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The Experience ofthe Limit:
A.pproaching the Unknown in ¢…¡iaurice

Blanchot¡ƒ s:¡u “«t nrat⁄D £‘SS £cr,⁄D £‘¡v9al,

in:Light of KriSteva¡ƒ S(¡f hora 
¡D

S¡ƒ⁄D¡§⁄F9,,g¡¥ ¡ìr£c ,,⁄D a⁄M9¡“ I¡¥ a¡ƒ

⁄Bh¡· s study w¡§ !inquire int¡C KriSteVa¡ƒ S not¡·
¡C

n ofa!terity and¡¥ H

tennpt t¡C exarnine the¡¥
¡¥
dia!ectic¡ƒ

¡ƒ
re!ati()nSh¡· p that!(risteVa refers i¡a ,

between the semiotic and symb(9!!c in !anguag¡D e. ! bring:nto p!¡¥ iy

Maurice B!anch¡C t¡ƒ s not¡·

¡C
n of¡¥

¡¥
Absence¡ƒ

¡ƒ
baSed on the ana!ys!s ofii!

ro¡“ e dt,,o⁄f ¡u
(⁄Uhe“BadneS6¡Crƒ–e Da/)and t,to approach B!a,I

chot¡ƒ s 
¡¥¡¥
!mp¡CSSib!e¡ƒ

¡ƒ
 ¡q!¡ƒ !mp¡C¡Dss:b!e) in !!ght of Kristeva¡ƒ s 

¡¥¡¥
sern!ot!6

chora.¡ƒ
¡ƒ

!sug¡D
8¡D

est to find a P¡C ¡·nt of intersect!¡C n,wh!ch disting¡D u¡· she¡B

two different but not necessari!y opposing appr¡C aches to speak th¡D

unspeakab!e.Kristeva¡ƒ s chora he!ps t¡C i!!ustrate the a!terty wth¡· Il

the subied,but the effortto w¡C rk the semi¡C tic ch¡C ra¡· nto the sym-

bo!!c wou!d be doon9ed t¡C fai!ure from B!anchot¡ƒ s standpo!nt.The

fai!ure ofthe subject¡ƒ s intenti¡C n wi!!constant!y ca!!!nto p!ay the!¡· m¡· t

of the subiedive power.¡u
¡C

r Kristeva,the subied¡· s what he has

SucceSSfu!!y mater¡· a!ized ¡·n!anguage. 
¡u

or B!anchot,vvhat interests

h¡· m¡· s the frequency and the rh»P hm of famure¡C r s9!ence which

fashion what the sub9ect¡§ is not¡¤ The comm¡Cng⁄F
¡C

und that!inks

¡B
¡“hi!e separating the t¡B vo discourses wou!d be the concept of¡§ the

third term¡ƒ
¡ƒ

w¡Dh¡· ch opens up the space of!iterature by ca!!:ng¡· nto

quest:on the not¡· on of coInrnun¡· cation.
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Vill¡B ve ever,then,co!ne to pose a question such as:

¡B
¡ªhat is in9possibility,this non-poWer that¡B vould or be

the sin,I)¡j e negation of⁄F 9¡C

¡B
ver.()r will¡B ve ask ourselveS:

ho¡B,9 can 
¡B
ve discover the obscure¡ƒ  I¡j o¡B¡ª¡D can it be

brought outinto the open9 Wllat¡B vould this experience

o¡u the obscure be¡B vhereby the obscure¡B vould give it-

selfin its obscuri§fi ?(E9¡Der⁄Mr⁄M ¡“C Co¡“ ver9a¡¤ o⁄M 44)

¡‹
£Fhe unkno¡Bvn provokes fear:and the alterity,the anguish of!os.

ing contro1.T¡D he experience of¡§ the!nadness¡ƒ
¡ƒ

(la f¡C lie)in Blanchot¡ƒ s

rdcit r⁄Ł e¡¤ ra¡“ ,,e:,¡ì o/¡D t⁄D e Da,(L4./br“x ¡“9 Jo9r)illustrates the ve,

in9possibility of experiencing the unk11o¡B vn. The narrator 
¡¥¡¥

I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
 f9nds

himself incal,able ¡q)f tclling his exI,erience of the aocident 
¡B
vhich

caused his ten1:porary blindness. I read tllis rdcit as an allegory-to
¡§

eXperience¡ƒ
¡ƒ

the lilnit of subjective experience.For Blanchot,the pur-

suit o¡u the alterity and the unknown only leads to the lin9it ofthe sub-

jective Power o¡u naming.

Belore the accident,the nai1¡D ator¡§ I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
seemed to be as norn.lal as

any oi¡B e elSe.:For hil91,the vision equaled tlle po¡B ver:¡¥
¡¥
I am not blind,I

see the¡B ¡ª,orld⁄@
¡B
vhat extraordinary happiness! I see this day,and out-

side it t:,ere is nothing.¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 :¡§ Je ne suis pas aveug!e,Je vois le monde,

bonheur extraordinaire.Je le vois.ce¡v our hors dtlque!il n¡ƒ existe rien¡ƒ
¡ƒ
¡f

(FJ 20).The po¡B ver of¡D vision in the!ight of the day constituted Gor¡¥ ¡DI¡ƒ ¡ƒ

t1¡D le co19crence oF n9eanings.¡B Ve can alslo say that the d.ay/ligllt al¡B vays

guaranteed the reality and the subjective consciouSness of¡§ I¡¤ :¡§ And
when this day fades,I will¥î de along with it-a thought,a ceƒÓ in9,

that enraptures n¡f e.¡ƒ ¡B¡i
¡§

Et ce j¡C ur S¡D eFla,ant,¡v en,¡ƒ eiacerai avec lul,

pensee,certitude qui ile transporte.¡¤ ¡f (20)Thus,the loss or visi¡C n

¡D£Fhe Experience ofthc Li⁄F nit 149

signifled in fact,the loss or¡§ reason¡¤ and hntelligence¡¤ for the subject
¡§

I.¡ƒ

¡ƒ
I9ecause of his ten¡D lpora1¡D y¡D blindness,¡§ I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
had met fortl¡B e irst tin9e

the end of his po¡B ver of seeing:

¡§
I was asleep! I had to hoId nly¡D o¡Bvn.agaillst the light of

seven days-a fine con.flagration!Yes,seven.days at once,

the seven dead!y lights,becorne the s.park of a single mo-

nlent,9vere calling 9le to account.¡ƒ
¡ƒ

:¡§ Je d¡Cnnais!J¡ƒ avais¡· tenir tete¡· la lumidre de septjours:

un bel en,barras¡· inent! ()ui, sept¡f ours ensemble, les sept

clartes capitales de eilnuies la vivacitd d¡ƒ un seul instant me

demandaient des comptes.I              (FJ 25)

VVhen¡¥
¡¥

I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
vvoke up,¡¥

¡¥
I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
rea¡j jzed that he had been unconscious i()r

seven day¡Ds, and¡B vhile ti¡f ,ing to recall ihe acoident, all that he could

reI!lel91ber 
¡B
vas the darl<lless, the absen.ce, and the b!indness 

¡B
vhich

separated hin9 forever froni the¡B
¡¥
real¡ƒ

¡ƒ
ofthe oven.t.

The absen.ce ofthe consciousness in the n,iddle of t1¡D le light con¡D

stituted the experience of discontinuity:the interval bet¡B veen the exis¡D

tence and tl9e non-existence.¡‹ I¡B he light that¡D ¡D
I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
had he:d ibr t:le truth()i¡D

the life becan9e suddenly:proble91atic.I¡f ellind the light/the truth hides

the orlgin.ofthe trut:h;outslde the la¡' 7 oftlle day,reigns the n,adncss o1¡D

the day,¡B vhich appeared only by chance.This experience()¡u thc¡D ¡Dnon-

experience¡ƒ
¡ƒ

struck hard on¡§ :.¡ƒ

¡ƒ

¡B
vho¡Bvas norced t¡C

¡¥¡¥
see¡ƒ

¡ƒ
ibcc¡˜ io¡˜ :ace

the¡¥
¡¥
mad.n.ess o¡u the day.¡ƒ

¡ƒ

After the accident of the r¡i ladness,¡§ I¡ƒ

¡ƒ

¡B¡B
¡‹as not the sanle noltrlal

person anylnore.He was not¡§ master of himself⁄@
¡ƒ

capable oF¡B iiting

¡B¡B
hatever he thought he had seen¡B vith pernect e¡C herence and continulty,

because he had¡D ¡Dseen,¡ƒ
¡ƒ

during his tenil9orary blindness the discontinu-

ity ofthe da,¡D ,the law.He was no longer capable ofwriting according to

the law ofthe day in a coheren.t and logic way.

I suggest to read this incapabllity of na9ating as the limit of the

sub,ective power of inte,retation.¡§ EXperience,¡¤ in Blanchot¡ƒ so¡¤m
tcrins,not only stands nor the accumulation o¡u sub,ective knowledge,
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:orce¡¥
¡¥

¡B
vo⁄F k itSelf into¡ƒ

¡ƒ
the syml9olic d.i:nension?I¡D Io¡B ¡ª d¡Ces a spe¡· king

subJect¡D ¡Dopen¡Cnese!ft¡C the symbolic dinlension¡¤ after the¡§ experience

oFthe senii¡C tic force¡ƒ
¡ƒ¡D¡ƒA.s entity of conliictual nature,ho9,does a sub-

ject¡§ resP¡Cnd¡ƒ
¡ƒ

to the norln/linli9¡D prohibition as a way t¡C  
¡¥¡¥

posit¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 his

identities?How much ieedom and how many choices does a sub¡j ect

dispose of?Finally,¡j
¡B

¡¥ill bring int¡C play Maurice:Blanoh¡C t¡ƒ s notion of

¡§
Absence¡¤ based on the analysis of ta⁄Æ o¡“ ¡¥¡¥⁄F!t./o¡§ r(r9,eÛô a¡“ 99e,6 or

t⁄D £‘ Dav)and try to approach B!anchot¡ƒ s¡¥
¡¥
Im.possible¡ƒ

¡ƒ
(l¡ƒ In,9¡C ssib!e)in

light of Kristeva¡ƒ s¡ƒ ¡Dsen9iotic chora.¡ƒ
¡ƒ

My interest is to¡i 9nd al)oint¡C f

intersection,¡B vhich distinguishes t¡D ¡¤¡‹
¡C

differen.t but not neceSSarily op-

posil1g approaclles to Speak the unspea:k.able.TIle com:9¡f
¡C

n ground that

link.s¡B vhile separating the t¡B vo disco.uises w¡C .uld be the co:¡B cept of¡¥
¡¥
the

third ten,9¡ƒ
¡ƒ

¡B
/hich opens up the Sp¡D ace ofliierature by calling into ques-

tion the notion of corl¡f nlullication.

!. 
¡D
Trans9ress¡·

¡C
n asthe Rev¡C !t against

and/¡Crthe Rec¡C nstitution¡C fthe No¡u m

In her proJect to explode the n9¡C nadic siuctllre of the I¡D Iegelian

sul,lect.Krlsteva poslls t1le maternal body as the ablected other¡B and

recaStS the I:¡‹ acanian pursuit ofthe phallus¡B vithin the iiallle¡B
¡B
¡D¡Dork ofthe

puril1cation or the(¡f tller.¡B Vhat interests us n9ost is not K.risteva¡ƒ s en9-

pllasls o,¡B the ideal ib.ther¡D Sgures¡B but rather ller insistence upon the

!nnportance¡C
¡u

the¡ƒ

¡B
hlrd par§fi

¡ƒ¡ƒ
in between the ablected mother and tl9e

Syil9bolic nther.

(9hora as the thlrd ternl indlcates a sp¡¥ lce of¡¥
¡¥
transiti¡C nal actlvi-

ties,¡ƒ
¡Dwhich helps¡§ )l1nd the expressi¡C ns ior the nbJeoted o!her.

K.risteva insists upoin il9e therapeutic value ofthe third tern¡f ,and argues

that lt is tlle allalyst¡B s role to()ccul)y this positiol1 of the third party to

brillg into light¡B
¡B

.¡D hat cann¡C (be spoken ln tl1c syn9¡D bollc language. In

analysls through the transierence,the analyst has lo nrst identi9

her91lin¡f self¡B vith the patient¡ƒ s depressi()n¡B
¡B¡B

,hich can only be co199n,uni-

cated at the infia¡˜ verbal level o¡u tone, ⁄F!n()dulation or vocal gesture.

j!¡B volved ln tl¡B e patiel9t¡D s¡Dpre-verbal re:l19¡B  t91¡D exp.rcsslol¡f , the analyst

then has to¡· provide a fral91e¡B vork to bring synlptonls and ineffabilltles

¡D£Fhc Expericnce ofthe Lln9!!

into speech.¡§ AbJect sub¡v ectivi¡· can then crosS the boundary¡U roI9l tllc

enclosure o¡u a pre¡D oedipa!,⁄h

¡B

.lSional relationship with the mother¡B $!,t)dy

to the relative t1¡D anquility aind distance of an idealizing-kind¡C i¡B l¡C ve,!()r

the hther,in tlle symbolic¡¤ (Smith 51-52).

t¡D he transference as a transitional activities is thus a transgressi¡C
!9

in t¡B vo reversal¡B vays:in one way.a revolt against the rules¡B vhich rep-

ress the subJeot¡ƒ sb¡Cdily drives toward the msi¡C n with the archaic

mother;and in tlne other way,a brce pulling the subject back to the

norn9,directing the drives to¡B vard the syn9bolic la¡B vs¡BvhiCh Structure the

socialized il9dividua1.

1¡Bvou!d like to point to a revealing renlark.by Anne-Marie Sinith

that transrerence iltlitates falling in l¡C ve,love in the sense orthe(¡f rcek

e9¡Do¡ì ,Violent,painnul !¡C ve,and at the sallie tin¡B e tlle¡e :hristian¡¥ tg66/9c.

love tending t¡C wards the Platonic ideal(51).Acc¡C rding to Kristeva.a

¡B¡B
,riter is ¡¥¡¥

good¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 

¡B
vhile capable of assulming the role 

¡C
¡a
¡D
 the third

party-playi!1g both the victinn and the analyst¡C F his o¡B vn dc,ressI(9I¡j

W¡i iting the abJect,as speaking the unspeakab!o¡§ implies an abi!¡§ yt¡C

imagine the abJect,tllat is,to see oneSelfin its place and to thrustit asldc

only by lmeans¡C fthe displaceinents ofverbal play¡ƒ
¡ƒ
(PH 16)¡D ¡D¡D

!!cs cc1¡D !rc

suppoSe la capacite d¡B maginc1¡D 1¡D aoJect,cts:¡· -dire de se v¡C ir a¡B a

place et de ne l¡ƒ “¤carter que parles ddplacementS desjeux de langagc!¡ƒ
¡ƒ

(PH 24).The entire writing process can thus be seen as an!maglnaI¡D y

19natricide.¡D rl,e act¡C
¡u

ki!ling the n9aten9al body den9ands t!9c¡B cl9ara(I¡q 919

ofthe sub,ect from his c¡C ndition of being.A sub¡f ect ca!¡f ¡e)!¡f !y cmcrgc

fron¡f the essential strtiggle t1¡D lat he engages 9n wlth thc l9()!¡D r(¡r r(91¡D bc-

ing-be it the¡C bverse¡C f his o¡B vn being or thc()thcr sex that tornncl9ts

and possesses hinl(PI¡a 208).A sublectis a!ways a sul9 cct¡C 1¡D and sub¡D

¡vect to ablection.

SInith nurther elucidates that¡B vriting and art for Kristeva ennbody

as¡Bvell t¡D he cure through transrerence:

In literature the¡B vriting of Joyce elmbodies the iansnerential

process of ident1£S cation for it reveals the writer¡ƒ s capaci¡¤

to cross the boundaries oF sexual and generational identity

and io re¡D preSent pre-verbal experience poetica!!y¡B  through

I9I

15() Tamkang Revicw,Vo1.XXXIII,No l
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but also points to a space of void,where the subject¡¥
¡¥

I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
confronts the

lin9it ofllis po¡B ver and kno¡B vledge.IIle l¡v llkno¡B ¡ª!1,as the absolu.te alter-

i9.¡C rthe¡§ Rea¡f ,¡ƒ

¡ƒ
constantly seducing the subJect¡ƒ s desire ofnaming.is

always beyond the grasp oF SubJective power.Ihe experience of the

unknown revealing the linlit of the subject¡ƒ s cognitlve knowledge

stands for a space of void,a space of¡¥
¡¥
disaster.¡ƒ

¡ƒ

In B9ac⁄D &t,,(¡ì oti9 9Vo9r),Kristeva critlcizes Marguerite Duras¡ƒ s

¡B¡B
,ork as non-cathartic,since I)uras explored the interior crisis of the

void¡B vithout pro19oSing any¡B vay out¡C
¡u

the de.pression.Froln.a thera-

pist¡ƒ s point of view, it is crucial that at tlle dangerous border¡B vhere

signilication and identi¡¤ is tllreatened,a subjectis capable oftranslat-

lng sensatio!ls,perCeptions and traun,as into the language ofcog¡D nitlon.

For Kristeva,tlle I)uras-:Blanchot period¡B vas too cloSe to anguiSh and

death:¡¥
¡¥
La rl¡j 6lancolie devient le moteur secret d¡ƒ une nouvelle rhdtori¡˜

que:i!s¡ƒ agira cette fois de suivre le!I,al etre:pas¡· pas cliniquement

presque,sans¡v amais le surmonter¡¤ (SN 232).Kristeva¡ƒ s concem is to

find a syn9bolic reforn¡D ulat1on⁄@all¡C ther spea:klng/¡' litil9g style-to
¡§

discharge¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 the burden oaused by th.c chaotic bodily experience. In

Kristeva¡ƒ s tern9S, the ch.otic sen9iotic force has to oonstan.tly 
¡B
vor:k

itseIF into the symbolic stmcture,So that the sub¡v ect can be reestab-

llshed as a¡D ¡Dsignifying process¡ƒ
¡ƒ

(suJet¡D en¡˜ procds)within the social

realn1.

Kristeva¡ƒ s substantial con.trlbution to develop¡D n,ent of al)ostmod-

ern etl9ic lies p¡D reoisel,,in the fact that she recogrlizes the c6)ni¡f iclu.al

nature ofthe subJect in her fonnlllation of the signif,ing practice.Dis-

placing tradition.al so1.s of etllics that seeks a rational foundation for

morality,Kristeva speaks of ethics as a¡§ signi9jng practice¡¤ which

activates the existence ofheterogeneity¡¤ ithin signif:cation,¡' ,lthin the

ve,notion o¡u subJect:

The fundanlental monlent of practice is the heterogeneous

oontradiction thatposits a subject putin process/on trial by a

natural o¡i Social outside that is not yet sylnbolized,a sub¡v ect

in connict with previous thesis.(R.I)L203)

T¡Dhe Expe¡u ience ofihe Limit I49

t¡D he¡¥
¡¥
heterogeneou.s¡ƒ

¡ƒ
or¡¥

¡¥
!naterial contradictions¡ƒ

¡ƒ
tllat Kristeva

reoogniZes as the¡§ semlotic n¡C rce¡¤ iiggersthe movement ofnegativi¡¤
,

¡B
⁄þ¡¥¡Dh:Ch threatens the symbo!ic elenlent¡B vithin the sy!)nbolic order(the

social realni).As the¡§ other¡¤ of the symbolic elelllent oFlanguage.the

Seiniotic force,irreducible to gral11n9atical aild.logical structureS,dis-

turbs identity,order and systern.

Nevenhe1.ss¡B it would be¡¤ !ong to oonceive the selmiotic norce

sinnply as the negatlon ofiden.tity,order or systen1.Kristeva points out

that if the synlbolic elenlent oflanguagc is tl9e domain ofposition and

¡vudgment associated 9,ith the granln9ar or siucture of language,
¡¥¡¥

chora¡ƒ
¡ƒ

is notto be o¡C nceived as a sign nor¡¥
¡¥
a position that represents

Soimeone r(,r an¡C ther position(i.e.,it is not a signiner),,(RPL 26).

Borrowing the tenn chora iom Plato¡ƒ s⁄D .99ae96(l),Kristeva nnakes

ex.plicit tlle stage of cl1ora as¡¥
¡¥
essentially lmob.ile and extrel1,e¡Y y pr(¡B vl¡˜

sional articulation constituted¡D by n9overnents and theIr cphenncra¡U  
¡B

!:l-

ses¡¤ (RPL 26):

Let us therefore not speak.of prin,acy but ofthe in¡B ta-

bility o¡u the symbo¡j ic function in its n9oSt slgnii¡B ca,nt

aspect-.the pro¡b libition placed.lon tlle n9aten9a! l,(9(ly

(as a detnse against autoeroticism and incest talx)o).

I¡D Iere,drives hold sv£‰ ay and oonstitute a strangc s!9acc

thatI shall name,after Plato(F9¡“ ,e¡§ ¡¥48-53),a¡¥ ¥\¡¥99¡¥ t,

a recePtacle¡D (P6),,¡D ¡“¡D69r¡† :o,,o¡‹ 14)

¡‹¢¢ccording to Kristeva,the chora is not a¡¥ ¡Dprin¡D 9acy,¡ƒ
¡ƒ
an essence or

o¡˜ position,but a¡¥
¡¥
siainge n,obile spacc¡ƒ

¡ƒ
revea!ed by thc prohibition

p:aced upon bodily drives.I:oIlo¡' .,ing l(risteva¡ƒ s line,if¡D
¡B
vhat causes

the instabili§fi
¡C

f the su⁄` cct¡ƒ s identity ln the syn¡f bolic realm ls the

Vicissitude or drives despite of prohibitions,the necessity of prohibi¡˜

tion and the fai!ure orthis necessity¡B vi!!be essentia!in the oonstruetioil

o¡u the subJectivity.

I¡B
¡B

Ill inquire into l(.risteva¡ƒ s notion of alterity and atten9pt to ex-

anline the¡¥
¡¥
dialectic¡ƒ

¡ƒ
relationship that I(risteva reiers to between thc

sen9iotic and the syn9bolic in language:I¡D Iow exactly does the sem¡j otic



9

!52 Tamkang Review,VoI XXXIII,No.l

the use ofthe semiotic in a symbolic creation.(Smltll S3)

By ¡§
the use of the semiotic in.a synlbolic creation.,¡ƒ

¡ƒ
 I(.risteva

means that¡¥
¡¥
pre-verbal exp¡D erience takes the forn1 of color,souild aind

gesture,¡B vllich en.ter the text as a transgression ofthe coded boundaries

of syntax, gralninar and sexual ldentity.¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 Sn9ith nurtller :pointS to

K.risteva¡ƒ S reInarks upon the exiaordinal, 
¡¥¡¥

plasticity¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 of Joyce¡ƒ s

Miting; the n9alleabi!ity and !nultiplicity are characteristics of his

polyinorphous sut9jectivity¡D and polyphonic text(54).

Although the poetic language,includil1g tlle rhythrns,pacing of

breath,and polyvalence of speech secms to recallthe subJect¡ƒ s rclation

to the abJected body,the mncti¡C n¡Cfthe abjectin Kristeva seems to be

siessed only to restore the necessit),of tlle internalization of the incest

taboo,the norm.While tlle subJectivi,flnally emerges as a result ofthe

intemalized repression,the subJect¡ƒ s uni9 iS actually purchased at the

expense o¡u his bodily drives. In other¡B vords, the inlportance o¡u the

senliotic chora or the in-between site is only emphaslzed by I(.risteva to

secure the nunctioning ofthe syn9bolio order.

¡B

Ve could thus question that,the alterity in Kristeva never preSents

itselr in ternns¡C fthe body¡¥
¡¥
propren¡D9ent dit,¡ƒ

¡ƒ
but rather in tern¡f s of pat¡D

ternS ofthe syn,bolic.The body is al¡B
¡B
,ays already syn9bolic.Since the

so ca!led¡¥
¡¥
transgression of t1¡D le coded boundaries of syntax,granlnlar

and sexual identity¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 or the 

¡ƒ¡¥
p:asticity¡ƒ

¡ƒ
 of writing has to be delmon-

siated,after all,¡' .,ithin the ternns oflanguage,I¡B vould suggestthat¡B
¡B
.,hat

or how the abJectis velbalized is maybe notthe fllndamental key to the

cure of the depression.¡D rhe intriguing¡¥
¡¥
truth of the alterity¡ƒ

¡ƒprobably

still lics ln the dar:k tunnel¡B
¡B
,here certain senniotio elen¡D lents resist to be

brought into llght.¡D Fhis presurnption¡B Vill lcad us to siess imore accent

upon the third tern9 itsell:¡X ¡Xthe transitional space¡B ¡ª,here the singularity

of the subJect emerges throughout his personal siuggle against the

sylmbolic nonl1.

The impoltance ofthe third tenn in K.riSteva lies in the fact that it

provides the point of the objective vision to restore the narcissistjc

identillcation of the subJect with the obJect of desire.In the l()llowing

paragraphs,I¡B vould like to conlpare Klisteva¡ƒ s third tern9 of the¡ƒ
¡¥
ob-

Jective vision¡ƒ
¡ƒ

with tlle invisibility of the¡¥
¡¥
in-bet¡B ¡ª¡Deell¡ƒ

¡ƒ
in:Blanchot.

The¡§in-between¡¤ or tl9e¡§ third tem9s¡ƒ
¡ƒ

n¡Cr Kristeva marks mo-

rl9en.ts o£F  differentiation;¡B vhile for:Blanchot,the¡¥
¡¥
in¡˜ bet¡B veen¡ƒ

¡ƒ
stands

⁄c r an absolute separation,a detachment ofthe subJect iom his desire.
¡‹

I¡D he Kristevan transgression,indebted to:Bataille¡ƒ s notion of transgres-

sion, favors the interactive relationship bet¡B
¡B
/een¡¥ ¡¥

I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
and the 

¡¥¡¥
other¡ƒ

¡ƒ
:

¡B
vhile Blanchot assurnes an abso:ute distance bet¡B veen the t¡B y¡D¡Do-the

¡D¡Din-bet¡B veen¡ƒ
¡ƒ

space that lends the ground to inrinite dialogues.In the

context o¡u  the I¡D Iegelian tradition, Leslie I¡D lill elucidates that the

I¡D Iegelian dialectic of spirit is re¡B vrii.en by:Blanchot as a series of dis-

continous and incompatible den¡f ands rather than a progessive ascent

toWards ab:¡V olute knowledge(Hill l08):¡§ lnore like a logic of paralysls

than or progression¡ƒ
¡ƒ(109).For Blanchot,Kllsteva¡ƒ s intention to as-

similate the alteri§fi into the sub,ectiv1¡· would¡Cnly be lndispe!9sal9!c

É‡ r the sublect to experlence the¥î ilure ofthis ve,intention.¡D I¡D llc¡B ul,

Ject would f¡D ind himselfincapablc of signi9ing the altcrity and tllu¡B

learlled to dra¡B v the linlit(9f his d.esire to nal99e.By reveal!ng thc iin9p(9s-

sible 
¡§

il,¡ƒ

¡ƒ
 Blanchot suggests another n9ode or con¡f I¡j ¡funicatio1, 

¡B¡B
hiC!¡B

calls into question the very notion of representati¡C n -n()tt(9 tra!9¡B ¡a()1¡D !9i

the senliotlc elen¡f entinto the syn9bolic,butto respond t(,,t(9 cc!¡f ()¡a r()!9¡f tl

distance the¡D ¡Dunknown,¡ƒ
¡ƒ

b¡Dy app¡D roaching t1¡D le bordcr that is i!¡f lp(9ssiblC

to be transgressed.

¡U!. !n-betWeen!3!anchot¡ƒ S!mpossib!e and

Kr!SteVa¡ƒ S Semiotic Cho¡u a

Susan I¡D lanson points out in hcr ti¡D ¡¥lllSlatl(,11()1¡D Iilal1cl¡f ¡e)t¡B S79ic/9,.

¡¤¡¤¡“c¡y ¡¥,¡“ ,¡D Cr¡B a£ko99¡q t¡ƒ E¡“ ¡“¡‹c¡“ c¡¤ 9⁄F 9¡ƒ ¡“9,9⁄i 69)that the thel1,auzatlon()f¡D

autrui iIl this collectiorl sigllals tlle iintruslon o£F  othen9ess¡B vith an urgen.

cy that ls not heard in the earlier voluII¡B cs oF B!anchot¡ƒ s,n¡D iting(xxvi).

In¡u ⁄Dcr.99¡“ ¡†cc¡¥ 99¡¤c⁄ß a¡“ o⁄M,Blanchot deines three dllerent kinds oi¡D

humaln relatlonships¡q I¡e :94).In the:¡D irst kind reigns the law ofthe Salne.
¡D
I¡b le t9nity is the only truth and value that detern9lnes ever:/l19ovel9¡B el9t¡B

Illcluding strugg!e an(l¡B vork.()ne 1¡D ights and¡B
¡B
¡Dork.s in()rdcr to bring the

I)!1¡D ¡at:rcl,tl,ack t()the Same The sccond relationshlp dcll¡f ands a!s()the

¡D£Fhe Experience ofthe Limit I¡B
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Unity,but the Unity that comes baok to itself after having been se!i

divided.In this dialectical relati¡C nship,tl9e SubJect-I,either by seli

dividing,or by dividing the Subject,reduccs the DiFlerentto the tnlth o£F

the SubJect.In other words,the Different is nothing but the split Same.

The subject comes back to itsel¡u by detour ofthe I)irferent.For I;lan-

chot,in this relationship,the Difnerent¡C ther relmains after all the sub¡D

stitute of the Sarne.

The relationship that IB.lancliot proposes is the third k.ind of rela-

tionship,which does nottend toward the Uni,.Itis a thinking tllat tiies

to think oF the()ther wlthout reference to the Saine.Blanchot¡' /rites:

¡§
bet¡B ¡ª¡Deen IIlan and n9an there is a:9 interval that¡B vould be neither o¡u

being nor ofnon¡˜ being,an interval bonl by the Difaerence ofSpeech-a

diflerence preceding everytlling that is different and everything

unique¡¤ (69).A contact with tlle lmpossible does not depend on¡§ com-

n9unication,¡ƒ
¡ƒ
but on¡ƒ

¡¥
the approach o¡u Proxilnity.¡ƒ

¡ƒ
The approach reveals

(iifierence,and.diffeI¡D eI9ce den9ands djstance.We can also say that dis-

tanclng is the very¡B vay of approaching the unkno¡B vn.What lotlnds the

third kind of relationship is the strangeness bet¡B veen uS-b¡Det¡B veen the
¡§

I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
with¡§ mysel£F

¡ƒ(moi)and the other/the impersonal¡§ Il¡¤ ⁄@the¡§ Il¡¤

that brings into p!ay the¡¥
¡¥
neutre.¡ƒ

¡ƒ
And itis only in language that¡B ve cain

rt9alntain this re!ationship.

Blanchot¡ƒ s ldea of evoking the unkl1o¡B vn and the alterity¡B vithout

inlposing any interpretation seenls to contradict¡B vlth Kristeva¡ƒ s ef¡· ort

to syimbolize the selmiotic force.Byƒì ¡Dying to work the Selmiotic ohora,

the unkl1o¡¤ 91b¡Dack into the syn9¡D bolic elenlent,does I(ristevan transgres¡˜

sl¡C n(¡C r communication between the other and¡§ £F¡B)caiied out by
bodily drives actually fall into the second kind oF relationship¡D ¡X¡X¡Xthat iS,

tho other is nothillg¡D but the split san9e¡X ¡X¡Xdescribed by:Ellancl1ot9

It is interesting to note that Kristeva¡ƒ s concenl in language iS to

proIinerate the dllnension ofcultural nornl and syn,bo!ic representation:

¡B¡B
hile ror:B-lancho(,¡B ,¡B tlting is an¡D ¡Dact¡ƒ

¡ƒ

¡B
vhlch inevitably pulls the sub¡˜

Ject a¡B vay liom his preoccupation o¡u nleaning.¡B Vllile Kristeva reinstates

the alterity in the consiuction of cultural subject,Blanchot seeks to do

away with any cu!tural representation of thc¡§ subject¡ƒ
¡ƒ

by calling into

play the notion o¡u ¡D¡Dabsence¡ƒ
¡ƒ⁄@the absolute Alterit¡K n language.

The language is never nor Blancho1¡· n expression ofthe¡¥
¡¥
self¡ƒ (!e

¡§
moi¡¤ ).When weread 9¡¤ (Je)in the r«Û cit,¡§ I¡¤ stands⁄c r nothing but a

pronoun¡Bvhich!naterializes itselfinto the inlage o£F beil1g;the word¡D
¡¥

i¡ƒ

¡ƒ

does notincarnate any real person(neither the nan¡D ator ofthe rµ] cit nor

Blanchot himselO.T¡C be able to say¡§ I,¡¤ the¡B
¡B
Titing sub¡b ect is obliged

to see himself effaced fron9 the¡B vord,which lends its place to I!9ultiple

in9personal¡¥
¡¥

I1.¡ƒ
¡DThe¡Bvriter¡¥

¡¥
dieS,¡ƒ

¡ƒ
l¡ƒor he a¡D bandons hinlselfco.¡B pletely

in the force of language,by¡B vllich he detac:h.es hiil,self fron9¡B vhat he
¡§

is.¡ƒ
¡ƒ

This effacement of the writing subject or this brgetfulness of

onese!¡u isthe only way brthe sub¡f ect¡§ I¡¤ to approach tl9e¡§ real¡¤ o¡u his

condition.

Kristeva¡ƒ s chora,as tlie il9-bet¡B veell site,dec¡q )nstructs tl9e unity oF

the sublectin nvor¡C f a reconstiuction o¡u tl9e subJect within the social

norm.The signif),ing process iS after all lunctioning in the contcxt(¡§
¡D

the San9e.Blanchot¡B s imiposSible¡¥
¡¥

Il,¡D
¡D

as the third te1¡D nn in bct¡B vccn i¡D c.¡j !

ot9¡U ect and iinguistic rePresentation,decons9uctS the unity(¡§
¡D

the¡B ul,.

Ject by rad.ically detaching the literary represen.tatl¡q 9n lioi99 the 1¡D callty.

Blancl1ot reJects any possibility of reducing the alterity to the notlon()1¡D

the Same and the Unity(Being,Truth,God,and even The¡§ Dincrentia-

tion¡B
¡Bas a general economy).By doing so,Blanchot posits thc!ml,cI:

sona! ¡D¡ƒll¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 as the absolute Alterity that c<)nstantly dra¡B vs thc st91,.icct

outside the syn,bolic realln.
¡‹
rhe¡¥

¡¥
Outside¡D ¡Bis a non¡D place,¡D ¡Dily a,¡ƒ

¡ƒ
radically dctac!nc(!li¡D (,I¡j lt!9C

slocial, llistorical norlm. I.¡‹ iterature, as the conllgurati()n ()1¡D t!¡f c ¡D¡D()tlt-

side,¡ƒ
¡ƒ

annihilatcs thc ctlltural l)oliticn!reality a!!i()gcl¡U 9cr¡B vltl¡f il¡B !¡j (,r99n.

TI9e total free(ionl(,¡u literature is ¡D¡Drevoluti()n⁄§ lry¡ƒ
¡ƒ

by its¡D ¡D()1919¡C slti¡C 99a!

l¡B orce¡B
¡ƒ

against tlle reality¡D o¡D r res¡D ponslbility and¡v udgn,ent. It Is clear to

see B!anchot¡ƒ s concern for the ontological co!¡f dition or nlan,beyond

any cultural,historical oonsiuctio!9o⁄h
¡B

Su⁄` cctivi¡B ¡D.Writing becomes

the space where the sut)Ject¡§ experiences¡¤ the!in¡B to¡u his sul)¡U ectivi¡¤ ;

llls po¡B ver alld the destruction orthis very po.¡B
¡B
¡Der.

I.JP until no¡B
¡B
¡D.lt Seenls that Blanchot has ptlshed our quest for the

a!terity to the extren9e point¡B vhere the alterity can only be conceived as

¡D¡DIl9¡B l)ossible.¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 I-Io¡B

¡B
,ever, Several scholars have analyzed Blancl¡B

ot¡ƒ s

¡B
v¡¥ )rk:,¡j tc1¡D !£WlS¡C £F thc retun¡f or a repressed po!ltical past.Steven l9I9gar
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(1995),Jei¡B ¡aiey Mehlnlan(1983)both set out to reveal Blanchot¡D s

far.right political¡B vritings of the l930¡ƒ s to the exten.t that aln1ost all

Blai,c::lot¡ƒ s theoretical and literary textS are read as sonle sort of rep-

ressed iauma.Philippe Mesnard also inteIT,retes 2⁄D e⁄Ł :6a¡¥ r,ic¡ì ¡ì o/¡D ¥fie

Da),as an accou¡D nt ofthe day¡B vhen:Blanchot escaped execution at the

hands ofthe Genl,ans(1994).IF Blanchot¡D s writing demonstrates the
¡§

artereffect¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 of the political traunia, 

¡B
¡“e can probably say that he is

iying to assimilate tl1c political iauma as an alteri§fi into the literary

symbolic renorn9ulation. Nevertheless, whoever takes into considera-

tion!3lanchot¡ƒ s concept oflanguage will hesitate to draw any conclu-

sion ad hoc. A.s Philips¡B Vatts writes in his thorough study of¡¥ ¡¥How
literature responded to the post¡B ¡ª¡D¡·r trials or¡B vriters and intellectuals in

France¡B
¡ƒ

(1998),Blanchot had certainly initiated literary modenli§fi iil

criticisn9 for hisÓÔ n¡Ditlngs actually gave rise to both passionately apoliti¡˜

cal and aggressively historica! readings because of anibiguities and

paradoxes(VVatts 87).

Watts points out that Ne¡B vnlark,on the other hand,stressed on tlle

essential question raised in:Blanchot¡ƒ s 7:/:(,⁄Ł ¡“ia¡¥ /¡“ ¡¥,,,. By reproaclling

¡B

4ehln,an¡D s attenlpt to t¡D urn a certain tibrn9 of¡¥
¡¥
French literary i91odern.

ity¡ƒ
¡ƒ

into a direct and easi!y recognizable offspring of¡¥ ¡¥
French fascisn,

in the 1930¡ƒ s,¡ƒ
¡ƒ

Ne¡Bvmark.enil)hasizes on the¡¥ ¡¥
ooI!isi()l1¡ƒ

¡ƒ
and eVen.ttla!

undoing or tlle specular relalionship bet¡B
¡B
¡Deen the n,etaphysical(light,

clari¡¤ ,reason,theory)and the empirical(a iue event)in Derridn,de

¡B

6an¡ƒ s¡Bvay of reading:BIanchot.I ann interested in this¡¥ ¡¥
coI!ision¡ƒ

¡ƒ
be¡'

t¡B ⁄þ¡ƒeen the ¡D¡Dpassiollately ap¡a olitical¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 aild the 

¡¥¡Daggressively historical

readings¡ƒ
¡ƒ

of:B.lanchot as the¡¥
¡¥
third tern1¡ƒ ¡Dwhere literature and politics

intersect.Cal9 the trtle politica!traun9a on the e9,,pirical level b.e

retrieved.¡q )r voiced.otltin language as a retu!,9 ofthe repressed past¡X ¡X¡X
¡C

1¡D

in Kristeva¡ƒ s tenms,be purified or discharged as the abject alterity in the

verba!play¡¥ ?For iBlanchot,is it about ret,¡D ieving traun9atic innages and

prolilerating thc realm o¡u the su⁄` cctivc power,or rcSiSting agalnst any

consolidation oF social/political 1,oi9n.s by 
¡B
vay o¡u  the 

¡§
rhetorique

blanche¡¤ (SN 229)¡ƒ

!!!. NarciSsistic Cr!SiS or S!gn of!rnpatience

In his book P/ox9¡“ £k¡·..,:B/a¡¤ 6⁄D ot,B¡¥ tt699/r£c .tev,,!4s a99£‰ 6:¡C 9,,,,:6t£k r-

Ca⁄Fio¡“ , Joseph I¡‹ ibertson accuses Blan.ch¡C t for 
¡¥¡¥
positing alterity as

undi¡u nerentiation,ratller than as a principle and a n1odality¡D of diFreren¡˜

tiatlon-and then to describe this alterlty as an inaccesible other o¡u unic-

ity,rather t1¡D lan as ain instance involVed¡B vith and conditiolling unicity¡ƒ
¡ƒ

(Libertson l36).A.ccording to Libertson,to detennine the alterity as

uindif¡D lt¡D rentiation radically other than¡D ¡D
I¡ƒ

¡ƒ
would separate the alterity and

the subjectivi,lnto two oppoSing elements,and by doing so,Blan-

chot risks to fall into the san¡f e oId fashion o£F  t1¡D le dia!ectic thinking.

Slnce I¡˜ .ibertson¡ƒ s theory comes close to Kristeva¡ƒ s discourse on the

notion of alterity, I¡B ¡ª¡Dould like to refer to Libertson¡B s con9n9ents(9n

Blanchot in the:,ope to s!9ed some light on our coi¡f
¡B
parison l9et¡B vccn

Blanchot and:K.risteva.

I¡˜ .ibel1.son,in the chapter entitled¡¥
¡¥
I..iterature and the IExigency¡ƒ

¡ƒ
()¡a

¡D

his book,tall<s about¡B vhat he calls¡¥
¡¥
a contradiction¡ƒ

¡ƒ
in the argurnents()!¡D

Biailchot on tlle probien9atic notion(,¡u silence.The critiquc()¡u I ihc¡u (¡B ()!9

takes as point o£F  departure th.e notion oF¡¥
¡¥

t¡B ¡ª¡D
¡C

lland¡B ¡B¡ƒ that l9lanch()t

develops in the section¡¥
¡¥
Tyrannicai Prehension¡ƒ

¡ƒ
:¡§

la pr:hension,crse-

cuiice¡¤ ¡fofL¡D E,pa¡¥ ¡“¡‹!¡§ 6.at,e.Libertson quotes Blanchot:

SoI,,etin9es,¡B vhen a n9an is holding a pencil,his hand¡B
¡B
¡D()n¡D ¡a

release it no rnatter ho¡B ¡ª¡Dbadly he¡B
¡B
¡‹ants to let lt g¡q ). Instcad.

the hand tiglltens rather than opens.¡D £Fhe other hand interve-

nes more succeSsfully¡B but then tlle haInd¡B vhich one Il9ig!,t

cal!sick nnakes a slo¡B ¡ª¡D,ten.tative n¡f ovel91ent and trles to catch

the departIng ob,ect.(SL 25)

tII arrive qu¡ƒ un homme qui tient tln crayon¡i dans l¡ƒ acte

d¡ƒ dcrirel ineme s,il veut brtement le lacher,sa main ne le

!¡· che pas cependant: au cont⁄F aire,el¡f
¡C
 se resserre, lion de

s¡ƒ ouvrir. I¡˜
¡ƒ
autre!£Wlain lntervient avec plus¡a ¡ve succes,n,ais

!¡D ()!lv()it a!orsla n¡B ain que l¡ƒ o!,I)eut dire n¡B alade esquisser un
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!ent mouvement et essayer de ratiaper l¡ƒ obJect qui

s¡ƒ dloigne.¡K ¡f(EL l8)

According to:Libertson¡ƒ s interpretation,the other hand that il,ter-

venes to stop¡D the 
¡B

rriting hand inlroduces in the :Blan.cllot¡ƒ s teXt, tlle

notion of¡¥
¡¥
mastery,¡ƒ

¡ƒ¡D¡Dpo¡Bver¡ƒ
¡Dand¡B

¡¥
negation¡ƒ

¡ƒ
in the act oF¡B vri6lng.t¡ƒ lle

sub¡v ectivi,conceived by Blanchot would be an intentionali¡¤ that

exercises the po¡B ver in order t¡q )nlaster, control alterity. Tllat is, the

sub¡f ect writes in the hope to apprehend the alteri§fi ,which escapes iom

his oomprehension.and this linear proJect of the subject will be inter¡˜

rupted by a n9onlent ornegation,¡B vhich rejects the 91lovenlent of inten¡˜

tlon:

Subjectivily¡ƒ s approach to the exterior or dehors in:Blanchot

¡B
vill descrlb.e the fo!¡j o¡Bvii,g l)rogression: intentionality,

conceived as a linear traJectory,¡B vill be i:1terrup¡D ted at an

indeternlinate 
¡¥¡¥

point¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 by an instance in the real 

¡B
vhich

tllro¡B vs this intentiollal 1,¡f ovement back t¡C the point prior to

its initiation.(44)

For Blanchot,when the sub,ect starts to write,the activi¡¤ r¡D nders

him passive,because tl9e language ial1.sforn¡f s everything into inlages

that refer to nothing. Libertson is partially right to see in the act of

writing or Blanchot a n9.oveimenl of intentionality.Speaking l19ore pre-

cisely,¡B
¡B
,ritjng lor Blanchot is o I,,ovelllent in¡' :hich the traJectory¡C £F

intentionali¡¤ is c¡C nstantly rendered n¡e itile.The wrming sul,,ect nnds

hirl¡f self caught in a struggle bet¡B veen t¡B vo exigencies:on the one lland,

he strikes to b1¡D ing into light the alterity,to irnpose his nan9c and hls title

oF author on¡¥
¡¥
his¡ƒ

¡ƒ

¡B
vork;¡C n the other hand,he al¡B

¡B
¡D¡Days ends up seeing

hI!¡j 9self rep¡D laced l9y iil9ages,ap.¡u onoun,¡Cr the in9p¡D ersona1¡D
¡¥

i1.¡ƒ

¡ƒ

The¡B
¡B

liter seeil9s to¡D be tl9e master oF his pen;he can becoil¡B e

capable or great l1laster)¡‹ over¡B vords and over what he¡B vants

to n¡f ake then¡B express.Bul his nlastery only succeeds in put¡˜

ting hin¡f ,keeping hin9 in contact¡B vith the rlindan,ental pas¡˜

sivity w,here the word,no longer anything bu!its aPPear-

ance-the shado¡B ¡‹ of a 
¡B
vord¡˜ never can be rnastered (9r

even grasped.It ren9ains the uilgras¡D pa¡Dble¡B vhich is also un-

releasable;the indecisive moment of lascination.(SL 25)

¡e
¡§

L¡ƒ ⁄‘orivain semble ma9ie de sa Plume,il peut devenir ca-

pable d¡ƒ une grand n,nitrise sur les nnots,Sur ce qu¡ƒ il ddsire

leur faire exprirl¡f er.Mais ette llla9trise rdusit seulen9ent¡· le

nleire,⁄§ le nlaintenir en contact avec la passivitd fonci¡· re ou

le Imot,n¡¥ dtant p:us que son apparence etl¡ƒ on9bre d¡ƒ un l9¡f ot,

ne peut Jamais etre ma9,ise ni meme saisi.reste

l¡ƒ insaisissable,le momentinddcls de!a fascination.¡f (EL l9)

Let uS aSsociate nov£‰ the hand that¡B vrites in:Ellanchot¡ƒ s text¡B vith

Kristeva¡ƒ s drive ofnegativity,which works toward the symbolic ordcr.

In the context ofalteri,.the subiectis aiiacted by the unknown,Writc,

ollly in the hope to bring the alterity into light.For l(risteva,the intru-

sion of the alterity posits a 
¡¥¡¥

narcissistic crisis¡ƒ
¡ƒ
 

¡B
¡ª¡Dhich interrupts the

identincation of the ego with its obJects of desire.This rupttlre marks

the disoontinui§fi
¡C¡u

the signifying prooeSS and inte¡§ upts the establish¡˜

ment o¡u the subleot by pu!!ing it back to the chaotic chora.Thus,!¡e
¡B

r tl,e

¡§
wel1.being¡¤ ofthe subJect,the alteri,as the excessive abJect has to bc

¡§
purined¡·

¡ƒ¡§
discharged¡¤ in tlle verbal play,so that the sublect/ol¡B Jcct

dichotonly can be relnstated.

HoWever,what is cal!ed¡§ sick¡¤ (i99alade)¡u or H1¡¤ ,chot ls thc Wril-

ing hand that cannot stoI9 nanning,sil9ce it Is¡ƒ ¡Ba1¡Dlectcd¡D
¡ƒ

by thc¡D ¡Dln!¡D il¡f il

paro!e¡ƒ
¡ƒ

(¡§ la parole incessante¡¤ which can be com,ared t¡C Krlsteva¡D s

not¡C n of drives)and can thus be considered as the¡¥
¡¥
syI91pton9¡ƒ

¡ƒ
or an

illepressible desire seduced 
¡D
by the unkno¡B vn. 

¡‹
£Faking up again the

¡¥¡¥
other¡ƒ

¡ƒ
llalld that stoI)s tl¡ƒ e¡Bvriting hand il9 t1¡D le nalne of¡D

¡¥
autl9ority¡ƒ

¡ƒ
and

¡¥¡¥
n¡B astery,¡ƒ

¡ƒ
we can say that the act oF negation¡· or.Blanchot is both a

deterlilinati()n.to st¡C p the nanling d.esire and.a sign.(9¡u impatience that

manilests the anxie¡· to¡§ get over with¡¤ (¡§ en flnir¡§ )the interminable

drlves.

T¡Dhe ExPerlence ofthe Linnit I6(9
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!V.The Return ofthe A.bject o¡u the⁄B on of Si!ence

T¡Dhe hand¡Bvhich stops the moven9ent of lhe writing hand syrn-

bolizes the gaze of()rphelis,¡B ,ho tui9¡B S hiS head to see:Eurydice in the

dark.¡D This gaze turns the poet fion9 his pro¡v ecl and prevents hin,fronn

bringing his¡B vork to the light. When the other hand intervenes,at the

n9ornent¡BVhere()rpheus looks over his shoulder,all la¡B vs are broken,

the poet is lIberated lion,his preoccupation of the 
¡B
vork and loses

hin9self in the agony,in¡B v:h.at Bla¡D nchot calls¡D
¡¥
liberty,¡ƒ

¡D
or¡D

¡¥
inspiration.¡ƒ

¡ƒ

Blanchot writes:

Thc look of()rpheus unbinds it,breaks the liltlits,breaks the

la¡B ,y that contained alld that restrained.e5sence. 1¡D lis gaze is

thus the exielme m.oiment ol¡B libert),the Il1ome:1t when he

¡alees hiimself lloln hin¡D lself and,still l19ore im.portant,f!ees

lhe¡B vork frorn his concern,frees the sacred contained in the

work,gives the sacred to itseli to the fieedom orlts essence,

to its essence which is ieedom.(SL l75)

:¡§
Le regard d¡ƒ Orphde la ddlie,rompt les limites.brlse la lol

(:ui coi¡B tenanit¡B retenait l¡ƒ essenee. Le regard d¡ƒ (9iph6e est.

ainsi,le n9o¡i nel9t extre!1¡B e de la libert“v ,Imoinen.to¡· ll se rend

libre de lui.imenne. et 6vdnellnent p¡U us inlporlant, libdre

1¡D oeuvre de son souc1.llb⁄‘ re le sacr6 c()ntel9u dails!¡ƒ oeu¡B¡Dre,

do!llle le sacrd d lui-nnen9e,¡D la libertd¡q ic soll essence,¥h slol1

essence qui est liberte.¡¤ !(EL 231)

Whatis aff¡B n1¡f ed here as authorlty,is notthe power ofthe sublect

¡B¡B
¡Dho stoI)s¡B ¡ª¡Driting¡B l)lit tlle naill1¡D e o1¡D the absencc¡B vhicl,is radically not

to bc con9p¡D rchen(led..¡D £Fhe f¡¥ )rce ofthc gaze is tllus ass()ciated whtl1.the

ilmpatiencc o¡u ()rpheu¡' ¡ƒ
s desire to bring the absence inl()lightto be seen.

or p()sscssed.¡B Iorcover tile innPatiel9ce of 6!le desii¡D c¡B
¡B
¡‹hlci1¡i ()¡u ces()1¡D ¡D

pheus gaze does not lead to any accol19plishinen.t oi¡D the lDro¡v ect.but to

the contrary¡B collderril,s tlle¡B
¡B

o.rk t()tlle failure,to the det(,ur.¡D I¡D his ibil¡ª

ure.ror Blallchot is i9evertholess indispensable to pusll()rphetls back t(¡f

The Expericnce o¡u thc LIil9it 16,l

tl9e infinite pursuit o¡u th.e absence.¡B Vhat the gaze really affiiins is¡v ust

the nature ofthe absen.ce¡B vhich cscapes our control,and¡B vhich arouses

etemally,by virtue of its inaccessibili,,tlle desire ofthe poetto name.

The sub¡b ect¡ƒ s relatiollship with the unknown is compared by

Blanchot to our relati<)nship with death,¡B vhich is beyond our contro!.

I:)eath¡D
¡¥
supervises¡D ¡Dus,but¡B ve can never see deatll face to lace in null

consciouSness.Every()ne dies his o¡B vn death,and¡B ve can.never decide

to die or notlo die.T!,c¡¥
¡¥
authentic¡ƒ

¡ƒ
death,like a ibreigner,is uncon¡˜

trollable and inaccess1¡D ble.For:B.lailchot,it ls the relationships of the

¡B
vrjler¡B vith his o¡B vn death,which delerillines the silent¡D ¡Dtone¡ƒ

¡ƒ
that we

apprecjate in the¡B vork.Blanchot¡B vrites:

When¡B¡ª¡‹c adn9ire the tone o¡u a work,¡B vhcn¡Bve respond to its

tone as to its nn()st authentic aspect,¡B vhat are¡B ve rererring

to9 Notto s¡¤ le,o.r to the interest and virtues oFthe language,

but to.this silence precise!y,this vigorot,s force l9y¡B vhlch t!ne

¡B
vriter.having been deprived oF hinlsel¡u having rcn(9ul9cc(!

hinlself,has in t1¡D lis eilacen9ent nevertheless maintalncd thc

autho1¡D lt)¡‹

¡C
f a certaln po¡B ver:the powel decisively to 19c¡B tIl!.

so tl9at in this silen.ce¡B vhat spea¡· ks witllout beginning(9r cIld

mighttake on¡· om1,coherence,and sense.(SL 27)

:¡§
L¡Crsque,dans une ocuvre,nous en adimirons!ct(¡r n¡B scn¡B i-

bles au (on colnme¡· ce qu¡ƒ e!le a de ,!us at:thcntI(ltic(I(ic

ddsigl9ons-nous par l¥Õ 9 Non pas le stylc. ni !¡D !!ltcret(le 1.l

qua!it6 du langage,Imais¡D prdci$cn¡f ent¡U c silcince.ccttc lorcc

virile par¡U aquelle celui qlli dcrlt,s¡ƒ dtant privd dc sol¡B ayant

renoncd ¡· soi¡B  a dans cct effacel¡f nent nnain.tcnu cel¡f cndant

l¡ƒ aut()!it:d¡ƒ unl)ouv(,ir,la ddci$ion de se taire,pour qu¡ƒ en ce

silence prenne n()rn,e,coh6rence et entente ce qul parle sans

commcncement ni nn.¡¤ ¡f (LL 22)

¢¾7e need to distinguish in Blanchot the alteri§fi within thc subJect

and the absolute A!teriu that is radically exterior to the subject

Kristcva¡ƒ s ehora helps to illustrate the alterlty wthin the su⁄` ect,butthc
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effort to¡B v¡Crk the$elniotic chora into the synlbolic¡B vould be doonled to

§Bilure iom Blanchot¡ƒ s standpoint.Thc˚d ilure of the subject¡ƒ s inten-

tlon will constant!y caIl into play the limit ofthe su⁄` ective power.For

Kristeva,the subJect is what he has successflllly materialized in lan¡˜

guage. :For :Blanchot, 
¡B
vhat interests hjnn is the nrequency and the

rhythm of failure or silence which fashion whatthe subject¡§ is¡D no¡·
¡¤

In conclusion,to be or notto be,I(risteva and:Blanchot finally

converge at the point of the lin9it, 
¡B¡B

¡‹hich is an essentja! elen9ent that

he!ps to§K shion the subJectivi¡¤ .The motion ofthe drlve as the alterib,

to the settlement ofthe ego is,according to Kristeva,¡§ centrinugal¡¤ (PH

14);in other words,the movement oF drives actually directs itselfto be

represSed by the sign-¡§ coming into being as sign so as to produce

nleaning¡ƒ
¡ƒ

(I4).¡B Ve can tht9s diStingtlish chora in Kristeva¡ƒ s theory as

the ephenleral passage 
¡B
vhere drives n9ake their way into desire

regulated by repressionsƒ' rohibiions;mirror stage as the§‰ rst tlletic

break and castmnon as the second thetic break.The slgnif¡B ing process

ls thus the process ofthe drive to¡B
¡B
,ards its synlbolic exlstence motivat-

ed by the siuggle to puri9 the a¡Œ eet.Foll¡C wing Kristeva¡ƒ s logic,thc

retulm ofthe abJect in the experience of iauma or depression will call

into presel9ce the llidd.en.s:pace¡q )¡u ch6)ra,or cl10ra as a hidden reservoir

o¡u drives.W¡D e can also say that,to each prohibition,or to each narning

oF the abject,a space of chora wil!be revea!ed.Chora,Prohibition,

ab¡v ect are thus¡K ooncepts¡ƒ ¡Dinseparably intertwined.Hence,the hetero¡˜

geneous senli¡q )tic chora is to be conceived as an a!terity activated¡D by

repression/prohlbltion/lin9it in the consiuction of the sut,¡v ect.

For Kristeva,the subJectivi§fi is itselfan economy ofalteration,its

structure is in i¡B act tlle resultan.t or lhe differentiation ()¡u tlle alterity;

while ror Blanch¡C t,the absence orthc unk.nown is the alterity on which
¡ƒ¡ƒ

l¡ƒ

¡ƒ
do not have aI¡j y contro1.This unkno¡B

¡B
1,is radical!y¡¥

¡¥
other¡ƒ

¡ƒ
than n¡f e

because oflts inaccessibility.¡i
¡DorI(risteva,the unkno¡B vil in tenm.S orthe

abject provokes the limit,and by assimilating the abJect,the limit re-

stores the meaning/the closure of the subJectivi,.For I¡f lanchot,the

subJect breaks the lil19i9the law ofthe lmeaning by holding back oneself

fiom naming the unknown(or any event atthe elnpiricallevel),and that

very.point of¡¥ ¡Dunconcern¡ƒ
¡ƒ

stails the rea¡f
¡B
vriting or the oo199munication.

¡D£Fhe Experience orthe Llmit

¡§
The power¡ƒ

¡ƒ
tl9at remains for the sub¡v ect in his re!¡D tion¡B h¡K9 wIth lhc

other,is simp9y tllat of an¡¥
¡¥
exigency.¡ƒ

¡ƒ

But¡B vhat eXactly is this¡B
¡¥
exigency¡ƒ

¡ƒ9:For Blanchot,it is¡q ¡f¡e¡§¡Dl Cltl-

tionship¡B vith death,entering into contact witlllhe unkno¡B ¡ª¡Dn by Vlrttlc()l

a distailce that is iImpoSSib.le to be transgressed; entering into c()!9ttlcl

with the space or disaster where the sub¡f ect is tota!ly hscinatcd by thc

gaze of the absolute alterity.F¡D ascinated and po¡B verless,the lmoI99ent(91¡D

the contact¡B vith the Il19I)ossible is precisely the experience of the lin,li

at the space or disaster: 
¡ƒ¡§

£Fhis n9on,ent, 
¡B
vhich is the n9onnent oi¡D ¡Dcn-

counter,¡ƒ at the san9e tinle loreced.es the el1cotlnter and.situates itscl¡u at

the n1oving liinit 
¡B
¡ª,here, fionl the botto¢” 1 of the non¡D originarv

depths¡X ¡ ã region al¡B vays other,a space or emptiness and dispersion-

this void and this nudity becon,e the naked visage o¡u encounter and thc

surpriSe o¡u the hce to nce¡¤ (Ic 183).:¡§ ce m¡Cment qui est celui dc!n
¡¥
rencontre.¡ƒ !a prdcede en men.,e ten1:ps,se Situant¥Õ !o!in¡D lite l9¡f ouvanic

o⁄ß . du ¡·ond de la profondeur non originelle. regio¡D n toujours .:utrc.

es¡Dl)ace du vide et de la dis.persi()n,ce vide,cette nuditd devientle visage

nu de la renoontle et la surprlse du§K oea hce¡¤ I(E¡i 274).This encounter

is the very experience ofthe nladness of the narrator¡¥
¡¥

l¡ƒ

¡ƒ
in the.⁄L ti¡¥ 9¡¥ r99c6¡D ,

or¡D ¡†,eD.v,an eventthat confi ontthe limit ofthe sub¡f ective vision:¡§ But

there was no Witrless to my madness,my ienzy was not evident:on¡U y

my innermost being was mad.¡ƒ
¡ƒ¡ƒ

IMais ma⁄˘ lie est restee sans t6n¡B oin¡B

Inon dgnrement n¡ƒ apparaiSSait pas,mon intimite seulc 6tait!o!!c¡U .¡B
¡B

NOTES

!:Plato(listillguislled three forn,s oFrea!ity in 99,,iaci¡¥
.¡B
¡D
:¡¥ ¡D

¡C
n tl9e one

htlI9d an iI9te!ligiblc alld.unchal,giIng llnode and()nt!ne other a visible and

changing.co⁄U¡ƒy(¡r r it¡B

,,the third oI9e,¡¥ ¡¥
difi¡B cult and obscure¡ƒ

¡ƒ
is¡B

¡B
,hat P¡D lato

ctl!led the rcceptac!e,¡D ¡D ¡D¡Dthe nurse (9i¡D all becoilnilig and changc¡D ¡D
 (6)7).

Alt1¡D 1ough not clearly sp.ecilled,the recer)tacle Stallds aor an illstance or

il1¡C VennCnt, a n9ovel9¡f ent that elaborates the re!ationship bet¡B veen the

flrst n9odel oi¡B reallty and the second copy oFit.l¡B vould thus suggestto

locate l(risteva¡ƒ s chora in bet¡B
¡B
¡Decn the sen9iotic and the syn¡D ¡fbolic as a

thir(l lcrl¢¡ n¡B
¡B
¡Dhich lln¡f its¡B vhile seI)arating the t¡B

¡B
,o elcn9ei9.ts in the c()n-

16,3
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Siuction of the subjectlvi¡· .Kristeva also bo¡§ ows the notion of space

Irnplied in the iern9¡¥
¡¥
chora¡ƒ

¡ƒ
from iPlato:¡§ the receptacle co¡· 9pared to a

nlass ofp.lastic material upon¡B vhich.differing inlpressions are stanlped.

As Such it has no deinite character o¡u its own¡ƒ ¡B¡q69).The receptacle is

thus a ¡¥¡¥
n9aterial¡ƒ

¡ƒ
 

¡B
vhich provides the grollnd for the inlprints of the

reality. The receptacle as a space is 
¡¥¡Dinvisible and fo.nless, all-

en9bracing,possessed in a nnost puzzling way oF intelligibility,yet very

hard to grasp¡ƒ
¡ƒ

(90).

¡B
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