skepticism. Providence would not
answer, even if Providence were there to answdtntigamethe characters react even more
viscerally to the idea of a divine presence. Hamgss“Imagine if a rational being came back to
earth, wouldn't he be liable to get ideas intohead if he observed us long enough . . . But
humanity might start from there all over again! ¢batim, for the love of God!"Endgamel08).
Hamm cannot imagine what a savior might do if he wareturn; the “rational being” would

merely observe. He would be fundamentally unknoeradie would be a receding signifier, an
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Other that disappears in the face of abjection.drilg thing worse than such a scenario, in
Hamm’s mind, is the horrific prospect of humaniggning all over again. It would merely
dissolve once more into filth.

If only Godot would return, one thinks, the waitiwguld not all be for naught. Yet
Beckett denies his characters even this. If Goeewedescend into one of Beckett's desolate
landscapes, he would not find flawed beings in refeshlvation; he would find broken
containers, isolated from social structures, ngérdiscrete subjects with clear boundaries
between their inner and outer selves—their conscaou unconscious minds. He would find a
“laughing apocalypse” populated by excrement sodikeginents of people that have begun to
become indistinguishable from their own waste. pocalypse marked by abjection, the absence
of definition that shores up existence, is not pocalypse that will end in restoration. There was
never anything to restore. Kristeva sees “the bngattown of a world that has erased its
borders: fainting away. The corpse, seen withow &ud outside of science, is the utmost of
abjection. It is death infecting life . . . It israething rejected from which one does not part,
from which one does not protect oneself as fromlgact” (4). When the subject can no longer
protect its own definition according to its relatiavith external objects, there is no final rest to
aggregate into.

One of Beckett’s narrators describes himself akcéacass in God’s imageS(ories and
Texts for Nothind.08), and God is just that for Beckett's charactarcarcass, a corpse, further
evidence of the abjection in which they are mi€hkbv asks Hamm if he believes in the life to
come; Hamm responds, “Mine was always that” (1T&gre will be no life to come because
Hamm'’s life has not yet come—nhe is not a discreiady capable of assimilation into a

symbolic order. But of course, Beckett's characherge known this all along. “The end is in the
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beginning and yet you go on,” Hamm says (126). il has been clear from the beginning:
there is no end, and yet they go on: “Nothing talbee” Vaiting for Godotl1). As Kristeva

says, it is “[m]usic, rhythm, rigadoon, without eridr no reason” (206).
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Chapter 5: Conclusion: Not With A Bang, But a Fizzé

Augustine’s reminder that “we are born between ahd piss” has, for Augustine,
explicitly theological implications. The origins biman life so close to excrement serves as a
reminder of our fallen nature; we are humans biotm $in, inherently fallen and in need of
salvation. The lament of the psalmist, “Surely bvganful at birth, sinful from the time my
mother conceived me” (Psalm 5IN&w International Versionis a proclamation of truth that
applies to all human: “all have sinned and fallrslod the glory of God” (Romans 3:281V). A
Christian teleology has an answer for these lamarttse person of Christ, who came to forgive
and redeem His fallen people. In a Christian urtdaing of the universe, the sick are healed,
the broken are mended, and all are reconciled tsCh

In Gene Edward Veith’'Reading Between the Lines: A Christian Guide terhiure he
analyzes the reconciliation of Christian teleolagyiterary terms. Veith frames his discussion
using Dante’s definitions of comedy and tragedye @istinction between the two forms lies in
the beginnings and endings. Veith sets out thelsihgfinitions of the two: “A tragedy,
according to Dante, is a story that begins in joydnds in pain. A comedy, on the other hand, is
a story that begins in pain, but ends in joy” (1@2¢spite the fact that one moves from pain to
joy and the other from joy to pain, “Both comedyldragedy deal with the extremes of human
experience, and both put suffering and joy in retehip to each other” (103). In other words,
suffering and joy are equally essential elementsoaiedy and tragedy—any story with a
resolution must have both.

Although Beckett’'s works indeed emphasize the palife, from the physical
discomfort of Vladimir's bladder difficulties to Mphy’s fundamental alienation, his stories are

not tragedies as Veith would define them. Buildiragn the writings of Aristotle, Veith states
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that, in a tragedy, “The ending must seem fair'g(1d he fairness of the ending has much to do
with the sense of justice in a story: the charactest be noble enough to earn sympathy but
must also have a flaw that validates his or herrdaillv Beckett's characters do not possess the
characteristics of Veith’s understanding of traggcoes. The narrators in Beckett's fiction are
not admirable or sympathetic. Vladimir and Estragomfrustratingly unable or unwilling to
move from their endless vigil for Godot, but alacK the capacity or the will to help Pozzo
when he appears to them suffering and lost. AlthdBgckett's universe seems to prevent these
characters from significant action, the world tthetse characters inhabit does not validate their
behavior, but merely parallels their absurdity. yhee not self-controlled beings capable of
meaningful action—and the failures of their excrataéfunctions point to this lack of self-
control—but are instead compromised containers.

In addition to lacking the qualities of tragic hesp Beckett's characters do not inhabit
tragedies as Veith defines them because theiestdo not offer the joy necessary to
counterbalance the pain and give it meaning. Bé&skadrratives do not begin in joy and
progress to suffering; they move from sufferingtdfering. Some stories, like “The Expelled,”
begin with accounts of rejection from communitye thoment when the characters are forced
intro liminal space. Others, liR&/aiting for GodoandEndgamebeginin medias res-in the
midst of their interminable suffering. Veith argubat those who “expect life to end in the
nothingness of death are assuming a tragic endir@®). However, this “nothingness” is
expected to follow the joys of life intermingledtivithe pain. Beckett's characters do not have
joys to mix with their pain. The obliteration ofdiwith no promise of anything to follow is a
story that ends in pain. However, it is still argtthat ends. Beckett's stories deny their

characters endings.
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What both the tragic and comic understandingsfefave in common is an ending.
Whether a joyous ending or a sorrowful ending, baisions find an end. Beckett’'s works lack
such a definite ending. His characters, trappédumimal space as they are, have no hope of
resolution. The emptiness of oblivion becomes temggah the face of the alienation of abjection,
but even the Freudian death desire is frustratedk&t’s work cannot be said to have a “tragic”
ending because “[tlragedy causes us to feel pityThis feeling is a manifestation of love”

(Veith 107). We do not pity Beckett's characters-eBat implies that their suffering is the
suffering that we all experience as fundamentdignated people, but these stories preclude the
possibility of sympathy for Beckett's characterbelr futile actions and absurd speeches are an
image of abjection, of the waste of human existembey are images of our deepest fears of a
meaningless universe. Even tragedy produces ddovike characters through the sorrow of
their downfall. Beckett’'s characters are not tragiat absurd, unlovable because they are, in
some fundamental way, un-human. A tragedy imphas $ome system has been violated.
Tragedy relies on the hope of comprehensible or@er+adividual story may end in tears, but it
indicates a larger system of justice that provitieshope, at least, of resolution.

Beckett's universe does not reflect these hopagustine says, “A person who is a good
and true Christian should realize that truth betotaghis Lord, wherever it is found, gathering
and acknowledging it even in pagan literatui@h(Christian Teaching7). This creates
complications for the Christian searching for Gauigh in Beckett's universe where a divine
presence is conspicuously absent, hope is replatikdiespair, and everything that happens
seems to be purposeless and devoid of meaningeBsckommentary on human nature through

his use of scatological images is particularly Hiarfor a Christian audience because these
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scatological images suggest that the human condgiso fundamentally compromised that
assimilation into a symbolic order—a subject intéireg with a divine Other—is impossible.
Beckett does not definitively deny the existenta divine presence, but instead
guestions the efficacy of a divine being when husrame so fundamentally compromised. In
“Blind Waiting in Samuel Beckett,” Charles Courtnasserts, “It is clear to me that [with
Waiting for Godd}, as with the lateEndgamg1957), Beckett not only had the Bible in mind,
but was deeply familiar with it” (396). This muchabundantly clear in Beckett’s writing, which
also contains explicit references to God, althoexgctly what kind of God is being referred to is
debatable. The references to God in Beckett’'s wlorkot express a longing for the salvation
that a divine being might bring, but despair athsagossibility. If we can, for a moment,
discount Beckett’s rigid insistence that Godot doesrepresent God, the failure of Godot to
appear might, at least in part, symbolize the faikf religion. However, this failure is not due to
the non-existence of God—Beckett does not affirmdemy the existence of God. Instead,
Beckett's images conjure a universe in which, imgplied, if God showed up, the salvation He
offers would not apply to or affect Beckett's chaess. These characters are compromised
containers, essentially liminal and unable to defime self. A divine being is Other, distinct from
humanity. If the subject cannot define the sekl, shibject has no framework with which to
approach the Other. Godot could walk into the pagfes ofVaiting for Godat God could crest
the horizon line that beseeches and pulverizes HarmdrClov; a savior would find only beings
with no clear division between their inner and osteves. Scatological imagery in Beckett
literalizes the breakdown of inner and outer sedf,durther, the breakdown in the symbolic

order of subject and object relations. It is thisdkdown of the symbolic order that eliminates
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the possibility of divine intervention—the beindpat a savior would find are not discrete
entities. There would be nothing to save.

Beckett's scatological images as seen through titengs of Freud, Lacan, and Kristeva
reinforce the deluge of circular, meaningless lagguin Beckett's work. These images depict a
literal breakdown of division between the inner auoder self; the excremental functions that
keep waste biologically discrete from the subjestehfailed. Freudian psychoanalysis explains
how the ego moderates the unconscious impulsé®oflf but Beckett's characters lack this
distinction between ego and id. They seem to biglalunrestrained language pours forth and
accumulates like waste. Similarly, the breakdowm»afremental function suggests characters
whose very biology is liminal, not marked by conmpterites and excremental functions, but a
collapse of the container. Also, the failures afrexnental functions prevent Beckett's characters
like the narrator of “The Expelled” from enteringo society and participating in the social
order. This breakdown of the normal passage frgmars¢ion to aggregation illustrates these
characters’ entrapment in liminal space.

Further, these scatological images demonstrateakdown in the subject’s ability to
enter into a symbolic order with the Other. Lacasailibes the relationship of the signifier to the
signified as “an incessant sliding”; the accumulatof signifiers buries the signified in the
expression of meaning. The mirror stage marks tet gt which the subject recognizes itself as
signifier and not just signified, as object and just subject. In order for a subject to occupy the
realm of meaning and interact in the symbolic, itstfade from subject into object. Beckett's
profusion of absurd, near-meaningless languagehendorresponding scatological images
demonstrate the inability of Beckett's characterselate to the Other. If the subject cannot relate

to objects, it has no basis for a definition of $edf. Again, the similar function of language and
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excrement in Beckett's work demonstrates a collapfeckett’'s characters’ inner selves.
Trapped somewhere between subject and object withasis for self-definition, they cannot
move through liminal space in order to aggregdie tine symbolic order.

Kristeva describes the liminal space beyond theticeiship between subject and object
relations: the abject. The abject has no objed¢tdphposes and, therefore, defines it—the abject
is the horror in the face of the dissembling of tdaries that shore up our existence. Scat
provides an image for this abjection. The body, mvfaeed with excrement, is faced with its own
decay. The breakdown of excremental function aeduticleanness and defilement that
breakdown entails marks an interrupted progressimugh liminal space. The failure of the
excremental process to resolve foreshadows therlargbility of Beckett’s characters to
aggregate into the symbolic order.

Because Beckett's characters are unable to incatgpoto the symbolic orders, the
existence of a divine presence does not promise@ution to their stories. Beckett's universe
resembles the one described by the narrator of @sdtardy’s “Hap”:

If but some vengeful god would call to me

From up the sky, and laugh: “Thou suffering thing,

Know that thy sorrow is my ecstasy,

That thy love's loss is my hate's profiting!” (1-4)
Hardy’s narrator is waiting not for a savior, buvangeful god” whose evil purposes would
give the narrator’s suffering order and compreHdasneaning. He could die, “Half-eased in
that a Powerfuller than | Had willed and meted heetears | shed” (7-8). However, this is not
the case: “These purblind Doomsters had as reattdyvn / Blisses about my pilgrimage as

pain” (13-14). There is no divine hand that guidesnts. Both bliss and pain are seemingly
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random and, therefore, absurd. Even a vindictivetwgould provide a type of order. Beckett's
universe similarly lacks order or any discernibilarte presence. Unlike Hardy's narrator,
however, Beckett’'s works do not bemoan the lack divine presence. Instead, the failure of
excretory function in Beckett's works preemptivétyvarts the efforts of divine presence, so
God's existence or non-existence is, at most, uartapt.

It is not God’s failure to appear that gives Bdtkevork its darkly absurd quality, but
the implication that if God did appear, He wouldurmable to affect any change. Murphy
describes that, “Left in peace, [the patients anhbspital] would have been as happy as Larry,
short for Lazarus, whose raising seemed to Mur@rigps the one occasion on which the
Messiah had overstepped the mark” (180). Murphisfimat the gift of resurrected life is not
much a gift at all. Murphy identifies with theseypkiatric patients, feeling that if he and the
mentally disturbed alike were simply able to enelts®emselves within their own mind and
isolate themselves from the world, they would fpehce. Murphy seems to imply that a
resurrection is only as significant as the life eheesurrected into. He either unconsciously
ignores or consciously dismisses the concept afgoesurrected into a higher existence beyond
the visible universe. The symbolic order is sotineed in Beckett’'s work that his characters’ are
unable to fully recognize the concept of an aftediifferent than the current one, or like Hamm
in Endgamecan only imagine such a concept with horror.

Throughout Beckett's work, the suggestion of amBvpresence never points to the
possibility of restoration or reconciliation intacamprehensible order. David Toor refers to one
of the most prominent “theological ironies”Waiting for Godatthe two boys (or perhaps one
boy appearing twice) who tend the sheep and thisgbaor states, “In Beckett’s ironic picture

of the God of modern man—if Godot be—it is the lexepf the goats, in Christian tradition
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representative of vice and evil, who is well treldby the master, while the keeper of the sheep,
the boy’s brother, is the one who is beaten andreaited” (1). If Godot has any religious
significance, he is a perverse version of the @ansgGod; Godot intentionally mistreats the
keeper of the sheep, an animal symbolic of Goddseh people. Beckett clearly does not use
Godot as a simple stand-in for Christ. However, @dths religious resonances that are
impossible to dismiss: his return would, at leastoading to Vladimir and Estragon’s belief,
provide resolution to their story. His return wouldng their salvation.

Courtney posits that when Pozzo appears in Adblihd, needy, and reduced to being
‘one of the least” (397), Pozzo is the Godot that/tare waiting for, one of the people Christ
refers to in Matthew 25:40 when he says “Inasmucheahave done it unto one of the least of
these my brethren, ye have done it unto nk@fig James VersignAccording to Courtney, if
they were to reach out to Pozzo, they would haweeged the transformation of circumstance
that they are waiting for. If this is the case nl&ladimir and Estragon are presented with the
opportunity to become sheep” (339)—they couldheotry, become like followers of Christ.
They do not “get it” because their “getting it’ Wiequire that they, not someone or something
else, change” (339). They are waiting for somethirag will not come because what will affect
the change they seek is an internal change, nextannal one.

Courtney’s analysis assumes that Vladimir andagstn, even if just in the small ways as
how they reach out to Pozzo, are capable of chatgbelieves that the two are beings capable
of acting in ways toward the other characters wwild change the narrative, potentially
reaching a conclusion beyond their eternal waitjame. However, this assertion includes an
assumption that Vladimir and Estragon are distiraeh Pozzo and Lucky in their roles in the

story. Vladimir and Estragon represent those ayuengy to find meaning, and Pozzo and Lucky
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are the people they encounter along the way tlaait ghem opportunities to enact change, to
develop and change as characters. This readiWpdaing for Godohas more in common with
Pilgrim’s Progressthan the actual plot of the play warrants, howeWéiting for Godoggives
us no indication that Vladimir and Estragon are different from the other characters that
inhabit the play. Even though the relationship dgits are different—Vladimir and Estragon
are friends while Pozzo and Lucky have a servadtnaaster relationship—it becomes
increasingly unclear who is more interdependeradifhir and Estragon or Pozzo and Lucky.
All four characters share the experience of beorgmomised containers.

Lucky’s speech is indicative of his nature as caynpsed container and, on a larger
scale, the shared broken relationship betweerf gleocharacters’ inner and outer selves. In a
passage typical of the entire lengthy monologuekibegins by formulating his speech like a
philosophical argument: “Given the existence asratt forth in the public works of Puncher and
Wattmann of a personal God quaquaquaqua with eleiéed quaquagquaqua outside time
without extension who from the heights of divinatga divine athambia divine aphasia loves
us dearly with some exceptions for reasons unknoivf#4). The idea of a personal God
appears here, interspersed with the interjectiarmfgaquaqua.” Lucky’'s language is, as
previously discussed, a logorrheic deluge thatdreards like so much waste to be expelled.
Qua is a term used in logical and philosophicaliargnt to mean “the capacity of being.” It is
striking, then, that Lucky’s language breaks dowsisarply on “qua,” turning it into an absurd
stutter. The “capacity of being” becomes a tic trila “Quaqua” is also a malapropism for the
French “caca” (Atkins 430). The “capacity of beifggcomes shit as in Lucky’s explosion of

unrestrained id-speech.
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In his analysis of Lucky’s speech, Anselm Atkingides the speech into three distinct
sections, each with its own version of a (admigtddiictured) syntactic structure. Atkins states
that “Part | is the unfinished protasis of a thgodal or philosophical argument presented
geometricallyGiven . . . It breaks off before the apodosis can lppked. Note that the
existence of God is hypothetical, a mere postulétgod exists, then . . .” (427). “Part I, then,
deals with the decline and demise of God” (427Kkys argument never resolves, and the
play’s closest expression of direct theologicalangnt dissolves because it does not matter.
God’s existence is immaterial, and all attemptargue God’s existence are as meaningless as
Lucky’s intensely fragmented, nonsensical diatrisiins notes that “[t]he attributes of the
personal God of religion, who is ‘uttered forth’rievelation, are here mixed with those of the
God of speculative theology and philosophy, whesgstence’ must be discussed. The two
Gods appear to be contradictory” (430). Lucky'siapt at logical argument breaks down as he
encounters inconsistencies in his versions of Gliglargument, like most of Beckett’s
narratives, does not resolve, but trails off, usfied because there is no end: there is no
resolution to achieve.

As the narrator of he Unnamablsays, “shit, there we have it at last, there @tikast,
the right word, one has only to seek, seek in vainyder to be sure of finding it in the end, it's
a question of elimination” (359). Throughout hisdigaf work, Beckett uses scatology as a motif
that parallels and reinforces the failures of comimation. In this way, scatology is the image of
the broken human condition, the collapse of therdie elements of the self, and the dissolution
of borders between the subject and object thatvadlelf-definition and interaction within a
symbolic order. The abjection that Beckett's saagglincorporates into his works represents

many of our deepest, most fundamental fears. Calpenaown? Can we know ourselves?



Bradford 74

Beckett's work has fascinated and haunted readgrart due to his refusal to answer these
guestions. His characters are unmoored, undefaratiradically alienated. Beckett's characters,
grotesque as they are, look a little more likehasmtwe are comfortable admitting.

Although Beckett’'s work has haunting implications &ll readers, the experience of
reading Beckett produces a particular kind of hofoo the Christian. A Christian understanding
of the universe has resolution at its center. Taneré of the crucified Christ represents the
salvation of a broken people and their reconcdiainto His divine order—that which is dead
will not stay dead, and that which is wrong will &t right. The Bible as a narrative work has
firm aggregation at its end with the Book of Retiela and the description of God'’s people
finally entering into His kingdom. Beckett, althduge does not deny God, denies this ending.
Through his scatological images, Beckett paints dmnity as fundamentally compromised,
beyond saving, unable to achieve resolution. Bésk@inguage-as-waste also contradicts a
Christian teleology. John 1:1 states, “In the begig was the Word, and the Word was with
God, and the Word was God\[V). The Bible declares that followers of Christ people of the
Word; Beckett strips the word of its significan@ée Bible declares that Christ will come again
to save his people; Beckett asks if it isn’t adpitel to make someone do this all over again. We
are not people of the word, Beckett insists, baippe of the fizzle, théoirade.

Beckett’'s absurd universe entraps his charactdminal space. Their excremental
functions do not resolve; their stories do not kesoFor the Christian reader, this lack of
resolution is the natural consequence of the unmgaf language from meaning, of humanity
from the symbolic order. Reality itself becomes nmkable. During his time at the hospital,
Murphy describes his frustrations at the shorteidhess of the doctors who assume that a

patient’s relationship to outer reality definesitls¢age of the healing process. In Murphy’s
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mind, this reliance on outer reality is unstableswese outer reality itself is unstable: “The nature
of outer reality remained obscure. The men, wonigldren of science would seem to have as
many ways of kneeling to their facts as any otluehytof illuminati. The definition of outer

reality, or of reality short and simple, varied aating to the sensibility of the defineM(rphy
177). Beckett here describes a world without aivadivine presence, one where the definition
of reality depends on who is defining it. The Ctigis reader, when staring into the abjection of
Beckett's absurd universe, sees a picture of wappéns when we are denied endings—we drift
into utter alienation, language dissolving untfiaities away into silence, and only one sound is

left echoing into the abyss: a wet fart.
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