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To Anna, who is (to loosely borrow from Nabokov) the “light of my life,” passion of earth

My love, my joy. She whose name begins where mine ends.
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“Umuntu ngumuntu ngabantu
(“A human is human because of other humans.”)

A traditional Bantu saying

“Love of oneis a barbarism; for it is exercised at the expense of all others.”

Friedrich NietzscheBeyond Good and Evil
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Chapter 1
“A Stepping-Stone to Future Bliss”: Shelley, Nobel and the Nobel Prize intutera

In his final will (he wrote three, canceling the previous will with each sepoang draft)
Alfred Nobel (1833-1896) stipulated that one-fifth of the Nobel Prize fund should go to “the
person who shall have produced in the field of Literature the most distinguished work of an
idealistic tendency” (gtd. in Marble 10-11). The Swedish Royal Academidg@bandoned the
former stipulation—presenting the prize to the author of “the most distinguished \wistiedd
awarding to authors for their collective authorship. The committee has not abartdatezmpt
to bestow the prize to authors based on their “idealistic tendency”; howevewebes!s
Academy has steadily evolved the ideals toward which writers must terdldratiee growing
shift toward cosmopolitanism in literature. The evolution of the Swedish Academy’s
understanding of Nobel's conception of an “idealistic tendency” responds to tlaéizatton of
the concerns Percy Bysshe Shelley expressed about the rise of nationdltbra laumane
idealism he posed in response to nationalism in the period later classifiechasti; the
development also reflects a need for nations to disarm and opt for peace rathepécingxas
Nobel did for years. that men would soon become terrified by the power of weaponoxecdhpr
by inventors such as Nobel himself, and lay down their weapons out of fear.

I. Nation/Nationalism, Shelley and Nobel

A brief establishment of what a nation is must first be laid before advaméng i
discussion of nationalism. Konstantin Symmons-Symonolewicz defines a nation as “a
territorially-based community of human beings sharing a distinct varianodérn culture,
bound together by a strong sentiment of unity and solidarity, marked by a cleacdiist

rooted consciousness of national identity, and possessing, or striving to possessiea genui
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political self-government” (qtd. in White 16). Benedict Anderson concisely defimation as
“an imagined political community—and imagined as both inherently limited andesgné (6).
Both Symmons-Symonolewicz and Anderson recognize that a nation does not exasttipher
but its existence is agreed upon by those comprising the political body that becoigrestees
as a nation; as H. Ernest Lewald explains, nationalism is the “consequence ofdntadsocial
relations within a community of material and spiritual interests” (3). Pentllectively make
such an agreement because they, through their shared localities, expandriaaeguage, have
kindled a desire for a political identity, and the identity which the people, in concerdagree
upon for themselves becomes sovereign in the extent to which the collectivized people ar
willing to defend or assert that identity when something threatens thatydenti

As John P. McKay and his co-authors explain, nationalism resulted from the fusion of the
“love of liberty” with the “love of nation” (807). As Homi K. Bhabha explains in hisadtrction
to Nation and Narratior(1990), “Nations, like narratives, lose their origins in the myths of time
and only fully realize their horizons in the mind’s eye” (1). The love of a peap¢isn morphs
into an operative mythology which encompasses the “common traditions and commoedbyalti
developed over time (McKay et al. 807). While nationalism superficially compilsnige
unique characteristics of each nation, the differences between people nonelikiglesgations,
thus creating “a strong sense of ‘we’ and ‘they,” and “they” are, all tom ofteitated into
antagonists; while nationalism’s “main thrust was liberal and democrttec;ideas of national
superiority and national mission, which could lead to aggressive crusades and cosedes’
inhibit the benevolent aspects (McKay et al. 808).

Shelley rebels against the empiricization (the advancement of a nation intpiag) em

and the religiosity of his day by concentrating his attention upon “life,itsglbn the



Knight 9

foundational issue of the human condition. Michael Henry Scrivener locates Shitieytiae
millennial anarchism, which is “a tradition of mass movements of religiouidseeveého wanted
a paradise on earth with direct democracy and the abolition of secular and dpigitaiadhies”
(35). Shelley’s millennial anarchism and the idealism stemming from hishasia effectively
distance individuals from international conflicts. As Shelley’s speaker of “Tdsk Mf
Anarchy” (1832) repeatedly postulates, individuals should “let” the empire do wiidt for
individuals who “let” liberate themselves from being directly subject to theaegsions of
violent events and international disputes; their stability is in themselves.

The value of Shelley’s idealism is in its ability to critique and to counteréionasm,
which was budding across Europe toward the end of Shelley’s life, so as to ptkeerve
fundamental connection between men: their shared humanity. As demonstitech@theus
Unbound Shelleyunderstands “Man” to be “a chain of linked thought” (394), and he calls
“Man” “one harmonious soul of many a soul” (400). Each man is, in Shelley’s mind,
interconnected by the singular nature of their humanity, and they have the palsepen that
interconnection through voluntary acts of charity for one another rather than @mahatbtives
for communal interaction and assistance. Also, men discover a sense of conyntiomoaigh
their shared individuality. Charitable acts create community amongst menrevinea united
not only by their suffering, but also their longsuffering, their longing to ovezdbeir suffering.
“Liberation,” Stuart Curran speculates, “was the driving passion of Shelley/” (600), and the
harmony of souls could not be sounded until man broke from his reliance upon institutional
orders such as government (namely, nationalism) and religion (namelyjaDiitgist Shelley’s

idealism is a deterritorialized celebration of men’s “common traditiongamenon loyalties” in
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a much broader scope, a scope with disavows geographic encroachment andmgjtgueat
made upon the identity of nations by other aggressive nations.

As a sickly child who was often depressed, Nobel exhibited great interestaiuiie
and, by extension, the humanities, but, as numerous biographers have noted, Nobel's primary
interest was particularly in Shelley, whose radical conception of life andritymattracted him
greatly. Ragnar Sohlman and Henrick Schiick write, “There was a strong bomalpaitisy
between him [Nobel] and the English poet, and Nobel readily adopted Shelley’s dtivuaale
life as well as his extravagant idealism, his all-embracing love of manksgabifism, his
radicalism, and his somewhat confused and fanatical ‘atheism,’” which astaaliyot very
foreign to Christianity and Platonism” (204). One suspects that Shelleglssidevas
particularly effective in redirecting Nobel’s attention from his ailingybod

Nobel did not forget the impression Shelley made on him early in his life, and he did not
forsake Shelley’s ideals through the course of his life; his creation of the ploted marks a
return to Shelley’s idealism against nationalism and the frequently violgoleprs which ensue
from nationalism. Sohlman and Schiick note that, though Nobel did not become a poet as he
wished, “he always retained an attitude toward life which was that of a poet, andetment
of him would be complete that did not take this side of his nature into account” (204). Nobel
found it impossible, however, to abide by Shelley’s pacifism since his inventions, wdrielraw
continuance of Immanuel’s work, were primarily employed in war. BetweeneStsetleath and
Nobel’s rise to prominence through his brilliant innovative work and his entrepranailents,
nations under the spell of nationalism’s brutal and conceited side were becomaagimgly
involved in wars, and all sides requested improvements in weaponry to empower thair nati

over the others. Though Nobel originally invented dynamite for the demolition of ioatie
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countries could construct whatever they wished, Russia and France both implementad Nobe
technology in the Crimean War to slay one another’s forces far more swétiytith cannons
and bullets, both of which were still not very accurate at the time. Nobel was undoubtedly
troubled by existing “thanks” to war, the antithesis of his Shelleyan, ideddedtef in pacifism.

He tried to differentiate between his occupation of first inventing dynaasiteell as of fine-
tuning cannon- and rifle-fire, and his pacifist ideals derived primarily fromeshaind his
attempts to use his inventions in service of peace failed (Pauli 224). Though Nobeldbakeve
inventions would work for the best because their exponentially-increased power woultteonvi
people to lay down their arms, the exponential increase in casualties of pravedsNobel's
belief that “war would kill itself” (Nobel gtd. in Fant 269).

As he entered the final decade of his life, Nobel began to seriously reconsisteateigy
toward achieving international peace, for he steadily realized that gciemtgntions cannot
perfect man, and he will not cease waging war even after he has discovefesltdéyaof
international struggles for domination and hegemony. In 1888, Nobel’s brother Ludwig died;
Nobel underwent the Kafka-esque experience of reading his own obituaryn Wwyitéethen-
unattentive French reporter who heard a certain “Nobel” died and falsely asswvasdhe
most famous of the Nobels, Alfred, who died (Halasz 3). Halasz explains théxeefiaasd
startling self-perspective Nobel gained through the surreal experience:

He saw himself as the world saw him—the dynamite king,” the great inalisttri
who had made an immense fortune from weapons for destruction. This—as far as
the general public was concerned—was the entire purpose of his life. None of his

true intentions—to break down the barriers that separated men and ideas—were
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recognized or given serious consideration. He was quite simply a merchant of
death, and for that alone would he be remembered. (3-4)
Though Nobel treasured Percy Bysshe Shelley’s idealism and pacwist vidiis heart, the
hasty journalist nonetheless managed to remind Nobel of how far from his youthhshidlea
strayed during the course of his life and his inventive career. Nobel saw hasisethan who
cared nothing for others, who cared nothing for the lives lost as a result of theeadeats in
weaponry he implemented during his career.

At the end of his life, Nobel chose to return to his Shelleyan idealism, and he did so by
including a prize in literature as (to use a phrase from Nobel's poem “A Riddlstepping-
stone to future bliss” (5). (This is not to suggest that Nobel sought to promoteitgeabove all
other fields; there are, after all, prizes in scientific fields [fgnobemistry and medicine], so he
did not renounce or seek to invalidate his lifelong career in innovation. He simply soggre
ideal literature its proper due, for literature is able to reach into sesdirance may never
traverse.) The increasing number of wars in the nineteenth century, whichegenreiihg
increasingly ferocious because of Nobel's advancement in the technologgmdwe,
suggested that Nobel was wrong in believing human perfection would follow the joerfafct
man’s tools. As Shelley—and, by extension, Nobel—was well aware, literatars tfé best
deterritorialized arena in which man may identify what ideals are raegdss life and attempt
to transport those ideas into reality. It is no surprise, then, that Nobel returriecatarde again
at the end of his life (he reread Shellejtee Cengithe play of Shelley’s which he most admired
and based upon which he wrote the same story, titling hisNg@ayesiy for he returned to an

early belief that literature was far more likely to counteract war tin@naved weapons were.
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[l. The Progression of the Nobel Prize in Literature
What precisely Nobel meant by “idealistic tendency” has been the sabjaach
debate. Nobel did specify that the idealism be a tendency; he did not explipiilatstithat
every work in an author’s oeuvre exhibit the same idealism. Furthermore, whosmdsaiuld
authors express—their own or a Shelleyan idealism toward which Nobel would have been
favorably disposed? The Swedish Academy has had to base its rigorous annual task on one
ambiguously-worded phrase, and their handling of the task annually invokes critimmsm f
various directions. Anders Osterling speculates that what Nobel “reallyt imghis term
[‘idealistic tendency’] was probably works of a humanitarian and construtdtaecter, which,
like scientific discoveries, could be regarded as of benefit to mankind” (79). Thesawtimor
write works which the Swedish Academy considers humane and upbuilding are notthkvays
same authors others around the world would select. This discrepancy leadagXstednclude
that
the history of the Nobel Prizes in Literature is also a history of inexpsah$ of
omission. But even so, it may perhaps be said that the mistakes have been
comparatively few, that no truly unworthy candidate has been crowned, and that,
if allowances are made for legitimate criticism, the results heagsonably
matched the requirements and difficulties of an almost paradoxical agsignm
(136)
(Espmark would partially disagree; he offers a rational explanation for ertsjrt oft-cited
“‘omissions” happened iMhe Nobel Prize in Literature: A Study of the Criteria behind the
Choices readers concerned with this matter should consult Espmark’s definitive Sthdy.)

Swedish Academy has the doubly-difficult task of interpreting a vague phedsgas, most
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likely, hastily written as well as having to endure the oftentimes-i®latticism of critics all
over the globe for laureates it selects.

Even at the time Nobel penned his final will, his close friends and associagesote
sure what precisely he meant by “idealistic tendency”; at best, they coyldpmdulate amongst
themselves. One unnamed individual who signed Nobel’s will as a credible documenhenade t
following statement during a discussion upon the issue of Nobel's meaning: “. . . | haveocome
the conclusion that he wished to leave to the trustees all possible libertyaunsith due
regard for the spirit and principal intention of the will” (gtd. in Sohlman and Schick 250 Whil
this proposal sounds reasonable enough at first, it quickly relegates intevpeetditivhat Nobel
meant rather into personal speculation, which is always relative. It would havbditsr for
this individual to propose that his friends research Nobel's educational backgroeadches
preferences, and so forth in order to appertain the most probable understanding af Nobel’
intention.

Kjell Espmark has masterfully traced the progression of interpretaifdigealistic
tendency” inThe Nobel Prize in Literaturdout a simplified description shall be briefly presented
here. As Espmark explains, Carl David af Wirsén, the first permanentasgatthe Swedish
Academy to preside over the Nobel Prize in Literature (1883-1912), took a consgneaitian
in his selection of laureates who exhibited “an idealistic view of the naturaliyrearticularly
of the Christian concept of reality” (12). Erik Axel Karlfeldt was the rnEetmanent secretary
(1913-1931), and he is remembered for facilitating the Academy’s shift tovienatyi
neutralism, a position which valued “the literature of common humanity” (Espmarke31). P
Hallstrom (P.S. 1931-1941) and Anders Osterling (P.S. 1941-1964) superseded Karlfeldt, and

they pushed for the Swedish Academy to award pioneering authors whose “mtaidéncy”
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included “a well-considered worldview” and “humanity” (Espmark 37). The next major
permanent secretary, Lars Gyllensten (P.S. 1977-1986), facilitated theapizagion and

increased cosmopolitanization of the Nobel Prize in Literature by seekinggors promising
writers with financial support to continue their yet-unrecognized work. Pauh&abi

insightfully characterizes cosmopolitanism as “an ethos of macro-ipndencies, with an

acute consciousness (often forced upon people) of the inescapabilities andapidigof

places, characters, historical trajectories, and fates” (qtd. in Robbins fo@miganization,

then, is the conscientious effort to implement the ethos expounded upon by Rabinow as a way of
opposing the antagonisms generated by nationalism. All too often, nationalism brings a
civilization “full-circle”—that is, those adhering to nationalism frequgnte barbaric means to
preserve their respective civilization, and the barbaric means consedgiedimtéythe people

more than their civility. As Friedrich Nietzsche warn8egyond Good and E{lL886),

“Whoever fights monsters should see to it that in the process he does not become a monster”
(279). Nationalism offers explanations for barbaric acts, but it does not suffigiestify those

acts or protect men from becoming monstrous.

In order to ensure that the Nobel Prize in Literature is universaglyael, the Swedish
Academy has had to search for idealistic tendencies as modernist ideals htogedea® a
result of the two world wars of the twentieth century—that is, as a resultiohal@m’s brutal
side becoming unavoidably visible. These modernist ideals correspond negativelyeasdly
to the rise of nationalism, which began at the end of Shelley’s life and incresaNetdel aged.
As international cultural and literary trends have increasingly disthteseindustrial notion of
progress, the ideal toward which literature has, by default, had to tend is towardmaalth: mot

as a creature evolving or stepping toward perfection, but one whose vitality ahthegstto
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exist is inherent. In a century such as the twentieth century which mamgbieforgotten what
it means to be human, the recognition of man is of crucial importance.

During his time as permanent secretary from 1999 to 2009, Horace Engdahl sought to
continue Gyllensten’s pragmatic and existential shift (which Sture AllBo,sgrved as
permanent secretary between Gyllensten and Engdahl, also did, facilitetilagirelling of
Naguib Mahfouz, Wole Soyinka, and Derek Walcott, among others). In response to one question
about the Nobel Prize in Literature in 2008, Horace Engdahl explained that the Swedish
Academy searched for “great precursors”: “Our goal,” he also said, “isaiaawiters that will
still be read a hundred years from now” (n. pag.). Here, Engdahl does not spech thaters
be canonized, but read as significant works of the author’s respective century.

That Engdahl suggests that Nobel laureates be read but not necessarily isiplogschis
literary interest and standard for contemporary literature, which messatliterature. In his
lecture “Philomena’s Tongue: Introductory Remarks on Witness LiteratR@g1), Engdahl
explains, “Testimony in literature, then, is more than a simple act of discldsusgart with, it
differs in two decisive impulses giving voice to the silencedndin preserving the victims’
names (4). Engdahl realizes that, in the twentieth century, millions of voices have itE®red
and millions of lives ended—oftentimes in horrifically-violent ways—acrosgliblge. Thus, the
broad-hearted humanity in literature has had to address and encapsulategthessof the
twentieth century; writers have had to express their idealism against thedpaokdrars,
oppression, and nihilistic philosophy, which all gave the century its saturnine tintriteysw
the primary struggle in the twentieth century has been the genuine and uncahditirmation

of civilization in the face of looming barbarism.



Knight 17

Peter Englund, who became the permanent secretary of the Swedish Aca@699, i
explains in his lecture “The Bedazzled Gaze: On Perspective and Paraddéaseiss
Literature” (2001) the exciting yet startling way in which writersuvithess literature transcribe
experience into “something half-way between memoir and history” (47). Englurattdré&zes
witness literature as “the completion of a process of remembrandsathbegun much earlier”
(48). However, Englund expresses uncertainty regarding how far one may remeambbould
remember—things witnessed; he is aware that narratives begin aftey hesdregun and end
before history, and he writes, “What happens when we turn the past into a narrativain \bfe g
course, coherence, totality, and flow but at the risk of forcing narrativeebeadogical unity on
to something that in reality is diverse, confused, and contradictory. The verpfmarrative
tempts us to tidy things up” (51).

Even with their current interest in witness literature, Engdahl, Englundhamdetllow
Academy members still demand technical excellence in writing, and theydomkbvative
narratives of things witnessed as writers undergo this “process of rearealirAfter Engdahl
addresses Elie Wiesel's belief that witness literature is thiarjtévention of the twentieth
century in his lecture on witness literature, Engdahl says, “He [Wiesslperates the novelty
of the thing, but | believe he puts his finger on the most profound change in literater¢hs
breakthrough of modernism. Perhaps it is not the scale of the twentieth-cerddegds that has
placed testimony in the centre; but rather our horror over the systematiceeod memory of
totalitarian societies” (5-6). For Engdabhl, fictionalization, which herama¢he creation of a
testimony through the recreation of reality itself (which cannot liyelb@ transcribed onto a
page, but only represented) requires skilful wielding of literary techniques siab lae states in

his 2008 interview) “force, complexity, emotional impact, originality et¢ @t. pag.). Because
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literature, as Engdahl argues, “is rooted in a cultural code with languagerassitimportant
expression” (n. pag.), language must consequently be used in extraordinary ways tthbarbor
elements of reality necessary to speak for the silent and remember the lost
lll. A Critical Approach to Evaluating Contemporary American Authors

Those who are concerned about the lack of American authors among the most recent
Nobel laureates (nearly twenty years have elapsed since Toni Morrisotievblobel Prize in
Literature in 1993) must ask what this trend toward cosmopolitanization and thisilparti
concentration on writers of witness literature signify. If the Academy'sent fascination with
witness literature is controversially accepted as the greatesssixpref “broad-hearted
humanity,” the Academy risks the questionable assumption that one must su#fealext
oppression in order to commiserate with his fellow man; victimization could bemome
unintentional requirement for compassion for the human condition, for the expressioredf shar
humanity. As a result of the Swedish Academy’s pragmatization of the Rakelin Literature
into a ecumenical tool for cosmopolitanization and as praise for authors who haessett the
struggles of their countries and turned that struggle into art which affirms trentaandition,
American authors have been increasingly overlooked by the Academy sinod thietlee Cold
War (1991) when America confirmed itself as the global superpower, for Aansrave
witnessed relatively little on their own soil and have not recently expedeameprolonged
oppression from an outside invader; unless the Academy recognizes that one mayfieitmes
within the nation of the oppressor, the “broad-hearted” humanity of contemporarycamer
authors will be ideologically disqualified for the prize because of Ararmontemporary
imperial position in international affairs, and the Swedish Academy will noueage the

dialogue between writers in various nations through the exchange of their documentation of
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civilization and barbarism, a dialogue which is consistent with Nobel's origitemtions for the
Nobel Prize in Literature.
The controversy over Engdahl’'s comments about American literatureafteuncing
Jean-Marie Gustave Le Clézio is well-known. In an interview Wibociated Pres&ngdahl
said, “The US is too isolated, too insular. They don’t translate enough and don’pegtifipate
in the big dialogue of literature . . . That ignorance is restraining” (qtd. in Brarey84). In his
2008 interview, Engdahl demonstrates the foundation of his opinion when, in response to one
guestion about the state of American literature, he implies that Ameitmature suffers from
its regionally-based parochialism:
There is no lack of talent in American literature, and certainly a numlggeaff
writers. . . . Literature is highly regarded in our part of the world [Europe]gBein
an important writer often ranks above having success in economic or political
activity. Furthermore, Europe has the advantage of a great variety of lasguag
and longstanding national traditions of learning, in which translation has been a
central element. This has counteracted the tendency to self-sufficieisatid
parochial taste that is inherent in all societies. (n. pag.)
Engdahl sidesteps the central criticism he has of American literétdoes not give voice to the
silent or remember the names of those lost as writers of witness li¢éedatuior American
authors have generally had very little to witness on their own soil beyond their atwetgl
prosperous lives and those of their family and neighbors, near or far.
America has been accused of hegemony and imperialism (both ideologibabtdfef
nationalism) as a result of its increasing global—and oftentimes mbitiavolvement with the

affairs of other nations, and this fair and deserved classification can, unfelyuafdow
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organizations such as the Swedish Academy to exclude American writers frodecatisn for
prizes such as the Nobel Prize in Literature because of their nationasohigiAmerican
Ascendency: The Public Space at War” (284), Edward Said briefly ttaeegaty in which
American ascendency has developed throughout the nation’s history:
... The idea of American leadership and exceptionalism is never absent; no
matter what the United States does, these authorities often do not want to be an
imperial power like the others that followed it, preferring instead the notion of
‘world responsibility’ as a rationale for what it does. Earlier ratesia-the
Monroe Doctrine, Manifest Destiny, and so forth—Ilead to ‘world responsibility,’
which exactly corresponds to the growth in the United States’ global interests
after World War Two and to the conception of its enormous power as formulated
by the foreign policy and intellectual elite. (285)
In Said’s eyes, Americans intervene with good intentions, but those good intentions
unfortunately spoil, and “world responsibility” steadily devolves into world dominatiooak g
not far from that of the colonial powers American leaders sought to avoid in themdijpdt
endeavors. IitHegemony or Survival: America’s Quest for Global Dominahmam Chomsky
repeatedly emphasizes that American leaders like former Presiderged/N. Bush subjectively
interpret America’s “world responsibility” in a narrow fashion which oftecessitates (in the
minds of those American leaders, at least) military intervention and ingposfon other
countries. Chomsky best demonstrates his point with the notion of “preventative alifical
doctrine which equips those in power with “the use of military force to elimimat@agined or

invented threat” (12).
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American authors have, among other things, the task of understanding their actual
responsibility to the world by separating a proper understanding of man &rtionulated
realities” or discursive relations, as Michel Foucault calls them, saghinternational relations
between people that are based on discussed evaluations and understandings of ggpgraphic
economical, and political factors rather than on the fundamental basis of peoplets sha
humanity. InThe Archeology of Knowled@&969), Foucault explains how discursive formation
transpires, which leads to the discursive relations that deeply trouble Chomskgragion
first necessitates separate entities which are not inherentlgdétabne another (44). Foucault
implies that men discourse with one another as if the established discursivamsealvere
original and not formatted through their knowledge, their comparison of two entitiefieand t
imposition of power into that relation; by accepting discursive relationsbtyrenen lose a
proper understanding of their shared humanity which Shelley and Nobel deem crucial to
counteracting nationalism’s negative effects. To protect themselves framgbgalist ideology
embedded into Americans through education and the wide-spread patriotic reinfaroeme
collective national identity, many serious contemporary American wigistance themselves
and cast an eye upon their surrounding national mythological systems.

In his seminaDrientalism Said, applying Foucault’'s connection of knowledge and
power in discourse, argues that “without examining Orientalism as a dis@nesannot
possibly understand the enormously systematic discipline by which European walsuable to
manage—and even produce—the Oriental politically sociologically, niyitédeologically,
scientifically, and imaginatively during the post-Enlightenment peridyl”’$aid also argues that
European cultures developed an understanding of themselves by “setting [Wesinsfélagainst

the Orient as a sort of surrogate and even underground self” (3). As Said understheads it
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Orient is the consequence of an Occidental “self/other” binary imposed torceiifie identity
of Westerners through perceived or believed difference from the Oriental ©tfeeof the
primary tasks of notable contemporary American writers is the exmgoratid exposure of these
“self/other” and “us/them” binaries all too often generated when peopletooiednto nations
and evaluate themselves alongside others.

As a means of demonstrating the absurdity of these processes of ambivatence a
subjectification, American authors redirect these processes upon Amehiearselves, and the
discomfort American readers feel upon being “processed” enables them tvemidbe
discomfort those whom they force into the role of other also feel. Homi K. Bhaddscsption
of the processes of ambivalence and subjectification, as well as his defioftioaty and the
mode of representation of others, help to pinpoint how the self manufactures and propagates t
stereotyped view of the other it wishes to be the case. Early in “The othaoqu8streotype,
discrimination and the discourse of colonialism” (1994), Bhabha defines fixithasign of
cultural/historical/racial difference in the discourse of colonidliand argues that it “is a
paradoxical mode of representation” (94), for it manipulates an objective elehadther’s
existence (one’s skin color, genitalia, etc.) and transforms it into a “lat&tkaof the self's
objective elements (a lack of the self's skin tone, the self’'s genitadia(®€96-07). The
accumulation of “lacks” marks what Bhabha calls a “processmifivalencg an increasing
distaste for the other as the self recognizes its “possession” through thye dmkeventually
the “process of subjectificatighthe period in which the self derives a sense of power for
possessing what the other lacks (95). Once the self’'s sense of power hiaatedinthe Self

systematizes the other’s lacks into a discursive relation, and the selfinsthta image of the
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other in the Mode of representation of othernésghich nearly always is the representation of a
“limited being” who is inferior because of his or her lack (97).

Another sizable task of cosmopolitan-minded contemporary American authors is the
revelation of the arbitrariness of America’s arbitration (or any natiohigation, for that
matter). The processes of ambivalence and subjectification to which Bhélsledteation are
hazardous because they damage one’s sense of shared humanity and the posSHelieyts
“one harmonious soul of many a soul” with the other in the process of differentiation
(Prometheus UnbourntD0); furthermore, this differentiation all too often leads to the
development of nationalism, for the self/other binary leads to the collectivaed incisive—
“us/them” binary of nations, binaries which almost always have violent outcames. |
Orientalism Said argues that “this universal practice of designating in one’s mind leafami
space which is ‘ours’ and an unfamiliar space beyond ‘ours’ which is ‘theirs’ &y @fwimaking
geographical distinctions the&n beentirely arbitrary” (54). This process of subjectification on a
national level may be called thebitration of the arbitrary for it politically manipulates fixities
and makes the nation of the other a mode of representation of otherness through thelagent of
self’'s government, or self-government. The self-nation kindles its sense af thoowegh its
manufactured understanding of a collective people all categorized as othdrlackiraj
something crucial to the self's distinguished sense of self.

Many mindful contemporary American authors distrust the presentation of wthiees
media, for the means through which media present the other is, far too often, dehumanizing; the
mediated arbitrary arbitrations and the general acceptance of thosgtiaristtrouble many
American authors. While the American government does not regulate Ameecka imthe

propagandistic way a totalitarian regime would, it does profit from the nasonateated
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through media, especially the news. Reports of seemingly-anarchieslastiveen Middle
Eastern countries, images of starving people in third world countries, rumors aigboliti
instability and the possibility of revolution: these types of representatf others in the world
reinforce American nationalism; the public’s knowledge of these unfortunates affal its
belief in its “world responsibility” empower the nation, through its knowledgtke action as
it sees fit, based on its discursive relations and its modes of representationressthearious
media unite the will of the people to act on behalf of the other.

Well aware of the dangers inherent in nationalism, a number of contemponancan
authors—generally those known as serious writers, ones literati suspect rhiag vazonized
as major American writers—strive tmmediateheir conception of the other and to identify
shared humanity. This concept of unmediation has two functional connotations: it sigoiifies
the resistance to the simplified representations of the other in the medreadrective act of
mediating between American media—and culture at large—and the other, whAnse@san
authors understand, really a parallel self. American authors utilize gneatibnal statute of
America as a global figure to disseminate a “broad-hearted humahiyduthors, because of
America’s power and because of the international vision of the media, are pereheldce
where they may speak on behalf of all selves. One may argue that, thoughafnaetitors
witness nothing on their own soil, they paradoxically witness everything and nhiasttheir
country’s affluence to depict a ubiquitous self.

In the following three chapters, the way in which three American authors—JohkelUpdi
Edward Albee, and Charles Simic—participate in contemporary internatiaratdite by
unmediating the other and divulging the ubiquitous self as seen in the human condition will be

discussed. The works of these authors are understood to be, among other things, retgsense let
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from the oppressor to the oppressed in which discursive relations are exposed, admitted, and
discussed. These authors have identified the parallel humanity between viesmasel the self
falsely pigeonholed as the other, and they seek to disseminate their “broad-hearsmity”
and their knowledge of the shared human condition, the “one harmonious soul of many a soul,”
SO as to encourage America to utilize its international power in a responaitiheim

Contra Engdahl, it is appropriate to argue and accept the notion that American arghors
not products of their culture, but reformers of it through their acts of unmediation. Ghauie
through four collectively challenge and evaluate the legitimacy of Efigdeccusations of
contemporary American literature. Chapter two focuseBenCoup(1978), a novel byohn
Updike, who traces the demise of the president of the fictional African naticedrigush,
Colonel Felix Ellellol, a president who nonetheless manages to reverse thegsafes
ambivalence and subjectification back at Americans as a way of defusingregesses.
Chapter three reflects upon Edward Albee and his inter-relatedBxeysidQuotations from
Chairman Mao Tse-Tun@968), plays which “box” in Chairman Mao with three Westerners,
thus occasioning indirect, contrapuntal dialogue between characters who wouldyouodehy
assume, have nothing in common which they could discuss. Chapter four cArieeNMsice at
3:00 A.M.: Selected Late and New PodA®03) by Charles Simic, an American poet who
immigrated with his family from Belgrade; the chapter demonstratesakie in which Simic
deterritorializes his poems so as to reflect the shiftiness of geogdgdimeations and to make
similar horrors as those witnessed in Europe conceivable—and possible—to Ameaidars.
Finally, chapter five assesses the interaction (or possibility faraictten) between

contemporary American authors and writers of witness literature abegtobe, and it



Knight 26

encourages the exchange of efforts at the documentation of man as a civiecmatumust

constantly confront barbarism in its various forms and manifestations.
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Chapter 2
A Needed Otherness: John Updik&se Coup

“We are all of mixed blood” as John Updike (1932-2009) says to begin “A Letter to My
Grandsons” (171). He directs this comment, and the letter which develops from it, to his
grandsons, Michael Anoff Cobblah and John Kwame Cobblah, who are of interracial
parenthood; Updike, as a well-informed and observant American, is well-awarediffithdties
his descendants will encounter in America as a result of their appearanceendgea Updike
recounts the day of Anoff Cobblah’s birth and admits that his “instinctive thougtihaiase
[Cobblah] would do better if his parents settled in Ghana,; that is, | [Updike] trustefdi@anA
country to treat a half-white person better than my own country would treat ladeki-(204).
Soon thereafter, Updike expresses optimism about America’s future t@hasgns: “America
is slowly becoming yours, | want to think, as much as it is anyone’s; alreadyf the deepest
disadvantage, black Americans have contributed heavily to what makes the UaliesdaSeal
country, with a style and a soulfulness no purely white country has.” Americadal“eountry”
because “an American is aware of his or her color as one color among manysis ona web
of racial tension and mutual ethnic watchfulness” (205).

Jay Prosser faults Updike for his view of skin and race. In “Under the Skin of John
Updike: Self-Consciousnessd the Racial Unconscious” (2001), Prosser argues that, “[i]f
Updike was ever America’s literary consciousness, it was a white consessusiis fictional
work has consistently made of blackness an Other. Tellingly, Updike has repddsiackness
most substantially outside America, and he has represented it in antitheliteteess” (579). In
“Updike, race, and the postcolonial project” (2006), he argues that, for Updikekribsscstands

as the other, love or hatred, guilt or fear, a measure of white American consss3g6¢ In



Knight 28

this later essay, Prosser discusses the most oft-debated character, Skabbit Redux
(1971), a character who is a “threat to technocratic order” and “an agent farabchange” in
Rabbit’'s eyes (78), as an example of Updike’s projection of African-Anreyias others. In both
essays, Prosser draws from Toni Morrison, who argues in “Black Matter(s)” (@000hg

other places) that a “real or fabricated Africanistic presence has hexal to writers’ sense of
their Americanness. And it shows: through significant and underscored omissighsgstar
contradictions, heavily nuanced conflicts, and the way their work is peopled witlgrieeaad
bodies of this presence” (310).

Prosser is not the only critic to call attention to Updike’s questionable usesof rac
AnnLouise Keating names Updike as a representative of white contempaonarican authors
who “have made . . . a ‘white’ literary tradition” (904). Marshall Boswetlascerned with
Updike’'s Rabbit Reduxa novel which “makes a significant contribution to the ongoing dialogue
about race in America but expresses its concerns in so ambiguous a way as to invite
misreadings" as a result of the “novel’s deceptive, dialectical stri¢@8e Boswell traces this
dialectic structure to Updike’s primary theological influences, Sgrerké&gaard (1813-1855)
and Karl Barth (1886-1968), both of whom resist the Hegelian impulse for the symthésesis
and antithesis and instead accept “Mastered irony,” which Boswell explaristrategy of
deliberate irresolution—that is, of setting thesis and antithesis againstatherain a state of
perpetual tension—the main purpose of which is to inspire in the reader the procestenfiaix
self-questioning” (100).

Prosser, Keating, and Boswell all raise worthwhile questions, but thegsudircient
attention to the historical period in which Updike lived and of which he wrote. While Updike

indeed concentrates upon white American males in his fiction, he does so because tigey unde
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one of the most difficult philosophical tasks of any twentieth century Anreriba task of
discovering (or rediscovering) what constitutes man’s humanity. While whiteridans in the
latter half of the twentieth century certainly understood man’s shared humanytgiringgled to
accept its implications because of the unavoidable changes that would follow upoimgubte
constructed discursive relation with Africans and, in time, African-Amaascthe decline in
agrarianism, competition for labor, shared educational facilities, equalibtiag polls, etc.
Men cannot correct existential and racial presuppositions overnight; as ting wfimany
contemporary post-war German novelists has demonstrated, these presupposit@gsdake
deal of time to be reformed.

The shift from “separate but equal” to “together and equal”’ in America,whiitth
Updike is often concerned, should not remain in a strictly national context. As an imgreasi
amount of scholarship on imperialism and colonialism demonstrates, questions of thg efjual
races and ethnicities are, of course, not restricted to America. While he déresjnently
venture beyond New England settings in his fiction, Updike nonetheless seeks to ideatig} p
selves in individuals of other nations, individuals whom one would typically categornitkes;
to accomplish this, Updike halts and reverses the processes of ambivalence estdisatipn
by aiming them at the self in addition to the other, and this maneuver reveals duénaisirof
the self’s arbitrations. For Updike, every self struggles in vain to estahlistanomous self,
yet the individual incessantly encounters obstacles while establishing threxldesdf. In “On
Becoming a Self Forever,” Updike notes that, “in attempting to depicelifienrelated to
others, . . . it [the self] exists only intermittently and, when all is said, comjeyageldom”
(230). In one of his most audacious literary efforts, Updike selects a delusioned atichesm

fanatical military dictator, Colonel Hakim Félix EllelloQ, as the figtoevhom he will stretch
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his understanding of the self's difficulties establishing itself aganestesistance of others. In
The Coup(1978), John Updike depoliticizes Colonel Ellellol by realistically depictingdsira
base and conflicted example of a self struggling for selfhood and identity agrjoesrson in
New England or America as a means of desubjectificating the other; whatas Updike’s
experimental strategy unmediates American discursive relationvitans who are allegedly
Others in an attempt to affirm shared humanity, a harmony of souls, despite gapben
distances, environmental conditions, political infrastructures, and temporary ecaito@ations.
Updike wrote publishedhe Cougdive years after travelling to Africa as a Fulbright
lecturer in 1973. William H. Pritchard recounts that Updike spent the majoritg tifrie in
Nigeria, Kenya, and Ethiopia, and Pritchard explains that “three weeks of dlzsgreaen for
such a remarkable observer, is incommensurate with the wealth of specifmatvery page of
The Coup (199). While Updike undoubtedly drew a great deal from his travels afidhset
Coupin the Sahel region (a northern “row” of countries: Mauritania, Mali, NigerdC8adan,
Ethiopia, and Somalia), Updike found the trip too goal-oriented to take detailed notesuldat
find their way intoThe Coup“Things [events in his travels and lectures] were just too
structured. | had to worry about the lectures, about American wives asking, dWh@u mean
in Couple®’ It was too official a visit” (qtd. in Waite 72). Updike notes in the pages béfoze
Coupbegins the sources upon which he relied for necessary details. In an intenhidwanmit
lwamoto (1978), Updike explained that he took around a year and a half to complese#netre
necessary for him to writehe Coug117). In the same year, Updike told Charlie Reilly that he
fashioned his ignorance of Africa into “a kind of veil” (127) which enhanced Kush tater

detracting from the fictional country.
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Updike allows Americans visiting Kush with even more official goals thadike
himself was assigned to divulge their media-conditioned fixities and digeuesations between
themselves and Kushites, fixities turned into inhibitions through the process of ifichjemt in
order to maintain the established difference between nations and citizens ndgan. These
Americans (Donald and, later, his wife Angelica Gibbs, as well as Klipsstriagother
American ambassador) exhibit the American exceptionalism which, in the miAdseofcan
government figures, sanctions international intervention. Because it has advadaadahand
agricultural technology, America morphs these humanitarian contributions ingdfuablering
the subjectification of those receiving the external aid. What is more, theseters exude
proud self-fulfillment because of their eagerness to intervene and the penadigtthey offer
to an impoverished nation such as Kush.

False assumptions drive the process of subjectification; in reality, deapecra
technological advancements cannot eradicate natural, political, relignmlexistential
dilemmas in other countries unless nearly all the people agree to accepphlardant
democratic order. Updike groundiie Coupn the 1970s, a terribly difficult period for many
African nations because of severe droughts as well as struggles for indejgeadd autonomy,
and, though seemingly exaggerated, he bases his American visitors mentioned above on the
response of America to Africa’s struggle during this period, a response builsen fal
assumptions and a skewed discursive relation. Toyin Falola describes the medsgathpion
of African nations’ struggle: “Judging from news of AIDS and famine, politizathoil and
wars, the media image of Africa in the West is troubling. The reality islgdeaaible.

Notorious leaders have combined with outrageous policies to produce devastating conditions,

creating a continent in a permanent state of crisis” (3). Though Falokigss is of the
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contemporary African situation, his relayed blame upon African leaders froh® s implies
that the state of crisis has not altered as a result of poor leadershipekplalas that the
African leaders of the 1970s wrongly replicated the centralized rule of “ebkmiocrats” and
thus “[nJon-democratic options emerged, all damaging the political landscape” (16).
Early in the novel, Donald Gibbs exemplifies the ambivalent discursive relatwwadyet
America and Kush as constructed and understood by American media and governmaist off
based primarily upon America’s inestimable wealth and Kush’s politically-eavironmentally-
downtrodden situation. Gibbs appears as the questionably Good Samaritan amidst what Colonel
EllelloG describes as “a pyramid of crates, sacks, and barbaricallynedsd boxes” which
unanimously state “USA USA USA” (36). When Colonel Ellellol confronts Gibbs about “this
mountain of refuse” (38), Gibbs’ coarse reply (he does not yet know he is speakiri€planel
Ellelloq, Kush’s political figurehead) derives from his acceptance of Aaemexceptionalism
and the alleged nationwide goodwill of American citizens:
These cats [Kushites] astarving The whole world knows it, you can see 'em
starve on the six o’clock news every night. The American people want to help.
We know this country’s socialist and xenophobic, we know EllelloG’s a schizoid
paranoid; we don't give a f***. This kind of humanitarian catastrophe cuts across
the political lines, as far as my government’s concerned. (39)

Gibbs’ explicit declaration of American apathy raises questions regaftdingotivating purpose

for America’s humanitarian intervention in Kush; his expression of America)vatance

suggests that his country is more concerned with getting a political foothold inHéumshitling

the country amidst its frightful plight. America’s world responsibilityabished as an outcome

of World War Two, created an internationally-held expectation that Americalwesel its
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prominence to carry out benevolent actions on behalf of other countries in need of outside
support. Such responsibility is costly, and Gibbs’ foul expression implies bittetnessn
having to intervene on behalf of another country.

Gibbs’ preoccupation with the name brands and quick dismissal of Colonel Ellellod’s
objection suggests that he mistakenly believes the donated food will relieves Istastvation
and, what is more, democratize Kush, whose gratitude to America subjugatesit adopted
beneficiary, an American territory in a certain sense. Colonel Ellelypilyicomprehends the
astounding ignorance necessary to enact an ill-informed discursive relghaeountry such
as Kush. Readers become aware that the American humanitarian aid workers pooious!
consider the fact that Kush has suffered from a long drought. Gibbs eventually whrtiies
mountain of donated food to read off the brand names; he comes across Carnations, which, as he
reads aloud, require “three parts water.” Colonel EllelloG quickly interrupt@hdhshouts, “But
we have no water! . . . In Kush, water is more precious than blood!” Colonel Ellellol #m®rns
brashness of Gibbs and the food present, which Kushites cannot even consume to relieve their
starvation because of the lack of the primary preparatory ingredient, @dtbs, however,
remains confident in his country: “No problem,” he shouts from the food pyramid|l*bdviegy
in teams . . . green revolution . . . systems of portable trenching . . . a lily pond rigatyob&e
standing . . . here we go . . . no, that’s a cream of celery soup” (42).

Klipspringer, another American ambassador to Kush, arrives with Gibbs’ Awitgelica,
to inquire regarding the death of Gibbs (as an act of rejecting internatidriedrai capitalist
countries, Colonel Ellelloq, an Islamic Marxist, ordered his men to torch the toerds+and
Gibbs, who was still searching through the brand names); Klipspringer's cosatemteveal

his belief in American exceptionalism and the discursive relation betwdamtegically-
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advanced America and Kush, which seems primitive to Klipspringer because of Kackhods |
modern technology. While Colonel EllelloG is away trying to solve the drought, Misha
Ezana, Kush’s Minister of the Interior, acts as the standing president lofifkKlisu of Colonel
Ellellod’s prolonged absence and meets with Klipspringer, who disrespe&faltyicanizes
Ezana’s name and thenceforth calls the acting president of Kush “Mike.” Kiigeps brash
statements suggest that America’s humanitarian intervention is nagpetplem-solving
exercise: “Mike, you tell the man [Colonel Ellellol] for me, No problem. Qehrieal boys can
mop up any mess technology creates. . . . Miracles are an everyday business for’q@Bbeys
31). Klipspringer’s notion of American intervention being a miracle correspondwitald
Gibbs’ belief that the delivered food was manna “[d]onated to your [Colonel Ellglistiicken
area by the generosity of the American government and the Americple @eting in
conjunction with the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations” (39). Gildbs a
Klipspringer do not account for the latent curses which often come with “nsraslech as how
“deep wells drilled by foreign governments disrupted nomadic grazingmmate that deserts
have been created with the wells at their center” (40), a problem ColonebEhethinds Gibbs
of before incinerating him along with the “USA USA USA” pyramid (36).

Donald Gibbs and Klipspringer do not comprehend the imperial nature of their proposed
aid. As George Nadel and Perry Curtis explain, those who, like Gibbs and Klipspprapose
international involvement often lack the ability “to analyze their real mefioeterritorial or
cultural expansion and to separate them from rationalizations devised aftstti{é) Good
motives all too often turn into opportunities for exploitation, which are then falseifygdst
through the discursive relation. Hasty and superficial analyses lead thosedesntervene to

act improperly. As Mohamed EI-Khawas notes, American food donations during the 1970s to the
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drought-ridden Sahel region comprised forty-six percent of world donations to the 1&2jion (
but the likelihood that America would continue to offer aid is unlikely since “thegegs
require substantial financial contributions and multiyear commitments”l(88jie Wiseberg’'s
explanation of the American agricultural market also illustrates ttaancel of world aid—
particularly in situations of droughts and famines—upon agricultural prosperity indsmié
there is a shortage of crop any given year, America will, thereforesaaotetnational food aid
in order to prioritize its own citizens (104). When America is prosperous enough to fimthte
its donations are never made without expectations; as Colonel EllelloG explains to, EGifta
bring men, men bring bullets, bullets bring oppression. Africa has undergone tkeisitgal
enough” (16).

Angela Gibbs’ expressed anticipation to witness poverty betrays a ttesaostinue the
process of subjectification of Kushites and to strengthen her instilled discuskation by
witnessing scenes of poverty. Her witnessing poverty would reinfordexatrd representation
of underprivileged Kushites. When Ms. Gibbs arrives to Kush with Klipspringer, Explaans
the changed meteorological patterns which devastate Kush: “In my country, themgeyadwo
seasons, wet and dry. Now there is one.” Mrs. Gibbs does not enquire into this unusuaihchange
annual climactic patterns, but rudely asks, “Where is the poverty?” (206). Shis tbether
conception of the country is strictly economic and evaluated in contrast todhbyand
affluent state of her own country. Like the changing poor meteorologicalticorsdKush
currently endures, poverty spreads and recedes, but never remains the sdahesedigetrrsive
relation between America and Kush, constructed according to economic standamhgesac

fixated means of defining the country in which Mrs. Gibbs has entered.



Knight 36

While the fixities they hold and the discursive relations in which they parecgratnot
entirely accurate, the visiting Americans above-described are nolyeonyastified; Colonel
Ellellod’s rash behavior and irresponsible presidency certainly fuel aradivedy reinforce
these unwanted fixities and the subjectifications which he finds so perveryanEae novel,
Colonel Ellellol pays little heed to the inevitable consequences of murderingercAm
ambassador; he aggravates a nation against whom he stands no chance and $efis fumse
renewed press covering his misguided and tyrannical rule. Soon thereafter| Eb&loéi
finally executes King Edumu with a mystical hope that the beheading of theeddpog will
bring the much-needed rain to Kush. As he correctly perceives his power quicklytoigsipa
Colonel EllelloG orders his bodyguard, Opuku, to gun down innocent tourists (a command which
Opuku disobeys) and fails to rally a group of Kushites to his cause in a Westertyzmdici
without his approval. Colonel EllelloG’s behavior as president throughout the novel inpnicall
affirms Donald Gibbs’ assertion that Colonel Ellellol is “a schizoid paranoid?’ (39)

While Gibbs’ description of Colonel EllelloG in psychological terms is spoken
haphazardly, he nevertheless manages to notice the conflicted characieh'sfpfesident. At
the beginning offhe CoupColonel EllelloG admits the difficulty he has with understanding his
own identity, seeing a schism between his actual self, who attempts (botlouslysand
subconsciously) to establish a stable identity, and his political self, whidhactusoldly and
swiftly since he is the president of Kush: “Yet a soldier’s disciplinedesidtement, my
Cartesian schooling, and the African’s traditional abjuration of ego allraomstis account to
keep to the third person. There are two selves: the one who acts, and the ‘I' who egperienc
Ellellod’s body and career carried me here, there, and | never knew why, buttedb().

Colonel EllelloG expresses here a duality of being: he exists as both an indivifjyadtdee also
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feels swept up by tides of political responsibility appointed to him, and he must cdgtinual
fulfill those responsibilities. Colonel EllelloG discovers that the politiedlontinually
obstructs his efforts to situate his actual self; Updike’s American dbesaxperience a similar
difficulty, though they typically struggle with social selves rather thaitiqallselves. Joyce
Markle finds the schismatic voice of Colonel Ellellod’s selves troubling and aithae“the
narrator’s voice . . . never defines itself in a meaningful way” (300). When Aaneriotervene
in his country, Colonel EllelloG has the added difficulty of combating the fiximmg®sed upon
him and Kush, and he struggles to counteract the discursive relations which arriveewith t
visiting Americans. Colonel Ellellod cannot define himself in a meaningfylbveaause of the
discursive relation’s definition of him, a definition against which he must s&ugg

Because of the demanding nature of the present crisis for water in his ddonkIC
EllelloG suppresses his individual self and attempts to act solely as thegbskdif throughout
The Coupthis suppression leads to the loss of the personal self. Kushites have littye f&iin
in Colonel Ellellod; as one Kushite describes Colonel Ellelloq, “He is the wind, he #srt
between the mountains” (32). To assert that Colonel Ellelloq, as Kush’s presideid, act
guestionable, for he more often than rectsto criticism and the insights of others; his
decisions are almost always contingent upon the feedback of Ezana, Kutunda, Edumu, and other
prominent Kushites. Colonel Ellellol’s individual self often wavers in confidencdisvut
perceived political responsibilities drive Colonel Ellellol to continue gitea to rule Kush as
a strong leader. In actuality, Colonel EllelloG, who is ultimately unfit for thiigadirole into
which he was thrust by situations, must react to the admonitions of those around him. His
impulse to react confuses his personal self and his political self. Higp&tahgoverning

according to his Islamic Marxist ideology only further complicate hi®@as to relieve Kush'’s
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drought. What is more, even if he were to miraculously assuage the drought, his people would
hardly credit him for doing so, for their president is an unreliable and largelytdbader. In

the end, Colonel EllelloG forfeits both his political and private selves, for one haslbseted

and the other drowned out by the counsel of those around him.

Once he is deposed from his position as president of Kush, Colonel Ellelloq, living as an
exile in France, sets out to write his memaoir in an attempt to reestablish kiduatiself now
that he no longer has to maintain the political Colonel Ellellol self. Though he nonetheless
writes in the third person at the endldfe Coupvhen he casually describes his exiled state, he
still exhibits an obvious relief to have rid himself of the political Colonel Iellef'The man
with her [Sittina] is relatively unprepossessing, insignificant even, sttbea she, half his face
masked in NoIR sunglasses” (297). After he expresses concern for the futiutmatS
children, he still finds satisfaction in his exiled state and his ability to séwan his self: “The
small black man [Colonel Ellellol] can be seen sitting at round white tables aloQgaheor a
few blocks inland from the distracting, sail-speckled Mediterranean, at apeafes beside the
river of traffic along the Esplanade de Général de Gaulle. His . . . elbow pins dhwwafaf
papers. He is writing something, dreaming behind his sunglasses, among the c\éesjsaof
exhaust, trying to remember, to relive” (298). Like the street dedicatbd tertowned French
general and president, Colonel EllelloG now has the opportunity to historicize hikeposs
which is a way of both reliving his own life during an awful period and laying a pasosmitl
upon him to rest in history. “The man,” Colonel EllelloG writes, “is happy, hidden. The sea
breeze blows, the waiters ignore him. He is writing his memoirs. No, | should porteit m

precisely: Colonel Ellellot is rumored to be working on his memoirs” (299).
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The Coups Updike’s boldest effort at unmediation in fiction, for the publicized brutality
of dictators (like Idi Amin, upon whom Updike may have modeled Colonel EllelloQ) places a
vast gap in experience between typical American citizens and the dictatdrUpdike surely
encountered fixated opposition to an African dictator from his American readegs. Li
Kierkegaard, however, Updike unflinchingly probes man’s depravity as a wabfigsing the
fundamental connection between men, even with debased men such as Colonel Ellellal. Updi
understands that depravity is the starting point of commonality for all men,fihiticke
characteristic of the human condition. Jack B. Moore criticizes Updike for sigiaki African
nation and its people to “the diminished size of a parody” (64). Moore does not, however, devote
careful attention to the Nabokovian vein in which Updike softens a serious existedéaal/er
to establish a sense of self, an endeavor lightened with Updike’s nearly-photogragkiand
his witty humor. The humor injects anesthesia into readers before Updikéessgnéxorcises
the ambivalences and subjectifications arbitrated by the self by impadssogd depictions of
Americans as a way of revealing the absurdity of the mediated ambivatemtes
subjectifications forced upon others.

In his investigation of Colonel Ellellod’s depravity, Updike demonstrates thalitelése
political atrocities he committed, Colonel Ellellol is nonetheless justuabk mself as American
characters such as Harry “Rabbit” Angstrom or Ahmad Ashmay Mulloy, titeateharacter of
Terrorist (2006). Rabbit Angstrom struggles to establish a sense of self amidst thal famil
social, and economic demands which all distract or crumble his efforts. Mukey:dilonel
Ellelloq, attempts to be a devout Muslim, but his sense of God’s absence, coupled wihthe (a

perceives it) pagan American culture in which he must live, makes his fartis mgaossible to
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adhere to in a strict manner. Both characters strive for a desired sen§eboit seerely acquire
fragments as the small reward for their efforts.

As Updike rightly understands, one’s self derives as one’s accumulatiorciodmedo
every other, every parallel self, throughout one’s existence. Man conceivesealf hgamst the
backdrop of a universe of selves. In “On Being a Self Forever,” Updike wiges)d human
cannot be borne alone. We need other presences. We need soft night noises—a mother speaking
downstairs, a grandfather rumbling in response, cars swishing past on Philadegrhia and
their headlights wheeling about the room. We need the little clicks and sighs ofiirsgista
otherness. We need the gods” (245). As Updike demonstrafée iGoup Colonel Ellellod is
no exception; he continually draws his sense of self from those around him: Michaelss Ez
Candace “Candy” Cunningham (Colonel Ellello0’s college girlfriend whom heesand takes
back to Africa with him), Kadongolimi, Sittina, Kutunda, King Edumu, Allah, and so forth. Even
a tyrannical dictator constantly requires the presence of others around him. [Been as
reconstitutes his self through the writing of his memoirs, he makes frequenbmieritne
children (not necessarily even his own) and his wife around him as he sorts through the pas
rediscover himself.

The constitution of the self is not merely a theme in Updike’s oeuvre, but a stamdard f
literature as is reflected in Updike’s reviews of other writers’ work.e¥afn Schiff explains that
Updike writes book reviews of international authors in order to “[redraw] the ditdrary map
by introducing foreign writers to American readers and contextualizing whtnm the
international literary scene” (540-41). While he draws from the rich traditi@uiadpean
literature, Updike, as Schiff notes, stretches “his concern beyond Europeidfiiia, and

South America” (548). Because Updike senses the instinctive need for man telestabhse
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of self, Updike finds confirmation in his own theme by identifying it in the work of othgers
across the globe. In “Polish Metamorphoses: An Introduction to the Penguin Edition of
Sanitorium under the Sign of the Hourglalsg Bruno Schulz,” Updike details the masterful
ways in which Schulz chronicles the difficulties of existence. To concludevieswidJpdike
writes, “Personal experience taken cabilistically: this formutanfitch modern fiction and,
complain though we will, is hard to transcend. Being ourselves is the one religiousmger
we all have, an experience sharable only partially, through the exertiolis arideart” (497).
The degree to which people experiences their being or self depends upon the extaatit to w
they interact with and reacts to others. Updike identifies an internationakedacéhe
establishment of one’s self.

In his late noveVillages(2004), Updike identifies a village as the central motif of
community for the human experience. Regardless of where villages appear—in fsicat A
backlands, in the Brazilian wilderness, in modern New England towns, which aredrgednl
villages cluttered with the products of commercialism—they nonethelessespthe place
where every self develops against the backdrop of the other. In his fiction, Uptiaessters
leave their villages infrequently because their staying in one placdsffipdike the
opportunity to delve into the depravity of man and the discovery of his self. To conclude
Villages Updike muses, “It is a mad thing, to be alive. Villages exist to moderataalisess—
to hide it from children, to bottle it for private use, to smooth its imperatives intc hebit
protect us from the darkness without and the darkness within” (321). As Updike’s uredediat
depiction of Colonel EllelloG suggests, the location of one’s village hardly s\dberevery Self
struggles to understand itself against the backdrop of a village of others, othel paheadis.

The ambivalent imposition of arbitrations by one village member upon another, ageithisls
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Academy is well aware, unnecessarily threatens the unity of the delasatepolitan
community of village residents. The renunciation of the impulse toward arbitratisee@svith

Updike inThe Coupis a beneficial step toward reversing processes which obstruct the unity that

is possible amongst community members.
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Chapter 3
“Time to Look Around”: Edward Albee’BoxandQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tung:
Two Inter-related Plays

Readers of John UpdikeThe Coup(1978) never have evidence enough that Americans
and Kushites are able to communicate and to understand one another. Though Colonel Ellellot
literally speaks with Americans like Donald Gibbs and Klipspringer, none of thesive the
words and perspective of the other side, for the discursive relation between gréanastwith
the attempts at communication. As is the case with many of Edward Albegsstpla characters
in Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Turgcompanied by the Voice froBox the prefatory
portion of the two inter-related plays (1968), still have the ability to communictitene
another if they choose to (none of the characte@uiotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tung
speak to one another, save the Long-Winded Lady; she speaks to the Minister,\ed rece
reply). The Western characters themselves demonstrate no discusivs nedohibiting them
from speaking with Chairman Mao; rather, it is #ugliencevhose discursive relation with the
late Chinese Chairman discourages communication between those presentagetHeush an
indictment of the audience is surely painful.

Through hisBoxandQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tumrdbee advances the
notion that when a proper conception of man as a communal being is corrupted and lost, people’s
sense of self suffers when they fail to adequately conceive of and addregdltveiman, their
other. The Voice which speaks during AlbeBsxandQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-
Tungmakes two tremendously curious statements about art and corruption. After siee=—Al
specifies that the Voice belongs to that of an unseen woman, “not young, but not ati@ent ei

fiftyish. Neither a sharp, crone’s voice, but not refined” (263)—says that peopigiaibgery



Knight 44

over people and things they have lost, the Voice makes her first assertion abodtgin:
“When art begins to hurt . . . when art begins to hurt, it's time to look around. Yes it is” (265).
The Voice, in a fragmented and an indirect manner, also says, “When art hurts. Thetttis w

remember. (Two-second silend#hat to look for. Then the corruption . . . (Three-second

silencg Then the corruption is complete” (267). Corruption completes when a self ignores the
other, thus eliminating an external perspective on his or her own situation.
Like many of the statements the Voice spealk&dr these lines are unspecific, rather
uncontextualized, and inconclusive, yet they comfortably situate themsethas Atbee’s
poetics, and they do justice to his approach to and aspirations for drama specificallyo boit
all the arts. In his “Speech to the American Council for the Arts” (1998), Albees ploatitthe
arts exist to facilitate “absolute communication” and to “put us in greatdact with ourselves
and with each other, to question our values, to question the status quo, to make us rethink that
which we believe we believe” (193). On a number of occasions—at Vanderbilt sltywehile
participating in the Chancellor's Lecture Series in 2007, for instance—Abeexplained his
mimetic belief in the arts to represent their audience: “The arts aeetthieold a mirror up to us,
are they not, to say, Look, this is how you are, this is how you behave. If you don't likgouha
see in the arts, if you don’t like what you atkange Don’t turn your back” (“Edward Albee”).
Perhaps no art form allows artists to reflect people around them as drampgefson’s others,
through the mimetic nature of drama, visually become parallel selves, and thebdismlayed
on the stage is the self’'s behavior, however painful that behavior may be to the auelience-s
Both the characters in Albee’s plays as well as Albee’s audienckvanesdempted to
turn their backs, for the mirrored image of themselves which they glimpsaisil and

uncomfortable. In 2005, Christopher Bigsby posits that Albee “is prepared &feetd little
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bit of light’ generated by an acknowledgement of the truth of the human condition, and
acceptance of pain as well as pleasure (this being part of the contrac8¢@gumition that art is
evident of transcendence” (163). Once Albee’s characters take the stageMartita and
George oWho's Afraid of Virginia Woolf?1962) appear and Martha tells George, “l swear . . .
if you existed I'd divorce you. . . .” (164); once TobiasddDelicate Balanc€1966), distraught
with the commotion in his house and the visitors who become more like invaders, shouts to
Harry, “I WANT YOUR PLAGUE! . .. BRING IT IN!" (115); once Martin tellhis best friend
Ross inThe Goat or, Who is Sylvig2002) who—or, rather, what—Sylvia is and Ross thunders,
“THIS IS A GOAT! YOU'RE HAVING AN AFFAIR WITH A GOAT!” (570)—peoplewitness

a great deal that they despise, a great deal that deapdy Through their oftentimes virulent
communication, Albee’s characters struggle to acknowledge the presence tmdessiof the
others around them, the others who place responsibility on each self to behave amicably
honorably, respectfully, and, most of all, humanely.

The mimetic function of drama cannot properly function without two forms of
communication transpiring during the play. Within the play itself, charactersrrane another,
and their dialogue reveals unsightly blemishes in each character. Ctsaracegnitions of
their blemishes certainly hurts, but they nonetheless have the opportunity to refioanbréader
level, the actors performing mirror the audience, and audience members mistesther
they will change, even if the actors themselves do not change in response to bee &het
extent to which audience members choose to change reflects the degredntihehitave
meaningfully dialogued with the characters on stage, the audience’s atheffsilure to

communicate with the other is also a self’s failure to maintain selfhood.
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As with any of his other plays, Albee intends for his experimental iatated play$ox
andQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tuaghurt—in the case of these plays, to challenge
the discursive relation imposed upon Chairman Mao Tse-Tung by American media for
Americans with the notion that their personal beliefs and ideologies, while not bowad in r
books and given to the masses, sound equally empty when read aloud outside the necessary
national context. In an innovative manner, Albee allows typical Western inds4daa overly-
disclosing and presumably American woman designated the Long-Winded La@idth
Woman with an old poem which she recites for limited consolation, and the Minister who does
not minister, but remains silent and seated throughout the play—to untraditionadiylshatage
with Chairman Tse-Tung. IBoxandQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tuiigen, Albee
unmediates Chairman Mao in order to allow the Chairman to tyrannize himself on his own
terms—that is, through the increasingly aggressive quotes he recites lbelfierecas—and his
guotations demonstrate his conscious effort to mediate China’s perception of skmagtincs
paralleled process of subjectification pushes audiences to rediscover thieumagnity they
share and to resist the tendency of nations to obscure this shared humanity fol-paliica
often propagandistic—purposes.

BoxandQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tuai@ not Albee’s first attempts at
obviously political plays, but they are Albee’s first contemporary politiaalplAlbee wrote
The Death of Bessie Sm(ttB60) decades after the popular African-American blues singer died
back in 1937 because she was not admitted into a white hospital and died while being transported
to a black hospital. Albee completed the writindBok andQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-
Tungand permitted Alan Schneider to direct the world premier of the plays amidsin@ha

Mao’s Cultural Revolution, which spanned from 1966 to 1969 (Kuo-sin 110). As Stanley
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Karnow notes, “Not once during the Cultural Revolution . . . did Mao outline a clear-cut,
practical program aimed at precise objectives. Instead, he exhorteddveefs to destroy his
opponents so that an undefined utopia might emerge at some unspecified point in a faraway
future” (gtd. in Pye 41). Both Chinese citizens and Americans (among others) admdezther
they were numbered among Chairman Mao’s enemies; the “public appearantairaidh
Mao on stage suggests that the “threat” directly concerns audience mentimersust
personally respond to Chairman Mao’s address. The unguided Revolution continued to rage
when the first staging @doxandQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tuocrurred.

Obviously, the vast geographic separation coupled with the significant disranc
culture pose sizeable barriers to Albee; to accommodate these difficulbes, l®erally
“boxes” the four characters in—that is, he keeps them on the “deck of an ocea(Rliigrthat
appears inside the “outline of a large cube” originally viewdslar(263), the play which
immediately precedes and segues @tmtations from Chairman Mao Tse-Turdthough the
characters do not take advantage of the unusual situation, Albee’s boxing hisechamact
together enables them to have important conversations with one another; in a box, thégrare bet
able to understand that the world they share is a box with rounded edges. A fewnavitics
written insightfully regarding Albee’s use of a box as the “container” ofitle@nbodied words
of the Voice and the drama which ensue.BoXandQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tung
Albee’s Diptych” (1975), C. W. E. Bigsby (Christopher Bigsby’s early peng)argues that
“the box, which dominates the stage, becomiabala rasato be interpreted variously as the
artificial construction of the artist, . . . a paradigm of the theatre, an imalge @&fstricted world
in which the individual exists or the empty shell of the body whose voice lingers onaasiagv

and an epitaph” (156)n a similar vein to Bigsby’s conception of Albee’s box aslaula rasa
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Anne Paolucci describes the box as “visual symbolism at its best, which is tosgetely
transparent” (125). Michael E. Rutenburg agrees with Jack Kroll, whose intéguretbthe box
Rutenburg describes as a “symbolic coffin of a decimated civilizatRe¥)( Though they differ
regarding the contemporaneous or apocalyptic and anachronistic nature of, ttheesexritics

do all unanimously acknowledge that Albee’s strategy of boxing these diversetetsana
successfully enables the play to proceed, and the overarching presendeoof alews

audiences to suspend their disbelief of this otherwise-impossible scenario. &orathen of the
two plays, these characters who would not normally be in a close proximity to one armther a
and, because of their nearness, they have the possibility of communication, aifyabsito

not act upon. The responsibility for the communication, then, falls upon the audience; they must
either connect the characters in their minds or also reject the possibddynafunication as

have the actors present in the play.

It should be noted that the shape of a box and the appearance of Chairman Mao, a
political figure frequently discussed in the news, in that box mirrors the noedddtthe Chinese
leader on television, and the screen of a television is likewise shaped like a bogtuBlityaf
Albee’s plays, their live transpiration and the animation of actors perfornmecilglifor
audience members, unmediates the characters—specifically Chairman Matepfing
beyond the flat dimensions of the television itself. Though Chairman Mao does not move about
the stage continuously, the other characters shifting about behind or around hah remi
audiences of Chairman Mao’s actual existence as a person and not a pobitical a
television. Audiences must acknowledge Chairman Mao’s personhood, which is a difftcult

fundamental step toward communication with the other.



Knight 49

Even in the confines of a box, the inevitability of loss—most noticeably, the loss of
communication—persists throughduiotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Turad loss affects
none of the four so noticeably as Chairman Mao. Albee specifies precisely hawm&hdao
speaks, appears, and behaves: “Mao speaks rather like a teacher. He doeshstvaise; he
IS not given to histrionics. His tone is always reasonable, sometimes sddtleccasionally a
half-smile will appear” (269). Albee desubijectificates Chairman Mao byalraing the
character as a man rather than as a volatile dictator. Since he remanostiggnotionally-
controlled of the three characters who speaRuetations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tung
Chairman Mao, then, becomes a continuation of the Voice, for both exemplify the dfstamce
life which is a recurrent concern in Albee’s plays. The quotations which Chairmanelites
are dense with Marxist-Leninist ideology, and they require anyone reaeimgtod hear the
words passionately read in their heads or aloud. Take the following quotation (framn $&cti
of Chairman Mao’s actu®uotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tyngsed in Albee’s play as an
example: “Whoever sides with the revolutionary people in deed as well as insnord i
revolutionary in the full sense” (285). Mao’s words here require him—and, furtherthose
reading his publisheQuotations—to read the words with power, assurance, and conviction. If,
however, the actor playing Chairman Mao reads this quotation with a calm voicasarfable
tone,” a “half-smile,” the revolutionary momentum of the quotation becomes winded and
inhibited. Just when Chairman Mao needs to recite his quotations with ardor, he fail®tteo s
has, in a sense, lost the original spirit of his passionate political phrases, aectlyeretites
them as a living history book explaining his old vigor. Albee may well have based his
representation of Chairman Mao on Krapp of Samuel Beckatiigp’s Last Tap€1958);

Chairman Mao and Krapp each reflect on their concluding lives. Interestinglypis last
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words are these: “Here | end this reel. Box—(paughree, spool—(paujdive. (Pause
Perhaps my best years are gone. When there was a chance of happinessuBlutt want
them back. Not with the fire in me now. No, | wouldn’t want them back” (28). Chairman Mao’s
inability to maintain his posture amidst the pressures of life in Albee’s playetheless affirms
his humanity, for his ideology—as well as the fixated identity supplied for him thnoagliated
representations of him—escapes him, and he is left with little but his humanity.

In addition to losing the impact of his quotations, Chairman Mao also loses his power as
a major political figure; in this regard, he joins Albee’s dramatis persorecannot pursue
the hopes they express and of which they dream. Albee was surely aware ola@haa’s
actual struggle to maintain his power, a struggle which played a significant ranvincing
Chairman Mao to execute the Cultural Revolution. As Jonathan Spence notes, Chairman Mao,
before launching the Cultural Revolution, became increasingly suspicious aitiggaembers
of his governing bureaucracy who were troubled by the Chairman’s unbridled idaatism
theories (159). Chairman Mao sensed the questioning of his Marxist-Leninishdscéand
sought to revitalize national belief in those doctrines which he disseminatedead/iee
historical Chairman Mao acted in his failing health to reassert his povzima, Albee’s
Chairman Mao accepts the inevitable decline of his quotations, and he knows his pbwat wil
once someone either overtakes him or takes over for him. Late in the play, Chaiaman M
proclaims, “Whoever sides with the revolutionary people is a revolutionary. Whoeesmath
imperialism, feudalism, and bureaucrat-capitalism is a counter-revolutiq@&d). There are,
however, no sides on the stage; there are only individuals who express no concern about the
political classifications which (verbally, at least) greatly conc@hairman Mao. Chairman Mao

himself speaks these words in isolation, as an exile from his country aboard thdiroaea
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present in Albee’s plays, and his proclamation reaches audiences’ ears moraft@rthought
than a relevant and contemporary political analysis. Though he tries to resakutteedf his
ideology, Chairman Mao cannot resist its collapse, and audiences feel inclinetpailaye
with Chairman Mao, who appears before them and convinces them to reject the previous
ambivalences and subjectifications held discursively in relation to him.

Though Albee does not direct Chairman Mao to do so in his play, Glenn Loney notes in
his review of the first Broadway production of Albee’s play at Billy Rosealreehat
“Chairman Mao appears, wearing an inscrutable Asian mask. He promptilyisijadf, revealing
another one exactly like it underneath—his own face” (595-96). Albee and Alan Schtieder
first director to orchestrate the production of Albe&txandQuotations from Chairman Mao
Tse-Tunghad a good working relationship; as recorded in Mel Gussow’s biography of Albee,
Albee said to the actors playing in his adaptation of Carson McCulleesBallad of the Sad
Café(1951) that “Alan’s a good director” (199)—high praise from Albee, who insists in “Ad
Libs on Theater” (1965) that “the director must spieskhe author, must speaithe actors in a
very special way—in a way that will accomplish the author’s intention in tdratpéerhaps are
very far from the author’s intention” (31). Albee, then, either approved of or did not abject t
Schneider’s decision to have Chairman Mao efface himself, for Chairman tantsso
initially visualizes the loss of power implicit in the Chairman’s words attéme of the play. The
removal of Chairman Mao’s mask is an early symbolic removal of a fixityoagplby media.
While Chairman Mao asserts that the “communist ideological and social syisteens full of
youth and vitality, sweeping the world with the momentum of an avalanche and theffarc
thunderbolt” (273), the ocean-liner ferrying him moves forward calmly, unhwyiedt

unconcerned with Chairman Mao’s lofty talk of ideology.



Knight 52

Though his dramatized Chairman Mao implicitly admits his lost power, Albee
nonetheless allows Chairman Mao to do so on his own—that is, Albee does not superimpose
mediated words upon Chairman Mao, and he unmediates Chairman Mao’s tyrannical
subjectification so that Chairman Mao may become a tyrant on his own initids\an
exordiumof sorts, Chairman Mao begins the play with a retelling of the “ancient Chiase f
called ‘The foolish old man who removed the mountains™ (271). This fable, and the quotations
which immediately follow it, indicate an attempt to gain credibility fios audience. Unlike the
other characters, Mao alone “always speaks to the audience” as Albedsnathus character
description of Chairman Mao (269). Chairman Mao establishes rapport with hiscAmeri
audience, and he seeks to appear as credible before them in order to opportune communicati
with them. Chairman Mao proceeds with statements of facts; he looks both to mstooy a
contemporary international politics for objective—or allegedly objective-sfddtese facts
oftentimes drift into subjectivity, such as when Chairman Mao asserts, ‘Uf.hanonopoly
capitalist groups persist in pushing their policies of aggression and waryttsebadaind to come
when they will be hanged by the people of the whole world” (276). While other nations aarly
powerful as the United States may band together to oust an America stédtamgk notion of
American exceptionalism, it is highly unlikely that remote tribal graup$long-time neutral
nations (Sweden, for instance) would suddenly take up arms and join in an attack against
America. By the end dQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tuiighairman Mao recites quotes
which perorate his conclusion, but his audience, if they have paid any attention to thte blata
logical fallacies throughout his argument’s development, recognize theemalgility of his
conclusions and the shrewd process of subjectification which America undergoekeavhile

speaks.
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While other critics have not discussed the discursive relation to Americh ®@harman
Mao ironically proposes to his (more often than not) American and Western thadiemnces,
they have noted the confrontational nature of his orations. Brenda Murphy obserViekatist
statements become increasingly bellicose throughout the play . . .”; shegalss that “[t]his
degeneration from the claim to value peace to the active pursuit of war [whicm@haitao
follows] reflects geopolitical conditions in the twentieth century” (93). Whik quotations
indeed increase in volatility, they also distance themselves further and fuotheeality,
becoming nebulous, aimless, and hollow. Toward the end of the play, for instance, Chairman
Mao theorizes, “Revolutionary war is an antitoxin which not only eliminates they&npmson
but also purges us of our own filth” (289). While war does call upon citizens of nations to unite,
it hardly expurgates them; if anything, war forces them to find a dangerousruevgryone
having blood on their hands. In his reflection upon Chairman Mao’s harsh words, Rutenberg
suggests that “Mr. Albee is forcing us to take a good long look at this Communist \&&de
[audience members] are compelled to recognize his existence becasisieehenly one in the
play who talks directly to us” (208-09). Rutenberg also theorizes that “Albee plogedpet in
our laps, making it impossible to ignore his intentions” (209). At the eQ@uofations from
Chairman Mao Tse-Tun@hairman Mao faintly echoes the conclusion of Karl Marx and
Frederick EngelsCommunist Manifest1848) and adapts their call into one for unity against
the United States: “People of the world, unite and defeat the U.S. aggressdfshandranning
dogs! People of the world, be courageous, dare to fight, defy difficulties and advarmrcepsav
wave. Then the whole world will belong to the people. Monsters of all kinds shall be déstroye
(297). The monsters whom Chairman Mao calls to be destroyed are the very peopleose

laps Albee has sat Chairman Mao. Albee’s art, once again, hurts.



Knight 54

While he forces audiences to “take a look around” as the VoBBexsays people must
when art hurts (265), Albee allows the Long-Winded Lady, the Old Woman, and thstdvlini
either to ignore or to pay insufficient attention to Chairman Mao and his behigguotations. If
they would consider their surroundings and their unusual fellow passenger, they vablé ko
establish surprising camaraderie with the Chairman, for all experienitar gifficulties and
existential pangs. The self-absorption of the Western passengers, howegeeddhe
possibility of communication. The insufficient attention Chairman Mao'’s fellowgragers
devote to him mirrors—and thus criticizes—audiences who are also normally oblivious and
blinded by mediated subijectifications of others; these audiences see therrgkec
communication which occurs because they normally choose to encounter others with biased
presuppositions and with degrading ambivalence.

The alignment of words, the placement of specific quotations and sentences togethe
which correlate in subject or significance, is, as Albee described it ireatt@tiohn Steinbeck in
August 1967, “an experiment in counterpoint” (qtd. in Gussow 273). Albee’s use of the different
yet interconnected musical “voices” provides a musical means for demangsthaipossibility
of communication between characters and the audience, a communication that nepicktra
between those on the ocean-liner if only they would address one another. Ernst Kautttlatsay
the “essence of the theory of counterpoint is how two or more lines can unfoldasieauisly in
the most unrestrained melodic development, not by means of the chords but in spite of them”
(gtd. in Jeppensen xi). In his prefacelmunterpoint(1972), Kent Wheeler Kennan explains that
counterpoint helps students become “sensitive to the forces of opposition and agreenmamt, tens
and relaxation, direction, climax, and the like, that operate whenever two or moegs ae

sounded simultaneously” (ix). Bigsby (1975) argues that Albee “allows thegtmntrate its
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own meaning through association, implicit irony, and the careful modulation of tempanafid t
(158). Because they pay little or not attention to one another, the characters dogrorzeethe
harmony they create through the similitude of their monologues. A long-timenaito of
classical music—particularly Bachfaigues paradigmatic counterpoint pieces to which he tries
to listen every morning (“Edward Albee”)—Albee is well-aware of the ibdag for unity of
seemingly-unrelated entities through their coterminous speaking, and hssearoeunterpoint’s
capacity to create such relationships between seemingly-unassociatedersa
While the verbal relationship based in counterpoint between Chairman Mao and the Old

Woman is relatively minor, it nonetheless finds a commonality of loss which thégiin t
advanced age, share. After Chairman Mao says that “[iijmperialism wikhstdbng because it
always does evil things,” the Old Woman immediately repeats the titlart#t@n’s poem for
the third time: “Over the Hill to the Poor-House” (273). The combination of these tvgo line
confirms the deterioration of colonial imperialism in the late nineteenthahgdte mid-
twentieth centuries. Though imperial nations import great wealth, they norsstbéien become
corrupt and almost always abuse their power as a result of misconstrued \tks@lagions with
less fortunate countries toward which the empire becomes ambivalent. TheHRea” for
imperial nations becomes a state of metaphysical poverty. This imah@@rerty of individuals
is later expressed when Chairman Mao asserts that the world shall unite toehdnéth
monopoly capitalist groups” and the Old Woman expresses lines which convey ahienssihe
experiences in her abandonment:

| am ready and willin’ an’ anxious any day

To work for a decent livin’, an’ pay my honest way;

For | can earn my victuals, an’ more too, I'll be bound,
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If anybody is willin’ to only have me ‘round. (276)
The counterpoint here generates commonality between those who live within and autisede
capitalist groups which Chairman Mao mentions; essentially, both groups afg siyimg to
survive among the fittest, and are hardly concerned with others beyond theniBedvésdd
Woman'’s quoted lines debunk the easily-acquired false belief that all Amedcaept, even
support, monopolies which dominate the economic market.

The Long-Winded Lady is the characteQootations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tung
who most pointedly defuses the would-be passionate appeals to overthrow Aandrica
dismantle its hegemonic international position. Early in the play, Chairman )\paesses a
desire for “a lasting world peace” and asserts that China “must endeaabalptish normal
diplomatic relations, on the basis of mutual respect for territorial integndysovereignty and of
equality and mutual benefit, with all countries willing to live together with usacgye(276).
The irony is that the Long-Winded Lady has just finished describing a bamaifiaccident she
witnessed, an event which claimed the lives of passersby who happened to be strucltby a
of-control vehicle. She asks, “How many dead? Ten? Twelve?” (275). She then exjaaths t
mind creates illusions in order to help individuals cope with reality: “The mind Haestt
helps” (276). That she repeats these words about the mind after Chairman Mavatidacbf
his desire for international peace suggests that such a desire is malelsi@n, a masking of
violence; Chairman Mao does, late in the play, speculate that “in order to gethé&gam it is
necessary to take up the gun” (295).

The Long-Winded Lady also unknowingly contests Chairman Mao’s comprehension of
class struggle. In a Darwinist vein, Chairman Mao, repeating himself,"€dgsses struggle;

some classes triumph, others are eliminated” (283). Albee composes this pottieplafytin
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such a way that Chairman Mao’s assertion interrupts a story the Long-Wiadgdhares about
her curiosity with her husband’s genitalia. She does not consider her husband’s geadbfsr
sexual oppression, but rather a complementary component of her being, an other which
completes the void of which Jean-Paul Sartre speaks (86). The Long-Windesd &iady’
engenders Chairman Mao’s notion of class and finds the Chairman’s antagonistic doctrine
insufficient. While there is a struggle between her and her husband, theestsuggé for unity
through difference.

The Voice fromBoxcounterpoints—and consequently corrects—Chairman Mao’s
guotations most straightforwardly and unrelentingly. After he calls mesies (presumably
bourgeois capitalists) “reactionaries,” Chairman Mao says, “From atésngpoint of view, it is
not the reactionaries but the people who are really powerful.” The Voice thgrségs,

“Apathy, | think” (279). The Voice’s words, audiences will recall, are theesanrds she speaks

in Boxthree seconds after she describes the “[s]even hundred million babies dead in the time i
takes, took, to knead the dough to make a proper loaf’ (264). In both cases, the Voice conveys
the futility of any belief in power through numbers, for numbers, however large, carckly qui
erased. The response of the Voice issues a seemingly absolute statemeesudt, the Voice
defuses the question of power, and she focuses instead on the disconnection both reactionaries
and the people feel in their lives, however much they, like Chairman Mao, try to peliticiz
struggle in an attempt to create meaning—or to “help” (276), as the Long-t\Muadg calls it.

As they do to Chairman Mao, ideologies leave most people still unsettled, and thenxakyvent
leave those ideologies because of their dissatisfaction. The Voic&8twaiso disarms

Chairman Mao’s assertion that “[w]ar is the continuation of politics” when sfse ‘S8omething

for something” (294). The Voice originally speaks this lin8axto conclude her musing about
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people’s habit of exchanging things remembered for the “memory of whatweenbbknown”
(266). Placed alongside Chairman Mao’s discussion of war and politics and applidd to tha
discussion, Albee stealthily propounds that war always exchanges things knowreifoory of
what we have not known” (266)—that is, what the outcome, which is estimable but uncertain, of
war shall be. The Voice frofBoxoffers criticism to Chairman Mao’s misguided idealism that is
perhaps more incisive than the warnings of dissenting politicians whosetd$t@sirman
Mao’s doctrines spurred Chairman Mao to launch the Cultural Revolution.

While these two characters, accompanied by the Voice Baxnchallenge Chairman
Mao Tse-Tung, they also collectively unmediate the discursive relatiatedreor him and, by
the contrapuntal arrangement of statements, help reconstitute his humanitgrag/hanlike
any other, has created for himself ideological illusions by which he maylwpossession of a
reason to live challenges those in the box with him to discover the same. Theatams of
Chairman Mao’s illusions reach infinitely farther than, for instance, those abtiggWinded
Lady who, after being asked by a fellow traveler whether she had triedhtait suicide when
she fell over the rail, says, “Good heavens,li@ve nothing to die for” (297). What the Long-
Winded Lady means is that her death would accomplish nothing, not even for herself (the
cessation in being is, for her, outside the point she makes here). The VBeanimires a
single seagull which flies in the opposite direction of its kin: “And just one . . . moving heneat
.. In the opposite way” (267). While the death of millions in China as a result of Chairman
Mao’s insidious ideology is repulsive, Chairman Mao’s activism and rejection ofsspme
imperialism are, strangely, admirable, though admiration quickly dissipate these admirable
behaviors manifest themselves in troubling ways. Chairman Mao says at tine! g gif

Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tuthgit “we must proceed from the fact that China has
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six hundred million people, and we must never forget this fact” (272). Rather than passivel
allowing China to suffer from outside forces as it had for decades, Chairman Maestwos
“fly” against oppression and to carry all of China under his wings as he opposesiexter
hegemonic interference. In Chairman Mao’s mind, those who died amidst his féght ar
unavoidable casualties.

Though experiments do not always succeed, Albee’s experimentaBaagad
Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tufogction very well. Toby Zinman reflects on the
power of these two inter-related plays and writes, “Much of the intertex@s@ahance created by
the two plays and by their isolated voice is oblique, but the ultimate effdett iese
characters, oblivious of each other’s presence, are linked by the play(if&}!fin 1975, Bigsby
propounds that Albee “attempts to bring together the whole meta-structure ohslwghich
link together the fabric of the private and public world” (152), and Bigsby later ploaits
“Albee is less concerned with differences than with similaritielsar® united in their insistence
on the imperfections of life and their awareness of impending crisis” (158udeadescribes
the players irQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tuag) “the varieties of total experience,
each trapped in his own consciousness (or box)” (126). For Albee, all the world is a box in which
those who inhabit it must generate for themselves illusions strong enough to keegithem

The foremost reason why Albee’s plays succeed as they do is that they demtimestrat
ease in which people constructs oppressive discursive relations to others, ancetiagoherr
effects in which these relations can result. Though discursive relatidnamindividual other
are relatively harmless, the nationalization and politicization of discuiaons inevitably
leads to terribly skewed logic and, ultimately, a lost sense of shared huntfa@hgirman Mao

actually had the power and support to enact the calls which he isspestations from
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Chairman Mao Tse-Tundpe would have wrought great havoc. Likewise, America, because of
its inordinate international power, risks decimating other civilizations ettiésnpt to spread
democracy across the globe, and it jeopardizes the survival of those whomlli tnigis to

help. Albee recognizes this and alloBsxandQuotations from Chairman Mao Tse-Tuiog

hurt deeply because they must defuse the notion of American exceptionalism—ornamyhot
exceptionalism for that matter, for all potentially threaten the wellgoand survival of man.

The cosmopolitan-minded nature of Albee’s play aligns well with the Swedistiefty’'s

search for a humane “idealistic tendency” and a global-mindedness that defentiser instead

of oppressing the other.
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Chapter 4
Orphans in a Surreal World: Charles Simitlse Voice at 3:00 A.M.: Selected Late and New
Poems
In his introduction tdNation and Narratior(1990), Homi K. Bhabha calls for the
affirmation of Frantz Fanon’s notion of “national consciousness,” which Fanon develops in hi
Wretched of the Eart(l961), and Bhabha argues that national consciousness supplies an
“international dimension both within the margins of the nation-space and in the boundaries
betweemations and peoples” that is crucial to the postcolonial world (4). Fanon himself explains
that “national consciousness is nothing but a crude, empty, fragile shell” atloethatacks in it
explain how easy it is for young independent countries to switch back from natitmito et
group and from state to tribe — a regression which is so terribly detrimentalegudi@al to the
development of the nation and national unity” (97). As Bhabha understands it, national
consciousness is indeed “empty” by itself, but it serves as a portal towairditied zones of
overlapping nation-spaces. Bhabha, in his introductidrheLocation of Culturél994),
recognizes that the movement beyond cultural “nationness” is a step intoti\radre places”
which “provide the terrain for elaborating strategies of selfhood — singutamomunal — that
initiate new signs of identity, and innovative sites of collaboration, and catidestn the act of
defining the idea of society itself’ (2). In this “in-between” regimadlividuals’ sense of self
encounters and is clarified by the other selves in the same liminal spagestitality of
transition between nationality’s communal identities deemphasizes a natiowal identity,
favoring instead identities fashioned out of a matrix of influences.
Charles Simic, a poet born in Belgrade in 1938 who immigrated with his mother and

younger brother to the United States in 1954 (“In the Beginning . . .” 38), is undoubtedly a poet
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who transgresses any specific nationness, opting instead for the liminal{ixebé places
Bhabha considers so crucial (“Introduction: Locations of culture” 2). Tomisdagihovic, like
other critics, identifies elements of “separation and exile” in Sinpio&try, elements which
seem to be “almost necessary conditions for this kind of insight [which Simid,givegich
translation is not simply a process of transformation of one set of signs torabathen almost
alchemical transfiguration of one’s linguistic and cultural origin into dinme for
communicating with the world of actuality” (151). As Simic says in “Nate$oetry and
History” (1984), “We are orphans of ideologies. Everyone who made history in thigycant
our name believed that the massacre of the innocents was permissible for thietlsaketure”
(125). For Simic, the world becomes a large orphanage when powerful figures oratigasiz
manipulate national consciousnesses with ideologies, sanctioning otherwisginalie
travesties. Simic’s dwelling in the “in-between” zone, as well as his dératas to readers of
the transitory nature national consciousness, protect Simic from the prookessdsvalence
and subjectification; to him, everyone is an orpharHa Voice at 3:00 A.M.: Selected New and
Late Poem$2003) as well as throughout his authorship, Simic participates in the act of
unmediation by surrealistically transporting readers into unmarked tiesittinereby locating
the Self and the Other in the same liminal country where the two discover thiea Bhananity,
and he utilizes this shared zone of liminality to demonstrate that all men live ificlaord
absurd conditions, regardless of their actual geographic location and the terspoialry
conditions of that respective location.

As Simic understands quite well since he is from Belgrade, geographiohscate, by
and large, arbitrary and subject to change, and, in turbulent regions such as EHastee, they

have been in flux continually throughout history because of numerous factors. A81Sim
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Cirkovi¢ eloquently details iThe Serb$2004), the history of Serbia can be characterized as
“long, complex, changeable, and visibly unfinished” (xvi). While pride in a community@mati
is not inherently wrong, that pride often leads to violent outcomes, for people fidedehd
their nations when they sense their nation is in danger; as a result, people bewmtye fie
defensive of arbitrarily-designated areas designated as nations. Shakemian occupation
(1941-1945), the Serbs, as Branimir Anzulovic explaintdeavenly Serbia: From Myth to
Genocidg1999), “were gripped by an intense fear,” a fear of “being massacred adaati’
was “intensified by huge exaggerations of Serbian victims during the Second War and by
the depiction of some of their neighbors as inherently genocidal” (109). Anzslavsghts
lead to the conclusion that Serbs, out of their fear, projected antagonistic disceledioas
between themselves and their neighbors (which was neither justified noifiggusterely
inconclusive and presumptive); these discursive relations, in turn, aggravated ancbtizeatri
the Balkan conflict. When a nation such as Serbia acts viciously against otbets, éside
the region(s) in conflict take interest and demand an explanation, yet theatiqus offered are
all too often oversimplified and misleading. To resist manipulations of nationalicosisess
and ambivalent attempts at subjectificating neighbors, individuals must $tadble identity in
themselves rather than tangled borderlines between nations.

Because of his ability to distance himself from the manipulation of national
consciousness, Simic considers himself relatively free from the effeg&iohalism. In his
memoir “In the Beginning . . .” (1990), Simic recounts his memories of living ibi&during
World War Two when Nazi Germany attacked and occupied Belgrade starting ind).94dd
Simic also recalls the post-war years in which the Communists exkoaagol of the country

(14). In a 1975 interview with George Starbuck, Simic casually dismisseBdbts ®f the war
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and occupations upon him: “. . . I don’t wish to come out and say ‘I've seen this and that.’ I've
seen terrifying sights. But on the other hand, | wasn’t very unique in that. Everyeneasls

there. They saw the same thing. Men hung from lampposts, whatever. There would be another
falseness. All those things did not really astonish me at the time” (35). Adiengnthis

comment, Simic goes on to describe how he and his friends took war gear from dead Germ
soldiers, a memory which Simic literalizesTihe Monster Loves His Labyrinth: Notebooks

(2008) and calls “the story of the helmet full of lice” (3-4). Simic is able tordepalize his

own experiences and find that they are different from others’ around the world opécifics

details; people have, like Simic, had to find identity elsewhere since ideihdieed to them
through nationalism have inadequately supported them.

Simic does not only look to those in the twentieth century for similar experiehces
destructive ideologies; in many of his poems, Simic turns to history for egammgbrevious
centuries of nations and individuals who have also endured similar difficulties asothaswv-
Serbia. In “Frightening Toys” (1990), Simic demonstrates the way in whittryisnd its
innumerable instances of violence inevitably affect a wide range of people:

History practicing its scissor-clips
In the dark,

So everything comes out in the end
Missing an arm or a leg.

Still, if that’s all you've got

To play with today . . .

This doll at least had a head,

And its lips were red! (1-8)
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The deformities emerging from history, then, should be expected based on theskSings'’s;
very few escape unscathed. That the doll described still possesses its heddasrsolation

for a young child interested in playing with the stumped toy, but for Simic, whoitreesssed

the homicidal results of unrestrained nationalism, the keeping of one’s hedst barbarism is,
in more ways than one, something worthy of celebration. The retention of one’s hdatitaei
chaos of history suggests that the doll—and, by extension, people—may preservedihe cent
symbol of their rationality amidst the turmoil in which they live.

Despite the deformities history often inflicts upon people, Simic, having wédesich
deformation first-hand in his homeland, nonetheless realizes that people cartl trewilives
despite the presence of brutal dictators and regimes in their homeland, everiviethare
limited by the threatening presence. In “Empires” (1994), Simic transposesrgdagy task
with groundbreaking history:

My grandmother prophesied the end
Of your empires, O fools!
She was ironing. The radio was on.
The earth trembled beneath our feet. (1-4)
The fact that the speaker’s grandmother continues performing the necaskarfylaundering
clothes amidst revolutionary quaking in their terrain indicates that she has préprestight
and may carry on with her life, unaffected by the political situation the broadedsicuss on
the radio in her home. In the next stanza, the speaker says, “There wereaobegrs salutes
for the monster [on the radio]. / ‘I could kill him with my bare hands,’ / She announced to me”

(7-9). Here the grandmother sheds the notion that, because of her advanced agapshent i
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and unable to protect herself, and she undermines the “monster’s” elevated pasitigh ter
dissident threat to slay him without even having to rely on a weapon for added force.

The fall of an empire, which the speaker’'s grandmother foretells in “Esqipisenot a
single historical event, but a regular occurrence in history. As if he keemsy of Edward
Gibbon’s renowned books on Rome open at his desk at all times, Simic regularly looks to the fal
of the Roman Empire as a lesson from which men have yet to successfulljéeanmavoidable
decline of any expansive territory. The speaker of “Paradise” (1990) beginsdimein a
neighborhood called “Hell’s Kitchen” in which “a beggar claimed to be playing Séiddle /
While the city burned in midsummer heat” (2-3). The image, one of a man ddthactea
pressing disaster by a ditty on a fiddle, suggests that emperors, eversthos@leand
protective of their Roman empire as was Nero, nonetheless cannot correslyg@enminent
danger; rather, it is the Shakespearean jester-like figure who acknosvtedgganger, and who
does so in a jubilant manner. In “Cherry Blossom Time” (2001), the speaker deaatiives
down Washington, DC with “[g]ray sewage bubbling up out of street sewers” (1) and people
“[s]Jwarming on the Capitol steps” (4). After he or she reflects on this trouafidgvizarre scene
for a couple stanzas, the speaker then thinks on the fallen Roman empire:

As if this were a 1950s Fall of the Roman Empire movie set,
And we the bewildered,
Absurdly costumed, milling extras
Among the pink cherry blossoms. (13-16)
Though the “extra” people on the movie set appear out of place and ill-suited for tigp Hedty

still find an explanation in the historical back-story which they are, by thesepce and
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participation, loosely recreating. The decline of an imperial terrtgxgnerica, in the case of
this poem—does not surprise those present and witnessing physical evidences of slith. a de
For Simic, the liminality of national boundaries as a result of the temporair pdw
empires has two primary effects: it challenges people to envisionsimait@rs of an empire in
their own land, and it drives people away from finding identity in their own nation, a nation
whose nationness fluctuates, and toward a stable individualism, like that of the greardmot
“Empires,” which may endure an even survive empires. In her discussion of Siailksg the
Black Cat(1996),Tina Barr posits that Simic challenges his readers “to submit the world to a
'‘phenomenological interrogation,’ to see reality as being subject to and tadagyithin the
active process of change and chance, with all possibilities open” (85). Tlyeshahich are
propelled by chance, manifest themselves particularly in terms of géogablocation (usually
degradations and entropic devolutions into absurdity) and personal irrationalitggtiee must
make some form of amends with the inexplicable and unnatural behavior of theerisasdct
appear in Simic’s poems). Furthermore, a country’s fate is seeminigly tdfance since it will,
in time, have tyrannical leaders who will cause terror amongst the people&nhiability
capsizes democratic values; while the people may vote or try to oust aonsleader, that
leader may ignore their voice and overpower their communal attempts to ricebresnst him
or her. People can only hope for good leaders and live as disaffectedly as pasisgyb®or
leaders have power. Barr also argues that "Simic's work reflects @asress of being at the
whim of change and chance; cards, like augury or dice made from knucklebones, réjpeesent
agency of chance, and Simic's poetry itself reflects this acutersagaret is positioned at that
fulcrum™ (92). People only survive Simic’s poems by expecting life to ciai from chance

and absurdity.
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Since people are “orphans of ideology” in Simic’s mind (“Notes on Poetry” 125), they
must be able to perceive their land being possessed and ruined by the oppressor, feethey ha
seen the misguided efforts and eventual failure of ideologies in the twentiathyc@®w®ople’s
ability to conceive of their land possessed by an outside imperial force bep@rgsrénem for
the ever-possible reality that such a scenario may someday become a temgaditaryn “Two
Dogs” (1990), an unusually autobiographical poem for Simic which closely reseanbles
experience Simic recalls in “In the Beginning . . .” (8-9), Simic allows thakgwdo muse upon
a tense time during World War Two:

It made me remember the Germans marching

Past our house in 1944.

The way everybody stood on the sidewalk

Watching them out of the corner of the eye,

The earth trembling, death going by . . . (11-15)
This memory of Germans, or death, approaching and eventually passing hefpsaktes better
understand the aged dog in New Hampshire who is “afraid of his own shadow / In some
Southern town” (1-2). The dog in New Hampshire reminds him of the “little white tthag*ran
into the street / And got entangled with the soldiers’ feet” (16-17). The dogvinH&mpshire
intuitively senses death nearing as the Germans did toward the speakeris 194, and the
speaker’s consciousness of death’s imminence makes the approaching forceanatne;be
should the speaker’'s America be invaded, death would merely be personified in thespeirsona
the invaders rather than abstract and unembodied.

The possibility of desolation coming to a prosperous land such as America asyob e

conceive of, so Simic relies upon history as well as contemporary examplescties
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elsewhere to remind readers of this possibility. In “Sunday Papers” (20019, i#gins the
poem with a stark reminder of the possibility of desolation:

The butchery of the innocent

Never stops. That's about all

We can ever be sure of, love,

Even more sure than the roast

You are bringing out of the oven. (1-5)
The roast (perhaps a symbol of the crematoria at concentration camps) whindatter’s
significant other retrieves from the oven is, of course, a certain realitysipdgem, Simic does
not challenge reality as does Eugéne lonesddheBald Sopran950), with the question
debated between Mr. and Mrs. Smith regarding whether or not someone was prasgrnhé&o r
doorbell. Massacres are undeniable and overwhelming components of reality. Tiniehkins
contrasts the members of the church congregation:

The vague desire for truth

And the mighty fear of it

. . . makes them turn up

Despite the glorious spring weather. (10-13)
The churchgoers in these lines are twice-removed from reality; the trothgpfificent weather
in spring and the provision of baked meat are not enough for them, much less the mosttbasic fac
of life, that of incessant bloodshed. Simic’s poetry begins to assuage aryy'eigr” (11) of
the truth of never-ending butcheries (1-2) by universalizing suffering amdgying that such
suffering is bound to come at some point to any given group of people. Those who accept the

imminence of suffering are able to stoically bear the suffering whernteseives. As those who
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acknowledge their mortality typically enter old age less fearfully, sethb® admit that
national consciousness is easily manipulated and used as a tool for brutatityuigide nation
or even their own nation against the people. The hard truth removes the surprise from the
suffering, which would otherwise intensify the suffering all the more.

Those who, unlike the congregation in “Sunday Papers,” are able to acknowledge yet
remain uncommitted to ideologically-driven political forces withstand thespres of reality
better. The uncommitted individual’s ability to stand apart from the politica¢ fdoes not have
utilitarian or altruistic results; rather, it merely equips one to suruivéCameo Appearance”
(1996), the speaker recalls a part he played in a film:

| had a small, nonspeaking part

In a bloody epic. | was one of the

Bombed and fleeing humanity.

In the distance our great leader

Crowed like a rooster from a balcony,

Or was it a great actor

Impersonating our great leader? (1-7)
The likening of the “great leader” (4) unto a rooster on a balcony has a siff@tdras the
grandmother has in “Empires” when she threatens to kill the “monster” (7): bothidewmejor
political figures, thereby mocking what power they temporarily possesszidleace from
which the speaker and the multitude around him flee seems to come independently of the
ineffective leader who cannot overcome the distance between himself and tieel teeople.
The leader, seemingly nothing more than a cuckold, simply squawks—or rambles—drom a

seemingly unaware of the absurdities of his respective ideology.
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Though people may flee or be thrown about by the turbulent twentieth century (or any
century for that matter, though the twentieth is a case-in-point exampiag, Ksiows that
people ultimately cannot escape and must merely look on stoically at redligven the
possibility of reality worsening. Simic’s speaker likens the world to a prist&arving Time”
(2003), a ward in which everyone will, in due time, die:

Here on death row, | read a lot of books.

First it was law, as you’'d expect.

Then came history, ancient and modern.

Finally philosophy—all that being and nothingness stuff.

The more | read, the less | understand.

Still, other inmates call me professor. (7-12)
Though Simic’s speaker is familiar enough with Jean-Paul Sartre, Gibimblegal handbooks,
the only thing henustunderstand without fail is that the world is a prison. Simic’s speaker then
divulges that they “had no guards” (13) and that

Even the executions we carry out

By ourselves, attaching the wires,

Playing warden, playing chaplain,

All because a little voice in our head

Whispers something about our last appeal

Being denied by God himself. (16-21)
The inmates in Simic’s prison, which is but a metaphor for the world, willingly subjec
themselves to such an existence, for their century has led them to believehlaisudities

are the norm and encapsulate the complete extent of man’s existence. Theasiarphess of
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this absurdity which Simic’s speaker obtains primarily through readingobsgsares him to
endure, and his knowledge makes him into a sage of sorts, one whom his neighboring inmates
consult for wisdom. As Simic recordsTime Monster Loves His Labyrinth still think Camus
is right. Heroic lucidity in the face of the absurd is about all we really haig. (

While Simic’s existential worldview, influenced by the works of Camus amtie€Sas
well as Friedrich Nietzsche and Emil Cioran as evidencethieyMonster Loves His Labyrinth
is quite obvious in his poetry, the way in which it manifests itself into his gostid, by
extension, his poetry is difficult to describe, as is the way in which nationalicossesses
collapse, thus forcing individuals to look into themselves for identity. The philosophical
underpinnings of Simic’s poetry often dizzy and confound readers approaching his wuodk; Si
reaches his individualized form of existentialism through the deterri#aimn of identity and
through the unmarked boundaries of the “in-between.” In response to a question Rod&eier a
about philosophy in Simic’s poetry, Simic answers, “Ideally, if there’s amy &f intellectual
content or thought in my work, | have attempted to digest it and absorb it into the exp#reenc
poem is describing. . . . Poetry doesn't state ideas. At best, it causes thémubjist-
provoking” (qtd. in Hart 202). Of course, the experiences Simic articulates in his mo#rasof
the orphan trying to make sense of things in an undistinguished territory whidben@gated
anywhere. Simic’s poems do not proclaim conclusions after systematicaipgproblemata
but instead offer thumbnail-sized pictures of reality from which readersnpmay deduce
what conclusions they will.

The landscapes, which appear in the background of these miniature picture-poems of
Simic’s, are unspecific so that they may, in a sense, occur anywheresreadaunter Simic’s

poems. Diana Engelmann reflects on one of Simic’s early poems and obseeesetfing and
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the time depicted in the poem are not specified because the suffering and dieptaufaie

lonely widow are too common for the twentieth century. She exists in each dedaateany
location: a Warsaw ghetto to a border village somewhere in the Middle EastT(&7).
universality of suffering cancels any need or a specific geographiextoBarr links the style of
Simic’s poetic landscapes to the artist Joseph Cornell’s boxes (Simic someell’'s art and
even wrote a book titleDime-Store Alchemy: The Art of Joseph Cor[#0I06] in which he
reflected on the artist’s work), for both the poet and the artist draw from ubiquitoscesand
converge their materials onto shared universal terrain (88). Bruce Welgirexthat, in Simic’s
poetry, “an entire universe is projected, as in Klee and Matisse, a mahtdacrete landscape

of ideas and the technological implements of our own undoing that take shape in read people’
lives dramatized in Simic's haunting minimalist vignettes" (2). Imélai vein, Chard deNiord
correlates Simic with the Grimm brothers and asserts that “Simic aplpesiy to the curious
child in his reader for the purpose of revealing some new laconic terror aboure¢hpgtaces

we thought were most safe and familiar. By arresting our attention with dileamgnettes,

Simic converts his private myths into universal narratives” (81). For Simdsdapes and
geographic terrains give way to the ideas and ideologies possessedruideals who dwell
there, and he implicitly advances the notion that people should not be surprised whenasleologi
finally arrive and possess their nations.

Simic’s terrains and landscapes are not the only component of his poetry wigsh crit
find surreal; the people who appear in Simic’s poems are equally, if not more, bejuiattor
Contoski asserts that “Simic’s human actors seem somehow incomplete, bt plageappear
swiftly, say their line or make their gesture, then disappear beforechi@acters can begin to

develop. We know them from the outside only, strangers in every sense of the word” (56). The
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characters most likely seem unfinished to Contoski because they bear no disbnet na
allegiance or identity; having been orphaned from ideologies, they migratgadsouds through
Simic’s poems and elsewhere, searching for identity. They cannot remain iraocadetause
their former “one” place—the nation—has collapsed or will do so sooner or lataugeof the
brevity of Simic’s poem and their collage-like style, the characters arelyrextras to the
overall impression which Simic means to evoke in each poem. K. E. Duffin finds that the
“speaker in a Simic poem is often looking into a realm from which he is excluded, and
discovering, in a ruptive sequence of windows, an inscrutable film” (65). Duféindaserves
that the exile experienced by two of Simic’s reappearing charapes,tihe prisoner and the
voyeur, are unavoidable because of their universality in the twentieth cé®rpince
everyone has been orphaned by ideologies in Simic’s mind, they each posseg®a stran
inexplicable individuality which protects them and distances them fromnexterces by
teaching them indifference to the events transpiring. While this individ@dikiyates the
individual from his or her peers in the poem and from readers, it nonetheless sarves as
protective hedge against oppressive forces. The individuality advanced ioya&im
discourages discursive formation and the processes of ambivalence and sidtjentlsy
finding commonality in men.

The rigorous maintenance of people’s individualism defends them from sweepggfcult
nationalism. Simic may very well claim to define himself as an Ameceet not because he
has written in English, but to distance himself from the Yugoslavian and Sentiierswhose
work provoked the Balkan conflicts in the late twentieth century (Anzulovic 145). Sigailé‘s
imposed sense of exile, a trait common amongst twentieth century writerss dabliard

propounds, “only deepened his solitary sense of the poet’s role as an individual who stands
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heroically alone against the self-justifying, ‘religious’ tenets dionalism” (78). InThe

Monster Loves His Labyrinttsimic coarsely expresses his distaste for nationalism (64).
Longinovic writes, “Simic does not mourn the departure from the native country jtssece
getaway. Life in exile is experienced as salvation, and America is thegdflhappiness for the
boy. But at the same time, humans are likened to puppets unable to know or control their own
destiny. The horrific power of history often makes choices and decisions fdr (thied).

Though men may not control their destiny, they may control their responses tbettaiy once
history hurls them about as it hurled Simic’s speaker’s bed in “Talking to thegCé1999)

(43).

Dark as his poems often are, Simic nonetheless values the solidarity of orplegmed m
which results from their shared experiences of twentieth century horrorsidéaéstic
tendency” of Simic’s work—the rejection of nationalism and the ideologies whech ar
inextricably bound to nationalism and through which nationalism functions, favoringdresstea
understanding of self as exiled and independent of such ideological frameworks wioich nat
construct—strikingly aligns with Shelley’s idealism (Simic’s speaketsf Shelley’'s poems
helpful in explaining his strange surroundings in New York City in the poem “Sh¢l690]).
Furthermore, the nomadic, deterritorialized nature of Simic’s poems should apfieal
Swedish Academy, who exhibit a clear interest in exile, diaspora, and dimeitaes of human

displacement.
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Chapter 5
Civil Barbarity and Barbaric Civility: Contemporary American WistéWitness Literature, and
Cosmopolitanism

The literary careers of John Updike, Edward Albee, and Charles Simic—thheesa
mindful of the national and international contexts in which they write—pose a wotthiytoe
Horace Engdahl’s criticism that America is “too isolated, too insulart’itlies not “translate
enough” and really participate in the “big dialogue of literature” (qtd. in Dby 84), and that
its writers are “too sensitive to trends in their own mass culture” (gtd. inrdic@). In their
writing, the American authors studied in this thesis evince a strongreegaref international
affairs, as well as of literature around the world. Though they oftentimésesetvork against
the backdrop of America, these writers compose their work in a polysemous marater whi
allows readers to move between a strictly national context and an irdeahantext. Each
author’s observations are not limited to modern Americans, but may be extended tddreg wor
large, for each author primarily explores and comments upon the human condition, a condition
ubiquitously relevant.

Out of the three authors examined in this study, Engdahl’s criticism ofiéaner
regarding translation would apply primarily to Albee. In his lifetime, Updik@ddition to
publishing original works prolifically, also contributed translations of thrde@mporary Russian
poet Yevgeny Aleksandrovich Yevtushenk8®len Apple§1971), a collection with poems also
translated by James Dickey and Lawrence Ferlinghetti. In 1986, Updikeaitributed a
translation of lonnes Secundus’ Renaissance Latin poem titled “Basium XVKissrSixteen”
for a translation project commissioned by the Houghton Library in Cambridgeabtassetts

titted Poemata Humanistica DeceRenaissance Latin Poems with English Translati@nsic
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has publishe#our Yugoslav Poets; Ivan V. Lalic, Branko Miljkovic, Milorad Pavic, and
Ljubomir Simovidn 1970 andlrhe Horse Has Six Legs: An Anthology of Serbian Paett992.
Additionally, Simic has completed book-length translations of works by Vasko Rapay |
Lalic, Tomaz Salamun, and Radmila Lazic.

Though the extent to which American writers and publishers should provide volumes of
work from writers outside America is relative and inconclusive, Engdahl did rict ana
completely unfounded accusation when he complained that America does not producd and rea
enough translated works. Charles McGrath rather bluntly cedes Engd#idism regarding
translation: “It's true. We don't [translate enough]. Publishers are alvaysiicg that
translations just don'’t sell here, and they no longer even try anymore” (3). Mokbtoffirs a
much more cogent analysis of America’s involvement in translation in “Ttarsla Foreign to
U.S. Publishers” (2008). Rich discusses the trends at the annual Frankfurt BookdHair he
October. Rich notes that “American publishers spend most of the week in Hall 8, tm@esor
exhibit space where English-language publishers hold court” (3) Rich exjhlairthe American
publishers who do express interest in translating works from internationallybéputriters
outside America tend to be independent publishers who are stunned that the cost for gurchasin
rights to the works is, compared to the cost of acquiring rights for an undistirdywsler in
America, surprisingly inexpensive; the rights to mediocre Americamitiitex cost far more than
those to excellent volumes from abroad (3). Some prominent agencies, Rich says,eém agr
pay the fees for acquiring rights to publication in order to help these smalkarcam publishers
financially (3). The small presses are, however, only pleasant exceptiongdot thnat
American publishers generally neglect the task of translation; Anne¢goNwoble, foreign-

rights director at the French Gallimard, offers sharp criticism ofithat®n: “American
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publishers are depriving the American readership of the cultural diversity thti@unglation to
which they are entitled. . . . It is what | call the poverty of the rich” (gtdich B).

Besides Engdahl’s criticism, formidable factors detract from théHded of these
American authors—and many American authors—receiving the Nobel Prizenature. The
position of literary neutrality (discussed in the second section of chapter oimg) @artime,
established during Erik Axel Karlfeldt's career as permanent segitet the Swedish Academy,
poses an obvious difficulty. The United States has, in the Post-Cold War Era (19911 ), bee
aggressively involved in a number of conflicts: the Gulf War (1990-1991), the Battle of
Mogadishu (1993), the Kosovo War (1998-1999), and, most recently, the War on Terrorism
(2001- ), directed specifically against Afghanistan and Iraq. There hasitdedime between
conflicts for the Swedish Academy to squeeze in an American laureatessupkike, Albee, or
Simic. The pragmatic shift during Lars Gyllensten’s time as permaeenttary (1977-1986)
also poses two significant deterrents to American authors. The wide \ariggyary awards
and honors available to American authors—the Pulitzer Prize, the National Book Awveard, t
American Academy of Arts and Letters Gold Medals, and many more—mak®liet Rrize in
Literature merely the brightest gem rather than a crucial support toigamabior innovative
author’ who “can be given means to continue” because of the Nobel Prize in Literature
(Gyllensten gtd. in Espmark 89). Also, race and gender include these three authors into
“majority” literature, thus excluding them from the attempt of the Swedistué&wmy, beginning
during Gyllensten’s time as permanent secretary, to extend the NobehRriterature toward
minority literatures and to women since both groups had been neglected forsdecade

Regardless of the seriousness or accuracy of Engdahl’s statements abaoaAm

literature, the virulent response from Americans to the statements clehicates that the issue
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of America’s debatable place in contemporary international literatpressing, and critics
across the globe should accept this opportunity to dialogue about America’s plaee in t
contemporary global literary context. Though such a dialogue is initiatedefimnflict, the
reward of such discussion is certainly promising, for Americans and eniti@ious nations
have the opportunity to reach a better understanding of each other, to offer caestmitatism,
and to make necessary changes. Failure to gather on such a timely ocsksitreri
solidification of misunderstandings between nations, as well as the varigitics in each
nation; the foregoing of such an occasion to dialogue is nothing short of foolish.

Based on the exposition of Updike, Albee, and Simic presented in the three preceding
chapters, Engdahl’s notion that contemporary American authors are withdoawarir
international context and that they merely react to their culture is dicagiy flawed
estimation and notable misrepresentation of criticized Americans. Qu/silmerican
authors have a vastly different yet equally important task from that of wilib@siture writers:
the task of debunking myths and misconceptions which fuel an empire (specibcally f
American authors, demonstrating the arbitrariness of American excalgim and unmediating
the other from mediated fixities and attempting to reverse the processabivhlence and
subjectification). They expose these myths and misconceptions because thegie of the
possible mutation of their civilization into a barbaric nation if these myths amdmesptions
go unaddressed. The effort of writers such as Updike, Albee, and Simic to astotimgdie
things should merit serious attention, for they have an internal perspectivpicdgewhereas
writers of witness literature almost always have an external mtirgpbecause of their
suffering. Writers of witness literature hurl stones back at empirggysvcritical of the empire

send a Trojan horse of sorts into the heart of the empire.
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Walter Benjamin’s observations about the dialectic relationship betwednatioih and
barbarism in documents merits attention here, for they precipitate a modderstanding the
crucial relationship between allegedly “imperial” writers like corgerary American authors
and writers of witness literature. In this mode of understanding, civilizabnnotes a society or
nation enjoying relative degrees of peace and prosperity, whereas srarbannotes a society
or nation struggling to survive against calamitous conditions; each exigtstafai backdrop of
the other, and each possesses underlying elements of the other. Benjaminllysgpiiores
the barbarity of what he calls “documents of civilization,” yet he does natatethe
reciprocity of civilization and barbarism in the shared field of documentgerature in the case
of this study. Benjamin rightly hears the groans of the oppressed, whose laboalbiad e
prominent individuals or cultures to enjoy rewards they themselves did little ongdthearn.
Because of this, Benjamin argues, “There is no document of civilization which isthetsame
time a document of barbarism. And just as such a document is not free of barbarisrngrbarba
taints also the manner in which it was transmitted from one owner to another” (B888yedlth,
luxury, and preeminence of “civilizations” known for their civility are but distions from the
barbarism necessary to construct a civilization. The predominance of barlrevigmess
literature, placed there in order to recreate the immediacy and the momenatbditess for
readers, necessitates a reciprocation of Benjamin’s brilliant stattetinere is no document of
barbarismwhich is not at the same time a documertiwafization. And just as such a document
is free of civilizationcivilization also taints the manner in which it was transmitted from one
owner to another. Such a statement is obviously uncomfortable and inherently religiests
alterations. Nihilist as the modern age is, few would disagree that diaifizaints documents of

barbarism, arguing instead thatatleemdarbaric documents, that civilization recreates the
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glimmer of hope for readers which those who witnessed the events themsele@gittae spot
or imagine.

Walt Whitman, who calls America “a teeming nation of nations” in his 1855 rédac
Leaves of Gras&16), sees America as the zenith of nations up to which other nations have
collectively built; the plurality of citizens leads to the mistaken assomftat exceptionalism
results from diversity. As the apprenticeship of America concludes, Arizeaig#ity to study
itself as a “world-nation” and its citizens as representatives of thel wakted leads to a certain
form of isolation and insularity which troubles Engdahl; to those outside Americajcarse
newness has obviously aged and solidified into a nation with a great deal of mocgebehind it
which coalesce it into a distinct natural entity. Few nations have had a hispoeicatient for
diversity amidst their populations until the twentieth century—the century of
cosmopolitanization and historic amounts of travel, expatriation, exile, and iatiorgr
America has uniquely established itself as a nation-world from its conception.

The mythic origins of America as a New World embodied by “new people” i&&me
gtd. in Levine 106), people “made” new by their entrance into America and thairext
citizenship there (which continued in the latter half of the nineteenth century ardant
twentieth century), is not the only force which insulates America, thus makintpérable to
barbarism; its media, the product of America’s industrial capabilitiestatelchnological
advances, also insulate America from the rest of the world. Though its tutelagd unujes,
arguably, concluded, America’s connection with the world and the events transpoirglze
globe has not concluded; rather, America is still informed about global evenistolibem, as
Neil Postman explains, is the manner, orrtreglium through which America receives its global

information. The selectivity and editing of news pieces fragments réalitiiose receiving the
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news, which creates what Postman calls “disinformation” (107): information wéistot
properly affect its receivers because of the inadequate medium throughwewers must
receive it. In a similar vein to Postman, Marshall McLuhan describes thiétynaf viewers to
properly sympathize with news presented because of the medium through which thadtiofor
is presented (61). The “disinformation” described by Postman (107) signald eamat
Baudrillard identifies as “the era of simulation,” which “is inaugurated bquidation of all
referentials . . . (2). In the era of simulation, news consequently distorts the inidiwidhgan it
seeks to represent; the simulation of news allows those not present in the eveat itsel
experience what Baudrillard calls “a fantastic telescoping,” a viglweofimplosion of
meaning” (31) where, because of the ineffective means of communication, theldwemt a
poor representation of reality, poor insofar as the simulation’s conclusion dsstaewers from
the event and creates the false illusion that the event has concluded becausagdthde
simulated. This distancing and the “telescoping” required to see from afao lésddrocesses
of ambivalence and subijectification; those telescoping must order the horraiterimoobear
what is otherwise unbearable to witness what those afar experience.

Baudrillard argues that “[tlhe only real weapon of power, its [reg]ignly strategy
against this defection, is to inject the real and the referential everywh@exrsuade us of the
reality of the social, of the gravity of the economy and the finalities of pradi¢®2). The
“real” which American authors, through their literature, inject into theiuceilis, as Stacey
Michele Olster argues, a “recycled” realism. She describes contemp@anerican literature as
“Intertextual,” for it assimilates the words and characters of “popwahtrin order to
counteract the monopoly simulation holds upon American culture (10). Updike makes countless

cultural references in his fiction as a way of unmasking the simulations,raaleeewhat
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Baudrillard identifies as the second “successive phase of the image étfaeifrg” of reality
with a representative image (6). Albee sets Chairman Mao himself in frorgaiér audiences
in order to hear the emptiness of his lofty quotationshemselvesather than through a short
segment mentioning them on a news broadcast. Simic relocates horrors hapgemhgrel in
settings of which Americans may easily conceive in order to allow the horhawe its proper
sobering effect, an effect made impossible through the medium of simuldt@mnedycling of
simulation, the crumpling of the image to restore reality to its proper ptaceeiof the most
important means of unmediation which contemporary American authors employ. When they
challenge simulated realities, they do not merely respond to trends in theicultase; they
actively defend reality. Furthermore, American writers are not aloneimdiéfense of reality
and resistance against the simulation; as Alain-Philippe Durand and NaowheMdserve,
“Novels of the contemporary extreme — from North and South America, from Europeeand t
Middle East — are set in a world both similar to and different from our own: a lggldarterm
Baudrillard uses], often apocalyptic world progressively invaded by popular cultureeaied
with technology and dominated by destruction” (1). The collapse of realityghreimulation is
no longer a distinctly American problem or one with which only American authors are
concerned.

Since the simulations of reality in other countries leads to the formationrafdhieal
discursive relations with those who suffer, American authors also question the notion of
American exceptionalism. William Blazek and Michael K. Glendayegieecan increasing
number of scholars who, following the lead of American authors, recognize “a géamsigon
in the nation’s mythic life” which exposes the existence of these myths amdress “the legacy

of that corruption” (4). Regarding contemporary American literature eRland Glenday assert
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that “American writing has incorporated stories of defeat, stories odtigkednd its people,
within a revised concept of national exceptionalism and human possibility,niritta both
international and transcultural perspectives” (6). It is this internatimaairanscultural
perspective of American authors which leads Jay Clayton to propound that “[tpléyired any
writer or style to hold sway is a defining characteristic of the tirhesidsult . . . of an
increasing multicultural society, postindustrial economy, and interdisaiplamaception of
writing. It is certainlynotthe result of some decline in the imaginative energy of the nation’s
culture, or of the lack of dedication and talent of writers” (148). Contemporaryi¢anexriters
strip their work of any pomp and exceptionalism, favoring instead modest and humble
celebrations of the diversity of America.

While Durand and Mandel properly document the widening struggle against théshazar
of simulation replacing reality, many people have, in the latter half of tetith century,
faced brutal totalitarian regimes, and these individuals have had to grasafieed remains of
civilization amidst the barbarism imposed upon them. The actuality of these e
opposed to the cognitive or intellectual resistance to simulations (physfoain yet abstract in
their immaterial devaluation of reality), creates an immediate rmedtd horrors to be
addressed. The Swedish Academy is well aware of the need to witnessd¢hestof the
twentieth century, to remember those things witnessed, and, in that act of remesmby
discover the survival of civilization despite the looming nature of barbarism. Tihgaran
novelist Imre Kertész explains that “the hapless victim is bent on proving hifnvanity” in
the face of barbarism (38)—hence witness literature as a barbaric daa@froetlization.

In his discussion of the Holocaust, Baudrillard writes, “Forgetting extetimmis part of

extermination, because it is also the extermination of memory, of history, sddla, etc.”
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(49). Thus, writers of witness literature aim to recreate the bambans to depict the impulse
for civilization which nonetheless thrives in people, and they recreate theictres®tuations
in order to make the catastrophe imaginable for outsiders. Those who forgeiratethose
who endure trauma because they willingly plug their ears as if those sufienadgll-
intentioned individuals set on destruction. In “The Home and the Reader” (2003), Bhald® arg
that the recreation of endured events through the act of witnessing endbésses and readers
alike to perceive “the image of our solidarity and survival” (378). This solidaliligs against
extermination through thoughtlessness, through forgetfulness.
The Swedish Academy members are aware of the difficulty with peérgpactwitness
literature. Peter Englund wonders whether the insertion of facts and neitize
organizational form of narrative in the penning of witness literature latensiepresents
reality, which is “diverse, confused, and contradictory” (51). Englund also egsresncern
about the contemporaneousness of witness literature:
A work of witness literature is an imprint of its contemporary time, and the
problem with contemporarity is that it is ongoing: it lacks scale. We have no
choice but to be possessed, swept along be the period in which we live and, in this
current, it is of course difficult to separate the trivial from the decisivéh Wa
yardstick, everything seems the same size. Only when something has been
brought to fruition is it possible to measure it. (54)
Generally, things come to fruition when individuals reach the end of the normadddetancy,
a point at which they have little time remaining to properly measure thesenfetheir lives. The
surging immediacy of history as it transpires in individuals’ lives defiasitnges and resists

being straightjacketed into coherent stories.
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With the reciprocation of Benjamin’s assertion in mind about documents (thatsimere i
document of barbarism that is not also a document of civilization), Englund’s concernhabout t
absence of dimension or scale in witness literature intensifies sagnificThe Swedish
Academy lauds laureates who have written witness literature for mangtainair dedication to
the preservation of civilization amidst barbarism. Take, for example, the Swkdademy’s
bestowing the Nobel Prize in Literature to Imre Kertész in 2002 “for writiagupholds the
fragile experience of the individual against the barbaric arbitrarindsstofy” (“The Nobel
Prize in Literature 2002” n. pag.). While Kertész himself possesses eroemgtlts to clutch
civilization as he recreates the barbarity withessed for readersrseadidenly confronted with
barbarism may not also clutch the civility in Kertész’s novels in time, and thus lm®meby
the barbarism. The stark details, the barren landscapes, the brutal violenceratdrprdemise
of life, and the flight of (or attempts at flight by) the dispossessed cobgctverwhelm one’s
perspective, and this characteristic of witness literature clasHiegenre as one producing
barbaric documents. With hardly a breath between, however, those who discuss watradseeli
must also assert that witness literature never becomes devoid ofofracgkzation just as
documents of civilization cannot extricate barbarism from the marginsioptges. Quite
frankly, readers need civil documents of barbarism, such as those by Americas aiythgrto
rescue the other from civil barbarism, and barbaric documents of civilizatice; tiwe forms of
documents must be read simultaneously in order to obtain a clearer understanding oathe hum
condition.

The dialectic of civilization and barbarism derived from Benjamin’s thougta (
explored by prominent writers throughout the twentieth century) indicates thabboith df

documents—ecivil documents of barbarism and barbaric documents of civilization—masatbe r
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conterminously, for each document contextualizes the other; the two exisftfiowtdiet
insoluble relationship with the world, which contains them both, as a giant ring binding them
together. Both documents chronicle the work of authors (serious authors, at leasStablish
man’s humanity: in the case of American authors, against the serpentinefvgiresilation, and
in the case of witness literature writers, against looming barbarisnreAhat others could, in
time, just as easily become ambivalent and subjectificate them, Updike,aklbde&zmic (as well
as other cosmopolitan-minded American writers) labor to reveal the ar@gsiof arbitration—
that is, the use of fixities as a means to ambivalence toward and subjémtifafahe other.

What is more, the writers composing “civil documents of barbarism” stand dsoligies to

those who, distraught from works of witness literature, question the possibttityilcfation and
whether they should even return to it. American authors and authors who live in countries who
have not experienced prolonged traumatizing events have the responsibility of upholding
civilization while simultaneously exposing and critiquing the tendency to fatediscursive
relations with others.

Man’s humanity is not safe when it survives barbarism; as Updike, Albee, andsSimic’
oeuvres demonstrate, man must then survive civil barbarism against others, and hsishust re
the tendency to subjectificate and become ambivalent toward others lest e deteobarbaric
discursive relations with his other. The simultaneous examination of civil ciodarof
barbarism and barbaric documents of civilization enables men to rediscovéutnamity. As
Ralph Waldo Emerson explainsTime American Scholgi837), Man, the generalized term for
human beings, “is all. Man is priest, and scholar, and statesman, and producer, and soldier”
(Emerson was addressing a pre-Radcliffe University class of mesmeid University, and he

tailored his examples of Man’s occupations to his audience); the objectificatimemnahto
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“many things,” into a variety of vocations, oftentimes causes a man to missakechtion as
the crux of his identity (44). Emerson later postulates that “[t]he world—hhadosv of the soul,
or other me—lies wide around. Its attractions are the keys which unlock my thoughts and make
me acquainted with myself’ (49). Yi-Fu Tuan reminds readers that thektgal root of the
word “world,” wer, means “man,” which leads Tuan to argue that “[m]an and world denote
complex ideas. . . . Body is ‘lived space’ and space is humanly constructed spakR®). (Bde
exchange of these two documents reduces the spatial and situational barriatsgepadtures
of men, thereby allowing them to establish a sense of self in the mirror of theaopaeallel
and an equal self.

American authors like Updike, Albee, and Simic sense—and resist—the pdiiciaé
communal identity in America (a strategy for uniting people under natiorggsis) and the
ways in which Americans defend and reinforce their communal identity, fpptreeive
American nationalism as dangerous to others. If America’s discursiv®mnslavith others are
built on arbitrary arbitrations of the others’ fixities, its identity is cayeim upon unverifiable
theoretical projections. History demonstrates the frequency with which dgedlfcommon
destiny” of nations encroaches upon other nations (Lewald 3), thus initiating Gadtb
nation senses the identity of its community of people threatened by theitingtpbsed by the
other nation, and these conflicts far too often turn militant—barbaric, even, for ngen toe
“speech” of Man, the commonality of their being, opting instead for the naiedalenses of
self. Updike depicts the way in which American intervention in Kush threatens ttigyia
Kushites, who need more substantial aid than the pyramid of boxed food which America sends.
Albee allows American audiences to hear Chairman Mao establish a shareseGQdemity by

trying to rally his people to his Marxist-Leninist doctrines, doctrinesdieste a sense of
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“Chinese exceptionalism,” thus exposing that any notion of exceptionalism isatibaal
construct. Simic’s deterritorialized poems suggest the arbitrarinefstcting territorial
boundaries, boundaries which inevitably bend or disappear through time, and the way in which
nationalism convinces people to believe their nation is an everlasting placeeyhaapr

Updike and Albee enter the deterritorialized meeting ground of literatorelén to
reacquaint themselves with the others from whom America has distancedtivara that
America’s values are incomplete, these American authors wish to obtairskmstdeof human
values that can only be learned through enduring barbarism, lessons which afnténess
literature have to share. Similarly, Simic enters as a translatoe®etlocuments; his poetry
establishes the common ground between countries and explores the inter-relatedeesas a
result of the inextricable dialectic of civilization and barbarism. Akéhauthors bring civil
documents of barbarism to demonstrate difficulties with simulation writexgtroéss literature
will probably experience in due time (if they have not already started to dohsogxient
authors use their writing to distinguish between fixities and fundamental tdréstacs of Man
determines how safe men will feel in literature and how well-prepargdatieo identify and
counteract nationalism and ideology when they close a book.

The authors studied in this thesis recall that America is but a nation of iamtsiga land
of others who discover a sense of self in America, and this restored sense alsAnmeagrancy
allows these writers to dialogue with others more easily. Salman Rusjedits féhe absolutism
of the Pure” since men are all “mongrels,” “bastard [children] of history” (3®&mongrels
themselves, Updike, Albee and Simic wish to communicate with other mongrelsrs/driound
the world are able to pose what Rushdie describes as “a migrant’s-eye viewvoflthéa view

understandable to all men because the “migrant condition” is “a metaphorHanahity”
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(394). The Pure would discourage the exchange of civil and barbaric documents between
individuals, yet an acceptance of the hybridization of Man implies that, becausesf
migrancy, his varying identities, he possesses the capacity to conceive afebtkerwho would
otherwise be classified as distant others.

The Swedish Academy may contribute to the celebration of migrancy andeimatgn
which Rushdie calls for (394) by granting the Nobel Prize in Literature tera/of civil
documents of barbarism (Benjamin 258), such as many contemporary Amerieas asitvell
as West European writers, as well as continuing to bestow the Nobel Prizeatuk@eo
writers of witness literature, of barbaric documents of civilization. Becatithe inevitability of
horizons, of perspective, of identity, neither document presents a proper balandeatian
and barbarism. The dissemination of the prize in this manner will promulgate an engeiIstr
“idealistic tendency,” one which Alfred Nobel would surely celebratallaative ideal (rather
than singular and individually-based) jointly celebrating Man in spite of ttiabsm which he
may never completely escape but always has strength enough to resist ocagdagshle has
strength enough to reside in the realm of literature to gather his strefayth te¢urning to face
barbarism in its various forms. The proposed wider distribution of the Nobel Prizenature
would encourage dialogue not only between writers from various nations, but alsobetwee
readers all over the globe, which is just as important (if not more importanththdratogue

between authors.
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