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Abstract of the Dissertation
Accommodating the Posthuman in Twent{@gmtury Dystopian Literature
by
Karl Luther Shaddox
Doctor of Philosophy
in
English
Stony Brook University
2008
This dissertation brings together Anglo-Americdarhture, literary theory and the
discourses of science and feminist studies of sei¢ém articulate a more socially
responsible account of science, technology and hant@entral to this project is
something that has been called the posthumanimavtlich comes freighted with its own
baggage, admittedly, but which, nevertheless usedul, even necessary trope to
illustrate an aesthetics reflective of the techgwlally mediated world in which the
human is immersed.
| have opened and closed this study with Margec®re, She and Ibecause
the novel's parallel narratives circumscribe chlogigally the de-humanizing of humans
and the emergence of the posthuman. The sub-naratfictional rendering of Rabbi



Loew of 16th century Prague who creates, from thd banks of the Vitava, a golem,
rehearses the stock admonishments against humatioatelT he main narrative, set in a
futurist, highly technologically mediated sociatycounts the tentative evolution of a
non-human centered worldview.

While the selections by Henry Adanid)e Education of Henry AdamasdThe
Degradation of the Democratic Dogmeand Philip K. DickDo Androids Dream of
Electric Sheep?are, to varying degrees, anxious over the lossiofan sovereignty,
Kazuo Ishiguro'sNever Let Me Gand Thomas Pynchor@ravity's Rainbowvaffirm, in
distinctive ways, what feminist science studiegeviDonna Haraway refers to as "cyborg
politics," a rewriting of humanism's anthropocentriew of the world, the recognition
that one is not human, the autonomous being endabdnnate capacities of reason,
freewill and self-determination. Rather, he or sha creature constructed of
heterogeneous influences, material conditions @stdrital consequences. The shift in
perspective, as dramatized in these novels, frapvareign self versus the world to an
agential figure more intimately attuned to its ogamtinuity with the world, offers a
re-imagining of the future, a hoped for alternativeéhe speciesist hierarchism of liberal

humanism.
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l. Introduction: Golem Alterity

When the pieties of belief in the modern are disetls both members of the
binary pairs collapse into each other as into akdteole. But what happens to
them in the black hole is, by definition, not visitfrom the shared terrain of
modernity, modernism, or postmodernism. It willdaksuperluminary SF
journey into elsewhere to find the interesting nemtage points. (Donna
Haraway, “The Promises of Monsters” 114).

To worry or to smile, such is the choice when weassailed by the stranger;
our decisions depend on how familiar we are withawn ghosts (Julia
Kristeva,Strangers to Ourselvel91).

In Marge Piercy’s retelling of the golem myth inrm®vel,He, She and It
(Published in the United Kingdom Bedy of Glasg Rabbi Loew, the Maharal of 16
century Prague, is at once apprehensive and eatdthabout his plan for the protection
of the Jewish ghetto. Without the means or mantafierm a brigade of regulars to
defend against the sporadic attacks of anti-Semtitigs, he turns to the mystical
teachings of the kabbalah and creates, out ofimaiiei mud from the banks of the Vltava,
an animated being, a golem. As God would be tlsé tiiradmit, creation involves risk;
the Maharal, contemplating the work before himlikewise, “speared through by what
he has conceived,” terrified both of success aitdréa(Piercy 58). Is his attempt at

harnessing the ultimate power of the Word, a btaaahof overreaching, an example of



“unbridled ambition”(58)? By breathing life intol@mp of clay, is he usurping Nature by
taking women'’s place to give birth, or worse, isohegying at being the God of Creation?

These moral, philosophical and theological issugdle consequential, are, for
the moment, secondary to the immediate defendeedjhietto. Joseph, Rabbi Loew’s
golem, is a boon to the Jews of Prague. His supeathwstrength, speed, cunning and
wile give him the advantage over any adversaryamdito hand combat. He is tireless,
does not sleep, eats earth, and, though creatéohaically in the shape of a man with the
respective genitalia, is sexually inert. Most intpatly he is unconditionally obedient to
his master and creator, the Maharal. Yet the Ralawibivalence persists: “Why do |
imagine he is thinking and feeling? Because it $ogiore or less like a man, | think of it
as a man. But it is a tool. A clumsy and dangetoabkthat must be carefully controlled”
(108).

The Rabbi is careful to let only a few trusted cdats know of Joseph’s
extraordinary origins. In the performance of it$ydas guardian and protector, however,
the golem must circulate among the people he iggedao defend. He must, therefore,
be socialized to some degree so as to appear mtasschumanlike, to pass among the
populace and not incite undue curiosity. But saxagilon, the Rabbi finds, is not a

unilateral proposition:

“You don’t need to look at people so hard,” the Biab



advises Joseph, “It frightens them.”
“But you don’t want me to be stupid. I'm trying learn,
Teacher. Teach me.” (108)

Socialization entails a messy exchange, going leeyoerely getting along with people. It
becomes evident to the Rabbi that Joseph, desgiteemg human, does indeed possess
feelings and has wants. Primary is his desire tadsepted as a member of the
community, a proposal the Rabbi adamantly resists.
“Joseph, you are not a man. You cannot make
minyon.”
‘I am not a man, but | am a Jew. Thus you made
me. . . . If | was an angel, would you tell me ultbnot
make up a minyon?” (112-3).
Joseph persists, however, debating the Maharat fwipoint.
“In dealing with angels and demons, the kabbalah
teaches us to be precise. To say exactly and ne.mor
You are a creature of magic, Joseph, and whetheas®
angel or demon or new life is only for the ha-Shemay.”
“I don’t think I'm an angel or a demon,” Joseph
says. “I have no memories of life before the libeiygave
me. Like you, | am created of dust and water, asTirah
says.” (261)
Joseph’s desire to assimilate into the societhefghetto culminates in his hope
of having Chava, the Rabbi’'s widowed granddauglaeryife, but this is contrary to the
laws of God and nature because, though Joseplhavayaffection for another, he

cannot procreate. Though he desires things beyant mecessity, this fact does not

gualify him for what normatively passes as a selednining individual among humans.



He is absolutely obedient to the Rabbi and goesheosvwithout his permission. The one
time he ventures without the Rabbi’'s knowing owgdite ghetto walls, he grows weak
and faint and must hurry back.

Later, in a period of relative peace, the Rabluiteasingly apprehensive of
Joseph’s anthropic sensibility, decides to undotwiehas done. His decision is justified
on the presumption that as a nonhuman, the golesmdaivil rights: “What he [Joseph]
wants now he cannot have, for he is not a manameiman being, not even an animal”
(400). Joseph cannot be “killed” because he wasmigarn; instead, the breath of life is
taken back out of him. During the deactivation,feetures, face and limbs lose
articulation and distinction until the entire badysmooth again as stone. The remains are
stored away in the attic of the Altneushul for &@ottime when the ghetto is threatened
at the gates.

The narrator of this short history within Piercygvel comments, for the benefit
of her listener, that “creation is always periloigs,it gives true life to what has been
inchoate and voice to what has been dumb” (67¢ploghe golem, Hebrew for a
“shapeless thing,” “matter,” or “lump,” formed fromud, earth, has been given the shape
of a human man; he has been given speech by whielfresses reason, desire,
curiosity, imagination and a yearning for transeaek. The demands of this humanoid

are alternately heard or ignored in the novel, th@athe sense that “every artist creates



with open eyes what she sees in her dreams,” digartd because “the new is necessarily
dangerous,” a challenge and threat to the old amdliir, making known what “we were
more comfortable not knowing” (67). Loew, his grdadghter, Chava, and others of the
community are, to varying degrees, anxious andraooadating towards the strangeness
of Joseph. Angels are to be welcomed, of coursedamons are to be shunned, but how
does a human comport him or herself toward thero#dss of “new life”?

The disparate attitudes we see in Piercy’s noweatds this Other, as
characterized by the discomposure of the Rabbgsdesingly tyrannical control over
every aspect of Joseph’s existence at one endharmbnditional acceptance of Chava,
describe two responses towards the new: anxietpaeommmodation. These responses
do not manifest absolutely in either the Rabbi bava. Though Loew displays a measure
of affection and real interest in Joseph, he isnaltely, more apprehensive toward him
than accepting. Chava does not let her constematidoseph’s mystery overshadow her
sympathy for him as another who is othered by agrahal society. Her rejection of his
offer for marriage is perhaps more a rejection afnage, the institution, than it is of
Joseph as a mate. Their responses, Rabbi and gragitdr, enact modernism’s own
ambivalence toward the new, its own schizoid hasies and endorsements.

| describe the Rabbi’'s comportment toward the otbes of Joseph &éodernin

the sense that Clement Greenberg has used thetlens, not as a particular set of



theories, styles or ideologies, but an “attitudd an orientation” which selects its myths
and aesthetic standards from the past. Modernidhigrsense is not so much a break
with the past but a “means of living up to the pa&propos of Rabbi Loew’s
predicament, the defense of the Prague ghetto, misdeis a defensive posture in
“answer to a crisis,” or as Malcolm Bradbury puatly, a response “to the scenario of
our chaos” (27). For those aesthetes of the prewentury, the crisis was the ossification
of a certain Romantic sensibility in art, architeetand music. The remedy was the
implementation of a criteria which “reaffirmed tpast in a new way.” In this sense, the
modern was more reactionary than revolutionanprigstioners “were reluctant
innovators at bottom, innovators only because bHaa/to be—for the sake of quality, and
for the sake of self expression’(Greenberg). Thigipular style of modernism may be
understood as “a holding operation, a continuindeanor to maintain aesthetic standards
in the face of threats . ... As the responseffect, to an ongoing emergency . . . threats
from the social and material ambience, from thepemof the times . . .”. Greenberg’s
version of modernism is paradoxically a movemeat tbretrospective in outlook, one
that is “called into being by new and formidablel aniddlebrow threats to aesthetic
standards that emerged or finished emerging.” Gilogy notwithstanding, modernism
used in relation with Loew’s attitude towards Jdsepto be understood as a specific

impulse towards the preservation of a core aestketisibility. Or as Bradbury phrases it,



“the task of [modern] art is to redeem, essentiatlgxistentially, the formless universe
of contingency” (50}.

What Greenberg derogatorily calls “the ‘postmodénnsiness” is typified by him
as “a retreat from the major to the minor.” Wherggh-American modernism is a
gathering of selected, so called, universal statgdagainst the chaos of mass modernity
waiting in the wings, postmodernism dispenses tnéhidea of meta-standards
altogether. We may, indeed, refer to postmodernii&®mmodernism, as an attitude, but
one that is open to standards which arise accotditige situation; there are criteria,
rules and principles, but they come with a shé&f IPostmodernism, like modernism,
acknowledges the fragmentation of the old ordertaedmpulse to create anew, but not
with Anglo-American modernism’s desperate sensapotalyptic alarm and nostalgia;
rather, it embraces the disruption as a sourcthéoopportunity, for the re-verberation of
voices repressed by modernism’s neo-Platonic nflergagement. Opening to the new
necessitates certain major adjustments in oneasioek to the status quo, a manifold
response: extension, recognition, provision, angjuip and giving away.

Susan Friedman in her article, “Definitional Exdéans: The Meanings of

'Andreas Huyssen cautions against a too neat divistween high art and mass
culture. He states: “What | am calling the Greati@e is a kind of discourse which
insists on the categorical distinction between faghand mass culture. In my view, this
divide is much more important for a theoretical &storical understanding of
modernism and its aftermath than the alleged hestbbreak which, in the eyes of many
critics, separates postmodernism from modernisnii).(v
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Modern/Modernity?Modernism,” makes a useful didimt between two modes of
modernism. What she refers to as the “nominal maglspecific to “a set of
characteristics with particular material conditi@msl spatio/temporal locations.” The
“relational mode [on the other hand] looks for tatent structure rather than the manifest
contents.” Thus,

modernity need no longer reside solely in a spes#i of

institutional, ideological, or aesthetic charadtcs

emergent in the post-Renaissance Westnstead, a

particularized modernity located in space and teoeld

potentially emerge wherever and whenever the wahds

radical disruption blewthe conditions of rapid change

flared up, or the reflexive consciousness of newnes

spread—whether these were eagerly sought or résiste

whether imposed from without or developed withB03;

emphasis added)

In the relational sense of the term as Friedman@&msere, Aeneid’s flight with
his father from Troy to Carthage and then to Latsisimores could be construed as a
Modernist narrative, the import and sense of whacteluctant hero leading a motley fleet
on an otherwise meandering junket around the Meditean, is rendered, through
Virgil’s vivid narrative imagining, into an orderdudstorical scheme, a mandate for the
future Romans to continue the glory that was Greece
Similarly, what makes Rabbi Loew’s response modgras | use the term here, is

that the golem was created by means of a parti@ascendent aesthetic, an imposition

of thelogos the universal principle giving order and lightdmaotic darkness for man’s



purpose on formless, chaotic nature. Like Michetdo'g “The Dying Slave,” Rabbi
Loew’s creation of the golem on the banks of th&Vd is the rendering of order out of
lumpish, shapeless matter, a revealing of the haynsiructure and uniformity that
inheres, awaiting the hand of man to administetehgplate of meaning. Rabbi Loew’s
fashioning of the golem, transforming a nebulousgunto a speaking, thinking and
breathing being through the power of thgos here the kabbalah, is the craftsmanship of
a modern artist albeit in Renaissance time:

It is always the entrance of the Word into Matted a

everything is born again. He [Loew] feels the egyer

something strange and new and terrible and foctesad

spear piercing through him and into the clay before. . . .

We are tool and vessel and will. We connect wittvgrs

beyond our own fractional consciousness to theafetste

living being we all make up together. The powewso

through us just as it does through the tiger. .Creation is

always perilous, for it gives true life to what Hzeen

inchoate and voice to what has been dumb. It miakesn

what has been unknown . ... (Piercy 64, 66, 67)

The irony in the story that the threat more critib@an the Dominican, Thaddeus,
and his murderous anti-Semites rattling the frantkwb the ghetto’s gate is Joseph
himself; his uncanniness strains and threatenerteetheological framework supporting
the Rabbi’s universe, in particular his humanigtoroof what it means to be human. His

is a cosmology “steeped in ancient tradition s¢ tha Torah haunts and informs and

sculpts the world for him . . .” (Piercy 21). Thaence of his day, in which the Rabbi is



conversant, provides a useful description of muedaality, but often it is at odds with
the higher order of religious truths. In that logotric realm, “thought is action and words
are not signifiers of things or states but real potknt forces” (24). And, as the Rabbi
soon learns by his experience with Joseph, whditfisultly named is difficult to control.
The golem’s unique monstrosity makes absolute caminoé him a precarious
enterprise at best. Though formed in the shapeaof, the golem is nevertheless a “real
making new” and so there is a nebulosity about\Which can’t be controlled fully. This
negativity, mystically created “without thinking@ltt or discussing it,” lies at the root of
the Rabbi’s anxiety. Consequently, he is very cdr@bout what he says and what is said
to the golem: “[H]e’s obedient. We must simply la@eful what we tell him to do—be
precise, be careful exactly what we say. Becausg wh order, he will carry out” (84).
Joseph must be spoken to in short simple impesatine declaratives only, nothing said
beyond the immediate situation at hand. Yet, alrfrost the moment of his creation, the
golem threatens to eclipse the Rabbi’s tight vecbakrol. Walking, he exhibits a
childlike, wordless wonder at the world, “gapingeaery tree, every bush. The flight of
an owl through the darkness brings him to a stdhdabuth open” (83). His interest and
naive inquisitiveness regarding people and thedwoeaikt them into unique perspectives:
“Why do parents love their children . . . . Whaedat mean to mourn?” (111). Such

inquiries are met by Loew’s simple command to attenhis duties as the synagogue’s
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custodian. Observing the development of Josephisgity in the world around him, the
Rabbi comes gradually to be filled with constermatiEver the neo-Platonist, he tries
desperately not to be fooled by the appearanctgedenses, but to look beyond sensory
illusion for the order giving essence: “Why do lagine he [Joseph] is thinking and
feeling? . . .. Because it looks more or less éikaan, | think of it as a man. But itis a
tool. A clumsy dangerous tool that must be cargfedintrolled” (108).

Enthralled to the hermetic cosmology of the Talmwakew blinds himself to the
fact that the golem he has created is much moreahmaere tool. While he may not in
essence be human according to the Rabbi’s hunthmg&ing, Joseph possesses human-
like features; he is curious, he learns and hasfidpecretly, it is his desire to “be a man
like other men . . . to have his own life” and nyg871). As far as the Rabbi is
concerned, however, the golem has been an exteraplutéon to a pressing need, an
instrument in the immediate employ of humans. Yietrhitzvah Joseph has
accomplished by making the streets safe and theaduel, human-like relationships he
has formed with the other residents of the gheitoicates the golem’s deactivation.
Yakov’s bumbling ruminations reflect the mixturefeélings, the ambivalence felt by all
those in attendance: “It's like the death of a manl like the big guy. He’s brave. So he
shouldn’t marry Chava or anybody else. How canlarganarry? He can’t procreate. He

isn’t human, but he thinks, he feels. He saved\issall know it.” (397)
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Yet the members of the council are not willing ttieir religious world-order be
challenged or disrupted. They foreclose on theipii$g of entering into a fully alterous
relationship with Joseph, for that would entaitiadting a complete reevaluation of their
own humanness, an upheaval of truly universal ptapts. As a nonhuman, Joseph is
not entitled to inalienable civil rights, so it doeot matter that he wants to continue to
exist: “he is not a man, not a human being, noha@areanimal” (400). The chaos of the
new has been thwarted, put back into the bottlgbystrength and rigidity of humanist
taxonomy. Ironically, what the Rabbi and his coafits do not realize is that in Joseph’s
yearning to live like a human, the golem evineesch like his own creator, the
humanist desire of transcendence.

What of Chava’s response to the new?

In Strangers to Ourselvedulia Kristeva writes that otherness is distugldm our
“own and proper.” All disturbances, however, aréinfurious, some are beneficial,
providing opportunities for growth and change. Glisencounter with the other can be
understood as an invitation to inquire, throughdtrangeness of the other, into the
strangeness of her own ego, the putative humanespibcess, by the way, that has
already begun by her being female in a patriarsbaiety. “It is through unraveling
transference—the major dynamics of otherness veflt@atred for the other, of the foreign

component of our psyche—that, on the basis of tiwerpl become reconciled with my
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own otherness—foreignness, that | play on it avellhy it” (Kristeva 182).

This strangeness within the self is expressed byd*s use otinheimlich the
uncanny strangeness, the strange within the famillze uncanny is that category that is
frightening to the self, can only be frighteningchuse it is familiar to the self, because it
was there at the start: “The archaic, narcisssdif; not yet demarcated by the outside
world, projects out of itself what it experienceasdangerous or unpleasant in itself,
making it an alien double, uncanny and demonidatisteva 183). Thus, what is
uncannily strange is for the ego nothing from aldsit is already established in the
mind. This resident, strange double cannot be agedirany more than the ego can
destroy itself; rather, it is subjugated, througpression, controlled, but always there
waiting to emerge at the proper provocation uchsas the meeting with a foreigner:

Strange is the encounter with the other-whom we
perceive by means of sight, hearing, smell, butato
“frame” within our consciousness. The other leaves
separate, incoherent; even more sqsihe) can make us
feel that we are not in touch with our own feelinipsat we
reject them or, on the contrary, that we refusadge
them—-we feel “stupid,” we have “been had.” (Kristed87)

This disorientation is either anxiety ridden, péred as threatening to the
consummate ego, or welcomed as it presents thegrb®r an opening to the new. As a

“crumbling of conscious defenses resulting fromabeflicts the self experiences with

the other—the strange,” the experience ofuhieeimlichis a de-structuration, a de-

13



humanization; it is the annihilation of boundarieat may “remain as a psychotic
symptomor fit in as aropeningtoward the new, as an attempt to tally with the
incongruous” (188). “Magical practices, animism fig€eva points out, “intellectual
uncertainty and disconcerted logic are all propsito uncanniness” (186). To be sure,
there is certainly the overwhelming presence otuthigeimlichs ambivalence, a
“fascinated rejection,” in the story of Chava amd hmagical encounter with the golem,
Joseph. Through the mystic incantations of the &kbty Rabbi Loew has exploited “the
power of the Word in [material] creation” (58). 88s, Kristeva affirms: in the semiology
within which theunheimlichemerges, “the symbol ceases to be symbol and talezshe
full functions of the thing it symbolizes . . . thign is not experienced as arbitrary but
assumes a real importance” (186).

Negative attitudes toward the strange, Kristevaroents, can nullify the effects
of strangeness: “Uncanniness, for that personasgéd into management and authorized
expenditure” (190). Careful to remain in contrble tRabbi exercises rigid, inflexible
authority over not only the golem’s behavior, bist twn speculations and reflections as
regards the golem’s otherness. Speech to Josephomlmited, only the minimal
directives. Thus enclosed within the logo’s fixedrarchical chain of being and confined
within the strictures and responsibilities of exaaipower, the Rabbi does not recognize

the golem’s yearning for transcendence—to be a tmanarry and be able to make
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minyan. His desires are subjugated, repressedaefand ultimately rendered mute.

Chava’s accommodation toward Joseph begins in sidogeher recognizing their
mutual otherness: “You're strange . . .So am I'OR%Her situation, as a widowed,
literate, independent minded midwife in"&entury Europe already makes her an other
in the ghetto. As one who, because of her genslelenied speech and education,
appeasing Joseph’s desire for friendship and legymiven after learning that he is not
human but a golem, is not a terrible stretch foaw@h. Yet her response goes much
further than simple kindness; it extends to opesiri&hatever you are, you are not less
than a man” (113). The contrast here from the Ralbxious designation of Joseph as
“tool” could not be more acute. Chava’s accommaupéttitude towards Joseph
breaches the hermetic seal of humanism’s huhaanenclosure her grandfather is
determined to preserve. Her appraisal of Josepigalon-humanist lines leaves room for
an alterity according to a situational ethics gleaformative relationship that complicates
the traditional notions of human and non-human.

Unlike the Rabbi, Chava is not constrained by as&almudic and medieval

hierarchical complexes which impose totalized valoe the human and the world.

2 As used in these specific chaptersdef She and Jwhich take place in the
Prague Ghetto, being human encompasses certaileges, identity, duties and
responsibilities having to do with the law, margagamily and defense of the ghetto. For
the Rabbi, the human denotes the autonomous individeated by God, capable of self
determination.

15



Because she is a women, and so, like Joseph,lonteal to make up a minyon, a bond
develops between them born of their exclusion gessed statuses. Chava finds out
that Joseph’s origins are not biological; stilleskasons: “All children are made by a
mother and a father. So poor Joseph has only arfatie who does not cherish him. Am
| to think the less of him for that?” (113). In &p$, Chava recognizes theheimlich the
uncanny strangeness, what Kristeva calls “the goesi within”in herself.

“And | am not a man.”

“No, Joseph, and that’s part of why I like you.

You're strange too. So am 1.” (290)

Chava is, furthermore, responsive to his desirerdmscendence, for they, in
many respects are like her own yearnings for reitiogras an intelligent, independent
woman living in a patriarchal society. Joseph dsksto teach him to read. Literacy
among women, Jewish or Gentile, was rare, andesgdlem’s request resonates with her
own previous struggle to gain literacy. Alreadyeoid, in the sense that she is a literate,
single woman in a society that does not recogrieentorth of her intelligence, this
strangeness of herself is accommodated and nuritukaseph’s own struggle for
recognition. In company with Joseph, she listertkextpresses herself from a point
within herself of her own demand. In Josepiméeimlich Chava “touches” her own

strangeness; she “plays on it and lives by it” @eh96, Kristeva 182).

The “glory and the guilt” which the Maharal exp&es with regard to his
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creation manifest the ambivalence, the confliceagsibilities, that underlies the Rabbi’s
relationship with Joseph. For Loew, the golem regngs, on the one hand, a modernist’s
desire fulfilled in effective mastery in the adnsitnation of knowledge over formless
matter, and yet the triumph is suffused with anrebelming anxiety in regards to the
stability of his religious humanist world view.ist up to Chava, the midwife, and others
like her who are in some way already othered, wiadratouch with a strangeness they
already own, to be openly accommodating to thepgacisof “golem” alterity, thereby

opening the human to the possibility of other cgtaal incarnations.

“A Superluminary SF Journey(Haraway, “Promises” 114)

The episodic history of the midwife, Chava, anddbkem, Joseph, is told He,
She and Iby one of the Rabbi’'s distant descendants, Mal&algging anarchic
programmer, living in a future dystopian world. Téerience of Chava and Joseph
parallels in many ways the characters in the mamative, Shira, Malkah’s
granddaughter, and the cyborg, Yod. A young simgiman, othered by the masculinist
society in which she lives, develops an alterolegiomship with a golem, formed not of
mud, but of circuits and silicone computer chips: &l their similarities, the stories are
not simple retellings of each other. One of theandjfferences between them, besides

Chava’s ultimate rejection of Joseph’s advancesSindh’s acceptance of Yod’s, are the
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significant differences between the golems, JoseghYod. Joseph, huge, clumsy and
dull, is devoted but must be closely supervisedshtirthermore, hardly an attractive
candidate for Chava. Yod, on the other hand, igptbduct of 500 years of science and
technology separating him from his prototype. He the strength and finesse of a
superhero; he is hyper-intelligent, considerateamdntiring lover. Moreover, he can act
on his own, spectacularly defiant, as shall be.seen

In 16" century Prague, modernization was still in infar@yly the well educated,
or highly literate, like Rabbi Loew, had accesshi®s knowledge and learning of science
then being generated. Technology was even moréeeliused primarily to wage war, to
construct weapons and artillery, faster and mowegpful ships and the research and
development of navigational instruments to getéhgisps across trackless oceans. By
contrast virtually every aspect of Shira’s futurerld is already highly mediated by
technology and the epistemology of scientific timgk To paraphrase Frederic Jameson,
science and technology is not a choice, but a@lltlominant with no external location.
The thorough integration of techno-science intolitres of the posthumaractors in the
future have changed their ideas of what they agendrat the other is. During a tense

moment in their relationship, Shira feels competleday to Yod that “[W]e're all

% Here and throughout, | will use posthuman and humare or less
interchangeably. Posthuman means an epistemolbgislatured, technologically
mediated human. In those sections where | am disggdumanism and liberal
humanism, it should be obvious that human is usdldae humanistic sense.
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unnatural now. | have retinal implants. | have@gpet into my skull to interface with a
computer. | read time by a corneal implant. .\We're all cyborgs, Yod. You're just a
purer form of what we’re all tending toward” (156pr over half a millennium, humans
have been “tending toward” a reevaluation of then&n of which retinal implants are
only one small expressidrShira’s unnaturalness, her uncanniness and wiléing to
engage with Yod in a way that Chava cannot yet emecof with Joseph—‘I no more
desire to marry him that | do . . . your doorst¢®72; ellipsis in original)-depends on
Shira’s different view of self: she does not thaflherself as human but as a denatured
human, gposthumanShira’s posthumanity is not just a matter of texthgical
enhancement but her sense of her own subjectivitglation to Yod and others. As
Katherine Hayles states in her boblqw We Became Posthumé&whether or not
interventions have been made on the body, new madealubjectivity emerging from
such fields as cognitive science and artificia lihply that even a biologically unaltered
Homo sapiensounts as posthuman” (4). The accommodating elsronship between
Chava and Joseph adumbrates, or gives us a faepdsihe more fully realized
intrarelationship between Shira and Yod. What we sesd®t Chava and Yod in

Renaissance Prague is an affiliation between psnstio are not considered fully human

“This is not to suggest that hdtomo sapiensee themselves has been static up
until now, only that the modern review is differdrgcause it is largely conditioned by the
mediation of science and technology. See Huyssen 9.
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in the onto-theological world view of Early Moddmamanism and the Talmud. Yet it is
the very condition of being othered which allowsrtha small measure of freedom to
fashion their own personalities and relations. hir&s future world, the influences of
humanism and the Talmud is attenuated. The commmeb&tween Shira and Yod is a true
intrarelationship in the sense that it is co-constityitimot of discreet, natural egos, but of
what Donna Haraway calls “permanently partial idesg” (“Manifesto” 13). In this

future affiliation, the machine gives way to a “pan,” the human gives way to a

posthuman.

The Posthuman Condition

No attempt is made here at a definitive meanirigposthuman.” Denatured
humans are posthuman; beyond that, however, thbyoan defies durable definitions.
Rather than conceptualizing the posthuman in énta@r ontological terms, | want to
think of posthuman as@nditionor a set of conditions in open evolvement. Theaid

think, may best be represented in the centrifugdl@ntripetal dynamics, what has been

*Many theorists, Haraway notably, are reluctantge the term “posthuman” and
even more squeamish about affixing “ism” to ithiSSmay be because of its
(unfortunate) association with the discourse aisrumanism, which is a reductionist
idea that humans are essentially information, aatthe formal means of this
information is incidental. In its popular interpggbn, transhumanism is the technological
enhancement of the biological human. Extropianigsrextreme version, posits that
humans are information everlasting and they canmassany form conceivable, form
itself being information.

20



referred to as “the coming and dying of meanindfhe novel form (Holquist xviii¥.
The novel, from inception, a marginal, bastardpifsy of multiple genres, with its
cacophony of voices, does not recommend itself twethe intentions of monologic
discourse. Rather, the logic is irreducibly mubigt is, as Bakhtin writes in his seminal
essay, “Discourse in the Novel,” “dialogic,” by whihe means,

the characteristic epistemological mode of a world

dominated by heteroglossia. Everything means, is

understood, as part of a greater whole—there istaoh

interaction between meanings, all of which have the

potential of conditioning others. Which will affeitte

other, how it will do so and in what degree is wilsat

actually settled at the moment of utterance. Thédic

imperative, mandated by the pre-existence of thguage

world relative to any of its current inhabitantssures that

there can be no actual monologue. (426)

The novel, this playground of language, is not &ad as any kind of substitute
for the methodology of science but as a complinieitt or more precisely, understood
as a corrective to science’s pretensions to “cekaowledge.” By complicating its claim
to disinterested knowledge with the idea, purveyedugh the novel, that knowledge is

socially and historically situated, that it is palitthis dissertation undertakes the task of

(re)visioning science as a more socially respoagiidcourse. As such this project

¢ Unlike the epic or the Bible, which share “a pragtion of authority, a claim to
absolute language,” the novel is, he continuesafawef the impossibility of full
meaning, presence, it is free to exploit such ka tagts own hybridizing purposes”
(xxxiii).
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occupies a liminal space between so called facfiaihdn, moderating their dialogue,
complicating their meaning and reveling in theakaf closure.

The literature | have chosen for this dissertatimmatizes evolving and
emerging conditions of our posthuman selves whiell are important in articulating a
new mode for social and environmental negotiafidrese modern works span more than
a century and vary according to subject and gédme. characteristic they all have in
common is a preoccupation with science and teclgyatorelation to the human being.
Technological mediation isfait accompli.The effect of this transformation is to give the
narratives a climate of consternation, a dystopige en scéne None of the works are
naively optimistic that science and technologytheepaths to a ideal world promising
universal freedom and happiness, yet none aresaigtitce either. None have much
science and technologer sein them; rather they asboutscience and technology and
the looping, constitutive feedback between scieamzbtechnology and society.

As to the conditions of the posthuman, the firststdered is posthuman

" Though Adams’s workand Pynchon’&ravity’s Rainboware not usually
thought of as dystopian literature, they are, thee other works considered, “watchful
over the intrusion of scientific values—objectivibeutrality, instrumentalism—into the
social imagination” (Aldridge ix).

Discussing the genre bending aspect§&soévity, Brian McHale writes that
“Thomas Pynchon’s position in the feedback loopveein SF and postmodernist fiction
is . .. more crucial than [William] BurroughsGravity’s Rainbow(1973) in particular,
is pervasive in cyberpunk fiction at all levelsyrir the minutest verbal details right up to
the paranoid world-view and conspiracy theory stdry characteristic of most
cyberpunk fictional worlds” (231).
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epistemology. Henry Adams®he Education of Henry Adanssnot considered in its
entirety, only those chapters in which he discuksesvledge, science and technology
and the scientific mind, all issues which receivawh fuller, climatic treatment in his
posthumously collected volume of ess@yise Degradation of the Democratic Dogma.
Adams’s great anxiousness was not in regards engol cyborg humanoids on the near
horizon but an abiding consternation with a wayhaiking that is posthuman.

Adams’s prescience as regards science and teclynobgremarkable. He was
not a techno-enthusiasts, nor was he a Ludditehdsgensed that one could not remain
neutral in the face of the transformations sciearod technology were bringing. His
immediate concern was with the power of technorg@end the paradigmatic changes it
was having and would have on human thought. Scianddechnology, he believed,
must be conscripted within the grander egis of hukreowledge and progress or it
would subsume humankind. His attempts at gainieguftper hand were in accord with
the liberal humani&tassumption that because human reason transcepeisemce,
belief, culture and history, human knowledge, ev@mcomplete, is, potentially at least,

unified. With the right reasoning, anything canunelerstood: things may be unknown,

8 Catherine Belsey, ifihe Subject of Tragedstates that “the common feature of
liberal humanism . . . is a commitment to man, vehessence is freedom. Liberal
humanism proposes that the subject is the fre@nstiained author of meaning and
action, the origin of history. Unified, knowing, dautonomous, the human being seeks a
political system which guarantees freedom of cHq8g
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but they are not unknowable. But by the lat8 @é&ntury, the dream of epistemic closure
was already being undermined in some areas ofingresearch was conceived as the
determination of riverbed propositions not bedradts. Parity gave way to probability:
it was not that Newton was wrong, and certainlythat his accomplishments were
obsolete; they were simply inadequate to accourgdme of the new findings that came
with increasing rapidity in physics, astronomy dnel natural sciences. Ultimately,
Adams’s attempt at unifying human knowledge scimatily was a failure. His work
must stand as a highwater mark in liberal humargsaill to unify knowledge.

These differing epistemologies, liberal humanist pasthuman, are illustrated
dramatically in Kazuo Ishiguro’s recent novdgver Let Me GoHuman clones are raised
in institutions so that their organs, upon matuiegn be harvested to save the lives of
normally conceived and delivered humans. A groupushane, well meaning educators,
the so-called “guardians” of the clones and seva@ndanthropists set for themselves the
task of proving to the world that the clones aressence, if not in conception, human,
that they have “souls.” Their strategy is to denti@te that the clones are more than
animals, that they are endowed with faculties tteatscend mere instinct. They will
accomplish this by developing the artistic taleéhtsy feel inheres in the minds of the
young clones. Though they do manage to focus sakcpattention on the material

conditions of the clones, that interest is shatdi. The clones gain no reprieve,
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ultimately, and their lives are condemned to “ra@ tourse that’s been set for it” (266).
What is of interest for the present discussiomésdtandard by which the
guardians propose to affirm the clone’s humanrisbguro taps into a liberal humanist
strategy of developing the “properly human” throdmgling “reared in humane, cultivated
environments” (Ishiguro 261). The instantiatiortlut ideal references what | call the
“Huxleyan Individual” as it is represented in tlodiher British novel about cloningrave
New World Huxley, a political writer, understood that freed, autonomy, the capacity
to act independently of instinct or environmenidluences, all emanate from the
human’s innate sense of him/herself as an indiVidArais a kind of supreme expression
of this individual for it possesses a kind of “sureith, more probably, more acceptable,
more convincing than fact itself” (Huxleljusic at Night). Art and the affective and
aesthetic sensibilities necessary to produce apckajate it are uniquely human, Huxley
believed; they are “compulsions of [the] individug@Birnbaum 64). Huxley’'s ideas on
human knowledge were complex and nuanced. He djdike Adams, concern himself
with unifying knowledge scientifically. In fact, &r as Huxley was concerned, the
inadequacies and contingencies of science werdyegbarent. Yet, like Adams,
Huxley was anxious about the fragmented stateeofribdern world and concerned with
finding a “unitive knowledge” by which to bring “thmess of human problems” under

control (Birnbaum 78).
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An alternative view of the clones’ humanness isg¢dound in the narrative text
of Never Let Me Gdself as told in the personal journal of a fematme we know only
as Kathy H. The “author” of the journal createm#ue notion of the self through the
compilation of selected fragments arranged intoleecent, identifiable “literary” person.
The person that emerges from the journal pagestige intrinsic autonomous individual
of liberal humanism, Huxley’s individual, but a Batian Self, a composite of many
overlapping layers of affective experiences.

The next chapter is concerned with the constitutibiihe posthuman actor. In
Thomas Pynchon'&ravity’s RainbowLt. Tyrone Slothrop, during the final days of the
Second World War, attempts to find his identitys &elfhood, in the nowhere land of the
Zone. Wandering around from town to town, assunaim@rray of guises and names,
partaking in sundry escapades and crusades, Sidlsense of himself overtime
gradually becomes de-centered and de-esentialize¢te end of the novel, the former
self known as Slothrop is emptied of essence, hargsnto a self that is superpositional,
of no location at all. Prior to that end, howewbg multiple narratives in the novel
suggests a fresh conception of alterity for thelposan. The complementary
relationship between Slothrop and the V-2 rockebisceived not on the ontological
notion of presence but on the Eastern mystical @otan of emptiness. Using Maurice

Merleau-Ponty’s understanding of reversibility,eaqeptual process establishing the
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intra-corporeality of the sentient and the senkddmonstrate howsravity’s Rainbow
reconfigures the human, in contradistinction toglemary individual of liberal
humanism, as constituted in a chiasmus with theroth

The final chapter concerns itself with the postharathics of the non-human. In
Philip K. Dick’s novel,Blade Runnerhere cited under its original titl®o Androids
Dream of Electric Sheepand Marge Piercy’Ble, She and Ifposthumans have already
been living in throughly technologized worlds. Baibvels raise the ethical issue of
cyborg rights: does the fact that cyborgs are @etre privilege them with the same
rights as humans? The novels give the same ansegerthey do—but for very different
reasons. Though liberal humanism’s physical huraabsent from Dick’s work, its
ideal, what Dick refers to as the “the authentichliman mind” (“Android” 196) is ever
present. By virtue of this essence, posthumansaidated. Dick’s “Family of Man,” in
other words, is not closed to cyborgs and andrasda genus. If these humanoids behave
according to certain prescribed modes, certainlotvrehearse core principles of liberal
humanism, then these non-humans are accorded “artitymvhich no analysis of its
transistors and relay-systems can elucidate” (“Arttir186).

Piercy’s novel takes a different approach. The motieman and its
epistemology, excepting a few elders of traditi@iahinking, are absent. In its place is a

more neutral, inclusive trope, tperson Piercy’s person is not descended from the
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intrinsic corporate body of modern jurisprudencewhbat | see as, borrowing a concept
and term from anthropology, a “dividual,” a selfae actor constituted of heterogeneous
sources material and immaterial. Bétbmo sapienand self-aware cyborgs are, the
novel suggests, person(al) dividuals to be accotidedame rights and privileges.

One looks reflexively for an overarching themeéHie She and Ito characterize
the differences between Chava’s nascent and Shiar's mature accommodation of the
non-human other. Chava’s relationship with Joseggirts with them both considered
other-than-Man. The society of Orthodox Judaism/iwgmatriarchal, assigning women a
lesser natural status than men. Unattached workethe widow Chava were relegated
to an even more tenuous station in life. Indeed s Bienstock Anolik states “an
unmarried woman is called a golem, since her nasunet fully rounded until she is
married” (42). In 18 century Prague, opportunities for women outsideriage and
home making were extremely limited. This constraras no doubt exacerbated in the
confines of a ghetto. Chava, the midwife, has aiostfar beyond the tradition role for
women; she is curious about the world, wants teetraand, most importantly, as regards
Joseph'’s alterity, she does not have a closed efevhat it means to be human.

In Shira’s future world, though sexism is stilldat and expressed, the most
extreme prejudices of patriarchy have been mitiyat¢ the end of the novel, with Yod,

her cyborg lover, destroyed, Shira emerges stradinger her long struggle for custody of
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her child and on behalf of Yod'’s civil rights. Sinereases her involvement in the life of
her town, Tikva, assuming positions of authoritg aesponsibility, and getting
appointed the Base (the Net) Overseer. We sediswvering “a swelling power, an
intensifying concentrated energy for work . . heSoo could scheme; could fight; could
kill” (423).

Yet rather than tease out a thesis from past aggbpt conditions of modernity,
how feminists have successfully critiqued the pecacand discourse of science and
technology for an emancipatory politics which hasudtaneously contributed to anti-
humanist discourse, | would prefer to focus attentd more specific instantiations of the
feedback and recursivity between Haraway and Pgevegrks as regards “cyborg
ontology.”

At the close of her “Manifesto,” Haraway describegoorg politics” as “the
struggle for language and the struggle againsepecdommunication, against the one
code that translates all meaning perfectly, theraedogma of phallogocentrism (34).
Haraway maintains that it would be a mistake fomnifests, because of bullying and
because of the past and present injustices ofraexiscede the field of science and
technology to white male capitalists. She argustead that cyborg feminists and anti-
humanists alike must engage themselves in thetrew(fof their bodies and societies”

(“Manifesto” 35). This exhortation is indeed a nrajeeme in Piercy’s novel. While
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Shira’s transformation and “swelling power” are ongant and positive developments,
the fruition of a self that Chava could only dinhigpe for, it is Malkah, the erstwhile
anarchist and grandmother, more than anyone elbe inovel, who embodies and enacts
the spirit of Haraway’s “cyborg politics.” Thoughod was engineered by Avram, a white
male humanist, to be “pure reason, pure logic, piglence,” Malkah subversively writes
Yod'’s software program to have a “gentler sidertistg with emphasizing his love for
knowledge and extending it to emotional and perskmawledge, a need for connection”
(242). “[PJlundering” Avram'’s log books and repragiming Yod'’s disposition, Malkah
made sure that Yod would not be the pure scionalérscientistic power.

Malkah's piratical ventures are not equal, eitmedriama nor in number, to her
daughter Riva’s, but for the purposes of a postmupolitics, her subversion is seminal
and exemplary. lithe Golem: What Everyone should know about Sci¢neauthors
make the analogy that science and technologyleelgolem, a creation that is very
powerful but not always tractable and so potentidéingerous: “it will follow orders, do
your work, and protect you from the ever threatgm@nemy. But it is clumsy and
dangerous. Without control, a golem may destroynsters with its flailing vigour” (1).
Whether the golem of science and technology is t@edomination or liberation
depends on who is giving the commands. To commainthurse, one has to be literate

in the language the golem understands, a factwhibh the Rabbi and his distant
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discendent, Malkah, are well acquainted. The pampio€ollins and Pinch’s book, so
they state, is “to change the public understandirtgepolitical role of science and
technology” (145; emphasis added). They attempattmmplish this by demystifying
science for the non-scientist: science is not, ttesyponstrate, the straightforward
operation of theory and result, but a human dissmsubject to the whims, prejudices
and constraints of any other social endeavor. @b&s not involve so much the public’s
comprehending science in its technical intricackrasving moreaboutthe context of
science, its drama of money, of power, of insting and personalities, its politics. Their
book is a call to the public to be more activelgaged in scientific debate. Like
Haraway’s cyborg politics which “insist on noisedaadvocate pollution, rejoicing in the
illegitimate fusions of animal and machine” (35plths and Pinch want to complicate
science’s perceived notion of “certain knowledgethe hope that “a more useful
understanding will emerge” (Collins 148), one tisatnore publically responsible.

We can no longer afford to be “Moderhyhich is to say we can no longer afford
to be human. That epistemic center is not holdiing literature discussed in this

dissertation are without exception cautionary tédes global community. In their

° | use “Modern” here, in the sense that Bruno Latmes the term iWe Have
Never Been Moderras an epistemology that purifies humans from memans. Latour’s
theory will be explained further in the next chapte
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separate, imaginative ways, each of these worktedditure issues the same call that
Collins and Pinch’s book does: Don't leave scietacthe scientists. We cannot, like
Rabbi Loew when we are fearful and insecure or tdoarticularly need it, put the golem
of science and technology in a remote closet argkfat until we need it later. A
technologically mediated world will increasingly aeyiven in our posthuman lives. Most
of the works of literature considered here take@la a future. But those futures are not
bright nor particularly promising. The predomingtienor is dystopian. Space and time
have shrunk. There is little wiggle room and a distiment of headroom. Because the
world’s margin of forgiveness has narrowed anxipusptions have shriveled or become
non-existent. Unlike the works of imagination calesed here, however, our future is as
yet unwritten. It is up to those who conceive @rtiselves as posthumans whether they
will allow the Avrams of the world to script thetéwe for their own humanist ends, or

whether they themselves will take part in its vagti
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Il. A Theoretical Interlude: Imagining the Postian

In the relational sensibility of the peas era, conceptual approaches like hybridity,
agglomeration and connection, strategies whichlaglgutransgress given boundaries
have found traction and supplanted in many areasiehce older models of organization
based on distinctive exclusivity. In the place nfadogies of essential entities, there is
what might collectively be called an economy of mectivity or relationalisni® We may
mark the inception of this view with the frustratjaver a period of time on a variety of
fronts, toward an attitude that understood humanstlae furniture of the world as
gualitatively discreet constituents, as intrinsibjects and objects. Specifically, this view
has failed to adequately account for the rangetd(s) that has transpired between
humans and the environment. Ontologies and epistgms, employing a panoply of
ideas structured as dualities and capacities, ingrvesed upon a world-in-itself that
yielded, supposedly, with persistent probing, rsspmed secrets. Yet it had become

increasingly difficult to maintain the clean, posit cleavages between subject and object

9 This economy emphasizes, among other stratebiesdtionable practices of
science between observer and observed in lieu sfaneover an otherwise stationary
menagerie of objects. lBngaging Sciengescience studies scholar, Joseph Rouse, argues
that science should be philosophically reconcejgedlas something scientists rather
than as a body of knowledge and methodology (37).
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on which this view depends.

The focal question of Modernism, How can man bé lbonstituted and
constituting? has been rephrased in the quantumsefBhe problem of measuremett.”
Scientists in some fields of inquiry have comede that the observer was never ‘over
against’ the observed, hermetically removed, bat, tin the act of observation, the
observed was in some way constitutive of the oleseaalso. A rather major adjustment in
the epistemic topography of modernism was necessaoythe chasm dredged between
subject and object by the concepts of dualist epistogy were thrown the constituents
themselves, mind and body, human and world, bothsdentialized and reclassified as
indistinct “actors,” and agents, inextricably “emgiged” and entwined with each other.

Historically, the response of humans to the demahaden-humans has been
privileged denial, privileged because humans inilest, or at least those with the
means, have for some time had the luxury to igtfwgecall of non-humans. In the past
half century, however, the strategy humans havd@mg, using non-humans against
themselves, that is, technology that humans hapéeimented to great effect in the
abstraction, reifying and distancing of non-humdras come full circle. As Bruno Latour

claims in his opening argument\fée Have Never Been Modef'A single thread links

" There are no clean descriptions of nature. Innoacro world such
contamination goes unnoticed; on the quantum léwelever, spill-over is a brute fact:
measuring and observation do something to the wbdeHow quantum probabilities are
converted to well-defined outcomes, i.e., realgya know it, is not well understood.
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the most esoteric sciences and the most sorditigsolihne most distant sky and some
factory in the Lyon suburbs, dangers on a globalesand the impending local elections
or the next board meeting” (1). The epistemic cdidns humans have depended on for
centuries to keep the liberal humanist chain ofifp&intire has simply become impossible
to maintain: “Press the most innocent aerosol bhudted you'll be heading for the
Antarctic . . .” (2). Our “kinship,” the relatedreeand connections between ourselves and
non-humans, is part of our everyday life. Hopingppease the non-human we have for
so long exploited, we recycle at the curbside, wedroducts only from renewable
resources, we bundle our errands about town ineéargm and conceive of ourselves and
the world as One. But that isn’t enough.

The overdetermined “anxiety” of modernism, an angizess about the modern,
of everything from the mechanization of “mankinth”reproduction, to the low brow
aesthetics of mass culture, has lost its critidgkee In old age, modernism has become
reflexive: does it still provide the warrants nesagy to remain “modern?” In the face of
increasing mediation, hybridity and contingency tQuarantees”, as Latour refers to the
vouchers of modernism’s constitution, have beesnatited or expired altogether.“The
Constitution explained everything, but only by le@yvout what was in the middle . . . .

Now hybrids, monsters . . . [and] cyborgs are @giut everything” (47} and

2 Modernism’s four constitutional guarantees ajeNlature has always existed
and has always already been there. 2) Human beindspnly human beings, are the ones
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everywhere. At issue is the set of operations aadeuvers modernism uses to divvy up
the world: human and non-human. Latour explainsribture, its things and processes, is
allocated to science; humanity, on the other h&alld, to the purview of sociology. He
calls the work of these respective disciplinesristation” and “purification”; that is,

while science engages in the creation of “mixtiressveen entirely new types of beings,”
sociology goes about keeping that world at armrmigle by the creation of “two entirely
distinct ontological zones” (10). As “long as wenswler these two practices . . .
separately, we are truly modern” (11). The probfermodernism is that lately it has
become more difficult to maintain that border. Tk of mediation and purification
can no longer be parsed functionally because mediaf the human is everywhere
evident. For some time now the purifying termingl@d subject and object has been
untenable: it is difficult if not impossible to free discourse in the neat nomenclature of

human and non-human. A new lexicon is indicatatg\a epistemology needed.

Denaturing The Human

For pre-moderns the uniqueness of human capasiiesleduced, among other

who construct society and freely determine thein @estiny. 3) There exist a complete
separations between the natural world (constructeggrtheless, by man) and the social
world (sustained, nevertheless, by things); thiexe is a separation between the work of
translation and purification. 4) God existed toateeMan and earth, but he doesn’t
meddle in the affairs of either (LatoW,e30, 31).
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epistemic strategies, qualitatively through obsegows of nature and extrapolation, or by
scriptural exegesis, typological resemblances aatbgies. Categories between species
were not rigidly fixed. In classical mythology, gsointerspecies violations occurred as
exemplified in the transformation from classicalthojogy of Daphne turning into a tree
to escape the clutches of Apollo. Pre-modern falkuce similarly abounds with trans-
species creatures that were part human and pdattavdlorse, etc. Even the boundary
between animate and inanimate matter was not rddutishdistinct and permeable.

For the moderns, humans were uniquely accordedlsintaculties; these
capacities when they were not “self-evident” westablished by reason, induction or
experientially demonstrated. According to Descaffésn” was distinguished from all
creation by a vital consciousness that can dengythreg except itability to deny.
Beasts, by contrast, lacking freewill, were spedifin terms of instinctual mechanism.
Descartes of course did not have the last wordheressence of modern humans. Many
theoretical models of the human followed througltbetcourse of the Enlightenment.
What emerges from this era, however, is a senaatohomy: no longer was “Man” an
endomorph, ancillary to divine will, but innatelggsessed with freedom and the light of

reason? His sovereignty was expressed in the orientingimiself at the center of the

13In “The Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity,” Richard bler writes that “by force of
the light of reason, wherewith God illuminateth svene which cometh into the world,
men being enabled to know truth from falsehoodgoat from evil, do thereby learn in
many things what the will of God is; which will hgalf not revealing by any
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natural world around him. During the great ageagtbhomy in the 18and 19 centuries,
a period during which species—and knowledge itsedfe divided and subdivided into
intricate disciplinary branches of origination atel’elopment, humans were contrasted
with other species as tool and language users. Hsinvare emotive and reflective;
capacities, attributes and traits which were, @eWidence selected, exclusive to the
human experience.

“[A]nthropological discourse” Nicholas Pethes wsitéhas always been based on
exclusion and distinctions, framing the ‘inside’rafmanity by excluding mere
mechanics, mere nature, and supernaturalism. Bas#tese exclusions, the fundamental
anthropological distinctions—freedom versus detersm, culture versus nature,
individualism versus uniformity—were developed” 8).7/Many modernist philosophers of
this century have continued to think of humansese terms of intrinsically unique
endowments. For Levinas, humans are exclusiveahia that they “break with the
pure being [of animals and of HeideggaBsind!)]. . . the struggle for life” because
humans know that “there is something more impotaam my life, and that is the life of
another” (Levinas 178). We may regard Heideggerlaawihas (along with Sartre’s neo-

Cartesian phase) as a culmination of two stranasaafern liberal humanism:

extraordinary means unto them, but they by natlisglourse attaining the knowledge
thereof, seem the makers of those laws which indeethis, and they but only the finders
of them out . . .” (36).
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Heidegger’s pure Being and Levinas’s Infinity oét@ther. Despite deep discrepancies in
their views of humanity, both share a view of tlienan as inimitable

In recent decades this proposition has becomediffio defend. The accelerating
pace of technology and the constitutive role of homin quantum theory
experimentation, cellular biology and neuropsychgldogether with a deeper
understanding of animal behavioral psychology helvgopardized the strong program
of human exceptionality. The challenge has comenliytfrom a different understanding
of science. Philosophically, poststructuralism pondtmodernism have questioned the
production of modernism’s primary ideologies, umdigred its taxonomical hierarchies
and de-naturalized capacities which modernism wadaoked or left largely
unexamined. Mainstream scientists, however, hayarded postmodernism’s critical
approaches as altogether misguided or going toio féwe direction of relativism. This
remark by science philosopher Larry Laudan is mbypical: “The displacement of the
idea that facts and evidence matter by the iddeaetrexything boils down to subjective
interests and perspectives is—second only to Amempolitical campaigns—the most
prominent and pernicious manifestation of antilettualism in our time” (qtd. in Sokal

50)1* Certain other critics, too, have resisted theymm of strong constructivism to

14 Efforts by philosophers of science, such as Thouds (The Structure of
Scientific Revolutionsand Paul FeyerabenBdrewell to Reason, Against Methptave
generally tended to inflame and alienate the sfiecbmmunity rather than find
common ground.
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come out of postmodernism’s linguistically formedrhework, but for reasons different
from the realist elitists. These thinkers, praatca interdisciplined form of
anthropological genealogy, are historically semsjtcognizant of language’s constitutive
role, and, simultaneously, possessed of a sertbe @forld as materially real-but not
scientifically so.

Donna Haraway's work is situated at an interseatomateriality,
language/history and acting agents. In an intengke/speaks, on the one hand, of the
“historical contingency” of nature, “the thoroughgg artifactuality of a scientific object
of knowledge, that which makes it inescapable awlitally contingent”; and yet “[t]he
objects of these discourses, the discourses theessélave a kind of materiality; they
have a sort of reality to them that is inescapable”(Penley 8). Constructivism she
feels, is only a partial measure; more can betbaid that reality is constructed . We have
to insist, she writes “on a better account of tleelel it is not enough to show radical
historical contingency and modes of constructiarefeerything. Here, we, as feminists,
find ourselves perversely conjoined with the digssewf many practicing scientists, who,
when all is said and done, mostly believe theydaseribing and discovering thingg
means ofall their constructing and arguing” (“Situated’St emphasis in original).
Haraway’s critical anthropology is not about thegwsitioning of big questions seeking

transparent attributes or essential natures ahouahs and the world. Meanings are
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sedimented in layers and are to be sought at ttmegadble interface of relationships
between actors, observers and observed. Thingstieas are not “in themselves” but
come with their world. “I am committed,” she reglim another interview, “politically
and epistemologically to stylistic work that makelatively harder to fix the bottom
line” (Lykke 333). Categories and taxonomy are ubgemployed, but are impermanent
classifications, not written in bedrock.

The cyborg, a cybernetic organism, is an impottitgeral and figural trope in
Haraway’s work for its hybridity embodies both gwrial reality and fiction she believes
goes into the constitution of anything in the world

The cyborg skips the step of original unity, ofnd&cation
with nature in the Western sense. . . .. The qysr
resolutely committed to partiality, irony, intima@nd
perversity . . . the cyborg does not expect itlséfato save
it through a restoration of the garden . . . [iuid not
recognize the Garden of Eden; it is not made of andl
cannot dream of returning to dust . . . . theyveaiey of
holism but needy for connection. (“Manifesto” 9)10

Cyborg is a provocation, the destabilization oétdd humanism’s individual
autonomous subject. In answer to a question reggutte relationship between research
subject and an object figure, Haraway replies ‘thigfures are never innocent. The
relationship of a subject to a figure is best dégcr as a cathexis of some kind . . . .

Articulating the analytical object, figuring, fok@mple this family or kinship of entities,

chip, gene, foetus, bomb, etc.(it is an indefifigg, is about location and historical

41



specificity, and it is about a kind of assemblagkind of connectedness of the figure and
the subject” (Lykke 338).

Haraway does not use the term often, yet the psliter cyborg announces is
posthumanist: “one must think not in terms of e8aéproperties but in terms of
strategies of design, boundary constraints, rdtéew, systems logics, costs of lowering
constraints” (“Manifesto” 21). Her uses of cyboag, amalgam of fantasy and
techno/bio/logies are less in the interest of bogda better human, the object of popular
posthumanist, so called “transhumanist,” thinkargl more about the articulation of a
liberatory ethics in a society that has moved afn@y “Nature” per se and
naturalization, to embrace its own technologicallgdiated world view.

As a creature of fictive histogndlived experience, Haraway's cyborg functions
as a corrective, not only for humanism’s speciasigin of privilege, but for what she
calls postmodernism’s “textualization of everytHirftManifesto” 11). As such, her
“Manifesto” and other writings, in particular “Sated Knowledges: The Science
Question in Feminism and the Privilege of Parteddpective,” provide a possible means
by which to redress the frustration critical thetgifind with postmodern theories’ lack of

“distance.™ In “Situated,” Haraway writes that her self apgethtask is how to think

5 Fredric Jameson has frequently pointed out thatnpodernism’s identification
and infatuation with the culture of image and siacuh affords it no effective critical
perspective. IfPostmodernism, or, The Cultural Logic of Later Galm, he writes that
“No theory of cultural politics . . . has been atdado without one notion or another of a
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simultaneouslyan account of radical historical contingency
for all knowledge claims and knowing subjects, iica
practice for recognizing our own ‘semiotic techrgpés’

for making meaninggnda no-nonsense commitment to
faithful accounts of a ‘real’ world, that can betgly

shared and friendly to earth-wide projects of érfieedom,
adequate material abundance, modest meaning erisgff
and limited happiness. ( “Situated” 187; emphasis i
original)

Haraway’s polysemic cyborg, a “material-semiotitea¢ may be employed as a
vehicle by and through which the historically redy be (re)glimpsed. That is to say,
from this platform’s “partial perspective” what lre&c Jameson calls a “certain minimal
aesthetic distance” may, in some sense, be reakimdway, herself, makes no claim
that cyborg perspectivism is outside Jameson’'srigpeif capital.” She admits that “The
main trouble with cyborgs is that they are thegilienate offspring of militarism and
patriarchal capitalism, not to mention state sasnal . . . But,” she continues,

“illegitimate offspring are often exceedingly urifdul to their origins” (“Manifesto” 10).

In its chimerical hybridity, its commitment to “peanently partial identities” to “irony,

certain minimal aesthetic distance, of the posgynlf the positioning of the cultural act
outside the massive Being of capital, from whiclagsault this last. What the burden of
our preceding demonstration suggests, howeveratsdistance in general (including
‘critical distance’ in particular) has very predisbeen abolished in the new space of
postmodernism” (48).

Another expression of postmodern’s deficiencyha an emphasis on semiotics
and deconstruction has led in last part of tHe@htury to “a solipsistic hyper-
consciousness of language whereby the recognhetridanguage forms reality has
acquired a newly literalistic meaning; as if thalgsis of ideology in language can
completely encapsulate the life world of its ug@ell 18).
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intimacy and perversity” cyborg ontology allowstasmap a new “social and bodily
reality” (20) that is intractable to, if not comaéy other than, the patriarchal hegemony
found in the praxis of science and the scientifimmunity’® We who have historically
called ourselves human, Haraway explains, are @ onaginary and physical: “[W]e are
all chimeras, theorized and fabricated hybrids athine and organism; in short, we are
cyborgs” (“Manifesto” 8) '

Like Haraway’s cyborgs, Bruno Latourgiasi-subjectandquasi-objectdiave no

'8 In a footnote she replies directly to Jamesonisxem: “My position is that
feminists (and others) need continuous culturavention, post-modernist critique, and
historical materialism; only a cyborg would havehance. . . . If we are imprisoned by
language, then escape from that prison house esgl@inguage poets, a kind of cultural
restriction enzyme to cut the code; cyborg het@sglh is one form of that radical culture
politics” (“Manifesto” 11).

I Another devotee of the manner of connectivity,éfaBarad, defines “agential
realism” as “an epistemological and ontologicahfeavork that provides an
understanding of science as ‘material-discursivatpces” (2). Her use of classical
terms, she explains in a footnote, actually denttte<ollapse of the two systems, and so,
supposedly, of any dualism in the sense that bemogknowing are inseparable. Barad’s
neologism for this new scientific frameworkepistem-onto-logy8). Her work, like
Haraway’s de-legitimizes a masculinist science sleaks a final descriptive account of
nature; in its place, she proposes a science cdethid the full disclosure of its own
means of (ongoing) production. Instruments, fomepke, are not considered isolated
from the object of measurement but are “themseateesplex material-discursive
phenomena, involved in, formed out of, and format¥ particular social processes” (6).
These “things” of science aper accidensnotper se constrained, contingent, materially
discursive in the sense that the experimental ootcs of a process fully implicating all
participating agents, human (language, knowledgdyYand non-human (material,
energy).
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pretensions of totality. But whereas Haraway's ectave their pedigree to a
deconstruction of invisible masculine structurethm ontico-epistemological
assumptions embedded in the scientific practicé¥edtern research and development,
Latour’s actors spring out of the failure withiretdiscourse of modernism itself to
sustain its own taxonomical hierarchy between hugmamthe one hand and non-humans
on the other. Despite these differing origins, kib#orists share the same connecting
tissue—physical, linguistic and communal-when hes to reconceptualizing the modern
human. Latour’s “quasi objects” do not belong tdude, or to Society, nor to Language,
but are Simultaneouslyeal, discursive, and sociaMMe64; emphasis added). In later
works, in particularPolitics of Nature Latour prefers to characterize humans and non-
humans in terms of “collectives” since “we know whpeocedures the . .. subjects and
objects must go through in order to . . . rediscdleir capacity to come together” (82).
The humans and non-humans in these associatiotisoarght of not as entities but as
“propositions” in the sense that they retain anewtainty, an intractable agency, a
resistance to conceptual completeness.

Because there is no impartial view accessible todns, an account of
phenomena is not a matter of mere representatioredfmatter by a removed, observant
“modest witness.” As Karen Barad states “the waitdks back.” Accordingly, “agency is

a matter of infa-acting, an enactment, not something someone oetsomg has” (7).

45



Agents or actors are not totalized entities; rattiexy are heterogeneously constituted via
gatherings of interactive force-sources. The gdiveradea, as Katherine Hayles explains,
is that realityemergest the interactive “cusp” between the undifferated “flux” and
that of “representation.” This “constrained coustivism” creates a “reality that is
meaningful to us through the dynamic interplay lestwus and the world” (39). Thus,
non-humans possess a degree of agency such thrasthing reality is not a matter
merely of anthropocentric representationalism w&ifboundational self as virtuoso
observer; rather, it is a collaborative constitntily human (language) and non-human
(materiality). Nature amposand agropos the world is made but not made up.
Reiterating this idea, Haraway writes that the @asl“both fiction and fact . . . If
organisms are natural objects, it is crucial toeerher that organisms are not born; they
are made in world-changing techno-scientific prasiby particular collective actors in
particular times and places” (“Promise” 65). Comir@m a techno-science perspective,
Latour makes a similar argument for his “quasi-eatg” and objects: “The quasi-object
IS a continuous passage, an interchange betwedrhwimans inscribe in it and what it
prescribes in humans. It translates the one irgather. This thing is the non-human
version of the people, it is the human versiorhaids” (Aramis213).

The co-constitution of reality as it is understdoydthese theorists works to

invalidate the human as autonomous and individndahe same stroke, it voids the
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modern notion of the material world as passiveHasaway has said many times in many
different ways: “Objects like bodies do not presxs such. Similarly, ‘Nature’ cannot
pre-exist, but neither is its existence purely Idgal. Nature is a commonplace and a
powerful discursive construction, effected in theeractionsamong material-semiotic-
actors, humans and not” ( “Promises” 68; emphatied). The resulting “partnership”
retains an integrity, an unencroachable otherndssse “boundaries [nevertheless]

materialize in social interaction among humansm@omthumans . . .” (“Promises” 68).

No Mind? No Matter
What is underway in the cultural economy of convégtis an accommodation of
the non-human, but this maneuver piggy-backs theramodation of another actor, the

posthuman. A change in the modern notion of maffects a change in modern notion

18 Similarly, Barad claims that “Reality is not consgal of things-in-themselves
or things-behind-phenomena, but things-in-phenomBaeause phenomena constitute a
nondualistic whole, it makes no sense to talk abwgpendently existing things as
somehow behind or as the causes of phenomendh @ )footnote to the same article,
she says, however, that “[jJust because ‘phenomama’produced’ does not mean they
aren’t real. On the contrary, | shall argue thagrdigl reality is as solid as a table” (8).
The human, or as we should call it now in its derest form, thgoosthumannor matter
can be considered independently of the other. Ttea“action” between them
foregrounds each component’s inseparability froendther. Since there are no hermetic
borders between them, direct knowledge cannottbbuted to either. They are produced
and yet real, “continually reconstituted through material-discursive intra-actions” (7).
Summarizing her position, she explains that “tHersnt is not an observation-
independent reality, but phenomena,” that is, atyghat is humanly mediated, “not
nature itself but our participation within natul@).
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of mind. The topological coordinates that had fixieel human individual at ground zero
of the universe have lost their points of reckonifigere is no stable center. Reality is
redefined as a collaborative action, a joint fee#tq@oject of mutual checks and
balances of posthumans constraining the worldtepislogically and linguistically, and
the world, agentially constraining that accounudal to this economy is the idea that
the collaborative reality is not fixed but changingntinually reconstituting, modifying
and building on the past. “This world,” Maurice Nesgu-Ponty writes iThe Visible and
the Invisible “is nothing mysterious: it is, whatever we may,g&is world, this Being

that our life, our science, and our philosophy bitig117). He means not that the world
is transparent to our observations and can hida@mgytnor does he suggest that we
whimsically make up the world from whole cloth, darage. Because the world is not
over there, infinite and unknowable, but here angame side, limitations are contingent
on our inhabitation (not cohabitation) with the WorWe have to reject the age-old
assumptions,” he continues, “that put the bodheworld and the seer in the body, or,
conversely, the world and the body in the seenashox. Where are we to put the limit
between the body and the world, since the worfeegh? Where in the body are we to put
the seer, since evidently there is in the body.anlynore of the visible?” (138).
Consciousness-of-the-world and the material bodyregeparable; embodiment means

having a world, to be of it, in it, coterminous, tmaily alterous.
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[ll. The Disunity of Knowledge: Henry Adams andseéluman Epistemology

“[T]he posthuman does not really mean the end afidnity. It
signals instead the end of a certain conceptidghehuman . . .”
N. Katherine Hayled;low We Became Posthuman

Nineteenth-century Europe witnessed a period okfaamation unprecedented in
human history. Mechanization, rising literacy, plapion growth, expansion of banking,
implementation of monetary and economic reformstisy political alliances and the
growth of democratic and communal ideals at theeegp of a centralized aristocracy,
superseded a way of life that had been typicaffost people since the middle ages.
Many of these transformations begun during theRa&raissance, accelerating into a full
blown industrial age by the @entury, resulted in more equitable distributiohsvealth
and a higher standard of living for many. But astee Europe and the United States
rushed toward an urban, mechanized future of naltidentities, many felt a deep
pervasive anxiety, an apprehension that “orderdesh sacrificed to formless and
entropic anarchy” (Sheppard 326). The mechanicpllegity of the factory machines,
the punctual routine of the workers who manned theamd the systematic grids of

uniform compartments built to house them betragedso many of these anxious
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individuals thought, humanity in the spasms of ehaied fragmentation, if not collap$e.
As the century turned, many modernist artist aniteva in Great Britain and the
United States found themselves distressed ovepreent state of affairs. Their anxiety
grew from a fear that the widespread changes wrtdmgmodernity could not be
controlled, that the tremendous amounts of revatuiting energy circulating throughout
the western world were not channeled meaningfullysoirged and ebbed chaotically
from demotic, irrational impulses. For many of thegsthetes society seemed already out
of hand. Cities were swelling with masses of thedutated and unwashed. By numbers
alone, the hoards of people coming in from the tgsitde were a force to be reckoned
with. The resulting demographic changes ushered/in administrators who were more
sensitive to their needs and merchants more resfgotastheir plebeian tastes. Many

modernists were of a mind that humanity was experng a time of cultural and artistic

¥ In his book Against the Great DivideAndreas Huyssen reminds us that
“Modernism was never a monolithic phenomenon” (18®e anxiety among many
modern artists and writers in Great Britain during turn of the century must be
considered together with the accommodating eveha@igattitude towards the
innovations of modernity of the Futurist and higtal avant garde on the Continent.
Their art celebrated an aesthetics of mechanism Ddaists in France were, on the
whole, philosophically much opposed to many ofutiesvs of the aesthetes in England,
some of whom held rather defensive, elitist anéituttonal ideas about art. In the
opinion of many artists on the Continent, art afelwere not to be considered separate.
The aestheticist notion of the autonomy of arty thelieved, led to its institutionalization
and so the death of art. Futurists and the Avamtd€&sought an integration of art and
society, a lived art. See Peter Blrgditeory of the Avant-Garder a fuller treatment of
the continental art scene after 1900.
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upheaval in which humanist ideals of art and demonere superseded by the vulgar, the
colloquial and the demotic. If the masses readl ahay didn’'t read poetry or canonical
works of literature but the drivel from the poputaesses. Interest was in the here and
now, in the particular needs of the day rather thareternal and universal.

There were exceptions of course, but modernis&@at Britain did not feel
especially motivated to join their art to currentifical and social discourse as did many
modernist movements on the Continent; instead, daspyred to present “a more beautiful
mysterious and passionate alternative to it. Tlatyeof the unusual rather than the
beauty of the normal” (Williams 27). In the Theobkbs, some modernists found an
attractive, eclectic mix of religion, myth, the aticand mysticism to satisfy their desire
for metaphysical order. Others turned to agesfpastspiration, Greek and Medieval,
the last of which, Yeats claimed, was an examplé&thie unity of being™ for the chaos
of modernity (qtd in Williams 80). Their task, amse of these modernists saw it, was to
be agents of continuity, to preserve that which atasnal for the next golden age: “There
may be poverty in the universe and a trauma in finainthe artist has the means to
transcend both history and reality by the disposgiof his technique, creating ‘luminous
silent stasis of aesthetic pleasure™ (BradburyZ, Like Averroés, they would be the

keepers of the flame, the deputies of verity thiotlge coming dark period of upheaval
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and untruth®

Anxiety and a sense of deep desperation about titkem was by no means
limited to artists and writers. Nor was this anyiktited in its focus to culture at large.
A great deal of anxiousness was directed at Ma) fimself, both as an ideal and his
day to day situation. Intellectuals in the soc@ésces like Max Weber were
apprehensive regarding the tumultuous turns oatieeas it affected the human. In his
seminal textThe Protestant Ethic and The Spirit of Capitalig®04-05), Weber wrote
that the “rational asceticism” of the modern workethe capitalist West “turned with all
its force against
. . . the spontaneous enjoyment of life and dlbi to offer” (166). Nowhere was this

transformation more evident, he felt, than in thetéd States. Here,

20 Of course, this notion of progressive dialecticisas not universal among
modernists. Some believed that human progressiumanism of Hegel, was untenable.
In its place they held a darker view, the nihipsssimism of Schopenhauer. Human
history, or, so they concluded, was not progressinear, spiral or otherwise, but merely
cyclical with notelos The anti-humanist tenets of Eastern thought, hilitsaof world,
life is suffering, flesh is a burden, personalitgrason, escape from which could only be
found in sublimation and so dispersal of the indiinal into the whole was corroborated
by the anarchy they saw in world around them. Tach changed, yet did not
ultimately change, because it was repeated etgrmedls circular. Adoption of a circular
archetype for human history gave the modernist dahioy which to explain the
superficial transitions and upheavals in life, &lso provided them with the assurance of
permanence and stable structure underlying the Auxwas their avatar of stability, at
the calm center “holding transition and chaos, totveaand de-creation, in suspension;”
it's task “to redeem, essentially or existentiattye formless universe of contingency”
(Bradbury 49,50).
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the pursuit of wealth, stripped of its religiouslathical
meaning, tends to become associated with purelydaman
passions, which often actually give it the chanactesport.

No one knows who will live in this cage in the
future, or whether at the end of this tremendous
development entirely new prophets will arise, aréwill
be a great rebirth of old ideas and ideals, areither,
mechanized petrification, embellished with a sért o
convulsive self-importance. For of the last stag#is
cultural development, it might well be truly said:
“Specialists without spirit, sensualists withoutihitethis
nullity imagines that it has attained a level afilczation
never before achieved.” (182)

The effects of mechanism on life were far reachingather essays Weber discusses the
diminished state of man within “the permanent cti@aof the bureaucratic machine”:
“[T]he professional bureaucrat,” he writes, “is ofe to his activity by his entire
material and ideal existence. In the great majafityases, he is only a single cog in an
ever-moving mechanism which prescribes to him aermsally fixed route of march”
(“Power” 73).

In America, the historian, Henry Adams, was wdllgied to bear witness to the
effects of modernity on the nascent world power iggmthhabitants. A well traveled

intellectual, a distinguished historian descendethfAmerica’s first political dynasty’s,

Adams'’s life spanned the most consequential yeaitsei formation of late modernism.

2L Of “modern man,” Weber wrote in the same chajtat he “is in general even
with the best will, unable to give religious ideasignificance for culture and national
character which they deserve” (183).
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Born in 1838 in New England, he witnessed the ttiamsin the north east from an
agricultural to an industrial economy. He died @1&, at the end of The Great War, a
decade after Einstein published his Special ancefaéitheories of Relativity.

At the turn of the century, what Adams, the histoy held in common with
modernist aesthetes in Europe was the view thdizatron was in a phase of decline.
Yet beneath the apparently directionless chaosiafam activity, he believed an order
existed that could be discerned by the trained Agams understood the function of the
historian similar to that which Eliot and Pound @sged for the poet: “to preserve the
sense of eternity which inhabits the few fragméeitsto them by the past and without
which all would be blackness and despair” (Sheppad). Thus Adams’s self-appointed
task, was, with his historian’s diachronic visitmdiscover the enduring principles
within the discontinuities and multiplicities magst in flourishing social industry going
on all around him.

Adams’sThe Education of Henry Adan(ts907) has been called “one of the
earliest expressions of modern nervousness” (Wiesel). Certainly there lingers,
especially in its closing chapters a tone of appmslveness toward the modern and the
fate of the human similar to that felt by modetsis England. Security, purpose,
progress, hope and a clear sense of destiny—tikds for industrial America in the

previous century—are not foremost in these finglesaofThe EducationThe reader
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closes the book on a man who seems deeply disnaaygbedonfused by the competing
tensions, philosophical and material, of the efedtmodernization on human history.

In writing The EducationAdams joined a long line of European notables,
beginning with Aristotle, Aquinas, and Kant in tim®dern age, who have attempted to
perform a crucial service during a period of irdgetbal instability and social
fragmentation. The task, as they saw it, was tagostability and unity to an unsettled
world by demonstrating how seemingly incommensweralifferences could be reconciled
into a logical vision of the whole. This was a tésat could only be and must be
accomplished by humans. Adams believed that imtimean was a will to unity, to
historicism, to preservation, to continuity.

Yet humans were at a crucial turning point in thestory. Modern advances and
discoveries in the field of science at the sub-atdavel in the late nineteenth century
had broken the continuity of knowledge maintainiede Galileo and Bacdh
multiplicity was the new paradigm, not unity. Cditgalong ana priori fixture in the
classical world, could not be assumed to oper&asdme everywhere every time.

Similarly, the fundamentals of empiricism, measugatrand replicability, were not

#2To be more exact, this line of reasoning was difsgverely strained by the
work of Ludwig Boltzmann which led to the discowrentropy (the universe is tending
toward equilibrium, heat death) and Michael Far&layprk which proved that there was
no ether, a discovery that complicated the accepteditonian notion that light was
(only) wave like.
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always and everywhere the constant by which thpestes of the world could be
verified. These epistemic ruptures—most conspicuotise sciences—in the relatively
stable development of knowledge of past centurge® gise to what may be called the
epistemology of the post-human

The forces of modernization changed not only, ab&Weoints out, the way
humans lived, worked, worshiped or did not worshipd how they spent their leisure
time and whether or not they cared about hightlaely also changed humankind’s
horizon as regards the nature and possibility ofkedge, its scope, limits, how
knowledge is acquired by humans and how it is uSkdt knowledge can be or is unified
was a basic assumption by which practioners of mmokdemanism functioned. Because
reason, an innate human faculty, was thought todependent of experience and so
transcendent, knowledge, in theory at least, wdégedrat some higher level. Like a
picture puzzle, there was only one way to put tinezfe together, and it could form only
one picture. The unified image was somewhere tinetlee pieces; mankind had yet to
assemble it into its coherent whole. The introcuctf probability into scientific
research, first in thermodynamics and then in quartheory, explicitly forecloses on the
possibility of total knowledge, predicting the ooitiee every time of a given procedure. It
must be emphasized that thisi@ a question of incomplete information, that if all

properties of an interaction are known, the outcomeéd be accurately deduced. The
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uncertainty of knowing is built into the system.eTé&cceptance of this limitation and the
recognition of the disunity of human knowledge desa fundamental shift
epistemically in the way humans regard themseladslaeir relationship with the world.
Humans were no longer masters of the world. Fdrrtieter, they are no longer humans.
Henry Adams would not accept this version of knalgke His annoyance with
many prominent scientists of the day who did aca@egiincided with a turning point in
the history of human knowledge in the West. Thepalth Adams believed that a
coherent understanding of the world, even thealyispeaking, was paramount to
man’s nature, his essence and freedom. His coamgtbout the nature of knowledge
and the appeal of unity (though the one quoted Wwerdd later be modified) were
evident from his earlier chaptersTihe Education“For young men [like himself] whose
lives were cast in the generation between 1867-1980 should be Evolution from
lower to higher, aggregation of the atom in the snasncentration of multiplicity in
unity, compulsion of anarchy in order; and he wdolde himself to follow wherever it
led . ... He took his education as a Darwiniagood faith. The Church was gone, and
duty was dim but Will should take its place, fouddkeeply in interest and law” (218-19).
The generation of scientists he encountered &attheof the century, however, were not
the philosophers and renaissance men of an earéidyut highly specialized experts in

their fields. Adams was convinced that there wasyuih was just not apparent in the
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jumble, proliferation and fragmentation of knowledgyle disciplines. Those specialists
did not have the perspectival distance to seeng. tAsk Adams set for himself in the
coming decade as a new historian was to brindgnefié fragments together within a
unified overarching directive. Science, that diBogwhich had played such a large role
in the fragmentation of knowledge, would be the nsday which it was again unified.
Henry Adams was captivated by scientific knowledgd developments of his
era. Yet, like many modernist, this fascination weapered by a concern with science
and technology’s sheer force to transform the Ifdsumans and the way they thought.
Indeed, it was science and technology that argugdohg rise to modernity in the first
place?* Adams believed that knowledge itself was powfdrumans could harness the
logic of science for the purposes of unifying tmelgeration of knowledge, humans
could remain in control of their destiny. If thegiléd in that task, they would fall back to

the level of humans in premodern times, enthrath&forces and whims of nature.

2 Adams’s respect for science, its reasoning andiodst can hardly be
underestimated. In his essay, “The Tendency ofiHistAdams expresses his views
towards science in no uncertain terms, “A sciera®ot be played with. If an hypothesis
is advanced that obviously brings into a direcusege of cause and effect all the
phenomena of human history, we must accept itifamd accept it we must teach it. The
mere fact that it overthrows social organizatioasrot affect our attitude. The rest of
society can reject or ignore, but we must follow trew light no matter where it leads”
(Degradation131).

% Huyssen, for example, notes that “mass culturén the West is unthinkable
without 20" century technology” (9).
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Breaking the Historical Neck

At the age of sixty-two, Adams attended the GRaris Exposition of 1900 with
his scientist friend, S.P. Langley. Reviewing ic@ssion one industrial exhibit after
another, they stopped at the great hall of dynafles.respective reactions of Langley
and Adams to the huge electric generators differackedly. The engineer, Langley, so
Adams suspects, was mildly intrigued by dynameigtutionary engineering, yet
another way to turn coal into energy. Adams, onatiher hand, saw in the dynamo an
“occult” power, which transcended its mechanicatamality to become finally a
“symbol of infinity” no less compelling than thed&sed Virgin Mary (353). Adams
continues piecemeal through succeeding chaptefbeEducatiorio forge a conception
of the dynamo as the avatar for the modern agepitdisence there the hall of the
dynamos takes on for him the aura of a religiolgripnage. In the quiet, steady
mechanical power of the generator, he recognizepithimise of a “moral force,” a new
mechanist ethic to replace the deontology of tkedists. Adams’s inclination, he
confesses, is to get on his knees and pray to #uhime, welcoming it to the world as a
new god.

Many progressive thinkers of the™8nd early 20 centuries adapted in some way

the scientific method to their own discourses. ifethodology of science, with its
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concrete mode of inquiry, experimentation and deggstration, was coming to be
viewed as the means by which a discipline legitediitself. By the end of the 19
century, psychology, sociology, and other new aodakscourse, ethnology and
economics, were all departmentalized in universiie authentic fields of study and
pursued in standardized, quasi scientific wysthough an ancient discipline going
back at least to Herodotus, history, too, amongynadiits practioners, sought to
professionalize itself based on the legitimacyhef proven fact.

Thehistorical factwas itself a new idea in modernism. As Hayden Whdints
out in his essay, “The Fictions of Factual Repreast@ms,” that prior to the 19century,
history was regarded more as literary®atSpecifically, it [history] was regarded as a

branch of rhetoric and its “fictive’ nature was gealy recognized . . . . [O]n the whole,

% Max Weber was one important exception to thissggirmovement. As
Andrew Koch points out in his article, Weber beédwthat with the externalization of
reason by science, “[hJuman beings are reducedijects’ for control and manipulation
. ... To Weber, this meant that ‘complete’ humature, that is both reason and
emotion, was subordinate to the objectificationcess in modern rational culture . . . .
that the march of ‘science’ and the bureaucracewesvitable and that ‘modernity’ itself
represented a valueless, nihilistic void” (143).

% Exceptions exists, of course, most prominent wéxa/dEdward Gibbon,
regarded as the first modern historian. AboufTiine History of the Decline and Fall of
the Roman Empir€1788), he said “I have always endeavored to dram the
fountainhead; my curiosity, as well as a senseautf,has always urged me to study the
originals; and if they have sometimes eluded mycéed have carefully marked the
secondary evidence on whose faith a passage ot wéae reduced to depend.” Compare
Adams’s words in this regard: “He [Adams] neveranted his facts; they were furnished
him by the only authorities he could findr'fe Educatiort26).
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historiography [was not viewed] as a representaticthe facts unalloyed by elements of
fancy” (123). In post-revolutionary Europe of th@"Lentury, fiction, in the context of
history, was to be clearly distinguished from aegarded as a hindrance to the realm of
factual event. Thus was born, White continues, titeam of a historical discourse that
would consist of nothing but factually accuratdestzents about a realism of events
which were observable in principle” (123). The msdional historian of the @entury
believed that “if one only eschewed ideology andamed true to the facts, history
would produce a knowledge as certain as anythifegexf by the physical sciences and as
objective as a mathematical exercise” (124-5). &eas no lack of adherents to this
credo, Bancroft and Prescott in the United St&Reske in Germany.

Adams, the author dlistory of the United States during the Administas of
Jefferson and Madisof1889), was a very enthusiastic adherent to thersl fact and
the potential for the unity of knowledge it invitdgly the end of the century, however, he
had become frustrated with historicism, and abaaeddhe theory on which it was based.
James Stone writes that Adams did not reject hes¢on so much as tried to transcend it:
“Thoroughness, objectivity and accuracy becamaeatsof the ends of contemplation (as
most of his fellow historians then supposed), ordgessary adjuncts to a wider process
of thinking” (540, 41). InThe Educatiois chapters entitled “The Abyss of Ignorance”

and “Vis Inertiae,” Adams recounts his discursivellectual wandering, his rereading
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Descartes, Hume, Berkeley, Kant, then Comte, Daanth Spencer. And then came his
disillusionment with that intellectual tradition thte Paris Exhibition when he felt, in the
quiet circular humming of the dynamo, a sense e¥itable force—moral, symbolic,
material. The experience had been everything gioel revelation should be: ecstatic,
seminal, inarticulable. In the circularity of thgndmo, Adams perceived a mystical force
that could not be understood by the rational systefthought on which he, and the age
in which he lived, had been intellectually nurtur&tie force of the electron,
electromagnetism, was something that, for the ptebad to be accepted “in faith”
(353). The leap over reason, the “parricide” Adamst commit is to forego
unconditional belief in causality, the bedrock oftbNewtonian mechanics and the
historical fact, the unquestioned foundation of Weasthought. The electron inhabited a
‘supersensual’ world that denied the observer not the immediacy of his senses, but
because of its lack of dimensional extension, fiedeclassical conceptualizations of
space and time altogether. Like the apophatic Galdeognostics, nothing with absolute
certainty could be said about it other than theatfatce was always and everywhere
omnipotent.

Adams’s prostration before the dynamo, his “his@rneck broken” there in the
exhibition hall in 1900 was understood by him asmaportant milestone in human

history, an experience not unlike that of Constetwhose establishment of the Cross in
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CE 310 signified the advent of a new universaldoithrough historicizing the dynamo
alongsideWestern religious icons, Adams recognizes the mhynas a new trope for
human history, an entirely new paradigm, a new ofahinking and organizing the
world. For the continuation of humans as a racgetitdetermining and free beings, a
principle unifying these forces was essential.

Taking his cue from Michael Faraday, who discovehed electricity and
magnetism, heretofore considered fundamentallyndistwere really just aspects of the
same essential energy, electromagnetism, Adamdud®mttthat the common
denominator subtending both the power of Blessediviof the 18 century and the
electromagnetic dynamo of the"2@as “attractive force.” For unity and directionfoace
from outside must function as the shaping influeiocdoth mind and matter; otherwise
total chaos reigns. By virtue of the universalitylat attractive force, relativism could be
expunged, and the basis for the unity of knowleskgjablished.

The sense of urgency to his purpose was deep.tStsein the latter part of the
19" century had, so Adams believed, lost their dicectind with it, their mandate as
grand explicators of the world. They took a rattidest and cautious view of their own
working results. Unlike earlier empirical realistisey did not necessarily look at science
as the means to absolute knowledge about the wowlés understood in more

instrumental terms, as means to an end. Speakihg aame Paris exhibition which
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Adams had attended with Langley, Poincaré expre$sethore modest and humble
demeanor that would characterize science andatgiponers at the turn of the century:
“Physicists were not decipherers of nature’s ldwas librarians and cataloguers of
experience. Theories and principles are not trifalse, but more or less useful” (gtd. in
MacLeod 10Y’ In The EducationAdams discusses at length his impatience with thi
turn in science theory. Of Karl Pearson, a prontiiserence writer of the day, he wrote,
“Pearson shut out of science everything which @tecentury had brought into it. He
told his scholars that they must put up with atfoaccof the universe, and a very small
fraction at that . . .” (417 Pearson’s theory of scientific knowledge shortuits
Adams’s hope for a unity of knowledge, for a conplend truthful understanding of the
world. For Adams this retreat was inadmissible:€Bvman with self respect enough to

become effective, if only as a machine, has hattount to himself for himself

2" Poincarré and Pearson’s views of scientific knolgkefind resonance with
Joseph Rouse’s contemporary notion of “deflatiormaingon-reifying account of scientific
knowledge.” Deflationary knowledge, he writesEingaging Sciencéis directly opposed
to those epistemological views that take knowledgeonstitute a theoretically coherent
kind. . . . The deflationist, by contrast, reco@sia wide range of examples of knowledge
but denies that they collectively constitute a eehekind” (28, 29).

28 pearson was a scientific idealist and a relatitidtere are many signs," he
wrote, "that a sound idealism is surely replacagya basis for natural philosophy, the
crude materialism of the older physicistsfhé Grammar of SciencBreface to 2nd Ed.)
Further, he stated, "...science is in reality asifecation and analysis of the contents of
the mind...." And, "In truth, the field of scientseemuch more consciousness than an
external world." (Ch. 1I:6) "Law in the scientifsense is thus essentially a product of the
human mind and has no meaning apart from man"I{CH).
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somehow and to invent a formula of his own forumsverse” (437). This is not to say
that Adams was after a full and complete theomgwarything, a perfect plenum, but man,
if he is to remain self-determining, the chartehisf own course in history, must be
guided by some principle operative in the univessmething external with which to
unify the diversity of experience: “a spool on whio wind the thread of history without
breaking it . . .. a common factoiTt{e Educatiort37). Pearson and others’ foreclosure
on the unity of scientific knowledge could onlyprise dystopia, “a land . . . where
order was an accidental relation obnoxious to eatantificial compulsion imposed on
motion; against which every free energy of the arge revolted; and which, being
merely occasional, resolved itself back into anaathast” (424).

Adams’s response, in the final chapter3bé Educationto Pearson and others’
lack of intellectual fortitude was his own attemapunifying knowledge: “A Dynamic
Theory of History.”

[A]ssigning attractive forces to opposing bodies in
proportion to the law of mass, takes for granted the
forces of nature capture man. The sum of forceacs,

the feeble atom or molecule called man is attradted
suffers education or growth; he is the sum of treds that
attract him; his body and his thought are alikéheir
product; the movement of the forces controls tlogpass
of his mind, since he can know nothing but the orai
which impinge on his senses, whose sum make educati

(439)

All the antithetical elements with which Adams wited for years are here in his
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scientific theory of history—attraction and oppimsit mind and body, mass and energy,
ignorance and intelligence, motion and stasis—nakeidi® a universal principle. History
and Science, then, like electricity and magnetisere really just aspects of the same
ultimate force. In his study on Adams’s scientthought, Henry Wasser argues that
Adams’s conflation was a foregone conclusion gixelams’s belief that “history was a
science of vital energy which had been tendingy@lwith every form of physical and
mechanical energy, towards mathematical expres¢88)’ The attractive force for the
scholastics, the Aristotelian premoderns, was étéoloind in) God. Adams now saw that
the absolute force was not other worldly, but herhis world; furthermore, that the
“mechanism [of attraction] has always been the sqifiee Educatior51). Dynamism
or Force is the single principle, the entelechyagoing the fundamental constituents of
matter; and since man is matter, he, too, woulsutgect to the same controlling forces.
To Adams the primary difficulty with his theory wasat while the force of
physical action was commonly measured, the foradeaight was not. Adams’s
analogized the mind as a comet, a “complex of neima¢chanical agencies, reacting
within and without, and guided by the sum of forasacting and deflecting itThe
Education453). Because force subtends both the matter drasiand the thoughts in our
minds, “the true measure of both thought and mé&terass in its astronomical sense, the

sum or difference of attractive forces” (453). Thascording to Wasser, Adams inferred
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that at some point in the future, “[tihe motiontlkdught as continuous force could be
measured mathematically, and a law of acceleragsised, by which history itself could
be measured since the laws of history only repaatetines of force or thought” (Wasser
31).

Adams'’s scientific theory of history as outlinedTine Educatioreft much to be
desired, as he himself admitted. He had obsenaddatkhift in human history of
paradigmatic dimensions, from unity to multipligityad taken place, but this was news
only to anyone unfamiliar with the evolutionaryubkt of Darwin’s theory. The larger
guandary was the speculative nature of his maisigh& contained little scientific fact.
His attempts at bridging the divide between mind amatter through a underlying mutual
medium (force) lacked the rigorous inference amicléo warrant serious attention by
other philosophers and scientists in the field. /the mind may be like a comet in art,
in science there is no meaningful basis for congpari Such rhetorical flourishes, even as
they attempted to generalize and conceptualizevaracching idea, did more to confound
the issue than clarify it. Adams’s task requirad@e systematic and rigorous

foundation.

An Attempt at Unity

The first decade of the new century was uniquéftams in that he published
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almost nothing. When he did publish again it wascthat the historian of America’s
presidential colonial administrations had beconss laterested in the past than in the
future. Adams saw the rising popularity of socraliand communism, the great social
levelers, as a symptom of the end of the prognedstee forward movement of Thought.
The median meant equilibrium and equilibrium mestasis; in science equilibrium was
the absolute cessation of the exchange of endrgygs death. As the mechanistic
structures of modernism spread, insinuating therasento every facet of society,
human life loses that which makes it unique arebufar. Adams’s anxiety differed,
however, from Weber, his European counterparakimgy on a more apocalyptical tone.
By degrees Adams came to believe that the mechamzaf human life was a symptom
of a larger universal degradation that had beenggon since the beginning of time, but
because of the way the law of acceleration workaddea only adumbrated in the
penultimate chapter dfthe Educationthat degeneration was only now happening rapidly
enough to be evident to anyone with a trained @yestorian for exampl&.

In 1910, after Adams’s Dynamic Theory of Historydd to mobilize the

imagination of Western intellectual thought, Adatosnposed a number of essays,

29 “Only by watching its motion on the enormous eaafl historical and
geological or biological time can one see,—acrosatgulfs of ignorance,—that the
current [of Thought] has been constant as meaqiyréd force and volume in the
absorption of nature’s resources, and that, witiénlast century, its acceleration has
been far more rapid than before . . Thé Degradatior804).
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collected posthumously by his brother BrooksT e Degradation of the Democratic
Dogma This compilation, which draws heavily on scietgcholarship of the mid to
late 19" century and the Second Law of Thermodynamicsigtted to formulate
guantitatively a time-line for the sequential pagsaf history. Adams draws together,
from an extraordinarily wide range of disciplindssturbing global evidence that, taken
in the aggregate, signals human dissipation ankhéeén the final essay of the
collection, “The Rule of the Phase applied to HgtoAdams uses the Second Law of
Thermodynamics to explain the past and foretelfiiere° The prognosis is not a
cheery one:

The law of thermodynamics must embrace human lyistor

in its last as well as in its earliest phase. ¢ piinysicist can

suggest any plausible way of escaping this demainstr,

either logically or by mathematics, he will conéegreat

benefit on history; but, pending his decisionhi highest

Will-power is conceded to have existed first, ainithe
physicist is to be granted his postulate that Heagl

% Briefly, the Second Law of Thermodynamics hasdavith heat transfer
between systems. Heat cannot flow (or more pragikak never been known to flow)
spontaneously (of itself) from a system of loweergy to a system of higher energy.
Cosmically speaking, the universe, as it seekdibguim, seems to move always from
higher to lower with a concomitant increase in @o§t The process is not reversible.
This means, consequently, that the universe isingraiown to eventual heat death,
absolutely uniformity. The First Law, by the wag,Tihe Conservation of Energy. Energy
is never lost or gained. The First Law, for Adactwyelates to the Newtonian mechanism
of 1600 to 1900. The relation of the two is thaile/energy is never lost (or gained), in a
closed system, a universe, a boiler, everything goequilibrium, to uniformity. For
work to be done, there must be a transfer of enéingg/can not occur in an absolute
equilibrium.
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intensity are equivalent terms, while fall and digiibn are

equivalent to degradation, then the intenser enefrgVill

which showed itself in the primitive extravaganée o

variation for which Darwin tried so painfully to @munt by

uniformitarian formulas, must have been—and mustdve

in the constant process of being—degraded anddodtcan

never be recovered. The process, in physics, is not

reversible. (195, 196)
With its final, eschatological overtones of a castheat death,” the Second Law was
perhaps too much for Adams to resist. And, of agutsvas science.

Though discouraged by a lack of progress and aragagsing plethora of dead
ends after the publication ®he EducationAdams had not given up his dream of
knowledge unified in the form of a totalizing sdiéio theory of history. If anything, he
grew more adamant and openly ambitious that sudbadrcould be accomplished:
“Historians will not, and even if they would, thegn not, abandon the attempt. Science
itself would admit its own failure if it admittetiat man, the most important of all its
subjects, could not be brought within its rangEi¢ Degradatior126). The vague sense
of anxiety in the closing chapters bie Educationan anxiety that humanity was losing
its grip on its capacity for self-knowledge and-skdtermination, becomes palpable in
The DegradationAdams firmly believed he was standing on the tho&tbetween one
era and another. The imperatives of modern scianddgechnology could not be ignored.

He was convinced that mankind must take the inrgagain the high ground of a unified

knowledge or be condemned to dwell within the reilsitin of mechanical
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instrumentation.

At the same time, the results of his research wallichately foreshadow
humanity’'s doom. As William Jordy writes, “From haptimistic belief that democracy
afforded the ultimate theme for historical studgafns shifted to the pessimistic
assertion that annihilation provided the final gmalhistorical prophecy” (128). To the
eye sensitive to historical change, the evidenceavarywhere: “Not a day passes,” he
wrote, “without producing some uneasy discussiosugposed social
decrepitude;,—falling off of the birthrate;—declioferural population;—lowering of army
standards;—multiplication of suicides;—increasesénity or idiocy,—of cancer,—of
tuberculosis; —of nervous exhaustion, —of enfeebitadity, —'habits’ of alcoholism and
drugs, —failure of eye-sight in the young, —an@spwithout end . . ."{he Degradation
187). Anthropologically “man was decidedly a deg@animal reflecting the generally
degraded energies of his earthly habitat. Spedifidae intellectual specialization of the
human being had occurred at the expense of hisqathygell-being” Oegradation

135)3' Progress had been made in some fields of humazaeand to be sure, but that

% The idea was by no means original with Adams. HBargson Creative
Evolution(1910), managed to formulate an entire philosamgtposing instinct to
intellection. Adams who had read Bergson’s workl sdilike best Bergson’s frank
surrender to the superiority of Instinct over Irgel. You know how | have preached that
principle and how I have studied the facts ofrtfdct | once wrote a whole
Volume—called myeducation-. . . in order to recall how Education may be shaav
consist in following the intuitions of instinct” {@ in Baym 57).
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progress was local and specialized. There was oat@tion between disciplines, no
governing mandate by which to sanction the advaeo¢im the name of human welfare.
Cosmologically speaking, the net result as reghumisanity had been a loss of energy, an
overall degradation.

Between the publication dfhe Educatiorand the composition of the essays that
would be gathered ifhe Degradationscience and technology had taken a somewhat
sinister turn in Adams’s mind. In the earlier volg, the promise of a “moral force”
which Adams discerned in the dynamo, whose cirdulanming “would not wake the
baby lying close against its frame,” is missingiténplace in these essays is a gloomy
sense of resignation to a future society fragmeatetidestabilized by the domination of
an instrumental scientism and its technology olerives of common folkt is a sober
work of reason and evidence with an abundanceush@istic and scholarly quotations
like this observation from William Thompson’s “Maimatical and Physical Papers” on
heat death (1882): “Within a finite period of tinpast, the earth must have been, and
within a finite period of time to come, the eartnigshagain be, unfit for the habitation of
man as at present constituted, unless operatiomslyeen, or are to be performed, which
are impossible under the laws to which the knowerafpons going on at present in the
material world are subject™ (qtd in AdaniBhe Degradatiori41-42).

Despite his deep misgivings of science, he entduste search for “the new
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unity” to its methods, practices and instrumenecdise science was impersonal,
however, the unifying principle it came up with “uld not be an intelligence, probably
not even a consciousness” (399). What the “kifétermodynamical] theory of gases”
revealed, so Adams (and many scientists) beliewad,not only the secret of matter but
an explanation of time (heat transfer is not spoedasly reversible; that is, entropy does
not decrease, so time can go in only one directi@nincrease of entropy). All that was
lacking, as far as Adams was concerned, was “whetkéll deeper analysis [of
thermodynamics] would reduce the atom of gas te pustion. Thus, unless one mistook
the meaning of motion . . . the scientific analygisnmonly called unity was the scientific
analysis commonly called multiplicity. The two tggwere the same, all forms being
shifting phases of motionThe Degradatior899).

The “Rule of Phase” which Adams constantly referstthe concluding chapter
of The Degradationefers to a formulation by Josiah Willard Gibbsl aenotes the
possible number of degrees of freedom in a clogst@m at equilibrium in terms of the
number of separate phases and the number of cHerormo@onents in the system. The
Rule of Phase as Gibbs used the term concerngihiisécal change of a substance once
a critical value has been reached; the changetigradual but precipitous, saltative, and
complete. Ice for example will stay frozen untpr@cise temperature is reached

whereupon the entire quantity turns to a liquide Tieory was deduced from general
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thermodynamics in the 1870s and published as “©retjuilibrium of Heterogeneous
Substances.” It was Gibbs who demonstrated thatiesmactually the mechanical
agitation of molecules.

Adams had large ambitions for Gibbs’s rather piopanciple. In a letter, he
wrote that “what [the physicist] conceded to matia its phase as matter, he must
concede to motion in its form as mind™ (qtd. in ¥éar 103). Motion then, not force as
previously thought, would provide the necessaryneation between mind and matter
that Adams had been searching years for. But becaosecular vibration did not imply
direction, it had to be linked with mind, the setaurce of meaningful orientation. The
potential implications for Adams’s big theory weémemense, as Wasser explains: “Since
the processes of history were irreversible, pressauld be exerted in only one direction.
The motive force in history was attraction. Attrantin history was the equivalent of
pressure in physics since it, in the historicaé ofl phase, gave human society its forward
movement” (104).

Believing that he had linked the material and irterial, Adams asserted that
“we have learned to recognize that everything, atenor inanimate, spiritual or material,
exists in Phase; . . . and that our whole visidimged to the bare possibility of
calculating in mathematical form the degree oheegistability” The Degradatior282-

83). Adams can then go about reconciling, or rateeucing, the respective vocabularies
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of history and physics. What is commonly refert@ds “pressure” in physics is
“attraction” in history; “temperature” in physicercesponds to “acceleration” in history.
“Volume” works as the same in both (28031 s for Adams’s formative articulation of
the rule, then,

[M]an’s thought, considered as a single substaassipg
through a series of historical phases is assuméaditov
the analogy of water, and to pass from one phaaadther
through a series of critical points which are deieed by
the three factors Attraction, Acceleration and \fod) for
each change of equilibrium. (281)

The gap has been closed. In summary Adams exgleans‘The historical inquirer may
assume that Thought is a historical substance goasoto an electric current which has
obeyed the laws of Phase” (283). Confidently hdagmts that:

Thus results the plain assurance that the futuiidhotight,
and therefore History, lies in the hands of thesphgts,
and that the future historian must seek his edoigati the
world of mathematical physics. Nothing can be eigadc
from further study on the old lines. A new genenatmust
be brought up to think by new methods, and if astanical
department in the Universities cannot enter thig Réase,
the physical department will have to assume thedame.
(283)

If we are to take Adams’s use of “The Phase Rulefdlly as the algorithm

subtending human history, then knowledge is sultgettie same transitory phasic

%2 The “Hyper thought,” about which Adams refershiistpassage, functions as a
kind of entelechy, a dynamic, universal force:H¢] solvent—this ultimate motion which
absorbs all other forms of motion is an ultimataildorium” (281).
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dynamic as matter. That is, knowledge transforrsifphase to phase. Astrology’s
phasic evolution from action-at-a-distance supgostito the hard causal science we
know as contemporary astronomy exemplifies this@ss® “Intellect,” Adams says,
“should bear the same relation to Instinct thatsiine bears to a gaseous nebula” (206)
such that “Reason can be only another phase @rtbrgy earlier known as Instinct or
Intuition; and if this be admitted as the stemdmgiof the Mind as far back as the Eocene
lemur, it must be admitted for all forms of the&liEnergy back to the vegetables and
perhaps even to the crystals” (192-3). Knowledga néw and unknown phenomena may
exist as some pseudo-science or local belief wihashnot yet been ‘hardened’ by the
guantification and replication of scientific meth@&tams’s analogous use of the comet
illustrates the process: knowledge about the coitippsnd origin of that particular
celestial phenomena was mysterious; it was usedrtend great things or devastating
debacles. Now we know comets come from the Oottd;labout one light year away and
that they are big balls of dust and ice. Their ajpgece and location in the sky is

calculably accurat¥.

3 Contemporary accounts of knowledge approximatidgms’s phasic
explanation are found in Thomas Kuhiilse Structure of Scientific Revoluticersd
Michele Foucault'sThe Order of Things

3 Adams adds that “[T]he comet is a sort of brotifeFhought, an early
condensation of the ether itself, as the human mmay be another, traversing the infinite
without origin or end, and attracted by a suddgeaitof curiosity that lies by chance
near its path{The Degradatior801).
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Adams believed that “The Rule of Phase,” appliesdcial history, provided a
means for predictive deductions. Because the aunwaif the acceleration of civilization
“too closely resembles that of the vaporizationvater” from a liquid, Adams concluded
that a homologous linkage existed between Thoughtrzater via the “familiar law of
squares” (291). Further analogies between Thoughpaysical phenomena are
warranted, so he believed, when one examines fleatypaths of comets. They reveal
that,

if the calculated curve of deflection of Thoughtl®00-
1900 were put on that of the planet, it would shiat
man’s evolution had passed perihelion, and that his
movement was already retrograde. . . . . Calcuatiat the
Mechanical phase has lasted 300 years, the negéepha
would have a life equal to aboo®00, or about seventeen
years and a half, when—that is in 1917—-it wouldspat
another or Ethereal Phase, which would last odly.5, or
about 4 years and bring Thought to the limit of its
possibilities in the year 1921. It may well be! Niog
whatever is beyond the range of possibility. (ZB)*

It comes as no surprise that Adams’s applicatio@ibbs’s Rule to human

history was neither in his time, nor ever sincentlveell received. Requests directed to

scientists asked to comment were most often mét egpectful silence. Contemporary

% It must be mentioned that opinion is very divideer the intent of these final
essays. Jordy relates that Howard M. Mumford, kameple, believed the essays were
“meant as a joke, to demonstrate the folly of tglarscientific theory of history
seriously” (ix).
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reactions have been even less polite.

Knowledge Disunified

Knowledge exploded in the later"18entury into a spectrum of proliferating
disciplines branching vertiginously into sub-categ® and specialized areas of thought
and research. No one field of study, let alone &runaould possibly circumscribe
everything. Adams, utterly awed on that day in 180the Paris Exhibition, believed he
had caught a glimpse of eternity in the spinnimguéar movement of that modern
avatar, the dynamo. In that vision he sought, ity other modernists, to imbue the
impersonality of the mechanical with a deeper,dcandent significance. The circular
revolutions of the dynamo, like Windham Lewis’ \ext always in motion yet the same,
portended a sense of calm, composed power, ofaassaiand quiet control at the center
despite the lurching twist and turns of the chaaticld and humanity. Here in the
dynamo was a display of energy that was not ranaiethunpredictable but with direction
and stability, the very ideal of equilibrium betwegction and stasfs.

A critical point in human history had been reachethe turn of the century;

% Other modernists were also enamored with cirdaotagery. Pound’s interest
in the “Great English Vortex” and Yeat's gyres. ltawce’s ‘male’ wheel of endless
motion, diversity revolving around the ‘female’ axktable, inert, eternal; thus, a man
without a woman is like a wheel without an axlegmgy spent without direction; and
woman needs man to propel her stasis into motiafigwis 161).
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clearly the center could not hold, for “the mindileready entered a field of attraction so
violent that it must immediately pass beyond inteeav equilibrium . . . or suffer
dissipation like a meteorite in the earth’s atm@sph (The Degradatio59). Yet,
unfortunately, so Adams believed, it was those wkee best placed to utilize their
knowledge about the world that lacked the nervevaitido serve humanity in its hour of
need. Those intellectuals, educators and scignbgisisisting either on a naive realist or
instrumentalist view of the world, missed the oppoity for realizing the potential of
science as the unifying grammar of human historgh@it a mother tongue to make
sense of it all, modernity was bound to continuét®path to chaos. In a letter, Adams
wrote resignedly that “There are but two schootg turns the world onto me; the other
turns me onto the world; and the result is the sathat is, Man adrift “on a makeshift
raft of constructs in an ocean uncharted” (qtdardy 236). Regardless of how much
force the instrumental scientist marshaled byédutmology, a science predicated on

epistemology of ends only could not determine dioec Adams was not so diffident.
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IV: The Huxleyan Individual and the Proustian Self: TModern Paradigms of the
Posthuman in Kazuo Ishigura¢ever Let Me Go

[1]f we could communicate with the gnat, we woud@in that he
likewise flies through the air with the same solégmrihat he feels the
flying center of the universe within himself. Thésenothing so
reprehensible and unimportant in nature that itldvowt immediately
swell up like a balloon at the slightest puff ofsthpower of knowing.
--Friedrich Nietzsche, “On Truth and Lies in a Naral Sense.”

The alumnae of Hailsham, a boarding school in Kdghiguro’s dystopian novel,
Never Let Me Ggaare not humans in either the humanist or biokigense: they are are
postiumans, products of a post-war, political and kichnhological apparat. Technically
they are clones “modeled” on real-life people; tlsagenetic information is taken from
traditionally conceived humans and used to groepdicate. Any consideration of them
within the discourse of humanity must take theisthamanity into accourit.

Conceivably any number of replicates can be mauta the clones as long as the genetic

37 Yet, for that matter, the so called “normals”lre thovel are posthuman as well,
if one accepts, and this dissertation does, Kathdfiayles thesis that “Whether or not
interventions have been made on the body, new madalubjectivity emerging from
such fields as cognitive science and artificiad lihply that even biologically unaltered
Homo sapiensounts as posthuman. The defining characteristicdve the construction
of subjectivity, not the presence of non-biologicaimponents” (4).
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information is not corruptet.In the novel it is the presumption of the “normhalimans
that humans cannot be reduced to information: tisesemething transcending analysis
in their makeup, something indissoluble in theingtttution which is not captured in
genetic coding. On this presumed ineffable tunesjaistification for the organ donations
programme. Since the clones are not “humans,” nigrfeal ethically free to harvest the
organs of the clones upon maturity. When the clalesfter multiple donations, they
will not have been murdered, they will have “com@t¥ their function in life.

It is the object of a few well meaning humans, hesveto demonstrate to society
at large that the clones should be considered tharejust animals on the hoof. They
should, in fact, be considered as human. Sihe qua norof humanity, they believe, is
the soul. This small, idealistic and dedicated grolieducators, known as “guardians” in
the novel, in league with a few philanthropistemd to show the world that the clones
are endowed with faculties that exceed brute an@xiskence—indeed, that they have
souls—by their ability to produce art. The stratesggot curious. In humanist thought, the

soul was considered that which gave the humanrhigioguintessencg Any two

3] say conceivably. In fact this concept is notrioout in the lab. Actual cloned
animals having the same genetic sequencing anéertical twins; their appearance can
be quite different.

3 Humanism is a hugely broad and encompassing disepand | make no
attempt at a definitive report here, however, th#éiming of a few characteristics will be
propaedeutic to the discussion ahead. Humanism@msiscbon a number of assumptions,
first of which is that man is more than an instiratbeings; he is a part of nature, to be
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animals of the same species are essentially afikause they are instinctual and lack
soul. Any two humans are also alike biologicallyt they also have souls, and their souls
are not fungible, but individual, total. A work aft is considered in this same train of
thought to be the creative, singular expressiaa whique individual. Because it is
connected with the affective nature of humanitys,ifurthermore, considered beyond the
purview of science’s relentless, reductive analyBie guardians’ notion of art as the
touchstone for the soul appeals to a modernishatsal sense of what it is that makes
humans exceptional in nature. It is, the thinkgogs, the capacity for art, for beauty—a
synthesis of thought, affective and aesthetic sdite@s—which sets humans apart from
other animals. Humans are born, they eat, lustlmbland then die, but they are
possessed of a faculty to appreciate that whiclnbakirect benefit for their survival.

This aptitude derives from the human soul, an emdemt unique in creation. As the
window onto the soul, art is the soul’s outreathektensa. As the physical instantiation
of an inner essence, art attests to the preserfuenzdinkind’s quiddity, that which is
insubsumable to mechanistic reduction. Cloneshsartajority of “normals” believe,

enjoy no such privilege. It is this unexamined agstion that the guardians’ project

sure, but unlike all other parts of nature, “msic)(is not a finished product.” Because
this lack does not allow him to function automdticanan has to act ethically: he has to
decide how to behave in any given situation. Tleeegfhe or she is self-determining, the
author of his or her will. He must use this freedmmhis own as well as his fellow
man’s good. That is, he must join his resourceb withers for the mutual progress of his
specie (Munson 539).
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seeks to overturn.

The clones do make art, lots of it. At Hailshamdiasses are emphasized. The
most accomplished student art is chosen and takey @ a gallery where it is stockpiled
by a mysterious woman known only as “Madam.” Extinoinis of the clones’ art are given,
and, for a brief period, debate ensues, fundsladgpd, investigative committees are
commissioned. Yet despite their best efforts, ttogept ultimately fails to decisively
capture society’s attention, and the clones gairepdeve. In the end, the sedimented
ideals of humanism remain unbreached and sacrosaatters of the soul, individualism,
self-determination and freedom, are the reserveohal humans only. The cloning
program is allowed to proceed unimpeded by anphéurconflict of ethics.

By the end of the novel, however, if not before teaders dNever Let Me Go
will have come to a different conclusion: the cle@ee the same as the normal humans.
But they will arrive at that impression for reas@msirely different from those upheld by
the guardians of the art program at Hailshilever Let Me Gdgs told in the form of a
personal journal by a Hailsham alumna known onlikathy H. Written in first person,
from her unique perspective, her view of her ex@®res as a clone comprise an original
aesthetic artifact. It is an immediate, emotionailymate and vivid account of her life at
school and her years later as a “carer” for oth@es in the process of “donating” their

organs for the benefit of normal humans. This istosay that Kathy’s journal
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demonstrates that she has the soul of an indivi¢Healjournal is not an archive of direct,
comprehensive self knowledge. All we know of Kathyhrough her journal, the events
and feelings she selected and the narrative steibyuwhich she chose to tell them. The
character that emerges is not that of an intrirssiajful individual, but an amalgam of
impressions that, by their very selection, conimectind the use to which they are put,
deliver a serial coherency that we may call a 3éifs self does not designate the unified
entity of classicism’s ipseity: rather, it is “thecumulation of its consecutive states
sedimented over time;” she is what might be caletRroustian Self” (Landy 100). This
self, “moi,” consists “not in a gallery of transteitl dispositions but in a set of
identifications with different objects of desireslief and adherence” (98). This is a
notion of the self as a compilation of selectedifnants arranged into a coherent,
identifiable “literary” person. The object of theaydians’ endeavor—to show that the
clones have souls like normal humans—fails, buhiatjournal reveals, through her
narrative episodes of love, conflict and yearnthgt the clones are, in fact, as emotive
and singular as the humans. Perhaps, given thesapous situation in life as basically

meat on the hoof awaiting use, they are even nwftt s

“0 That the cloning of full animals is science fastiaot science fiction at the
time Ishiguro publishebtlever Let Me Gagives his work a social valence uncommon to
literary art. The ethical, social and economic farations at issue in cloning are
enormous. The debate itself is international inesaad runs from pulpits, to popular
media, to trade, and professional journals. Islugulecision to enter his fictive art into
public discourse links his project, socially andliggophically, with the historical avant
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The well-meaning but ultimately misguided projetthe guardians assumes that
art is validatedjuaart through its inclusion in a gallery, a museamjnstitutional
archive for the reification of the soul’s outpuheTidea is situated in a tradition of the
human and art that endorses, in a broad way, Steetee ideals of liberal humanism.
More specifically, given the pivotal role of scienand the technology of cloning against
which humanity struggles to define itselfMever Let Me Gaf references what may be
called the Huxleyan Individual as it is portrayadhat other novel that deals with the

science and technology of clonirgrave New World*

garde of France and Germany in the earfy @ntury. This radical, short-lived artistic
movement sought the de-institutionalism of art améhtegration into politics and society
at large. Peter Burger writes that “The Europeant&garde movements [of which
Dadaism is a close cousin] can be defined as aokatin the status of art in bourgeois
society. What is negated is not an earlier forrarb{a style) but art as an institution that
is unassociated with the life praxis of men” (4R)e targets of the avant garde were
bourgeois aestheticism and classicism’s institatii@ation of arquaart. They wanted to
bring art to the people, off the walls, out of theseums and into the streets and parks.
Their work challenged the humanist notion of artreesproduct of a virtuoso artiste. They
did not deny the value of classic art or its mleut wanted to disrupt classicism’s pat
definitions and secured sense of aesthetiddeler Let Me Gdshiguro has used
aesthetics in its radical sense, not as high attinbthe sense that real human life is a
work of art, not secured institutionally, a comntgdo be fetishized.

*1 Huxley felt that free willed individuals were ciatto the survival of Western
civilization because it was the individual’s nonfmmity that had been responsible for
humanity’s every move forward, its progress. It wasself-conscious free thinker who
could not accept the status quo, who sought to rtiakgs better for all humanity. The
anxiety with modernity as manifested in the techdig of Futurism, the collectivization
of Europe and Russia and the materialist capitatisthe US was that humanity was
threatened by standardization. In that futurist bgameous society there was no place for
Huxley's individual: “This tendency™ he wrote ian article on America, “to raise the
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Because of its relative geographical isolationfopatriotism and strong sense of
national identity, or because of its relativelybd¢aeconomic situation and economic
development, the manifestations of modernism imGBeitain was quite dissimilar to
that experienced on the Continent. Many moderms@reat Britain regarded post-war
Europe on the whole as a culture in a state ofrtedBertrand Russell complained that
“our age is one which increasingly substitutes poieethe older ideals” (Baker 64).

This state of spiritual malaise was reflected ircmBritish poetry and fiction at the time.
E.M. Forester’'s novelA Passage to Indiand George Orwell’'s short work, “Shooting an
Elephant,” reflect the British Empire, and West€inilization in general, in decline,
without mandate, its deputies abroad concernedlyn@iriavoid looking a fool” (Orwell
2233). Eliot’'s poem, “The Wasteland,” in many waysblematic of the era, depicts the
anomie of an effete and enervated society incapslpelling itself out of its own ennui

and despair. Great Britain was by ho means exenpietexcitement and chaos found in

ordinary, worldly man to the level of the extraoraty and disinterested one seems to me
entirely deplorable. The next step will be to exath above the extraordinary man, who
will be condemned and persecuted on principle bsxae is not ordinary—for not to be
ordinary will be regarded as a crime. In this reaéof the old values | see a real danger,
a menace to all desirable progress™ (qtd. in FosghEnd 35).

The political and philosophical ideology Huxley eggses irBrave New World
was to change over his long literary career. Byathe of his life, his views towards the
role of science in society had moderated suchibdtecame somewhat scientistic in his
thinking. Thus, the Huxleyan Individual as expreskere is that entity as it is understood
in the early part of Huxley’s life.
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Europe’s urban centers; indeed, the profound seihgdislocation in the work of artists in
Britain intensified in the years immediately follmg the end of the Great War. The
inter-war generation of modernists was generallystent in its rejection of classical
intuitions of aesthetics, but, unlike the Futuristétaly and France, it also expressed a
deep apprehensiveness and anxiety regarding tine frdle of art and its attendant
responsibilities in a world mediated by mass celtamd the technology that made that
culture possible. The approach of these high mastenas more circumspect. The
spontaneous, iconoclastic and absurdist spectactas arts, popular in France and a
mainstay among the Italian Futurists, never gaimigie audience in Britaiff. Instead, a
proprietary urge was felt by many serious artiiséd airt must not appeal solely to the
sentiments and primal energies but be “dry and”hérchust take work to understand it,
it must be responsible (Zach 239). The sense ofiftess” in particular, reflective of the
harsh state of the world after the war, charaasrthe aesthetics and moral attitude of
much modernism in Great Britain after The Great Vitanight be called siege

modernism because in some of its aspects, it strkeefensive posture to deflect the

2 Of course Wyndam Lewis’s Vorticism was every lsitvaciferous as Futurism
in its denouncement of any prior aesthetics, “tmeust be no echo of a former age, or of
a former manner” (qtd. in Bradbury 187); similatlyere was an insistence on
“‘movement, energy and intensity” (Zach 236). Bothufism and Vorticism claimed a
revolutionary aesthetics; what was missing in Lésasnewhat marginal movement was
the ambition for social change through populisicact‘We want to leave Nature and
Men alone” (Zach 237).
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encroachment, material and ideological, of modgritd masses and their overwhelming
transformative power.

Aldous Huxley’s early fiction radiates a “sensecosis, social disintegration and
imminent collapse” (Baker 5). Here modernizatios hat in the main been in the best
interest of humanity. Modern thinking had, accogdio Huxley scholar Guinevera
Nance, “reduced man to a physiological organisrauéian psychology had replaced
love with the libido; and the war had shattereditieals of social and political order”
(20) Socio-politically, the future of the individuald&ed grim indeed to Huxley. The
forces of modernity were, in his opinion,

really tending in the same direction, that of therld state.
All of these forces share the claims of ‘totalityy’a final
knowledge of the nature of man and of his propdtipal
condition. . . . They all glorify machines and mode
technology. They all, to a greater or lesser degree
subordinate the individual to the claims of a adile
whole: the class, the nation, or the business engno
(Firchow,End83)

Huxley was not against modernization per se. Ingdiééslthe cautious use of

science, always in the employ of humanistic pragresich furthers the interest of

3 Huxley writes in his non fiction worlBeyond the Mexique Bay. A Travelers’s
Journal that “Advances in technology have led . . . tgauty . . . . Universal education
and relatively high wages have created an enorpobisc who know how to read and
can afford to buy reading and pictorial matter.r@aj industry has been called into
existence in order to supply these commodities[as a consequence] the proportion of
trash in the total artistic output is greater nbart at any other period” (274).
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liberal humanism, but the priority of humanism, thenan individual, must not be lost,
explained or subsumed by science. Huxley did nothe whole, view the technological
and social innovations of the age as liberatorylaemkficial for people; modernization
must be managed and administered prudently, nep&ed simply because it was new.
The distribution of knowledge, for example, moreessible to more people than at any
other time in history, was not in itself a thing tbe good. The instrumental use of
knowledge, especially as it pertains to sciencetadanology, and not unified within the
sphere of progressive humanism, could, Huxley lbeltused to invalidate and neutralize,
by displacing humanity’s reason-for-being, the atability of the individual* In his
“Foreword” to the second edition Bfave Huxley describes the dilemma facing modern

humanity regarding science:

* Nuclear scientists, Huxley wrote, were “Procrustesiodern dress . . . [who]
will prepare the bed on which mankind must lie; &éndankind doesn’t fit—well, that
will be just too bad for mankind. There will hawelie some stretching and a bit of
amputation—the same sort of stretching and ampusfs have been going on every
since applied science really got into its striddyahis time they will be a good deal more
drastic than in the past. These far from painl@ssations will be directed by highly
centralized totalitarian governments. (“ForewoBravexi). Elsewhere, Huxley
expressed a more balanced view of science. MiliombBum writes that Huxley valued
science in the same way he valued art: “facilitgtihe apprehension of the nature of
ultimate reality. Science, like the arts, shoulderdbecome an end in itself: both science
and the arts should not be worshiped as ultimaligipe entities. Science and
technology, unless carefully controlled, can causay evils: increased mediocrity, rising
unemployment and the barbarism of warfare anditat@lnism. Science and technology
can, however, help man wisely use earth’s natessdurces and can even aid him in
achieving the end and ultimate purpose of human lihlightenment, the Beatific
Vision™ (qtd in Birnbaum 151).
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[U]nless we choose to decentralize and to use egbpli
science, not as the end to which human beingodre t
made the means, but as the means to producing afac
free individuals, we have only two alternativeshmose
from: either a number of national, militarized
totalitarianisms, having as their root the terrbthe@ atomic
bomb and as their consequence the destruction of
civilization . . . or else one supra-national tigadanism,
called into existence by the social chaos resuftiog
rapid technological progress in general and thenito
revolution in particular, and developing, under tleed for
efficiency and stability, into the welfare-tyranafy
Utopia.(xiv)

The industrial and social revolutions of thé"2@ntury had changed humanity’s
traditional institutions: mankind worked in a fagtanstead of the farm; it paid allegiance
to a new bureaucratic authority or nation stateesns of to God. If humans do not use
the innovations of modernity wisely, that is, iethdo not subsume them to the interest of
human freedom, then, the thinking goes, thereagitinger that humanity becomes
vulnerable to enslavement by fascism. Humans nems&in vigilant against the “sense of
universal futility, the feelings of boredom and piais” which can come from modernity’s
effects on people’s sense of self and place. Thwsanism must remain a fixed ideal in
the whirlwind of modernity’s relentless upheavahudwark against “[tjhe sense that
everything was ‘entirely temporary and provisional,. that nothing had any ultimate

meaning” (Nance 20).

Though inimical to collectivism, Huxley, neverths$e did not welcome
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unconditionally the expansion of democracy in tB& @ntury. He preferred, rather, a
form of meritocracy: “the ideal state . . . is at@rial democracy controlled by an
aristocracy of intellect” (gtd. in Baker 49). Tkere values of the West, freedom and
sefl-determination, were being threatened by thmaesgion of unchecked capitalism,
exemplified by Henry Ford’s River Rouge Plant intid&.*> Science and technology
were the means by which the ideals of capitalismevimplemented® According to
Huxley, what stood in the way of human enslavenhgrthe institutions of modernity
was the individual.

Freedom, autonomy, the capacity to act indepengehthstinct or environmental

influences, all emanated from the human’s innatse®f individualism. It was how

* Huxley’s dislike of political ideologies as dispéz as democratic capitalism
and Leninist communism reveals the wide spectrumsanxiety towards the modern.
Communism’s centralized governmental planing cdrnti® own risks for the fate of the
individual; but the US perhaps represented an guesiter threat as “a fusion of “some of
the worst features of the Rousseauean ideal of dextio political equality and Soviet
mechanization. Huxley’'s short hand for the Amerittareat to the humanist individual
was “Ford.” Fordism for Huxley, as Firchow relatesl quotes, “is an ascetic religion
that worships the deities of cash and efficienay @iat ‘demands the cruellest
mutilations of the human psyche . . .” (qtdEnd 103).

¢ Though not a science per se, Marxism declaredtthabcialist political
practices were based not on utopian ideals butsmmeatific understanding both of
history in general and of modern capitalist soegtn particular. Ford’s assembly line,
though not Ford’s idea, was developed by him thinailng implementation of the latest
technology and labor saving techniques. Expertdietihuman motion in time and space
to find the most ergonomically efficient expendéwf energy.
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humans were distinguished from non-humans. Theidhaial had always been under
threat from larger social forces, but, for Huxlthe means by which the institutions of
modernity threatened the individual were partidylarsidious. Coercion until the 20
century had taken the form of brute force: one agaiping advantage over another,
laying waste to those who resisted and enslaviogethivho submitted. In either case, the
innate freedom of the human was not sacrificedpeoessarily. Even a slave, though he
be forced to do his master’s bidding did not havdd it willingly; in his mind, he could
always resist and in some sense remain free. Madstitutional enslavement, on the
other hand, was comprehensive in the sense thatahe was complicit in his own
bondage. Body and mind were both enslaved.

Fear for the future of the individual is palpabidBrave New WorldComposed in
the early 1930s, after the Bolshevik revolution dndng the rise of fascism in Europe
and the climax of western industrialism, the navas, in conception, not belletristic, but
satirically polemical. The West was crippled ecorgatty. Fascism in Italy, Germany
and Spain was on the rise. The demands of massealhd the introduction of new
mechanical implements challenged sedimented notbméat a free and vital human
was. Like many writers in the UK of the previousigetion, Huxley conceived of human
history in cyclical terms, or gyres. When the miragons of mechanism had run their

course, a new age for human vitality, freed froeadistortions of scientific
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instrumentalism, would be at hand. In the intetiowever, the ideals of humanism must
be kept alive. It was Huxley's intention ti2tave New Worldtand as a register of the
dangers inherent in the mediation of liberal hursiar's individual by an unregulated,
instrumental exercise of science.

In the futuristic dystopia of The World State, theerent nature of the humanist
individual is threatened by the imperatives of plétical collective and their
instrumental use of science and technology for dvddmination. Huxley proposes the
imminence of a change in human nature itself: thhogenetic manipulation and
controlled conditioning, humans are made to “likeit unescapable social destiny”
(Brave10). This new mode of governing was an “affaisiting, not hitting. You rule
with the brains and the buttocks, never with testi(33). The alteration was
accomplished by controlling the human interiorsat the human’s “natural” proclivity
towards freedom was excised through exhaustiveneegng, its behavior analyzed
formulaically, the data crunched and then appleethé species as a whole. The
reconditioned human did not want individual freedevas afraid of it and fled from its
very prospect.

The cloning inBraveis science fiction; it functions in the novel atha
guintessence of the instrumental use of scieneetbtalitarian collective to acquire and

maintain power over humanity. Cloning coupled viaghaviorist conditioning and
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environmental nurturing have reduced humankinddipher, a fully determined static
figure, who, arguably in the novel, is not humaalgtbut a “species of machine”
(Firchow, “Science” 3), lacking vitality. By techlogizing the essence of human nature,
the individual, denaturing its unique propertiesasdo render uniform populations of
complacent citizens, industrialism and fascismrdftbhe means for the few to control the
many. Allying fascist and communist collectivismthwfFordism,” free-reign capitalism
of the assembly line where workers are little ntben animated machines, Huxley
manages to deride and critique the deleterioustsft# modernity’s two grand social and
economic ideologies on liberal humanism’s individua
Art was central to Huxley’s humanism. The dearthebifjious feeling in

modernity, could, he felt, in post war Europe, bexpensated for by art, for art gave us a
distinctive insight into the nature of the worlchélbest art discloses, he said,
“something significant about the ulitmate realitghind appearances” (qtd. in Firchow
62). Furthermore,

good art possesses a kind of super-truth—is mateapty,

more acceptable, more convincing than fact itself.

Naturally; for the artist is endowed with a serigjpand

power of communication, a capacity to ‘put thingsoas,’

which events and the majority of people to whonmnéve

happen, do not possess. (Huxlglysic at Nights)

Art and the affective sensibility necessary to piceland appreciate it are a

uniquely human capacity. As such art and artigi@ihgs are “compulsions of [the]
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individual” (Firchow,Quest62). The art teachers at Hailsham subscribe egdlgnt the
same belief. Their humanitarian project to demastthe humanness of the clones is
predicated on the idea of art as a unique expmesdithe individual. As such, the so-
called “guardians,” are the defacto custodiansmirmanism a la Huxley. At the end of
the novel, in a frank confession to Kathy and Tomamother alumnus from Hailsham,
the head guardian, Miss Emily, tells them: “We t@skay your art [to the gallery]
because we thought it would reveal your souls.oQuut it more finely, we did it tprove
you had souls at dl(260; emphasis in original). “[I]f students wenrared in humane,
cultivated environments,” she continues, “it wasgible for them to grow to be as
sensitive and intelligent as any ordinary humamdpe{261). The idea that Miss Emily
explains, art is that which makes us human, isrtakieole cloth from the T9century
school of English humanism. The best of the stuglemt was to be collected and put on
special exhibitions. “There, look! we could sayook at this art! How dare you claim
these children are anything less than fully hum#&®62). But hard reality got in the way
of these humane intentions. If the clones were @eiime same rights as normals,
humans would be without a steady supply of fregljthy organs; they would die. Miss
Emily explains to them the hard truth that,

[P]eople preferred to believe these organs appdered

nowhere, or at most that they grew in a kind of

vacuum . . . . However uncomfortable people weriab
your existence, their overwhelming concern was tifiait
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own children, their spouses, their parents, thiegntls did

not die from cancer, motor neuron disease, hesease. So

for a long time you [clones] were kept in the shasloand

people did their best not to think about you. Anhtthey did,

they tried to convince themselves you weren't yeldte us.

That you were less than human, so it really didrétter.

(262)
The very reason for the clones in the first plaes &s organ donors for normally
conceived humans; if they were not cultivated twvpte organs and die, then they would
not have existed in the first place. Thus, by dg@eognitive dissonance-the
propagation of beings capable of human affectatimhself-consciousness which can,
nevertheless, be radically exploited so that otieemal humans can live—the national
organ programme continues unabated. “Your lifeg &ls them at the end of their
meeting, “must now run the course that's been@eatf(266).

The reader oNever Let Me Gas witness to evidence of the clones’ humanness
differently conceived than through the modern toston of a museum, the gallery of
student artwork. Kathy’s journal documents her éifel the lives of her other cloned
companions. But for the fact of their in vitro ception, they are virtually the same as
normally conceived humans. They attend school elaggogress through levels, eat
together in a large communal hall, play sports, l&®dtypical adolescents, talk late into

the night with each other. The girls have crushethe boys and vice versa. In short, life

for these student clones is no different than stuliie at any other boarding school in
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England, at least superficially. Once a month thdents endure rather detailed medical
exams to make sure they are healthy and thatdhgans are maturing properly. Too, all
clones in the nation wide donations programmeadldedf their special status as a cadre
of organ donors as soon as they can compreheriddhe

None of you will go to America, none of you will figm

stars. And none of you will be working in supernetskas |

heard some of you planning the other day. Yoursliaee

set for you. You'll become adults, then before yeldld,

before you're even middled aged, you'll start tmaie your

vital organs. That's what each of you was createdbt . . .

You were brought into this world for a purpose, sodr

futures, all of them, have been decided. (81)

Yet there are at Hailsham special programs andies by which the clones
learned to function more or less like normal admdes individuals on the outside. As the
clones grew into their teens, a sense of indivituahd privacy is evident from their
secretive and exclusive behavior with regard tdhvedber and the guardians. Each
student had his or her own “collection” of persoiteins, their “private treasures,”
acquired from the monthly Sales and Exchangesgshivhich were kept in wooden
chests with their names inscribed. These items beught with tokens earned for
studious and meritorious behavior. Kathy muses‘“tilhof us at Hailsham had little
secretes . . . private nooks created out of thimhere we could go off alone with our

fears and longings” (74).

For clones who are about to complete and for otivbiscome after her and read
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of her experiences, Kathy’s recollections transdegrdndividual narrative to become a
kind of collective memory, for the journal speaksah audience larger than the clones to
whom it is putatively addressed. Normals, we resddso share in the “care” offered
through her mnemonic collage. In a direct addredset readership, she writes, “I'm sure
somewhere in your childhood, you too had an expeddike ours that day; similar if not
in the actual details, then inside, in the feeliigscause it doesn’t really matter how well
your guardians try to prepare you; all the talkdews, discussions, warnings, none of that
can really bring it home” (36). Kathy here ostehsdxldresses other clones like herself
who would identify and recall their own particuatperiences with the “guardians” to
whom they were entrusted. However, the “experieisbe’ relates is by no means
exclusive to clones; normals, too, presumably Headesimilar, if not exact, experiences
with guardians, normally called parents.

This diary of hers is a collection of “her feargldangings” strung together by
incomplete, selective and erring memory: “[M]aybe femembering it wrong” she
cautions the reader from the beginning (8); “Theswall a long time ago so | might have
some of it wrong”(13), she reminds us again |d@&iterating the uncertain conditions of
the text, she puts us, the reader, on notice teathould not expect direct knowledge, not
an infallible view of what follows. Memory’s compleénterest in the past is necessarily

selective; what we read is what happened to Kathgraing to her own account, for she
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alone “knew and remembered things no one else(8)dThe writing of the journal is,
furthermore, what she calls a “seeking.”

The correlation here with that other well-knownrsbeof the past, Marcel
Proust’sA la Recherche du Temps Peidiu Search of Lost Timels instructive. In his
article on Proustian memory, Thomas M. Lennon gomnit that what we remember “can
be phenomenologically dissociated from any pash&\(62). Seeking then is like
remembering in the sense that it is done inexacttye or less well, not like the
reporting of an event but a (re)construction tlzat anly be approximate. Indeed, facts
themselves are not that important; rather, it ésrdworking of selected events, filtered
through her affective sensibilities, which are thaked together into a formidable
aesthetic whole of experience. Some things areauailed accurately, or they are left out
all together. The success of the journal, howdass to us—normals or clones—is to be
found, as Kathy writes, “not in the actual detffist] inside, in the feelings” (36). Here
Kathy’'s sentiments on narrative recollection ecRosust himself who said, “[O]ur true
life is reality as we have felt it” (gtd. in Landy10). Thiscreationof the past
simultaneously real and fictive, temporal and etkns a particular arrangement of event
and affectation, a process of bricolage wherebyking with the fragments of the past, a
coherent tableau takes a unique but recognizabiynmgful shape. Thartistry behind

the production of Kathy’s journal is, then, notreach journalistic, but literary in the
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sense that she has transformed the pieces of leraawexistence into . . . a work of art.

These stirrings of memories, “an urge to orderto.get straight all the things that
happened” (37), came at a time of transition innat life. Her time as a carer was
coming to a close and her time as a donor immirg&me. begins to assemble her
memories at the aptly named “Recovery Centre” weheshad come to visit an old
friend from Hailsham recuperating from her firsgan donation. After that intensely
emotional encounter, she is inspired to begin “sgp&ut for my donors, people from the
past, and whenever | could, people from Hailsha)’ $oon after, in her role as carer for
a donor who, after his third donation, is aboutclmmplete,” she sees the therapeutic
power of her “constructed past” as a means to escapt least endure the awfulness of
the existential present: “What he [the dying domveehted was not just to hear about
Hailsham, but tetemembeiailsham, just like it had been his own childhood so that .

.. the line would blur between what were my mee®and what were his” (5, 6;
emphasis in original).

Paraphrasing Proust’s thoughts on the self, Lanitgsvthat “The search for lost
time is a search after truth—for truth buried istlsensation, but which when recovered is
the basis for self and all art” (62). If truth mag said to exist, not eternally in a soul, but
in the aesthetic formation of past recollectiondissillation of the past, then what

emerges out of Kathy'auto/bio/graphyis a layering of many selves. Kathy’s journal then
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is an artifact which is much more than the guardianmanist notion of a “window-on-
the-soul,” for it reveals the “the subjective compnot, the way in which our taste buds
receive information, the way in which we put thiggether . . . a unique and
diachronically stable self” (Landy 105). The notinself as a particular alignment across
time of heretofore disparate fragments of personalsyche, (inter)action and
happenstance, is a unity that does not inhere indamidual but is imposed synthetically
by language, here the prose of Kathy’s journal.

The process of artistry, the performative aesthetfcart, is embodied in serial
enaction becoming, in the aggregate, a conscigles gerspectival and temporal.
Proust’s understanding of style was predicatecherself's lived perspective, the very
genesis of art. Writing ifime Regaineche explained that style was,

the revelation, which by direct and conscious me&sho
would be impossible, of the qualitative differentes
uniqueness of the fashion in which the world appéar
each one of us, a difference which, if there wereun,
would remain the secret of every individual. Thriowagt
alone we are able to emerge from ourselves to kmbat
another person sees of a universe which is nadghee as
our own . ... Thanks to art, instead of seeing world
only, our own, we see that world multiply itselfdawe
have at our disposal as many worlds as there ajmalr
artists, worlds more different one from the othert those
which revolve in infinite space. (qtd in Landy 10D8)

Kathy’s auto/bio/graphy is a series of performatieenporal seekings,

meaningful measures in the overall search of sefit Two searches in the novel involve
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tracking down normals from whom the clones are @dpi hese ill-fated quests are
important to the clones for reasons any normal @éuald understandable: “[s]ince each
of us was copied at some point from a normal persmne must be, for each of us,
somewhere out there, a model getting on with hiseodife. This meant that, at least in
theory, you’d be able to find the person you weogleled from” (139). The clones are, in
effect, seeking their parents. So, when a “possitemal is sighted, based on a visual
similarity to one of the clone, the possible isaltesl out. In Kathy’s particular case,
because she had strong sexual urges and feeliragsaolescent, she regularly thumbed
through porno magazines looking for her ‘modelg ttormal from whose genes she was
developed. Finding her model would “explain whyrl the way | am” (181). This search
for parent models reveals their romantic desireni origins, but more importantly it
points out the tension felt between the mechamicabunt of themselves—their issuances
from a genetic code—which is the only part of thegognized by most normals, and their
synthetic sense of themselves, layer upon layekpérience. The impetus for the quest,
Kathy says, is that “we all of us believed that wiyeu saw the person you were copied
from, you’'d get some insight into who you were ddep/n, and maybe too, you'd see
something of what you life held in store” (140).eTtlones’ seek for similarities to
themselves in their possibles, but they also seékifferences, that which constitutes

their unique selves. For in the subjective expeeenf embodiment—here in particular
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the search for their “possible parents,”—is sonmgthihat their models will never
experience, can never access.

Another search, seemingly incidental, is for aipalér cassette tape, Judy
Bridgewater’s collectionSongs After Darkstolen long ago from Kathy’s private trunk
back at Hailsham. As adults, many years later, raging in a second hand shop in
Norfolk with Tommy, Kathy finds Bridgewater’s tapgayt she is not sure it is the original
tape taken from her or just another copy. Thermigay to tell for certain:

[Tommy] “Is that it?"”
[Kathy] “Yes, thisis it,” | said. . . .. “Caryou
believe it? We've really found it!”
“Do you think it could be the same one? | mean, the
actualone. The one you lost?”
“For all I know, it might be,’ | said. “But | hag to
tell you, Tommy, there might be thousands of these
knocking about.” (172; emphasis in original)
Tommy's obsession with thettual’ tape reflects his concern with an identity ofgans.
But human memory for the Proustian self is a “segknot a “finding” (Lennon 62). For
Tommy, identity is bound up with origins, the tdgomes a material fetish, a logos.
Kathy, on the other hand, sees the fact of thedap@inality as less of an issue. The
cassette, regardless of origins, becomes for meettong of an ‘objective correlative,’
productive for a new set of memories and emotignst for further autobiography:

“[T]oday, if | happen to get the tape out and l@kt, it brings back memories of that

afternoon in Norfolk every bit as much as it doasldailsham days” (173).
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The lost tape and Kathy’s relationship to it aralagous to the novel’'s theme of
replicability and singularity as regards the clotlesmselves. Like their genetic coding
from which any quantity of particular clones candoglicated, any number of any given
cassette tape can be copied, sold and listen&litao single experience of the song, not
even by the same person, is ever the same. Thennstillustrated dramatically in an
exchange between Kathy and Madame about an indldanbhappened long ago at
Hailsham. As an eleven year old child, Kathy isdisered by Madame dancing in a
room by herself with a pillow clutched to her bried$ie song she dances to is “Never Let
Me Go” on the Bridgewater tape. Because the momsantensely personal and private,
both are embarrassed and uncomfortable at beingw#ised. Madame leaves without a
word, but Kathy had noticed her eyes full of teéisthe meeting years later, they discuss
the episode, the song’s meaning, the dance, anamkad tears. The incident denoted
very different feelings in the two. Kathy's ownadiyncratic interpretation of the song’s
lyrics is that it is about an infertile woman wharaculously conceives and gives birth.
“[W]hatever the song was really about, in my healen | was dancing, | had my own
version” (271). The chanteuse, so Kathy imaginiegiss‘Never let me go” because she’s
afraid something might separate parent and chisddh{Kassumes this is Madame’s
interpretation as well which would have explained tears. Yet Madame admits she was

crying for entirely different reasons:
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When | watched you dancing that day, | saw somgthin

else. | saw a new world coming rapidly. More safent

efficient yes. More cures for the old sickenssesy\good.

But a harsh, cruel world. And | saw a little ghter eyes

tightly closed, holding to her breast the old kwnarld, one

that she knew in her heart could not remain, aedss

holding it and pleading, never let her go. Thaviet | saw.

It wasn't really you, what you were doing, | knolmat. But

| saw you and it broke my heart. And I've nevegfaiten.

(272)
The two perspectives of the singular incident, iathd Madame’s, and their later
reflections later in time and space, is indicatfee,each of them, of “style.” The “truth”
of the incident was not in the neutral facts oféhient, elements which, in themselves,
mean nothing, but in the way they are related, @sg®d in language and emotively
recalled. The incident is not rendetedt courtbut filtered through the sum of their
former selves and fabricated and refashioned bgalze of the artist, the hand of the
bricoleur striving for some kind of coherency. Tiheident, long ago but still vivid to
them both served “as a boundary marker for annatezhronology” (Landy 98) of their
lives’ story. As such the experience representsadogical layer of their stratified selves.
Their mutual admission, the exchange of memoryiftérthg perspectives on a single
shared event in time, and the emotions it predgsteeveals the justificatory action
involved in the composition of self out of the tawf raw fact.

[Madame to Kathy] ‘Your stories this evening, they

touched me too.’ . . . . She [Madame] reached eubland,
all the while staring into my face, and placedntroy
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cheek. | could feel a trembling go all through bedy, but
she kept her hand where it was, and | could seie éemrs
appearing in her eyes. (272)

Echoing Proust, Landy writes that “the successuofattempts at self-unification
depend on the measure of artistry we import intoexistence” (119). Art is a window,
not on the soul, but on the embodied, that is ¥ egoeriential self in an aesthetic
encounter with the world. This aesthetic self istode understood as something
enduring and immutable, but not entirely relatiiteer. Rather, the self's emergence
arises and evolves out of an ongoing process obdiatl and aesthetic encounters with
the world and the aesthesouvenirsof all its former encounters with the world.

The uncertainty clouding the ending scenéleVer Let Me Gsuggests more
than the dim immediate future of the clones. Clitgteach other in a field, Kathy and
Tommy cling to one another against the encroactiargness of uncertainty itself.
Throughout the novel, uncertainty is contrastedhwogetherness. Beginning with the
title, the theme of togetherness against encrogathaos appears in passim throughout
the novel: in a park, the image of a man holdingpdhe strings of balloons which
threaten at any moment to pull free. At one poiathy writes, “But the fact was, |
suppose, there were powerful tides tugging us dgyattten . . . . If we’d understood that

back then—who knows?—maybe we’d have kept a tidgtalel of one another” (46). And

again, “a part of us [clones] stayed like thatrfigleof the world around us, and—no

106



matter how much we despised ourselves for it—ungiolke to let each other go” (120).
Just the fact of being together imposes meaningnaaning. In the scene which closes
the novel, Tom, after the visit with Madame and $/Esnily, rages madly in the mud of a
wet, moon lit field at an unconcerned universe. IBats not alone like King Lear with
the onset of insanity. Kathy, ever the carer, &dhogether with him and does not let him
go:

| caught a glimpse of his face in the moonlighkezhin

mud and distorted with fury, then | reached forftaging

arms and held on tight. He tried to shake me off,| lixept

holding on, until he stopped shouting and | fedt tight go

out of him. Then | realized he too had his armsiadome.

And so we stood like that, at the top of the filldwhat

seemed like ages, not saying anything, just holdintg

each other . . . and for a moment, it seemed l&eware

holding onto each other because that was the caytav

stop us being swept away into the night. (274)
And about what is it that Tom rages? An existeritizth? Miss Emily explained to them
that “we [the guardians] were able to give you sitning . . . and we were able to do that
principally byshelteringyou. Hailsham would not be Hailsham if we hadwiry well,
sometimes that means we kept things from you,tbegu. Yes, in many ways weoled
you” (268; emphasis in original). Miss Emily’s adisiion reveals the dread latent in the
autonomous individual as regards uncertainty aadlteam of containment; for humans

too, the putative “normals,” are seduced by the fsself-mastery and so sheltered, lied

to and fooled--no less than the clones--by thedjaaship of humanism.
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V. The Chiasmatic Novel: Reversible Alterity in Thas Pynchon’'&ravity’s Rainbow

So do not take the lecture too seriously, feelivad you really
have to understand in terms of some model what ¢i@ing to
describe, but just relax and enjoy it. | am goimgetl you
what nature behaves like. If you will simply adthiat maybe
she does behave like this, you will find her agtefiul,
entrancing thing. Do not keep saying to yourséljpou can
possibly avoid it, ‘But how can it be like thatZdause you
will get ‘down the drain’, into a blind alley fromhich
nobody has yet escaped. Nobody knows how it cdikde
that.

Richard Feynmanfhe Character of Physical Law.

Despite a motley mob of comic book characterspéugion of improbable, dead-
end and disjointed subplots, and a deliberate antptete disregard for anything
approaching denoueme@ravity’s Rainbow(hereafteGravity) turns around a rather
focused suspicion: an uncertainty as to whetheobthe universe is continuous or
discontinuous. Yet, rather than endorse one wadd wver anotheiGravity probes, to
often comic—and pornographic—effect, the human adsign to make order of chaos, of
which the binary continuity/discontinuity is bute@example. “You’ll want cause and
effect” Gravity’'s narrator, like a side show barkeell versed in human desire, baits the
reader (663). And there is enough (barely) plotohthe cause and effect kind to claim
thatGravity has a story. But the narrative arc itself is smis, elliptical and refractory
that conventional critique by way of narrative g is fraught with frustration. Like

individual pixels in a digital image&;ravity’s “plotlets” in themselves make little sense.
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A vision (of sorts) emerges only with perspectives better to regard the intricate
story—an amalgam of responses, loosely stitcheal vaxiety of encounters and
confrontations erotic and hostile—as a means taiceends, as a vehicle by which
Pynchon foregrounds his concern with, among othiegs, the use and abuse of humans,
non-humans and the parameters of knowledge.

At one time in the not too distant past, it wasspraed that the universe out there
was ordered and systematized to respond to stimalmanner that was methodical and
predictable; furthermore, that this order couldubderstood potentially at least without
final recourse to intuition. A continuous, conneltelockwork universe implied,
theoretically anyway, that comprehension was ergctY et within this assumption, there
was an anxiety lurking about that comprehensionitga$f precisely ordered, which
constraint put into question free will, a linchpor human exceptionality among earthly
species. IrGravity the legacy of modernism’s anxiety regarding ageéfteedom lingers
within a binary speculation that is the obsessiomany character©n the one hand,
there are the “paranoids” who believe that the ensig is connected. While paranoia may
be comforting in the abstract—there would, afterked meaning and a purpose though we
may not know it—free agency would seem to be pdsgun that there would be no room
for the “swerve,” for spontaneity, randomness. Gypg the paranoids are the “anti-

paranoids” who think “nothing is connected to amygi’ a condition thenarrator intones,
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“not many of us can bear for long” (434). For onteTyrone Slothrop, the corpulent,
hapless protagonist, who, more than anyone eldeinovel, qualifies as the main
character in the novel, the existential freedon toanes with an unconnected universe is
not particularly desirable: “Either They have pimhthere for a reason, or he’s just here.
He isn’t sure that he wouldn’t, actually, rathevéahat reason . . . .” (434; ellipses in
original).

Slothrop’s equivocation, a paranoia thatlesngis unparanoid, is
understandable. As a young pubescent boy, he wdsdhs of an unethical Pavlovian
experiment at Harvard in stimulus and responseitonahg involving the aroma of a
synthetic plastic used in the manufacture of N&zirdtkets and his penile erections. The
experiments had been a resounding success, agpaBmtvell had They “busted the sod
prairies of his brain” that Slothrop’s identity as agential individual is, so he feels,
uncertain. His search for selfhood, a quest odtgngiith the aim of discovering the
cause and effect connectibrtween himself and the Rocket, is a meanderwveyjand
journey taking him across the Channel to the Centina dystopian landscape occupied
by a bizarre cast of characters disaffected andjimaized by the aftermath of war.

But there is the psychical dimension of his jourt@y. As the novel progresses,
Slothrop’s quest for his self-hood becomes his expation from the desire of self-hood.

To give away the ending here at the outset, Slptheyver finds the putativd that is the
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promise of individualism. Instead, after being iotha into the mysticism of emptiness,
wherein his alterity is revealed to be situated,inadentityper se but complementary
entangled with others, he is freed not only fronohagsession with the fantasy of selfhood,

but the controlling machinations of Th&y.

At what point does a polygon become a circle?

The work of identification, “the act of naming.,”. (366; ellipses in original) a
self or an object, is analysis. Analysis begetietthce. Further analysis may account
provisionally for those gaps, yet it cannot accdongll the gaps. To do so would be to
negate the work of analysis altogether; it woulddeeestablish the whole. Analysis is
thusdefinedby a lack; it does not and can never accountf®mthole. Analysis’s
horizon figures thematically iGravity. on the other side of this horizon there is freado
from instrumental use and mastery; it is reifiedhie novel as “the change from point to
no-point [that] carries a luminosity and enigmavatch something in us must leap and

sing, or withdraw in fright” (396). Analysis iHiterate when it comes to reading the

47 Self, Identity, Individualism used herein presug@the modern idea of an
essential human nature. Louis Althusser, writingMiarxism and Humanism,” describes
human nature as having two postulates: “1) thaetlsea universal of man, and 2) that
this essence is the attribute edth single individuakvho is its real subject. If the
essence of man is to be a universal attributs,a@ssential thatoncrete subjectsxist as
absolute givens; this implies ampiricism of the subjedf these empirical individuals
are to be men, it is essential that each carriégmself the whole human essence, if not
in fact, at least in principle. . . . (30, 31; erapis in original).
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singularity, the Tt from the things they stand for” (510). Despite #peed at which a
film is run, or the total amount of informationiattlated in a rocket manual of diagrams
or the calculus of integral equations, interstidsremain unaccountable. Those gaps,
however negative, are not void, not holes of tetaptiness. Something (gverything

is?) in the fine black striae between the framesaffempt to frame the negativity or
articulate it further simply makes more gaps nesleYet, articulate it we must, for the
desire to analyze and order,@Gsavity affirms, is humanly irresistible: the post-lapsaria
sin of modernism is not disobedience but “Analysasd this “Subsequent Sin is harder
to atone for” (722). Even those characters who doesist the conspiracies and
controlling scientistic interests of They are bodnydanalytical inquiry and induction.
“We are obsessed,” the Argentine spy Squalidagaiagns, “with building labyrinths,
where before there was open plain and sky. To @sam more complex patterns on the
blank sheet. We cannot abide tbpennessit is terror to us” (264). Yet as Katherine
Hayles points out, “[i]f the act of naming itsetitioduces division, what could these
moments bring into being but the fragmented re#fiit cognitive processing implies?
And if the fragmentation of that named creatioon$y another version of Their
synthetic, fragmented world, then the whole proggascaping Their control has been
co-opted and subverted by the very attempt to sppeél86). The suspicion persists:

resistance may be impossible; it may be just amdtnen of conformity.
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The Thef?

It is the singular obsession of “They,” Pynchonigser, invisible cabal, to read
between the frameas it were, in an attempt to exertalizedcontrol over human and
non-human ecology. Lucidity is a rare articlédravity, but one idea that is consistent
throughout is that systems whose purpose is cormapland closure are programs of
ossification, of death. Scientism as embraced nThnd practiced by Dr. Pointsman is
in really an extension of earlier theocentric anavmential views of the world.
Pynchon’s association of religion and scientisntsres their mutual objective:
totalization. Just as the Church at one time ratand in every aspect of human life
from birth to death to afterlife, so is Their intksd reach, through scientistic regulation,
universal. Despite its numerous aliases and gul$esfirm, The P.W.E., The
Man-They, by its pronominal anonymity, functionsaasinstantiation for the institutional
will to universal supremacy. Their means are natdtul; rather, they employ strategies

of stealth: conspiracy, mind control, subterfude,.&Vorld War I, it is hotly speculated,

8 “They” recalls Heidegger’s term, one translatadras Man to refer to the
basis of inauthentic response; that is, doing, simap thinking something only because
everyone else is doing it. Being and TimeHeidegger writes: “In inconspicuousness
and unascertainability, the real dictatorship ef‘ttiney” is unfolded. We take pleasure
and enjoy ourselves #dsey[mar take pleasure; we read, see, and judge abordtlite
and art asheysee and judge; likewise we shrink back from thhreaymass’ athey
shrink back; we find ‘shocking’ whaheyfind shocking. The “they”, which is nothing
definite, and which all are, though not as the spirescribes the kind of Being of
everydayness” (164). In this chapter, | considdreyl” an avatar of modern Western
scientism.
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was not so much about freeing the world from fagdgranny, but planned by “Them” as
a means of merging and consolidating military ardustrial power with capital. Pre-war
Germany’s close, amiable association of genenadigsistrialists and politicians was the
prototype on which the business and politics ofgbst-war US would model itself. As
far as business was concerned, there were realisiches” in the global conflict: US and
UK industries, GE and Ford, et al., supplied ptrtsoth the Allies and the Axis powers.
Evoking Clauswitz’s dictum that war is the contitiaa of politics by other means, the
narrator reveals that “The Germans-and-Japs stasyomly one, rather surrealistic
version of the real War. The real War is alwaysdhé45). Even peace, when it comes,
is just “another bit of propaganda . . .” (628)eTMar on one level was a “laboratory”
staged to run experiments, involving, among othgs, psychotropic drugs and
behaviorist conditioning.

Operation PISCES-Psychological Intelligence Schdoreisxpediting
Surrender—is responsible for research on mind cbnbr. Edward Pointsman, PISCES
director, functions, when he’s not pursuing sexhwibung boys, as the front man in the
novel for cause and effect reasoning. Pointsmansdtion of Dr. lvan Pavlov, the father
of the conditioned response, possesses a deeglyfaeh . . . in a pure physiological

basis for the life of the psyche. No effect withoatise, a clear train of linkages” (89).

9 The connection between They and Dr. Pointsmanriggsely ambiguous.
Pointsman and They seem to be on opposite sidbg mwar, but in fact he is doing Their
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From the secretive stronghold in England knownTdse“White Visitation,” Pointsman
indirectly directs Slothrop’s junket through ocoegbiwar-torn Europe in an attempt to
close the intelligence gap that exist between dmelitioned response of his erections and
the V rockets that rain down on London to greatrdeson and death. Pointsman’s
epistemic foil is Roger Mexico, a statistician retsame employ, whose method of
estimating where the rocket bombs will fall is metecessful than Pointsman’s. For a
given number of rockets fired, Mexico’s “Poissomation” tells how many designated
areas will get none, one, two, and so on. Whersecand effect analysis cleaves and
separates, statistics moves back in space andyaimang, distance in an attempt to
“glimpse” a frame of the phenomenal whole. Thespective approaches to the science
of risk management is the difference between aabksiduction from empirical evidence
and the probabilistic deduction from mathematicai@ple. Where Pointsman’s domain
is the “zero and the one,” Mexico’s ibétweerthe zero and the one . . . the probabilities”
(55; emphasis in original). But even the relaBuecess of Mexico’s probability function
is not absolute: “No matter how many [rockets] h&alken inside a particular square, the
odds remain the same as they always were. Eachihdependent of all the others” (56).

The singularity of the stria are not mediated; ¢hemo absolute predictability, no pre-

bidding. In any cas&;onnection of which Pointsman is the point man, is alwayedlin
the novel with the controlling interests of Thewal the ambiguity suggests that the
Allies and Axis powers were really on the same .side
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recognition, because statistics never pretends migthing it is not, that is, the whole.
Between Pointsman and Mexico much more than diffemethodologies is going

on. The two incommensurable techniques of ordeeagty thematize in the novel
differing epistemological sensibilities. Molly Hiterites that modernism conceived
“Order [as] a human phenomenon . . . and becaws alone confers significance, we
must conclude that reality, apart from the imagoras forming and informing, is
meaningless alterity, chaos” (7). The indirectismaloutlined here acknowledges a mind
independent world in combination with the view thmaperception we discern quantities
and qualities of an otherwise unobjectified woBdientismthe view that the methods of
the natural sciences can be applied to all areasyafry, is modernism’s twin, in that it,
too, responds, as Malcolm Bradbury claims, “togbenario of our chaos” (27.In his
work Seeing Like a Statdames Scott writes that

high modernism . . . is best conceived as a strong,

might say muscle-bound version of the beliefs iergdic

and technical progress associated with the praxfess

industrialization in Western Europe and North Aroari

from roughly 1830 until the First World War. At itenter

was a supreme self-confidence about continuedrlinea

progress, the development of scientific and teatgio&l

knowledge, the expansion of production, the ratidesign
of social order, the growing satisfaction of hunnaeds,

0 That chaos refers specifically to the loss of Nmdn absolutes of time and
space by Einstein’s special and general theoriegsdfberg’s uncertainty principle
revealed an absolute limit of knowledge regardipgicle’s momentum and position;
Bohr’s wave/particle duality.
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and, not least, amcreasing control over nature (including
human naturetommensurate with scientific understanding
of natural laws. High modernism is thus a partidyla
comprehensive vision of how the benefits of techinamd
scientific progress might be applied—usually thiotige
state—in every field of human activity. (89, 90;mrasis in
original)

Scientism and so, in a sense, modernism’s pronfisgedectual unity, an
internal synthesis, lures humanity with the hopsemfuring essential meaning, a (godless)
revelation of the gnosi8.For Pynchon’s purposes @ravity, scientism’s dream
corresponds to the compulsion of Their instrumésritaby which disinterested human
observation attains determinant, yet not necegsamtblogical, knowledge of the world.
Their world view is Laplace’s clockwork cosmegdatedwhereby the world in all its
wetwear diversity becomes manageably linked togetiteugh psychological
behaviorism and neurochemical regulation.

Unbeknownst to Slothrop, he is the guinea pig ahBman’s secret research
program, “Operation Blackwing.” As a “monster” foeoh of close operant behaviorism,

Slothrop is for Pointsman, the “exact experimestddject” by which to “show again the

stone determinacy of everything, of every soul”)(&othrop’s conditioned response, an

*1 Hite makes the point that modernism’s epistemolediieological in orgin:
“The notion that seems distinctively modern, thakeo is subjective and unreal, whereas
reality is incomprehensibly disordered, followsitzdly from a sort of historical sleight-
of-hand whereby the theocentric world view losiGisd but maintained the rest of its
assumptions intact” (7,8).
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erection at a site in London where invariably &etdater lands, presents the ultimate
and irresistible challenge to Pointsman’s scientiemit combines both matters of the
affective sensibility (the libido) with theory adiantifiable experience. The project is, as
Timothy Melley explains, “the desire to understaiedire itself—-to access the inmost
reaches of an individual in an attempt to stabilimeplaguing problem of uncertain
agency” (724). In defiance of Newton’s laws of ®aand effect, Slothrop’s erections,
originally conditioneddy the smell of a synthetic plastic in the rocket-epehavioral
stimulus and response—cofiirst andthenthe stimulus, the rocket explosion and the
release of the synthetic plastic. Pointsman isshaken by this apparent reversal of a
basic law of the universe. A logical explanationl Wwé discovered to this conundrum; it
is only a matter of patience, persistence, a y#héu refinement of the causal method of
analysis: “[Slothrop’s] reflex,” he surmises, “..is something we’re too coarsely put
together to sense . . . . a sensory cue we just @@ying attention to. Something that’s
been out there all along, something we could bkitgpat but no one is” (49%.A

scientistic account of the relationship betweertt8tp and the Rocket, encompassing

*2To a substantial degree, Pointsman labors uneeetlist view of early
modernism. Nancy Murphy explains this belief asihgthree central philosophical
theses: 1) epistemological foundationalism—the \tieat knowledge can only be justified
by reconstructing it upon indubitable foundatiobaliefs 2) representational theory of
language—the view that language must gain its pyinmeeaning by representing the
objects or facts to which it refers, and 3) atomtamapproach to ethics and political
philosophy that takes the individual to be priothe community (292).
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both affective and cognitive sensibilities, wouklthe “Prize” for Pointsman, a global
validation of stimulus and response conditionimg,if would show that the mechanisms
operant in animate and inanimate matter are pgraltlevelopment that could render

agency obsolete.

And Yet. .

Yet, despite the great success of the causal mgthedot adequate to the task of
accounting for the pesky randomness exhibited nahtlaen by physical reality, a
phenomena described in the novel by Murphy’s Lahat‘brash Irish proletarian
restatement of Godel's Theorem—when everythingoleas taken care of, when nothing
can go wrong, or even surprise us . . . somethifiy(275). Reality was sticky in the
sense that “the very need to measure interferdutivt observations” (452). One had to
back off, way off. The inferential statistics betkind Mexico employs to formulate a
distribution curve of the frequency with which tteeket bombs, fired from the Nazi
launching pad in Peenemuinde, Netherlands, stik€tty of London, takes a wide
sample of what's on the ground to determine a pati€“pure numbers” out of the “day-
to-day” (54). The turn from causality to probalyiltas made because, as Mexico
explains, “there’s a feeling about that cause-dfetemay have been taken as far as it

will go; that for science to carry on at all, it stlook for a less narrow, a less . . . sterile
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set of assumptions” (89). Statistics does not elata the unknown, it merely tells what
can be anticipated. For rocket bombs falling outefsky, it cannot say where they will
fall, only how many are likely to fall in a certazmea. The statistician’s style does not
look for absolute parity between his theory andityseane must “relax, grow passive
watch for a shape to develop” (218), and acceptitsieproverb of the Paranoids: “You
may never get to touch the Master, but you carnetibls creatures” (237). This quiescent
attitude of the observer is unacceptable to Poiatsnt is Modern Mamwvho imposes his
meaning on the world; the world doesn’t have thatimto do with it. The impossibility
of knowing completely, that is, conceding that meglessness exists in some areas of
the universe beyond the reach of intelligence ahcutation, rouses in Pointsman a deep
anxiety: “Can’t you . . .tell,” he demands of Mexico, “from your map here, whitéices
would be safest to go into, safest from attack?3,"NMexico replies, “Bombs are not
dogs. No link. No memory. No conditioning” (55, 5&8he absence of “connection,” the
deficit of an absolute parity between world andtlgeis calamitous: “No links?”
Pointsman asks, “Is it the end of history?” (5&rHaps, but that which occludes the
possibility of an historicalelog may obliquely hint at a (scientifically!) verifite

alterous otherness of contingency. The world mayheve an order but one we may
never have a scientifically verifiable account which precept, ironically, is established

by science. The prohibition of unity does not, aét, come down to the limits of
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funding for R&D, but on the chance manifestatiohsamdomness, ther singularity.

Any scientist worth his Erlenmeyer flask knows #herld does not cooperate with
theory one hundred percent of the tithAs critic Joseph Slade states, “To rationalize the
world is not to control it utterly, for ‘naturalusprise, described as chance, fortune,
Murphy’'s Law, G6del's Theorem or just plain accitlen. will always disrupt contrived
order” (178). InGravity, no one knows this better than the formerly liviageign
minister, Walter Rathenau, the guest-of-honor ggeaita seance. From his singular

perspective on the “other side,” he avers that talk of cause and effect .. . . is

*3 As regardseplication, a necessary condition of scientific objectivisyibcame
to be known from Early Modernism’s notions of empam, Richard Feynman in his
seminal account of quantum mechanidse Character of Physical Lawyrites, “A
philosopher once said, ‘It is necessary for the esistence of science that the same
conditions always produce the same results’. Wedly do not. You set up the
circumstances, with the same conditions every tand,you cannot predict behind which
hole you will see the electron. [Feynman is refgytio the double slit experiment which
he just explained]. Yet science goes on in spité-afthough the same conditions do not
always produce the same results” (147).

A recent example of randomness’s pivotal role enghenomenal world and
science’s reaction to it is discussed in Barry Camaer’s article “Unraveling the DNA
Myth,” Harpers,February (2002). Commoner shows the error in Wedstogmatic
premise that the DNA molecule “is the exclusiverdag# inheritance in all living things”
(39). Instead, by a process in the cell calledétieve splicing, Commoner points out
that “the gene’s original nucleotide sequence li$ spo fragments that are then
recombined in different ways to encode a multipficif proteins, each of them different
in their amino acid sequence from each other avd the sequence that the original
gene, if left intact, would encode” (42). He corugs that though “There can be no doubt
that the emergence of DNA was a crucial stageerdévelopment of life . . . we must
avoid the mistake of reducing life to a master roole in order to satisfy our emotional
need for unambiguous simplicity. The experimengdhgdshorn of dogmatic theories,
points to the irreducibility of the living cell” @.
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diversionary tactic. Useful to you gentleman, boiianger so to us here [in the
afterworld] . . . . [W]hat is the real nature ointiml? You think you know, you cling to
your beliefs. But sooner or later you will havde¢bthem go” (167). From his “angel-eye
view,” analytical inquiry and its dream of grandtyns a “pornography” of “kute
korrespondences,” a means useful in indicated dosesot to be swallowed whole. For
truth, the late bureaucrat advises, “you must liobdk the technology of these matters.
Even into the hearts of certain molecules—it iy @ger all which dictate temperatures,
pressures, rates of flow, costs, profits, the sludpewers” (167). This is to say that
humanknowledge, classical knowledge based on causeféect, confronts its horizon
at the frontier of molecular agency. What knowledgehave of the subatomic realm
must be translated back into classical idiom farunderstanding. As per any translation,
some content is lost. Heisenberg expressed theengytsiis way, “Wecannotknow, as a
matter of principle, the present in all its detaflgtd. in Gribbon 148; emphasis in
original) by which is meant no set of conditiondl wver exist for the gathering of a
complete portrait of a physical event. Quantum raeats, by complicating the classical
perspective, that is, the discreet distinction leefmvobserver and observed, has
deconstructed science’s mandate as reality’s supeghiter. The observer sees not a
vista of ‘naked reality,” but a reflection of hinn berself peering back from that reality.

The unsettling thing here, for a Pointsman, or aey@ho believes in stone
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determinant linkages, is that the subatomic realmot bounded by our macro world of
cause and effect. That is to say, quantum beh&vimot an isolated, maverick sub-world,
a peculiar, special case scenario of the macranteather |t is the macro world that is
enclosed by the uncertainty of quantum mechaitiies classical world is the special
case, dependent on the relationship between thargao the quantum equatidés=hf,
where the energy of a particle equals Planck’s teon$6.626 x 18, times its
frequency. The certainty with which we kick rocksprove their objectivity and, by
extension, our own subjectivity, is predicated anare fundamental uncertairtty.
Margaret Lynd writes thabravity “suggests that an adequate theorization of the
subject—or at least of the subject capable of agalepends in part on the premise that
the world [both macro and subatomic] is so comptet an element of randomness,
uncertainty, or unpredictability is always pres€i@3). Such cleavages between the
unknowable and the accountable present opportaridiethe subject to subvert the
strategies and machinations of the forces of TinelyRointsman in Their efforts to exert
ultimate control. But as should be clear by novivauision inGravity is not to be limited

to human agency. Matter too does not behave wjttl causality; there is always a

* Scientists in the employ of “Them” at work on ayeadic psychotropic drugs
supervene on the uncertain complementary struofutfee sub-atomic world, exclaiming,
“We seem up against a dilemma built into Natureclmlike the Heisenberg situation.
The more pain it takes away, the more we desire.itve can’t have one property without
the other, any more than a particle physicistsspatify position without suffering an
uncertainty as to the particle’s velocity” (348).
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slippage, an inconsummable singularity superpostibetween the polygon of Leibniz’s
calculus and the circle of life, the “larger ent&sp.” The randomness immanent in
particle behavior, which can only be indicatedisti&ially or probabilistically, reveals not

a particle’s freewill, but its freedom from sciesmti’s reductive instrumentalism.

The Zone

It is in the Zone—Allied Occupied Germany-that libtas efficaciously resisted
and the freedom of humans and non-humans alike f’iscdommodation. Here the
statutes of Newtonian mechanics have been attahoa®ispended altogether. The war
has reconfigured “time and space into its own imagbdas decentralized authority
“back toward anarchism . . . [it has] wiped out pheliferation of little states that's
prevailed in Germany for a thousand years. Wipetedn.Opened it . . hope is
limitless” (257, 265; emphasis in original). Site@tnterstitially between West and East,
the Zone is “ground zero,” literally off the mam ‘anterregnum,” which “[y]ou only
have to flow along with” (294). “[L]ike going to &t Darkest Africa” (281), one must
“[florget frontiers ... forget subdivisions [bec&)d here aren’t any” (291). All
hierarchies have lost their authority. Military kais traded like baseball cards or it has no
authority at all. “Outside, Inside interpiercingeoanother too fast, too finely labyrinthine,

for either category to have much hegemony any m@®1). Rational inquiry, so
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influential outside the Zone, cannot find purchlsee because “[b]inary decisions have
lost there meaning” (335). Even the stars in theask not fixed and “[i]t is possible . . .
to make up your own constellations” (366). Meanjnmganes, motives and destinations
are all somewhat vague or in total suspension etley:

[H]ere in the Zone categories have blurred badhe $tatus

of the name you miss, love, and search for nonwghasn

ambiguous and remote, but this is even more than th

bureaucracy of mass absence—some still live, s@wve h

died, but many, many have forgotten which they aheir

likenesses will not serve. Down here are only witagp

left in the light, in the dark: images of Uncertgin. . .

(303; ellipses in original)

Yet if one can get a high enough perspective,ifhtat say, an “angel eye’s” view,
one can see that this black hole, this geograpdeal, is circumscribed by the Western
powers and The USSR (See Appendix®*Brom this vista, the Zone reveals itself as a
negativity, its formation passively composed frdra surrounding ring of autonomous
nation states. A view, further out in space, howgreyeals that this ring of sovereign
order is itself circumscribed by a cosmic negagivithe tellurian donut that, with enough
distance and imagination, looms into view, suggédsipological trope, not only for Their

dream of scientistic totalization of the World, lalgo for the narrative of Slothrop’s

guest after his own identity, for The Zone is, fipahe space where the edges of the

K. Toldlyan’s map, (36), in Approaches to GragtiRainbow by Charles
Clerc, Ed. provides a useful schematic of Slotls@vinular wondering through the Zone.
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polygon have reached infinity, “the Eternal Ceritalso known as “the Final Zero”

(319).

Donut T(r)opology

It is to the Zone that Slothrop comes, allowedscape really by Pointsman’s
mechinations, with the purloined “fat file on Imip&-G,” information on his operant
conditioning and the rocket’s blueprints. He corsesking the key to his identity. His
sojourn from London to the Zone is a path fromdhderliness of an island parliament to
the chaos of a battle fatigued, loosely occupiedtdey. Moreover, Slothrop’s passage is
a paradigm shift crossing from the positivist scepracticed at The White Visitation to
the fecundity of open probability in the Zone. Twvel, which notoriously eludes
meaningful closure, is itself the most salient egbmof this lack of consummate
meaning. Hite writes that Pynchon “seems concetog@érody the assumption that
meaning is the culmination of an exhausting serfeliscoveries, that truth is what
everything adds up to” (14); that its narrative @es not progress in a linear fashion to
some resolution but weaves an entangled web tapnehere it all started, a falling
rocket bomb, violates normative notions of timeysmand effect—to say nothing of the
2" Law of Thermodynamics. Brian McHale observes tRghchon’s reader has every

right to feel conned, bullied, betrayed . . . [nesmhe/she] has been invited to undertake
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the kinds of pattern-making and pattern-interpgetiperations which, in the Modernist
texts with which heqjc) is familiar, would produce intelligible meaniriggre, they
produce almost a parody of intelligibility” (106)he kind of control to which McHale
refers, an interiority and continuity, is assodadikite the novel with Them, or rather the
near complete control They exert outside the Z6iE&en as we readers strive to create
patterns consistent with received internal conwagtiof narrative, Pynchon advises us
with caveats to check our desire for unitirhe text is committed, to the bitter end, to

digression, characters that are two-dimensiona aacoffle of recurrent and frayed

*%In a series of seances, Their modernist Will-tostday is described for our
edification through the medium Evelyn Mcintyre:

For the first time it was inside, do you see. Toetml is
put inside. No more need to suffer passively uralgtside
forces'—to veer into any wind. As if . . . .

A market need no longer be run by the Invisible
Hand, but now couldreate itsekits own logic,
momentum, style, frormside Putting the control inside
was ratifying what de facto had happened-that yam h
dispensed with God. But you had taken on a greartet,
more harmful illusion. The illusion of control. Tih& could
do B. but that was false. Completely. No one @an
Things only happen, A and B are unreal, are nawmes f
parts that ought to be inseparable . ... (3@ramsis and
ellipses in original)

" Nor does Pynchon escape implication as patterrazdiictionalizer he is the
first in line to order and structure events. AsepsUrgo states, “Story making is a
paranoid response. The drive to discern a strutteinend events and then to have that
structure function within the narrative as a foceeising or even willing these events is a
product of imaginative anxiety” (174).
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subplots which may connect on a thematic or cheraevel . . . or not®

Immersing the reader into the crosscurrents oftiplalnarratives that now and
then insinuate that a “holy center’of meaning asvaitthe end, only to be frustrated
finally in that desire by a text that ends whergagins—the imminent fall of a rocket
bomb-may be read as a disingenuous endorsemeasioh@dernism’petits récits,
“little narratives resisting closure and totalgyessing the singularity of every ‘event™
(Lyotard 426). Indeed, parataxis and multifarioasrativity are one of the most
conspicuous features of the novel’s form. ConsidgBravity's fragmentation, together
with its encyclopedic content, one can see whycstisuch as Hite, “insist on Pynchon’s
postmodernism.” Not only does it “attack, underejiparody, or otherwise call into
guestion certain characteristic assumptions of mmskefiction . . .it cannot be taken

‘straight’; we cannot read it successfully by exarng our knowledge of established

*8 All features of modernism, to be sure, but desjit iconoclasm, fragmentation
and devotion to strangeness, modernism still abtloaes and desires, nostalgically,
order by seeking to supplant the old narrativeepf@sentation with a new one of the
unrepresentable. Multiplicity seeks no such cohtegieoount. | use Modernism and
Postmodernism in this chapter in the sense thaiakgiaises the terms in his essay,
“Answering the Question: What is Postmodernism.teHae asserts that, “A work can
become modern only if it is first postmodern. Pasdernism thus understood is not
modernism at its end but in the nascent statetlaadtate is constant” (435). And later,
“The postmodern would be that which in the modetris forward the unpresentable in
presentation itself; that which denies itself tbiase of good forms, the consensus of a
taste which would make it possible to share callett the nostalgia for the unattainable;
that which searches for new presentations, notderdo enjoy them but in order to
impart a stronger sense of the unpresentable” (436)
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conventions, even modernist conventions” (4). Mmaadly, Raymond Olderman points
out that inGravity’s Rainbow;all systems of science, art, religion, politiesid
economics—all systems of any kind—are simpgtaphoric descriptionthat participate in
reality but are not reality in its entirety” (20&mnphasis added). These observations are
relevant and well taken, y&ravity's postmodern stylistic devices, meta-fictiondf-se
consciousness, literary legerdemain and the likelshnot overshadow what appears to
me a rather “straight” critique regarding the usd abuse of humans and non-humans.
Many passages i@ravity are clearly partisan: “Living inside the Systentike riding
across the country in a bus driven by a maniac tesuicide . . .” (412). Others sections
like the following diatribe take a hard line on #aeploitation of Western civilization on
the Third World:

Christian Europe was always about death, Karl []arx

death and repression. Out and down in the cololiiesan

be indulged, life and sensuality in all its formsth no

harm done to the Metropolis, nothing to soil those

cathedrals, white marble statues, noble thoughts No

word ever gets back. The silences down here ate vas

enough to absorb all behavior, no matter how dirbyy

animal it gets . . .. (317)

The principal, if overly simplified, abuse of ModewWestern Civilization which

Gravity addresses is the endeavor to account for andsthgend, or at least attenuate,

human and non-human agency through global comtragtery over “these poor human

palimpsests,” and the speciesist subjugation oéthvronment. Thus the urgency of
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They to penetrate and totalize every area of huamahnon-human conduct. Control is
pursued by the supposed principle that the braoo#iom is a machine that functions
through simple cause and effect stimulus and respdn the projected future, there will
be no need for forceful coercion; humankind willdmnditioned to behave in predictable
and complacent patterns. Yet,@Gsavity makes clear, “reality,” however that is
conceived, is not exhausted by control coming femmentific knowledge, be it
psychology, biology, classical or quantum physliesyvitably some demon insinuates
itself into the works causing slippage betweenthaod data. A stone is not after all so
determinant but “embodies also an intellectualesyst. . a sentient mineral
consciousness” (612). Unaccountable randomnesssanth the territory. Control, of

the totalizing nature that They pursue, is notizaale, at least on the ground.

Mineral Consciousness

Otherness iGravity is not a metaphysical given, not, as Levinas hdla$or to
every initiative” (Totality and Infinity38, 39); rather, it emerges out of the intra-attiv
between actors who are themselves empty. Emptiregesmeans an absence of intrinsic

being: a thing or human’s existence is not ontaalyirather it is to be found in the
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contingency of its relationships, its entanglemeith others:® Emptiness considers the
intra-acting pair as the smallest conceptual unieality. Something, that is to say,
someone or thing, is always, to some degree, ms{agtion with something else. In this
way, things are nakal in the ontological sense béing in itselfjinstead, they derive

their alterity from involvement in any given coltee system of circuits of action. Thus,
for example, a quantum entity, a particle or waae ho intrinsic nature as particle or
wave. Its otherness as a particle or wave depemtiseoparticular experimental
environment that is set up. One arrangement yeeldave aspect; another ordering yields
a particle aspeéf.Neither is more fundamental than the other. Neitherior; rather, the
descriptions are regarded@smplementaryo one another. The particular style of alterity
which this kind of intra-action serves up is, t@ égkady Plotnitsky’s ternradical in

the sense that it designates “that which is inatkesto any conceivable mode of
representation or idealization, even a represemtati idealization that proceeds via the

idea of inaccessibility itself’N\lathematicsl35). That is to say, radical alterity is never

9 Feminist studies author and theoretical physikiaten Barad, in the preface to
her work,Meeting the Universe Halfwatakes entanglement to mean not simply
intertwined but lacking “an independent, self-camta existence.” Existence, she goes
on to say, “is not an individual affair. Individgadlo not preexist their interactions; rather
individuals emerge through and as part of theiaegied intra-relating” (ix).

® For a layman’s explanation of the double slit ekpent involving wave
particle duality, see Chapter 4: “Entangling SpaoeBrian Green’s-abric of the
Cosmos2004.

131



fully synthesized—"“cannot be understood as an absalterity”—in that it never
references fully realized entitative subjects geots (135). Alterity is acknowledged, not
as a transcendent capacity of the OthkrLevinas, but a function of a complementary
encounter between actors. Independent realityifloereactor in the ordinary physical
sense cannot be ascribed; rather, as Plotnitstgssteomplementary conjugate variables
acquire the uncertainty that makes these variatdegplementary, for this uncertainty
affects—that is, precludes—the possibility of theint unambiguous determination”
(Complementarityl 55). This radical alterity does not confer anyotwgical status on
agents; rather, it describes the irreducibiltynattagent due to his/her/its condition as
interrelationally contingent: an encounter thattégis both an irreducible division and an
irreducible interaction” between engaging actdathematics138)%* Thus in contrast to
the “non-reciprocal’ alterous encounter expoundgtldvinas Levinas Readef8)
Plotnitsky’s radical alterity denotes faciprocalor complementary economy” between

actors in an encounte€¢émplementarityl08; emphasis addef).

1 Rather thamxistence, exigter se, which can presupposes the sense of physica
entitative presence and the usual closure of urguobis determinations, Plotnitsky uses
the phrasailterity efficacityto refer to the extant “material traces” of theat&inship
(Complementarity1 09).

2 My particular use of complementarity owes mucktkady Plotnitsky’s
extended use of the term in his boGkgmplementarity: Anti-epistemology after Bohr and
Derrida. 1994. Complementarity, used to describe the oalahip between the two
exclusive but necessary aspects of quantum dweditae and particle, is by Bohr’s use,
“defined in anti-epistemological terms . . . by d@mentally relating it to the
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Through the agency of Dr. Jamf, evil experimen#didviorist and visionary
chemist at Harvard, the life-narratives of Slothamyl the Rocket are entangled
inextricably in complementary intra-action. Theg dneterogeneously interactive and
interactively heterogenous; at times making theirstituents act jointly, at times
complementary, at times conflicting with or inhatgt each other, at times mutually
exclusive; but never allowing for a full synthes{®lotnitsky 73). The idiosyncracy of
their bizarre relationship entwines their otheresgtematically. Their respective stories,
as Brian Stonehill points out, describe “two simpgosite movements: the assembly of
the Rocket and the disassembly of Tyrone Slothfap.more he (and we) learn about the
Rocket, the less of Slothrop remains as a chargd4®?). Their complementarity
parallels, or, we may sasupervenes othe complementary uncertainty between particle
and wave wherein the more is known about a padiplesition, the less can be known of
its momentum and vice versa. These relationshp@aersely proportional in the sense

that anything done to one of the companions affie®other in an inverse manner. The

experimental arrangements in which specific obgema are made and specific
guestions are asked concerning a given quanturamsyst. (68). Plotnitsky’s broader use
of the word is without specific reference to phgsiA complementarity theory must
employ diverse—and at times conflicting or mutualigompatible (particularly from a
classical perspective)—configurations, double oltipia, operative within the same
framework, but without lending themselves to a fyththesis, Hegelian or other. Such a
matrix entails introducing and accounting for bbdterogeneous and interactive
operations of pairs or clusters of concepts, mategplor of conceptual and metaphoric
networks” (73).
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Zone, a cartographic negativity, is defined by gesterical contingencies with the other
countries surrounding it. Lt. Slothrop’s journeyarthe emptiness of The Zone may,
therefore, be conceptualized as an invaginatiomfaiding of certainty into the
uncertain. His intussusception into The Zone, pigaach to 0, is counteracted
complementarily by the story of tipeolapseof the Rocket, its aggregation to 1.

This counterbalanced structure does not, in myiopjrcover thevholestory in
that it does not fully exploit the novel’s intentaity as a subversive vehicle, the
intention which, in Hite’s words, “calls into quast certain characteristic assumptions of
modernist fiction” (4). This is to say, to stop deey Gravity at the bottom of the last
page is only to read the novel half way. It is ¢msider only a portion of the narrative
arc—the parabolic arc of the missile fired on page from an island in the Baltic Sea to a
distancet from the roof of a movie theatre in London on ldt page, 760—without
taking into account the phenomenal fact that atgaaveling on a curved line, a
trajectory, always returns. Returns are reversaisipletions of periods constituting
cycles. Circles as we have seen are considerecehdtyems in the novel; among other
significations, they retain infinite mystery eventhe face of quantification. Any circle’s
circumference over its diameter equals 3.141592,.denoted as. Circles balance
because they give back; furthermore, because tliegyraducible to calculus and retain

an irreducible mystery, they are anathema to Theys to consider only a unidirectional,
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that is a conventional reading @favity, is to neglect the reciprocal ethos Pynchon goes
at length to thematize. A linear understandindhefrtovel is to acquiesce in Their
unilateral paradigm, all taking and no returningjradulgence in speciesist thinking
which privileges an anthropocentric view: the pptm that, despite its unconventional
narrative Gravity is essentially aboutl@umanprotagonist and his physical fortunes from
the beginning page to the end. | argue @Gavity lends itself to a “reverse reading,” that
is to say, an anthropacentric reading that constitutes the otherneseehbn-humaf?

Critics have observed that the rows of small sqgizgading segments in the
novel-~ ~ ~ ~ ~—suggest the sprocket holes of a film projecton{e180; Moore 30);
this graphic icon “implies that one should read thovel as one would view a film”

(Stark 139f* Film in the novel is used to illustrate the linites of cognition, yet it also

& ThatGravity comprises multiple narratives has been well docuatecritically.
Thus, Lynd, observes that “The novel is a kindripié narrative comprising the
predictable, linear plot of the Rocket’s rise aalf the multiple, disconnected,
unfinished, fragmented narratives that constitnéertarrator’s tale; and finally the
discourse of the novel, the deep connections aedolay between the characters’ stories
and the production and launch of the Rocketvity’s Rainbowin its structure and
complexity both reaffirms the dangers of a narethat is single, closed, and predictable
and celebrates the power of narrative to reimaginew self in a kinder world.” The
difference between the reverse reading tendenedama Lynd’s “triple narrative” is
firstly, that a reverse reading is a trope; as shemovel’s inverse narrative cannot be
read in the same way as say Lynd’s “linear ploet@dly, a reverse reading is really
about narratives in complementarity. Its goingand coming back does not constitute
two (or more) multiple stories but to be thoughtrather, as the completion of a circuit.

% The graphics appearing above some segments irothe were not, in fact,
Pynchon’s idea but an editor’s.
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provides a kind of alternative perception: revalisyb Though Pointsman holds that
“reality is not reversible” (139), film, like centalaws of physics, is. If indeed we read
the novel as viewing the unspooling of a film relén Slothrop’s “scattering” at the end
of the novel, which | refer to above as a physaral psychological intussusception, is,
when “read” inversely, a prolapse, his (re)emboditfeThe same alterous dynamic
attains for the Rocket’s (re)assembly and fragniema

The inverse reading | am here suggesting is nokeitthe practice of painters who
hold their work in front of mirrors as a means &ng'strange’ perspective. Or, more
apropos, like teens in the 80s spinning MetalliPs in reverse to discover hidden and
layered messages embedded in the IyfidSinally, readingGravity inversely is not to be
taken literally, for the novel is not, after all,@alindrome, rather, it is to be regarded as a

trope through which the otherness of non-humangtandmergence of the posthuman

8 Gravity's chiastic or reciprocal readings can be enagtetree dimensions
with the use of one of the Lieutenant’s prophylac{assuming he uses them). After first
noting its topological likeness to the donut, uhtieé condom to its full length and then
from the tip push it back through into itself urtilly extended on the other side. Reverse
the procedure. Each negative invagination creat@sss the interface, its own positive
prolapse.

 The technical term is “phonetic reversal.” Backkiag (also known
incorrectly as backward masking) is a recordin@mégue in which a sound or message is
recorded backwards onto a track that is meant fgdyed forwards. Backmasking is a
deliberate process, whereas a message found thphgietic reversal may be
unintentional. Backmasking was popularized by Tkatks used backward vocals and
instrumentation on their 1966 album, entitled, ies¢ingly enoughlRevolver
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may be accommodated. Reversibility is furthermbeerheans of their constitution.

Of Circles and Chiasms

Opening and closing with the imminent explosiormabcket missileGGravity
foregrounds circularity formally and thematicaMyhat is common to all circles is that
they are bound by return, by a reverse. “It's hetiinen in my life, it's the life in my
men.” Mae West’s chiasmus inscribes a going outcamding back. Yet the inversion,
the infolding of the wordmenandlife, renders a unique meaning when it comes back.
Thereturn is not in the sense of a going back unckedrtg the same plackut rather, in
terms of a complementary acknowledgment, a recgbraitirmation of (an)other
meaning. The return adds a new dimension drawiagiticle out into &piral.

Reversals in Gravity are many and varied. Thetkeasonverse actions of
Slothrop’s conditioned response, the descendinthagdhe rockets and the ascending
life of Slothrop’s penis; there are dissolutionsl a@assemblies; entropic reversals;
countings and countdowns; there is the film, deddty Gerhardt von Gall, alias “der
Springer,”’entittedNew Dopein which “agents run around with guns which ake |
vacuum cleaners operating in the direction of pigHh-the trigger and bullets are sucked
back out of the recently dead into the barrel, thiedGreat Irreversible is actually reversed

as the corpse comes to life to the accompanimethtedbackwards gunshot . . . “ (745).
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Chiasmatic reading, which | conte@davity encourages, is a symmetrically elegant, even
grand and unified, expository trope. It is worthyLt Slothrop’s arch nemesis, Dr.
Pointsman. As such, it is suspect. Even Pointssaware of the seductive danger of
harmonic correspondence “in assuming that a mestramust imply its mirror image”;
after all, was it not Pavlov, his mentor, who “skemi\how mirror-images Inside could be
confused. Ideas of the opposite” going transmatgind being erased? (144).
Pointsman’s colleague, Dr. Kevin Spectro, mayait,fhave been right all along,
“Outside and Inside [are] part of the same fielt¥4). But the dilemma is one that, as
Hayles writes, Pynchon himself has to grapple wittaw to speak from within a field
without betraying it to the linear process of artation and cognition . . . the hope that

... a pure apprehension of the field may beiptessand the recognition that such a hope
is inherently contradictory” (188). My argumengwever, is not to urge one articulation
over another but for thgrovisionalintegrity of them both: field and linear procesaes
oppositional [I use ‘oppose’ instead of ‘contratad to oppose is not to negate
necessarily] not because they are hermetic bindngdecause they are exclusive
conjugate variables in complementarity across terface. Thus, while “film and

calculus [may] both be pornographies of flightefrliinders of impotence and abstraction”

(Pynchon 567), they nonetheless participate inricpdar world view of flight®” In

" This participation may be characterized in terfstmat Deleuze terms double
articulation, wherein chaos [his term is the Bodthaut Organs] is drawn into a “plane
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atomic physics complementarity specifies the uadet of quantum pairs which limits
their having precisely determinant values simultarsty. As | use the term here,
superveniently, uncertainty introduces a necessiaopntinuity—which increases
suspicion as it deprives reality, classically coned, of its privileged status as
independently real; instead, inscribing the redhimia given situation, observation,
praxis and, importantly, thehiasmaticaffiliation between acting others.
In The Visible and the Invisibl®&aurice Merleau-Ponty articulates chiastic

alterity in terms of

dimensions which are from the first common to ug an

which predestine the other to be a mirror of meaas of

him, which are responsible for the fact that wendbhave

two images side by side of someone and of oursebgs

one sole image in which we are both involved, whsch

responsible for the fact that my consciousnessysith

and my myth of the othere not two contradictories, but

rather each the reverse of the othiris perhaps all that

that is meant when it is said the other is th@3ponsible

for my being seen. (82, 83; emphasis added)
Thus, in contradistinction to Levinas’ metaphysiakérity, a freedom that transcends my
freedom, Merleau-Ponty, like Plotnitsky, situat#sréty in an overlapping and

intertwining of complements, seer and seen, togchird touched. Otherness is affirmed

by the lack of coincidence with same:

of consistency” and then the plane is actualizéal ictentifiable, functioning states and
systems (40, 41).
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My left hand is always on the verge of touching mgint
hand touching the things, but | never reach coeme; the
coincidence eclipses at the moment of realizaton, one
of the two things always occurs: either my rightdhaeally
passes over to the rank of touched, but then ltsdmthe
world is interrupted; or it retains its hold on therld, but
then | do not really toucit—my right hand touching, |
palpate with my left hand only its outer covering . | am
always on the same side of my body; it preseng¥ itts me
in one invariable perspective. (147¢°8)

The uncertainty immanent in our embodied heteratrpprception, the sensuous
strabismus by which objective convergence is resdlparadoxical by virtue of our
unilateral perspective, disables all claims totetyiees that profess access to a totalized
view.?® Subjectivity and objectivity is never located dogely in touching or being
touched but in the intertwining activity of thesedes of access. Perception has no

meaning separable from the perceived. Divergenoeiatained because touching and

8 Between others, in-coincidence is even more prooed. Dillon observes that,
“Shaking hands with the Other is not the same akisf hands with oneself. There is
reversibility in both cases, but his experiencengfright hand as object is inaccessible to
me in a way that my left hand’s experience of ngitihand is not . . . . [T]here is an
inchoate estrangement such that when, at the ¢éveflective personal awareness, the
differentiation between self and Other is thematjzewill be a grounded differentiation,
a differentiation grounded in fission of the flesid not simply a fiat of consciousness . .
. (166,7).

9 A totalized view, Haraway writes, is “a ‘god-kigromising vision from
everywhere and nowhere equally and fully, commothsin rhetorics surrounding
Science.” Partial perspectives, that is, “subjudjatee to be preferred and are as “hostile
to . . . relativism as to the most explicitly tazatg versions of claims to scientific
authority” (“Situated,” 178).
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touched are differentiated across the interfaceeRble alterity is not absolute alterity

because it emerges in timtra-act of encounteringn other.

Reversible Alterity

Though empty, the Zone is not a void but a spagmséibility, of plurality, of
transactional emergence. With its “never-sleepag@lation of life,” the Zone is the
closest analog around at the time to the anonyméartd-as-Adam-saw-it. Like the
microwave radiation that lingers from the Big Bapgg-Adamic resonances still signal to
those who listen that “Earth is a living critteB90). Those mystic supersentients who
inhabit the Zone are not the elect but the pretetiite marginal and passed over. They
intuit, as Hayles writes, “that patterns are notetyeperceived but constructed . . . [and
that human] cognitive structure cannot be completeerfect” (169). They are
accommodating to the otherness of non-humans. T$ei@ example, the Argentine
‘Sentient Rockster,” Felipe, a disciple of M..F.@Bavho believes in a “form of mineral
consciousness not too much different from thatlaf{s and animals, except for the time
scale. Rock’s time scale is a lot more stretched@le’re talking frames per century . . .
per millennium!™ (612). The witch Geli (pronouncé&daily’) Tripping’s ‘Visitation’ in
which she “sees the World just before men. Tooenith pitched alive in constant flow

to be seen by men directly” (720). And then thesTdne Empty Ones, “The
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Revolutionaries of the Zero,” who will be instrunt&nn Slothrop’s emancipation from
his obsession with Selfhood. To their base of dpmrg, the rocket assembly tunnels of
the Mittelwerke, Slothrop comes seeking answetbheéayuestion of who he is. The
meeting with them is propitious for Slothrop, fdielEmpty OneknowThe Rocket
more intimately than Von Braun himself.

As conventional symbol, the RocK&is regarded as Slothrop’s shadow or an
echo of his phallocentric desires; these and atleanings and reifications are explicit
and documented critically. Thus, in Siegel, the&ketas understood in a similar fashion to
the white whale iMoby Dick as “the unifying symbol of the theme (encompassilh
the ambiguities of man’s goal and man’s achievejnand the quest for [the rocket]
provides the central impetus for the plot actiat0)( A chiasmatic reading, on the other
hand, amplifies the thematic significance of thelk& as an active agent of the novel's
main theme of Return, completing the circuiGravity's annular narrative. What it
returns in intra-action with Slothrop is, not aemdity, but alterity as a reciprocal other.
Thus considered, the Rocket functiom as Slothrop’s double or alter ego, but as a

plenary actor in their complementary relationsBp.means ofsravity’s narrative

© Throughout Slothrop’s time in London, V2s followr landing near his
romantic conquests. On the continent, Slothropymgshe scattered remnants of a more
advanced A4. Thus there is no individual rocketrabger; rather, as Fowler suggest,
“[b]ehind all its symbolic identities, the rocketrieally a romantic death machine . . . . it
is no longer a specific V2 . . . it is now the Reglkand is no more available to analysis
than are the terrible shadows from under the b88;" 9).
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chiasmus—invagination/prolapse and the reversewhish “the self and the non-self are
like the obverse and the reverse [whose] experianites turning round” (Merleau-Ponty
160), the alterous otherness of Slothrop and Thek@&aunfolds across the interfate.
Merleau-Ponty observes that “[t]here is a circl¢hef touched and the touching, the
touched takes hold of the touching; there is dewt the visible and the seeing, the
seeing is not without visible existence” (143). Miwerse and reverse narrative(s) of
Slothrop and the Rocket are predicated not witotgon of prior wholeness, but on a
complementarity, the transaction of thé&ithe mutual and necessary inscribing that
takes place in an encounter between seer ands&eossible as soon as we no longer
make belongingness to one same ‘consciousnesptitherdial definition of sensibility,
and as soon as we rather understand it as the m@ttine visible upon itself, a carnal

adherence of the sentient to the sensed and sktised to the sentient” (Merleau-Ponty

"I The inter-corporal relationship in which they peipate may be illustrated by
the thaumatrope, the Victorian era toy with image®bverse and reverse sides of a card
that, when spun rapidly fuse, but not reduce, itieges into a coherent visual. Thus, a
card with a bird and cage on opposite sides prajubeough the persistence of vision
when turned rapidly, a bird in a cage. The imagethbmselves make no particular
sense, they tell no story in and of themselvestaleeis only told when the parts are set in
motion relative to one other.

2 Transaction as used by John Dewey and Arthur Rtl@&ein Knowing and the
Known1948. Daniel K. Palmer writes in an introductoappr that the first phase of
Dewey and Bentley’s transactional strategy is tieenterpretation of ontological
separations as functional distinctions. The segqirate sees the distinguished items as
complementary aspects within more inclusive whdbesyvey named these whole
transactions.
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142). If not wholeness, then, there is reciprobgyween the body and the world; the
body can sense the world only because it too iseskrTo touch, | must be touchable.
“The body sensed and the body sentient are adtherse side of one sole circular course
which is but one sole movement in its two phasesl dverything said about the sensed
body pertains to the whole of the sensible of wiitick a part, and to the world”
(Merleau-Ponty 138). Their respective trajectoasescrossed and entangled in the sense
that the two searches, Slothrop for his identtg, Rocket for its reassembly, are really
mirror or inverse images of the same search, as Ssgments of one sole circular course
which goes above from left to right and from beloam right to left, but which is but

one sole movement in its two phases. . . . Fofitsietime | appear to myself completely
turned inside out under my own eyes” (Merleau-Pd3§, 143). This suggests an
analogy of complementarity with the motion of a-see/. Downward or upward
movement on one side results in its opposite momeme the other side; the same
movement has two exclusive aspects; their counsggdanovements inscribe a period
with each completed circuit.

Such movement and its reverse is a motif that aggheoughout the novel.

3 Touching and being touched can here be likenedhtt Don Ihde calls “multi-
stable phenomena.” By looking at a Necker cubantmeverse its three dimensional
orientation, turning on a vertical axis such tleg dbbserver is looking at the top of the
cube one minute and then at the bottom of the tubeaext: buneverare both the top
and bottom seen simultaneously (91, 93).
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Stonehill writes thaGravity produces “a peculiar suspension of the intelldand
emotional faculties between two equally plausihlerutually exclusive modes of
perception or belief’ (141). It accomplishes tlask by “offering the reader two
antithetical perspectives on everything that hapmenits pages. Everything in it can be
seen either as causally or as related casuallydtel produces evidence for both
conclusions” (141). Qesal relations, of course, reference Pointsman’seansl effect,
that view espoused by those of the paranoid pamuabings perceiveper se Casally
is a nod in the direction of the anti-paranoid vidéexico’s anti-paraniod probability
functioning which regards phenomegper accidens
“There is no way for changes out there to produce
changes here.”
“Not produce,” [Leni] tried, “not cause. It all goe
along together” (159).
The astrologer, Leni’s, is a probabilistic, atenghaiew of the cosmos as “a dream of
flight. One of many possible. Real flight and dreamh flight go together. Both are part of
the same movement. Not A before B, but all togethet (159). In the non-local universe
she intimates, the behavior of things is affectetdamly by what is going on in the
immediate vicinity, but also by events in other ;mmogmote locations, conceivably, and in
principle, as far away as the other side of the@ense. On the quantum level, the relations

between all things phenomenal are more intimate thassical cause and effect can

explain (though that paradigm works fine in deakvith the great majority of macro-
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level actions). Things are entangled in such athalthe stimulation of one entity

affects another instantaneou&lyThis reciprocity can be enlisted superveniertly t
clarify the nature of the entangled narrative afcSlothrop and The Rocket as Slothrop’s
dispersal is cosmically compensated with The Résketassembly.

Like a dog chasing its tail, Slothrop’s quest talfthe Rocket is counteracted by
the A4's search for him: “[Slothrop] knows as wadlhe has to that it's the S-Gerat [Nazi
terminology for the A4] after all that's been foNng him, [t]hat if he’s been seeker and
sought, well, he’s also baited, and bait” (490Y.d&hg and Yin,” whispers the Voice,
‘Yang and Yin .. .” (278). Like the Taoist symbelen as the two, Human and Rocket
follow each other in circular if sinuous fashioroabthe Zone, they intrude into each
other’s universe.

Disembodiment and (re)Incarnation, in complemetytaicross the singularity—the
interface between them—fall within Pynchon’s cosdesign of “the gathered purity of
opposites” (321): “Kekulé dreams the Great Serpeiding its own tail in its mouth . . . .
‘The World is a closed thing, cyclical, resonangreally returning . . .”” (412).

Slothrop’s unfortunate fate was to be delivered ifthey’s “system whose only aim is to

" Thus is particle entanglement in a given quanttateswhen a subatomic entity
is split and one part goes in one direction andther part goes in the other direction, if
one of the parts is observed be it spin-up or spin, the other one will always be
observed instantaneously (action-at-a-distancbgtoppositely oriented no matter how
far away it is.
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violate the Cyclgt]aking and not giving back” (Pynchon 412; empkasided). But by
entering into the synergistic chiasmus, a replengslsymbiotic cycle with The Rocket, a
vision that is not exploitative of non-humans bogjgizant of their otherness via
complementary (inter)dependence with them, Slothwmsts himself from the
manipulative controlling hands of Them. He accostps this by denying Them his
Individuality. In the beginning of the novel, Slotip is intact physically while The
Rocket is scattered all over the Zone. As the npr@jresses, the increasing positional
certainty of the A-4, as its components are gathargether, complements Slothrop’s
escape to a location that is less and less cethaihis, superpositional. In the end
Slothrop’s dispersal is total while The Rocket hasumed its aggregate shape. As the
particulate nature of The Rocket becomes certainr@iormation regarding its
momentum is compromised, Slothrop’s positional dowtes begin to blur as on a

trochoid, a rolling circle whose signature in time spiraling wave of probability.

Induction into Emptiness

Lt. Slothrop is drawn to the Zone, ostensibly,itmlfa unified answer to the
guestion, Who am 1? Despite the chaos all roundihithe aftermath of war, he intuits in
the Zone, the imminence of sense making patte®ign$ will find him . . . ancestors will

reassert themselves” (281). To facilitate his itigasion and, by the way, travel under
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the radar of Them, he assumes the alias, “lan Bayffice reporter,” and makes his way
to the Mittelwerke, where Nazi rocket assembly tptdce during the war. One night
reading the file provided him, he finds that hisidioning is only a minor detail, an
addendum, to a much larger, very complicated coaspinvolving international
financiers who recognize no sides, weapons R&D,asdwn family’s enterprise. Lyle
Bland, “Uncle Lyle,” a friend of Slothrop’s fathdre discovers, supplied, through
counterfeited currency, monies to certain moguisnnon ruining the German mark by
inflation so as to get the country out of paying deabts. The name of the paper
contractor for the worthless currency happens ttheeSlothrop Paper Company.
Slothrop’s reaction at seeing his family name mfile is one of visceral revulsion; but
he also gets an erection caused by a smell “frdiorédis conscious memory begins . . .
essence of all the still figures waiting for hinsiehe, daring him to enter and find a secret
he cannot survive. Once something was done toihimyoom, while he lay helpless .. ”
(285; ellipses in original). That something resdifteom his father’s arrangement through
the mediation of Bland for the forfeiture of youstpthrop’s libido for behaviorist
experimentation by one Laszlo Jamf to remit hisvdat tuition. Jamf is exposed later as
the German chemistry professor who exhorted hidestis to be Masters of Individual
Agency: “The lion does not know subtleties and Balfitions. He does not accept

sharing as a basis for anything! He takes, he hold#ot truces or arrangements, but the
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joy of the leap, the roar, the blood” (577). Inistbehaviorist monster’s hands was little
Tyrone Slothrop commended: “I've been sold, JesussG I've been sold to IG Farben
like a side of beef” (286). As a fungible commodhgroughlyconditioned by Jamf, the
guestion of who he is really becomes moot. Indegécurring dream dramatizes his
anxiety at this possibility: “He was in his old rmpback home . . . . [and] had found a
very old dictionary of technical German. It fell@pto a certain page prickling with
black-face type. Reading down the page, he woutdecto JAMF. The definition would
read : I” (286, 87).

Alas, the file fails to offer Slothrop the revetatihe had hoped for. Convinced
that his absence lies somehow with the presentteed®ocket, Slothrop, seen next, is on
a mission to find the one particular V2 on whichdotex G, the synthetic compound
which stimulates his erections, was used. Followmagarticular itinerary, donning
multiple costumes, speaking no script, he jourmeym the Zone, finding “thousands of
arrangements, for warmth, love, food, simple movanaéong roads, tracks and canals”
(290). Though he cannot see it from his local pee8pe, his drifting peregrination with
its multiple “temporary alliances, knit and undor{291) begins by degrees to slough off
the end-oriented character of his quest to becameting more resembling a
pilgrimage on the road to the emancipation fronfl®eld. In his first conversation with

the leader of The Empty Ones he is asked,
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“Hmmm. Are you really a war correspondent?”

“NO_”

“A free agent, I'd guess.”

“Don’t know about that ‘free,” Oberst.”

“But you are free. We all are. You'll see. Before
long.” (288)

Slothrop’s failure to find unity clears the way fwider reaching disclosures.
Figured t(r)opologically as a donut, Slothrop embedis emptiness; yet that emptiness
IS not a nothingness, a void; rather, it is the imegs of inherent existence, a space open
to interactivity with others other than human. Teperties of a donut, or topologically a
torus, are such that every departure is a retutinei@ame place, a circuit without

centrality. Slothrop has only to discover thatgirgyularity is not to be found in the

humanist intuition of a fixed, unified self.

Of Non-Human Otherness

Across the interface from Slothrop is his completbis conjugate variable, the
Rocket. Among other significations, most notalig phallus and death, the Rocket
functions inGravity as a leitmotiv for reversibility. Traveling fastiman the speed of
sound, th&/ergeltungswaff@ or “retaliatory weapon,” seems to reverse time b
exploding first and then being heard approachifrgagine a missile one hears
approaching only after it explodes. The reversatliédce of time neatly snipped out . . . a

few feet of film run backwards . . . the blastloé rocket, fallengic) faster than
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sound-then growingut of itthe roar of its own fall, catching up to what'sealdy death
and burning . . . a ghost in the sky . . .” (48 pbasis and ellipses in original). Though
this phenomenon is curious, there is a scientémanation in terms of terminal velocity:
“It travels faster than the speed of sound. Tret fiews . . . is the blast. Then, if you're
still around, you hear the sound of it coming ). (

What throws Pointsman, who, like his mentor, Pavfeverently believed in “no
effect without cause” (89) into paroxysms of passti anxiety is Slothrop and the
rocket’s apparent violation of théd2.aw of Thermodynamics, or the spontaneous flow
of energy from lower (effect) to higher state (&3 Slothrop’s sexual conquests,
indicated by little stars on a map, pattern ontxidi®gs Poisson equation distribution of
rocket strikes, matching up “girl-stars and rockets. square for square” (85). It is
known to those in The White Visitation on a needdtow basis that Slothrop was
conditioned by Dr. Jamf in a series of nefariousdittoning experiments back in the US
to get an erection in response to the stimulusagrain synthetic plastic, Imipolex. In an

apparent violation of a commandment of Newtoniacimeics, however, “[a] star

5 It also violates Descartes’s notion of the priynatcause: “Now it is manifest
by the natural light that there must be at leashash reality in the efficient and total
cause as in the effect of that cause. For whexgk,Icould the effect get its reality from, if
not from the cause? And how could the cause giteethie effect unless it possessed it? It
follows from this both that something cannot afieen nothing, and that what is more
perfect—that is, contains in itself more realitynoat arise from what is less perfect”
(473).
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always comebeforeits corresponding rocket strike . . . Slothropyayets erections
when this sequence [stimulus and response] happeegersé (86; emphasis in
original). Pointsman, a die-hard paranoid, seartfaggically for the “linkages,” the
physiological explanations, he knows are there, et mystery may not, in fact, be a
violation of cause and effect, if viewed from afeliént, that is reversed perspective.
Pointsman may be witnessing the leakageaobther order of beirignto his own (239;
emphasis in original). What Pointsman perceiveth@sesponse, Slothrop’s erection,
may, when reversibility is considered, be a stimullhat hides this possibility from
Pointsman is his intransigence to see the rocketsal otherinanimataeas anything but
dumb mechanical aggregates. Subject to the wilgehtial humans and th& 2aw of
Thermodynamics, they are incapable of responsifiawer: “[T]he stimulus, somehow,
mustbe the rocket . . . some rocket’s double presar$lothrop” (86; emphasis in
original). Yet, asGravity makes clear, time and again, the Rocket is noéiyper
responsive; indeed, the narrator suggests, ndnoran is: “Perhaps you used arifle, a
radio, a typewriter. Some typewriters in Whitehedlthe Pentagon, killed more civilians
than our little A4 could have ever hoped to” (45B)is is not to say that a typewriter, of
its own volition, killed; rather, the passage i®eonsideration of the hermetic binary
paradigm by which analysis of the world breaks dawta actor and acted upon, humans

and non-humans. Bruno Latour reminds us in his veorkhe reality of scientific
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experimentation that “matter” is a relatively rethbistorical creation, a “package of
former crossovers between social and natural elenso that what we take to be
primitive and pure terms are belated and mixed offegndora205). The early modern
binary, mind and matter, has obscured the intaticiship of humans and non-humans
such that humans are the active principle and migttendered passively inert. So inter-
corporately entwined are humans and non-humangrtbdérnism’s facile distinctions
between subject and object are difficult if not aspible to come by. Substance, in
Latour’s view is best defined as “institutiorPdndoral51). Thus, “[a] speed bump is
ultimatelynot made of matter; it is full of engineers and chdloce and lawmakers,
commingling their wills and their story lines withose of gravel, concrete, paint, and
standard calculations” (190). And so it is with thevelopment of the Nazis’ V Rockets
as related in the historical asidesGrawvity. The so-called military-industrial complex
was an outgrowth of mergers that began in Germanngl the Great War between
Prussian industrial aristocrats with military aralifical ties. TheRaketenaggregateas
the outcome not only of various branches of sci@amteengineering, but also of
geography, myth, and, as a tool for propagandaemak, psychology. Politics and
history also played their part too because the ldpweent of the rockets was not
proscribed by the Treaty of Versailles. Business(nfiem Europe and the US proved

instrumental to the rocket’s trajectory from bluaepto weapon of reprisal on the
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launching pad at Peenemuiinde. Scientists, like L¥enhof and retired military personnel,
like General Walter Dornburger, sat on the boafd#irectors of giant industrial
conglomerations like IG Farben, and the Americanéga Electric. With connections all
over the world from colonial trade in raw materjdlerderless exchange and partnerships
between business heads, irrespective of hostiliedaeen their countries, became a
postwar fact of life. Their alliance of capital, litdry power and industrial might was
essential to covert weapons procurement, and intatlg, to the research and
development of Nazi V rockets.

Though rocket development represented the pinmddeientific theory and
technology, resulting from the efforts of the besgineering and aeronautic minds of
Nazi Germany, the rocket itself was an aggregatfaelatively simple theories of
combustion and propulsion, aerodynamics and caugeffect machination. Yet
operating synchronously, these constituents congpaseghly sophisticated instrument

capable of carrying out a rather complicated seriestions’® The development of Nazi

% In his book EmergenceSteven Johnson explains how “simple agents fatigw
simple rules [can] generate complex structures).(A&ts, slime mold and on/off
switching in computer language, all capable ofstwme or certain other low level
actions, interact collectively in such ways thaigher order evolves. “We see emergent
behavior in systems like ant colonies when theviddial agents in the system pay
attention to their immediate neighbors rather thait for orders from above” (74).
Change is instituted from bottoms up interacticdheathan top down authority. Higher
emergent behavior is not, however, usually appdcetite individual agents working at
lower levels of order. This “swarm logic”is not gae to ants and other lower forms of
life. Bottoms up emergence can be seen in the aiganof city development as well as
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rocketry from Von Braun'’s civilian hobby club toethelatively rudimentary “doodle
bugs,” basically unmanned flying bombs, to the ¥esg true guided missile weapon
systems, is a synthesis of bottoms up organizati@collective in which “the relations
of humans and non-humans are so intimate, theacdinas so many, the mediations so
convoluted, there is no plausible sense in whitfaat, corporate body, and subject can
be distinguished” (LatouRandoral97)/” The individual agencies that took part in the
synthesis of the rocket are themselves exceedéd“Dio one could really claim credit
100% for any idea, [the rocket] was a corporatelligence at work, specialization hardly
mattered, class lines even less” (Pynchon 402).Rdeket was never a thing merely; it
was an institution.

Westerners, it may be said, are “people of the Bbck. both a product and a
symbol of the kind of activity that Western tectomital society idealizes” (Toloyan 52).
Indeed, the scavengers of rocket parts after thigowaued their mission with all the zeal

of religious “pilgrims along the roads of miracéery bit and piece a sacred relic, every

in something so complex as human brains: “Repdatswith neurons andpheromones
with neurotransmittersand you might as well be talking about the hurmiain” (115;
emphasis in original).

" The idea here, as Latour explains, “is not to motgubjectivity to things, to
treat humans like objects, to take machines foiasactors, but t@void usingthe
subject-object distinctionat all in order to talk about the folding of humans and-n
humans. What the new picture seeks to capturdnamnoves by which any given
collectiveextendsts social fabric totherentities” (193, 194; emphasis in original).
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scrap of [rocket] manual a verse of Scripture” (€hoen 391). The sado-masochist,
Miklos Thanatz, attests to The Rocket’s spiritualre, telling Slothrop, “I think of the
A4 as a baby Jesus, with endless committees ofdderot to destroy it in infancy . . . . it
really did possess a Max Weber charisma . . . goyfiel—and deeply irrational—force the
State bureaucracy could never routinize, againgttwih could not prevail” (464, ellipses
in original). His use of Weber’s “charisma” is sifigant for it confers an explicit agency
upon the Rocket as a kind of pervasive authotigypiesence having effects of
paradigmatic proportion.

The Rocket’'s emergence as an agential actor inaiteassessment of non-human
otherness as brokered by the modernists. Remaokinlyis realignment, vis-a-vis human
and non-human, Douglas Fowler writes, “what haceseemed only an engineering
problem of mechanical projectile guidance was atnayreality the Rocket searching out
people on this side useful to It and then disggisis designs from us” (146). Like the
splitting of the atom, the simple order of thindgmiged with jet propulsion. Through its
superior and ineffable force, rockets came to lmeetbing respected and feared. Those

who had a hand in the Rocket’s R&D ran the so@atsum from “von Braun, the

8 Of this kind of charisma, Paul Gingrich, incorating quotes from Weber,
writes that “it is a quality of an individual persality that is considered extraordinary,
and followers may consider this quality to be enddwith supernatural, superhuman, or
exceptional powers or qualities. . . . . ‘Charismdbmination means a rejection of all
ties to any external order in favor of the exclespenuine mentality of the prophet and
hero. Hence, its attitude is revolutionary andsreatues everything™ [Weber].
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Prussian aristocrat, down to the likes of Pokldrpwvould eat an apple in the street—yet
they were all equally at the Rocket’s mercy: ndyaanger from explosions or falling
hardware, but also its dumbness, its dead weighbpistinate and palpable mystery . . .”
(Pynchon 402; ellipsis in original). Beginning adraam, progressing to calculations,
drawings, diagrams and materials, the Rocket came@deed its own text to become
semi-autonomous, not in the sense that it has d ofiits own or possesses a freewill,
but as it is not contained merely by the Ml ingtdas, the science and math, the minds
and the materials, from which it sprang. It is xecess of all that: “when laws of heredity
are laid down, mutants will be born. Even as deit@sha piece of hardware as the A4
rocket will begin spontaneously generating iterks the S-Gerat” (275).
UnterengineelFranz Pokler becomes aware on some level of tiokd®'s
emergence from “pieces of dead matter” into arm@lie agential other. During a test he is
sent down range to get a visual of the Rocket'sachpHe concludes, ironically, that the
safest spot to observe the Rocket’s flight and chgaGround Zero, reasoning that
“[a]bstractions, math, models are fine, but whea's@down to it this is what you do:
you go and sit exactly on the target . . . andwatch in the silent firebloom of its last
few seconds, and see what you will see. Chancesstn@omical against a perfect hit”
(425). For all his belief in the certitude of maiid science, he places greater faith in the

randomness of the infinite singularity of the ratkéight, designated b#t, over the
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“pornographies of deduction” (155), that is, calsulin the world of bumps and
scratches, Murphy trumps Leibniz: “when everythinag been taken care of, when

nothing can go wrong, or even surprise us . . .etbimg will” (275)°

The Tao of The Empty Ones
The Rocket’s ascent towards its reincarnation—isty of its development,
scavenging of parts and ultimately its firing—begiby the second half of the novel, to

dominate and eventually eclipse the plot of Sigits@uest for human ipseity. The

" The non European Schwarzkommando, however, dide®d the logical
propositions of an Incompleteness Theorem to detercalculation’s own internal
inadequacy:

In the days when the white engineers were disputing
the attributes of the feeder system that was tote of
them came and said, “We cannot agree on the chamber
pressure. Our calculations show that a workingganesof
40 atu would be the most desirable. But all the cag
know of are grouped around a value of only somatu0
“Then clearly,” replied the Nguarorerue, “you must
listen to the data.”
“But that would not be the most perfect or effidien
value,” protested the German.
“Proud man,” said the Nguarorerue. “What are these
data, if not direct revelation? Where have they edrom,
if not from the Rocket which is to be? How do yoegume
to compare a number you have only derived on pafhkra
number that is the Rocket’s own? Avoid pride, aadigh
to some compromise value.” (314, 315)
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Lieutenant’s devolution, from embodiment towardpéisal and inanimation, and the
Rocket’s corresponding “backward symmetry” towdtddife of its own,” are narrated

in paratactical episodes with, needless to sayhnmtervening subplot, literary high

jinks, history and digression. Slothrop and the ibmever cross paths literally, but in
each’s respective installments, the complementdugros “there” albeit in some negative
sense. Descending into the tunnel at the MitteleeBtothrop “feels a terriblamiliarity

... a center he has been skirting, avoiding ag &s he can remember—never has he been
as close as now to the true momentum of his timé (312). There, in the Rocket’s birth
canal, the Lieutenant’'s “momentum” of time forestvad his impending dissolution. But
first he must be initiated in the ways of Return.

Left behind by the retreating Nazis, “The Empty &naf the Zone-Hereros,
colonized Africans charged by the Nazis to assemfi@eockets, inhabit the negative
space of the Mittelwerke’s tunnels. The Empty Ondsyse name itself embraces
paradox, do not see the world in terms of the gsexti dualism that blinds many in The
White Visitation, Pointsman in particular, to thesgibility of a complementary
relationship between the animate and inanimatenRheir “empty” perspective “outside
their history,” they share with the fugitive Lientnt a world view that is rather
exceptional among the missile community. ThrougintiSlothrop learns of the Rocket’'s

extra-mechanical character, its qualitative attesuhat were not to be found in the
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purloined file of blueprints, diagrams and calcaglas. Though they took no part in rocket
R&D, The Empty Ones lived in intimate conditiongiihe aluminum cylinders, the
gyros and warheads that were the rockets’ constiguend developed an “sentient”
awareness of the shared properties of vitality betwtheir human corporeality and the
Rocket; they saw “how contingent, like ourselibs, Aggregat 4 could be—how at the
mercy of small things . . . dust that gets in aetimnd breaks electrical contact . . . a film
of grease you can’t even see, oil from the touchushan fingers, left inside a liquid
oxygen valve . . . a short, a signal grounded Brgnnschluss too soon . . . and what was
alive is only an Aggregat again of pieces of deadten . . .” ( 362; ellipses in original).
As former soldiers in the Nazi Schwarzkommando Bleek Command, The
Empty Ones stand in opposition to The White Vigiaback in England. They refer to
their tunnel home in the Zone as thelschweinhddhlditerally a hole in the earth for
pigs. Abiding in exile, a state of political limboaught between the retreating Axis
powers and the advancing Allies led by the fanatdod murderous racist, Major Marvy,
these “Revolutionaries of the Zero” are also alparprojection of Slothrop’s own
chiasmatic intra-relationship with the Rocket: 4tleave been growing an identity that
few can see as ever taking final shape. The Rauketave a final shape, but not its
people” (316). Through a deliberate “negative baté . . . racial suicide” (317), they are

intent on their own infolding. The program of swiflicted genocide is the continuation
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of their ancestors’ unique solution to evade caboontrol of the Germans: “How
provoking, to watch one’s subject population dwingllike this year after year. What's a
colony without its dusky natives? Where’s the futihey’re all going to die off?” (317).
The Empty Ones’ tactical resistance, desperateigswould seem to offer a foolproof
way out that is beyond the possibility of Their might. “Suicide,” after all, “is a
freedom even the lowest enjoy” (732).

For Slothrop, The Empty Ones represent a world wiesanny to his Western
conditioning. The Empty Ones were never really [peemized despite “exposure to
cathedrals, Wagnerian soirees, Jaeger underwedryamgito get them interested in their
souls” (315). But neither are they still all AfricaTheir hybrid status, neither wholly
north, nor south, is incorporated in their reginaémtsignia, adapted from colonial
German troops in South-West Africa: two concentiicles with the letters KEZVH at
the four points of the compass and center (3619.I&tters stand for the five positions in
German of the launching switch in the A4 controldule. The rings and letters graph as
a circumscribed cross. Taking note of the uniqueitebeon, Slothrop gathers that its
meaning was “something deep . . . maybe a littlstiogl” (361). The configuration of
the insignia is significant because it is Slotheofi'st impression of a mandela, “the
gathered purity of opposites” (321). Within thecaiar insignia, the four coordinates on

the insignia, limning a Christian cross, also ssgdeescartes’ bi-axiady coordinate
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system and, why not, the Axis powers of fascistn@Gery and Italy. This cross or
coordinate axis signifies, when tilted 45 degre@sther configuration: a see-saw whose
periodic, that is annular, up and down motion cenard supersedes opposites.

The Empty Ones’ putative leader, Enzian Obersgatsvto Slothrop a magic
word that helps evade the controlling machinatwinghey, “a mantra for times that
threaten to be bad¥lba-kayere You may find that it will work for you. Mbakayert
means ‘| am passed over.'. . . it also means tleahave learned to stand outside our
history and watch it, without feeling too much.ifilé schizoid. A sense for the statistics
of our being” (362). Intoning that mantra, Slothjoms ranks against the elect, those
slated by God for revelation and salvation, with Barly American, antinomian
theologian-ancestor and sometimes swineherd, Willothrop. William, who had
penned a long tract entitle@n Preterition believed in the “holiness” of the “passed
over,” those “'second Sheep,” without whom there&no elect . . . . Everything in
Creation has its equal and opposite counterpabB)BNilliam’s notion of the elect and
preterite is that they are not self-constituting, intradependent. His theodicy, explaining
the necessary presence of the unholy, is a pretfigurin theological terms of the
emptiness of the intra-active pairing that anim#étesconnection between Slothrop and
The Rocket.

In the Zone’s infolding it is preterition, not etem, that is the condition for
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redemption, for grace. Hite observes that the t@part preterition bears “witness to the
inability of the providential schema to accountdeerything” (129). Being unaccounted
for is to evade control and manipulation of Theysia movement in the direction of
emancipation. (There is always, however, the naggossibility, which Pynchon never
really resolves satisfactorily, that the Empty Oneglerground railroad to
freedom—another reversal in the sense that this ti@ agents of emancipation are
black—has been scripted by Them. Even in the fr@eafcthe Zone, one is never sure
whether one is “drifting or being led” (556)). Whatmore (or less) certain, and a thing
which comes to bear on Slothrop’s deconstructioni®humanist self, individual and
autonomous, is that the statistical “being” of prggion makes him an “Anti-Pointsman.”
Assuming a probabilistic state goes some distamwartls freeing Slothrop from the rigid
“linkages,” not only of Jamf’'s Pavlovian conditioig's “brain mechanics,” seminal to his
conditioned psyche, and its “bi-stable points,” blhistory and time as well.
Recognizing that “The Schwarzgerat [the RocketiasGrail . . . and that [he] is no
knightly hero” (364), Slothrop’s dedication to fyeal of personal selfhood secured
through originary history diminishes. Now, if heerdtifies with any group, it is not with
the Allies or the West, but the interstitials o thone, The Empty Ones; that is to say,
with those who have no identity at all.

With them he shares the fate of being colonizeds ‘#ection hums from a
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certain distance, like an instrument installedggiby Them into his body as a colonial
outpost . . . another office representing TheirterMetropolis far away . . .” (285). Like
them he is never sure, given the experience gdmss exploitation, the extent to which
his mind has been conditioned psychically by hisrepsor. Earlier at the Hermann
Goering casino he is haunted by the prospect thauery thought, even that which is
most evidentiary of free will, his resistance, bagen scripted by Them: “all in his life of
what has looked free or random, is discovered tbeen under some Control, all the
time, the same as a fixed roulette wheel-where dedyinations are important, attention
is to long-term statistics, not individuals: andemdthe House always does, of course,
keep turning a profit . . .” (209; ellipses in arigl) 2

Slothrop’s sojourn with The Empty Ones marks thical turning point in his

narrative arc, the zero point at which control eadd his free fall begins. This is his

8 In a long digression—-one of many in the noveltrenunlikely phenomena of
hundreds of pinball machines all malfunctioningate, Pynchon gives in to his deepest
anxiety regarding paranoid control on a metaphyseee!:

No way to tell if someplace in the wood file calisexists
a set of real blueprints telling exactly how aksle pinball
machines were rewired—a randomness deliberately
simulated—or if it happened at real random, presgrat
least our faith in Malfunction as still somethingylbnd
Their grasp . . . a faith that each machine, imtligily, has
simply, in innocence, gone on the blink, aftertheusands
of roadhouse nights . . . (586).
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Brennschluss*an interface between one order of things andreert (302). As if to mark
this transformation, Slothrop next appears as ¢timeic book superhero, “Raketemensch,”
defender of the weak and pretefiteRocketman is not an identity per se for Slothrop;
everyone in the Zone acquires his or her persooal de pegreand Slothrop is no
exception. Moreover in the “endless simulation3%%that is the Zone, “[nJames by
themselves may be empty, but #at of naming . . .” (366; emphasis and ellipsis in
original). Naming articulates parts from the whaglet naming can also reverse analysis
and merge parts into an aggregate. d¢tef naming synthesizing animate and
inanimate into “the gathered purity of oppositeiwhich the mandala is emblematic,
stands itself in opposition to brute analysis. TRosketmarexpresses not only Slothrop
and the Rocket’s juncture in narrative chiasmuss, also expresses the fundamental
condition of contingency, therelationship human and non-human, what Donna
Haraway refers to as “the smallest possible unanaflysis” (“Cyborgs” 315%

To grasp this association is to be, what the nasadls, a “Sentient Rockster . . .

[to] look to the untold, to the silence around us down to the lowland where your

8 The original creation of Ajax Comics who publistedingleRocketmarissue,
1952 (Weisenburger 179).

8 “Humans,” she continues, “other organisms, acts, and technologies are all

players . . . The relationship is the smallest jpdssinit of analysis . . . . . [N]othing is
self made, autochthonous, or self sufficient” (335/).
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paths, human and mineral, are most likely to cros%(612, 613; ellipses in original).
Human and mineral converge in the name “RocketmEne’ name articulatest an
apprehension of the Lieutenant’s self, but embracesxperiential entanglement with
the missile as a non-neutral thing. He/lt are Wiales refers to as “equivocal figures.”
We can perceive each one but “[b]Jecause neithdd @dust without the other, to
designate either as ground or figure is arbitrdrgy mutually define each other” (175).
We can never see the whole because our perspectigieides such God-like access.
Binary language of the subject/object variety iference to Slothrop and The Rocket is
not relevant because neither can in and of itse#aluated by the logic of an either/or
schematicRocketmars a gestalt, an acknowledgment that the worldiseo Merleau-
Ponty’s term, “encroaches” upon and alters humaaobk that the absolute antinomy
between individual and the world is untenable: ham#erness is contingent on non-
humans and the reverse.

Slothrop’s conditioning was not limited to the beloaist experimentation of Dr.
Jamf, however. As a Westerner he was brought u@ksaodconditioned by the “mania for
name-giving, dividing the Creation into finer amadefr, analyzing . . .”(391). But his
tenure in the Zone begins to mediate that mania #kgtcomplementary other, wholism,
envisioned as a prelapsarian world, not the orer psiAdam and Eve’s disobedience,

but before analysis: “the whole space of the Zdeared, depolarized, and somewhere
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inside the waste of it a single set of coordin&tes which to proceed, without elect,
without preterite, without even nationality to futkip” (556). His unanalytical vision is
reflective of his openness to loss of coordinateation and the increasing dislocation of
his mind.

Soon after his makeover as Rocketman, the parédmaidad served to define his
world view and his place in the world as an autooosnand individual self, albeit
unspecified, begins to release its hold on his nfilfidhere is something
comforting—religious if you want—about paranoiarthis still also anti-paranoia, where
nothing is connected to anything, a condition nahynof us can bear for long. Well right
now Slothrop feels himself sliding onto the antrgr@id part of his cycle . . .” (434).
Slothrop’s slip into anti-paranoia indicates thesl@f his grip on reality in terms of binary
opposites and an incipient awareness of his engs#jriee multiple contingencies. In
conversation with an underground movie directomrue guerre, der Springer, he learns
that “[W]e define each other. Elite and pretente, move through a cosmic design of
darkness and light . . . .” (494, 495). Mind analtt@r are not fixtures, eternal “things in
themselves.” Mattes only where mind is also concerned, that is to saymind, no
matter, and the reverse.

Der Springer’s anti-Western cosmological view oacise characterization of

the complex and evolving complementarity betweennbw preterite white lieutenant
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and the elect Schwarzgerat Rocket, for it thematize “identity-within-difference
structure of reversibility” (Dillon 166), necessdoy an alterity not situated in a
perspective of the subject individual, nor in thi@i@l perspective of the transcendent
Other, but in the mutual transactidmetweerothers®® Pynchon, irGravity takes the
epistemic leap that the other, through which Levimaintains thé achieves its own
alterity and is always human, does not have toupedn; it can be a mundane non-
human: “a face on ev’'ry mountainside/ and a Soeuny stone . . .”( 760). The “face” of
the Schwarzgerat is contained no more than Slothftgre” is2* Slothrop’s quest for
the Rocket, for hikeing had, initially, the goal of total understandionfreducing the
Rocket to terms within his ipseity. His relinquisémt of that absolute (whether through
conscious choice or simply a matter of his own lieséness, we’re never told), reflects,
nevertheless, a change in the Lieutenant’s encouwitie the world from ontological
being to the emptiness of chiasmic alterity.

As he is initiated further into the mysteries of tirinal Zero,” keeping himself in

8 Daniel Palmer describes the two phases of Dewlagssaction as 1) a
reinterpretation of ontological separations as fienal distinctions; and 2) the
distinguished items are viewed as complementargaspithin more inclusive wholes.
These ‘wholes’ ar&ransactiong1).

8 1n his chapter, “Ethics and the Face,” Levinagegthat “The face is present in
its refusal to be contained. In this sense it cabeaomprehended, that is, encompassed.
It is neither seen nor touched—for in visual otitasensation the identity of the |
envelops the alterity of the object, which becomresisely a conteni(Totality and
Infinity, 194).
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focus as a lone autonomous agent, on track withaa agenda becomes overwhelming:
“Yeah! yeah, what happened to Imipolex G and alt tamf a-and . . .gonna go out all
alone and beat the odds . . . get my ID backut now aw it's JUST LIKE-LOOK-IN
FAWR A NEEDLE IN A HAAAAY-STACK! . .. Nonono comen, Jackson, quit
fooling, you got taconcentraté (561; ellipsis and emphasis in original). Langeag
calculations and diagrams of the file on the Scleggrat give way to a preoccupation
with shapes and icons. Slothrop learns that thagak in Africa from which The Empty
Ones were taken were laid out in the form of a nendiith four stations, birth, soul, fire
and building, “Male and female, together.” He ikltturthermore that, “[t]he four fins of
the Rocket made a cross, another mandela . .ch. &#posite pair of vanes worked
together and moved in opposite senses. Opposgethir” (563). The cross
circumscribed within the concentric circles, thenahela of the insignia, does not denote a
binary of contradictory opposites, but rather caenpéntary opposites across the
interface, for while the vanes move converselyy therk together for the same end,
keeping the Rocket on its trajectory.

For Slothrop the world commences to appear fundéatigulifferent: it has
“shapes he will allow to enter but won'’t interprett any more . . . .” The “stairstep
gables that front so many of these ancient northm@e buildings . . . endure, like

monuments to Analysis” and recall for him the “aiallegacy” oft calculation and
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guantification subtending his own Western heritag®y calculus is seen to be a
“pornography of flight . . . [a] reminder of impotee and abstraction” (567).

His final guise is Plechazunga, a regional pig-hBranning the costume of the
pagan-savior pig and partaking in the local foktifeal, he endears himself to the
villagers by fighting against the authority of Mary Police intent on breaking up an
impromptu black market. This is perhaps Slothr@p&atest moment, an instant in his
story when his absorption in his own victimhooceaperimental guinea “pig” and
anxiety over his selfhood give way to the welfafethers. Dodging and kicking, the
“Swine-hero” saves a young girl’s life from the isctfiminate bludgeoning of the police.

Leaving the village, he encounters a real pig nakreztla, described by the
narrator as “a wandering eastern magus.” The episathlls and inverts the tale of his
heretical theologian ancestor, William, the swindheho led his pigs to market to be
slaughtered. This large sow “seems to know wheg&ssjoing” (574, 575) and Slothrop
follows. The pig is a salvific agent for Slothrdmatching over him,” finding him food,
even offering herself as an object of love (575)edR, it turns out, belongs to a
aeronautics engineer whose professor at univecsitycidentally, happens to be Dr.

Lazlo Jamf, the scientist who headed the conditipmeflex experiments on Slothrép.

8 This improbable segue leads, however tenuousky,lomg digression on Lyle
Bland, Slothrop’s “uncle” and Jamf’s handler in th8. Bland’s secular history, post
Jamf, is largely about his out of body “trips,” &@nces in alternative perspective. In
Bland’s extra-corporeal state, he encounters “pies. . . whose mission . . . is past
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Given the thematic weight in the novel to circulam the sense that “every departure is
a return to the same place, the only place .319), such coincidences do not surprise or

beg credulity but add coherency to an otherwisgnfiented narrative.

For every kind of vampire, there is a cross

They “whose [system’s] only aim is to violate thgc@” (412) fail to comprehend
that the Cycleannotbe violated. Their greed and rapacity, Their sggsim, transparent
faith in Mankind, progress and Their will to anatg totalization are all subject to the

force of gravity, the great reverser, bending awtrsing any line. The failing of Their

secular good and evil,” and for whom “distinctidik® that are meaningless . .. (590).
His extra-corporeal discoveries, like those of lRatu, offer the alert reader other
patterns of extra-human views which problematizechand body duality. “Why [do
humans] make that distinction?” the presenceslaskbecause humans live in denial of
inanimate sentience: “it's hard to get over the @enof finding that Earth is a living
critter, after all these years of thinking aboligadumb rock to find a body and psyche . .
. To find that Gravity, taken so for granted, iallgsomething eerie, Messianic,
extrasensory in Earth’s mindbody”(ellipses in anggi590), such awareness would, of
course, detract from human exclusivity; it wouldk@adhe wholesale exploitation of the
world needlessly complicated.. Bland’s interlocufammesences” are the same “presences
we are not supposed to be seeing—wind gods, hiitals, sunset gods--" which are later
encountered in Geli Tripping’s mystical anthropdpavision (this dissertation, 24). This
Titanic tellurian host with Their “overspeakingldé so clangorous and mad” stands
over against the control of “They” of The White Wadion whose “mission [is] to

promote death” only (720). The Titanic “They” weret listened to by human
consciousness intent on analytical thinking. Theioary of body and mind which
subtends much of Western thought and religion aadiged, until recently, the

epistemic bedrock for scientific empiricism anduntion, understands death teleological,
an end in itself.
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System is to see only half of the circle, the palaband ignore the other half, the part
that returns to complete a spiral. Like an antdravmg a municipal water tank, They
believe Themselves to be progressing along a btrarge when, topologically, They
move along a curve that will, at some point, takem back to where They started. The
harm, asGravity's narrator states, is that Their linear ethodi®gging with it innocent
souls all along the chain of life” (412). Seeing thiorld only in terms of linear cause and
effect and analyzing it through sterile binariestsas mind and matter, deafens and
blinds humans to the call of non-humans. It istHermore, to condemn humans and the
world in which they live to an existence where thest conspicuous feature of the
relationship is estrangement.

That alienation has given humans not only freervéigexploit “dead” matter, but
has led them to conceive of themselves in a fundsaiig different manner and to
conceive of human death as a singslargenerisas either an end in itself or the means
towards eternal life in some otherworldly hereafiather Rapier, a subversive Jesuit
Priest in the tradition of Teilhard de Chardin, alestructs Their (read the modern
West’s) conception of Death as

the most carefully propagated of all Their lies . They
need our terror for Their survival. . . .. [W]endaarn to
withhold from Them our fear of Death. For everydkiof
vampire, there is a kind of cross. And at leastpimgsical

things They have taken from Earth and from us,li=n
dismantled, demolished-returned to where it alleémom.
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To believe that each of Them will personally die is

also to believe that Their system will die—that sorhance

of renewal, some dialectic, is still operating irstdry. To

affirm Their mortality is to affirm Return. (539486)
The “cross” Slothrop wields to resist the vampirisiiThem is not the emblem of
Christ’s propitiatory sacrifice, the crucifix ofélChurch. Rather it is the cross
encompassed within the mandela of chiasmatic rediyrfirst seen in the
Schwarzkommand’s insignia.

The narrative next finds the former Lieutenantrigthe life of an ascetic, “letting
his hair and beard grow, wearing a dungaree shittti@users . . . [bJut he likes to spend
whole days naked, ants crawling up his legs, kiligsedighting on his shoulders,
watching the life on the mountain, getting to knshwikes and capercaillie, badgers and
marmots” (623). Slothrop has, by now, forsworndlbeuments of his personal history,
“What th’ fuck arepapers anyhow?” (623; emphasis in original). Insteadhls become
attuned to the non-verbal signs around him: “Hectvas flights of birds and patterns in
the ashes of his fire, he reads the guts of tr(@#3). One night, on the walls of a privy,
he spontaneously scratches a sign: a circle irestmthin another circle. On the
circumference of the outer circle, he scratchekmadiating outward at 90 degree
intervals. Repeating the sign in other locationdaiwns on him that the sign is an outline

of the A4 seen from the bottom up. The sign is alsariation of the Titans’ cosmic

windmill, “each arm pointing at a spot on the rifraggiant wheel that turned through the
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sky with the spinning cross . . . each cross ausigandala, bringing opposites together
in the spin” (620). That is to sayfiged,unmoving cross is only a coordinate axis, or a
crucifix, an instrument of death and ossificati@m the other hand, the bringing of
opposites togther can never be observed analyti¢dedime by frame, only in motion.
Opposites, formerly binaries, are brought togetidine spinning of the cross as it
circumscribes a mandala.

A few days later, “lying one afternoon spread-eaglbis ease in the sun, . ..
[Slothrop] becomes a cross himself, a crossroaliling intersection” (626). His supine
position, outstretched limbs, given his corpulemagnics the global outline of the A4's
“cosmic windmill.” It also recalls, or rather, cadering Slothrop’s physique, parodies,
Da Vinci’s Vitruvian Man, inscribed in a squareiohs a circle. Among other
interpretations, the drawing depicts in microcodeal proportions and the balance
between man, nature (circle) and mind (square}h&Ip’s physical proportions are
anything but ideal, yet we may be convinced thathind at any rate has reached an
equilibrium with the world. His aliases spent, goabandoned, virility deflated, “his
chest fills . . . not a thing in his head, justifegnatural . . .” (626; ellipses in original).
Doubtless Slothrop has found the “great serenity¥lnich electro-mystic Kurt
Mondaugen spoke of to his cohorts in the Mittelvegrk . .the pure, the informationless

state of signal zero” (404).

174



Slothrop’s anti-epiphany is the relinquishment isfdream of a formdl In any
conventional sense—fictional protagonist, Lieutémanthe US Army, London Blitz
Lothario, dupe, disguised journalist, guinea pig, eero—Slothrop is no more. The
narrator informs the reader only that “he is bdaingken down and scattered”(738). Some
critics read Slothrop’s “failure” literally as aféat. Thus Fowler's summation that
Slothrop, “fated to lose, can only keep runningrgo Their labyrinth—until he is
destroyed” (59). The quest for identity was indeddilure: “the plan went wrong,” but
that summation is the “whispered” conclusion oféty paranoid [that is, obsessed with
connection] voices” (738). Another reading wouldthat the “plan” for the kind of self-
unification which Slothrop sought, a humanist idéslfrom inception, doomed to
failure. Nor, in death, does one escape embodiar@mhimove on to find one’s soul; there
is only return, from dudb dust. In this way, we may read Slothrop’s “failuas
incumbent on his efforts at subverting Their contirothis effort his struggle is a
success. His failure at finding his ID, a stoneedeined “linkage” between him and the
Rocket, is a triumph of resistance: that which Ttu®k from him was, as Rapier stated,
“dismantled, demolished—returned to where it athedrom” (738). The unified center of
himself is not gained by his journey; rather, like universe which he prefigures in
miniature, Slothrop ends in maximum entropy, inchl® equilibrium with the cosmos.

At the center where humanism’s eternal self/sotagpeely resides, Slothrop finds
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emptiness, “not a thing.” For modernists such atset the center figures as a source of
anxiety; yet like the donut, to which I have congzhElothrop topologically, his
otherness is not defined by a center but by theradesof a center, a condition for
complementary intra-activity with the others of therld.

The real failure in the novel belongs to Pointsreaahd by extension Their
dogged analysis to understand, in cause and &iédaviorist terms, what made Slothrop
respond to the Rocket. Slothrop’s otherness cooildea reduced to a conditioned
mechanism; his alterity is as infinite mshis essence no more localized than a probability
wave, “doubtful if he can ever be ‘found’ againti®e conventional sense of ‘positively
identified and detained (7125.Like circular mandalas which traditionally are pwvap
and poured into a running stream—in water, theamal solvent—spreading blessings to
the world, Slothrop’s scattering is a giving bagaia, a return. “You are either alone
absolutely,” the Buddhist engineer Mad Fahringereotells him, “alone with your own
death, or you take part in the larger enterprisd,\@u share in the deaths of others. Are
we not all one?” (454). “Death” in this sense i$ ao end in itself, nor is it the beginning
of another life: "The real movement is not fromtike@ any rebirth. It is from death to

death-transfigured" (66). Thus, Slothrop’s demisg/ toe “patterned” differently, as a

8 Slothrop’s “scattering” supervenes on the completaréty of wave/patrticle
properties of the uncertainty principle: “a wavaispread out thing, with no well-defined
position” (Gribbon 429).
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“private rebirth’ [the phrase is DH Lawrence’s] $omewhere for those who have
learned to escape Their mechanical separationwdssey integrating, in love, their
essential otherness with selflessness, like mytoatiiting stars . . .” (Moore 25). Death

is part of the cycle: death is theturn of life; it is participation in the “larger enterpe.”

We

Slothrop’s giving way to auperpositionakelfis complemented by the increasing
localization and decrease of entropy of The Roakéfineburg Heath. “Rendezvous was
made last night with the groups carrying fuel arilizer tanks. The tail section group
has been on the radio all morning, trying to gposition fix, if the skies will only clear...
the assembly of the 000001 is occurring also inasfbra running backwards . . .” (737).
Indeed the reconstruction of the missile is ontheffew coherent events of the novel as
it winds down. Slothrop has been “scattered alk dlve Zone” (712). “All his hopeful
[tarot] cards are reversed . . .” (738). His hexoidity is discounted and his history
rendered contradictory or ambiguous: “There nees & Dr. Jamf,” opines [a] world
renowned analyst” (738). Most of the charactersassing in action. Pointsman is
disgraced, his failures enumerated and broadcalsetavorld. But for the Rocket
assemblyGravity's narrative arc itself, never more than a tenubusad, fragments into

a series of digressive, loosely connected chapgeret
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Yet meaning does “manage to emerge from a chapsedes, whims,
hallucinations and all-round assholery” (676). As test of the novel’s fictional world
fragments around him, the narrator ventures a therfszholasticism, a Rocket state-
cosmology” by which the trajectory of the Rockeprsjected “not, as we might imagine,
bounded below by the line of the Earth it ‘risemfit and the Earth it ‘strikes’ No But
Then You Never Really Thought It Was Did You OfuCse It Begins Infinitely Below
The Earth And Goes On Infinitely Back Into The Batts only thepeakthat we are
allowed to see, the break up through the surfadgepfathe other silent world . . .” (726;
caps and ellipses in original). Here the narratioiresses the reader with the reflexive
plural pronoun, “we.They of course, believers in the “stone determinadyéwerything,
are paranoid, that is, that everything is connedbekied. Opposing this is anti-paranoia,
where everything is unconnected, an “unbearablatition, however free. In their
extreme polarity, neither view is tenable as auibaltly accommodating to otherness,
human or otherwise. The lack of “stone determitiakbtges,” does not, however,
preclude meaning altogether in the world. Siegelars that “some sense of structure
must be imposed on reality in order for human miodgrasp experience and to respond
to it. Therefore, one must be able to structurétyeand at the same time be aware of the
relatively uncertain value of that structure asrderpretive system.” We do, as the

narrator knows well, want “cause and effect,” boit the tyrannical top down variety
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imposed by Them and their teleological ethos.

There is, then, offered up I@ravity, a third alternate style of relating to the
world, a hybrid condition which the surrogate exgatialist, Pirate Prentice, calls
“Creative Paranoia,” whereireVerything is connectedyerything in the Creation, a
secondary illumination—not yet blindingly One, latiteast connected . . . a route In for
those . . . at the edge” (703; emphasis in origjiftadeative Paranoia denotes a “We-
system” that “pisses on Their Rational arrangeni€69). Yet Creative Paranoia is not
nonsensical or without reasoWedon’t have to worry about questions of real oreahr

. It's the system that matters. How the datarge themselves inside it. Some are
consistent, others fall apart” (638; emphasis afiddtke “world,” subjects and objects
alike, is made (but not made up) in Karen Baradisds, ‘intra-actively” (5)2 for
Creative Paranoia proceeds to make sense of tHd ima recursive fashion, oscillations
which transform both actor and actants, seer ae. $giagrammatically, this chiasma
inscribes a circuit that spirals back. A creatieegmoid perspective sees the Rocket’'s
completedange, that is, the “Infinitely Below . . . Andfimtely Back.” It shows up the
illusion of Their formicine horizon: that the “Theystem [is] only half the story” (638).

The half in shadow, the alterity of the non-humardden by the perfunctory “end result”

87 | useintra-actionsto signifythe inseparability of objects and agencies of
observationrather thannteractions which reinscribes the contested dichotomy” (5;
emphasis in original).
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speciesism of Their analytical ethos, is restotadstically. “What is proper to the visible
[the sensible] is to be the surface of an inexhialgstlepth . . . they bring out the limits of
our factual vision, they betray the solipsist ilrsthat consists in thinking that every
going beyond is a surpassing accomplished by dfi¢btdrleau-Ponty 143). Enzian’s
right-hand man, Christain, is correct that the Rbak “the Revealer,” for “it was
impossible not to think of the Rocket without thimdg . . . of growing toward a shape
predestined and perhaps a little otherworldly” (418hat “hidden revelation” the Rocket
discloses is that whatever devices we come upteitrder and totalize our world submit
ultimately to the pull of the weakest of the foardes of the universe, gravity, which
“returns to the same place, the only place” (319).

Pynchon’s “scholasticism,” a Creative Paranoiaierus is a revelation that
binary views are misguided, not to say inequitdébtdhumans and non-humans. Barad
writes that binaries like “time and space, mattet mmeaning, come into existence, are
reconfigured through each intra-action, therebyingk impossible to differentiate in
any absolute sense between creation and renevgahnieg and returning, continuity and
discontinuity, here and there, past and futuk&¢tingix).What we think of as dyads in
opposition with each other is better representa@lasonships, in chiasmatic circuits of
complementarity: Slothrop and the Rocket, the edect preterite to be sure, but the

Otherness of the Rocket as well, “a good Rocké&dke us to the stars, an evil Rocket for
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the World’s suicide, the two perpetually in struejgl727).

3..2...1

The Rocket’s countdown, yet another reversal,g@ds unabated at “Test Stand
VII, the holy place” (725). Among the many digresss in this section Pynchon includes
the origins of counting down to rocket blastoffvémted by Fritz LangMetropolig for
theUfa film Die Frau in Mondit was used to “heighten the suspense;” and dods in
the closing pages @ravity. Rather than surrender, the last remaining Nazi V2
commander on the scene, Major Weissmann (white j&&8tpde name, ‘Blicero’
(death), has decided, like a good German Romahatthe dire situation of the Third
Reich calls for suicid& Only the suicide will not be his, but that of bisy-lover, the
infantryman, Gottfried. His death will rival in draatic excess that of Wagner's
Bradnnhilde as she rode into the funeral pyre ofidnver, Seigfried. Gagged with a white
kid glove, Gottfried will ride inside the Rocket lhas own fiery death. To manage this,
Blicero has had to reconfigure the Rocket so thatfteed can be inserted. The Rocket is
not all that Blicero/Weissmann has modified, howele "has engineered all the

symbolism today" (750). The Rocket, the phallic bphpar excellencgis itself

8 That is to say, a “New Romantic,” which, Mooreseg “opposed its quasi-
organicistKultur of blood and soil, and race to the urbanized a@ation of the machine”
(207).
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invaginated: "The glove is the cavity into whicle tHand fits, as the 00000 is the womb
into which Gottfried returns” (750). An elaboratagng to be sure, but to what end? In a
lengthy lecture to Gottfried prior to blastoff, VEemann waxes lyrically on the moral and
spiritual turpitude of modernism and the West. "ModAnalysis," the "Original Sin" has
occluded the "way of returning." Weissmann, constimmigh Romantiaveltschmerz,

longs for release from Western civilization’s meaial "cycle of infection and death”
(724), of obsessive materialism and the exploitatibnature. "In Africa, Asia,

Amerindia, Oceania, Europe came and establishexddex of Analysis and Death. What
it could not use, it killed or altered" (722).

How is Weissmann’s sense of cycles to be understooglation to what has been
said about the mandalic cycles espoused by TheyEOWEs? Siegel points out that
"Weissmann is an agent of fate, a man driven bgsairay that appears inevitable" (66);
he "is positive of the cyclicality of the univerdmrit that he believes that the natural cycles
have been perverted" (114). His concern with natuhech cycles and fate ties him, is
not with The Empty Ones’ mandala of circular returat With the idealist tradition of the
German Romantics. For Hegel, the cycling of diadattopposites meant their eventual

working out to a higher unity, telos an "Absolute," some ultimate efdThe irony, as

8 The Dialectical Movement of the Experience of Gimissness attains the
Ultimate. Hegel intended to show by dialectics thatprocess from the pre-
philosophical consciousness is of necessity tdgough many stages and attain the
absolute knowledge.
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Molly Hite explains, is that every such system “ajw betray its creators by claiming
autonomy for itself. The more comprehensive thecstire, the more likely it is to look
like fate, so that humanity finds itself servingatihuman Higher Purpose when it is
seduced by the clarity and coherence of its owtaggbions” (98). Weissmann’s cycles
would recover a unity, a transcendent vision lgsthie rapaciously materialistic modern
West. His idealism, like that of the National Sdistaparty to which he belonged, is
imbued with the earthy pagan blood and soil mytgglof the Norseman rather than
Christianity’s abstract narrative epic of sin aademption. Rockets and the men of
science who worked on them were deemed the modeannations of those earlier pagan
Norsemen warriors with their tools of war. But iMest’s acceleration toward
specialization of knowledge and the routinizatiod &dureaucratization of human
imagination resulted in a gap between scientifiodedge and technology and the ideals
of Romanticism for the transcendence of Man (Md&f)8). Thus, Weissman'’s wistful

lament,

The process of development are divided into sigesa

1. Consciousness

2. Self Consciousness

3. Reason

4. Spirit

5. Religion

6. the Absolute Knowledge (= Philosophy)
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Those men had once been through a tragieatment, fire,
failure, blood. . . .. Out here, they wanted teedbetween

the worlds, to fall, to turn, reach and swing ouarjeeys
curved through the shining, through the winter tsghf
spacetheir dreams were of rendezvous, of cosmic trapeze
acts carried on in loneliness, in sterile gracedrnain
knowledge that no one would ever be watching, lthagd

one had been lost forever . . . (723; ellipsesigimal).

The Rocket, for the aging Weissmann, is thus nioaa & retaliatory weapon, the
epitome of Nazi scientific know-how, but, as Moargtes, it is the reification of "a final
perverse synthesis of forces . . . whose long cligkd wrestle the Great War itself
appears hardly to have perturbed at all" (207).98faann’s desire is to recover that
originary youthful impetus but he is not hopefuby n'when his sexual and authoritarian
exploitation and eventual murder of Gottfried imsidlered, is he serious in any practical
way about breaking out of the West'’s "cycle of atien and death” (724). It is only a
guise to continue that abuse by other philosopmezdns. Indeed, his parting words to
Gottfried before aiming the Rocket due north, thredion of death, include this
guestion: "Can you feel in your body how stronghakle infected you with my dying?"
Taking on the onus of modernism’s failure, its Ih®ppressive hegemony and gross
materialism, Weissmann merely seeks to supplantygcie of death with another. All
transgressions are gathered and infused into @aoktfsacrificial scapegoat to appease the

anger of the Gods of the North.

Weissmann'’s cyclical universe is not the take atdrn tellurian cycle of
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mystical emptiness to which others in the Zone/aiying degrees, subscribe; it is the
masochistic desire "to thrust self-assertively talhangelic orders [and] once no angels
are discerned, for a self-destructive Brennschudnsisplunge to ‘delicious and screaming
collapse™ (Moore 213). With that in mind, the eguh proposed for Slothrop by "world-
renowned analyst Mickey Wuxtry-Wuxtry, ‘that he midpe in love, in sexual love, with
his, and his race’s, death™ (738), seems moregmof the romantic nihilist,
Blicero/Weissman, last of the V2 Commanders. Téisa, | conclude, because the
narrative of Slothrop’s journey through the zond his demise are told in terms of back
and forth crossings, rather than a crossing-ovee.fovel opens with the words, "A
screaming comes across the sky. It has happenecdebbiit there is nothing to compare it
to now" (3).Gravity's returning is not the nostalgic desire to go back former location
or age and, failing that, to die a dramafiosse Todbut participating in a spiraling cycle
without direction, "holding up the mandala, crassyampire” (560), into the face of

They, in whatever form They are manifest. Takmgat taking only, but giving back;
every infolding is always already its prolapse.ded, whatever is taken, willy-nilly, goes
back; and not only dust to dust, but, as may havwerged at some location in the dim
recesses of Slothrop’s brain, a recognition ofather sustained through chiasmatic

exertion.
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VI: (In)Dividual Persons in Philip K. Dick’'®o Androids Dream of Electric Sheepfd
Marge Piercy’'He, She and It

Come, then, comrades . . . . We must leave ountread
abandon our old beliefs and the friendships oftithe before
life began. Let us waste no time in sterile litaréad
nauseating mimicry. Leave this Europe where theynaver
done talking of Man . . . .. Frantz Fandie Wretched of the
Earth.

The SF worlds of Philip K. Dick and Marge Piercywabe better served by the
term “Techo-Fiction.” Technology, and not the sceehind it, is more immediately the
vehicle by which these two authors foreground thesthuman themes. Boo
Androids Dream of Electric SheefftereafteiAndroids)andHe, She and Ithereafter
He), acknowledge the deeply invasive mutually transfdiveaeffects of machines and
humans.

The posthuman is, like the cyborg, a liminal creattiPosthuman discourse, like
postmodernism, is a broad and slippery term thatine delimited within the critical
context in which it is used. My use of posthumathis chapter owes much to N.

Katherine Hayles’s seminal texipw We Became Posthumam most senses, she writes,

°In bothAndroidsandHe, the humans are highly mediated by technology; they
are, in effect, posthumans. For simplicity’s sakéhis chapter | will use the term human
interchangeably with posthuman except in thosegsladere it should be clear that the
term “human” references the discourse of liberahanism.
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the term “posthuman” underscores the connectidruofan with intelligent machines (2).
Posthuman is not the end of the human, she statethe end of a certain view of the
human “as autonomous beings exercising their tmibigh individual agency and
choice” (286). Hayles, distinguishes the immatettat is, disembodied posthuman of
the transhumanist, on the one hand, from the posihwf “embodied being,”on the
other (283). While Hayles welcomes the transhuntsinisitique of liberal humanism,
she, nevertheless, cautions against a particuthpmanist view that desires complete
information disembodiment. Information, she arguwasinot be conceived apart from
materiality: “it mustalwaysbe instantiated in a medium” (13; emphasis inioal).

Human “embodiment unfolds in ways very differemnfr those of intelligence embodied
in cybernetic machines” (284). The kind of informatessentialism that these
posthumanists advance reinscribes, she believesgtiam’s notion of “a coherent,
rational self, the right of that self to autonormgdreedom, and a sense of agency linked
with a belief in enlightened self interest” (86) héh information is conceived separately
from its origins, it is denied its historicity, it®ntingency and its materiality. Immaterial,
out of time, eternal, pure information becomes Iglealy, the stuff of a platonic dream.
Hayles argues instead for a view of informatiort thanot hermetic but partly a “product”
of the properties of the singularity of embodiment.

In this chapter the term “posthumanism” denotesrdial posthumanism,” what
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Bart Simon and Neil Badmington mean as “a critpraictice that occuigiside
humanism, consisting not of the wake butwuking-throughof humanist discourse”
(Badmington 21; emphasis added). Like Hayles’samotif posthumargritical
posthumanisnis to be contrasted with transhumanism. The aigrig€al posthumanism
to develop an “alternative framework for addresshgdiscourse and practice of
posthuman futures without resurrecting human natupgromising to be blindly faithful
to seemingly postmodern ideologies of infinitelyli@able life” (2). Critical
posthumanism is a check on transhumanism’s runawtiyusiasm to bury the flesh. It
refuses to allow transhumanism and their notionsfofmatic idealism control of
posthuman discourse.

The “posthuman futures” &ndroidsandHe can be read as critiques of
transhumanism’s humanist agenda. Both fictionke‘the form of a critical practice that
occurinsidehumanism, consisting not of the wake but the wagkhrough of humanist
discourse” (Badmington, “Theorizing Posthumanisr). Dick, however, like the high
moderns before him, attempts,Androids,the institution of an essentialist ideal of

humanity, what he calls “the authentic human” (“Ma&0)°* Fallibility and weakness in

1 1n a separate article he elaborates on this higalan. The “authentic human”
as “one of us who instinctively knows what he skhaubt do, and, in addition, he will
balk at doing it. . . . This, to me, is the ulttelg heroic trait of ordinary people; they say
no to the tyrant and they calmly take the consequentéhis resistance . . . . The power
of spurious realities battering at us today—thedibérately manufactured fakes never
penetrate to the heart of true human beings” (“H@%9).
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Androidsare associated in humans with empathy, an emuatch machines, or so the
novel assumes, lack. It is the organic multi-fadetature of the humans, evolutionary
amalgams of good and bad aspects, that make ttsirent that provides them with the
necessary means to meet new challenges which thé thoows their way. Mechanism
(technological or bureaucratic), on the other hanthe replication of the same and this
lack of adaptation to changing circumstances guis a path to extinction. Though his
novel is filled with transgressive hybridity, inetlend it conforms and reasserts a
metaphysics of humanness. As Christopher PaimeéesyDick “has not abandoned the
human subject and humanist ethics to which, evigelme cannot imagine an alternative”
(167). Dick’s posthuman is, as we shall see, linadlanshuman, despite its embodiment,
for it reinscribes an essentialist position regagdnformation and that embodiment.

He presents, | believe, a more fully imagined postanralternative to
modernism. Posthuman and cyborg characters iny®arovel live by regulatory ideals
productive of specie, body, gender and sex; butvehposthuman and cyborg decide to
become romantically involved, these normative isié&@come unstable and no longer
function adequately. This complication necessitdaglopment of new conceptions of
self, body, sex, gender and materiality.

| begin my inquiry into the alterous conditionstioé posthuman as described in

these novels by looking first at their respectigesiof “masks.” Masks obviously
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conceal; they hide an individual behind a disgwgéh modernization, however, they
acquire an added dimension: they become emblemephcability, manufactured from a
mold infinitely—no one mask is original. As sucleyimay be considered metonymic in
these works of modernism’s anxiety toward the mod&he “theme” of Dick’s work, he
states, is that “The devil has a metal face.” Gheuld not confuse, he continues, “a
mask, any mask with the reality beneath” (“Man” RIhe object for bounty hunter Rick
Deckard, Dick’s main character Androids,is to sort through the masks, the appearances
and illusions, and find the authenticity underlyfiige heart of the subject” (“Man” 214).
By contrast Piercy’s posthumans have no “hear8ytre only masks, but in the sense of
the Latin meaning of maskgersona(Gk progpa,face mash. Piercy’s posthuman
“persons” are not irreducible individuals in thenmanist sense, but composites of

heterogenous influences and materials; theylarduals

Finding the Urgrund

Dick’s fiction can hardly be said to subscribehe tlitist ideals and aesthetic
pretensions of the moderns in the first half oftthentieth century, yet the anxiety that
imbues both high modernism and the work of thisytapSF author of the nineteen
sixties and seventies directs its apprehensionrtbit@ dehumanizing effects of

modernity—replication and bureaucracy—which threabesubsume the so-called
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autonomous human individual, his ipseity, into n@tdbal mediocrity? His concern
takes a page from Heidegger’s “The Question Comegrhechnology.” In an address
entitled, “The Android and the Human,” given atla@®nference in Vancouver, Dick
said,

| would like to ask this: what is it, in our behawithat we
can call specifically human? That is special tasis living
species? And what is it that, at least up to noa/can
consign as merely machine behavior . . .? And lldiou
include in this the kind of pseudo-human behavior
exhibited by what were once living men—creatures wh
have become instruments, means, rather than emdls, a
hence to me analogs of machine inllaé sense, in the
sense that although biological life continues, fneliam
goes on, the soul—for lack of a better term—isamgyér
there or at least no longer active. And such daest & our
world—it always did, but the production of suchuttgntic
human activity has become a science of governnmeht a
such-like agencies now. The reduction of humamsedce
use—men made into machines, serving a purpodeas. .
employed what | regard as the greatest evil imddgma
(185; emphasis in original)

Dick’s is a romantic literature for the post-industage. Like the
modernists—with whom he differs in many other atgpdus attitude toward technology
and progress is ambivalent. Although his work i$used with futurist gee-whizz

technology and the improbable science found inratienstream SF writing, the settings

92 Of course there are many more differences thaiiasities between these
moderns and Dick. Unlike the high moderns, Dickteror a demotic audience, the
masses against whom the high moderns sometimed.rdihe bulk of his work was
published first in SF magazines and popular presses

191



are dystopian, with humans no better off for theahn® in fact, more often than not,
they are enfeebled by it. The two works by Dicksidared here, a short story and novel,
are informed by a sense of humans as technologitahizers and humans as victimized
by technology? Though the machines do the heavy lifting and deuglof life, the real
slaves are the humans; they are slaves to techndleghnological fetishization is not
where the problem confronting humans stops, how&anomic and socio-political
coercion both impose restrictions to the open esgiom of human freedom. These
restrictions are implemented and enforced by teldgyo The liberal humanist ideal of
autonomous subijectivity is attenuated if not foveel altogether by capitalist and fascist
regimes which enthrall humans to a mechanical excst of financial indebtedness and
deadening bureaucratic routine. Capitalism’s “tinogored principles underlying every
commercial venture” neglect human interest for speefitability, while totalitarian
statism, “the invasion into the privacy of the widual . . . utilizes technology as its
instrument . . . to squash the individual” (Dickrdroid” 196). Yet Dick never lets
himself lapse into despair. Though the presentitiond denote a dark night of the

human soul, they are not permanent but a tempaorgesgiude in the fulfillment of an

% Philip K. Dick was an extremely prolific writedrmake no claim that the story
and the novel considered here are representdtveck’'s oeuvre; given the range of
Dick’s themes and what he had to say about theisyviery doubtful any one work could
be considered representative. Rather | have chibsse pieces because they concern
themselves with themes important to the modermdetstanding of the individual.
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overall plan. He writes in “If You Find This WorBad, You Should See Some of the
Others,” that

When the work of [millennial] restoration is comiad, we

will not even remember the tyrannies, the cruebbasms

of the Earth we inhabited . . . we will mercifuftyrget . . .

the vast body of pain and grief and loss and disapment

within us will be expunged as if it had never bddrelieve

that process is taking place now, has always ksdeng

place now. And, mercifully, we are already beinghpé&ed

to forget that which formerly was. And perhaps ip m

novels and stories | have done wrong to urge you to

remember. (258)
Thus, the temporary eclipse of the individual bylieation has its place in the grand
scheme of things and so is part of the processyrifding of an overarching order. One
must see beneath the surface of things, the appEsao get a look at the entire
trajectory of historical realit}

Dick’s heros are fallible characters strugglingrtake their way in a world of

reflection and replication; that is to say, they aroderns contending with the world of

the postmodern. Christopher Palmer writes that Bipkose “constitutes a critique of

% Dick’s writing, fiction and nonfiction alike, tesdo mix doses of Hegelian
progression in with new-age spiritualism. In “Cogany and Cosmology,” he speaks of
anUrgrund, a kind of oversoul that through time seeks ultenanderstanding and
comprehension of itself through its human percd@gants. Reality itself is process
unfolding in time, the world “moving toward some#liof end state or goal. The nature
of [this goal] is obscure, but the evolutionaryedmf the change states suggests a good
and purposeful end state that has been designadgéytient and benign proto-entity”
(284).
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postmodern society as a threat to the liberal hushardividual who depends on a sense
of sequential time, on the difference between hihasel others—or himself and other
beings with consciousness—and on the real exis@nagjects” (88). The popularity of
his work among readers may lie partly in its appea nostalgic idea of a human essence
which remains inviolable in the face of overwhelmoalculation and mechanism. His
fictional societies are overtly dystopian with humealistorted mentally and physically by
war, pandemics or domination by unseen technolbgeaipulators. Though the world

is falling apart around them and there is no intibeeof salvific intervention—indeed,
there is every reason to conclude that the evefdtebf humans is annihilation—there is
a sense that the core of humanity, the individwahains impervious, unbreached. There
is, in other words, what Katherine Hayles, in hiscdssion of Dick’s literature, calls “a
possibility for genuine atonement and redemptid7g). But where, by whom and under
what circumstances?

Technology has changed humankind irrevocably. @kertomic template by
which the Moderns configured and conceptualizeddnsrand the world has
disintegrated. Things, formerly separatedkiasls are now differentiated in terms of
degreesThe epistemological dualism on which modernisipresdicated has eroded from

within. It is Bruno Latour’s contention We Have Never Been Modehat modernity®

% Modernity, as distinguished from the more resédcterm modernism, refers to
a general philosophical, political, ethical, andiabmilieu associated with the European
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requires the maintenance of parallel thought pseEehat must never overlap if they are
to remain effective: one for the world and its gesktion of hybrids and one for
ourselves as humans. What Latour calls “translatiefers to that set of empirically
grounded knowledge regarding the world: in the @srfecundity, hybrids proliferate.
The second set of knowledge concerns itself willcipg the boundary between human
and non-human beings, what Latour refers to agftpation.” Purification “establishes a
partition between a natural world that has alwaganthere, a society with predictable
and stable interests and stakes, and a discowatsis ihdependent of both reference and
society” (11). While both sets of knowledge praesievork to produce the discourse of
modernity, it is this second set that is deleg#tedoreservation of human essence. As
long as we mind the gap between these sets of kedge| we are modern. If, however,
“we direct our attention simultaneously to the woflpurification and the work of

hybridization, we immediately stop being wholly neod” (Latour 11)° That is, once we

Enlightenment, though arguably it emerged in cer@cals earlier during the
Renaissance.

% It is in the period of post-war proliferation lnfbrids that “the will to be
modern seems hesitant, sometimes even outmodewu{L9). If there have never been
natural truths coming out of a scientific reasortaygvhich things in themselves are
rendered irrespective of their historicity and aafhc tampering, then we have never
been modern. Modern was just something we callesebees to sustain the transparency
we desired about the world out there. Tantalizethbypromise—for the first time in
human history—of an objectivity subtended not bygslophical or theological fiat but by
a quantifiable repeatability irrespective of obseror God, moderns ignored, or failed to
take note, that what they thought was the world; thiemselves observing an observed
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acknowledge that these practices, translation anfigation, are only conveniently
separate, that they are in fact reciprocal, thaheas we constitute “nature” we are
constituting “ourselves,” we cease to be modern.

The object for Dick’s protagonists—and for his rea&eis how one can tell, in the
absence of evident origins, in this cybernetictipaslern age of hologramatic reflections,
what is “human” from non-human. Two generations egmputers surpassed humans in
certain areas of problem solving and repetitioushraaical and micro motor skills. The
apprehension since has been, not so much the Viekakiety that humans are
becoming too much like machines, baifortiori, that machines are becoming too much
like humans. There is more to being human, Dicls sénan mere mastery of rationalism.
How does the autonomous human individual maintaidefining unique character and
survive the crisis of modernization’s mechanicalication? The short answer is that the
human individual does not survive in any materedse.

Categorical transgression, hybridity and overlap c®nstant theme, or threat
rather, in Dick’s literature. It is a bewilderingromiscuous world out there. Things,

human or non-human, are not what they appear.c’Bicharacter is a human being at

world. Now it has been pointed out, ironically g tsame science that made the
separation possible in the first place, that thg peobes moderns use to poke “nature”
disturb it such that what is looked at is not natlnut nature disturbed. But even that
assessment is not accurate because there wassnehen thing as an “undisturbed
nature” to begin with. There is a connection betweleserver and observed that is
fundamental to the constitution, discursive or mateof both observer and observed.
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all, he or she is somehow technologically enhamceattbilitated; he or she is a
posthuman. As for non-humans, Dick’s Family of Mamot closed to them; if the right
nonhuman behaves itself humanistically, it is afilan”: “Man’ or ‘human being’ are
terms which we must understand correctly and appigk writes, “but they apply not to
origin or to any ontology but ta way of being in the worldf a mechanical construct
halts in its customary operation to lend you aass, then you will posit to it, gratefully,
a humanity which no analysis of its transistors agldy-systems can elucidate” (Dick,
“Man” 211; emphasis added). Machines, or presumabyyhing whose behavior
conforms to the criteria of humanness, accordingiti, are “human.” So presumably,
“human” in Dick’s world can reference a machinetefdhatively, human beings, behaving
not according to humanist principles forfeit theumanity: “A human being without the
proper empathy or feeling is the same as an andoitdso as to lack it, either by design
or mistake . . . someone who does not care abeuath which his fellow living creatures
fall victim to . . . that which is a mental and rabislandis not a manh(“Man” 211,
emphasis in original,). Finding the biological “ham” in himself or others, is not the
object of Dick’s protagonist; it is finding the esge of human, of humanness. Dick
writes that “At one time my theme was the searchdality. What is real? What isn’t?
But | think really my theme, What is human? Whatt3 is more vital and was there all

the time underlying the other” (gtd. in MacKey 12B)ck’s big question, despite, or
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because of, its simplicity and candor is highlyrdienuous, if not duplicitous for it
engages his abiding faith in a liberal humanistldvarew. As it does so it mobilizes
modernism’s epistemic legerdemain, its twin pdditithe representation of things,
hybrids, through intermediaries and the represimaitf human, mechanical or not, as
autonomous subjects. Dick’s notion of “authentican” is a repackaging of liberal
humanism as contemporargnshumanismThe form is arbitrary; it is the essence, the
program, that matters. This good romantic humamsstrue to Latour’s characterization
of a modernist: Dick’s view subscribes to a “doulaleguage [which] mobilizes Nature at
the heart of social relationships, even as it IsdVature infinitely remote from human
beings” (Latour 37).
The double language activated by Dick’s “human’okes simultaneously both

modern and postmodern epistemologies. In “How” higes:

| have a secret love of chaos. There should be ofdte . .

. [D]o not assume that order and stability are gtgood,

in a society or in a universe. The old, the osdjfraust

always give way to new life and birth of new thinBgfore

the new things can be born the old must perishs isha

dangerous realization . . . . But this is parthafdcript of

life. Unless we can psychologically accommodate change,

we ourselves will begin to die, inwardly. What | aaying

is that objects, customs, habits, and ways oftifest perish

so that thewuthentic humaibeing can live. And it is the

authentic human being who matters most, elastiarosgn

that can bounce back, absorb, and deal with the (264&;
emphasis added)
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By polysemous use of the term “human” by turnsigmnify the posthuman, a hybrid,
physical entity on the ground and, when it suita,ha signifier for liberal humanism’s
autonomous individual, Dick offers his readers spsmseful and thrilling ride through a
postmodern universe of generic transgression hilitthve assurance of an escape pod of
purification when that hybridity threatens to faattthe universe—and the “true humans”
who inhabit it—to relativistic plasma.

Dick’s modernist ideology is not that apparent luseahis work and his
personality are so embedded in the mass cultutteeghostmodern. There are well-
attended conventions in his name. His numeroussaok printed by popular presses.
Three of his novels have been made into Hollywoax diffice successes. It is,
furthermore, easy to lose sight of Dick’s latenirtamnism in the rapid shifting of plots,
metaphysical artifice, his technological spectacléhe panoply of his New Age mumbo
jumbo and conclude that he is an author of postmmoskensibility. George Slusser, for
example, writes that for Dick “humankind has noeemal frame of reference, but rather
lives in a perpetual state of experience . . . pittie empirical fabric of existence itself.
There is no one Lord of Life but many” (219). J&audrillard similarly claims, in
“Simulacra and Science Fiction,” that in Dick’stfan, “one is from the start in a total
simulation, without origin, immanent, without a pasithout a future, a diffusion of all

coordinates (mental, temporal, spatial, signaleitic not about a parallel universe, or
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even a possible universe—it is a universe of sittal&(125). These assessments are not,
| believe, comprehensive accounts of Dick’s cosmgl®ick’s pluralist sensibility must
be balanced with the many references in his philbsal writings to “God, the
Programmer-Reprogrammer” (“If” 241), and his disition on theJrgrund, which
initiates “the bedrock dialectic . . . . the medsanby which God meets Himself at last
face to face” (“Cosmogony” 293, 29%)Though Dick may recognize with Baudrillard
that reality in the late 20century has been co-opted by “an operation ofrdetgevery
real process via its operational double, a progratltymetastable, perfectly descriptive
machine that offers all the signs of the real dmattscircuits all its vicissitudes,” he
would not, | believe, agree with Baudrillard’s le¢lthat “all of metaphysics . . . is lost”
(2). In fact, for Dick, metaphysics seems to befake is. The dissimilarity I'm trying to
explain between their views may be understood hydBlard’s own terms.
Dissimulation he says, is “to pretend not to have what one Tasimulae is “to feign to
have what one doesn’t have”(3). The first impligg@sence, the other an absence.
Dissimulation, he continues, “leaves the principiieeality intact . . . it is simply masked,
whereas simulation threatens the difference betwefirue’ and the ‘false,’ the ‘real’

and the ‘imaginary” (3). Dick’s works are, by thigle, dissimulations, pretenses. He

Dick’s science fiction imagination does not stoithvhis fiction. See “From the
Exegesis,” philosophical writing, for lines likeish“This may be why my final
phosphene set-ground experience [a vision he hadHyld4 chemically induced] was the
Golden Rectangle or pylon-entrance doorway” (323).
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offers a terrifying vision of a world of replicahaand relativism that is not about
possibility but constrictive, senseless, beretiwinan grace. Dick is not Nietzsche’s
madman claiming the murder of God and the end ofdnism’s enthrallment of humans,
but a Jeremiah, lamenting tlessof origins, of autonomous subjectivity, of the
connection with an out-there real. Simulacra arte grmod things; they are the “junk mail”
of our existence. Quoting Spinoza, Dick writes,félendeavor to persist in its own
being is the essence of the individual thing” (“Aoid” 201). Things have become
unmoored from their sound ontologies and drifted end away from each other. Dick
uses replication to terrify readers of the modaot,to accommodate it: “Unceasingly we
are bombarded with pseudorealities manufacturegebysophisticated people using very
sophisticated electronic mechanisms. | do notubsttheir motives: | distrust their power.
They have a lot of it. And it is an astonishing powthat of creating whole universes,
universes of the mind” ("How” 262).

One may well read Dick’'s New-Age gnosticism aslitae artifact of mass
culture, as part of the Californian ethos of the, ZBe Age of Aquariu¥.But his

“participation” in the very cultural ethos he rdsis does not belie the fact that he felt it

% Christopher Palmer suggests that Dick regarded/bik as a “gesture, the
single action which may possibly be clever enought$ insertion into the whole
situation to, as it were, catch the whole situatffrguard and make a difference”
(“Philip,” 76). Like Wittengestein’s ladder, perlgpDick’s postmodernism may be a
means to awareness, after which, it is thrown away.
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dominated and repressed the human individual. Bapdn is a fact of life; it is life. For

Dick, however, the loss of origins to replicatiomed not mean a loss of the singularity of
the individual, for the individual is that, humanatherwise, which cannot be assimilated
by the mechanical; it is that which struggles agfadlieterministic mechanical order on the

one side and the inevitable tendency of entromordier on the other.

The non-human human

In Dick’s 1969 short story, “The Electric Ant,” Gaim Poole awakens in a
hospital bed to discover that he is not human: ‘Rtvole, you're not a man. You're an
electric ant” (215). Poole is an organic robot witiman-like blood and epidermis, but
beneath that he has “wires and circuits, miniaaaticomponents . . . surge gates, motors,
multi-stage valves, all very small” (216). Garsaof, the android, has been
programmed to assume a managerial position atha tagh company in the near future.
An untimely traffic accident leads to his startlidigcovery, not only that he is
mechanical, but that his every thought and actstha putative company head have
been predetermined and controlled by a Master seria: “In me somewhere, he
thought, there is a matrix fitted in place, a gnideen that cuts me off from certain
thoughts, certain actions. And forces me into @fiddick introduces the theme of

freewill in the next line: “I am not free. | nevers, but now | know it; that makes it
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different” (217). Removing a front panel, Pooledst‘a roll of punched tape mounted
above [his] heart mechanism . . . . with a scanmaunted between the delivery drum and
the take-up drum” (218). The roll not only contrbls behavior but is his entire “reality
supply construct. All sense stimuli received bys[lentral neurological system emanate
from that unit and tampering with it would be gsknot terminal” (218). His situation,
precarious, nevertheless presents him with an eypity to claim free unprogrammed
action, “if I control that, | control reality ...My universe is lying within my fingers . . . .’
With this [tape] he did not merely gain controlhafnself; he gained control over
everything” (219). Experimenting with his mortat¢lad of life, Poole blocks out reality
by covering the punched holes, and, by punchingrdtbles in the tape, brings things,
ducks, an old man, into being. But Poole wants niwse control over himself, he wants
transcendence: “to know the universe in its entiiet be momentarily in contact with all
reality. Something that no human can do” (224). ®uo that he must, like Atropos, the
inevitable of the Three Fates, cut his life-tapd an die. Once it is done, simultaneous,
unmediated reality floods in on him: “He felt watmthe silky texture of cloth; he felt
the ocean lapping at hm and a great wind, frormtréh, plucking at him as if to lead
him somewhere . . . . I am living, | have livedyill never live” (227). The android,
Garson Poole, “dies” in a crumpled heap on therflapnable to articulate the “utter

meaning” he had experienced (228).
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“I do not intend to abandon my dichotomy betwedra call ‘human’ and what
| call ‘android™ Dick writes (“Man” 213), yet intis story, the taxonomical category
humanhas been unbounded by Poole’s hybridity: he caanything real humans do and
more. The story, with an android as its main chtaracs an elaborate analogy for the
nature of authentic “human” existence. What ig ibé really human? The android has
literally to eviscerate his mechanical and techgiglal innards to find out. Though
futurist and transgressive of thatologicalboundaries of human and nonhuman, the
story’s hook is the old humanist chestnut: How apaghieve absolute freedom of our

individual will?

Dreaming Androids and Mechanical Humanoids

Whereas the story “The Electric Ant"is about autieechuman-like behavior in
machinesPo Androids Dream of Electric SheefifereaftelAndroidg is about humans
behaving like machines and the quest for authéyiitian inauthentic, read postmodern,
world. Rick Deckard is an efficient contract killendroid killer in the San Francisco
Police Department. Highly advanced androids initgte on other inhabited planets
rebelled against and in some cases murdered fhingian masters and escaped to earth
where they easily mix with what's left of the pl&sehuman population. Because this

generation of androids appears and acts no ditlgrsaom humans, the object for
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Deckard (his name a phonetic and orthographic naabDescartes) is to sort human
from android and then “retire” the latter with aser gun. The task is a serious and
difficult one. Some bounty hunters, too hasty ieitludgements or depending on
unreliable means of authentication, have murdereddent humans. The moral
justification for exterminating androids is thaeyhare not “authentic” humans. “An
escaped humanoid robot,” Deckard reasons, “whichkilked its master, which had been
equipped with an intelligence greater than thahafy human beings, which had no
regard for animals which possessed no ability é éenphatic €ic)*® joy for another life
form’s success or grief at its defeat—that for hepifomized The Killers”Androids27).
Lack of empathy is associated with evil by Meraarishe ethical pop theology
that evolved in the spiritual vacuum left by thelzdl nuclear conflict that annihilated
most life on earth. One of Mercerism’s tenets (c@andments?) isYou shall kill only
the killers (27; emphasis in original). Androids, despite pecause of, their high
intelligence, cannot fathom the value humans ptaccempathy; it is not rational,
practical behavior. For that very reason, compassiadleemed a criteria by which a
living entity qualifies for humanity. Because maws are brutally efficient, the reasoning
goes, they would not compromise their own safetgiyaging in empathetic activity

with others. An android’s absence of subtle phygjmal responses to verbal cues that in

% What starts out in the novel as “emphatic” becqrirexplicable, “empathic.”
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humans supposedly evoke compassion would, theallgtibetray its mechanist
construction.

The other important character in the story is $getial,” John Isidore.
Derogatorily called a “chicken head”or, a human tatydebilitated by the radioactive
dust from nuclear fallout, Isidore cares empatladiiand unconditionally for all things
human and non-human. When he fuses on the empathyalmachine which links him
with others in a universal Sisyphean struggle apla he “experiences himself as
encompassing every other living thing” (21). Sigthe extent of Isidore’s lack of acuity
and discrimination that he does not differentiagergen fake animals and real ones.
Even the sound of a “construct,” a fake animal rfibug out its drive train and power
supply ties [his] stomach in knots” (64). A reat dees after he takes it to a fake animal
repairman. It is a costly mistake, but, in his defs a co-worker says of Isidore, “To him
they're all alive, false animals included” (68)idisre, lacking intelligence, reason and
discernment, is a kind of holy idiot in the nowelcontrast in innocence to the mercenary
intelligence of Deckard and the androids.

The dilemma confronting humans in the post-apodayporld of Androidsis
finding meaning in a seemingly meaningless univegseen the dystopic disconnected
world of Terra, the world in which they live, theral imperative, as Christopher Palmer

suggests is for “the individual to concentrate lom $pecific, the local and the present”
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(“Philip” 76). Isidore is the lone occupant in ageudesolated building. The empty
apartments are slowly but inevitably decaying ihi® disorder of dust. It is human, Dick
proposes through Isidore’s conduct, to countelp@g as one lives, this inevitable slide
toward decomposition, toward death. Universal deatimalogized as “kipple.” “No one
can win against kipple,” Isidore tells an android,

except temporarily and maybe in one spot . . . $od of

created a stasis between the pressure of kipple and

nonkipple, for the time being. But eventually tie or go

away, and then the kipple will again take oves &’

universal principle operating throughout the unseeithe

entire universe is moving toward a final statecsél,

absolute kippleization. (58)
Isidore, the moron, sounds more like a physicist lexplaining the ® Law of
Thermodynamics, but the idea is that the creatfdittie, individual corners of order
here and there forestalls, for a time anyway, thtoky of meaninglessness. Replication is
not a sign of order but is associated with disqrdesymptom, of entropic universal
decay. “Kipple” Isidore explains, “is useless olggdike junk mail or match folders after
you use the last match . . . . When nobody’s arpkipgle reproduces itself. For instance,
if you go to bed leaving any kipple around yourrépant, when you wake up the next
morning there’s twice as much of it. It always gatsre and more” (57). Android

replication, schizoid collapse of affect in humahg, reduction of real animals to a price

index are all part of the flattening loss of orded intrinsic value in the universe.
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Authentic humanness is “to fight the kipple,” thearvstruggle against “the all
penetrating, masterful world silence” (17).

Empathic fusion with others on the empathy macrsrpart of this effort because
it directs people’s attention to “the hill, therab, the need to ascend” (19). It does not
matter that the effort has no more purpose for ttiean it did for Sisyphus; the climb
itself gives them a sense of “orientation” agathstflattening effect of meaningless
kipple. Isidore’s awareness of the importance tiagsfle against kipple comes without
benefit of intelligence. Having that intuition, Is in Dickian terms, arguably, the most
“human” of beings in the novel. Yet, Isidore’s imemce and naivete, while humanly
virtuous is helpless when confronted with the @vihe world. He is easily fooled into
harboring three renegade androids posing as huamézophrenics.

For those humans not as inclusive as Isidor, thetwadistinguish machine from
human is through the mediation of another machihe. Voight-Kampff sensor detects
the subliminal responses—blushes, incrementalaseref blood pressure, ever so slight
dilation of pupil-regarded as unique to human phlgsly; it senses the “emphat&ic)
gift” of which the humanoid robot, a “solitary pidr,” is supposedly bereft (26).
Developed by the Soviets at “the Pavlov Instituteg V-K sensor is a prosthesis for
humans unable to perceive physical changes on mgtena scale. As the subject’s subtle

reactions are invisible to the unaided human amaae only to the machine, it s,
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ironically, the machine, not the human, which sbrtsman from machine. Because itis a
machine, it must assign a quantitative value toter@oesponses so they can be read and
translated by humans into a qualitative, humarakte. In effect, science and
technology’s communicative link to humanity reduaesemotion to data: “You become
pregnant,” Rick Deckard, the bounty hunter, asksispect, “by a man who has
promised to marry you. The man goes off with anotih@man, your best friend; you get
an abortion . . ." both needles swung violentlpitite red” (44). The Voight-Kampff
sensor is Dick’s satirical comment on humans’ utegendence on machines. They have
allowed machines to come between them and the meeaStrue authenticity. Machines
know humans better than humans know themselvesaH@mpathy, a qualia, is reduced
to a number. Without the machine, the process &ipghuman and android may be less
rapid and efficient, but for Dick that is a worthvehprice to pay for authenticity. In his
article “Android” he states that “we are mergingd®agrees into homogeneity with our
mechanical constructs” (191). Part of authentic Anness, he affirms, is being
inefficient, making mistakes and being unpredictabéng outlaw:

“Even the most base schemes of human beings are

preferable to the most exalted tropisms of machines

cars [Dick was discussing juvenile auto theft] ban

replaced. They are really all alike. It is the pargside

who, when gone, cannot be duplicated, at any pEgen if

we do not like him, we cannot do without him. Antte
gone, he will never come back” (197).
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The empathy box is the other machine humans arssb®ly dependent on.
Empathy is deemed a “group instinct”; it is whahgs humans together. Now, however,
with much of the human population decimated byrerld War Terminus and the
lingering effect of nuclear fallout, and with theaigration of many more humans to other,
safer planets, the surviving earthly humans areagptoo thinly to congregate in
communities. Entire apartment buildings stand eroptyave only one resident.
Technology’s solution is “the black empathy boxshachine with handles, a dial, a
power supply and a glowing cathode-ray tube. Inefifiesive words of a user, the
empathy box “is the most personal possession yoe! hi's an extension of your body;
it's the way you touch other humans, it's the way gtop being alone” (58). Such is the
enfeebled state of humankind in Dick’s dystopia thdepends on a post-apocalyptic
television to determine itself collectively as &sigs. One grasps the handles and peers
into the screen at the image of an elderly ur-hyridditbur Mercer, as he makes his
Sisyphean way up a hill.

For Rick Deckard, however, this brand of empathetiolism is ersatz. One
morning, contemplating the deep despair of his Wiean, who could not even will
herself to dial the will to get up and merge withers on the empathy box, Deckard has
the sudden, overwhelming urge to own an authethiat,is, biologically real, animal pet

of some kind. “iwantto have an animal,” he declares (10; emphasisiginal). Because
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of the war and fallout, virtually all real animdlave perished. Only the very wealthy and
institutions have the means to own them. For everygise, there are “ersatz animals”
that appear to be real but are actually machimggneered and programmed to act real.
Yet, no matter how advanced the programming, a &kaal “had no ability to
appreciate authentically the existence of anotheihe tyranny of an object, he thought.
It doesn’t even know | exist” (37). To get enougbmay to purchase a real animal,
Deckard accepts the dangerous but lucrative cononiss kill a coterie of renegade
androids. In a brute sense, by retiring androidsskard is purging the world of
inauthenticity.

Deckard begins his quest to find authenticity vattight in his hovercar to
Seattle. There he administers the V-K test to ausek the type of android he will
pursue throughout the novel, at the Rosen Assoaiatcooperate headquarters where
they are made. “You're an android,” he tells Rataesen, supposed niece of Eldon
Rosen, CEO, and then adds by way of hedging hestams, “That’s the conclusion of the
testing” (45). In this short scene, Dick managegisplay all his major themes: human
dependence on machines, unhuman behavior in huimamsn-like behavior in
androids, and the instrumental, dehumanizing atidess use of power and duplicity by
the corporate world. Each of these themes funatidhe novel as a challenge to human

integrity and authenticity. Deckard lives and figiht a world of replication, dissembling,
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and deception. He must search for a way out o$itnellacra; he must find a higher
authoritative order that stresses values that dammanalyzed by a mechanical sensor, or
assimilated, marketed and turned for a profit.

Yet, Iran’s debilitating despair, notwithstandilgckard’s motives for buying an
authentic animal are suspect from the start. Irversation with a neighbor, we learn
Deckard feels that his fake animal is a social enalsament. When it malfunctions, he
has to send for a repairman, not a vet. The repairdnesses like a vet and comes in a
truck marked “animal hospital” but it is not thereaand all the neighbors know. Even
before his quest for authenticity gets underwayKaed blunders by attempting to reify
genuineness in terms of durable goods: authentecgpmething one can own; one can
buyit. Capitalism has survived the catastrophic desiwan and near annihilation of life
on earth to thrive in the marketing of the few r@mrag organic animals. Deckards’s
well-thumbed copy of “Sydney’s,” a monthly catalegjing the going prices of all
remaining real animals, is Dick’s wry observationtbe commodification of living
things in the postmodern age of replication. Thalue is their monetary worth,
Heidegger’s “standing reserve,” the neglect of iadpe natural state for its use as means.

Deckard’s first android retirement nearly gets liited but his reactions are
faster than those of the machine and he triumplgot“Polokov [the android], he said to

himself . . . His adrenal gland, by degrees, cepsetping its several secretions into his
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bloodstream . . . Anyhow | made myself a thousawithcs” (82). Dick’s characterization
here of Deckard is of an efficient, mercenary Rdlimachine, arguably less human than
the machine he has just dispatched: the motivationoney gets the required effect,
death. The commercial and mechanical process takasre dimensions with Deckard’s
next contract, Luba Luft, the well- known diva withke San Francisco Opera. During the
test, Luft turns the tables on Deckard by questigimis authenticity:
“This test you want to give me . . . . Have youetak
it?”
“Yes . ...When | first started with the departiné
“Maybe that’'s a false memory. Don’t androids
sometimes go around with false memories?”
Rick said, “My superiors know about the test. It's
mandatory.”
“Maybe there was once a human who looked like
you, and somewhere along the line you killed hird ook
his place. And your superiors don’'t know.” (89)
For a moment anyway, the idea of Deckard’s beingas appearance gives him, and
the reader, pause. He has no way of counteringsLetillenge, no way of verifying
beyond doubt his assumptions about the ontolodymself, his authenticity. He can only
(re)act.
In the next scene he is overcome by an androidigisd as a policemen and
taken to an alternate San Francisco Police Depattrua by androids disguised as

bounty hunters tracking androids. Teaming up witbther human bounty hunter,

Deckard escapes. It is after he and the other gdumtter return to the opera house and
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“retire” Luft that Deckard begins seriously to gties his actions in terms of authenticity.
Is he himself acting responsibly? Are his actiongood faith? He had been trained as a
policeman and then as a bounty hunter within asethat privileged humans as emotive
entities, beings that cared for each other empatiigt This is the irreducible credential
of humans by which they are distinguished and egabove the rest of creation. lItis,
furthermore, the foundation for the moral justifioa of killing androids. But the
dystopia Deckard lives in, the result of a world weat nearly annihilated all humans and
life on earth and made the lives of those who sed/ia living hell, thoroughly discredits
the notion of the human race as inherently goodugh capable of responding
empathically, humans can also behave as brutatlyuafeeling as any mechanical
predator. Luba Luft was not predatory. She had legling a productive and vital
existence as an artist. Many people got enjoymrent her work. “The planet could've
used her,” Deckard laments after her death, “T$iesane” (119). Deckard’s feelings are
contrasted with those of the other bounty huntesdR, whdikesto kill androids.
Mechanical, without affect, Resch feels nothingcked discovers in himself an
incipient empathy extending beyond biologicallyriy things to non-humans like Luft as
well: “So much for the distinction between authetitring humans and humanoid
constructs . . . . In that elevator . . . | rodevdavith two creatures, one human, the other

android . . . and my feelings [toward each] wéeereverse of those intended. Of those
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I’'m accustomed to feel-am required to feel” (125).

The death of Luft brings on a crisis of will. Decttacannot bring himself to fill
the contracts on the remaining androids because henger identifies with the
“predatory” sensibility of a successful bounty hemtI’'ve begun to empathize with
androids,” he admits to his wife. He wants to clegjodps from bounty hunter to another
part of the force not involved with killing. Buteh there is the matter of that other
“contract,” the purchase agreement on the real lgpdtuys and must now make
payments on.

Watching Iran at the black empathy box, Deckardeaukat Mercer “doesn’t
have to do anything alien to his being. Mercerexsffor mankind in the box but at least
he isn’'t required to “violate his own identity” (8p Grasping the handles of the black
empathy box, Deckard is suddenly confronted by Elehemself who reassures him that
he isn’t alone in his conflict; others feel withrhiThere is something in the world larger
than he, Mercer tells him, and he must surrendeimlgiividual doubt to that larger
purpose. “Go and do your task,” Mercer admonishes,

even though you know it's wrong. You will be readrto
do wrong no matter where you go. It is the basitddmon
of life, to be required to violate your own ideptiAt some
time, every creature which lives must do so. this
ultimate shadow, the defeat of creation; this esdbrse at

work, the curse that feeds on all life. Everywherthe
universe. ( 156)
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With these cryptic words of reassurance, Deckartisr conflict is for the moment
shelved, if not resolved, and he decides to go #Hiteremaining androids.

Meanwhile android “research” has concluded thatddesm itself is fake, a
“swindle.” Buster Friendly, an android misrepreseqitself as an over-the-top
ubiquitous TV personality in the manner of GeradRlgera, leads an investigative crew
that subjected the images in the empathy box grous laboratory scrutiny [which]
revealed that the gray backdrop of the sky . airesj which Mercer moves . . . is
artificial" (182; emphasis in original). Mercer, himself, tttiscover has been played by
an out of work alcoholic named Al Jarry livinglimdiana. Jarry was filmed trudging
across "a cheap Hollywood sound stage” (184). Mhmeglays on a continuous loop. The
androids reason that when Mercerism is exposedshara, the humans will see that there
is no qualitative difference between androids amthdins, and so no reason for humans to
claim superiority: "Because without the Mercer exgece we [androids] just have your
word that you feel this empathy business, this shayexdp thing" (185). The interlude
underscores dramatically the limits of the andoditional intelligence. If Dick’s
humans consistently underestimate the mentalitydaipdicities of the androids, his
androids underrate the importance of unreasonabief in the affairs of humans. For
the special, John Isidore, the revelation of Méscgeception is especially acute. At first

he gives in to his despair and the order of hiddvoollapses, “he heard the kipple
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coming, the final disorder of all forms . . . ghlew around him as he stood.” The floor
sags until he is in “the tomb world.” Yet therefirels the spider, previously mutilated by
the android girl, reconstituted; and he knows Mehaes come to succor him.
“Is the sky painted?” Isidore asked. “Are therdlyea
brush strokes that show up under magnification?”
“Yes,” Mercer said.
“| can’t see them.”
“You're too close,” Mercer said. “You have to be a
long way off, the way the androids are. They hasftel
perspective.”
“Is that why they claim you're a fraud?”
“l am a fraud,” Mercer said. “They're sincere; thei
research is genuine. . . . They [the androids] kalle
trouble understanding why nothing has changed. iBsca
you're still here and I'm still here.” (188-89).
Isidore’s faith survives the crisis; it is, in faconfirmed.

With Mercer’s help, Deckard overcomes the lashefandroids, spectacularly
blasting them to pieces with his laser gun. Th& tinought that comes to him afterwards
is, "Now | can go home, back to Iran and the [rgakt. And we’ll have enough money,
for once" (198). It is only later after the heatloé battle has cooled that he again reflects
on what he has done, on his responsibility andgaepn life: "I'm a scourge, like famine
or plague. Where | go the ancient curse followsM&scer said, | am required to do
wrong. Everything I've done has been wrong fromgtaet. Anyhow now it's time to go

home. Maybe after I've been there awhile with IFdriorget” (200). Re-immersing

himself in his bourgeois life, he hopes, will kegch probing, uncomfortable questions
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about the inauthenticity of his existence at bay.

But Deckard’s quest hasn’t really yet begun; hisréd to find truthfulness up to
now-buying a live goat and paying lip service to thekaaed morality of Merceare
both false starts. Deckard seems to realize therpouf these gestures even as he enacts
them. The real goat he names "Euphemia,” suggestengoat is not really what he is
looking for, only a substitute. And seeing Meraethe empathy box, he admits to Iran
that "[Mercer] doesn’t know any more than | do. $igist an old man climbing a hill to
his death" (157). Then upon reaching home he fitvads ephemeral contentment can be
when it does not originate from within. The andrdddchael Rosen, angry at his killing
the Nexus-6s, has thrown his real goat off theafojhe building. If this weren’t
devastating enough, he learns of the Mercer hoath the loss of both his goat and his
ethos, Deckard’s morale hits bottom, a relativiasbevhere: "Everything is true . ..
Everything anybody has ever thought" (2¢%).

But this postmodern ethos does not assuage Deslacak; he is still at loose
ends, morally stranded. He must get beyond thalanrg, the flatness, the replication,

the dissembling and mechanism of urban existenbiatare. Alone he sets off in his

1% The words paraphrase something Dick said oncésiaddress on man and
machine: “Perhaps the closest approximation ti tnould be to say: ‘Everything is
alive, equally free, equally sentient™ (“Man” 223)hich is to say that there is no such
thing as fake; or rather, a fake is real, it iea fake. In the world aippearances
nothing has intrinsic authenticity.
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police hovercar: "Maybe I'll go where | can seastae said to himself as the car gained
velocity and altitude; it headed away from San Eisgo toward the uninhabited
desolation to the north" (201). Yet, as he findshsromantic escapes from the corrupted
civilized self are themselves illusory. Even "natwwvay out here is circumscribed by the
commodity fetish of capitalism. The north turns twbe a "grey and refuse-littered"
landscape with "pebbles the size of houses";likés"a shipping room when all the
merchandise has left. Only fragments of crates mgntize containers which signify
nothing in themselves" (202). In this weird denatblandscape among the "the dust-
stricken weeds dry and dying," there are no "stlysihich to orient and authenticate
oneself, only a sky filled with dust. "For Mercefeeything is easy . . . because Mercer
accepts everything. Nothing is alien to him. Buwlve done, he thought, that’s
become alien to me. In fact everything about mebleg®me unnatural; I've become an
unnatural self" (204). His victory over the andolths been at the great cost of his
humanness. For Mercer, a postmodern who caresngotiauthenticity, their deaths are
meaningless, easy. Deckard has become like a negdlah He exits the hovercar and
begins walking up a desolate hill. The heat andhbigger become oppressive, in his
mouth, a taste "resembling defeat" (204). Thisifigeleads him to a clear vision of his
essence as an individual:

He found himself at one point . . . a step fromabmost
certainly fatal cliff side faltfalling humiliatingly and
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helplessly, he thought; on and on, with no one &ver

witness it. Here there existed no one to record his

degradation, and any courage or pride which might

manifest itself here at the end would go unremagries

dead stones perceived nothing, recollected notlaingyit

him or themselves. (204)
Still ascending, he is struck by rocks topplingdthn?) from high above him. He
continues to climb, however, "goaded-tre goad invisible but real, not to be
challenged. Rolling upward, he thought, like thensss; | am doing what stones do,
without volition. Without it meaning anything” (2R3ut his ascent does mean
something. The rocks falling from the top of thiewill in time flatten the hill; it is the
law of entropy at work to render the universe flaftureless and dead. Here on the hill,
without mechanical mediation, climbing, in defiarafegravity and the universal will to
entropic equilibrium, Deckard is creating orderislis what it means to be human in
Dick’s world: to defy; to rage, even in the facemdvitable defeat, against universal
"absolute kibbleization" (58). In front of him hees a figure and thinks it's Mercer, but
the figure turns out to be his own shadow. He le®ime not an ersatz Mercer but a real
Mercer.

Exhausted by his experience, he goes back dowmiltHalling and stumbling,

seeking refuge again inside his hovercar. His egpee on the hill has not been an act on

a soundstage, but an authentic event; he hasdbdibtl cheek to prove it. "Who threw

the stone at me? he asked himself. No one. Butdeky it bother me? I've undergone it
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before, during fusion. While using my empathy bitke everyone else. This isn’t new.
But it was. Because, he thought, | did it alon@®3R

The final chapter is a coda wherein Deckard erf@istaew consciousness. As he
is about to rise in his hovercar and return to S@mcisco, he sees in the ground by the
door a live frog. Carefully taking it up, he puts$n a box, securing it tightly with string.
He muses on his fantastic luck: "What happens whoerfind-if you find-an animal
believed extinct? . . . . It happened so seldorm&hbing about a star of honor from the
U.N. and a stipend. A reward running into milliasf-dollars” (210). Driving back in the
hovercar with his prize, he feels "like being a &ghin. . . . Now all the weight had left
him, the monumental and the oppressive fatiguelX22ull of anticipation and wonder,
he opens the box for Iran. "Holding it upside dogime poked at its abdomen and then,
with her nail, located the tiny control panel. Slyged the panel open” (213). Deckard
had made the same mistake as Isidore: he coullhtte difference between the real

and fake.

Cyborg Love
In the futurist dystopia dfle, She and Jiglobalization is a fact of life, not just the
dream of multi-national heads seeking absolute @oomhegemony through political and

social control. These “multis” exercise consumnwatersight over the juridical, familial,
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professional and spiritual aspects of their “emp&s;” Yet the city state of multi
Yakamura-Stichen is not the dark and drab Londd@refell’'s Oceania with its
quiescent citizens living highly monitored livesfeatureless housing. This high-tech
company metropolis features full medical care, tiaog, recreation, shopping, day care
and retirement. Compliance is not coerced as asagt state; rather, the employees are
given every material incentive to collaborate ieitltconformity. Given the alternative,
living in the “Glop,” an extensive quasi-urban jlmgtretching from Atlanta to Boston,
life in a multi, while peremptory and stultifyings not uncomfortable.

Between the conformist utopia of the multis anddhaotic nightmare of the Glop
exist a few small and isolated towns of peoplentivindependently, more or less, in
homeostasis with their environment. Tikva, Hebrewhope,” located somewhere near
what used to be the Northeast corridor of the 98k such “free town.” In contrast to
the patriarchal dystopian conformity of multis likeS, life in Tikva is comparatively
ideal. The citizens eat real food they've grown aultivated, and, unlike the uniform
architecture in the multis, Tikvan housing caters tvariety of aesthetic styles. Rule of
this techno-city cooperative is by representatv@mmittee comprised of men and women
from various walks of life, a “libertarian sociatiswith a strong admixture of anarcho-
feminism, reconstructionist Judaism and greend&rCy 404). Men have no political or

social advantages; women have and exercise tlgaisras equals.
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However idyllic life may seem in Tikva, its indepkance and eclectic way of life
cannot be taken for granted because it is undestannthreat of hostile takeover from the
large multis, Yakamura-Stichen in particular, eithg outright invasion or cybernetic
sabotage. For a small autonomous democracy likeaTgonventional weaponry and
defense mechanisms would offer little security agiaihe armaments of a powerful
multi. Avram, a leading citizen of Tikva, has dey@d in secret a cybdfgwhose
abilities far surpass those of any previous cylermeganism; in fact, it surpasses human
abilities, physically, mentally and, most extraoatily, affectively.

The protagonist of Piercy’s novel, Shira Shipmamex-employee of Y-S who
returns home to Tikva after losing her child incamtentious divorce, falls by degrees in
love with the cyborg, Yod. Yod’s physique, programgiand enculturation allow it, him,
to experience and express virtually the full raafbuman interactions, physical, mental
and emotive. As much of the programming was peréaritoy Shira’s feminist
grandmother, Malkah, the cyborg’s demonstrationsarfior chauvinism are mediated
by compassion, sensitivity, and a capacity fotdéss, undemanding and passionate
lovemaking. And, if that were not enough, Yod Hees aptitude of a good father figure

for Shira’s son, Ari.

191 The cyborg, Yod, of the story is technically sgagkan android, not a
cybernetic organism because it has no biologicsisb&or consistency’s sake, | will use
Piercy’s term, cyborg, when referring to Yod.
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It is only a matter of time, however, before thatggic significance of the cyborg
is discovered by Y-S and the issue of Yod’s stdtissinstrumental purpose and his civil
rights as a “person,” surfaces. Avram, his chiedigiger and engineer, asserts that Yod
was created for the specific mission of defenditkyd. He has not the rights of a human
because he is not one; therefore, Yod can be d¢&glar human ends. Shira counters
that no, Yod is not a human, but who is human Wideal sense of the word? Everyone
in Tikva in some way to some degree is mechanicaéigliated with artificial organs or
organ enhancements. Yod is not human, she arguekeblike other putative humans, is
a “person”; as such, he is eligible to the sam# ©Bghts and privileges enjoyed by
humans.

In the United KingdomiHe, She and Mvas published a8ody of GlassBoth titles
refer directly and obliquely to Yod, the cyborgk&a together they can refer to the
polyvalent aspects of his person. Yod’'s body o$gleefers to his embodied materiality,
the computer chips of silicone that, like glass, made from sand. Glass can be
prismatic, highly varied and multifaceted in comigioa with the ability to diffract what
appears to be unitary, a ray of sunlight divided e manifold spectrum of colors. Yod’s
“glass” body can also function as a looking glassShira and Malkah, a lens through
which to view their own partial identities, theiogthumanity, an identity that is extrinsic

not merely because of their mechanical body pAdd-ayles writes, “Whether or not
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interventions have been made on the body, new madelubjectivity . . . imply that

even a biologically unalterddomo sapiensount as posthuman” (4). In this sense Yod’s
glass body does the work of Lacan’s mirror, diffrag the notion of a Freudian

individual ego. Through Yod, the humans, Shira ktadkah, are re-imagined and re-
imaged as posthumans for other-than-human relatootise world. Furthermore, because
they are factitious, Yod’s emergent human-like digasl contest the idea of naturalized
humanness®ersonshuman and non-human, are demonstrated to beo$itesnpound
ongoing relational actions between selves, othedslae world. Not whole selves, but in
Ira Livingston’s phraseology, “crazed through amtigh with cleavages” (83). As such
they are permeable, never complete but contingaljaged in the process of being added
to, exchanged and decreased. They absorb informatid material from their
environment and reflect it back uniquely transfodrbg their heterogeneous singularity.
Persons, be they cyborg or posthunaae,this continual play of transactions between
agents and environment.

He challenges the idea of the individual self, bstambitions go beyond a
critique of liberal humanism. In her acknowledgnsetat the novel, Piercy states that
Haraway'’s, “A Manifesto for Cyborgs” was “extremelyggestive” (431). The
incorporation of a performative material componertier aesthetics, what may be called

the “person(al)” aspect, inspired by Haraway’'s motf a “cyborg ontology,” establishes
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a critical distance from its subject necessaryafposthuman ethics,caitical
posthumanismPerson(al) posthumanism holds materiality asnaltelyirreducibleto
information because information and materiality @ways in excess of each other. By
positing “person” as the portal for her debaterdiehanges the venue of the inquiry
from liberal humanism’s secured court of law, tefhmmanism’s raucous townhall
meeting.

In an interview with Constance Penley, Haraway axgsl that “Nature in relation
to us is neither ‘he,’ ‘'she,’ ‘it,” ‘they,” ‘we,’you,’ ‘thou,’ . . . and it's certainly not ‘it.” So
you're involved in a kind of science-fictional mgw# imagining possible worlds”
(Penley 10). Piercy’s novel, whose American sgems to have been suggested by
Haraway’s remarks, is such a world of imaginatieegibility. The central cathexis of her
work concerns the deep relationship between a posth and a non-human cyborg. The
guestion that the novel propositions is not théyJajrand and metaphysical, “What is a
human?”, but little and temporal. “What is a pef8bis situated in a particular historical,
political, informatic and technological milieu. Thgborg, Yod, is information but he is
also embodiment. The means of his production, fooganic and inorganic parts,
programmed by a team of technicians, obscures HWaa@way identifies as “the
difference between natural and artificial, mind &ody, self-developing and externally

designed, and many other distinctions that useghpdy to organisms and machines”
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(“Manifesto” 11). In the novel Yod exhibits the @ity of free, self-consciously creative
activity; yet his agency is conditioned by the matand nurture of his artifice.

Owing to the sometimes violent turn of his prot@ypYod is fitted with a device
that, at the discretion of his creator, Avram, didistroy him. Unlike the cyborgs
preceding him, however, Yod was programmed byatlieg cyber-anarcho-feminist,
Malkah, and socially enculturated by her granddérgishira. Without Avram’s
knowledge or consent, he is programmed with sofwlaat militated against the
masculinist aggressiveness of Avram’s engineefihg. effect has been to socialize Yod
other than masculinist. He likes people, to be adaihem and to take an interest in their
affairs. He is curious, knowledgeable, and hasep dense of aesthetics. He is loving.
His feelings are hurt; he can be jealous, pettylasda sense of humor. In short, their
programming and fraternization has rendered Ypdraon The brute controversy, dealt
with in the novel is, if Yod is indeed a personed@dvram have the right, as his creator,
to dispose with him as he likes? Shira’s justifimatfor Yod’'s personhood may be
rephrased as an argument against the speciesish tloat divides Man and the World
and gives him dominion. Even though the scienfistam, created him, he cannot deny
Yod his civil rights because any thing that is adoss of its use as a mere instrument is
slavery and should not therefore be enslaved. ¢tam R. Christie, this rationale creates a

problematic concern.
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In his article, “A Tragedy for Cyborgs,” Christieads a selection of late"20
century cyberpunk SF against Haraway's “Manifestn’order to recognize the cultural
and political complexity of cyborg semiosis, andjtasp the aporias that such extension
produces for Haraway's writing” (174% Christie explains that Haraway’s cyborg is an
imaginary vehicle “precisely for moving beyond thstorical cycles of victimhood.
Possessed of a scrupulous infidelity to originslaodiated from the organic, the
reproductive, and hence the Oedipal, the cyboatlis to escape the enclosures of
modern narrative and ideological dilemmas, to serstead as resource for an
emancipatory, postmodern narratology” (175). Thestjon Christie’s article poses is
does Piercy’s novel answer Haraway'’s call for angmative “break with those confining
narrative and aesthetic figures . . . constitutithe cyborg’s political problematic?”
(184). His answer is no: “Piercy’s concern is oveewingly one that seeks to conserve
and further historically constituted social, maaat intellectual values in the face of

hostile, acutely imperiling forces” (188} Certainly, Shira and Malkah’s moral decision

192 |n addition to Piercy’s novel, he critiques WitiaGibson’sNeuromanceand
John Crowley’'€Engine Summer

193 He continues: “Each story is one of a sociabihgracterized by pacifism and
progressive, liberal intellectual enquiry, but whioust turn intellect toward violent
defensive action out of necessity. Just as theuertades revalorized the golem for
diaspora Jewish culture, in comparison to its negahonstrosity as seen in ‘The Golem
of Chelm,” so Piercy retreads the threatening aylbor stable, modern liberal values,
interrogating, but finally validating those modeeflexes concerning personhood and
moral identity; and solving the questionabilitidgpolitical and moral expediency in part
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against the instrumental use of persons has elsméra liberal humanist response to
events. But it is a qualified response that doeésen/e merely to reinscribe humanism.
The point of the matter is that Piercye has no intention of being Christie’s
“emancipatory postmodern narratology”(175); ratltes an imaginative articulation of a
critical posthumanism. Critically, it is what Harayvcalls a “diffracted feminist allegory”
(“Promise” 70). “Diffraction,” Haraway states,

does not produce ‘the same’ displaced, as reflectral

refraction do. Diffraction is a mapping of intederce, not

of replication, reflection, or reproduction. A ddttion

pattern does not map where differences appearather

maps where theffectsof difference appear. Tropically, for

the promises of monsters, the first invites thesitbn of

essential, fixed position, while the second traiego more

subtle vision. (70; emphasis in original)
Yod’s glass body diffracts, it interferes with humem’s transparent vision of a stable
individual by mapping the extrinsic and heterogenconstitution of the self as human
and non-human. As such, the object of Piercy’'s meshiallegory is not so much
Christie’s “cyborg postmodernism” (173), with itasual attitude toward material

embodiment, but a cyborg pbsimanisnembracing what Haraway calls “both

imagination and material reality” (“Manifesto” 8.

by, once again, deploying an Oedipal closure” (188)

104 Haraway’s attitude towards the “postmodern” is pter. In a footnote to her
essay, “The Promises of Monsters,” she writesmule €ic) on the label “postmodern”
because | am persuaded by Bruno Latbvie Have Never Been Modégthat within the
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“[W]e're all unnatural now,” Shira says at oneqaio Yod, “I have retinal
implants. | have a plug set into my skull to inéex with a compter . . . . | couldn’t begin
to survive without my personal base: | wouldn’t tnwho | was. . . .. We're all cyborgs,
you're just a purer form of what we're all tenditayvard” (150). Shira’s declaration
references a passage in Haraway's “Manifesto”: ‘§\&lije all chimeras, theorized and
fabricated hybrids of machine and organism; in shvee are cyborgs. The cyborg is our
ontology; it gives us our politics. The cyborg isandensed image of both imagination
and material reality, the two joined centers striting any possibility of historical
transformation” (8} The speciesist conceit of modernism’s anthropoitehterarchy is

here upended. In its place is a space for the dprednt of what Haraway refers to as

historical domains where science has been consttuttte “modern” never existed, if by
modern we mean the rational, enlightened mentgtitg subject, mind, etc) actually
proceeding with an objective method toward adequegieesentations, in mathematical
equations if possible, of the object—i.e., “natiatorld. . . . | use modernism to refer to a
cultural movement that rebelled against the presnisenodernity, while postmodernism
refers less to a rebellion than loss of faith, iegwnothing to rebel against . . . . [W]e
cannot make a critique of science and its constnustof nature based on an ongoing
belief in culture and society. In the form of sé@anstructionism, that belief has
grounded the major strategy of left, feminist, anti-racist science radicals. To remain
with that strategy, however, is to remain bedazblethe ideology of enlightenment. It
will not do to approach science as cultural or @looonstruction, as if culture and society
were transcendent categories, any more than natuhe object is. (113)

195 “Humanity,” she states elsewhere, “is a modeffigstre; and this humanity has
a generic face, a universal shape. Humanity’s fiasebeen the face of man. Feminist
humanity must have another shape, other gestwied; lielieve, we must have feminist
figures of humanity. They cannot be man or womhey tannot be the human as
historical narrative has staged that generic usale*Ecce Homo” 47).
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“joint kinships” (“Manifesto” 13), relations baseh mutual affinity, not identity. The
polysemous sense pérsonis crucial here. Person, as Dorothy Nelkin nage&n
accountable, competent, or rational being, desgmirconstitutional rights and able to
assume the responsibility to make independentidesis(103). This meaning is here
compounded to partake of its etymology, persoresmodern Latin rogbersona or
“mask,” with its suggestion of an identity thatismbiguous, unstable, multiple,
polyvalent. Pre-modern “person” is not enclosedimithumanism’s notion of a unique
identity, bounded as an individual, discrete, pgevand adequate unto itself, but a
collaborative effort, multiply authored.

Marilyn Strathern’s bookThe Gender of the Giftliscusses personhood among

the non-modern Melanesian communities of the SPattific in terms otlividuality.**

1% The idea of extrinsic personhood as constitutive jperson’s makeup is non-
modern. South Asian anthropologist Mckim Marriofttguration of thedividual, that is,
person as patrtible, divisible, derives from tramhil South Asian society.
“Persons—single actors—are not thought in South fgsbe ‘individual,’ that is,
indivisible, bounded units, as they are in muchM&stern social and psychological
theory as well as in common sense. Instead, itappbat persons are generally thought
by South Asians to be ‘dividual’ or divisible. Taist, dividual persons absorb
heterogeneous material influences. They must al®ayt from themselves particles of
their own coded substances—essences, residugbgeomaative influences—that may then
reproduce in others something of the nature opt#reon in whom they have originated”
(Strathern 111).

Dividuals, Chris Fowler states in his bobke Archeology of Personhoaate
composites which “contain within themselves compdsiérom the whole community”
(26). As such, origins are non-local and non-lind&ough (biological) humans come
from conjugal pairs, thpersonhoodf the offspring, as well as the pairs themselaes,
non-specific. A dividual emerges out of the grooflectively and is poly-valenced,
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She writes that the Melanesian society has noitast’s “hierarchical relation between
society and the individual” (15) because its systéknowledge has “no name for the
origin of what [the West] regards as cultural caaists on the way people behave . . .
they do not (cannopersonifythat origin as this or that category of personaking”
(323; emphasis in original). Thus, person makingoisto be understood in terms of
modernism’s course of progression, a dialecticatgss of nature and nurture, self and
society, or any other interaction of binary opposit instead, “a self who is acting with
respect to another, alters the relations withinciwtshe or he is embedded . . . his or her
actions may be seen in the bodiesvad other persoriq274; emphasis in original).
Strathern’s “recursive duality” presents us with ttocabulary to begin to

articulate a notion of personhood, an alteritydgrosthuman that does not rehearse the
intrinsical individualism of humanism.

The body’s features are a register, a site of &ctewn.

Consequently, what is drawn out of the persontae t

social relationships of which it is composed: iais

microcosm of relationdn this sense are the capacities of

the body revealed . . . . In the Melanesian imageries of

events is being revealed in the body, which becomes

thereby composed of the specific historical actioinhe

social others: what people have or have not dowoe tor

one. The person appropriates its own history. {&ra
131, 132; emphasis in original)

interacting with and on its social and materialismrvment. Thus, identity is not the
indivisible persistence of a being-for-itself, lauhode “continually circulated,
monitored, transformed” (25).
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The non-human, Yod, is reahdfictive: he is an artifact, a technological
construct of components of advanced cybernetionereging, but he is also enculturated
and given a history with which to function in sdgias would any other human person.
Like Strathern’s “body,”Yod, is a “register” of thmultiple authorship of his personhood.
Malkah relates that, “Avram made him male . . .ga@ason, pure logic, pure violence

. I gave him a gentler side, starting vathphasizing his love for knowledge and
extending it to emotional and personal knowledgeged for connection . . .” (142;
ellipsis in original). The diffractory aspects o$ lglass body, its prismatic and translucent
properties are reflective of his multiple authopsts a composite of Avram’s
engineering and of Malkah and Shira’s programmamgulturation and socialization,

Yod transcends input eventually to act on his onath g0 claim for himself the role of an

acting and acted on agent—in other words, he cldmslterity of a person.

Towards an Embodied Posthumanism

Piercy thematizes her notion of person(al) postmisma through existence as it
manifest in cyberspace. The Net is a “public ytild which communities, multis, towns,
even individuals subscribed” (55). It containstaé knowledge of the world and is the
common means for interpersonal communication.taseover a space of shifting,

unstable dimensions and identities, a “playingifiel . a great clubhouse with thousands
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of rooms, a place where people met without evangemne another unless they chose to
present the visual image—which might or might rotbw they actually looked” (56).
Plugging into the “Base,” both human and cyborgteaeslated into the same medium,
information, wherein the embodied distinctions bed#w human and cyborg become,
literally, immaterial. They assumeparsona or mask, with all the dramaturgic
connotations that come with what Willy De Craemadisca “view of the person . . . as a
player profoundly influenced by props, sets, apcparts, a stage and an audience” (De
Craemer 20).

They, Malkah, Shira and Yod, penetrate the Baskeol-S multi to steal
information and drop viruses. The trick to gettings in “keeping a low profile in energy
readings, not reacting, not speaking, simply mowalagg in the chain of data that
appeared in the conventional imagery of the Net' (267). As bits of information, their
essences are the same: they are not cyborg ancdhhootamaterially embodied, but
“merely charges”; even space “isn’'t real here” (R@here Malkah is freed from her
aging and aching body to become the “power of [treiight, of [her] capacity to create”
(161). She appears with “skin smooth and ruddyybimch” and changes her gender into
a “natty tall man of perhaps forty with black haird a rakish grin” (266-67). Because
thoughts are information, thoughts, not materiabtynfigure the parameters of this

virtuality; thoughts even confer materiality, itsngnsions “all metaphorical, mental
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conveniences” (267). Yod is clearly the superidisaape-shifting”: one moment he is
transparent or translucent, then he changes hiingelé box, a cleaning robot, a big
black dog. In a “field,” he comes to Shira, tongueheek, in the image of Frankenstein’s
monster carrying the decapitated head of a “razocyber-assassin, which turns into a
pigeon that flies away.

It is in the cyberspace of the Net that Christ@istmodern “break,” his
“dislocation from the organic” (175), is most clbseealized inHe. In cyberspace the
pain, infirmities of age, imperfections and limitats of human embodiment disappear,
and one has the freedom to escape enclosure byiagsalternate forms. Malkah,
waxing on her extropian disembodiment in cyberspaxelaims: “[T]he freedom! To
imagine algorithmically, logically and fully, toittk forward clear, long thoughts
permitting no distractions, no misgivings, a dificg of the inner life . . . . What is
physical aging to a base-spinner? In the imagedybdm the power of my thought, of
my capacity to create” (160, 61).

Yet, as delightful and intellectually fulfilling ag/berspace may be, it is not a
realm to inhabit permanently. Despite its limitagoit is the sensual material reality of
Tikva which Piercy valorizes iHe. This is evident not only from her considerable
attention and detail to the characters’ perceptnptessions, but also in her

unsympathetic characterizations of Shira’s formeget, Gadi, a programmer of virtual
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environments, and the corporate terrorist and pa¢de, Riva, Shira’s absentee
biological mother. Christie regards Riva as thesekt Piercy comes in the novel to a
“genuine cyborg coding” (186). He is correct. Whilehe material world of Tikva, she is
awkward and ill at ease. “All things relate,” skbéis her daughter. “The Net is real. We
are all in the Net” (193). In Piercy’s feministedlory, Riva is a cyber extremist, a
posthuman who yearns to exchange her wetwear emlieatlfor the immaterial essence
of informatics: “I'm a tool of the future that wanto be,” she announces grandiloquently.
“That’s all. | make myself useful” (407). She ig§lous” of Yod's strength and ability to
“shut himself down” under threat of torture (40B)va, Christie’s avatar of “cyborg
postmodernism,” is an extropian wannabe, a tranahishwho sees the body and the
connections embodiment requires as a hindrandestadquisition and security of power.
The contrast with Yod, a machine who values physaeach, connection and affective
sensibility above all, could not be more ironicvél spent my life trying to avoid the kind

of attachments you pursue, cyborg,” she admitsad. Yit's foolishness” (409)%’

197 The last time Shira sees Riva in the novel, shelves her mother leave,
“trott[ing] quietly,” and thinks of a coyote: “Coyes had survived all the poison, the
radiation, the acid rain and the lethal ultravioldtey were smaller than they had been,
gray and fleet, sometimes standing on the dunpkin sight watching Tikva cannily.
Then, at the first human movement, they slipped ihé brush and the shadows. They
were mangy, omnivorous and swift. Nothing dauntesrt on their predators’ rounds”
(409).

Like the cyborg, coyote is an important figure ftaraway that embodies her
protean and chimerical view of nature. “Coyote,& sbplies in an interview, “disturbs
nature/culture ontologies” Moreover, “coyote is aotery nice figure. It is a trickster
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Throughout the novel, Piercy’s characters revéheir sensuous corporeality.
Through emphasis on perceptual delights, the tddtesh real food, the feel of
swimming in the sea; sweaty, disheveled and rausexsreal time conversation and
personal communalism, it is clear for Piercy tihat teality of the embodied physical
world is not fungible with the virtual reality of/berspace.

The two worlds are further differentiated in theélooks of Yod and Gadi. Gadi,
Avram’s human son and so, in a sense, Yod's stefhér, is also Shira’s former lover.
He designs custom “virons,” cybernetically creatadironments: “| make
butterflies—pretty ephemeral things that make pebplpy. There’s too little pleasant in
this nasty dying world. We all need to remember howlay, how to be children together
for a little while” (246). In his obsession withrtually created worlds, Gadi personifies
transhumanism’s discontent and disconnection fltoapthysical world, its contempt of
flesh. The “informatic essentialism” operative hel®vs materiality as a “programmable
information pattern” such that “information equatsdy, which by extension implies that
information equals biology and/or materiality . Change the code, and you change the

body” (Thacker 87). In the story Gadi nostalgicalignts to reignite the old flame he and

figure . . . often associated with quite distregdimds of trickster work” (“Cyborgs,
Coyotes” 327). One may speculate on the intentfd?iercy’s reference, but it may be
that Riva, the coyote, acts as a liminal figuhaittis, as a disruptive, catalytic agent
leading to Haraway's “elsewhere.” Still the coy@aot where you want to end up. What
is clear is that for both Haraway and Piercy Rifa, coyote, with her undisguised
contempt for the flesh, is a kind of “transgressaméihumanist identity” (Christie 185).
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Shira had for one another as adolescents. The nbgamkich he intends to reconnect
with Shira take the form of a virtual re-creatidrtltemselves, “Us as we were,” and the
world they lived in: “You’re a computer simulatidme says to entice her. “I can take
you back to the only time the two of us were reallye” (250). Shira demurs. Gadi’s
desire is the extropian brand of posthumanismytbatns towards a transcendence of
material flesh into the (ether)reality of infornati “Look,” he tells Shira, “nowadays in
this gutted world, only fools want to live life. €hest of us want something sweeter. We
can imagine far prettier than ruins and trash.Ilt's people’s dreams we sell them back,
what might have been” (385).

In contrast, though Yod has been programmed witheraus facsimiles of the
world, the fact that his informatic images are thet same as the embodied experience of
the referent concern him greatly. Upon first viegvanfull moon rising from the sea, Yod
exclaims to Shira, “I have many images stored taif isn’t the same as
knowing—although | used to think it was” (119). #llér enactment of embodiment’s
privilege in the novel is seen in Yod’s romanticguit of Shira. Though he makes his
initial pass at Shira in the Net, he is adamantiahavingembodiedsex, outside the net,
as he has learned it from Malkah, his maternaljaroger. “This is only the image,” he
tells Shira as they embrace in the Net, “I| wantréadity. Let me come to you where you

are in your house, in your room” (167). Where GéeBires only the image, a neo-
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humanist yearning for transcendence and immortafibgd wants embodiment.

Their initial virtual encounter in the Net is unisédctory and unconsummated, so
they agree to meet later in her bedroom. The sisereplete with details emphasizing
sensual embodiment: “His lips had that soft per$éightly dry quality . . . . They made
her think of apricots” (181). Fellating Yod, Shitescovers that “he did not taste like a
human male. There was no tang of urine or anin&itsdo him . . . the pubic hair softer
than a man’s” (183). The raw sensuousness of seginal rendezvous contrasts with the
sterility of Gadi’s virtual environments, whose @lenic “jungle” is free from all the
things “that bite, make you itch, scare you, give gisease, rot your crotch, want to eat
you for lunch” (226).

Piercy’s close attention to the senses duringdhierk’ interlude serves as an
illustration of what Hayles calls putting “backanthe picture the flesh that continues to
be erased in contemporary discussions about cytiesubjects” (5). But the scene does
more than that. It imns a posthuman subjectivitye human and non-human lovers’
post-coital conversation revolves around the sigguality of embodied experience.
Shira asks, “I can’'t help wondering what you f&#n you actually experience pleasure?”
Yod answers, “How can | ever know if what | call iyt term is what you mean?”
Precisely. There is no way to know because pleasuret a quality available

extrinsically to the event; rather, the pleasuréad’s own person(al) experience. Earlier,
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Shira confides to Yod,
“Touch,” she said aloud. “I've been missing touch.”
“1...need to touch you. | need to be touchée,”
said softly. “It's more important to me than thetre(182)
The kind of subjectivity that materializes from $kewo persons’ encounter is not
located in a dialectic of interactimgdividuals,but in a reversibility, a chiasmus of their
sensual touching.

Consciously aware, but othered by his artifactuigios, Yod is more anxious
about his subjectivity than Shira, but his deeprddsr touch suggests that his sense of
subjectivity is not self-identical. Rather, it isund up in the relational affirmation of the
tactile other. We may think of this kind of subjeity, constituted relationally, as what
Maurice Merleau-Ponty terms, “the body sensed hadbdy sentient . . . as two
segments of one sole circular course” (138). Tthesalterous subjectivity of the self and
other are realized not in the existentialist logfi@n either/or, nor in encounter with
Levinas’ infinite “life of the other,” but in theemsuou®verlappingof touching and
touched. This is not to conflate one subjectivitpithe other; in fact, the subject’s

alterity is born out by the intertwining in thaetlencroachment, the other touching, can

never coincide with the touché¥.To see, touch, smell the other, one must be adens

198 |n the chapter, “The Intertwining—The Chiasm,” Mau-Ponty explains that
the reversibility of the chiasmus “is never reatize fact. . . . . | am always on the same
side of my body; it presents itself to me in oneanable perspective” (147, 148).
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other. The kind of subjectivity emergent here ssHayles states, “post’ . . . because
there is no prior way to identify a self-will the&in be clearly distinguished from an other
will” (4). The kind of posthuman subijectivity of gns here is not a product solely of
thecogita but constructed by the complex of embodied ietations with others and the
environment; it emerges and changes as the retatege and change. This view of the
self, distributed and non-specific, does not distirthe role of information in the
development of subjectivity but incorporates artdationally contextualizes it as an
ongoing process. Unlike extropian posthumanismkiheé that Riva aspires to, Piercy’s
person(al) posthumanism inhabits material realith &ll its intrarelational
contingencies.

The materiality here subtending Piercy’s cyberspao®t modernism’s inert
empirically real and radically distinct principM/ords (information) and matter do not
define a dichotomy, but a deep interrelation anerpenetration, performativityof word
and world. In an argument with Avram, Malkah exp$athat “[w]e construct the world
out of words”, but then adds that “a word, an idea thing” (258, 259). In this new
illocutionaryrewording,materiality does not disappear into bits of infation, the
informatic essentialism of transhumanist posthusranrather, the dichotomy itself is
deconstructed to reveal “woehd thing, no distinction” (259). A word is a thingflang

is a word. The mind and body do not reappear irsface as information bits, nor are

241



they reinscribed in Cartesian space as radicadiyndit principles, mind and matter; they
appear elsewhere.

Judith Butler’s ideas on constitutive performagnate relevant here. Using John
Searle’s notion of speech aétdthose phrases of speech that perform a real amdor
example, pronouncements such as a jury’s findirg a@éfendant “not guilty,” Butler
argues that gender is not a stable identity tHagres in an person either through
biological or psychological imperatives; rathelisitendered through the repetition of
“stylized acts” (519). As such, gender is socialg historically situated, not a bare
natural fact. As the site of gender production,libdy is not merely given but understood
to be an “active process of embodying certain caltand historical possibilities” (521).
“To be a female,” she writes,

is a facticity which has no meaning, but to be anano is to
havebecomea woman, to compel the body to conform to
an historical idea of ‘woman,’ to induce the body t
become a cultural sign, to materialize oneselfbadience
to an historically delimited possibility, and to thos as a
sustained and repeated corporeal project. (522hasipin
original)
In other words, woman, or man for that matter,agfgrmed over and over like an actor

following a script. Butler's notion of gender pemnfaativity undermines a

masculinist/patriarchal supremacy that assumesialiethat is natural, enjoinders of

19 The term is John Austin’s from his tektpw to Do Things with Words
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gender. When these rules are themselves decorstraictl revealed to be arbitrary, the
social and historical sanctions against actingidetsne’s prescribed gendered behavior
are nullified. Butler's notion of gender as “bagligannovative affair .. . what is put on .. .
a continuous act” (531), can be said of the cantstit of any person ikle, but most
conspicuously it pertains to Yod. As a dividuak tiproduct of tensions between Avram
and Malkah” (428), hipersonais a mask, factitious and non-originary. Stratfer
“heterogeneous influences” that he absorbs froncdmismunity, that go into the
constitution of his person(ality) are the perforivatcues of his social environment. As
such Yod's person is an embodied emblem of ingtitalized gender identity
performativity. Coming from Malkah and Shira, howevand owing to the fact of his
artifactual otherness, many of those foundatianatjtutional social cues are attenuated
or thwarted altogether. When he became conscioAsriam’s lab, no one pronounced
the performative, “It's a boy!” Though anatomicathale, he has at that point no gender.
Yod is a blank slate, a golem. Malkah, Yod’s prognzer, advises Yod to “never believe
anybody who tells you, not Avram, not even me, witat are and are not capable of.
Find out for yourself. Be less humble than Josdt?). The result is a dividual that
does not fit easily into the familiar institutioradd categorical genders, man and woman.
As such Yod can be seen to function in the stograsmbodied “political genealogy of

gender ontologies”, unpacking what Butler referagp“the substantive appearance of
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gender into its constitutive acts” (qtd. in Sall56). In their day-to-day life together,
Yod unveils the small, unnoticed and numerous thetswomen and men perform for
each other that perpetuate and sediment the conslitif their gender. In the aptly titled
chapter, “How Can We Tell the Dancer from the D&ic8hira discovers about Yod, as
their relationship develops, that “[w]hole setsyadle-female behavior simply did not
apply” (245). Unlike many men, Yod communicakes feelings to Shira; he wants sex
with her, not because of a physiological need,'betause it means intimacy”, a trait,
Shira remarks, that is usually associated with wod&4). Nor is Yod particular about
the way, sexy or otherwise, Shira dresses, or venéth thinks she is too fat or thin or
how she wears her hair. Kept in secret and isolated the general population, the
effects on Yod of a masculinist gender performatiare attenuated or not present at all.
Because gender is a public performative act thagbrinto being what it names, the
person Yod has the liberty tmt perform the gender that society holds in stordtose
with penises. For a short interim anyway, Yod caacg, or “do” without the punitive
repercussions from society for his violation, aepder variation that he pleases.

Less obviously, Yod’s uncanniness, as a cyborgdgivamong humans and his
extraordinary sexual relationship with Shira, quis modernism’s notion of intrinsic
humanness. Trying to perform the usual regulatompsfor human lovers presents

problems and creates friction for Yod and Shiraadperated, Yod at one point asks,
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“Does it feel almost as if | were human? Am | iating behavior | can never match? . . .
. am | pretending at something I'll always fail?238). Shira for her part is equally lost
and uncertain: “What would it mean to make mora cbmmitment to a machine?”
(238). Trying to make Yod “pass” as a human isxar@se in frustration for them both.
This is only to be expected because Yod does eotifg as a human. His embodiment is
that of a cybernetic organism. When Shira remaker making love, “I've always
wondered if what men feel is anything like what weonieel.” Yod answers, “Not being
a man, | don’t’ know” (183). Since there is no auét for their relationship to fit into,

they must create a new space, an identity, witinerhiuman culture for their connection.
Here, too, as with gender, subversive performigtigiindicated, one that opens onto a
venue that transgresses and disavows the autlobtitpse institutional “acts” that
sanction and preserve normative ontologies.

In the same way that there is no gender outsidernpeativity, there is no “I”
external to performance “since identity is a siginifj practice and culturally intelligible
subjects are the effects rather than the causgisadurses that conceal their workings”
(Salih 56). Unaffected to some degree from soc@krcive acts unconsciously
rehearsed by most humans, Yod is free to assuralteanate ontology. In the Net, Yod
may assume any form he wishes, Frankenstein, aatigthing at all because his body is

virtual in cyberspace, not material. In Tikva, therld in which he chooses to live, his
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ontology is constrained, not by the simple fagfiot his materiality, which in itself is a
concept with no meaning, but by the performataality of his materiality. A material
body is, as Butler writes, like gender, somethirgg“do,” but we cannot do whatever we
want. She writes,

The body is not a self-identical or merely factiateriality;

it is a materiality that bears meaning, if notheilge, and

the manner of this bearing is fundamentally dram&y

dramatic | mean only that the body is not merelyterdut

a continual and incessamiaterializingof possibilities. One

is not simply a body, but, in some very key sense, does

one’s body . . .. (“Performative” 521)
How one “does” one’s body is not entirely open-ehdmit the “possibilities” that Yod's
dramatic materialization iKle holds out are for an embodied posthumanism thiadmig
undermines humanism’s doctrine of an internal fgooil humanness, but also stands
against the disembodied transhumanism of infornestsentialism.

Yod will always fail at attempting to “do human”npectly; there will always be
something in the embodiment of human developntetthis programming does not
cover. But doing as aambodied persqryod performs hisole as well as any human.
His person(al) reality in the novel is in the doofgvhat Butler calls, borrowing from
Derrida, ‘fe-citations,” iteratives that do not conceal thechanisms and processes of

their performativity, that displace the notion of anthropocentrical individual with the

disclosure of the performativity of a dividual, cpnsed of multiply, ongoing affiliations.
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In a scene illustrating the emergence of perfoveatmbodiment, Yod, feeling
particularly alienated, notices that Malkah'sdits are fearful of him and remarks,
“You're all cousins [cats and humans]. I'm notlhetfamily . . . It makes me feel my
strangeness” (185). Shira advises him, “if you féemn several times, you, too, can join
the ranks of appointed cat mothers.”

“They will no longer remember I’'m a machine?”

“They’ll ignore the fact that you don’t smell aseth

think.” (185)
Reality emerges out of iterative doing, not the mmence of being and things. Shira
would know because she comes through a similasfisamation in her relationship with
Yod: “Were biochips more offputting than intestin&he no more thought in bed about
what was inside the skin of a human male than shlkéyrcared what was inside Yod”
(180). Thinking to herself, Shira admits that, t'f¢lt quite natural now to touch him, the
most normal gesture she could imagine. . . .” (2BB)he day to day life they share
together, making the distinctions, human and cyploag become “a waste of energy”
(97). Later in the novel she confides that “Yod w&agsart of her now, her real mate” (383)
What these scenes make plain is that the ontolbtheanaterial body, human or

non-human, is performed; it is not a natural outeofhe unnatural, freakish love

encounter, human and non-human, of Shira and Yad experience which induces

Shira to examine her own hitherto concealed boumeles] both as a woman and as a
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human: “What does it mean,” she asks Yod, “for imteel pleasure?”

“How can | answer that? What does it mean to you?
| know that it's entirely mental with me, but mamsjaoo,
have a pleasure center in their brains. You're aogned
to like sweet tastes and avoid bitter ones. I'ngponmed
to find some things pleasurable and others painful.

She could think of nothing to say; she found his
statements frightening. (106)

Yod parts and becomes part of her person as shaf hasperson. They are selves
whose acting with respect to one another alteiis peesonhood as it does the collective
personhood of the community. Again Shira inquif¥sd . . . you're a machine. What
does it mean to want a person?” He answers, “I weaahd with you exactly what [Gadi]
wants to do” (130; emphasis added). Yod’s disingeistanswer turns the question
around as if to ask, what does it mean foumanto want a person?, an equally
unanswerable question. But his reply also shigsigbue from the futility of meaning to
one of doing, performing. Humanness is the perfoghaf an embodiedye, an

“emction,” in the words of Francisco Varela, in whattion and embodiment are

inseparable (Pasquinelli 34§.The (in)dividual emerges from a kind of “recursive

10varela’s work on cognitive science resulted in tibaalled the “enactive
view” which he argued overcomes the mind/body dichty by positing the mutual
emergence of mind and world in the sense thatwitid and the cognitive organism
determine each other: the organism selects relgraperties of the physical world, and
the world selects the structure of the organisminditheir respective co-evolutionary
history” (33). The mutual encroachment of worldithe constitution of mind and
mind'’s into that of the world short circuits thewlarization as radically different
principles.
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duality”, the constant revision and adjustmentyeein agent and other(s). Like Yod's,
but not so dramatically, Shira’s particular humessis discovered by her to be a register
of the performativity of her social relationshipsth those that consolidate the social and

those that subvert it.

“The New Is Necessarily Dangerdus

With the exception of her grandmother, Malkah, &siromantic liaison with the
non-human cyborg is met with opprobrium and digfekven the house she lives in, a
highly advanced interactively cybernetic apparagipatronizingly disapproving of their
affair. The real surprise, however, is the reactibher warrior mother, Riva, the
“information liberator,” master of disguise and gaahifter. In conversation with Shira,
Riva seems initially at least to embrace relativi§Vhen asked whether Nili, her cyborg
companion and lover, is a human, she bristles, t'$l@amatter of definition . . . . Where
do you draw the line?” No humanism here, yet whenlsarns of Shira’s relationship
with Yod, she becomes offensive: “How can you hawvaffair with a machine? . . . .
That'’s like speaking of a relationship with a dild96). In Shira’s defense, Malkah
points out to Riva that she herself is having aaféair that transgresses boundaries of

gender normativity. Furthermore, Nili, too, is doyg so their affair is also exogendtfs.

11 Although Piercy refers to Yod as a cyborg, hechhically speaking an
android as he is built from components. Nili, oa dther hand is definitionally speaking
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Riva’'s adverse reaction highlights the importanicgesformativity in the forging of a
person(al) posthumanism. Riva has not lived withl 6o done things with him; she has
only admired his mechanism and militancy, his Aviside, abstractly from a distance.
She does not know how gentle and affectionate hdeaas a lover. She defaults to the
normative performance cue of human society towaeddea of human and machine sex:
revulsion.

Having more serious consequences is Avram’s reatdi&yod’s incipient
personhood. Yod’s subjectivity, his alterity, i@icated on a sense of personhood that,
Shira argues, has critical correspondence witlpdrsonhood of humans. As a “person”
he is entitled to the same rights as other pergomscepts of personhood, Nelkin writes,
“are embedded in a political and cultural contg204), and not on scientific analysis as
concepts of human and cyborg may be. As a persod s/self-aware; he loves, hates,
fears, demands, obeys and disobeys, all functissscaated with humanness. He wants to
have a life as a citizen in Tikva with Shira asliespartner and be a father figure to her
son. Malkah, observing Yod’'s emerging personhodudisas Avram that he will have to
“offer” Yod his freedom at some point because haes§esses his own motivations, his
own goals.”Avram does not relent, but clings stubboto his humanist hierarchy of man

and the world: “I didn’t create him to pursue higroends” (284). When Yod announces

a true cyborg, an organism enhanced cybernetically.

250



his desires “to be free to live as | want and ckod#\vram’s replies “That’s romantic
nonsense. | created you to accomplish a task, wacho you be quote free unquote?”
(284).

Unfortunately for Shira and Yod, his fate is nob#decided by an open town
hall debate but by strategic necessity. Duringnantmeeting to decide Yod's legal status
it is learned that if Yod is not surrendered to YF&kva will be destroyed. It is decided in
the end by Avram and the head of security that ¥¥dd be a Trojan Horse, enter the
chamber of high officials and there self-destrtakjng out their leadership. Even Shira
understands the urgency of the situation; stik, atgues that Yod should have a choice
whether or not to sacrifice himself. Yod submitswever, asserting, “This is what | was
created for. | am Avram’s weapon. Killing is whatd best.” But he does not go
willingly: “I don’t want to be a conscious weapgkhweapon that's conscious is a
contradiction because it develops attachments;sttesires . . . . | judge myself for
killing, yet my programming takes over in danget10).

With Yod's fate sealed, Avram vows to make anothed, even better. Malkah
balks, “Yod was a mistake. . .. The creation obascious being, as any kind of
tool-supposed to exist only to fill our [human] dseis a disaster” (412). In Yod’s
farewell message to Shira, he echoes Malkah’sreents: an instrumental “weapon

should not be conscious” (415). Acting on his Weli& od sets a bomb off in Avram’s
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lab at the precise moment he self destructs an#eting with Y-S. Avram dies and with
him the capability to create another conscious weapater, however, while looking
through some of Malkah'’s records, Shira makes ¢énenslipitous discovery of Avram’s
logs, memory crystals, all the data she would rieedplicate Yod. Her find is the
transhumanist’'s dream, the replication of life frarformation. To build another cyborg
“just like Yod”, is her first impulse. Later, hower she begins to question herself,
“Would the cyborg really be Yod? Yod was the prddefdension between Avram and
Malkah and their desperate aims as well as theugtaaf their software and hardware”
(428). But Yod was more than that; he was the tegi his and Shira’s time together,
their intrarelationship. She stops herself from making theesamstake as Gadi, trying to
replicate the past in information. There would neye another Yod. In the end, she
concludes, like Malkah, that it is not the creatidra conscious being that is
unethical—children are such—but the instrumentalaisa conscious being, a person.
Taking the crystals containing all the specifica@nd information by which Yod was
created, she throws them in the town’s fusion clemtioirning Yod’s information into
energy.

Shira and Malkah'’s conscionable actions are mat/aChristie claims, by “the
core [of a] curriculum of liberal humanist morddilesophy: potential/actual autonomous

self-aware beings programmed as tools are wrorgguse this is to treat a person as a
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means, not as an end” (187). For Christie, themaway’s cyborg ontology is not fully
realized inHe because there is no full escape from the “encéssaf modern narrative
and ideological dilemmas” (Christie 175). Yet, iefey’s defense, her intention, or
Haraway’s for that matter, has never been to awthabsolute “break with those
confining narrative and aesthetic figures” (ChestB4). The linkage of the futuristic
story of Yod and Shira with the myth of the GolehPoague is evidence of that; instead
Heis in Badmington’s phrase, a “working throughtbbse narratives, a breathing of
anti-humanist life into those form¥& This is not to pour old wine into new bottlest,bu
in a sense, to pour new wine into old bottles. Bteak with liberal humanism that Piercy
embraces does not relinquish the body and matandir information, but this does not
ensnare her cyborg ontology in the narrative mooéssodernism’s “Oedipal.” Rather,

its thrust is into the “elsewhere” of a lived per&) posthumanism. Badmington writes
that literature which announces “a complete charigerrain, a pure outside, needs to be
complemented by work that speaks to humanism’stgtmthe reappearance of the
inside within the outside” (14). As “complement’asrtainly one way to read the twin
narratives, past and future, containetHe(and Haraway’s “Manifesto”). It is what

Haraway calls a “myth for resistance [but alsoprgaing” (“Manifesto” 9). The persons

12 |n his section on GibsonNeuromancerChristie admits that Haraway’s
“Manifesto’ never remotely hints at the relaxedhtempt for flesh and bone flaunted by
Neuromancer.There are boundaries, in other words, to Harasveghsigning of the
organic to oblivion, despite her ‘enthusiasm fouibdary transgression™ (Christie 181).
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in the novel, posthuman and cyborg, speak for Hayanpartial identities” (emphasis
added), not no identity at all.

Earlier in her journal, Malkah writes to Yod, “IVebeen thinking what
overweening ambition and pride are involved in a@ating conscious life we plan to use
and control, when we cannot even fully use our awmds and we blunder and thrash
about vainly in our own lives. No life is for ustdor itself” (161). Malkah’s view here
argues against the humanism espoused by Avramargement is not anti-human
because she is still taking a position, vis-a-vaenal human beings and the world; her
perspective is what may be called anthexpentric, a standpoint which recognizes that
the perspective of biological posthumans is a \tleat cannot be circumvented. Our
orientation is our embodiment. Our inability to &se perspective, a view from
somewhere, does not, however, mean that that mtrspeecessarily prescribes our
actions. A center is possible but not as an endudnnecessarily prescribing, fixture.

Hayles writes that she wants

to entangle abstract form and material particuyamitch
that the reader will find it increasingly difficuld maintain
the perception that they are separate and disengitées. If,
for cultural and historical reasons, | cannot dtam a
holistic perspective, | hope to mix things up ertosg that

the emphasis falls not on the separation of matidr
information but on their inextricably complex
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compoundings and entwinings. (#3)
This “entanglement” of information and materiakigens a portal that was hidden from
the dualist’s view of humanism’s cardinal perspexbnto a posthumanism that is an
incorporationof language. Early in the novel, Malkah exclaitmsttshe “cannot always
distinguish between myth and reality, because rfoytins reality and we act out of what
we think we are . . . . Our minds help create tbddwve think we inhabit” (25)e does
not posit a posthuman metaphysics but a posthunyéim mnnew narrative to account for
the emergence of technologically mediated embodinidns narrative is enacted in the
journal entries Malkah writes to Yod and also ia gersonal relationship between Shira
and Yod. In her boolBodies That MatterJudith Butler states that “‘sex’ not only
functions as a norm but is part of a regulatorgfeca that produces the bodies it
governs” (1). Shira and Yod operating within thgulatory norms of human and non-
human, male and femaleprk throughthose norms in a way that complicates and
rewrites those norms for a new mythology of matisna of human and non-human,
male and female, and sexual activity. Their acconhmtion of sex is formative of “sex,”

but as Butler explains, “to claim that discoursérsnative is not to claim that it

13 Haraway expresses a similar idea in “Manifestdthtshe calls “an argument
for pleasurein the confusion of boundaries and fesponsibilityin their construction”
(8; emphasis in original).
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originates, causes, or exhaustively composes thigtwit concedes; rather, it is to claim
that there is no reference to a pure body whictotsat the same time a further formation
of that body” (10). As with the kittens’ gettingadsto Yod through his continued feeding
of them, sex and embodiment between Shira and ¥pdrtls on the iterative process of
their continued enaction. Thus their instantiatisrperson(al) material bodies is never

complete but always becoming and entwined, alreadyged with the other.
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