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ABSTRACT

POSTMODERNIST AND POSTSTRUCTURALIST ELEMENTS
IN SAMUEL BECKETT'STHE TRILOGYAND OGUZ ATAY'S
TEHL/KEL/ OYUNLAR

Kaya, Hilal

M.A., Pragn in English Literature
Supervis@rof. Dr. Nursel¢6z
am2009, 147 pages

The aim of this thesis is to analyse the postmasierand
poststructuralist elements in Samuel Beckettte Trilogy: Molloy, Malone
Dies, The Unnamabland GGuz Atay’'s Tehlikeli Oyunlar One text from
English literature and one from Turkish literatuwnell be compared. In
Beckett's and Atay’'s novels the main issues of mosternism and
poststructuralism such as subject-object dialettie,metaphysics of presence,
the correspondence theory of truth, origin, selfiguage, intertextuality and
metafiction will be analysed. Both Beckett and Afapblematize the very
nature of narrative and display the inefficiency lahguage, and they
successfully create their own “expression of irsteef. That is, Atay and
Beckett do not try to imitate the “natural worldd reach “meaning” or
“reality”; on the contrary, they create a world tbe play of signifiers that can
be called ‘interface’. In other words, both Beckatid Atay createa new
sphereto show this problem of expression. This new sphehich is narrated

in their novels, is what the thesis will highlight.

Key Words: Postmodernism, poststructuralism, language, egjmes of

interface.
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SAMUEL BECKETTIN THE TRILOGYE OGUZ ATAY’IN TEHUKEL/

OYUNLARADLI ROMANLARINDA
POSTMODERNST VE POSTYAPISALCI ELEMENTLER

Kaya, Hilal

Yuksek Lisansjngiliz Edebiyati Programi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nursétoz
Mayis 2009, 147 Sayfa

Bu tezin amaci Samuel BeckettTine Trilogy: Molloy, Malone Olir,
Adlandinlamayanve Oguz Atay’'in Tehlikeli Oyunlaradli romanlarinda
postmodernist ve postyapisalci dgeleri incelemekt&di Ingiliz digeri Turk
edebiyatindan olan bu metinler kdastirilacaktir. Postmodernizmin ve
postyapisalcifiin  6zne-nesne diyalekti, mevcut @ metafizgi, gercek
kuraminin uyumlulgu, orijin, Kisi, dil, metinlerarasilik ve Ustkurmaca gibi
temel konulari Beckett'in ve Atay’'in romanlarind&z¢mlenecektir. Hem
Beckett hem de Atay, anlatinin ggsini sorunsalrir; dilin yetersizlgini
sergiler ve bgarili bir sekilde kendilerine “araytzin ifadesi” olgusunu
yaratirlar. Yani, Atay ve Beckett “anlam” ve “gekfige” ulasmak adina
“dogal dinyayl” taklit etmezler; bunun tam tersine, algiz’ diye
adlandirlabilinecek, go6sterge oyunlari icin  kurum bir dinya
yaratmaktadirlar. @er bir deysle, ifade etme konusundan kaynaklanan bu
sorunu gostermek icin hem Beckett hem de Atapgni bir alan

yaratmaktadirlar. Tez, romanlarda da anlatilandni glana dikkat cekecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Postmodernism, postyapisalcilik, dil, araytizefadesi.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Twentieth century British writer Samuel Beckettarrative The Trilogy
and the Turkish writer Quz Atay’s novelTehlikeli Oyunlarcan be regarded as
two examples of the postmodern novel. Postmoderm@isra term has always
been a controversial one as a single definitioit odn hardly be found in any
book. As Richard Begam puts forward, “one of thestidguishing
characteristics of postmodern is precisely the wayesists all efforts of
delimitation, the way it presents itself as a taxwoical extravagance, what
cannot be classified or specified...We must, in othards, ‘name’ the
postmodern, but we must name it as in some sens@aroable’ (12-13).
Furthermore, although many critics seem to agrae gbstmodernism would
offer some combination of such themes and techsigqeself-reflexivity, the
death of the authorecriture, heteroglossia, intertextuality, the loss of the
origin, the breakdown of the signifying chain, atfe deferral of meaning,
what motivates postmodernism is an implicit ant€sianism, a rejection of
classification that is grounded in subject-objeetations. In this sense,
Cartesianism has two forms. One of these is ‘mien€artesianism,” which
treats the work of art as a subjective creatiort #itteempts to mirror an
objective situation: world, history, or society. elhother is ‘expressive
Cartesianism,” which treats the work of art as bjective artefact that refers
back to an antecedent, subjective condition: tlibaais intentions or state of
mind: conscious or unconscious. Both mimetic andressive Cartesianism
emphasize the establishing of a correspondenceebata subjective and an
objective state of affairs and determining whatdkaf fit exists between mind
and thing. Moreover, one of the Cartesian inhecéan— ‘philosophical
foundationalism’ or Descartes’'s famous Method —-uaees that all genuine
knowledge must be built upon the ground of somespdable first truth—
such as the cogito—and that everything that follérem this, if it is soundly

reasoned, must be valid. The other inheritance ateSianism, ‘intuitional
1



normativism’ in which Descartes’s empiricism assamthat reality is
transparent is that if we are perspicacious inalagervations, we shall see the
world as it is. However, postmodernists challengthlthese assumptions, and
they argue that because human beings always pera@ality through
linguistically and historically determined schemdésgy can never know it
directly and immediately without reference to som#tural code. Briefly,
postmodernism is a form of anti-Cartesianism tlegats the idea that reality
may be known in itself as what is given in the woor self-evident to the
senses (Begam 17).

On postmodernism many critics express their thajgbat the French
philosopher Jean-Francois Lyotard is particulartyable as he is capable of
making statements about the postmodern that aaelstiorward and highly
quotable: “I defingpostmodernas incredulity toward metanarratives” (Xxiv).
Postmodernism, as Lyotard has suggested, represeathcal epistemological
break with our understanding of what the humannees have to offer. What
draws the strong lines of postmodernism in Lyotrdind is the abandonment
of those grand narratives that began with the Bigigment. Moreover, none
of these grand narratives can contain the unstabte originless reality of
postmodernism. Therefore, as postmodernism repttkinds of discourses
and meta-narratives, each work of art that is moitéd by rules of any
totalizing theory can formulate its own rules. Lyt further elaborates on the
postmodern: “It is a conceptual extravagance, seimgthat stands beyond the
categories of thought and imagination, that canyobé presented as
‘unpresentable’; and it is produced out of a preagfsself-abnegation and self-
consumption, a willingness to allow its own identib dissolve amid an
upsurge or backwash of ‘differences’ (Lyotard 8148)Derridean expression,
if the postmodern is alifférantial phenomenon characterized by internal
contradiction, self discrepancy, and incongruityd aif it actively resists
classification and stands outside the intellectradl conceptual boundaries,
then it is, at some level, ‘unnamable’ (Begam 25).

2



Julia Kristeva is another critic who elaboratestlo& postmodern in her
“Postmodernism?” She argues that the “languageqtgityle” of postmodern
writing leads to a “multiple, heteroclitic and uepentable idiolect”. She states
that “as far as writing is concerned, it has siseeout to blaze a trail amidst
the Unnamable ...” (141). This is just what one can find in Becketind
Atay’s fiction because in their texts they expemtevith words and their
arbitrary materiality; they present two of the besamples of this new kind of
writing. They are quite aware of the fact that veomignify beyond their
control and the meaning ultimately becomes unatdenorunnamableLike a
war between writers and words, this unending proeedeveals the presence
of a world deprived of meaning, and both Beckeitl &tay deal with this
disunity caused by language, and they expressatgmn creating an interface
in their novels. In this interface they do not atpe to solve the problem
between language and reality nor are they afteeaning; they just express it
as itis.

1.1. Methodology and Limitations

This thesis will analyse the postmodern and pastiiralist features of
The TrilogyandTehlikeli Oyunlarin five main chapters. The first chapter is the
introduction of the study. The idea that Becked &tay are similar regarding
their use of postmodernist and poststructuraliatui@s is introduced in this
first chapter. Besides, the influence of Descasteghilosophy on
postmodernism and anti-Cartesianism will be hiditkgl. Moreover, the
postmodern ways of narration, as the rejectionariventional narration, are
analysed in botfhe TrilogyandTehlikeli Oyunlar.

In the second chapter, before analysing the nowuéle, theoretical
background is discussed in detail. The main elesmemd techniques of
postmodernism, poststructuralism and deconstructign introduced in the
context of their theoreticians’ texts. Elaboratitfie pioneering views of

Derrida, Barthes and Foucault helps one find thdesas in the novels. In



addition, in the second chapter, intertextualityd ametafiction are also
introduced that need to be reviewed before anajythiem in the texts.

In chapter three, Beckett's and Atay’s views ofartl artist are analysed
in the light of their texts. It is very essentialiunderstand the similar aspects of
their works before studying their novels. As botlecBett and Atay are
twentieth century writers, they have been influehds/ the contemporary
ideas.

In the fourth chapter, the theories are appliedht novels in five sub
chapters. The first of these is the characterinatd Molloy, Moran and
Hikmet. The characters d¥lolloy and Hikmet fromTehlikeli Oyunlarare
especially studied in detail because these chasadisplay very significant
features of postmodernism. They prove to be unftagke characters of
literature because they stand for all mankind aisddbsperate situation. The
characterisations of Molloy, Moran and Hikmet aentlled respectively and
their similarities are highlighted. The second itefithis chapter is the issue of
language irMolloy andTehlikeli Oyunlar.The role of language under the light
of Derrida’s contribution to linguistics and phitgghy is dealt with. In this
section, the concept of both Atay’'s and Becketéspression of interface’
through postmodernist and poststructuralist teakesgis underlined. In the
third section of this chapter, concepts of Barthessay “Death of the Author”
and of Foucault's essay “What Is an Author?” aredus analysingvialone
Dies and Tehlikeli Oyunlar. In the following section, botfiehlikeli Oyunlar
and The Unnamableare analysed according to Foucault's concept ofe‘Th
Death of Man’ in his booRhe Order of the Thingdn the last section, the use
of intertextuality and metafiction as two postmadst techniques inThe
Trilogy andTehlikeli Oyunlans emphasized.

Chapter five is the conclusion of this study. Itstfigives a brief
summary of the arguments made in the previous eragt also focuses on the

conclusion that is related to the idea of the esgion of interface.



As a last remark, all the quotations taken fréehlikeli Oyunlarand
other Turkish books are translated into Englishmzy



CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1. Postmodernism
In the development of this thesis the main appraagbhostmodernism.
Poststructuralism and deconstructive reading aeeother approaches to be
applied because they can be seen as the theorébicallations of the
postmodern condition. Postmodern fiction has béadiesd by many critics and
writers in order to formulate the main characterssof postmodern literature.
As Aleid Fokkema illustrates, postmodernism is maitfixed nor unified:

French, Italian, Hispanic, German, Austrian, Eryglesxd American
novels were discussed by critics who argued thatnpadernism was
characterized by the ‘ontological dominant’ (fictio that

problematizes “the ontology of the literary texseif or ... the
ontology of the world it projects” [McHale 1987:]).0or by its use of
‘metafiction,” (“fictional writing which self-consously and

systematically draws attention to its status asaefact in order to
pose questions about the relation between fictiwhraality” [Waugh

1984: 2]), or by its status as ‘historiographic afietion’ (the

“engage problematically referential” text that *“is offmt as another
of the discourses by which we construct our vessiof reality”

[Hutcheon 1988: 40]) (14).

Postmodernism, deconstructive reading and postatalism have many
similarities. In fact, most of the features of postlernism remind one of
poststructuralism’s basic aspects. Therefore, thianilarities are highlighted
under different sub-titles.

To begin with, no matter how hard one tries, thereo single, unifying
definition of postmodernism. Indeed, the imposgipil of defining
postmodernism is quite proper to its values andtjpes as any definition will
betray its principles. The well-known novelist acritic Umberto Eco argues
that postmodernism cannot be defined chronologichllt it should rather be
seen as a mode of representation present in egeche

The postmodern reply to the modern consists ofgmieing that the
past, since it cannot really be destroyed, becasiskestruction leads
to silence, must be revisited: but with irony, maocently...lrony,



metalinguistic play, enunciation squared...with tlestmodern, it is
possible not to understand the game and yet toitakeiously (155).

Besides, lhab Hassan’s intervention in the postmmsi@ issue is also
very significant as he asserts that postmoderngsamiimpulse of negation and
unmasking, a celebration of silence and othernleas was always present,
though always repressed by Western culture. Inisngulse to decentre, to
create ontological and epistemological doubts, aedome intimate with
chaos. It is a chaos or loss of unity which is stbring to be celebrated (Hassan
444). Unlike modernist thinkers such as Baudeldedka, Eliot, Woolf, Joyce
and Nietzsche, the French philosopher Jacques daerand many
postmodernist thinkers believe that there is ndighing as objective reality.
For them, all definitions and depictions of trutle gubjective, simply creations
of human minds (Bressler 99). Because these thsnkssert that many truths
exist, notthe truth, they declare that modernity’s concept ot @bjective
reality must be disavowed and replaced by manyewdfit concepts, each a
valid and reliable interpretation and constructodmeality. The metaphor used
by postmodernists to describe the reality is alagd’ rather than a map.
Unlike the fixed, objective nature of a map, a @ag#’'s meaning is always
changeable. A collage permits many possible meanihgwever, a map
allows one interpretation of reality.

Many philosophers from Derrida to the cultural bigtn Michel Foucault
and to Jean-Francois Lyotard declare univocallydbath of objective truth.
Unlike modernity, which failed because it searcl@dan external point of
reference - God, reason, science, etc. —on whiclbuitdd a philosophy,
postmodernism does not look for a point of refeeebecause there is no
ultimate truth or inherently unifying element inetruniverse and thus no
ultimate reality. Overall, postmodernism’s some&eccharacteristics can be
stated as in the following: A scepticism or rejectof grand metanarratives to
explain reality; the concept of the self as evaargding; truth as subjective and

perspectival, dependant on the cultural, sociakl gersonal influences.
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Furthermore, there is not ‘one correct’ concept ubimate reality and
interpretation of a text. Texts belonging to thestpmodern display a tough
disruption of origins, of the single, unique tegt, of the strictly referential
function of language. “The postmodern text, unlitsepredecessors, does not
even lay claim to being self-contained and selftaxatory; it is by its very
nature fragmented, untrustworthy, composed of etesneéhat parody or
pastiche other texts” (Pattie 157). Additionally, postmodernist texts one of
the very influential concepts is the function o ttentre which is dealt with in
the following part.
2.1.1. The Function of the Gee

In structuralism the binary opposition has a gredét as one side of a
binary has a meaning in relation to the other sidats opposite. Thus, this
idea reveals that every system posits a centrecihatirols the system. The
function of the centre is holding the whole struetin its proper place and
appointing each of the binary opposites to its if@ied side of the slash.
Presence becomes superior to absence or speedtosupenriting showing
them as presence/absence, speech/writing. “The mmve has tended to
confine writing to a secondary and instrumentakfion: a translator of a full
speech that was fully present (present to itselftst signified, to the other, the
very condition of the theme of presence in genér@gerridal976: 8). This
tradition of privileging speech over writing hasehbecalled phonocentrism. As
Madan Sarup states, “[Derrida] relates this phontrn to logocentrism, the
belief that the first and last thing is Logos, Werd, the Divine Mind, theelf-
presence of full-consciousn&sg36). In Western philosophy, each centre
suggested by Derrida is supposed to have createslytitem and is outside the
rules that govern the system:

Qua centre, it is the point at which the substiutiof contents,
elements, or terms is no longer possible. At thatrege the
permutation or the transformation of elements (Whitay of course
be structures enclosed within a structure) is fibn. At least this
permutation has always remaineterdicted. Thus it has always

! Interdite: “forbidden,” disconcerted,” “confound&éspeechless”.
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been thought that the centre, which is by definitimique, constituted
that very thing within a structure which governg ttructure, while
escaping structurality. This is why classical thugoncerning
structure could say that the centre is, paraddyicalithin the
structure anautsideit. The centre is at the centre of totality, armd, y
since the centre does not belong to the totalisyn@t art of the
totality), the totalityhas its centre elsewher&éhe centre is not the
centre. The concept of centred structure — althomgrepresents
coherence itself, the condition of thepistéméas philosophy or
science — is contradictorily coherent. [...] From thasis of what we
therefore call the centre (and which, becausentbzaeither inside or
outside, is as readily called the origin as the, esdreadilyarché as
télog, the repetitions, the substitutions, the tramsfdions, and the
permutations are always taken from a history ofmmea(sen$ — that
is, a history, period — whose origin may alwayséeealed or whose
end may always be anticipated in the form of presefgtd. inA
Postmodern Read&?24-5).

While Western culture favours “absolute fixity, iddy, no motion and
no play”, Derrida and other poststructuralist tlark favour “complete
movement, constant shifting and continual play”ag@s 56). According to
Derrida, the centre limits ‘play’ in especiallydrary works. When the centre is
a part of the structure that is paradoxically iesihd outside of it, no centre is
truly a centre. In other words, in signifying syste there can be no
transcendental signified as all signs have infisigmifiers and meanings.

2.2. Poststructuralism

Poststructuralism can be originally seen as a imadb structuralism,
which claims that language forms a closed, staljigtemn suggesting a
delimited structure of meaning. There are many @spm poststructuralism
which are quite similar to those of postmoderniBir. instance, its handling of
language is worth paying attention to. Like posterogésm, poststructuralism
also attacks all kinds of centres and limitatioBeth postmodernism and
poststructuralism take meaning in the same wayagething suspended, held
over and still to come. In poststructuralism megnisa just a matter of
difference. ‘Tree’ is a ‘tree’ because it is nate®#’ or ‘cree’. This process of
difference in language can be traced round iniyitMoreover, meaning is

always the result of a division or ‘articulationf signs. A signified is the
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product of the difference between two signifierartkermore Terry Eagleton
explains this situation

There is no fixed distinction between signifiersl aignifieds. If you
want to know the meaning (or signified) of a sigrifyou can look it
up in the dictionary; but all you will find will bget more signifiers,
whose signifieds you can in turn look up, and soTdris process is
somehow circular: signifiers keep transforming irsignifieds and
vice versa, and you will never arrive at a fingrsfied which is not a
signifier in itself (1989: 128).
This is just where postmodernism and poststrudtumaagree with each other.
In poststructuralism language is a temporal pro@ess this process cannot
come to an end. Eagleton claims that meaning igesed or dispersed along
the whole chain of signifiers: It cannot be easifiled down, and it is never
fully present in any one sign alone but ratherredkof constant flickering of
presence and absence together (128). The ideaeomtdification of the
meanings due to different signifiers is quite samilto the idea of
postmodernism. In other words, in the process nfuage the sentence may
come to an end, but each word in a sentence cdneesace of others. In this
sense “no sign is ever ‘pure’ or ‘fully meaningful(Eagleton 128).
Furthermore, there is one more thing about postsiralism which is very
close to the system of postmodernism as underbyeeiagleton:

If meaning, the signified, was a passing produstarfds or signifiers,
always shifting and unstable, part-present andatasent, how could
there be any determinate truth or meaning at dllfedlity was

constructed by our discourse rather than reflelsted, how could we
ever know reality itself, rather than merely knowimour own

discourse? Was all talk just talk about our tall®3(4).

Therefore, as Eagleton points out, reality is augdbess area of signifiers in
literature, where this ambiguity is most evidentd at directly leads us to a
deconstructive reading because literary textspmessense, acknowledge their

own rhetorical status.

Philosophy, law, political theory work by metapljost as poems do,
and so are just as fictional. Since metaphors assergially
‘groundless’, mere substitutions of one set of sidar another,
language tends to betray its own fictive and aabjtmature at just
those points where it is offering to be most intesly persuasive.

10



‘Literature’ is that realm in which this ambiguity most evident — in
which the reader finds herself suspended betwediteel’ and a

figurative meaning, unable to choose between tle amd thus cast
dizzyingly into a bottomless linguistic abyss bytext which has
become ‘unreadable’... [Literary texts] implicitly laowledge their
own rhetorical status — the fact that what they isaglifferent from

what they do, that all their claims to knowledge rkvahrough

figurative structures which render them ambiguaus iadeterminate.
They are, one might say, ironic in nature. Othemf® of writing are

just as figurative and ambiguous, but pass theraseloff as

unquestionable truth (145).

In other words, literary works are ironic in nauwhich do not need to be
deconstructed by the critic: It can be shown toodstruct itself, and moreover
is actually ‘about’ this very operation” (Eaglet@d5). In this sense, moving
from this poststructuralist aspect one inevitablgcdimes aware of the
metaphorical/ironical nature of all kinds of text¢oreover, the removal of the
author is another characteristic of poststructstradixts. In this sense, the ideas
of Derrida, Foucault and Barthes are elaboratedemext part.

2.2.1. Derrida’s, Foucault’'s and Barthes’ Notions of the
Author
When anti-authorial discourse is considered, Darriéfoucault and
Barthes are influenced by the French poet Stéephéaéarmé, who asserts
about anti-authorialism:

The pure work implies the disappearance of the -ppeaker who
yields the initiative to words animated by the inality revealed in
their collision with one another; they illuminataeoanother and pass
like a trail of fire over precious stones, replacthe audible breathing
of earlier lyrical verse of the exalted personalititich directed the
phrase.

The structure of a book of verse must arise througfrom internal
necessity — in this way both chance and the awtfiibbe excluded...
one symmetry, which will arise from the relationlimfes within the
poem and poems within the volume, will reach oyooel the volume
to other poets who will themselves inscribe onigml space the
expanding paraph of genius anonymous and perfecaliwork of art
(gtd. inThe Death and Return of the Autl&9).

In this sense, Burke asserts that “the disappearanhdhe writer, the

autonomy of writing, the beginning of écriture im aact of textual
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dispossession, the power of language to organideoerhestrate itself without
subjective intervention ... are laid out in the sgaferm by this passage” (9).
Derrida, Foucault and Barthes as poststructuralistow the ideas of
Mallarmé, and they also influence each other abwuanti-authorial discourse.

Derrida is a critic of poststructuralism who mensothe influence of
Beckett on his writings:

[Beckett] This is an author to whom | feel very sdo or to whom |
would like to feel myself very close; but also tolmse. Precisely
because of this proximity, it is too hard for n@) easy and too hard.
| have perhaps avoided him a bit because of thastification. Too
hard also because he writes — in my language Janguage which is
his up to a point, mine up to a point (for botrusfit is a ‘differently’
foreign language) — texts which are both too cltsene and too
distant for me to be able to ‘respond’ to them @:98D).

Derrida, in his book calle@f Grammatology mentions the end of the book

when the beginning of writing (@criture)emerges.

It merges with the history that has associated rigcles and
logocentric metaphysics for nearly three millen#iad it now seems
to be approaching what is really its owaxhaustion under the
circumstances — and this no more than one exampd@g others — of
this death of the civilisation of the book, of whiso much is said and
which manifests itself particularly through a colsive proliferation
of libraries. All appearances to the contrary, ttésth of the book
undoubtedly announces (and in a certain sense allnag/announced)
nothing but a death of speech (of a so-calleddp#ech) and a new
mutation in the history of writing, in history asiting (8).

Derrida, in this chapter, re-evaluates the longHaged status of speech
over writing. In other words, in phonocentrism,itimg has always been
viewed as “a secondary and instrumental functicamdlator of a full speech
that was fullypresent (8). When the idea of the metaphysics of presdace
abandoned, it can be easily understood that lamgues always been a
conventional creation invented or structured by anrbeings. In other words,
language is a concept which is both history-origrsted discourse-oriented.

The idea of the book, for Derrida also,

is the idea of a totality, finite or infinite, ohé signifier; this totality
of the signifier cannot be a totality, unless alitt constituted by the
signified preexists it, supervises its inscriptiarg its signs, and is
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independent of it in its ideality. The idea of theok, which always
refers to a natural totality, is profoundly alienthe sense of writing”
(1974:18).

Moreover, Richard Begam also states his ideas ondaés claims about
the opposition between the ‘book’ and the ‘text’:

The book is unified and linear, moving from a clgadefined
beginning to a clearly defined end, fully containedhin its own
textual boundaries and referring to a reality gtanhds beyond itself.
The text, in contrast, is multiple and nonlineaithaut beginning or
end, constantly crossing textual boundaries andessantly
preoccupied with its own generation. Whereas theklbepresents the
“encyclopaedic protection of theology and of logutcem,” the text
represents, in all its “aphoristic energy,” thesmiption of writing.”
[Derrida 18] (123).

Derrida’s formula concerning the end of the booksloot only result in the
beginning of writing, but it also makes the ideatlbé death of the author
emerge. As Begam puts,

If what we once called the “book” has ceased tafion as a “natural
totality,” that is because it is no longer groun@#tier in the presence
of nature — what Derrida refers to as the “totadityhe signified” — or
in the self-presence of the cogito, in this case twontrolling
consciousness of the author (123).
As the centre is lost, in the text the interplaysmhifiers begins without
any subjective intervention. Moreover, Derrida alsstates in Of
Grammatology

The secondarity that it seemed possible to asd¢dberiting alone
affects all signifieds in general, affects them aj& already, the
moment theyenter the gameThere is not a single signified that
escapes, even if recaptured, the play of signifyiefgrences that
constitutes language. The advent of writing isdbgent of this play

().
The very similar principle is also at work in destructive reading as both the
addressee and the addressor (or author) in wiiagabsent. Thus, due to this
absence, a multi-reading of a text is attained, mmdext can be read in its
entirety as the concept ‘what the author wanteday is always dubious.
“Linguistic meaning is generated not through rafieeeto the world but by the

‘play’ or movement of signifiers within a given sgm” (Begam 124).
13



Another poststructuralist mainly influenced by Bettkis Michel

Foucault:

| belong to that generation who as students hadrédheir eyes, and
were limited by, a horizon consisting of Marxisnhepomenology,
and existentialism. Interesting and stimulating these might be,
naturally they produced in the students compleitelyersed in them
a feeling of being stifled, and the urge to loakegthere. | was like all
other students of philosophy at that time, andrfer the break was
first Beckett'sWaiting for Godot (1987: 174).

Michel Foucault's essay “What is an Author” ranguage, Counter-

Memory Practicealso deals with the matter of author. Foucaultestais

objective of writing as follows:

For the purpose of this paper, | will set asidecahistorical analysis
of the author as an individual and the numeroustipres that deserve
attention in this context. How the author was imtlinalised in a

culture such as ours... for the time being | wishidstrict myself to

the singular relationship that holds between ahauand a text, the
manner in which a text apparently points to thigife who is outside
and precedes it (115).

Foucault takes the author as a Derridean ‘centiéhe text, the thing that

originates the text yet remains outside it. “Theingourse, he will deconstruct

that centre/author” (Klages 58). He also mentidres important viewpoint of

Beckett inTexts for Nothing “What matter who's speaking, someone said,

what matter who's speaking?” (16). As a featurepo$tmodern writing or

écriture, none of the texts function as “meanirigfuiting:

The writing of our day has freed itself from thecessity of

‘expression’; it only refers to itself, yet it ison restricted to the
confines of interiority. On the contrary, we recgnit in its exterior
deployment This reversal transforms writing into an intesplaf

signs, regulated less by the content it signifiesmtby the very nature
of the signifier. Moreover, it implies an actiomths always testing
the limits of its regularity, transgressing andemsing an order that it
accepts and manipulates. Writing unfolds like a galpu] that

inevitably moves beyond its own rules and finaigdes them behind.
Thus the essential basis of this writing is not &xalted emotions
related to the act of composition or the insertadna subject into

2 As the following sentence implies, the “exteri@ptbyment” of writing relates to Ferdinand
Saussure’s emphasis of the acoustic quality o$igpaifier, an external phenomenon of speech
which, nevertheless, responds to its own interndldifferential articulation.
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language. Rather, it is primarily concerned withatingan opening
where the writing subject endlessly disappeg@fsucault 116, my
emphasis).

As Foucault indicates, when writing is the subjeetter, no boundaries
or authorities can resist its word-games, and & ¢hd, the creator of that
writing vanishes. In other words, writing is notvahicle through which the
writer’s or the reader’s emotions or thoughts carekpressed or manifested.

Foucault is also concerned with the relationshipyben writing and
death. Writing, for Foucault, also requires theagjgearance of its author. A
work of art can only be produced as long as ite@u out of this game:

Writing is now linked to sacrifice and to the sficg of life itself; it is
a voluntary obliteration of the self that does remjuire representation
in books because it takes place in the everydastende of the writer.
Where a work had the duty of creating immortdJitynow attains the
right to kill, to become the murderer of its autfbi 7).

As mentioned before, Foucault deconstructs or deeerthe authorial
centre by requiring the death of the author. Thth@uis dead because in
poststructuralism, it is only a subject positiomt @ centre. Moreover, the
author is just a product of a work. According touEault, the concept of the
work also needs to be elaborated:

We lack a theory to encompass the questions gexebgta work and
the empirical activity of those who naively und&dahe publication
of this framework. [Can anonymous texts constituwtgks, such as
The Arabian Nightsand the Lives of Diogenes Laertes Such

guestions only begin to suggest the range of dfficulties, and, if

some have found it convenient to bypass the indality of the

writer or his status as an author to concentrata work, they failed
to appreciate the equally problematic nature ofvtloed ‘work’ and

the unity it designates (119).

Eventually, Foucault's contribution to the concept the author in
poststructuralism goes parallel with that of Basth&\s a result, the mark of

the writer is reduced to nothing more than the degty of his absence; he

% Foucault, in this part, mentions the Greek epitere the hero can die young because his epic
guarantees his immortality.
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must assume the role of the dead ndanrhori in the gamelg jed of writing”
(gtd. inSamuel Beckett and The End of Moderh2$)

Like Derrida and Foucault, Roland Barthes belietws the thing which
makes a literary work is not the author but its damguage. If the author was
deciphered, the text would not be “a multi-dimensiospace in which a
variety of writings, none of them original, blenddaclash” (Barthes 146).
Barthes’ essay, ilmage Music Text‘'The Death of the Author” starts with a
quotation from Balzac’s nov8arrasine

This was woman herself, with her sudden fearsjrrational whims,
her instinctive worries, her impetuous boldness,fhssings, and her
delicious sensibility (qtd. in “The Death of the tAar”). Who is
speaking thus? Is it the hero of the story bemeomaining ignorant of
he castrato hidden beneath the woman? Is it Balhac author
professing ‘literary’ ideas on femininity, is it wersal wisdom?
Romantic psychology? We shall never know, for thedgreason that
writing is the destruction of every voice, of evewgint of origin.
Writing is that neutral, composite, oblique spadecke our subject
slips away; the negative where all identity is Jagarting with the
very identity of the body writing [...] As soon adaxt isnarratedno
longer with a view to acting directly on realitythatransitively, that
is to say, finally outside of any function otheaththat of the very
practice of the symbol itself, this disconnectiaturs, the voice loses
its origin, the author enters into his own deattitimg begins(142).

As mentioned before, Barthes is influenced by Maiky, and he asserts
his statements about the idea of anti-authoriadisrfollows:

In France, Mallarmé was doubtless the first toa®to foresee in its
full extent the necessity to substitute languagelfitfor the person
who until then had been supposed to be its owrarhim, for us too,
it is language which speaks, not the author; tdews, through a
prerequisite impersonality (not at all to be coefiiswith the
castrating objectivity of the realist novelist),reach that point where
only language acts, ‘performs,” not ‘me.” Mallarrméntire poetics
consists in suppressing the author in the interdsigiting (which is,
as will be seen, to restore the place of the r@4déB).

For Barthes, after the death of the author the mmosleriptor’s responsibility is

much more different from that of his/her predecesso

...[for the scriptor] the hand, cut off from any vejdorne by a pure
gesture of inscription (and not of expression)cdma field without
origin — or which, at least, has no other origiartHanguage itself,
language which ceaselessly calls into question caigins [...]
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Succeeding the Author, the scriptor no longer beatisin passions,
humours, feelings, impressions, but rather this émse dictionary
from which he draws a writing that can know no hifié never does
more than imitate the book, and the book itselbdy a tissue of
signs, an imitation that is lost, infinitely defedr (146-7).

As a poststructuralist linguist, Barthes opposesidiea of closing the text. “To
give a text an Author is to impose a limit on thatt, to furnish it with a final

signified, to close the writing” (147). In additioBerrida also, in an interview
with Henri Ronse, elaborates the opposition betwienbook and the text,

which resembles the ideas of Barthes:

In what you call my books, what is first of all pat question is the
unity of the book and the unity “book” consideredaaperfect totality,
with all the implications of such a conceptUnder these titles
[Derrida’'s “books”] it is solely a question of a igne and

differentiated textual “operation,” if you will, wdse unfinished
movement assigns itself no absolute beginning vandh, although it
is entirely consumed by the reading of other tarts certain fashion
refers only to its own writing... Therefore it would impossible to
provide a linear, deductive representation of theseks that would
correspond to some “logical order” (Derrida: 1972)3(qtd. in

Samuel Beckett and The End of Moderh@)

Unlike Foucault and Derrida, Barthes gives a gdeat of importance to
the reader factor. In the text the reader is the that must be cared about

Mmost:

...there is ... someone who understands each word duplicity and
who, in addition, hears the very deafness of ttegadiers speaking in
front of him — this someone being precisely thedeeqd...] there is
one place where the multiplicity is focused andt thkace is the
reader, not, as was hitherto said, the author.réader is the space on
which all the quotations that make up a writing isxscribed without
any of them being lost; a text's unity lies notitis origin but in its
destination (148).

Barthes, in other words, follows the traces of Rrregarding the operations
of the sign as the sign is neither referentiale@ressional. Thus, literary text,
according to Barthes, does not express the idedisechAuthor. Moreover, the
origin of the text is not the author or his/heelibn the contrary, the number of
origins depends on the number of its readers. Eh& say, the factor that

determines meaning in the text is not the authat the reader who is able to
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guestion the intentions of the author and see thg of signifiers, and so
produce innumerable meanings.

Both Foucault and Barthes accept the removal o&tieor from the text,
but there are some slight differences between tteas. Foucault accepts the
existence of “the author function” (Foucault 125}he text, but he also claims
that it is just a name, not an authority. For Falicdhe idea of the author is a
historical institution that cannot be denied withaucareful explanation. On
the other hand, Barthes tries to reach a universaklusion by bringing
forward the idea of the non-existence of the autlbey both agree on the fact
that authorship deforms and limits a text. All ih, @ahe ideas of Derrida,
Foucault and Barthes shape the contours of thend&rctive reading which is
quite related to poststructuralism.

2.3. Deconstruction: A New Reading Strategy

In the mid-1960s the structuralist approach thatammegy can be
discovered through an examination of its structemdes was challenged by
the maxim of undecidability or free play; a textshamany meanings, and
therefore no definitive interpretation is possible. this respect, a new
approach to reading, deconstruction, asks a differeet of questions,
endeavouring to show that what a text claims issayd what it actually says
are discernibly different. In his writings, Derridaver states the encompassing
tenets of his critical approach. He claims that &pproach to reading and
literary analysis is more a ‘strategic device’ thanmethodology, more a
strategy or approach to literature than a schodheory of criticism (Bressler
118).

Derrida begins formulating his strategy of readibg criticizing
Ferdinand de Saussure@Gourse in General Linguistics Derrida accepts
Saussure’s assumption that the linguistic sign w@hbarbitrary and
conventional. Moreover, the linguistic sign is camed of two parts: the
‘signifier’, which is the spoken or written consint, and the ‘signified’,
which is the concept signalled by the signifier.titdately, meaning in
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language for Saussure resides in a systemized oatidn of sounds that rely
chiefly on the differences between these signs,amotiny innate properties
within the signs themselves. It is this conceptt teeaning in language is
determined by the differences among the languages gshat Derrida borrows
from Saussure as a key building block in the foatiah of deconstruction. In
this sense, Derrida’s interpretation of Saussurggn begins with his

affirmation that language is a system based oremdifices. For Derrida, the
signified can also be known only through its relaships with and its

differences from other signifieds. Accordingly, miteds often function as

signifiers.

Derrida boldly asserts that the entire history afstérn metaphysics from
Plato to the present is founded on a classicalfamdamental error. The great
error is in searching for what he calls a transeetal signified, an external
point of reference upon which one may build a cphce philosophy. For this
reason, a transcendental signified functions asprowides the centre of
meaning, allowing those who believe in one or nafréhem to structure their
ideas of reality around such centres of truth. Hewea centre of meaning, by
definition, could not subject itself to structuealalysis because by doing so, it
would lose its place as a transcendental signifiegnother centre. This is the
‘decentring’ of a transcendental signified. Aleidkkema also states that the
absence of origins in postmodern texts is quitenmment: “Texts belonging to
the postmodern canon display a firm distrust ofios, of the single, unique
text, or of the strictly referential functions oéniguage. They may also
foreground the plurality of worlds” (15).

According to Derrida, Western metaphysics has itectra variety of
terms that function as centres: “God, reason, wriheing, essence, truth,
humanity, beginning, end, self, etc” (249). In Bisucture, Sign, Play in the
Discourse of the Human SciencBgrrida claims that “it would be possible to
show that all the names related to fundamentalpritiples, or to the centre
have always designated the constant of a presedcs;@rche, telos, energeia,
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ousia (essence, existence, substance, subjedt@ialgtruth], transcendentality,
consciousness, or conscience, God, man, and 3¢ {4Q70: 249). Each can
be regarded as self-sufficient and self-originatiBgessler asserts that each of
these is created by the tendency of logocentrigm:belief that an ultimate
reality or centre of truth exists and can servehasbasis for all our thoughts
and actions (120). The logocentric habit of thigkioperates in accordance
with ‘binary oppositions’. This is the either/or niality that inevitably leads to
dualistic thinking and to the centring and deceagtrof the transcendental
signified.

Derrida asserts that Western metaphysics is basedsystem of binary
oppositions or conceptual oppositions. For eachreemn opposing centre
exists (e.g. God/humankind). Moreover, in eachheké binary oppositions or
opposing centres, one concept is superior to ther@nd defines itself by its
opposite or inferior centre. That is what Derridajests to in hisOf
Grammatology asserting that writing is neither inferior nopsuaor to speech
or vice versa.

Binary oppositions are conceptually established laaxbme the basis of
one’s world view. Therefore, Derrida wishes to dasithe or deconstruct the
structure of such binary oppositions. In a pairoppositions one is always
privileged, and the other is unprivileged. As menéd before, Western
thought has long privileged speech over writing, iolvh Derrida calls
phonocentrism. Phonocentrism treats writing asriofeand speech as superior
since a speaker’s words imply presence. Howeverthisewriting becomes a
mere copy of speech, an attempt to capture the titltawas once spoken.
Whereas speech implies presence, writing signidiesence, thereby setting
into action another binary opposition: presencedabs.

As phonocentrism is based on the assumption thegcspconveys the
meaning or direct ideas of a speaker better thatingy it assumes a
logocentric way of thinking, in which the self iset centre of meaning and can
best ascertain ideas directly from other selvesutin spoken words. In
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logocentric thinking, the self, through speakingcldres its presence, its
significance, and its being or existence.

Metaphysics of presence encompasses those ideasasuogocentrism,
phonocentrism, the operation of binary oppositiossd other notions that
Western thought posits in its conceptions of lagguand metaphysics.
According to Derrida, all these beliefs are basedlvaky foundations, and he
endeavours to deconstruct the basic premises @fpingsics of presence.

2.4. Methodology of Deconstruction
2.4.1. Acknowledging Binary Oppositions in Western
Thought

The first stage in a deconstructive reading isemognise the existence
and the operation of binary oppositions in our king. Once any of these
hierarchies (e.g. speech/writing, human/animal) recognised and
acknowledged, Derrida proposes that we can reaellgrse its elements. Such
a reversal is possible because truth is ever elusre can always decentre the
centre if any is found. By reversing the hierarcmg does not wish to merely
substitute one hierarchy for another and involve/himself in a negative
mode. When the hierarchy is reversed, says Dermga,will be able to
examine the values and beliefs that give rise tb bwe original hierarchy and
the newly created one. Moreover, Derrida makes watribmtion to “"the
understanding of certain deeply hidden philosophjw@suppositions and
prejudices in Western Culture” (Lamont 590), arguithat the whole
philosophical tradition rests on arbitrary dichotmra categories (such as
mind/body and signifier/signified), and that anyxttecontains implicit
hierarchies, "by which an order is imposed on tgand by which a subtle
repression is exercised, as these hierarchiesdeciuwbordinate, and hide the
various potential meanings" (Borody 3). Derridaersfto his procedure for
uncovering and unsettling these dichotomies asrddagction. This examining

of the hierarchies is what Derrida calls “erasure”.
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2.4.2. Supplementation

The relationship between any binary hierarchiealvgays unstable and
problematic. Therefore, Derrida wants to show thaegife basis for the
establishment of such hierarchies and the podsibdi inverting these
hierarchies to gain new insights into language léed Derrida uses the term
‘supplement’ to refer to the lower elements of thierarchy in a binary
operation. In the truth/deception hierarchy, forample, Western thought
would assert the supremacy of truth over decepatinputing to deception a
mere supplementary role. For Derrida, one canntdraene the centre, the
sign whichsupplementd, which takes its place in its absence becausestgn
adds itself, occurs in addition, over and abovene® as aupplementThe
movement of signification adds something, which nsethat there is always
more, but this addition is a floating one becatiseines to perform a vicarious
function of supplementing a lack on the part ofslgmified (Derrida 289).

2.4.3. Differance

The word différance, which was coined by Jacquegid®e is derived
from the French wordifférer, meaning “to defer, postpone, or delay,” and “to
differ, to be different from” (Bressler 125). Baally, différance is Derrida’s
“What if?” question. What if no transcendental siigl exists? What if there
is no presence in which we can find ultimate trui¥iRat if all our knowledge
does not arise from self-identity? What if therens essence, being, or an
inherently unifying element in the universe? W inetrt?

No longer is there an absolute standard or cohareity from which
knowledge proceeds and develops. Therefore, Breaskerts that all human
knowledge and all self-identity must now spring nfrodifference, not
sameness; from absence, not presence (126). Wheveesal of this pivotal
binary operation occurs, two dramatic results comé: First, human
knowledge becomes referential—as there is no temuemtal signified.
Second, one must forgo closure — because no tnaghsctal signified exists, all
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interpretations concerning life, self-identity, ahthowledge are possible,
probable and legitimate. The importance of diffémnwhen reading texts, is
that texts can no longer have presence. Becausgeahing and knowledge are
now based on differences, no text can simply me@ntbing; texts become
intertextual. A text's meaning evolves from thatrided from the
interrelatedness of one text to the interrelateslioésnany texts. Like language
itself, texts are caught in a dynamic, contextteglanterchange. No longer can
one declare one interpretation to be right andharowrong, for meaning in a
text is always elusive, dynamic and transitory. réfere, “Literature for the
deconstructionists testifies to the impossibilifylanguage’s ever doing more
than talk about its own failure, like some barrolone. Literature is the ruin of
all reference, the cemetery of communication” (Etagi 1989: 146).
2.5. Intertextuality and Metafiction

Intertextuality is a term which was coined by theststructuralist critic
Julia Kristeva, and it is generally associated wither poststructuralist
theorists such as Roland Barthes and Jacques Beffid Kristeva’'s radical
formulation any text may, as a matter of courserdgarded as an ‘intertext,’
constituted by the intersection of all other texpast and future” (qtd. in
Palgrave Advances in Samuel Beckett Stugigs It posits the wider view of
intertextuality which says that ‘all texts are méxts’. Like in the chain of
signifiers a certain text also alludes to othersxt$ are seen as ‘mosaics of
citations’ or ‘echo chambers’, wherein the questioh origin loses its
importance. Textuality itself controls discoursesoren than subjects
themselves. (Plett 1-4) In his book’s introductpmart, Graham Allen states on

the term:

Intertextuality foregrounds notions of relationgliinterconnectedness
and interdependence in modern cultural life. InRlestmodern epoch,
theorists often claim, it is not possible any lande speak of
originality or the uniqueness of the artistic objdxe it a painting or a
novel, since every artistic object is so clearlyeasbled from bits and
pieces of already existent art. Intertextuality,aaterm, stands at the
centre of such contemporary conceptions of art aodtural
production generally (5).
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In other words, it is the idea that no text makesss on its own, that
every text is related to others of necessity, orarsweepingly, that every text
is related taall others: “One text reads another... Each ‘text’ imachine with
multiple reading heads for other texts” (Derrid&¥29107). Poststructuralism
and postmodernism readily accept this idea becausgistifies some
revolutionary ideas of poststructuralism such asdbath of the autonomous
author, the end of the self-contained text andsthbility of meaning.

The term metafiction as defined by Waugh “is antgjiven to fictional
writing which self-consciously and systematicallaws attention to its status
as an artefact in order to pose questions aboutethgonship between fiction
and reality” (1984 2). As mentioned before, bBerkett and Atay are quite
aware of the theoretical matters involved in cargding their narratives.
Therefore, it would be no surprise for the readerfihd that both writers
employ metafiction in their fictions. Waugh elabt@son metafiction:

Metafictional novels tend to be constructed on phmciple of a
fundamental and sustained opposition: the consructf a fictional
illusion (as in traditional realism) and the layibgre of that illusion.
In other words, the lowest common denominator ofafietion is
simultaneously to create a fiction and to makeadestent about the
creation of that fiction (1984: 6).

Metafiction or self-reflexivity is quite interrelad with wordplays and
games in fiction. Detweiler argues, “Fiction isrparily an elaborate way of

pretending, and pretending is a fundamental elewigoiey and games” (51).

24



CHAPTER 3
BECKETT'S and ATAY’S VIEWS OF ART
3.1. Samuel Beckett's View of Art and the Artist
Samuel Beckett's early essays, which are writtenJoyce and Proust,
more or less offer a theory of art. The theorylewd the relationship between
artistic form and the restriction of human knowledgEach individual's view
of world is to an extent subjective inasmuch as @oloured by personal, will-
motivated desires” (Acheson 9). Since man cannee Iz infinite, extensive
and objective perception of the world, it is, taclswan extent, impossible for
him to understand the world in its totality.
What differentiates Beckett's art from the reatistdition is the realist

writers’ “great” attempt to reflect the world asuaified one. For Beckett,
reflecting the world in an ordered and meaningfiylesappears to be very
deceptive or anti-realist. If man lacks the power ¢omprehend the
complexities of the world, realist writers are tHexing naive when they claim
to reflect the world at large. Acheson, in thisserasserts “[Beckett] believes
that the world that the naturalists mirror in thewrks - the world we know
through perception — is a simplification of whae tworld is really like” (14).
Moreover, Beckett's works do not look for answe&ds. the contrary, his works
question and reveal the impossibility of findingsasers.

Beckett's view of art is also quite a different ofrem that of his
contemporaries because unlike other twentieth cgmovelists, Beckett does
not try to give a meaning to the world around hioke other modernist
writers, he is, of course, aware of the disunityha world, but he is different
from them as he is never after ‘an order’. In Iisidn, he represents the world
in the way he sees it with its chaotic elements.neeer tries to reconcile the
outside world, which is chaotic, with the concepbader and meaning, which
is impossible. Besides, he depicts chaos as iemsed: “The notion of art
seeking as its end not order or clarity but a depicof the chaos is a theme
that will ... be central to Beckett's works” (Ben-Z2D). He does not see the
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chaos as something to be fixed or reordered thrdibgpature. As “both the
world and the human mind are infinitely complex”cffeson 14), the art
produced by man about the world is always doomddlliog short of its aims.

For Beckett, art means failure. The ‘art of failugean expression taken
from Beckett's comment in thButhuit Dialogues Richard Coe, for Beckett,
argues;

[art] ... is the elucidation of the impossible. Thenfan condition is
that of an indefinableNéant within, conscious of a possible
relationship with an equally indefinabldNéant without, yet
invalidating that relationship by the very fact itd consciousness.
The artist is driven — by the very fact of beingaatist — to realise, to
create in art, that which is not, which cannothexause, as soon as it
is realised in concrete terms (paint or words)eiases to be itself.
Consequently, itmust fail. Beckett's own art likewise is an art of
failure: it is by definition trying to do somethinthat it cannot
conceivably do — to create and define that whickated and defined,
ceases to be what it must be if it is to revealtth#éh of the human
situation: Man as a Nothing in relation to all tygnwhich themselves
are Nothing (4).

The artist, for Beckett, is limited on both sidEsst, the artist as a human
being is a limited creature by nature. Second, shémited with her/his
insufficient knowledge to express the world since world is too complex to
be explained. The artist lacks everything to ds tthallenging task. In other
words, s/he is doomed to struggle just as herftis @oomed to failure. Thus,
as a necessity s/he has to portray the chaos,onexglain or express it in
her/his fiction. Therefore, as Beckett assertBisjectg the postmodern artist
has “nothing to express, nothing with which to egs;, nothing from which to
express, no power to express, no desire to exgragasther with the obligation
to express” (139). The word ‘express’ is a term ahmust be abandoned
when the art of failure is concerned. For Beckét, artist is “limited in what
he can hope to learn about the world around hinch@son 97).

This idea goes quite in parallel with the ideadetonstructive reading
because no signifier in language can reach a sgnifTherefore, meaning is
never possible or attainable. If there is a ‘meghiit is just a socially or

culturally constructed one. Thus, he is always scajpabout the possibility of
26



communication. The meaning-making procedure, fockB#'s philosophy,
does never occur in fiction. Like Derrida, Beckmsttnever deceived by the
deceitful power of words. Words, as signifiers, ereattain a ‘fixed’ signified.
From this perspective, Beckett always struggle$ Whguage, but he is never
satisfied as language does not enable him to expiesmeaning if there exists
any. Therefore, Beckett deconstructs his own teyxtabandoning old styles of
language and by creating “a new language as aledbichis thought” (Calder
85). John Calder clearly deals with Beckett's ideaslanguage, which are

close to the concepts of deconstructive reading:
But aside from [Beckett's] technical developmennefv language as
a vehicle for his thought, breaking up the struetaf sentences to
impart new patterns of imagery and speech into jummps of
consciousness that superposed surprising assocatand his
personal codification into the stream of narratihere is also, buried
in the text, a system of undermeanings that onbgeclreading can
bring out (85).

Beckett’s new language is in fact the result ofdesonstructing his own texts.

To illustrate, he uses Latin, a dead languagentamiliar words, often making

“neologisms out of the logic of words themselveso. cteate new language”

(Calder 86).

The art of failure in a sense can be seen as #eopdition to experience
the expression of interface. In the art of faillakhough a person is aware of
his limited perceptions to succeed, he tries ta@sghis external and internal
world and fails in the end. At that point, he canrbady to succeed in creating
a new art that is stripped of any unifying ordemaganings. When the artist
becomes aware of his deprivation to express thédwoe begins to experience
failure in the expression of interface where thisstican present his attempts
and failures. Ironically enough, the art of failurakes the artist successful at
not reaching an ordered world in fiction sincesihbt possible in reality either.

3.2. Qguz Atay’s View of Art and the Artist
Like Beckett, @uz Atay also started his writing career by studying

such modern writers as James Joyce and Marcel tPréUdiz Ecevit notes
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that “[Atay] abandons the approaches of the 195@5 E960s that look for
meanings and answers to problems, but he embrasidgective perception of
life” (1989: 9).

The artist, for Atay, must always be productive amtbvative. He should
be in a struggle with life in order not to exprés$ut to express the failure of
expressing it. Moreover, the artist is doomed ts thilure like the artist of
Beckett. Furthermore, Atay does not only reflecttba postmodernist artist,
but he also portrays such people as his charactdns fiction. His characters
are always artists or intellectuals. These intéllaiccharacters portray Atay’s
view of art as they are interested in the confusiygiems of the cosmos. They
are always in conflict with their own inner worldcathe world around them.
However, they always fail to figure out these werldue to their limited
natures and weak perceptions. Thus, art, for Aiysomething destined to
failure. Thus, Atay resembles Beckett concernirgytapproaches to art.

According to Atay, the world is a concept whictcantrolled by artificial
systems constructed by man himself as man tendsctehe problematic or
chaotic world. However, art is not a concept thloughich one can
compensate for the disunity of the world. Moreo\aet,is not a notion which
can be depicted according to the widely acceptethamf society. “Atay’s
intellectuals do not want to perceive the environmm@ which they live
according to the accepted rules of society” (Ec&®89: 10). For Atay, the
artist should see the problematic sides of so@ety reflect them as they are.
The main problem is trying to express the inexpbéssThe artist of Atay, like
Beckett's artist, must struggle to show the indiéstie although that is not
possible. One of the characters of Atay states ‘fmnst die, commit suicide
for the ontological issuesT(tunamayanlaB24).

Oguz Atay’s view of art and the artist is similarBeckett’'s because both
use art to show the impossibility of expressionerBifiore, for both, art is
failure, and their fictions can be considered totlie expression of interface
where their characters do everything to show theréaof expression
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CHAPTER 4
APPLICATIONS OF THEORIES TO THE NOVELS
4.1. Characterisation of Molloy-Moran and Hikmet

In the realist texts the stable ego is subordit@te moral problem in the
text; the modernist text concentrates on the egeueal the complexities and
difficulties of attaining a unified self without ¢asing on the difficulties of
representing such a self. However, postmodernists taleal with “the
disintegration and loss of the self, and the cotigas of traditional character
as subverted” (Fokkema 58). In the postmodern nqweststructuralist
elements are used, and as a result of this, tleeatiecharacter’ is considered
to be the product or subject of discourse. Theadise is, in other words, a
context in which certain signifiers are used tereb other certain signifiers to
reach a ‘meaning’. What Eagleton thinks of the garhemeaning making’ is
stated as follows:

If meaning, the signified, was a passing produstaifds or signifiers,
always shifting and unstable, part-present andaasént, how could
there be any determinate truth or meaning at dllPedlity was

constructed by our discourse rather than reflebyeid, how could we
ever know reality itself, rather than merely knowimour own

discourse? (1989: 143-4).

Therefore, the concept of character is a problemate. Furthermore, since
postmodern fiction tries to subvert some of the mmmly accepted elements of
character, and since it takes character as a cahstr a subject in discourse, it
would be irrelevant to expect a ‘postmodern charatob preserve any of the
qualities which have been traditionally attributeccharacter.

As a postmodern writer, Samuel Beckett's two subj@t his first book
in The Trilogy are Molloy and Moran. These are the author-narsatmd
protagonists of their own narratives. As a firsinpoit can be undoubtedly said
that Beckett's handling of characterization quiifeds from that of realist
fiction. His characterizations apparently prove hiittle can be known about
human beings and the world they live in. lan Wtady states that the realist

novel attempts to portray the individual experience
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Modern realism, of course, begins from the positloat truth can be
discovered by the individual through his sensesai its origins in
Descartes and Locke, and received its first fultmfolation by

Thomas Reid in the middle of the eighteenth centuFe view that

the external world is real, and that our senses gg/a true report of
it... (12).

As Watt states, the realist novel’s primary criterhas been the truth to
individual experience which is said to be alwaysqua and new. However,
Beckett, who creates subjects like Molloy and Mordaliberately portrays
them to show a reaction to the traditional redksiaracterization’. In other
words, he wants to subvert the realistic modeshafacterization by refusing
such critical terms as ‘character’, ‘protagonistida‘hero’, and by merely
creating subjects. Obviously, neither Molloy nor &l is a heroic character.
On the contrary, as the narrators of their owniesorthey parody traditional
heroic aspirations.

In this sense, if one wants to deal with the charamation inThe Trilogy
s/he should have a look at Beckett's narrativertegle as his subjects are also
the narrators of their own stories. Furthermore, differences between the
narrative techniques of Beckett and of the tradélonarration modes should
be reconsidered. Rimmon-Kenan argues that varieasifes which had been
considered the hallmarks of character, modellec draditional view of man,
were denied by (post)modern novelists alike (28cadkdingly, in realist
fiction, the great role of Descartes cannot be etbras hisDiscourse on
Methods (1637) and hisMeditationsdid much to bring about the modern
assumption whereby the pursuit of truth is conatiekas a wholly individual
matter (Watt 13). Therefore, according to this vidhe realist novel is the
most “life-like” kind of fiction.

This afore mentioned idea is one of the main festusf the realist
fiction, and this is what Beckett parodies in hdién. As Pultar asserts, the
allusion to the “mythological present” is the megplicit statement so far [in
Molloy] in the volume that suggests that it is in no vaaalistic novel (6). “I

speak in the present tense, it is so easy to spe#ie present tense, when
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speaking of the past. It is the mythological preserdon’t mind it” Molloy
26). Molloy demonstrates, in Pultar’'s words, “the predicantdrthe artist or
the writer in society” (26).

Beckett’'s story claims to display ‘the condition mfn’, not a specific
individual's past or present experiences. On thNi&insheimer states “As
segments of a closed text, characters at mostadterps of recurrence, motifs
which are continually recontextualized in other ifisotin semiotic criticism,
characters dissolve” (qtd. iNarrative Fiction 31-2).Also, about this, Watt
indicates,

[The realist novel is] distinguished from other genand previous
forms of fiction by the amount of attention it hiaailly accords both
to the individualization of its characters and the tdetailed
presentation of their environment (219).
In contrast to actual people, “illustrative” chaeas, a term borrowed from
Robert Scholes and Robert Kellogg (84), “are meoglgcepts in anthropoid
shape or fragments of the human psyche masquerading/hole human
beings” (Scholes and Kellogg 88). To Beckett, thiestor the writer is a
modern Everyman who is alienated and isolated,thedsolated protagonists
of The Trilogy are good examples to demonstrate the human comdifio
illustrate, Molloy the narrator is located in a m@owhich once belonged to his
mother, and he is all alone and isolated. Thisatita of him proves the notion
of “the predicament of the artist or the writersciety” (Pultar 26). Besides, at
the beginning of the second partMblloy, in Moran’s part, he acknowledges
his alienation and loneliness as in the following:

.. all is sleeping. Nevertheless | get up and gontodesk. | can’t
sleep... | hear the eagle-owl. What a terrible batjl! Once |
listened to it unmoved. My son is sleeping. Let lEl@ep. The night
will come when he too, unable to sleep, will getamgl go to his desk.
| shall be forgotten (92).

Rimmon-Kenan argues that various features whichbesh considered
the hallmarks of character, modelled on a trad#iaew of man, were denied

by (post)ymodern novelists (28). Both Molloy and Miorare “degraded and
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mutated into a consciousness representing the haoradition” (Pultar 129).
The notion of a stabilised character or the traddl view of man is replaced
by the conceptions of changeable and diverse deasacAs Huxley puts it,

Critics seem to agree that ‘character’ is outdatieat, the postmodern
novel demonstrates that there are only fragile estigpositions, that
language is the only constituent of ‘self’, andtthaultiplicity (of
identity, of selves, of subjectivities) has supdesk the unified,
coherent, ‘old stable ego’ that was already denednby D.H.
Lawrence ( gtd. ilPostmodern Character#éleid Fokkema 13).

Upon the conception of character, says Barthes,dti&lobsolescent in
today’s novel is not the novelistic, it is the coaer; what can no longer be
written is the Proper Name” (qtd. in Rimmon-Ken&).2

The story narrated by Molloy in his fiction is otleat can be called
retrospection. “The narrator’'s remarks concernimg vriting of the tale ...
[and] their nature evolve in such a way as to idelguestions and assertions
concerning the craft of writing itself. It become&dent that the subject of the
novel - as distinct from the subject of the retexgjve tale — is the process of
writing” (Pultar 6). In this retrospective tale theis one narrator/author
Molloy, who records his past events in his motheo@m, and the protagonist
Molloy who is a “quester” (8).

Molloy seems to be a retrospective story, but unlike aalittonal
retrospective tale, it tellhlow Molloy the quester turns into Molloy the
narrator, just as Moran the quester turns into Mdfre narrator. Contrarily,
the retrospective tales of Molloy often reflect what they mean to describe
and narrate. As McDonald states, “Beckett consitiens voluntary memory
distorts the recollected object because of theetionis of hindsight — things
become different through retrospect so that chgosinremember is always
misremembering” (95-6). In his retrospective andesjutales, Beckett puts
forward his own opinions about humanity by parodyirtraditional
retrospective tales.

The model of a quest, which has been one of thesblolot structures in

literature, has been employed by BecketiTime Trilogy Since both Molloy
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and Moran have a quest to accomplish, they stait tarratives by searching
for someone else but end up as a huge ‘failure’lldyidooks for his mother,
and Moran looks for Molloy. IThe Trilogythis idea of a quest, which seems
to be ‘the idea of origin’, is not employed in tbenventional way it has been
used because Beckett utilizes this mode of a questder to dismantle the
notion of origin. As a postmodernist novelist, Bettknot only parodies the
idea of a quest, but he also clearly annihilatesitlea of origin by using a
superficial narrative technique that is the questieh. As mentioned before,
the characters of the first book end these questgving up or by returning to
themselves. In the course of the novel the quastd@coming less and less
significant, and they appear to be failures to maggders. The so called
‘fruitless quests’ are deliberately used to empiy ineaning of quests and to
destroy the existence of the origin. In this settsay failures lead characters to
refuse or subvert the origins and principles. Os igsue McDonald argues:

The start of the novel, when Molloy indicates thatis writing his
story from his mother’s room, indicates that he rhaye succeeded
in the quest, though that he is on his own, thahas ‘taken her
place,” suggests a refusal of external authoritynleerited notions of
identity. This is only one of the many respectswinich the quest
model is deployed and subsequently subverted amdadiitled (91-2).

In other words, the result of the quest motive am4sonventional novels is
generally disappointing, unsuccessful, “disconogttieven staggering” in
Wayne Booth’s words (287). In other words, in pastiernist novels quests
and their results are always failures, or they amelermined in order to
emphasize the non-existence of unifying elements.

Oguz Atay’'s protagonist, Hikmet, expresses Atay'sasl@bout man’s
desperate situation in such a chaotic and confugortfd. His protagonist is an
intellectual who feels trapped and alienated inows body and community.

In many aspects, Hikmet differs from the conceptludracter in realist
fiction. Tehlikeli Oyunlaris an example of a postmodern novel because not
only many features of postmodernism such as métaficintertextuality and
pluralism but also many traits of a postmodern abti@r portrayal can be
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traced in this text. In Turkish literature untiletil960s the tendency was
writing novels which had traits of several metafgranarratives such as
rationalism, positivism, liberalism, Marxism etchd prefix ‘meta’ is here used
to mean ‘about’, and a narrative is a story. Thaeefa metanarrative is a story
about a story. In postmodern fiction grand narratives absolutely denied
because grand narratives or metanarratives areiestabout stories,
encompassing and explaining other ‘little storiegthin totalizing schemas.
Lyotard’s analysis of the postmodern condition goparallel with
poststructuralism’s understanding of the novel.

Attempts to construct grand theories tend to disntige naturally
existing chaos and disorder of the universe. Secomdanarratives
are created and reinforced by power structuresaemtherefore not to
be trusted. 'Metanarratives' ignore the heterogermi variety of

human existence. They are also seen to embody epiatte views of
historical development, in terms of progress towaadspecific goal.
The latent diverse passions of human beings willagé make it
impossible for them to be marshalled under somerétieal doctrine

(XXiv-XXxV).

When the individual's place in postmodernism issidared, unlike the
melancholic and introvert characters of moderngstoin, postmodernist fiction
tries to reveal the changeable temperament of naatisre and gives him/her
more free-will in every sphere. Postmodernism viewsas a fiction or a game,
and it considers the artist as a wo/man who carofialize this artificial world
in any way s/he wants. Moreover, the artist caerfate in or participate in the
game whenever s/he wants as a ‘pivot’. In Yildie\Es words, “everything
is a game played in the artistic plane, and thenpadern writer tends to
fictionalize ethical/political or historical matats” (1989: 72) in his texts.

Before the 28 century, “Turkish writers did not pay enough atim
to man’s inner world, inconsistencies, desires aspirations” (Ecevit 83). In
realist tradition, characters are taken as reapleewho come from real life
with “realistic” experiences. In other words, lagure is referential. Therefore,
characters were analysed according to their socipblitical beliefs. Besides,

a work of art used to be praised according to asgy of reflecting reality. In
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Turkish literature many works of art have been eige to be written for the
community by delivering a message or by servingad@pecific objective or
ideology. In other words, art is forced to be istad, and many realistic novels
have been produced. However, “the only indicatibthe artistic power of art
arises from its fiction, construction or form. Thebject matter is not what is
narrated but how it is narrated” (Ecevit 12-3). YAsaprotagonist Hikmet also
speculates on reality: “Reality is an unpleasanasueement that others try to
apply to us...lts denomination is mMan(109). In realist fiction, both its
characters and readers deal with ‘space’, whiclditiomally has three
dimensions, namely width-height-depth, and a ‘lrmt&ae’ concept. However,
in postmodernism, both time and space are metarosgohin the dark depths
of subconsciousness.

Hikmet is the protagonist ofehlikeli Oyunlar but he is not a hero who
exaggerates his successes and failures. Moreovanetlis a character who
represents everyman like Molloy and Moran. Hikmetsrld consists of
realistic people and materials, but they are brotmgpether in such an original
way that no known rules of physics can govern tig& world. “His world is
an unnamable one, and it does not surround a denaality with which we
are familiar” (Ecevit 53). Therefore, Hikmet resdasdMolloy and Moran-the-
narrator as he narrates a blurred version of yeahtl imagination. Regarding
their similarities, each character, Molloy, MoramdaHikmet, can be analysed
according to their postmodern representationsemtivels.

4.1.1 Molloy

One can investigate the different elements of atar&ation concerning
Molloy. As Rimmon-Kenan successfully puts forwarch ahe issue of
characterization:

It may be instructive...to establish which type ofardcterization

predominates in a given text or for a given charadthis can then be
related, according to the interests of the crttiche kind of character
in question, the thematic concerns of the work, taedyenre to which

* Gergek, bgkalarinin bize uygulamaya cgtigi tatsiz bir dlgudir... Birimi insandr.
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it belongs, the preference of the author, the navfrihe period, and

the like” (70).
Beckett’s art is reflected in his way of constmgthis characters, and he does
not present them as particular individuals. Thaeefhe does not provide them
with specific names and surnames, and with famifrésnds, a profession, and
an authentic social world that they interact wishaarealist writer does it in the
traditional way. Thus, he reflects his postmodeeas by creating unusual and
impressive characters. As Fokkema points out, ‘attars are discontinuous
voices or subject$ (191) in postmodern texts. In this sense, Mollayho
resembles a postmodern character, can be studieddatrg to his physical and
psychological conditions. His actions and speecl@so reveal his
characteristics as a postmodern “subject” (Fokkel®a). Moreover, the
characters’ pasts, their names and environmertiarcourse of the novel are
important issues to be dealt with respectively.

Firstly, the physical situation of the narratopiesented by himself. As
Cohn states “initially anonymous, the protagonaitrator opendfolloy in the
1* person and the present tense: | am in my motheds. . . There is this
man who comes every week. . . Yes, | work nowWhat I'd like now is to
speak of the things that are left, say my goodbifyesh dying” (Cohn 2001:
162). He starts his account by informing his readehere he is at that
moment. He is apparently a bedridden man becausayse’l don’t know how
| got there. Perhaps in an ambulance, certainlgtacle of some kind. | was
helped. I'd never have got there alone” (7). He tnngsparalyzed, and he will
explain how he has become so in the following pagetie has mentioned, he
simply waits for his death in a bed by speakingpse can understand that he
is quite desperate and has no hopes for the futlisecondition is a pathetic
one because he is not only a disabled man, bug his® abandoned probably
in a hospital. This is the very first impressionoab Molloy concerning his
physical and mental conditions. After introducinignkelf, but ironically not

saying his name, he begins a story about two meamdAC, because there is a
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man coming to see him once a week. This is obwolKilloy’s editor, who
pays him for the pages he writes. He is a writeployfession, “Yes, | work
now, a little like I used to” (7).

The appearance of Molloy also helps the reader nderstand how
Beckett violates the traditional rules of realigttibn concerning the
protagonist. Molloy in his bed, as an artist, tiesemember and write about
his previous actions not to earn money, but hdilispsid. He is not a usual
hero of the realist tradition who can evolve orrtelis lesson in the course of
the narrative. Unlike a hero with personal featurea realist novel, Molloy
has no individual traits; he is more or less gelisd to represent everyman
without place, time, name or personal charactesstHis inefficiencies and
primitive sides make him an ordinary man. During journey, he himself and
his clothes physically deteriorate. When he stardsrating his past, he
mentions having “a short stiff leg” (23). He alsashgot crutches. He calls
himself “crippled” (16) just after he decides ors ljuest for his mother. In
spite of his stiff leg and his crutches, he cae adbicycle at first. He seems so
dirty and repulsive that the policeman does nat irm decent and arrests him
as he may be a threat to others. Molloy also flmdsself disgusting: “To apply
the letter of the law to a creature like me is @oteasy matter” (24). However,
it is not only Molloy himself, who deserves to hiéiqu, but all human beings
are also like him because he stands for manking, es a pathetic and futile
existence in the world. His existence does not deman earthly forms, that is,
he does not want to limit the notion of man inte trames of body and blood
because body is something which cannot defy tint space. Nonetheless,
time and space are also two other things whichicestan.

But it is only since | have ceased to live thahihk of these things
and the other things. It is in the tranquillity @écomposition that |
remember the long confused emotion which was ngy kihd that |
judge it, as it is said that God will judge me, awtth no less
impertinence. To decompose is to live too, | kndvknow, don’t

torment me, but one sometimes forgets. And oflifeatoo | shall tell

you perhaps one day; the day | know that whenugho!| knew | was
merely existing and that passion without form a@tiets will have
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devoured me down to the rotting flesh itself andt ttwvhen | know
nothing, am only crying out as | have always croedl, more or less
piercingly, more or less openli(25-26).

Molloy is portrayed in this situation: With his fftiegs and faulty memory. He
iIs also retarded and impotent. He is a completengraa vagabond. As
Sheringham points out,

The tramp is inherently marginal, belonging neitb@rcountry nor
town; provisional in his living arrangements, of fised abode or
purpose, constantly forced to adjust to new cirdcam=es but
remaining within the bounds of a strictly limiteghige of possibilities,
repeated in random order, he is constantly in ir#28)

That Molloy is afflicted by bodily ailments showsanis mortality. “The
tramp is the embodiment of Beckett's world,” (Shgham 29) which is
chaotic and confusing. In this chaotic world Molloggins to deteriorate as a
result of stripping from his earthly protective ¢émy. As McDonald puts
forward, “so the loss of the body is a sort of apHlie of battlements, a
revelation of a vulnerable self underneath...” (325 good leg starts to stiffen
when he comes to the seashore:

The stiff leg hurt me, admittedly, | mean the oldff $eg, and it
was the other which | normally used as a pivotpmp. But
now this latter, as a result of its stiffening lppose, and the
ensuing commotion among nerves and sinews, wasiagito
hurt me even more than the othev! 77).

His legs are worse now, and they are of differength. Moreover, he
chokes of asthma. He has even lost his toes. ta ephis bodily deterioration,
Molloy never loses his passion for life, and hedmes more eager to keep
going.

Molloy’s actions and speeches are worth talkinguabim show his
guestions about narration, remembering and the Hasimoreover, has several
habitual actions, some of which are his unendifigng, writing, even making
up stories about the past. Rimmon-Kenan claims hhbitual actions tend to

reveal the character’s unchanging or static aspdtgn having a comic or
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ironic effect (61). For the formation of the se#iccording to Connor, the
repetitive actions play a very important part:

It will be the argument of this book that repetitic a central and
necessary concept within all attempts to undersiadividual and

social being and representation. While to a largerg repetition

determines and fixes our sense of our experiendaepresentations
of that experience, it is also the place where agertradical

instabilities in these operations can reveal thémse It is therefore
no accident that Samuel Beckett, the writer whahis century has
most single-mindedly dedicated himself to the esgiion of what is

meant by such things as being, identity and reptatien, should
have at centre of his work so strong and continwpseoccupation
with repetition... (1988: 1)

To illustrate, Molloy presents the introduction laé account, which is

full of repetitions, and he also problematizesribture of writing by stating

| began at the beginning, like an old ballocks, gan imagine that?
Here is my beginning. Because they are keepingpaeently. | took a
lot of trouble with it. Here it is. It gave me & lof trouble. It was the
beginning, do you understand? Whereas now it'siyebhe end. Is
what | do now any better? | don’t know. That's lolesihe point. Here
is my beginning. It must mean something, or theyiad't keep it.

Here it is (8).

The quotation above points out the repetitive spee@nd thoughts of Molloy.
It also looks like a sort of tongue twister. Molloythe story of A and C pays

attention to their problematic movements:

People pass too, hard to distinguish from yoursdlhat is
discouraging. So | saw A and C going slowly agaesth other,
unconscious of what they were doing. . . Each veentis way, A
back towards the town, C on by ways he seemedyhtrdnow. . . |
repeat | watched him recede, at grips (myself) whth temptation to
get up and follow him, perhaps even to catch up Wi one day, so
as to know him better, be myself less lonely (11).
In this quotation, Molloy remembers two men, andnaerates how he hid
himself behind a rock to spy upon them. His lastdsan the quotation, “be
myself less lonely,” (11) point out his presentatton. Furthermore, Molloy
the narrator, who is both unreliable and self-cans; wants to place A and C

in an environment, but he is so self-conscious ah@usetting that he cannot
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count on his memory. His narrating some past evaadees him ponder on his
(dis)ability of remembering:

So | saw A and C going slowly against each othacounscious of
what they were doing. It was on a road remarkaldyep! mean
without hedges or ditches or any kind of edge,h@ tountry, for
cows were chewing in enormous fields, lying anchditag in the
evening silence. Perhaps I'm inventing a littlerhags embellishing,
but on the whole that’s the way it was (9).

Molloy and his memories about the past are alwagsuincertain to be
believed. This reinforces the postmodern idea efctaracter in a narrative. As
postmodernism emphasizes the constructed naturea ofharacter, the
uncertainty of Molloy concerning his memories remks this idea.
Furthermore, as Ben-Zvi underlines, “any attemptcépture the past will
become, of necessity a fiction” because of “theeauifiable nature of the past”
(90-91). The unverifiable nature of the past maké@wpossible for Molloy to
recall and recount a truthful narration of the padstoreover, Molloy's
defective memory and the inability of capturing ¢imlso distort the past.
Therefore, no matter how hard he tries to narrdtatwe experienced in the
past, in the end it turns into a fictionalized wemnsof the past.

In the Molloy part, there is always a consistent “uncertaintyceoning
time, place and identity” (Kennedy 123). As a selfiscious character, Molloy

keeps confessing his perceptions of the past intsde

And | am perhaps confusing several different oaasiand different
times, deep down, and deep down is my dwelling,noh deepest
down, somewhere between the mud and the scum. Amcps it was
A one day at one place, then C another at anothen, a third the
rock and 1, so on for the other components, thescdle sky, the sea,
the mountains. | can't believe it (14-15).
Molloy is not only uncertain about the past incitderbut also sceptical about
what his memory will be like in the future. For tasce, Molloy reflects on the
notion of memory: “A and C | never saw them agd@uot perhaps | shall see
them again. But shall | be able to recognise th&m® am | sure | never saw

them again? And what do | mean by seeing and segam?” (15). Molloy,
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who is suddenly on crutches, quits pursuing A andn@restingly, he at this
point of his narration mentions his having ‘cruteheéOne piece of memory
drags Molloy to another. These are fragments tlahfout of an imperfect
memory. While he craves for a companion, he remesnha&ving heard of the
angelus. That is the first point at which Molloynamnces his intention to
narrate his quest for his mother in the text.

But talking of the craving for a fellow let me obge that having
waked between eleven o’clock and midday (I heard dngelus,
recalling the incarnation, shortly after) | resalvi® go and see my
mother (16).

It is not only the memory of Molloy which is defeat, but his mother’s
memory is also as faulty as his. When he decideltabout the story of
trying to find his mother, he ironically remembetow he used to
‘communicate’ with her by knocking on her skull. dBa knock meant
something. “One knock meant yes, two no, threen'tdenow, four money,
five goodbye” (18). This is what Molloy remembershis present situation,
but he also seems to understand his mother’s igariemory better now:

It was too far for her, yes, the distance was t@aiy from one to four.
By the time she came to the fourth knock she imedjishe was only
at the second, the first two having been eraseu fier memory as
completely as if they had never been felt, thoudbr’'t quite see how
something never felt can be erased from the menaony,yet it is a
common occurrence. She must have thought | wasgay to her all
the time, whereas nothing was further from my paep(.8)

Beckett's usage of the past and memory in relatmrMolloy’s character
underlines his role on the issue of postmodernattars since postmodern
characters are thoroughly rootless, without ‘ndtyrarents, living obscurely
in a dull society.

The matter of naming is also another important el@mvhich makes a
character a postmodern one. At the beginning thetas does not directly say
his name. Not until page 23 does he remember msena Molloy. In his
retrospective story the narrator remembers thehgawas arrested. As he had
not got his papers with him and as he looked simmcon the road, he was
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arrested by the police officer and taken to theicpobktation. During the
interrogation he suddenly remembered his name, fioMy name is Molloy,

| cried, all of a sudden, now | remember. . .t kgour mother’'s name? said the
sergeant, it must have been a sergeant. Molloyietcmy name is Molloy”
(23). This is where the narrator for the very fitshe gives his name.
However, Molloy as a character underlines the méicant or inefficient role
of names when he talks about the subject of ‘May@an’. “She[his mother]
never called me son, fortunately, | couldn’'t hawene it, but Dan. | don't
know why, my name is not Dan. Dan was my fatheasha perhaps. . . | called
her Mag, when | had to call her something” (17).

The idea of naming in postmodern texts can be aticgaboth to the
conventions of realist fiction and the languagedsver in expression. On the
one hand, in realist fiction both writers and pkdphers have given great
importance to the particular individual because ‘tiovelist typically indicates
his intention of presenting a character as a pdaidndividual by naming him
in exactly the same way as particular individuals mamed in ordinary life”
(Watt 19). Moreover, Watt underlines some featwé&ghe traditions that
existed before realist tradition:

Characters in previous forms of literature, of sarwere usually
given proper names; but the kind of names actusgd showed that
the author was not trying to establish his charactes completely
individualised entities. The precepts of classieald renaissance
criticism agreed with the practice of their litenag in preferring either
historical names or type names. In either case,ntdmees set the
characters in the context of a large body of exgigmts primarily
formed from past literature, rather than from thentext of
contemporary life (20).

However, when one considers the name Molloy, wiscan Irish name, it is
quite different from the naming in conventionaltibm. “Although Beckett
endows his protagonists with proper (Irish) nanmesther name — Molloy nor
Moran — designates a character, in the fashion to&ditional fiction” (Cohn
162). Moreover, Watt, about the matter of namingeaist fiction, adds,

Characters in previous forms of literature [beforalism], of course,
were usually given proper names; but the kind ohesactually used

42



showed that the author was not trying to estalfishcharacters as
completely individualised entities... The early nasts, however,

made an extremely significant break with traditiand named their
characters in such a way as to suggest that theg/twdoe regarded as
particular individuals in the contemporary sociavieonment (20).

Names in realist fiction make characters a patheir society; in other words,
names indicate that these characters can integvitle their contemporary
society.

As for the idea of the language’s power in exprassihe Trilogyis a
great example to demonstrate poststructuralistsiddsout naming. Beckett
experiments with names. Therefore, Molloy names are never stable. For
Molloy, naming things is the synonym of castratihgngs. Accordingly, he
plays with the names of other people by changirgmthall the time. To
illustrate, Molloy keeps changing the name of them&n he met during his
quest for his mother. After he killed her dog byident, he narrates what
happened. He once calls her Mrs Loy, then Sophiee‘house where Sophie —
no, | can’t call her that any more. I'll try calgrher Lousse, without the Mrs. —
the house where Lousse lived was not far away”. (Ba)ythermore, Beckett
deconstructs the realist tradition by parodyingittea of the fixed identity that
a realistic name stands for.

On the other hand, naming is used to attack thguiage’'s power of
conveying a meaning if any is possible. When Mollog narrator recounts his
memories, he avoids naming a person, a city omalyffaor at least he simply
keeps changing these names:

Sir, this is X, is it not? X being the name of noyh. And this hame
that | sought, | felt sure that it began with aBagth a P, but in spite
of this clue, or perhaps because of this falsibhg bther letters
continued to escape me . . . when already all wdmd, waves and
particles, there could be no things but nameleisgishno names but
thingless names . . . the icy meanings and thedwdids too, foully

named. (31)

In the quotation above Beckett challenges the giterof naming because “in
many works Beckett tries to erode the sense of xadfiidentity that

accompanies the naming of characters” (Rabinoif).2
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When a person names another person, it meanggnaihd freezing the
other. The chance of becoming other than him/héisseliminated; that is, the
possibility of change dies at the moment of beirgmed. However, in
postmodernist fiction nothing is stable; everythiagn a flux. Therefore, if a
person names an object one day, the name may nablbeto designate the
same thing on another day, so the notion of “tl@sglnames or nameless
things” (31) is created. When Molloy narrates h@stpand people from his
past, he is never sure what the names of thesaatbes are. As nothing can
resist the rules of the universe, Beckett meanshuman being can have a
fixed identity. When Molloy recounts his love affgihe is concerned with the
issue of names again: “She went by the peacefukenainRuth | think, but |
can't say for certain. Perhaps the name was EqBB). Rabinovitz’s ideas
about naming i he Trilogyare also worth noting:

Beckett's practice of renaming characters reflbtsoften-expressed
idea that language obscures the reality it attergptiepict. A name
brings with it a superficial sense of another peisdadentity, but as
Molloy says, even his own identity seems “wrapped hamelessness
often hard to penetrate.”... Proper nouns, commomsopronouns —
all such terms are unsatisfactory because they@mshhe idea of the
self in language, thus obscuring its deeper redigckett’s narrators
finally accept the fact that they cannot get alenthout names, but
they use them grudgingly, knowing that their chancef
understanding the deeper self may be weakened ifawa of
permanence becomes attached to a particular n&d88:(88-9).

As another facet of the naming matter, the alliterais also worth
noting. InThe TrilogyBeckett uses it in several names such as Molloyaklo
Malone, Macmann, Moll, Molly and Mollose. Also ahet series of names is
Loy and Lousse. He uses the alliteration to weatken realism that these
names could imply.

The other character-indicator in traditional nawed is the objective
detailing of the character’'s environment. Howeuar postmodern texts the
depiction of the environment is not as it used édepicted in traditional

fictions. As Rabinovitz states,

44



Beckett rejects the notion that a primary functainart is to depict
objects that exist in the outside world...In représgonal art,

imaginary events are usually depicted as if the/dzually occurred.
Conventional novelists use vivid descriptions ofeaent to maintain
verisimilitude; the accuracy of the setting heigistehe illusion that
the action is real and not imaginary. This is basedhe idea — and
underlying assumption in representational writingthat reality

resides in the outside world. For Beckett's chamacthe reverse is
usually true. They seldom trust their impressiohthe outside world,
and what little reality they apprehend comes as eault of

introspection. Beckett's descriptions of the owterld are often the
raw materials for metaphors depicting inner realitys unimportant

whether the fictional entities conform to their evél counterparts.
Rather, the issue is how physical objects can bd usportrayals of
the world of thought and feeling (1985: 317-8).

Like characters, the things around these postmodearacters hardly
represent “the real” world, but they allude to taracters’ subconsciousness.
Although the things around Molloy seem to belongreality, the way he
comprehends them is getting more and more unrnealiBd illustrate, when
Molloy arrives at a town, he tends to look for anfitlar monument tde able
to name the town his owrlin the end | too went away, when | deemed it
prudent, and wandered about the town in search fafdiar monument, so
that | might say, | am in my own town, after alhdve been there all the time”
(60). The town and the objects around make himgaunto the ruins of his
subconsciousness. In contrast, things, in readigels, are narrated in the way
they are appropriate to contemporary culture amiego On this matter Levy
fairly argues that man is obliged to live in a ®bgi constructed with
unverifiable claims and concepts:

The real Fall occurred not in Eden but in our cgntAfter the
accumulation of too much history, we have lost thaocence
required to believe in any more explanations. Tinlg oertainties left
are the falseness of all interpretative structuaesl the radical
unintelligibility of human experience without thgD).

Beckett’s fiction does not only subvert the conaaipthe real, but it also
deconstructs the traditional means of creatingatiae. That is,;The Trilogyis
structured around “an open ended process of eclaoels duplications”
(Moorjani 45). In the conventional novels the plodves from the beginning to
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the end in a linear fashion in realistic settingthereas neithelolloy's nor
Tehlikeli Oyunlais plot starts from a specific beginning and goes o
chronologically. The plots start at a point whi@nde seen as an ending and
end as if they were new beginnings. The protagensso narrate some
memories which do not follow the concept of caugalUnlike a realist novel,
Molloy does not pay attention to “the individualizatidnite characters and to
the detailed presentation of their environment” (Wa219). Beckett
deconstructs all character indicators, the mostomamt of which is “the
objective detailing of the character’'s environmefMyers 95) Beckett avoids
detailing the environment of his characters in ondet to place them in an
authentic social world.

At the very beginning oMolloy the narrator finds himself in a room
(most probably in a hospital). The setting attralsesreaders’ attention because
they expect Molloy to explain why and when he waeeh there, but he never
explains how and why he is there, but at least dydknows where he is at that

moment. On setting Rabinovitz states that

many of Beckett's extended metaphors are sustatheasugh a

number of works. An example is a series of vagsiyilar locale

where the heroes rest or seek shelter in the cadrieeir journeys.

This type of setting can represent a refuge from hlarshness of
existence, an interlude in the journey of innerlesgiion... The

locales that figure in these metaphors include ésussylums, rooms,
shelters, cabins, stables, dens, caves, ditchdes,horns, boxes,
subterranean locales, and confined areas of diffegeometric

shapes... These places stress some themes: a lpsssEssions, a
decline in social status, a physical and mentalaimpent, or a

movement toward death (1993: 120-1).

The movement in the novel is from the outside weoldhe inside of its
characters’ consciousness because Molloy begingdration of the past by
giving a detailed description of his outside woff@ihe road, hard and white,
seared the tender pastures, rose and fell at tima whhills and hollows” (9).
This is an “unreal journey” (17) says Molloy, anel\wants to depict the natural
and “earthly” things around him a last time. He rstgi as if he wanted to say
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goodbye to everything he finds annoying before henges into an unreal

journey:
But before | leave this earthly paradise, suspenbetiveen the
mountains and the sea, sheltered from certain wamdsexposed to
all that Auster vents, in the way of scents andydams, on this
accursed country, it would be ill not to mentioe gwful cries of the
corncrakes that run in the corn, in the meadowshalshort summer
night long, dining their rattles. And this enabtas, what is more, to
know when that unreal journey began... (17)

At the beginning, Molloy is in the town “with itsubeaucracy, citizenry
and constabulary” (Sheringham 29). He is estrarfgah his environment,
which is a town. When he narrates, he commentsi®pdthetic situation at
that time: “Was there one among them to put himsethy place, to feel how
removed | was then from him | seemed to be, aridahremove what strain, as
of hawsers about to snap? ...from all my old pasérstruggled towards
them...” (21). Molloy deconstructs the inhabitantsaywof perceiving the
social and communicative rules. He cannot adjughéorules of society that
are constructed to order or control men'’s livesfasdhe system he is a threat
that deserves to be eliminated. Therefore, a poleetakes him to the police
station. This setting is a part of the rational oAt the police station his
name is revealed. The social rules are there daying out the regulations
concerning bicycles, knowing one’s name and “thigligg principles of good
manners... of the great English Schoolsfo{loy 25). Molloy scrutinizes the
well-known and widely accepted rules of society.rhigkes the reader re-think
about the authenticity and originality of theseddananners’:

For that would have allowed me, before paradingpuiblic certain

habits such as the finger in the nose, the scragabii the balls, digital
emunction and the peripatetic piss, to refer thereé first rules of a
reasoned theory. On this subject | have only negaind empirical
notions which means that | was in the dark, mogheftime, and all
the more completely as a lifetime of observatiorsl Heft me

doubting the possibility of systematic decorum,rewgthin a limited

area (25).

Molloy, after that, flees from the town to the ctiyside. Molloy starts

wandering around open areas, and he sleeps ireditnhorder to get rid of all
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definitions of society and self. Then, he accidentieets Lousse and stays in
her house for a while as the replacement of hertdagwas killed by him.
When he narrates the moment Lousse buries the Molipy thinks of the
decaying nature of man and death. Ironically, trearMolloy interacts with
people at realist settings like a police statiod arhouse, the more problematic
it becomes for him to define what is real and whatot. In this sense, it can be
said that Beckett blurs the boundaries between rdt®nal world and
imaginary world. Molloy is confused, and his condfusis depicted like this:
“It is difficult, is it not, to go to one’s mothavith things in such a state, more
difficult than to the Lousses of this world, orits police-stations, or to the
other places that are waiting for me, | know” (4¥olloy seems to be lost
between these two worlds. The image of his mothé&om his consciousness,
and others that he calls “Lousses” etc. are frosnokitside world. For Molloy,
Lousse’s house is an “accursed place” (47). It appthat he is urged more by
his inner world or his consciousness to keep gdimgrousse’s garden Molloy,
“enjoying provisional respite from the anxiety imgdd by thought, seems to
participate in the cycle of the seasons, the eartitation and the alternation of
day and night” (Sheringham 39). In this garden Wh& surrounded by high
walls Molloy has “paranoid delusions that Loussis@n him and is trying to
poison him by putting depressants and stimulantdign food and drink”
(Barnard 41).

He goes away from society to places like swampisfarests, wandering
maybe for months or years. He comes to a placedilsashore where he
begins a game with his sixteen pebbles. The garmecikeng each stone in turn
without sucking the same one again out of its tialloy becomes more and
more handicapped on his way to his mother, and tieehegins to live in the
forest, “crawling on his belly, like a reptile” (RO

The forest was all about me and the boughs, twindtgether at a
prodigious height, compared to mine, sheltered noen the light and
the elements. Some days | advanced no more thay thi forty
paces, | give you my oath. To say | stumbled in dngirable
darkness, no, | cannot. | stumbled, but the daskness not
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impenetrable. For there reigned a kind of blue glpanore than
sufficient for my visual needs (83).

Molloy, who is completely detached from civilizatioeats mushrooms,
roots and berries in the forest. Some days he yanelves. On this matter
Barnard states that “he [Molloy] reflects that hegimh have been content to
stay in the forest but for the fact that he wowdlfit was a sin to go against the
voices, which he now calls his imperatives”(43).tAis imperative tells him to
get out of the forest, Molloy tries to obey it, he collapses in a ditch on the
edge of the forest.

Molloy in the pit hears a voice telling him “dorftet, Molloy, we're
coming” (91), so Molloy waits for help. After thiacident, the reader infers
that he is saved and taken to the room, where hrataa this entire story. At
the end, Molloy in his mother's room decides tovieavolloy like this by
stating “Molloy could stay, where he happened to(b#).

4.1.2 Moran

The characterization of Moran is much more differdrom the
characterization of Molloy because Beckett trieshiow the insufficiency of
the individual’'s comprehension of himself and therie by drawing a picture
from the opposite point of view. Moran is the oppo®f Molloy in that his
portrayal enables the reader to see what Molly kkasbefore his quest. In
other words, they may complete each other as they e the two different
phases of the same man. Also, their narrations al&y be read in a circular
aspect. The narration of Moran may be the beginointhe story of Molloy.
Beckett, in this way, manages to show the greahgém in man. Alkim
indicates that at the beginning, Moran has “anentib name, an occupation, a
certain style of speech, and he is placed in agmzable setting” (19). Moran,
at the beginning of the texdeemdo be someone, but at the end, he turns into
‘nobody’ or ‘everyman’ like Molloy.

The Cartesian split hinders Beckett's charactemftheir ‘original self’

or ‘their vision’. The disunity stems from the 4ph the character’s identity. In
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this sense, Moran challenges the most difficuk.ta$at is, he seems to follow
the ancient Greek sages’ important teaching whactknow(ing) thyself’. The
question of “know(ing) thyself” offers him two pathHe takes the easy path
by assuming a stable status and routine dutiesfen It means ‘creating a
place’ in life. The other, the thorny path, which looking inward or
examining his inner self, is merely ignored by hidhoran as an individual,
who confronts the problem of disunity, tends tdg@sseanings to himself and
the world. This idea accords with the existentiajhilosopher Jean Paul
Sartre’s view that “man is nothing else but whatekes of himself. Such is
the first principle of existentialism. It is alschet is called subjectivity” (15).
About the matter of in/authentic self, Smith states

If authentic being is an ongoing enterprise, if iskance is
indeterminate, as Heidegger suggested” [BlackhantBén to know
oneself is a continuing challenge. To know oneisatiot a static goal,
but rather a focus of curiosity in an ongoing manrfer one is
constantly creating oneself (111).

Furthermore, Blackham reflects, according to Hegds, “A man is
possibility, he has the power to be. His existercen his choice of the
possibilities which are open to him, and since thisice is never final, once
for all, his existence is indeterminate, becaudeterminated” (88). Moreover,
Bezirci also claims that “according to the exisigigts, man is indefinable,
indeterminate, so s/he is nothing then. He becaueeething later on, only if
s/lhe creates her/himself. Man is like how he watsbe, not how he
understands her/himself” (39). In this sense, erislists deal with the
“authentic” and “inauthentic” versions of self ireldegger’s terms: “Authentic
being [is] rooted in the explicit sense of my sitoa ...; and inauthentic being,
moving automatically in the established ruts andes of the organized world”
(gtd. in Blackham 92-93). Moran, who seems to leakkcent life, prefers ‘the
simple way’, which means living inauthentically. B&ackham points out, this
is the simple way because

[tlhis is the general alibi, the proof that all thiene | was in
respectable company, the flight from personal resjlity, the
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escape into anonymity. Always there is the presionpof what one
should do in such a case, and the frown on whanois done.
Assimilation to this established general form ofman existence
necessarily means the sacrifice of my own possésli the | remains
buried in the one. But | gain the solidity and aasge of this massive
existence, and reinforce it with my own acquiesee® resist and
break with this mode of existence in order to mabther possibilities
would create a crisis in my personal life. Thereisne the strongest
tendency to avoid the issue, to take refuge frononiyinal situation,
the human plight, in the comfort and assurancéisfanonymous and
approved mode of existence (91).

Moran also, as a character, functions to show tite &f the self as a
character. As for the question of the self, Hel€weous also questions the
unity of the self in her article called “The Chaexcof ‘Character”. Rimmon-
Kenan states that the ‘I’, according to Cixous,“abvays more than one,
diverse, capable of being all those it will at oime be, a group acting
together” (qtd. in Rimmon-Kenan 30). Therefore, tharacter is announced to
be “dead” by many (post)modern writers. Characeegust constructs.

Like Molloy, Moran is also the protagonist and m@#or of his
retrospective tales. When he begins to recountkisories, he sounds as if he
were parodying the Moran-before-the quest. Thioissourse, a function of
the ‘before and after’ structure. In other wordi® tharacterisation of Moran is
divided into two as before and after his quest. anorat the beginning of the
text, is assigned a task which is finding Molloy.

A man came into the garden and walked swiftly talgame. | knew

him well...Our dealings were strictly of a businessune and he had
journeyed from afar, on purpose to disturb me... tdpEed in front

of me and we stared at each other in silence... aftdre was only

acting his part of go-between...Here are your insimans, said Gaber.
He took a notebook from his pocket and began td (83-94).

Until the moment Moran is introduced to “the Mollayfair’ (98), he
leads a decent, bourgeois life. Moran is the ohigracter inThe Trilogywho
looks like a conventional character. In the secqratagraph Moran
confidently announces his name, unlike Molloy, kesure: “My name is
Moran, Jacques. That is the name | am known by}. (d®ran seems to live in

a world which he constructs for himself and hiswsigtances. He has a son
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whose name is also Jacques like him. His life appt be quite ordered, but
that is an inauthentic life. As Sheringham statBgpidly we become aware
that his ordered universe, far from being a natardénsion of himself, is the
product of strenuous efforts to suppress or conegamt disorder: his world of
principles, habits and possessions is fissuredopgradictions which begin to
show through the moment he is obliged to addressiimd to Molloy” (57).

Moran’s life, before getting the instructions abadblloy from his
employer, Youdi, is like a beehive where he andeotpeople fulfil the
requirements of their roles. He wants to assignsklmto the centre of this
hive. He constructs roles for himself and otherslite and survive. As
mentioned before, this is an inauthentic life. Bhisrno space for his or others’
inner inclinations and uncertainty in this constedc life. In other words,
everything is constructed on the idea of ‘perfegalism’ that can never be
questioned. “Everything from his proprietorial #pto his rationalism, from
his religious faith to his chickens, is carefuliyltovated to suppress what now,
in the shape of his vision of Molloy, threaten®t@rwhelm him” (Sheringham
59). However, as this narrative of Moran is a repdrhis quest for Molloy,
and as he narrates his adventures as a kind ohism@nce, he has now the
ability to contrast his before and after situationkerefore, he often parodies
his perspective on life before he sets out on lssion.

Moran has several roles and several tasks to IfuFirstly, he is
presented as a practising Catholic of moderaterdil views. In the morning
when Gaber visits him, he contemplates on religind its requirements in his
garden planning to go to the service. That scenmp®rtant as it reveals his
bourgeaois life:

It was a Sunday in summer. | was sitting in myldityarden, in a
wicker chair, a black book closed on my knees. listrhave been
about eleven o’clock, still too early to go to athurl was savouring
the day of rest, while deploring the importanceadted to it, in
certain parishes. To work, even to play on Sundegs not of
necessity reprehensible, in my opinion. It all dejedl on the state of
mind of him who worked, or played, and on the rairhis work, of
his play, in my opinion. | was reflecting with stiction on this, that
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this slightly libertarian was gaining ground, ev@mong the clergy,
more and more disposed to admit that the sabbatlong as you go
to mass and contribute to the collection, may besiclered a day like
any other, in certain respect (93).

The narration of the scrupulous regularity of lifis before the mission is
striking because the sudden break down of thatmeus experienced soon.
Because of Gaber’s visit, Moran misses the twelelwck mass and decides to
go to the presbytery to see Father Ambrose. Gabeonsidered to be an
intruder as he is a threat to Moran’s well-congedowvorld. Thanks to Gaber,
Moran even postpones the lunch, and when he tefisdiecision to his maid,
Martha, she is surprised. She asks if he is illrdoalso adds: “For | was
naturally a rather heavy eater. And my Sunday nyddeeal especially |
always liked extremely copious” (97). Even a pasgea neighbour of his says
“no worship today?” as “he knew Moran’s habits, 8isnday habits. Everyone
knew them and the chief perhaps better than angpite of his remoteness”
(98).

Moran considers himself as a sort of magnet andther people of his
house like metals which have to be dependent on Ihimther words, he is the
centre or the authority of the house. At this pahthe text, one can make an
analogy between Moran and God. In other words, NMatéempts to play the
role of God for the people around him. He likes toglling everybody and
everything in his life. Before the quest, Moransvedways harsh with his son
and Martha. “But no doubt he [Jacques] was afrdidisturbing me and of
being reprimanded. For | was sometimes inclinedgto too far when |
reprimanded my son, who was consequently afraichef (96). Besides, he
deprives his son of any affectionate behaviourrdeonot to cause “a blow to
[his] authority” (122). Moreover, he is not diffetewhen he talks to Martha:
“You will not go out today, | said coldly, I regreshe flung herself at her pots
and pans, dumb with anger” (97). About Moran’s ttgua his relations with
other people Sheringham claims “the image of pateauthority which

permeates Moran’s narrative has theological ovedoHRlis most characteristic
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habit is his desire to check and spy (imitating Goslupervision of the
universe) while himself remaining inscrutable” (5®)oran does not only try
to imitate God, but he also tries to attach himseliis universe. He, who still
lives in a “unified” world, gives instructions tashson and maid and takes
instructions from his mysterious boss, Youdi. Aistpoint of the narrative,
Moran is still powerful physically and psycholodiga

As the narrative progresses, another side of hisr@ais gradually
discovered. Just after the visit of Gaber, he gibesugh both bodily and
mental changes: “And yet the poison was alreadyn@an me, the poison |
had just been given. | stirred restlessly in mydrair, ran my hands over my
face, crossed and uncrossed my legs, and so oncoltier and the weight of
the world were changing already, soon | would htmvadmit | was anxious”
(97). First, he experiences the physical changes:

| went up to my room again, drew back the curt@insa calamitous
sky and lay down. | could not understand what waspkning to me.
| found it painful at that period not to understandried to pull

myself together. In vain. | might have known. Mfeliwas running
out, | knew not through what breach. | succeedetieher in dozing
off, which is not so easy, when pain is speculathé®-3).

When Moran sets out to find Molloy, feelings of rasgement and
confusion surround him. This journey that Moran &gl son start on causes
many problems to Moran. First, “an acute pain shaiugh [his] knee” (119)
and he uses some ointment, “the iodex”, for hisekidoran had everything
before the quest, and he did not have the feelindisillusionment that the
quest gives him. As they move on, Moran, like Myll@xperiences some
physical transformation; his body gradually detexies. In the woods, he and
his son wander and try to find Molloy during theydand at night they sleep
on the ground. Suddenly, Moran is struck by “anothelent blow” (138) one
night. His leg causes so much pain that he wastsdm to go to Hole and buy
a second-hand bicycle. When his son is away, im&ghi

And on myself too | pored, on me so changed fromtwhvas. And |
seemed to see myself ageing as swiftly as a dayBily the idea of
ageing was not exactly the one which offered itselhe. And what |
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saw was more like a crumbling, a frenzied collagsh all that had
always protected me from all | was condemned tddvdt was like a
kind of clawing towards a light and a countenanceuld not name,
that | had once known and long denied. But whatdewaan describe
this sensation at first all darkness and bulk, vatmoise like the
grinding of stones, then suddenly as soft as wWhteing (149).

This is another point where Moran’s physical aliera occurs. Moran’s
physical alteration gives birth to ‘a new Moranhavis wiser than the previous
one. This is the new Moran, who has changed, and wdtounts his
retrospective story. Furthermore, another incideich also foreshadows the
birth of a new Moran happens. While his son is gWdgran meets a stranger
who resembles him very much and is looking for allMofigure. After a
guarrel, Moran is disturbed by this man and attdecks. He narrates this
incident:

But a little later, perhaps a long time later, urid him stretched on
the ground, his head in a pulp. | am sorry | canindicate more
clearly how this result was obtained, it would hde=n something
worth reading... | myself was unscathed, except ftevascratches |
did not discover till the following day. | bent avieim. As | did so |
realised my leg was bending normally. He no lonmgsembled me. |
took him by the ankles and dragged him backwarts time shelter
(152).
As the quotation above illustrates, the new Morarerges immediately as he
steps out of his automatic and circular life. Iheastwords, the idea of having a
fixed identity is challenged by Beckett. The supgesl side of Moran is
revealed with the death of “Jacques Moran the dgbtdran as a self, “who
has lost all his fixity, becomes assimilated tmarfless space which resists all
but ‘apophatic definitiom- in terms of what it is not” (Sheringham 61-2).
However, the new Moran, who can have an accessrora authentic order of
selfhood, does not feel as a consistent entityth@rcontrary, he feels closer to
“an experience of self-scattering and fragmentagwior to any kind of

identity” (Sheringham 63).

® Apophatic definition: Itis a definiton which deés things by the way of negation, or defines
something showing what that thing is not.
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When they are in Ballyba, Moran and his son habegdight, and after
that, Jacques steals every possession of his fatlteescapes leaving him in a
miserable situation. The Moran part approaches eitgl with another
appearance of Gaber to Moran in the forest. Galgerising into view with the
instructions of Youdi to return home is acceptedMiyran. “Moran, Jacques,
home, instanter” (164). Although Moran still seetosfollow the orders of
Youdi, he does not see himself as a part of thempatible images of human
existence. The implausible Gaber is still the megseof a fixed, eternal order
from which Moran feels excluded, but by a cleverersal this order is now
associated with ‘ordinary’ humanity. Moran narratesw Gaber delivered
Youdi’'s message to him,

[Youdi] said to me, said Gaber, Gaber, he saia@ i a thing of
beauty, Gaber, and a joy for ever. He brought &ie fnearer mine. A
joy for ever, he said, a thing for beauty, Moramg a joy for ever. He
smiled. | closed my eyes... | said, Do you think heanmt human life,
| said. | opened my eyes. | was alone (165).

Moran, who goes through the “great inward metamosphl” (164), detests the
rational world and corruption of Youdi, so Moranwaealises that the
imperatives to which he responds “are internalito, land at this point in his
narrative Youdi becomes assimilated to, or rathgpldced by, a voice which
is within Moran” (Sheringham 64). What also empbkasi Moran’'s
metamorphosis is his asking 17 questions. His turestare related to his
circumstances and familiars. A few of these are:

1.Why had | not borrowed a few shillings from Gdber
2.Why had | obeyed the order to go home?

3.What had become of Molloy?

4.Same question for me.

7 Was his mother in heaven?
9. Would I go to heaven?
11. What had become of my hens, my bees? Was nyyhgne still

living?
(168).
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Moran, who is on his way home, is quite differerdanfi the man who
started the journey. He himself is also aware efftct that he has changed a
lot:

Physically speaking it seemed to me | was now béogmapidly

unrecognisable. And when | passed my hands overfatg, in a
characteristic and now more than ever pardonatstige the face my
hands felt was not my face any more, and the hanydface felt were
my hands no longer... To tell the truth | not onlyekinwho | was, but
| had a sharper and clearer sense of my identéy #ver before, in
spite of its deep lesions and the wounds with whiclkias covered
(170-1).

For Moran all his assumptions about man turn oute unreliable, and
they do not make sense any longer. Moran, who fladsquest, loses many of
his possessions and ideas, but he has learnedrsogeétHe has learned to
imagine or lie; he has learned that words telhtiiirough lies” (Cohn 91). As
a man “exiled in his manhoodM( 170), all Moran has is his bees and their
dance. “But for me, sitting near my sundrenchecesiut would always be a
noble thing to contemplate, too noble to be sulbgdhe cogitations of a man
like me” (M 170). Moreover, Moran also accepts that he nowvenstto
imperatives that are not given by Youdi, but héehs to a voice which gives
him “orders, or rather advice” (170). Therefore, dexepts to write a report
about the Molloy affair. Although Moran cannot urgtand what this voice
wants from him, he later understands it and itsicdbetter. “It told me to
write the report” (176). So, Moran starts writifigetreport, “It is midnight. The
rain is beating on the windows”, but he adds “ltswept midnight. It was not
raining”. This discrepancy indicates the problemaiature of the relationship
between fiction and the reality in which it is ven. Furthermore, what
Beckett wants to underline by creating such an netency is also the
unreliable nature of the reality because the beggof the Moran part also
starts with “It is midnight. The rain is beating tme windows”. Moran, who
has a new dimension in his identity after all thegents, can now see how to
bend words and use them. He does not try to domimatds as in his old days
he assumed to do. On the contrary, he now joinsgtme of playing with
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words. Therefore, as a postmodern text the secaridfiMolloy also manages
to put forward the fictionalised nature of the lriga
4.1.3. Hikmet

Hikmet is the protagonist ofTehlikeli Oyunlar About Hikmet's
characterisation it can be said that he clearlgmddes Molloy and Moran in
many aspects. He, like the protagonists of Becksttreated to indicate the
postmodern situation of man in a general senseisHan intellectual who
cannot adjust to the simple games around him, dmal i&v after his original
self. As postmodern characters, the similaritiesitmet and Molloy/Moran
can be traced to a few concepts like their physecad psychological traits
including their actions, speeches, appearance,tlagid defective memories
about the past.

Hikmet, at the very beginning of the novel, in th&t which is called
‘Gecekondu’, meaning a house in a slum, is predeimtea mysterious and
irrational environment. Atay starts his narratigeifat was a piece of play with
its stage directions in the parentheses and spEalames:

(Voices of Mrs. Naciye and Asuman are heard froendtiher room).

HIKMET: Why are they whispering? (He thinks.) Wheman is in a
bed, all voices sound hoarse to him. No, they aretispering; |

think their voices come from far away. God damn ithderstand all
that they say. (He lies facedown and pushes hid imta the pillow as
much as possible, or rather into the cushion whidhansformed to a
pillow.) Look, | don’t want to hear your angry meings...

MRS. NACIYE: | can’t take this any more.

HIKMET: | hope that you will be dead soon, a deadsperthat

nobody pities. (He wraps himself in the quil(}3-4).

The beginning of the novel is like the beginningaoplay. As Orhan Pamuk
states about guz Atay, “What is in the head of this writer who che the

® (Yandaki odadan Asuman ile Naciye Hanimin seslayiulur.) HKMET: Neden alcak sesle
konwuyorlar? (Dgunir.) Yatakta, butin sesler insanagllo gelir. Hayir, algak sesle
konwmuyorlar; sesleri uzaktan gefdli icin Oyle saniyorum. Allah kahretsin! B(tin
soylediklerini anliyorum. (YUzukoyun yatar; soar yastga, daha dgrusu, kilif gecirilerek
yastik haline getirilmy mindere buttn giclyle bastirir.) Duymak istemiyoraomurtularinizi
istel... NACIYE HANIM: Artik dayanamiyorum. BKMET: Oliirsiin igallah! Kimsenin
acimadg! bir 6lu olursun. (Yorgani hirsla iki yanina sayar
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novel but cannot help writing, puts some piecegpla¥s into his books, and
mentions intellectuals from the bronze age, Mr Hi¢lge Butcher, Jesus and
the shanties?” (gtd. i@guz Atay’a Armgan 274). Atay prefers to introduce
Hikmet in a mysterious way to raise the curiosifytloe reader. Later it is
understood that it was all a part of his dream.

Hikmet is presented in a bed which reminds theeead the beginning
lines ofMolloy. Where he lives is an old wooden house with thteeegs. The
setting of the text, as mentioned before in theraxttarization of Molloy, is
very similar to that of Molloy and Moran since thalf go toward confined
areas like rooms. Hikmet is also depicted in a rd¢loat foreshadows “a loss of
possessions, a decline in social status, a physicalental impairment, or a
movement toward death” (Rabinovitz 121). Hikmétgeeliness is shared by
an old retired colonel who is called Colonel Hustme This colonel
continuously interrupts Hikmet and warns him not t&dk nonsense, and
Hikmet immediately listens to his advice. It is emstood that Hikmet
abandoned his old life and moved into this old leoddlobody knew | was
moving into a slum hou$e(26). Unlike Molloy and Moran, Hikmet does not
write down his memoirs, but he tells them. Hiknadlsttwo past events at the
same time by finding similarities between them. illastrate, he tells about
both his marriage and his moving to the slum haigbe same time:

Yes, the beginning wasn't good my colonel, neithdren | was

getting married nor moving into this house. Befbteansported my
belongings here, while | was looking for a truakrdnk some alcohol,
my colonel. Even on the day | was married | draldolzol... The

truck driver told me that he couldn’t go further titis bumpy road.
However, | went too forward, my colonel: | decidedget marriedi

(26).

" Gecekonduya tandigim zaman da kimsenin haberi olmadi.

8 Evet, balangic iyi olmamgti albayim: ne evlenirken ne de bu eve gelirkegya buraya
tasimadan 6nce, bir kamyon filan ararken, biraz alidohistim albayim. Evlengim gece de
icmistim... Sofor, daha ileri gidemem bu bozuk yolda beyim, dgimBense cok ileri gitngtim
albayim. Evlenmge karar verngtim.
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He now narrates how he has moved into this hondeatithe same time how
he has gotten married. This is not a time concédpthwis linear, but Hikmet's
time forms a sort of zigzag, moving back and foRhst, the reader is given
the scene where Hikmet talks to the carrier whaeshis furniture to the front
of the slum house, and then when he puts his rahs ipocket (to give money
to the carrier) he takes out his wedding invitagida show his friends with
whom he has been drinking. Hikmet jumps throughetiand narrates two
different memories as if they occurred at the saime or in some parallel
times. This situation of Hikmet the narrator dilgcimakes Hikmet a

postmodern character.

| didn’t know how to tell my friends in the army @lit my marriage
decision as | didn’t make it with them. It was & dirange. (I thought
it was a bit strange.) | waited to be drunk to bk do talk. Then you
saw me at the door of the slum house, my colondlatMid you

think? I looked kind, didn’t I? | was tapping oretback of the carrier.
(Because he was muttering too much.) Then | gawedn extra five
lira. (In order not to spoil our intimacy.) Suddgmhlput my hand into
my pocket and took out the wedding invitations tetribute to

everybody. | had written my friends’ names on thevedopes in
advance... They asked what the name of the girl wasen | told

them that it was Sevgi with a groaning soU(aY).

Hikmet, as mentioned before, leaves his bourgef@sahd wife and makes a
fresh beginning in a slum. What is significant ab®ehlikeli Oyunlaris its

parallel presentation of past and future in thersewf the novel. Hikmet's
leaving his old life behind signifies that he wasconflict in his previous life.
This flight of Hikmet has an affinity with the flid of Moran. Hikmet, who
finds his life before moving to the slum so ‘adiéil’ or (in Heidegger’'s words)

® Evlenme kararimi silah arkadarimla birlikte almadyim icin onlara ne diyegmi
bilemiyordum. Durumda bir gariplik seziliyordu. (Beeziyordum.) Korgabilmek icin sarhg
olmami bekliyordum. Sonra, beni goérdiniz gecekondurkapisinda albayim. Ne
disiindiiniz? Babacan bir tavrim vardi gllemi? Hamalin sirtina vuruyordum. (Cok
homurdaniyordu da ondan.) Sonrg liea fazla verdim adama. (Samimiyetimiz bozulmasin
diye.) Birden elimi cebime attim ve nikah daveterahi cikararak, herkese gléamaya
basladim. Zarflarin Ustine, silah arkgtiimin adlarini 6nceden yazghm... Kizin adi ne?
diye baristilar...Sonra, bguk bir sesle, Sevgi, dedim.
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S0 inauthentic, decides to find his authentic ddikmet accuses Descartes of
founding such inauthentic lives for humankind:

I will not give them anything, my colonel. | willes an example for
them. [Rest of the world] They need to stop beingea pigs. The
world needs to be divided into two now. Everyboied together too
much. Those who want to live according to the ruéPescartes
should be sorted out now. This false game nee@ésndo We need to
find ourselves. We shouldn’t try to make our dreasa. However,
we need to make the real our dreams... There ared l@s in the
world, my colonel. If we go on like this we can reget rid of these
lies... This is really a game, and it is more thaal.ré is verbiage.
There is neither the depiction of nature nor chigragnalysis in this
game. | leave these topics to those Cartesian remitdo assumed
themselves to be anti-CartesiafT O 350).

However, what Hikmet attempts to manage ends dgpilare, which reminds

the reader of the destiny of both Molloy and Mordram well-aware of this

fact, but | still play it. 'm quite aware of mylf4failure]** (129).

In his apartment, in the three storeyed housdisinet has is a newly-
dyed spring mattress, an old bookcase, a nightstamdld-fashioned long
pillow, a quilt and a little rug as furniture. Hiwo suitcases are full of old and
useless jackets, trousers, shirts, underwear, aokssin need of mending.
Unlike Molloy and Moran, Hikmet has a clear minddse his quest. In other
words, he himself chooses to set out on this jourmdeither Molloy nor
Moran accepts his journey willingly. Molloy startés quest for his mother
without planning and without predicting the consaaees, he finds himself in
that situation. As for Moran, he is assigned tatsdgourney and a quest for

Molloy by his boss. However, Hikmetecidesto be anonymous or rootless.

9 Onlara birsey vermeyeggm albayim. Onlara érnek olagan. Birer deneme tgani
olmaktan kurtulmalari gerekiyor artik. Diinya artikkye ayrilmali. Yeter derecede bir arada
yasandil. Descartes’in kurallarina géresgmak isteyenler ayiklanmali artik. Bu diizmece oyun
sona ermeli. Kendi beggimizi bulmaliyiz. Yalvarip yakarmaktan vazge¢cmetiyRiyalarimizi
gerceklgtirmege calgsmamaliyiz. Gergekleri riya yapmaliyiz... Dinyadak ¢galan var
albayim! Dunyaya katilmaya devam edersek bu yaldafa kurtulamayiz... Gergekten bir
oyundur bu ve oyundan da gergektir. Bir siru lafakalgidir. icinde ne gergek bir tabiat
tasviri vardir, ne de derin bir ruh tahlili. Boyestaliklar, Descartes¢i olmadiklarini sandiklari
halde Descartesc! olanlara birakiyorum.

' Gene de bilerek oynuyorum: Rligiimiin farkindayim.
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“...we are deprived of knowing the end of our life agle real start we have
been postponing on various pretexts since the-E®mething until we had
arrived at this slum house'®: (44). Living with people who try torder their
lives according tesome kind of instructions and beliggsa way of life which is
believed to be ‘real’ or ‘factual’ by communitieglowever, saying and
believing that things are real is something vertifieial and absurd for
Hikmet. Ironically enough what the community takes a fact is taken as a
game by Hikmet. “I was deceived no matter how Haried not to be. | was
angry about myself: because | was deceived, you Helayet son? | was
deceived. | should not have been deceived; theuyldhwot have played me
games. | had to be wide-awake, and | should noe ls@en others’ dreafiis
(63). What Hikmet suspects is the truthfulness aodginality of
illusions/games because each fact is a construstidpe the chaotic nature of
human life. Hikmet, who is now well aware of thegsanes, is ready to play the
game according to its rules. Therefore, he dedidesunter attack by creating
other “facts” or artificialities. Thus, this qualiof Hikmet makes him a typical
character of black humourt.ehlikeli Oyunlar which can be viewed from the
postmodern perspective, also carries black humleanents because Hikmet is
obviously in conflict with the dominant values. ‘disturbs what is settled or
accepted, it simply becomes a threat to the dorhidétourse...the other
explicit feature of black humour is the conceptdekpair... neither the past
nor the future means hope for the black humoustafrt{Batur 7-8).

Living in a slum house gradually becomes identwéh living in his
inner world, or experiencing a spiritual journeyn @is journey Hikmet aims
at finding his own true self, but what hinders Hnom fulfilling this task is the

uncertainty of the past and future. Many peoplemfrbis past life are

12 .. bugiin elimizde olmayan nedenlerle son tarafyinden aciz oldgumuz hayatimiz yani
bindokuzyizbilmemkag¢ yilindan beri gercekslbagicini ¢gitli bahanelerle gecekondusal
yasantimiza kadar ertelegimiz middei 6mrimuiz...

13 Biitiin gicime g@man oyuna geliyordum. Kendime kiziyordum. Giinkiireygeliyordum.
Oyuna gelmemeliydim bana oyun oynanmamaliydi. Bigiiciimle uyanik kalmaliydim;
baskalarinin riiyalarini gérmemeliydim.
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mentioned in his stories and games. These peoplkkarghosts from his past
which never stop chasing him. Hikmet's daydreamsightmares prove that

like Molloy and Moran, Hikmet also remembers fragweel parts from his past
like his university years, his experiences with Rtistem, but he never recalls
and recounts them in a chronological order. It iyesbows that Hikmet can

never put his reminiscences into order either icoascious or unconscious
space because of the fragmented nature of the past.

In the second chapter called ‘Dul Kadin/The Widovean’ Hikmet's
physical situation is narrated by an omniscientatar. The woman in this part
iIs a production created by Hikmet's imagination.krdet creates such
characters as Mrs Nurhayat and Colonel Hiisamettin, suit his new life. The
widow woman in this part is an old and poor womathwhree children. She
lives on the first floor with her two sons as thHdee son, Hidayet, is in the
army for his military service. Mrs. Nurhayat walkigkmet to write a response
to her son’s last letter. The letter makes Hikneshember some people from
his past. Therefore, Hikmet experiences flashbaaksl narrates those
memories in the letter which is written to Hidaykee remembers how the
translator RUstem and his secretary (maybe higigint) translated some texts
in the coffeehouse. At this point Hikmet shares féndings of his imaginary
friend, of Mr. Rustem. Hikmet announces his psyobmal loneliness before
and after his divorce. “My wife also abandoned v, Ristem. | mean
spiritually, my colonéf* (47). In this part Hikmet again mixes the pasti #me
present. He brings together Ristem and Nurhayathbyting:

MR. RUSTEM: | cut my hand with a needle.

SECRETARY: Oh! What a pity! You are excited, areyou?

MR. RUSTEM: Yeah, | am excited... Let's go on: A refop
appeared on the purple background.

SECRETARY (Enthusiastically): Out of your finger!

“We set up the stove, he shouldn’t worry”, he soavetheard...OK.
Mrs Nurhayat; we are writing: We set up the stowe called
Gianmaria, his hand is bleeding, this is the padispof love, he sucks

4 Beni de karim birakip gitti Riitem Bey. Manevi baklan demek istiyorum albayim.

63



his finger. Ah those women! The widow women! Wonmhlove.
They have also tortured me, Mr. Ruste@7).

Hikmet attempts to share the process and aimssofdairation. He, as a
postmodern character, is a man who rebels agdestgénerally accepted
social laws and customs. “We must refuse the dastim that is appropriated
for us. We moved into this small slum house ndbedricked by small games;
we are going to play big gant&s(71). Moreover, Hikmet narrates the power
of a book which is called the Constitution. He tend criticize what is
incontrovertible. Moreover, he aims at destroyorg at least, reversing the
power balances by telling about a groceryman whe the book of the
Constitution instead of a lawyer or a judge. Theref Hikmet does not only
question and reverse the dominant discourses dodsvan the society, but he
also reverses man’s position and social rolesarsime society:

The groceryman Riza is interested in the Consiutimost.
According to the rumour there is a small book whglthe authority.
All errands were done according to its instructioMgn’s suddenly
going to some place, his having a few words withea and his
listening to the radio all depended on that smatiks permission...
It was this book that ruled the whole couhti7).

When Hikmet makes fun of the stereotyped valuegrjays it, and announces
his satisfaction by freezing the narration and aiyeaddressing the reader:
“One must entirely finish an experience. There #hwtibe any trace left. For

new experiences. If 1 had known that before | wotlave a wealth of

1> RUSTEM BEY: (Heyecanla): Elimeme batti. KATBE: Ne yazik! Heyacandan, gemi?
RUSTEM BEY: (lgisiz): Evet, Heyecandan... Yazalim. Mor fonuntiste kirmizi br damla
belirdi. KATIBE: (Cwmarak): Parmgindan! “Sobayi kurduk, merak etmesin,” sozlerini
duyabildi nedense. Son anda yiiin; dinlemedgimi anlamazlar. Tamam, Nurhayat Hanim;
hemen yaziyoruz: Sobayl da kurduk, Gianmaria'yi gggirdik, adamin eli kaniyor, sk
zehirlenmesiymy, parm&ini emiyor. Ah bu kadinlar! Dul kadinlar! Sevgi kathri. Bana da
iskence ediyorlardi Riistem Bey!

16 Bizlere uygun goriilen kadere her yerdeskgrkmaliyiz. Kiigiik oyunlara gelmemek icin bu
gecekonduya tandik, buylk oyunlar oynayage.

" Bakkal Riza, en ok, Anayasa ile ilgili. Anlatgtha gore, kendi kiigiik, hilkmii biyiik bir
kitap varms. Bltln gler oradan idare ediliyorguBir insanin birden bir yere gitmesi, oturup
iki cift laf etmesi,su radyoyu bile dinlemesi onun iznine ghgmis... Koca Ulkeyi bu kitap
cekip ceviriyormy.
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experiences now. Ha-H4 (65). He always has his ‘tongue-in-cheek attitude
when he satirizes generally accepted values.

Atay’s main issue is ‘the individual’ in all his wdes (Ecevit 1989: 9).
However, unlike traditional fiction, he does nat es characters dominate the
whole story. As mentioned before, Hikmet is notechwho has personal
traits, successes or failures. On the contrargyhgbolises everyman who does
not exist in a specific time and place. Besidekntéit can be defined as an
illustrative character which carries different cuaeristics of every human
being like Molloy and Moran. He is a complex chaeathat is created to show
the constructed nature of man. Hikmet is construtiebe estranged so that he
can depict the human condition.

Like Molloy and Moran, Hikmet also experiences sarthanges when he
starts his quest, which is finding himself. Findimge’s original self as a theme
seems to be a traditional one. However, what méddesiet different from the
rest of other traditional challengers in fictiorhis way of searching. He thinks
that finding man’s original self or his vision canly come true by getting rid
of ‘the reality’ that language creates. Therefdre, bravely declares, “Let’s
rewrite the world history. Let'seinterpretall the incidents. What do we lack
to do this?* (71). He attempts to make a world for his gamest tan be
called the interface. The interface Tehlikeli Oyunlaris like a bridge which
brings together both ‘the unnamable’ district thigkmet seeks and the reality
constructed by language. Therefore, the commoromaif Tehlikeli Oyunlar
andThe Trilogyis attained; that is, their expressing the intsfd-urthermore,
Hikmet starts this difficult mission, finding antainative place to reach his
original self, on behalf of every human being, butnds up in failure. This
failure is actually his success in depicting theldias he comprehends it.

18 Bir yasantiy! tam bitirmeli. Hi¢ bir iz kalmamali ondaneli yaantilar icin. Yeni ygantilar
icin. Bunu 6nceden bilseydim, ganti milyoneri olmgtum. Ha-ha.

9 Diinya tarihini yeni bgian yazalim. Biitiin olaylarin yeni yorumlarini yapal Bunun icin
neyimiz eksik sanki?
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He also acknowledges the constantly changing nattirmternal and
external rules, so he avoids neglecting each ateen He starts it with
describing his various conditions and situations. éverything is in a flux,
Hikmet thinks that man cannot be frozen, so he saméot of Hikmets’ for a
lot of experiences. To illustrate, Hikmet at thaei of narration talks about his
own old identity that is called with the letter 'HIt is not a full Hikmet but
just a H. because according to the Hikmet the tarréd. had no idea what it
felt like to live, and he is ashamed of this idea:

Hikmet... is ashamed of these incidents, teacheddssn’t want to
talk about him even in the third-person singulanaun. H. was fed
up with thinking about the problems in our counpoks made him
a bit dizzy. Books started to annoy him wherevessae them as if
they were his old accomplices. This uneasinesstdiimks made H.
collapse from exhaustiéh(117-8).

Atay also uses the main principle of deconstructieading when he
creates Hikmet. “Deconstruction tries to show howhsoppositions [high/low,
light/dark, consciousness/unconsciousness, Natulte4€, and so on], in order
to hold themselves in place, are sometimes betragtd intervening or
collapsing themselves, or need to banish to theéstexargins certain niggling
details which can be made to return and plague 'tliEagleton 133). Hikmet
deconstructs the long-accepted rules of the clalssiorld.

Hikmet also adds that

| am not Hikmet, my colonel. | am now an observdrowvas once
Hikmet... There was a ruthless H. who kept quietdasne... Fool! |
don’t know this man, my colonel. | don’t want hi€mory. | am now
an entity who has retired from being human andsliie a slum
housé' (119-20).

0 Hikmet... bitiin bunlardan ¢ok utaniyogrétmenim; iiciincii tekijahis olarak bile adindan
s6z etmek istemiyor cani. H., Glkemizin sorunladigiinmekten yorulmgtu. Kitaplar icinde
hafif bir bulanti yapiyordu. Kitaplar, eski sug aktari gibi, her goériindikleri yerde rahatsiz
etmeye bglamisti onu. Ayrica yillarin vergji yorgunlukla birlgen bir kitap rahatsizli H.'yi
bitkin distrda.

21 Ben Hikmet dgilim albayim. Bir zamanlar Hikmet olan gézlemciritiyim simdi... icimde
acimasiz bir H. vardi susan... Aptal! Ben bu ad@mmiyorum albayim. Ben onun hafizasini
istemiyorum. Ben, gecekondudasggan ve insanliktan emekliye ayrikir adamim.
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Hikmet, by revealing different fragments of himsealecentres the notion of
man’s fixity. He explicitly deconstructs the famoigga of Descartes, ‘cogito
ergo sum’ or | think. Therefore, | am.

| pay my rent - pay attention here: Like all of yoto my landlord.
Then, | am. Cogiteuzergo sum, my colonel. Cog#ozergo sum. [In
Turkish the suffix ‘—suz’ at the end of the wordgito’ makes it a
negative one, so it can be translated dsn't think. Therefore, | am].
Who the hell is H.? It has been mentioned in sooeky books. |
haven't read these books. (And | won’t read them}didn’t bring

him [H.] here, my colonel so he cannot hinder mynga. | will also
have a past, my colonel. | will invent it hereflire sluni® (119-20).

Hikmet decides to create characters, and he wariis an imaginary fictional
character like the characters in his mind (329)EAsvit states,

According to Descartes, cogito that is the alert pman’s brain has
superiority to the othergality can only occur when it is related to the
cogito. In the Cartesian way of thinking, whoseesulvere enacted by
Descartes, the primary feature of the objects $patial movement;
this is an idea that is purified from all kinds dfietaphysical
postulates: Descartes is the father of rationallanall works of Atay
there is a principle that contradicts with the €sidn view (350).

Hikmet is also a character that is portrayed td deéta many parts of his own
identity in his fiction, so he categorises eaclyrfnant of his identity to make
his task easier since finding the original selias a simple thing to do:

In a place, where the concepts of dream and at=tae blurred with
barking sounds and the opinion of suicide/deathsdte free all the
Hikmets who are the sons of his consciousnesssiriexit. This is a
ruthless war of the character that is waged orstiperficiall in order

to be able to identify it with his/her original §eHikmet complains,
“l am fed up with pretending” [TO 409]... Hikmet h&s cope with

all the Hikmets one by one (2005: 341).

The readers are presented with many Hikmets thautghhe text. Atay
employs a lot of Hikmets in his text to portray htve subject can or cannot
confront his inner conflicts. Therefore, the Hiksétave to settle accounts

with each other. As Ecevit states,

22 Ev sahibine, hepiniz gibi —burasina dikkatinizkegm: Hepiniz gibi —kirami édiiyorum. O
halde ben varim. Cogitosuz ergo sum albayim, cegit@rgo sum. H. de kim oluyor? Yalniz
bazi ukala kitaplarda s6z ediyorlagnandan. Ben bu kitaplari okumadim (Okumam da.yau O
buraya getirmedim albayim, istgdn oyunlara engel olmasin diye. Benim de bir gegmi
olacak artik albayim, onu gecekonduda kugana
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In the novel the introduction ¢dikmets that is to say, the conflicts in
man’s personality, can only be resolved within apoffiction, which
carries the elements of the absurd. The concemshngement is
employed to make the reader consider the textdritbie well-known
reading criteria, and it occurs in the episode thsplays the French
Revolution taking place in a mental hospital (198%).

Hikmet's analysis of his own identity resemblesesait against himself and
the society. Hikmet is broken into fragments. Heatas them:

This mentioned one is Hikmet Ill, doctor. Let him together with his
friends and look at the other Hikmets. There i® @Hikmet Il who
was married to Sevgi. Hikmet IV, who is the lovdrRilge, is the
king of the slum and a playwright. Hikmet Il appsdrafter his
marriage and he sent Hikmet IV into exile and t@tuHikmet Il by

confining him into a mental house. (See Hikmetalhlid De Gaulle).
When Hikmet Il got married to Sevgi he thought loeild get rid of
all the others and he dismissed them from his h¢ase his mindy

(TO 345).

One of these Hikmets is his subconscious that lledfiwith childhood
memories, the other is a married man who pretemtle & loyal bourgeois, and
another is the lover of Bilge, who is the symboln$dom. Hikmet Il reflects
a pathological man who is confined to a mental hakpand Hikmet V is
under the influence of his instincts. All these mits with their
complementing or opposing features wrap his idglfitie a knotted net. “Each
Hikmet challenges one value in his society. The enodman inTehlikeli
Oyunlar emphasizes the conflict between man and societg, ke can be
regarded as successful as he revolts even if I8 (Ricevit 1989: 36).

Hikmet keeps telling Colonel Hisamettin that he lidle time, and the
colonel warns him: “You are about to create ano#igsurd tongue twister.

OK. My colonel, I will. No, I didn't mean that. Nany colonel, | want to

23 Bu anlattigim Hikmet 111, doktor. Onu, arkagkriyla kaptikactinin iginde birakalim ve biraz
da baka Hikmetleri anlatalim. Bir de Sevgi ile evlenerikidet Il var. “Hikmet IV de
Bilge'nin sevgilisi. Ayni zamanda gecekondu kiraé oyun yazari. Hikmet Il evlendikten
sonra. Hikmet IV'U bir sire gaaya surgine gonderdi; Hikmet 11l ‘0 de akil hasfsine
kapatarak uzaktanskence etti (Bak Hikmet Ill ve De Gaulle). Hikmetl'lin hayatinda
Kafka'nin kardsi olarak ge¢cen kimse, aslinda bu Hikmet II'dir. Hii&t I, Sevgi ile evlenince
bitin Hikmetlerden kurtuldiunu sandi ve bunlari evinden (ve aklindan) kovdu.
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create some piece of nonsense. Since | have ledtlitte.. ** (123). Hikmet is

a character that is shown to be an artist, anddsst the concept of life as a
made-up story and all the experiences of man agelans games. As a

postmodern character, he is able to make up stanégames and reflect both
the rational and the irrational; the real and theeal; and both the past and the
present together in his games. As Hikmet puts it:

Do not buttonhole me, my colonel. | have to reorder dreams
before they are here, so that | can keep thinkiriigowt being noticed
during the horse race. Dangerous games, my colélweke races in
the saloon. Bilge Bilge. At last found you, my love’'my colonel. |
can’t do without loving. Bilge Bilge. Let’s thinlet’s think® (123).

Therefore, Hikmet's portrayal as a postmodernisarabter explains his
unending talking, even ‘inner chattering,” writingreaming and making up
stories. In this sense, like Molloy and Moran, Hénalso has habitual and
repetitive actions which reinforce his postmoddrmigitude, and once again
create an ironic or even a black humour effecthentéxt itself. In other words,
Hikmet's games and actions underline that the *r@alfact consists of a
fiction or a game, and the real is something suivec

The matter of naming ifehlikeli Oyunlaris also very postmodernist and
poststructuralist as it is imfhe Trilogy As postmodernism has the idea of
“anything goes” (Lucy 85), the text of Atay hasegibrical names for its
characters. Allegory has been used in many workditefature since the
classical age. In this sense, Hikmet and the atharacters remind the reader
of the characters of a $5century English morality playEveryman As a
postmodern novellehlikeli Oyunlais characters do not display the features of

realist fiction’s characters. Their names are altexgl to reflect the pluralism

4 Yeni bir sagmalik tekerlemesi yaratmak (izeresiki Rlbayim, yaratinm. Hayir, yaratma
sakin, demek istedim. Hayir, Albayim; biraz olsamagmak istiyorum. Az vaktim kaldi ¢inku
albayim.

% Beni lafa tutmayin albayim; onlar gelmeden hayatie bir diizene sokmaliyim ki, at
yarglari arasinda kimseye farkettirmedensidiicelerimi surdurebileyim. Tehlikeli oyunlar
albayim: Salonda at yalari. Bilge Bilge. Sonundd found my love youalbayim. Sevmeden
olmuyor. Bilge Bilge. D&linelim duinelim.

69



of man’s situation. Besides, having allegorical earmakes the characters of
Tehlikeli Oyunlarfree from the boundaries of the past and pressrthase
names bring the past and the present togetheeisaime text. Furthermore, as
a reaction to the realist characters of the re#datition, it has already been
mentioned that Molloy, Moran and Hikmet represemergman. Tehlikeli
Oyunlar is not a rewrite ofEveryman but some similar elements are
fictionalised and employed according to the conteragy form and conditions
by bringing the anonymous and the contemporarytbegeThis makes the text
of Atay a postmodern one. The protagonist Hikmegsne means ‘Hidden
Cause’, and he stands for everyman as man’s situegia mystery to himself.
Furthermore, his surname is ‘Benol’ meaning ‘be*Atay... also attracts
readers’ attention by adding an existentialist tElikmet’'s surname, Benol”
(Ecevit 341). Hikmet longs for becoming a whole fegovering and uniting
the lost parts of his identity. Ironically, he warb resolve the conflict in his
name by looking for answers. However, Hikmet's namegnforces his
desperate situation as he wants to find his origgeHf. Besides, the beloved
colonel of Hikmet is called Hiusamettin ‘Tambay’. sHsurname is also
allegorical. As his surname indicates he is ‘av#o is a whole’ as he is a
perfect character that is created by Hikmet. Ha vghole man because he is a
product of Hikmet’'s imagination. About Hiilsamettiariibay’s identity Hikmet
Is ready to object to all critics: “When they sayiddmettin Tambay is the
‘other-I" of Hikmet | would simply respond to thethat the other-I is/our
mother [Hikmet insults those critics in a very childishammerf® (362).
Moreover, Hikmet's ex-wife’s name is ‘Sevgi’, meagi ‘Love’. However,
Hikmet never finds love with Sevgi, and he writes $evgi's diary that:
“Neither of us belonged to this world. We trieddo something, good or bad.

I’'m guilty. | kept my difference as a secret frorav8i. Those who had reacted

6 Hiisamettin Tambay, Hikmet icin ‘6teki ben’dir dieleiri zaman, hi¢ cekinmeden ‘6teki ben’
senin babandir diye kahk verebilirdim.
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to our love proved to be right.That's what | can't be&f’ (252). Another
character with an allegorical name is ‘Bilge’ mewani‘Sage’. Hikmet the
narrator also emphasises the allegorical implicatb their names: “Imagine
that my dear sir: ‘Hikmet’ and Sevgi’. Two holy nast (I really haven't
noticed that until now.) I mean dear ‘Wisdom’ anave’, you know? And
you are ‘Bilge’, that is ‘Sage’. (Why on earth ludn’t think about this
fact!)®® (448). The real love in Hikmet's life is Bilge.h® is one of the petty
bourgeoisies from Hikmet's life before the slumeSbaches Hikmet English,
and Hikmet admires her beautiful voice and eledpmttaviour. Furthermore,
Hikmet, like Molloy, either changes other people@ames or uses just other
meaningless letters to signify other people. Tastlate, Hikmet recalls a
memory about a girl on the balcony opposite to his:

| looked at the balcony in the opposite directiand | waited. The
daughter of that house was going to come out teatothe clothes
that are hung on the strings of the balcony. | disvant to think
about her, because | was thinking about you asnee time. | didn’t
want to be unfaithful to you even on the first adyour relationship.
She appeared on the balcony. | pretended to logloat but | was
looking at her. She appeared on the balcony. Sonetlittle’ was
collecting the clothes: Av. | didn’t turn on the light although it was
dark. The littlew should not have seen us. The light was on, we were
seen. | stood up and leaned against the wiRtih27-8)

As in the quotation above, like Molloy, Hikmet usesme abbreviations to
name some people, especially the female friend3egbi, or he even changes
some names. For instance, when Hikmet is angryige Bhe mocks her:

%" ikimiz de bu diinyanin insani gliik. iyi koti bir seyler yapmaa calstik. Ben sucluyum:
Sevgi'den farkh oldgumu gizledim. Gene de bizi yargilayanlaragkam. Ne yazik, sonunda
hakli ¢iktilar...Iste buna dayanamiyorum.

2 Distinuin bir kere beyefendigim: ‘Hikmet’ ve ‘Sevgi'. iki ilahi isim. (Gercekten dgimdiye
kadar aklima gelmenti.) Sayin Bilge, ‘Wisdom’ ve ‘Love’ demek istiyomu senin
anlayacgin. Sen de ‘Bilge’'sin yani ‘Sage’. (Yahu nasil oldla bunlari daha 6nce
distinemedim?)

29 Karsidaki balkona baktim, bekledim. Evin kizi, nasgalcamarlari toplamaya cikacakti.
Onu digunmek istemiyordum, ¢iinkd senigdiiniyordum ayni zamanda. Daha ilk ginden sana
ihanet etmek istemiyordum. Balkona cikti. Sanardobakiyormy gibi yaparak, senin
Ustinden oraya bakiyordum gene de. Balkona cikiziK bir ‘sey’ camair topluyordu: Bir w.
Hava hafifce kara@ halde 131 yakmamgtim. Kiicik w’'nin bizi gérmemesi gerekiyorduik
yandi, ortaya ¢iktik. Ayza kalktim, sirtimi pencereye dayadim.
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Women are stupid, my colonel: They only know hovwpésceive and
wait for things. | call her [Bilge] stupid. And inically she graduated
from the faculty of philosophy! Ha-ha. I'm makingrf of her. | call
her Bilmezge She studied philosophy instead of sitting at h@md
waiting for a good spouse. Did she make a mist@ePher name is
Bilge. Ha-ha. She knows nothifig277).

As mentioned before, Bilge means ‘sage’ in Engltsit, Hikmet deconstructs
her name by calling her Bilmezge, meaning ignocantitless.

The social life, according to Atay, is a game: “Alkeform small groups
to play our daily games by watching each other gmsciouslyf” (TO 348).
Hikmet thinks that people tend to lead their lieesl play the roles assigned by
others’ expectancies. However, for Hikmet a gama gangerous means to
reach his true self. As Cevat Capan mentions inféheword of the book,
“Hikmet Benol prefers to deal with reality by magimp games. Thus, g0z
Atay’s ‘wise human’ or ‘knowing human’ turns into‘glaying human™ [TO
7). In other words, Capan claims that, for Ataypfhb Sapiens” is dead and
“Homo Ludens” (8) is created out of it. AccordirggAlex Thomson,

Any attempt to stabilize [the truth] and offer arterpretation of a
[literary work] by appealing to the [writer's] imiéons, to his critical
writings, will narrow and reduce our experience tbhe text as
contradictory or paradoxical. What makes the [tdi8rary is its
resistance to any attempt to reduce it to beingvitgcle for one
message or another (311).

Accordingly, Hikmet as a Homo Ludens dares to gaynes, and with the
help of his games he deconstructs conclusions asmas. What Hikmet tries
to achieve is not uncovering the truth about I@» the contrary, he tries to
display the absurd and contradictory sides of Kiuand offer dangerous
games instead of totalising conclusions: “Gamesre tl@e best interpretations

of the reality... Who can intervene in our games? d4fe judge everything as

%0 Kadinlar aptaldir albayim: Sadece sezmesini véebedsini bilirler. Ona, aptalsin diyorum.
Bir de felsefe fakiltesini bitirgi Ha-ha. Onunla alay ediyorum. Bilmezge diyorum .ona
Evinde dikis dikip koca bekleyeggne felsefe okumgi Fena mi etng? ismi de Bilge. Ha-ha.
Hic bir sey bilmiyor.

31 Kigik topluluklar olarak, birbirimizden Bansiz davranarak ve birbirimizi seyrederek
glnluk oyunlarimiza bariz.
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we want t6* (TO 71). Hikmet's dangerous games, however, never sporel
to reality. The more he makes up stories, the nheres estranged from his
environment. He successfully fails to adjust to hkes set by his society. As
Ecevit underlines, “this dangerous game played myingividual, who has
much more different values than his society has, loa considered either
successful or fruitless” (1989: 38).

Like Molloy and Moran, Hikmet Benol is also a fiai subject who does
not resemble any characters from the realist iaditarticularly, Moran and
Hikmet totally reject reality. Neither of them iatsfied with the ‘answers’ as
they are gifted men who can see and hear naturéh@hdosmos as a whole:
“The modern man is a person who is aware of theradictions in the world
and has a new insight to (re)consider things aaegrdo this new view”
(Ecevit 1989: 43). Moran can hear ‘the voice’ @nes to understand what it
says, and Hikmet also passes into a new form anaamable one by ‘falling’:
“Hikmet grows away from reality, his falling is aemtal action; it is a story of
abandoning artificiality and sordidness, and entgriinto an abstract
life”"(Ecevit 1989: 44).

4.2. The Use of Language iviolloy and Tehlikeli Oyunlar

Language in the first episode dhe Trilogy Molloy, and Tehlikeli
Oyunlar can be analysed from a poststructuralist view, smdow the texts
deconstruct themselves can be displayddlloy is also important as in it
Beckett reflects his postmodernist tendencies daddeas on the matter of
language. Beckett’s use of language most reserntide®f Atay’s in his book,
Molloy. Both Beckett and Atay are interested in the i@ship between
language and reality, and that is also a significncern of postmodern
thought.

As mentioned before, poststructuralism and postmmisi@ are similar in

certain respects because the poststructuralistitisealso have ideas on the

%2 Oyunlar... gercgin en iyi yorumlaridir. Kim kagabilir oyunlarimiza. Heseyi istedgimiz
gibi yargilayabiliriz.
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nature of language and its relationship with rgaloststructuralism like

structuralism questions the relationship betweetityeand language. On the
one hand, in the realist tradition, ‘the individuel accepted to be able to
apprehend and comprehend ‘a real world’ throughshisses and mind. From
this perspective, language is absolutely representd, which means that

words can depict the real world in an accurateespgnizable manner. Thus,
language is the product of the individual who meams creates something. On
the other hand, poststructuralism assumes thatugmgeyitself creates ‘reality’,

not a capable man. So, reality is something coostduas Mary Klages also
puts it:

Poststructuralist theories agree that languagédsniost important
factor in shaping our conceptions about life, owes our world, and
literary texts. Rather than language reflecting theal world’,
language creates and structures everything we caw kabout
‘reality’. Furthermore, rather than being speakkelanguage, we are
products of language. Language speaks us. Becduseiths are
relative, all supposedly ‘essential’ constants fiui, and language
determines reality, there is no such thing as éafenmeaning. There
is only ambiguity, fluid meaning, and multiplicitpf meaning,
especially in a literary text (51).

Due to the idea of différance, language cannot egriie meaning, as it
can be said that “in the very hold [this word hagdn us, [language] betrays a
loose vocabulary, the temptation of a cheap sealuycthe passive yielding to
fashion, the consciousness of the avant-garde, ther owords—ignorance”
(Derrida 1998: 6). For both Beckett and Atay lamgpuahas the utmost
importance because its power of being a tool tovepmmeaning or thought is
abandoned. All the words, Molloy andTehlikeli Oyunlar lose their symbolic
power and become non-functional:

And truly it little matters what | say, this or ther any other thing.
Saying is inventing. Wrong, very rightly wrong. Yawent nothing,
you think you are inventing, you think you are gsig, and all you
do is stammer out your lesson, the remnants ohaym one day got
by heart and long forgotten, life without tearsjtas wept M 32).

Therefore, words can no longer signify anything. Ai&met reveals, “No,
words were deceptive; words were little traps ttwtk us away from the
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reaf* (210). Atay like Derrida has no faith in languags a means of
conveying meaning. Therefore, Hikmet states,

| sometimes visit Mrs. Nurhayat, we sit togethetheout saying a
word. Ahh, not saying a word is so nice... Man, ofise, wants to
talk, complain about his problem and wants to Iséifjaed. But, words
betray man, man betrays himself. He hates himddie widow
woman makes me coffee, lights my cigarét(885).

In Beckett and Atay, the chain of significationvihich words can signify
signifieds collapses, and so the meaning is indefindeferred. What Beckett
and Atay do in their narratives is an attempt tovelthis deferral or the failure
of language. When language is used to depict yealinically a gap is created
by language itself. Neither Beckett nor Atay pragma solution to the problem
of the inefficiency of language to represent theatt. They just try to show
this problem. Actually, this is what they celebrateheir texts, which can be
considered as an expression of interface. Theyrawpet with words not to
attain a meaning but to show the interface or the lpetween the words and
facts.

4.2.1. Language and Selfhood

The poststructuralist thought displaces some ofntlest accepted ideas
from the humanist tradition. In the humanist waytohking, the ‘self’ is taken
as a conscious and rational being that is ablegcoder the truth out there.
However, the poststructuralist ‘subject’ empties thaditional understanding
of self, as it is no longer able to deduce ‘meanamdtruth’:

Within the poststructuralist model, language asicstre produces
subjects who write, speak, and use signs, but only asv#tgcle

through which language works, rather than as agireative beings;
and texts which are combinations of signs or signifiers ethipre-

exist any particular subject, and which are thesuini the structure of
language which are combined according to the stre® rules
(grammar) to create meaning (Klages 89).

% Hayir, kelimeler aldaticiyd; kelimeler, bizi gekderden uzakkiran kiigiik tuzaklard.

% Bazen Nurhayat Hanima gidiyorum; kékli susarak oturuyoruz. Kogmamak ne iyi, bir
bilsen. insan elbette kogmak istiyor; dert yanmak, hakli ¢ikmak istiyor. Bakelimeler
insana ihanet ediyor, insan kendine ihanet edigendinden nefret ediyor. Dul kadin iyi: Bana
kahve pgiriyor, sigarami yakiyor.
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As Klages states language creates subjects, ibticreated by them.
Selfhood is not something natural. The idea thdfjesi uses language to
survive is turned into the idea that language usmdgects. Moreover, the
French psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan introducediéés ion psychoanalysis in
the light of Derrida’s theories, turning psychoasa from a humanist theory
into a poststructuralist one. According to Lacdia ‘unified conscious self is
only an illusion created by Western Humanist thaugbr Lacan, “elements in
the unconsciousness - wishes, desires, imagesallaignifiers, and they are
usually expressed in verbal terms. These signifien® a ‘signifying chain’:
one signifier has meaning only because it is natesother signifier... there
are no signifieds” (qgtd. irLiterary Theory75). Therefore, as there are no
signifieds nothing is stable or guaranteed, in Dats sense, “there is no way
to stop sliding from one signifier to the next” §79 herefore, being a stable
‘I/self’, for Lacan, is a process of trying to foc to stop the circulation of the
chain of signifiers. When the person gets a ‘dedf'is accepted into the realm
of language or vice versa. Moreover, language help'snan to reinforce the
artificiality of the illusory ‘self’; “a-self-in-laaguage” (83). In other words,
language creates speaking subjects which havenategl from “a never-
ending lack or the centrelessness” (83).

In Molloy language also creates and underlines the coretiness of the
subjects in the texts, Molloy and Moran. As Sheneng states, “[irMolloy]
the dimension in which language is considered tsas@ tool but as a medium
in which human subijectivity is reflected” (75). Teoblematic relationship
between language and selfhood is also displayedh@& communication
between Molloy and the sergeant in the police@tati

He listened to his subordinate’s report and thegabeo interrogate
me in a tone which, from the point of viewaility, left increasingly

to be desired, in my opinion. Between his questanm$ my answers, |
mean those deserving of consideration, the intenvake more or less
long and turbulent. | am so little used to beingeaisanything that
when | am asked something | take some time to kwbet...l hasten

to answer blindly, fearing perhaps lest my silefare their anger to
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fury...l had no papers...nor any occupation, nor angnidibe, that
my surname escaped me for the moment and that bawasy way to
my mother...And | suddenly remembered my name, Mollsly
name is Molloy, | cried, all of a sudden, now | ember. Nothing
compelled me to give this information, but | gaiiehoping to please
| supposeNl 22-3).
In any civilisation, language enables man to irdégrinto his society.
Language that pre-exists Molloy makes him a pidda@@ society in which he
used to live. When Molloy is taken under custody language forces him to
give his name. The reader can never be sure whigtherame really belongs to
him or not. Moreover, the sergeant also asks i&t‘thame [is his] mother’s
name” (23) or if his “mother's name is Molloy to¢23); and he answers:
“Very likely. Her name must be Molloy too” (23). Hg it is obvious that
language that is the combination of signifiers igns is the most important
factor in shaping one’s conceptions about himselherself. First forgetting,
then exposing, and after that denying the name ldyglhe deconstructs the
idea that man is the speaker of language and #fiseagfixed identity through
it. Moreover, Molloy constantly attracts the redadg@ttention to his inability to
understand ordinary language: “The words | heardewesard [...] as pure
sounds, free or all meaning ... the words | utter etfyfs..] were often to me
as the buzzing of an insect” (50). He reinfordes separation of the signifier
from the signified. ‘The real’ attained through dmrage is nothing more than
another construct like language itself. “RathentlEnguage reflecting the ‘real
world’, language creates and structures everythivey can know about

‘reality’” (Klages 51). Moreover, Gerry Dukes afas that

Thus, Molloy on the comedy of communication for amieo has let
lapse his subscription to that social sign systesrcall language. For
Molloy, then, speech has been reduced to a measstuzz” (qtd. in
Beckett in the 1990K98).

Molloy is constantly in conflict with language. Attugh he knows how
to use which tense for which incident, some sigmsfiare always inefficient or
they simply do not allow him to express his thogghMy life, my life, now |

speak of it as of something over, now as of a whkeh still goes on, and it is
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neither, for at the same time it is over and itgome, and is there any tense for
that?” (36).

As mentioned before, the separation of ‘Cartesiamn‘nfrom his ‘non-
Cartesian other’, in Lacan’s and Derrida’s sensad$ to isolation in both
Molloy and Moran, and Davies states, “languagestrie confirm a false
independent personality which does not really exdad doubts itself all the
time” (gtd. Cambridge Companion to Beckdf-8). In the second part of the
first book, the subject changes, and that is alpooaf of the poststructuralist
idea that nothing is stable and fixed, but rathengs/people are fluid,
changing and unstable as they are socially cortsttu¢tn the Moran part, the
subject is now called Jacques Moran, not Molloy aroye. In a flux no names
or pronouns can cling to a meaning, and Moran, érdte is the first phase of
Molloy or another different subject, is constructed his own discourse,
environment and culture by language. He is anatier who uses the pronoun
‘I'. As a signifier, its signified constantly chaeg according to its user.

What Beckett wants to emphasize is the undetermaret inefficient
nature of language to designate ‘selfhood’. Theeefthe first thing employed
in this part of the text is a word-play concernengiame that is given to both
father and son:

My name is Moran, Jacques. That is the name | apwhrby. | am
done for. My son too. All unsuspecting. He musnkhhe’s on the
threshold of life, of real life. He’s right therklis name is Jacques,
like mine. This cannot lead to confusiavi 02).

Beckett criticizes Western thought in which langeiag) considered fixed and
meaningful, and when Moran claims that having tame name as his son
cannot cause any confusion, Beckett ironically wec® the relativity and
subjectivity of language. In the sentence “His nasngacques, like mine” (92),
the two signified objects have nothing in commaut, &ignifiers are the same.
Although Moran denies it, this situation is a seumf confusion for the
narrator. Before his journey, Moran is under th#uance of his ‘clear and

consistent real life’, and so he narrates his batie¢he power of language in
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communication. Yet, in the course of the text lafl words that used to signify
things and convey meaning to him start to disappedose their power. The
more he gets rid of the power of language the etehe can see how once
language was effective to create a self and ddif@im:

| could not understand what was happening to rfeurid it painful at
that period not to understand. | tried to pull nifysegether. In vain. |

might have known. My life was running out, | knewatnhrough what
breach i1 103).

As it is a retrospective tale, Moran the narratas B new point of view
after the journey he took, and now he is able @wate his previous identity
and knowledge about other people like Molloy:

| knew then about Molloy, without knowing much abdum. | shall

say briefly what little 1 did know about him. | dhalso draw

attention, in my knowledge of Molloy, to the mostiksng lacunae.
He had very little room. His time too was limiteHe hastened
incessantly on, as if in despair, towards extrenubbge objectives.
Now, a prisoner, he hurled himself at | know notatvimarrow

confines, and now, hunted, he sought refuge nearcéimtre... He
rolled his head, uttering incomprehensible wordshisTwas how he
came to me, at long intervals. Then | was nothiag uproar, bulk,

rage, suffocation, effort unceasing, frenzied aranyv Just the
opposite of myself, in fact. It was a change. Arséw him disappear,
his whole body a vociferation, | was almost sofr¢3-4).

The subjects iMolloy split into many pieces. When the “proliferation of
the Beckettian subjects” (Gendron 53) starts, it waver be stopped. Moran
also learns this truth when he looks for Molloy:

The fact was there were three, no, four Molloys tté inhabited me,
my caricature of same, Gaber's and the man of flasti blood
somewhere awaiting me. To these | would add Youseése it not for
Gaber’'s corpse fidelity to the letter of his messag...] | will

therefore add a fifth Molloy, that of Youdi [...] Treewere others too,
of course. But let us leave it at that, if you danind, the party is big

enough (115-6).
As mentioned before, like Molloy the other charextare also proliferated in
the multiple names such as Mrs. Loy changes to d@uben Sophie, and Ruth
becomes Edith and then Rose. They all prove Beésketlea of the

impossibility of ever forming a whole subject.
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As a poststructuralist textylolloy deconstructs itself by depicting its
characters as nothing but merely products of laggulloran before the quest
for Molloy is under the influence of the ideologyat thoroughly constructs
him. As Klages defines ideology,

ideology, or ideologies, are the ideas that exist culture; there will
typically be one or several kinds of religious itbgpes, for example,
and political ideologies and aesthetic ideologidsich will articulate
what, and how, people can think about religion,itjgsl and art,
respectively (128).

Also in poststructuralism, an ideology functionsaasillusion. Ideology gives
Moran ideas about how to understand himself, Hes dnd others. As it is
emphasized in the quotation above, before his gyrMoran’s language had
values, ideas and images that tied him to the gocléde language of Moran
before the quest also reveals the language of Moo culture and society:

According to Mikhail Bakhtin, in the everyday spbeaf any person
living in society, no less than half (on the aveagf all the words
uttered by him will be someone else’s words (canssly someone
else’s), transmitted with varying degrees of plieciand impartiality
(or more precisely, partiality) (Klages 339).

However, after the journey, Moran becomes awatb@fact that the ideology
provided him with a false selfhood, and he canlseeg that ideology shaped
his life by imposing some judgments, and it hadti@afictions in itself.

Beckett's characters lack their own identity asythhemind one of
Deleuze’s ‘virtual objects’, “an entity that escapdetermination, and in
particular humanization....Never fully present, thase also never entirely
absent. They have the property of beiagd not being where they are,
wherever they go” (gtd. in “A Cogito for the Disgeld Self” 51).

As for Hikmet's situation, it can be said that teame influence of
language also works on Hikmet, constructing himaasubject. Hikmet, who
now lives in a slum, can understand how he uséx ta slave of words, and he
can now play with words and make fun of his forself:

Words, my colonel, do not convey any meanings. “Wiy colonel,
do words signify?” “What did you say?” “WORDS! Myolonel”.
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“What do we try to mean through words?” “Which weyrtHikmet?” |
don’t even understand why | have you with me?

“All words. Words in general”.

“What do you mean, lad?”

“Come on, | mean words, you know. For example dutijt’.

“What do you mean saying butterfly?”

“Butterfly, you know, it is known by everybody”. Hepened his
hands and closed them, gesturing a butterfly.

“Ha, that butterfly?”

“Yeah, that butterfly”.

“Do you want to learn where the origin of the woaimes from?”

At least we can hold onto that question: “Yes”.

“| don’t know® (101).

Atay deals with the relationship between words aelfhood especially
in naming his characters. As mentioned before, Htksnsurname is ‘Benol’
that problematizes the situation of its owner. Apdgys with words to reveal
the insufficiency of words to signify man, so hekes fun of words and the
people who so tightly stick to one dimension of #orWords can be anything
but not things considered as stable. By namingigects with such words as
Benol, Tambay and ‘Hikmetamca’, Atay mocks the b#&& nature of both
words and people. The word Hikmetamca is especiatisth paying attention
to because Mrs. Nurhayat's little son, Salim, calikmet “Hikmet amca”,
meaning ‘Uncle Hikmet'. His voice echoes, “Hiktamca is funny, funny
Hikmetamca®™® (TO 110). When the two words are combined the Turkishdw
“tam” is formed, meaning ‘whole’ in English. Hikmeepeats how the kid
addresses him and wants to underline the ironytalsords and selfhood.

According to the poststructuralist idea, languaga symbolic system of
signs, and these signs are composed of a chaigrofiers. So, the meaning is

scattered among the signifiers. One signifier leBdsanother signifier in a

% Kelimeler, albayim, bazi anlamlara gelmiyor. “Keéler, albayim, hangi anlama geliyor?”
“Efendim?” “KELIMELER! Albayim. Hangi anlamda kullaniyoruz onlari™angi kelimeler
Hikmet?” Sizi neden yanimda detaiyorum bilmem ki? “Biutiin kelimeler. Genel anlamd
kelime.” “Ne demek istiyorsun gum?” “Kelimeler canim gte. Mesela kelebek.” “Ne
kelebei?” “Kelebek canim, bildiimiz kelebek.” Ellerini acti, kapadi. “Ha, o kelédie
“Kelimenin asli mi nereden geliyor?” Bu soruyu wadun hi¢ olmazsa: “Evet.” “Bilmiyorum.”

3% Hikmetamca komik, komik Hikmetamca.
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fragmented fashion. The same pattern is applic@blean during the process
of becoming a ‘self'. When man tries to be a caesitsentity, he feels a sense
of fragmentation in his entity. The reader is pnésd with many Hikmets in
the course of the book. Moreover, the fragmentaisonot only available for
male characters, the Molloys and Hikmets; anotkeenale subject, Bilge, is
also presented as a self-scattered person:

Then [Hikmet] suddenly forgot about himself. Wittmiself he forgot

all the other Bilges he lived with in his own he&ilge the married,
Bilge who broke up with somebody, Bilge the teenaBige the

maid, Bilge the prostitute, the passionate BilgiégeBin her thirties,

Bilge in her twenties, the naive and ignorant Bilgee sly and
seducing Bilge, Bilge the friend of his wife, Bildke lover of his
friend...Bilge the student, Bilge with black sockslgB the secretary
of Hikmet and Bilge in all booR§(164).

In both Molloy and Tehlikeli Oyunlarlanguage is the most influential
element to construct, shape and manipulate thexctess. Moreover, language
even hinders man from being a ‘total’ entity as ncan only reveal himself
within the limits of words and dialogues. In thisnse, Colonel Hisamettin’s
meeting with Bilge is also significant as “the mdre [HlUsamettin] speaks
about himself, the more he begins to lose his éntéy. He was getting more
and more transparent. It was Hikmet, who formed Innthis way as he
depicted him with his legendary wor8s(296). In contrast, “Mrs Nurhayat
would not open her mouth to say something. The widmman has no small
calculations like some people who start talking order to ‘prove’ their
identity, whereas she never needs to talk and stevselfhood as a counter-

37 Sonra bir siire kendini unuttu. Kendisiyle birlikiafasinda daha éncespans oldusu bir
cok Bilge'yi de unuttu: Evli Bilge, ayriiniBilge, genc kiz Bilge, hizmetgi Bilge, faji Bilge,
ihtirasli Bilge, s@uk Bilge, otuz yainda Bilge, yirmi yainda Bilge, saf ve bilgisiz Bilge,
kurnaz ve bgtancikarici Bilge, karisinin arkageaBilge, arkadainin sevgilisi Bilge... @renci
Bilge, siyah coraplh Bilge, mudiur Hikmet'in sekratBilge ve bitin kitaplarin Bilgesi.

% Fakat her sozilyle gercek varhi gittikge kaybettini, gittikce saydamigtigini seziyordu.

Biutun su¢ Hikmet'indi. Cevrelerinde bir efsane hawvgaratmy; en tabii en afiimis olaylari
bir destan havasina burtingtiil
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response to othel$ (385). Moreover, for Hikmet, all the words in thgues
are details, not meaningful conversations:

He was tired. “I'm sick and tired of all these distacomplained he.
Then | talk about true issues and so commit crifmiégy tell me if
these dialogues didn't exist there would not be. IfWho knows, if
these dialogues weren't talked about and if liféndi exist | would
find the opportunity to manifest myself and feelgatively about
everybody else. Sevgi would talk with her eyes,aolpnel, and Bilge
uses absurd wortfy286).

As it is proven in the characterisations of Moll®djoran, Hikmet, Bilge,
Mrs. Nurhayat and Colonel Hisamettin, they are fatmed and used to
emphasize the role of language in the construaifaelfhood. Molloy, Moran
and Hikmet all emphasize how they are born intglege and are henceforth
subjected to language.

4.2.2. The Problem of Miscommunication

Language, in Beckett's and Atay’s texts, creatést af problems, and it
goes beyond its well-known purposes. Language pl&glks on man’s process
of signification. When Molloy is given a shelter hgusse but Molloy takes it
as his replacement of her late dog, his ideas abeuparrot reveal his views
on communication: “She had a parrot, very pretty,tlee most approved
colours. | understood him better than his mistréskon’t mean | understood
him better than she understood him, | mean | utdedshim better than |
understood her’N] 37). This account about the parrot is very sigaifitcin
displaying the two dimensions of the impossibiifycommunication. First, as
two human beings Molloy and Lousse are unable we lagproper dialogue, but
Molloy clearly states that it is easier to undardt@ven a parrot. Second, his
narration of the problem of communication is digplh even at the time of

% Nurhayat Hanim hig séze kemaz; amanste biri koniymaya baladi varlgini ortaya koydu,
dur ben de bisey sdyleyeyim kiili gimi géstereyim gibi kiicik ¢cabalamalar icindezitidir dul
kadin.

“9Yorulmustu. “Bu ayrintilardan yoruluyorum,” diye yakindin@an sonra da asil meselelerde
su¢ kliyorum. Bunlar kongulmazsa hayat olmaz, diyorlar bana. Kim bilir, belbiunlar
konwulmasaydi, belki hayat olmasaydi ben de kendimiggtige firsatini bulurdum, herkes
hakkinda kotlseyler hissetmezdim. Sevgi, gozleriyle kentdu albayim; Bilge de sacma
kelimelerle konguyor.
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narration. That is, Molloy puts forward a stateméhtuunderstood him better
than his mistress” M 37), but he immediately notices the probable
misunderstanding and restates it, “I mean | undedsthim better than I
understood her” (37).

A certain combination of words does not necessadbnvey a
meaningful and sound communication between the esddr and the
addressee. Furthermore, when Molloy is with thietvia Lousse’s house, he
cannot respond to his questions properly and clsagimseommunicate with him
by playing a “little game” (43) that can be calladlusting game. Moreover,
towards the end of part one, Molloy sees a man guebkses him to be a
charcoal-burner. There is a ‘communication’ betwdem and Molloy: “I
asked him to show me the nearest way out of thestot grew eloquent. His
reply was exceedingly confused. Either | didn’t ersfand a word he said, or
he didn’t understand a word | said, or he knew imgthor he wanted to keep
me near him” (84). After this dialogue, it is unskeiod that Molloy put the
charcoal-burner to death. Besides, language ptagkston Molloy’s memory
and he narrates: “And then sometimes there aro#@anwmne, confusedly, a
kind of consciousness, which | express by sayirggidl, etc., or, Don’t do it
Molloy, or, Is that your mother's name? said thegeant, | quote from
memory” (88).

The text of Atay is also full of incidents when Idikt and Colonel
Husamettin start to talk; their communication al&agaches dead ends:

“You always torture yourself, Hikmet” says Mr. Hiasettin. Hikmet
responds: “Yeah, you are right, my colonel!” heeskhe paper from
the coffee table: “Manhood is dead. Maybe it hagendived. Maybe
| have never had something called manhood. | mast hbeen
dragged into false dreams in my own cell. | thougtyt cowardice
was my manhood. | assumed loneliness to be manhonddestern
cultures they do not take such things seriously, colpnel. They
know all these things. They see through a man’s 8ut they are not
happy either, my colonel. Nonetheless, they knosvithportance of
not chasing false dreams. It's the lesson they tker so many
centuries!” He pretended to ponder about somethingonder how
these men could interpret my dream last night? ‘Wé never be
able to write this play” said Mr. Hisamettin. “Wilyp you think so,

84



my colonel?” “Now you will start to tell your drea Sometimes |

wonder among us who is the older one, | cannot nsteted it (259-

60).
Hikmet and Husamettin cannot have a meaningful iatelligible dialogue
whenever they try to achieve one. As it can be sedhe quotation above,
Hikmet's thoughts and feelings are so confusing aosurd that the signifiers
he uses to tell these thoughts become insuffitentach their signifieds. Like
Molloy, he sometimes feels to have said “too muchoo little, which is a
terrible thing for a man with a passion for truttelme” (M 34).

4.2.3. The Expression of Interface
As two literary textsMolloy and Tehlikeli Oyunlardo not correspond to
any specific interpretation. In neither of thesgtse language corresponds to
the world. However, the discordance derived frora kack of associations
between signs and objects is not the objectivdafoy andTehlikeli Oyunlar
As David Pattie claims, “the quest for a non-relasl art was in itself
paradoxical and doomed to ultimate failure, becatseart produced would
always stand in some relation to the world in whitctvas produced, even if
that relation was difficult to describe” (158-9n tontrast, both Beckett and
Atay try to create a world for possible word plagsd voices where the
restriction of the world is useless.
Interface is a word borrowed from the terminolodycomputer science.

In this field of study, interface

generally refers to abstraction that an entity jules of itself to the
outside. This separates the methods of externaimtoncation from
internal operation, and allows it to be internathodified without
affecting the way outside entities interact withas well as provide
multiple abstraction of itself. It may also provide means of

1 “Kendini yakip bitiriyorsun @lum Hikmet,” dedi Hiisamettin Bey. Hikmet atildi: &gl mi
albayim?” Kaidi sehpadan aldi:iisanlik oldii. Belki de hic yamamsti. Belki de benim
insanlgim diye birsey yoktu. Ben hiicremde yaglhayallere suriklenrgtim. Korkakligimi
insanlik sanmtim. Yalnizlgl insanlik saymgtim. Batida bdyleseylere énem vermiyorlar
albayim. Biliyorlar butiin bunlari: insanin ruhunkugorlar. Fakat onlar da mutlu gié
albayim. Ne var ki, bp hayallere kapiimamayi biliyorlar. Kag asrin teesibh kolay mi?”
Dusiinceye dalnyi gibi yapti: “Din geceki rilyami nasil yorumlarlatii adamlar acaba?” “Bu
oyunu biz hi¢ yazamayaga,” dedi Hisamattin Bey. “Neden, albayim@irhdi de riyani
anlatacaksin. Bazen diniiyorum da, hangimiz daha ihtiyar diye, bulamiyoru
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translation between entities which do not speakstmme language,
such as between a human and a computer. Becaesiades are a
form of indirection, some additional overhead isumed versus direct
communication (Interface Computer Science, Wikipgdi

Also, Fatih Alty defines interface as, “Concepts that enable twgulistic
areas to come together and talk to each other. eweéhe same concepts
avoid mingling with each other and violating eactmer's rules” (qtd. in
Elestirel Bakis Acilart 292-3). In the texts of Beckett and Atay the same
interface is used and expressed between the wadiseality. Judith Dearlove

also expresses how Beckett's technique (interfaoceks:

...Instead of belabouring the lack of associationsveen a speaker
and his world, Beckett explores the possibiliti€saosoice unrelated
to any world and hence unrestricted. Instead ofidog attention
upon the divorce of the mind from the external wphe explores the
internal, arbitrary and self-appointed worlds thenancreates. The
interior focus in turn makes possible the highlif seconscious and
arbitrary constructions of the ‘residua’ in whichet artifice and
intricacy themselves suggest a more fundamentanaesof order.
Structure works in opposition to content. In thesinecent fictions,
rather than attempting to deny, implode, ignore,controvert the
metaphysics of a relational art, Beckett permies ¢hements of the
traditional narrative to commingle with those ofnan-relational
narrative. It is no longer necessary to isolateexacerbate either
realm. The pieces reconcile, but do not reuniteingyotent speaker
with an unknowable world. Beckett accepts bothittygossibility of a
non-relational art and the improbability of a radatl one, and in
doing so he finds yet another shape for the amtyigéluidity and
uncertainty of the human condition (5).

The world, which is created bw voice unrelated to any world and
unrestricted,is the fiction of both Atay and that of Becketthel interface
enables both Molloy and Hikmet to ponder on woms] they experience a
different feeling. Moreover, in the interface, tmeader cannot find any
dominant discourse, a ‘safe’ reading and ‘normadgle. The interface is an
alternative world where signifiers can never congegneaning and fail to be
understood. Therefore, it is the world of attengid ‘failures’.

Both Atay’'s and Beckett's art can be considered eapression of
interface between the chaos (the non-relationad)the word (the relational).
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In other words, they write not to reflect, explan find a solution to the
problem of the real world. Their texts functiondilan interface between the
ordered-world and the world-in-chaos, and they s#pathese two different
worlds from each other, but at the same time, eeitf these worlds is
neglected. Therefore, the reading of such text®tsan ‘easy’ experience. In
these texts, words are used but in a non-functieregl to underline a non-
functional man who “is stuck in the narrow roadviegn life and death”
(Yuksel 7) in no specific time and place. The mdroveels to be stuck in his
body and this world is displayed in a tragicomiglest Both Molloy and
Hikmet are depicted when they wait and try to tiile ‘void’ by making up
games. Also, Molloy’'s game about sucking pebbleststjust after his
pondering on death: “Yes, the confusion of my ideasthe subject of death
was such that | sometimes wondered, believe meprfnt wasn't a state of
being even worse than lifefM 68).

They were pebbles but | call them stones. Yeshindccasion | laid
in a considerable store. | distributed them equb#yween my four
pockets, and sucked them turn and turn about. fHsgd a problem
which | first solved in the following way. | hadidasixteen stones,
four in each of my four pockets these being the pmokets of my

trousers and the two pockets of my greatcoat. Taétistone from the
right pocket of my greatcoat, and putting it in mguth, | replaced it
in the right pocket of my greatcoat by a stone ftbmright pocket of
my trousers, which | replaced by a stone from #fe pocket of my

trousers, which | replaced by a stone from the peftket of my

greatcoat, which | replaced by the stone which imasy mouth, as
soon as | had finished sucking it. Thus there vegifefour stones in

each of my four pockets, but not quite the sameestoAnd when the
desire to suck took hold of me again, | drew aguairthe right pocket
of my greatcoat, certain of not taking the samaestas the last time.
And while | sucked it | rearranged the other stoinethe way | have
just described. And so oM (69).

The interface of the texts is expressed througketlygmmes. The concept
of game is an important tenet of poststructuraksm is very important in both
of the texts because game is the most importamesie when the power and
mystery of imagination are manifested in languddet is, a game apparently
proves the collapse of “the chain of logic” (Yukd#). Molloy’s game about
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pebbles is also one which expresses the interfateelen the impossibility of
communication and absurdity of life that is doontedend in death. As for
Hikmet, he is also obsessed with the idea of ptagames, but, unlike Molloy,
he calls his games dangerous. Other characteesMik Selim, also made up
stories to forget the unbearable pains of exisang waiting when he was
abandoned by his wife, Nazl:

| got used to this game of waiting [for passengérsi very short
while. | sometimes stopped by train stations tackhbe timetables. |
sometimes asked them by phoning. Besides, | catldearn if there
was any delay on the days of train arrivals. Whilas waiting in the
restaurant | was living the excitement of welcomihg train with

other welcomers. After a few waiting [games], | wréo be more
brave. | was waving my hand, shouting and calliegppte. There
were people who mistook me for one of their rekediand waved to
me... Custom officers and | became acquaintances varga short

time, because there was not any other person whkammed as many
passengers as | did. So | had some privileges... Thes allowed to
go to the platform and wait for my passengers theoe The custom
officers were surprised and they always told meowHmany

passengers you have every day, Mr. Tahsin!” | didrant to reveal
my real identity and made up a Tahsin, as this @tive was out of
the character of Mr Selim... | couldn’t put an endhc event and |
never did. | kept going to the train station. Fogtely, Nazl turned
back home, but | was dragged to the station evtar #fis. Then |

gave up this addiction which was like alcoholtsTO 207-8).

As in these two previous quotations, the thingregped with games is

the interface between ‘the unnamable’ and the siyegther Atay nor Beckett

2 Bu oyuna kisa zamanda salm. Arada tren istasyonungsnayarak tarifelere bakiyordum.
Bazen de telefonla soruyordum; ayrica, trenin gglegin de telefon ederek tehir olup
olmadgini 6greniyordum. Lokantada beklerken de, artik trenirlisgesaatini bilmenin
heyecanini, bitin katayicilarla birlikte yalyordum. Birkac bekleyten sonra daha cesur
olmustum. Elimi hararetle salliyor, gaiyor, sesleniyordum. Beni, tanidiklarindan birine
benzetip, bana da el sallayanlar oldu... Gimrik m&myta da artik ahbap olgum icin,
bana bazi imtiyazlar taniniyordu... Daha sonralagropa cikip beklememe izin verdikleri
icin, yolcularimi peronda da goérmeye slaalim. Tren gelince hemen yolcularin arasina
kariglyordum; sonra da gumrikcilere gérinmeden ortadaybduyordum: Yolcularimi
(genellikle birden fazla olduklarini séyliyordumgrpnda buluyordum ve kalabain icinde
beni gdremiyorlardi tabii. Gumrikc¢uler, bazen masaoturuyorlar; ne kadar yolcun var
Tahsin Bey, diyorlardi. Beni pek sewteirdi. Onlarla Selim Bey olarak kogmak garibime
karsilayicilik isinde Tahsin Bey olmgum... Fakat ben, bu bekleme huyumdan hemen
vazgecemedim: Bir siire istasyona siriklendim durdsomra, beni raki icmek gibi saran bu
iptiladan da vazgectim.
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has an objective like expressing one by using theroOn the contrary, they
both show the inexpressibility of these concefdeing aware of this fact, they
create a world for ‘the thing which is felt but Aidéentified’ and ‘signifiers’ in
their text to make themwork together,but they are not united to convey a
meaning. In other words, Beckett and Atay, feelitng unreliability of
language, try to find a new kind of expression thas beyond the principle of
logic, causality and language. In the interface, dmly thing these fictional
characters have is an unquenchable passion to,ses@aécially about things
that are always hard to understand and verbakse‘diance’ or ‘music’. To
illustrate, on his way home, Moran'’s thinking abbig bees and their dance is
a matter of mystery for both himself and the reader

...for my bees danced, oh not as men dance, to atheseselves, but
in a different way, | alone of all mankind knewshio the best of my
belief. | had investigated this phenomenon verjyfulhe dance was
best to be observed among the bees returning tbivke laden more
or less with the nectar, and it was involved witlgraat variety of
figure and rhythms. These evolutions | finally npieted as a system
of signals by means of which the incoming beesskati or
dissatisfied with their plunder, informed the olitgpbees in what
direction to go, and in what not to go. But thegming bees danced
too. It was no doubt their way of saying, | undanst, or, Don’t worry
about me. But away from the hive, and busily atkytine bees did
not dance. Here their watchword seemed to be, ewaryfor himself,
assuming bees to be capable of such notions. The& stdking
feature of the dance was its very complicated &gutraced in flight,
and | had classified a great number of these, Witkir probable
meanings. But there was also the question of time, Is® various in
tone in the vicinity of the hive that this couldrtly be an effect of
chance. | first concluded that each figure wasfoeged by means of
hum peculiar to it. But | was forced to abandons thigreeable
hypothesis. For | saw the same figure (at least Wwhalled the same
figure) accompanied by very different hums. So thaaid, The
purpose of the hum is not to emphasise the dantarbthe contrary
to vary it. And the same figure exactly differsmeaning according to
the hum that goes with it. And | had collected atabsified a great
number of observations on this subject, with gyatd results ¢
169).

Moran is amazed by the complex sign-language o$ beeause, according to

Sheringham, “[Moran’s] delight springs from the gation that his hypothesis

could never lead to definitive knowledge and from &ense that while the
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bees’ dance, like Molloy's knife-rest, admits offimite interpretations, it
sanctions none...it affronts man’s remorseless, s&ifing,
anthropomorphism” (65). Bees’ language which isdpelywords is a mystery
for Moran, and so it fascinates him so deeply.

Like Moran, Hikmet also deals with a mysterious vediyyommunication
which is difficult to understand with man’s reasai For instance, Mrs.
Nurhayat and he listen to radio programmes whictndolike a piece of
‘music’ to Hikmet:

| only listen to sounds as | am not interested @amng. It is said that
there are people who feel relieved listening tadichirping sounds,
| am like them. | also listen to news, talks on sospecific issues,
discussions, panel discussions, commercials antlatggogrammes
in the very same manner, like listening to birdacliEbird has its own
sound: that's why; | can immediately understandcivtprogramme it
is without listening to words... In other words, thilow woman and
| are in an abstract situation, actually, we dedhwhe essence of
everything® (385-6).

Apart from word-games, the interface is sometimbhapsed through
silence as long as words permit it. Harry Vandstuilaims that “throughout
Molloy, words are presented amaterial Silence is a space they can fill, and
their function is a negative one: to fill up, black block out. Molloy says that
“to restore silence is the role of objech (3)” (qtd. inBeckett On and On
180). The words paradoxically create silence ay tlaek the ability of
conveying any meaning in postmodern texts. Furtbeemas José Carnero-
Gonzalez states,

Roughly speaking, silence in Beckett is more a&ifrinter’'s special
type of silence, that is, when “a torrent of langgias employed.” In
Beckett it is not so much a question of a tellifigree substituting
non-existent words in the process of communicatibnis not a

question of not finding the proper words. The pneseof silence in
Beckett is even more paradoxical and discouraginthat is at all

possible; it is more subtle and painful: words gxisey do exist, and
the proper ones at that; but even though wordspeesent and are

3 Ben yalniz sesleri dinliyorum, anlamlarla ilgileglim. Kus sesi dinleyerek huzur duyanlar
varms; onlar gibiyim. Haberleri de, belli konular Uzediki kongmalar da, targmalari, acik
oturumlari, reklamlari da, 6zel programlari da ayekilde dinliyorum. Her kgun kendine
0zgu bir sesi var: Sézleri dinlemeden hangi progodsngunu biliyorum bu yiizden.
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used, they say nothing, they transmit nothing (gidBeckett in the
1990s205).

Rubin Rabinovitz also mentions a new type of laggyaa mode of

expression, in Beckett's fiction:

Beckett developed a new type of figurative languagemode of
expression [like the expression of interface] ateotess specific and
more suggestive than ordinary discourse. This rmaguage is based
on Beckett's sense of how we use images of physlujaicts to depict
mental entities, as well as on the belief that ietusfigurative
expressions provide the best medium for represgnindistinct
mental processes. The result is a uniqgue way bfing interlinked
extended metaphors for portraying inner realityg{20

The interface is also felt through some recurringrds in both of the
texts. These words have some connections with otherds. Beckett
dismantles the relationship between the signifiad ahe signified. As
Rabinovitz states, “Beckett associates related @sdyy creating interrelated
groups — strings — of metaphors. A string, in thesg | am using it, is a group
of metaphors linked by one or more transitionalagle(123). It is not only
Beckett who uses such strings in his text but Ao employs such word
games. To illustrate, when Moran meets a man wkenmeles himself he utters
the word “arse” (150) to refer to his mouth:

But all this was nothing compared to the face wHicegret to

say vaguely resembled my own, less the refinemenborse,

same little abortive moustache, same little ferreygs, same
paraphimosis of the nose, and a thin red mouthldioked as if
it was raw from trying to shit its tongue (151).

As in deconstructive reading, the string of idaad their meanings are
altered, and they are used in a way opposite td thiey have already referred
to. Thus, ‘the mouth’ designates ‘the arse’, andBsokett can also annihilate
the ‘original version’ of the relationship. The samlea of problematizing the
relationship of signifiers is also manifested i tiext of Atay. Hikmet also
problematizes the word “gecekondu” (slum housepuhlic opinion, living in
a slum is very derogatory. However, Hikmet preteréive there and refers to

reality by this word: “This Hikmet was not like Duaot and he wasn'’t like
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Fikret at all. He lived in a wooden house. He ahlilkis house a thing, what
was that: something that appeared-at-night or wisdt night** In this thing,
there were two other things apart from Hikmet, ténings like fictional
character§” (455). Metaphorically, the slum house is a kirfdconfinement
for Hikmet which represents his ‘confused mind’ spite of its negative
connotations. He plays dangerous games in thisehousn the house of his
mind. Despite being a shabby house, it means t Iblikmet. Therefore, the
room of Molloy and the house of Moran also mean\they same thing to
them. In other words, the meaning (the signifidthttwas once attached to
every single word is now emptied by both Becketl atay as they prefer to
melt the ‘word-meaning’ idea in their texts.

In this mode of expression metaphors are so plased allow a careful
guestioning by the observer or the reader. Singilan the expression of
interface, the interplay between signifiers is melimited. Therefore, in spite
of the failures of the characters the reader ispteth by the nature of the
unknown. Due to the discrepancy (created by thir&aiof signs) between
language and reality, both Hikmet and Moran aréuarfced by all kinds of
communication that is beyond-language or that yobd the signifier-signified
logic. That is to say, they celebrate this failarel take it as an opportunity to
deal with other communication ways which are frédehaman logic and
understanding. Therefore, they, in their narratiansate, live and express the
interface in which human beings can never questima communication’ to
comment whether or not it can convey a meaningallyinbetween the non-
relational and the relational, the interface iiadt domain in which both art
and theory mingle with each other. In fact, neitfibe Trilogynor Tehlikeli
Oyunlar is just a work of art or just a theory. What Bdtlkend Atay did is

*In Turkish culture a house in a slum is consticé® night without any governmental
permission. Therefore, it is described with two @sfgece-kondu’ in Turkish.

“5 Bu Hikmet, Dumrul gibi dgildi, Fikret gibi hic deildi. Uc katli alyap bir evde ygardi. Bu

eve kendisisey derdi, ne derdi: gecegeldi, geceoldu gibi {gdy iste. Bu gecegeldide
Hikmet'ten baka galiba ikisey daha vardi, roman kahramani gibigéy.
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philosophizing or theorizing art/literature in th&axts, so that is the expression
of interface.

4.3. The “Death of the Author” in Malone Dies and Tehlikeli

Oyunlar
4.3.1The Author In Malone Dies and Tehlikeli Oyunlar

The problem of placing the author in a text wasbaéehted by Derrida,
Foucault and Barthes, and they all, more or lessclred a consensus:
Language particularly in the literary texts is mmafferential; but instead,
signifiers, in any given text, create a system whey authority, including ‘the
author’ of the text, can dwell. Therefore, both YAnd Beckett, noticing this
system, express it without any worries about prgvineir existence. They
willingly become anonymous as long as they keepingii They accept being
‘dead’, and this is obviously a “voluntary effacertie(Foucault 117). In the
game of writing they are ‘dead men’.

In order to emphasize the idea of ‘the removahefdauthor’ both Beckett
and Atay portray their protagonists as writers it own texts. These two
writers represent the ideas of their writers. Tisatto say, Malone iMalone
Dies and Hikmet inTehlikeli Oyunlardepict the process of the death of the
author. In the course dflalone DiesandTehlikeli Oyunlar these two author-
narrators struggle to write, but they cannot ‘writetil the end of the book and
their deaths. In this sense, the beginning of mgittoincides with the end of
the book and of the author in Beckett and Atay, too

Malone is portrayed in a room, in bed, writing arveantory of his
remaining possessions and his memories. His dealth) writing is

demonstrated in the following quotation:

The exercise-book had fallen to the ground. | tadkng time to find
it. It was under the bed. How are such things fes8il took a long
time to recover it. | had to harpoon it. It is rmpérced through and
through, but it is in a bad way. It is a thick ectse-book. | hope it
will see me out. From now on | shall write on bettes of the page.
Where does it come from? | don't know. | foundjuist like that, the
day | needed it. Knowing perfectly well 1 had noegsise-book |
rummaged in my possessions in the hope of finding. & was not
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disappointed, not surprised. If tomorrow | needadk love-letter |
would adopt the same method (209).

It is the dramatization of journal keeping. H. RortAbbott suggests that
Malone’s keeping a journal resembles that of Crusoe

A more likely inspiration for this noveMalone Die$ in particular is
the dramatization of journal-keepingiRobinson Crusaé€'My ink, as
| observed, had been gone some time, all but a Nitg; which |
eked out with water a little and a little, tillwas so pale it scarce left
any appearance of black upon the paper” (p. 10Bj)s passage —
even its style — seems especially close to theiatlg in Malone
Dies “So little by little my little pencil dwindles,nevitably, and the
day is fast approaching when nothing will remain &dragment too
tiny to hold. So | write as lightly as | can” (22@jtd. in Beckett's
Eighteenth Centur$?2).
However, his journal-keeping is much different frémat of other characters in
diary-fiction. That Malone writes much more diffatly from others is implied
by Begam:

In the last chapter obDiary Fiction (“The Writer's Laboratory:
Samuel Beckett and the Death of the Book”), H. &orbbott
searchingly explores hoMalone Diesbreaks down the conventions
of diary writing in a way that brings “into focusnjust a type of
writing but writing itself,” while at the same tinfeaving the effect of
“undoing the book” (Abbott: 1984 185).

Malone, as the author of his book, announces lubalrle and expected
decay: “I shall soon be quite dead at last in gpitall” (MD 179). However, he
makes an equation between death and telling stolagsg games as he adds,
“[w]hile waiting | shall tell myself stories, if tan... Now it is a game, | am
going to play” MD 180). In other words, the more stories Malonesjelie less
he will be alive. It is understood that until theoment of his death writing
cannot be achieved. Therefore, his games and stcaie only be regarded as
the rhythmic ‘contractions’ that prepare the reathbof writing. Thus, his
death will ironically give birth to his writing. Athe same time it can be
regarded as the author’s birth of death. His wgistarts his death, so one end
iIs a beginning of something else. In this senseloMastresses this fact by

using an oxymoron: “born gravelMD 195) and stating, “| am being given, if |
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may venture the expression, birth to into deatMD(285). In Tehlikeli
Oyunlar, Hikmet states that “a man who is just about te should not be
afraid of anything. What is death? It is the endhaf incidents that | dreamed
to be able to live one day or it is only a suppositof man” TO399). The
death as a motive interestingly produces new baggsn In spite of the idea of
the death of the narrator and the author, the tekisoth Atay and Beckett
always work against the definitional boundaries afabures, so “it moves
towardécriture’ (Begam 144).

A very similar idea is evident ifiehlikeli Oyunlaras well. Hikmet, who
is still alive, does his best to produce a piecewafing, but it cannot be
obtained totally until the end of the text. HeeliMalone, announces he will
write and play a game. He tries to write it in spif his several unsuccessful
attempts:

“Write a simple game for us” said Bilge while shasabringing them
some coffee. “A game that we can understand.” Thierce of Bilge
and coffee has made the dreams fade. “We will varitéolent game”,
Hikmet responded. “We will slam you all with theolénce of our
loneliness and being toleraf&d(TO 147).

Malone and Hikmet are not successful because tleynot get rid of the
temptation of the ‘will to power,” the well-knownhposophy of Friedrich
Nietzsché&’. Neither Malone nor Hikmet can escape their werldills, and
when their writings are considered, they always €@nd go between two
ultimate states of existing: Living and dying. Ither words, although they
mention their approaching deaths, they can nevenptaiely let their

memories go. In the course of the books, their alpristruggles (i.e.

6 “Bjze basit bir oyun yaz,” dedi Bilge, kahvelegtiirken. “Anlayabilecgimiz bir oyun.”
Bilge ve kahve, hayalleri eritti. “Sizgddetli bir oyun yazacaz,” diye kagilik verdi Hikmet.
“Yalnizligimizin ve hegorulmisligimuzin butigiddetiyle hepinizi, yerden yere vuraga.

" Nietzsche calls the act of creating a purposefénthe "will to power". He divides this
concept into three levels. The lowest level is Wik to physically control others. The next
level is the will to control the body. He puts timajority of humanity into this category. The
highest level is the will to control the mind, thgh self-actualization, and according to him,
very few people reach this level of will.

95



remembering the past and trying to know themselNesyler them from
creating ‘writing’ until the ending.

On the other hand, even the attempts of playingegaon writing stories
for both Malone and Hikmet eliminate their authypias powerful writers. That
is, their ‘plays’ work against their writers’ exgstce and dismiss them.
Furthermore, both Malone and Hikmet live dilemmas they “vacillate
between the works of introspection and the gamaasfation, between an
auctor sapienswho struggles to know himself, and anctor ludens who
wants only to play” (Begam 126).

The dichotomy between self and story is displayedathMalone Dies
and Tehlikeli Oyunlar.Both narrators try to write stories and play ganies
what they never want is finding some traces of thadaes in these stories. As
Malone states when he tells the story of Sapo,

What tedium. And | call that playing. | wonder i&in not talking yet
again about myself. Shall | be incapable, to the, ef lying on any
other subject? | feel the old dark gathering, thiéuge preparing, by
which | know myself, and the call of that ignoranghich might be
noble and is mere poltroonery. Already | forget tMhiaave said. That
is not how to play. Soon | shall not know where @apmes from, nor
what he hopes. Perhaps | had better abandon tris &td go on to
the second, or even the third, the one about thestNo, it would be
the same thing. | must simply be on my guard, céifig on what |
have said before | go on and stopping, each tirpastir threatens, to
look at myself as | am. That is just what | wantecvoid. But there
seems to be no other solutidvild 189).

Hidayet brother, | also have to write to you. | édwe tell some things
to some people. This (dramatic) play issue confosesl go back and
forth... | can’t go. This matter of play is maybe ‘@&ffair” from my
own past. Sorry, | couldn’t find any other word las in a hurry.
Please, ask it to your lieutenant or look it u@idictionary [...] | left
my plays behind. All were productions of an ungdllperson. It's
been many years since the last time | steppedestéye for the very
first time. | also acted on the stage, facing igbts and a dark and
shapeless crowd that moved but was not seen withy naams,
heads.*® (TO 59)

“8 Hidayet, kardgim, ben de sana bir iki satir yazmaliyim; bgeyleri birilerine anlatmaliyim.
Bu temsil meselesi aklimi ¢ok kurcaliyor. Bir ggidiyorum, bir ileri... gidemiyorum. Bu oyun
isi gecmie ait bir “keyfiyet” galiba benim icin. Kusura bakmaceleden Bka kelime
bulmadim. Tgmene soruver, ya da bir stg#ifalan bakarsin... Benim oyunlarim ¢ok geride
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Both narrators try to write stories about some atia@rs, but they are always
trapped and find themselves writing their own meesrTheir awareness of
this trap does not help them stop, and they keeyglmg the storytelling with
self-reflection.

The matter of the narrator and narrated is alsahmoaying attention to
in Malone Diesand Tehlikeli Oyunlarbecause there is a small difference
concerning the texts’ handling of the relationshop narrator-narrated.
However, one thing that is certain is that it isywveomplicated in both texts.
Unlike Hikmet, Malone is the writer who makes upoteharacters, Sapo and
Macmann, whereas ifehlikeli Oyunlar Hikmet leaves it blurred whether Mr.
Husamettin, Nurhayat, and others are real or fictbharacters. At least,
Husamettin and Nurhayat are not like Sapo and Maom@his means that
Malone Diesemphasizes the artificiality of self. When Malonarrates the
story about Sapo, it is explicitly told to the readhat a voice manipulates
Sapo’s every movement: “When he halted it was adidtter to think or the
closer to pore upon his dream, but simply becahsevbice had ceased that
told him to go on” (206). Therefore, it can be studt Malone is the author of
Sapo, and Beckett is the author of both Malone $aylb, so the author factor
Is decentred, and it is even emptied by debilitatime role and place of the
author in the text. In other words, when the plat&alone is shaken by the
narrated, his narration automatically kills itsteart

As for Macmann, there are many resemblances betwaanand his
narrator, Malone. Both Malone and Macmann have lamlives. On this
matter, Begam states,

Generally speaking, both men begin as tramps, rgatkieir way on

the open road, and both end in what appear to $igutions, cared
for by others. The two sides of their lives — tbad and the room —
are more specifically represented by the accoutngsnthey either
possess or have lost [...] Both men are attendeddiyem who take

kaldi. Hepsi de acemiiioyunlardi.ilk sahneye cikgimdan beri yillar gegti.siklara kag,
karanlik vesekilsiz bir kalabalia kagl, kimildayan ve gérinmeyen ve ¢ok kollu ve cokliba
ve yalniz 6n siradakileri ayakli bir kalaligikagl ben de bir zamanlar oynaghm.
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care of them, and in each case this attention wegoa well-regulated
circulation of feed bowls and chamber pots [...] Binand most
significantly, both men meet their ends (or whapesgy to be their
ends) following an actual or contemplated blowhe head. This is
delivered in Malone’s case by an unnamed visitohisoroom ... In
Macmann'’s case it is threatened by the apparentgrie Lemuel
(133).

These similarities also put the narrator andpo®ers under question.
Because of the constructed nature of every narrdtersame idea is applicable
to the concept of ‘the author’ ofhe Trilogy Beckett. Upon this subject,
Begam uses the word “vice-existers” (133) for Sapd Macmann. Even the
subject-object binary is questioned through theatar-narrated. The author is
not the centre any more.

Malone kills his own characters, which are his eegsters, revealing
their andhis ownfictionality. He does not only mention Sapo andcktann,
but he also includes some other characters of diheks in his list of murders:

But let us leave these morbid matters and get dh tiat of my
demise, in two or three days if | remember righTiien it will be all
over with the Murphys, Merciers, Molloys, MoransdaMalones,
unless it goes on beyond the grave. But sufficigmo the day, let us
first defunge, then we'll see. How many have lekill hitting them on
the head or setting fire to them? (236-7).

Then, Beckett also kills Malone, who also staradhis vice-exister. The
death of Malone automatically causes its own cré&atteath as well. Beckett
as an author is dead. With the very same attitbiilanet also mentions the

names of some (of his) fictional and nonfictionabple:

| just bow in front of Caesar’s, Cleopatra’s amdpecially
Antonius’ memories. Heine, Schlick, Hrobovic, Mar&le Gaulle,
Rousseau, Mr. Selim, mother, father, Mrs. Safiyelice officers,
soldiers, police captains, strangers, young men #na$e other
figurants that | cannot mention their names het¥(435-6).

49 “Onunla birlikte Sezar, Kleopatra ve ozellikle Antus’un hatiralari 6niindegiérim.
Dostlarimiz Heine, Schlick, Hrobovi¢, Danton, Mardde Gaulle, Rousseau ve adini
sayamayagam daha bir cok kahraman ve Selim Bey, Ristem Beyamnem, babam, ve
Safiye Hanim ve adini sayamaygiea bircok kii ve askerler, asilller, polisler, komiserler, bir
yabancilar, bir gen¢ adamlar ve adini sayamayacdaha bir ¢ok figiran...”
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In Tehlikeli Oyunlar Hikmet sometimes believes that both Hlsamettin
and Nurhayat are figments of his imagination.

| talk to them in my head, my colonel... Even thobaracters that |
invented in my head oppose me. However, the clemaah books

listen to each other and this is what they dolal time. That's why
they cannot have any time to earn money or a livthgy are all

nobles of the thought. Even the professors of pbjdny cannot have
as much time as they do. | also wanted to be a e book like

those | invented. That's why | came to this slumid® | was going to
invent a story that nobody had ever met before. ifiventor was

going to live with his heroé$ (329-30)

“You know my weak point” “I know them, my colonelherefore,
you —only you- are going to see the game for ngthiverybody is
going to buy tickets, but you aren’t. Because taeyreal and because
you are not real, my colonel. If you really wantstee the game this
means that you are not real. Then you are alsohén game —
consequently in my head. Because one who reallytsMansee the
other and plays the game with him can only liveaha head of that
person [...] Oh! No, my colonel you cannot be realctsa retired
colonel cannot exist. Such a slum house cannotebk.r You are
getting more and more imaginary [...] You and theawdvoman are
two imaginary charactet's(351).

First, Atay creates affiliations between Hikmetddmmself concerning their
marriage, love affairs and their former bourgeosyvef living. Then some
incidents are experienced by Hikmet, Hisamettin Bndhayat in the slum
house. Then, however, Hikmet blurs the boundarywéet what is real and
what is not as he doubts the existences of bothatdégin and Nurhayat:

“Maybe in the afternoon of a hot day | fell aslempthe sofa on which | lay

% Onlarla kafamda korguyorum albayim;... Kafamda yaraim kahramanlar bile bana kar
cikiyor. Oysa kitaplarin kahramanlari, birbirleriniolmadik dertlerini dinlerler; batin
vakitlerini buna ayirirlar. Bu ylizden yemek icmek para kazanmak icin zaman bulamazlar;
hepsi de dgiincenin soylularidir. Felsefe profesorleri bilesigticeye onlar kadar zaman
ayirmazlar. Ben de hayalimde yarattiklarimla btdiloir roman kahramani olmak istiyordum
albayim. Gecekonduya da bu nedenle geldim. Kimseginme raslamadgn bir olay
yaratacaktim. Yaratici, kahramanlari ile birlikesagyacakti.

°1 “Benim zayif tarafimi biliyorsun.” “Biliyorum aladyim. Bunun icin de siz-sadece siz-
oyunu bedava seyredeceksiniz.sBa herkes bilet alacak. Cunki onlar gercek; cunki s
gercek dgilsiniz, albayim. Oyunu gercekten seyretmek igtigilie gore siz gercek gisiniz.
Siz de oyunun- dolayisiyla kafamin- icindesiniz. ngii, bir insani gercekten seyretmek
isteyen, onun oyununa gercekten katilan biri, @imms ancak kafasinda ggyabilir... Olmaz,
albayim, siz gercek olamazsiniz. Boyle bir emeldag gercek olamaz... Gittikge, Hikmet'in
kafasinin bir Grtind oluyorsunuz.” Dul kadin dadézrilya kahramanisiniz, albayim.
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down: The voices of my wife and maid went away frone and you
approached me, my colonel. You all came to*4né353). So the reader
directly has doubts whether Hikmet is a real mamot. His authority is
undermined. Furthermore, if Hikmet’'s authority laken the same idea can be
applicable to Atay as an author.

At the end ofMalone Diesand Tehlikeli Oyunlar the two authors,
Malone and Hikmet, representing the death of thathors and the author in
general, die, but their deaths cause new beginnfogsthings that are
‘unnamable,’” but it is clearly not ‘I'. “My storyreled, I'll be living yet...
That's the end of me. | shall say | no mor®¥ 285). As for Hikmet's case,
the death of Hikmet at the end of the novel is mondre certain than that of
Malone’s. Hikmet dies, and he contentedly saysmlthinking” TO 462) that
Is “dustiiniyorum” in Turkish. Interestingly, if the syllabtni is removed from
this word it means “I am falling” that is “dti(nt)yorum” in Turkish. Thus, the
death of Hikmet also designates the notion of teatll of the author. Both
“authors”, Malone and Hikmet, die in the end. Hoegvin neither of the
books does death stand for closure. Thus, Hiknuath promises hope for
others, and Malone’s death is also hopeful becdusedeath causes the
emergence of another text ihhe Trilogy In postmodernist fiction their
sacrifice helps them produce ‘art’ even after theééraths. When Hikmet,
seemingly commits suicide, his death pioneers scmaages for others. Salim
Is also encouraged to write stories: “Mother” s@aim. “The teacher assigned
us a project: a free writing. While | was waitingy fyou | wrote a play like
Uncle Hikmet and my brother, Hidayet. In this pléancle Hikmet...” “You,
shut up” reproached him his motPi&r(474).

%2 Belki de sicak bir guniingeden sonrasinda, uzapdn kanapede uyukladim: Karimin,
hizmetginin sesleri uzalga ve sizler yaklstiniz albayim. Hepiniz bana ga geldiniz.

3 “Anne,” dedi Salim. “Ggretmen 6dev verngii: Serbest konu. Sizi beklerken ben de bir oyun
yazdim, Hikmet Amca ve Hidayetgabeyim gibi. Bu oyunda, Hikmet Amca ...” “Sus
bakalim,” diye payladi onu Nurhayat Hanim.
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Both Malone and Hikmet imply their inevitable death order to ‘create
texts’. As Pattie asserts, for the deconstructndspaststructuralists,
the text is not the clear indication of the autkaritention: the author
has no control over the way in which the text upsaty stable
interpretation. The phrase ‘death of the authocdoee a staple in
poststructuralist criticism... by this they arguit this was not the
primary importance in analysing a text. The authas no
authority: neither does the text, because undefdascrutiny,
it can be shown to sabotage itself. All that ig tefcritic is the
active process of interpretation, which is neveilieg, because
it cannot reach a conclusion in a definite, finadlgtablished
truth (156).
Malone and Hikmet, as authors, devote their ext&gnto creating ‘a
text/writing’ so the beginning of writing occurs r@n 67). In both of the
novels the narrators/characters voluntarily diee Beaths of the “authors” of
the stories, who are obviously Malone and Hikmdtp aorrespond to the
notion of the death of the author. Besides, thektst are not the direct
expressions of their understanding of the worltheg texts are shown to be
infinitely interconnected subversions of the wastenitial intentions. All in
all, as Beckett puts it, “What matter who’s spegkisomeone said what matter
who'’s speaking” (gtd. irfamuel Beckett and The End of Modermiy).
4.4. The “Death of Man” in The Unnamable and Tehlikeli Oyunlar
The death of man, as another matter in poststralctor, can be elaborated
with the famous writing of Michel Foucault ifthe Order of ThingsAs it is
obvious in the quotation below, Foucault and maostgtructuralists believe in
the artificial nature of the concept of ‘man’ in ¥fern Society:

If those arrangements [which define man] were &apipear as they
appeared, if some event ... were to cause them tmldey as the
ground of Classical thought did, at the end ofa@lghteenth century,
then one can certainly wageraier] that man would be erased, like a
face drawn in sand at the edge of the sea” (Fousau).
Beckett follows the ideas of Nietzsche concerningd@nd man. As
mentioned before, in the Beckettian universe, whglabandoned by God,

nothing can remain without experiencing changesMsm is also prone to
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change. In this sense, Foucault experiments wighidieas of Nietzsche by

stating:

Perhaps we should see the first attempt at thisoatimg of
Anthropology - to which, no doubt, contemporary ugbt is
dedicated -in the Nietzschean experience: by metasphilological
critigue, by means of a certain form of biologisiNjetzsche
rediscovered the point at which man and God betongne another,
at which the death of the second is synonymous witik
disappearance of the first, and at which the prerofsthe superman
signifies first and foremost the imminence of tieatth of man. In this,
Nietzsche, offering this future to us as both ps®srand task, marks
the threshold beyond which contemporary philosoglay begin
thinking again (1970: 341-42)

In Beckett’'s last novel imhe Trilogy The Unnamald, the handling of
the matter of the death of Man differs from thafTehlikeli Oyunlar First of

all, in The Unnamabldeckett, like Foucault and Derrida, tries to “deypea

language that undermines the metaphysical and hetm@aaditions” (Begam

152). In Western thought the cogito means all thewkedge that a human

being needs. Both Foucault and Derrida elabor&edncept of ‘the unword'.

The question is no longer: How can experience tifireagive rise to
necessary judgements? But rather: How can man thitdt he does
not think, inhabit as though by a mute occupatiomething that
eludes him, animate with a kind of frozen movemiat figure of
himself that takes the form of a stubborn extety@riFoucault 1970:
323).

To ‘deconstruct’ philosophy, thus, would be to thin in the most
faithful, interior way — the structured genealogly mhilosophy’s
concepts, but at the same to time to determineom fa certain
exterior that is unqualifiable or unnameable byigg#dphy — what this
history has been able to dissimulate or forbid ([dar 1972 15).

In other words, one can find a close relationst@wieen Derrida’s difféerance

and Beckett’'s unnamable.

Différancehas no name in our language. but we ‘already kribat it
is unnameable [innomable], it is not provisionally, not because our
language has not yet found or received tiggne or because we
would have to seek it in another language ... latber because there
is nonamefor it at all (Derrida: 1982 26).
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The Unnamable as the subsequent part dfalone Dies which is
believed to erase the authorities of both the audhd the book, presents to the
reader an example of what a pure text/writing Where now? Who now?
When now? Unquestioning. Questions, hypotheselstheah that. Keep going,
going on, call that going, call that on... T 293). According to this formula
of Beckett, the beginning of writing is employedtims part ofThe Trilogy In
this text, there is not a narrator and narratedt can be said that it is always
obscure who is narrating or who is narrated: “ly $a(U 293). The word-
games again free Beckett from representation apcession. Here, the reader
Is able to hear the voice of the narrator, bug iever clear to determine who is
who. “The Unnamable has not an ‘I, until it say® tword” (Pattie 69-70).
Then the voice changes its mind and says: “It,isayot knowing what... That
is all rather obscureTU 293-311).

The voice often mentions Malone, and it says hasheame sounds
whose source cannot be identified by it. He grdgyalepares the reader to
announce the end of man: “What kind of creatureratt it ... Not a human
one in any case, there are no human creatures dreifethere are they have
done with crying” TU 298). “A speaking voice has dispersed itself aciass
field of grammatical and referential possibilities; speaking voice has, in
effects, dislocuted itself” (Begam 160).

Once the boundary of being a man is surmountedthimg or the state
of being beyond it will be mentioned. This is whia voice tells the reader: “I
don’t know why, | shall be able to go silent, andk® an end, | know it ... Yes
it is to be wished, to end would be wonderful, natter who | am, no matter
where | am” (304). The voice underlines the impaoecta of portraying itself,
not Malones, Murphys and Molloys. Unsurprisinglsgrh what the voice says
the reader cannot picture ‘a normal human being’:

| would gladly give myself the shape if not the sistency of an egg -
with two holes no matter where to prevent it froorsting for the

consistency is more like that of mucilage [...] Nore@bscenities
either. Why should | have a sex, who have no loagepse? All those
things have fallen all the things that stick ouithvmy eyes, my hair —
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without leaving a trace: fallen so far so deept thaeard nothing
perhaps are falling still, my hair slowly like sastill: of the fall my
ears heard nothing [...] I'm a big talking ball, ialixabout things that
do not exist - or that exist perhaps impossibl&know, beside the
point [...] And why big? Why not a cylinder? A smaVylinder. An
egg? A medium egg. No, that's the old nonsendedya knew | was
round, solid and round, without daring to say so:asperities, no
apertures. Invisible perhaps. Or as vast as Sinube Great Dog.
Those expressions mean nothing. All that mattethds | am round
and hard. There must be reasons for that - for siggoround and
hard rather than of some irregular shape and sutgebe dents and
bulges incident to shock. But | have done with oeaq307).

What the voice wishes is silence, but it says th& obliged to speak and

“invent another fairy-tale” (309) as that silencasataken from it years ago. It

starts his first story with Basil/Mahood:

Decidedly Basil is becoming important, I'll callrhiMahood instead,
| prefer that, I'm queer. It was he told me stor@mut me, lived in
my stead, issued forth from me, came back to mered back into
me, heaped stories on my head. | don't know howsas done. |
always liked not knowing, but Mahood said it wasight. He didn’t
know either, but it worried him. It is his voice igh has often,
always, mingled with mine, and sometimes drownedoinpletely.
Until he left me for good, or refused to leave nmg anore - | don't
know (U 311).

As the quotation above points, it is hard to saytiver Mahood narrated the

voice or the voice created him and resumed to bmarmator. “The real

difficulty here consists in attempting to enforaaditional categories like

‘narrator’ and ‘narrated’ on a text that systemaltic denies such categories”

(Begam 159). Therefore, Richard Begam proposes dther terms for it:

“Locutor and dislocutiorf (159) that relate the operations différance to

narrative:

The locutor should not, in other words, be thoughta character so
much as a depersonalized function, a locus or fsdm which
discourse emanates. With the second term [dislggcutanean to
suggest that the locutor has no fixed resideneg jtlcarries on a kind
of itinerant discourse, a locution without a looati Dislocution
means that the ‘identity’ of the locutor is shifiimnd inconsistent:
unlike a narrator, a locutor may speak with Basibgce in one breath
and Mahood’s in the next (159).
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Whether as the locutor or the dislocutor Mahoothath present and absent.
The voice wants to tell one of Mahood’s stories ana@dds, “or quietly,
stealthily, the story would begin, as if nothingdhlaappened and | still the
teller and the told” (312) in the story of Mahoddirthermore, in a postmodern
text no narrator can be regarded as trustworththeasdea of the death of man
indicates. The voice/locutor blames all the presioice-existers or “avatars”
(318), including Mahood, of “taking themselves f¢817) the voice itself and
of manipulating or even killing it: “Having broughte to death’s door, senile
gangrene, they whip off a leg and yip off | go agdike a young one, scouring
the earth for a hole to hide in” (317).

After the end of the book, it is time to annihiléie man in the text. Like
the other characters ifhe Trilogy what reduces and limits Mahood is his
being human. Furthermore, his name clearly stand$/fanhood,” and he has
a body, senses and a family. Mahood tells the redadenomecoming from an
adventure: “In a word | was returning to the foltimittedly reduced, and
doubtless fated to be even more so, before | cbeldestored to my wife and
parents, you know, my loved ones, and clasp in msa.” (319-20). These
features of Mahood confuse the reader. Moreoverytice that is constantly
ambivalent as it isboth Mahood and itself,” erasing the logic ogither/or,
confesses that “mine was not to know, nor to judu®, to rail, but to go”
(324). The voice always tries to talk about itself:

It's of me now | must speak, even if | have to tlavith their
language. It will be a start, a step towards siéeaod the end of
madness: the madness of having to speak and nog ladile to -
except of things that don't concern me, that | tdoefieve, that they
have rammed me full of to prevent me from sayifgp | am where |
am, and from doing what | have to do in the onlywzat can put an
end to it, from doing what | have to do. How theysnhate me!TU
326, my emphasis).

As it is pointed out in the quotation above, thecgowants to define itself
“with their language” (328). Therefore, it decidegell a story that will be the

last story about Mahood. Besides, the first stadryMahood is at that point

ended, and a new story is announced by the voice.
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The story is about ‘a creature’ which does noemdsle the previous
form of Mahood as it has no arms, legs or speédivek in a jar and is looked
after by a chop-house proprietress, Madeleine: “Aviten snow fell she
covered me with a tarpaulin still water-tight irmpés” (330). Their relationship
depends on a kind of mutual interest. The creamureared for well and in
return it functions like an advertisement for thdy. “I represent for her a tidy
little capital” (331). It even sees this situat@asits “occupation” (334). After a
while, the voice portrays this creature as strarthan it was: although it
resumes existing, it is narrated as if absent. dibleotomy between ‘existence
and absence’ is negated.

This woman is losing faith in me. And she is tryitggput off the
moment when she must finally confess her errordyging every few
minutes to see if | am still more or less imagiealnl situ. Similarly
the belief in God - in all modesty be it said -semetimes lost
following a period of intensified zeal and obsemgnit appears. Here
| pause to make a distinction. | must still be kitag. That jar is really
standing where they say? All right, | wouldn't dreaf denying it
after all it's none of my business - though itsspreee at such a place
about the reality of which | do not propose to dplgbeither does not
strike me as very credible. No, | merely doubt therh in it (346).

Feeling nothing, knowing nothing, he exists newadhs: but not for
himself, for others. Others conceive him and sapfiWis, since we
conceive him". As if there could be no being buihbeconceived if
only by the beer (349).

Before the voice goes into the details of the sdcsiory, it criticises the
situation of Manhood by referring to Mahood: “Puiidahood, repeat after me,
Man is a higher mammal couldn’t. Always talking about mammals, in this
menagerie. Frankly, between ourselves, what thiecbeld it matter to pupil
Mahood, that man was this rather than that?” (340)e concepts and
teachings about man which have been imposed byaieltimanist thought
are attacked by this voice/locutor. Moreover, thmce also lacks human
features, senses, emotions, prejudices and falsdsbéWere | not devoid of

feeling his [Malone’s] beard would fill me with pity” (295my emphasis).
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Besides, his perceiving of the time and place ishnmore different from that
of human beings’

For | am incapable not only of measuring time, whin itself is
sufficient to vitiate all calculation in this cort®n, but also of
comparing their respective velocities (301).

When the voice turns back to its story about atareait decides to give
it a name: “But it's time | gave this solitary ame, nothing doing without
proper names. | therefore baptise him Worm. It higs time. Worm. | don’t
like it, but I haven’t much choice” (340). At thimint, the differences between
Mahood and Worm can be seen, and this comparisaisasuseful to underline
‘the situation of man just before and after histdeaThe before-phase is
described through Mahood’s story, and the aftesphath that of Worm'’s.

As mentioned before, Mahood stands for Manhood wiime specific
expected features when man is concerned, a familje most importantly a
regular body. However, “Worm is the first of his@i' (340). First, the main
difference between Mahood and Worm is that “it e tcharacteristic of
Mahood to note”, but “Worm cannot note” (342). SetoWorm, which is
imprisoned in its jar, wears a collar. This is anbsgguous being which resists
being consistent. In this sense, the voice appemathe point ‘unnamable’.
However, after Mahood, the following creature ‘Woroannot also be the
unnamable. However, it is quite obvious that Betcgees beyond the idea of
human when he portrays a nonhuman creature likenMon this issue Begam
states

The post-Mahood section of Beckett's novel preséstdf not as an
unambiguous movement from one thing to another, iraple
accession to unnamability, but rather as seriedissfolving images,
fade-ins and fade-outs, which have the effect @dgally, almost
imperceptibly, shifting our frame of reference, aarrying us away
from whatever residual identity. Mahood commandetivdring us
into the murky regions that lie beyond. It is thdrat we discover the
proto-character, Worm (163).

What the speaking voice cannot achieve is keeplagtdecause it is felt that

language is bound to live on in a posthumous marnitas situation can also
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be another side of the unnamable. That is to day,death of man (and
language) causes a situation that is unnamable.difbema is that one can
neither speak (within language) nor can be silstaty(out of language), so the
web of signifiers creates a prison from which nedkr is possible. This
experience can never be named. As mentioned befoeeresult of this
procedure is just a pure writing that is beyondchgeiamed. When the binaries
are exceeded, Beckett devotes the last sectiors aéxt to finding a new third
term that is different from both of the two sidek any binary system.
Moreover, the idea in the last partTdie Unnamableesembles the concept of
Derrida, namely “tympanum” (Begam 182) that is alsed inThe Unnamable

as well:

I'll have said it inside me, then in the same breaitside me. Perhaps
that's what | feel, an outside and an inside andiimiéhe middle.
Perhaps that's what | am, the thing that divitkesvwtorld in two, on
the one side the outside, on the other the infidd,can be as thin as
foil, I'm neither one side nor the other, I'm iretmiddle, I'm the
partition, I've two surfaces and no thickness. Beshthat's what |
feel, myself vibrating. I'm the tympanum, on theedrand the mind,
on the other the world, | don't belong to eithés, mot to me they're
talking, it's not of me they're talking (386).
“The ‘tympanum’ as used by both Beckett and Dernidpresents another
assault on binary opposition. To formulate it dkied term suggests, however,
just the kind of demarcation the ‘tympanum’ seeksavoid” (Begam 178).
Therefore, Begam prefers to use the term “a regrorone” (178) in the text.
In other words, it is impossible to define or nathes region. Thus, it is a
region where language ceases or fails to descnighiag, especially man, but
words keep flowing in the text.
Esslin asserts that the unnamable voice is sped&mipe unidentifiable

self:

... [The Unnamableis thus the culminating point of a progressive
exploration of the self: it reveals, in the endattivery centre of
nothingness; ... the core of the self is pure poaditytj le Néant...
(143).
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The death of man is a project which Beckett hathind and carried out in a
movement starting with Molloy, and continuing withloran, Malone,
Macmann, Mahood to the Unnamable. In other wordskBtt uses language
in such a way in his writings that it works agaitisé prevalent humanist
traditions:

Michael Robinson suggested that Beckett's writingan extended
attempt to describe ‘the Void of the Selfan attempt that has failed,
and must fail, because the self defies the ddfimitSimilarly, David
Hesla argued that Beckett's art is a self-constjoiaéled attempt to
accommodate itself to ‘the absurdity of human exise™ (qtd. in
Samuel Beckett's Artistic Theory and Prac®&).

His aim is going outside the Cartesian boundariesreaching the
unnamable, paradoxically within the symbolic systérhe dilemma is that
language is an impossible and inefficient mediumekpress oneself, but
getting rid of it is also impossible: “It will bén¢ silence, where | am? | don't
know, I'll never know: in the silence you don't knoYou must go on. | can't
go on. I'll go onTU 418).

Atay’s understanding of ‘the death of man’ is mucbre different from
that of Beckett. IMTehlikeli Oyunlar the idea of the death of man is manifested
in the attacks of Hikmet on the reflections of toag-prevalent ideas of
Humanistic philosophy, and it is evident in the mgal games of Hikmet. As
mentioned before, Western thought forces man tcereipce the Cartesian
split and Hikmet the narrator knowing this insistertrespasses the boundaries
to live a reunion with his authentic self in spatethe failure at the end of this
task. Moreover, at the end of the text, Hikmet tiagrator arranges a huge
dinner which reminds both the characters of theehawnd its readers of ‘The
Last Supper’ of Christ. This religious analogy ftianos to underline the
sacrificial death of man.

** From Michael Robinson’s bodkhe Long Sonato of the Dead: A Study of SamuekBeck
London:Hart-Davis, 1969 p.38
%> From David Hesla’s bookhe Shape of ChaoMlinneapolis: Uni. of Minessota Press, 1971
p.7
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First of all, Hikmet is a man who is unable todhoh to his world. It is
impossible for a man like Hikmet, who realises theeat lie’ named ‘man’.
Therefore, he abandons his pretentious roles arsksma the past to live a
happy life. “Atay himself was influenced by the Boof Eric Berne called
Games People PlayEcevit 2005: 344). In this book, Berne statesople use
procedures and rituals to communicate:

The simplest forms of social activity are procedusad rituals. Some
of these are universal and some local, but allhein have to be
learned. A -procedure is a series of simple comefeary Adult

transactions directed toward the manipulation afitye Reality is

defined as having two aspects: static and dynaiatic reality

comprises all the possible arrangements of mattethe universe.
Arithmetic, for example, consists of statementsutsiatic reality.

Dynamic reality may be defined as the potentiaifigr interaction of
all the energy systems in the universe (14).

As far as Berne is concerned, if one wants to &ehies autonomy he should
lead a life which has nothing to do with the typilbahaviour-games (Ecevit
2005: 344) because a ‘game’ is

an ongoing series of complementary ulterior traieas progressing
to a well-defined, predictable outcome. Descrigjiveis a recurring
set of transactions, often repetitious, superfigiplausible, with a
concealed motivation; or, more colloquially, a esrof moves with a
snare, or "gimmick" (Berne 19).

In this sense, Hikmet takes an innovative stegazh his autonomy by leaving
everything behind, including himself, and to mowveoi a slum house. As
Hikmet talks to himself about this new experieritéegel as if | didn't live any
more, and | feel likevatchinga man who once lived' © 195). In other words,
man can be dead as soon as a pure writing stansTde UnnamableWhat
makes Hikmet write is his problems about the omglahe depths of man
(Ecevit 1989: 33). However, unlike the characters tbe traditional
bildungsroman novels, Hikmet cannot reach a resolund live in integrity
with his society as it is impossible for him.

Atay states that the break between man and hisdwsrportrayed in

Hikmet's “dangerous games” (qtd. BBen Buradayim332). In one of his
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games, Hikmet depicts a character that is call#itbrary-mouse’. Hikmet the
narrator seems to parody his intellectuality byid&pg such a strange being:

Where did we stop last time? We were talking alto@tmemories of
the library-mouse. These memories were not of ewanstten in the
play form at first. After the death of the mousmuind them among
his papers. And | changed them as | wished. Angplied them into
my own life. And | made them unrecognizable. | i¢drow to write a
play as well. | learnt this skill from someone whoote awful plays.
As | mentioned before | used to learn lots of tkifigpm everyone
elsé® (TO 361).

Although the library-mouse does not exactly resemdahood or Worm, the
tone of the voice in Atay reminds the reader offibst-Mahood section ihhe
Unnamable The more the man concentrates on his inner wovltkre he
focuses on his internal conflicts, the more he goesy from the outer realities
occurring around him. Atay’s narration of him i@ Kafkaesque and a bit
grotesque in this sense. On this matter, Ecevitnslahat “in this part, the
ironical atmosphere leads to the exaggerated fesmtaf the portrait of an
intellectual, alienation of subjects and a distagaened by the reader when
s/he interprets characters” (1989: 38). Man is ctedi to be more grotesque
because the metamorphosed or caricatured man (senquits his position of
being the subject of artbut he begins to b&e object of art and “man
becomes just a clown, not a hero in his chaoticld¥ofYUksel, in a
conversation). ITehlikeli Oyunlarthe narrator voice also states:

This man who reads and knows a lot couldn’t seestimple games
around him like characters in the books. Unfortalyathe was too
naive to see these mean games... | learnt a lofrafsttirom him... |
learnt the direct proportion between illnesses lamlvledge. He had
lots of illnesses concerning his lungs, ears aedthing. He also had
an iliness in his head and then he ti¢858-9).

% Nerede kalmytik? Kitiiphane faresinin hatiralarindan bahsediykrdBu hatiralar oyun
biciminde yazilmamti. Farenin 6luminden sonra, gidari arasinda onlari ben ele
gecirmitim. Ve istedgim gibi desistirmistim. Ve kendi hayatima uygulagim. Ve
taninmayacak hale getirgtim. Oyun yazmay dag@enmitim. Bu marifeti de, kotl oyunlar
yazan birinden kaprgim. Daha 6nce de beligim gibi herkesten bigey kapiyordum.

" Bu ok okuyan ve bilen adam kitaplardaki kahramamjibi etrafindaki kiiciik oyunlar
goremiyordu. Ne yazik ki, bu koti oyunlari anlaygaeak kadar saf yirekliydi... ondan ¢ok
sey @rendim... Hastalik ve bilgi arasindaki bugde orantiyi da ondangdenmitim. Bircok
hastalgl vardi cgerlerinden, kulaklarindan ve soluk almaktan celdyorAyrica kafasinda da
bir hastalgl vardi ve sonra da 6ldu.
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Ecevit also comments on Atay’s intellectual chazes;t

In Atay’s novels, man begins to lose his physiealulties as he goes
deeper and deeper in his inner world. Moreover,nMiie spiritual
features reach their extremity the man can do ngtliut dies or
disappears at that point [as in the case of Hikmdtje intellectual in
the parody is a ‘library-mouse’. While he is a maith strong
spiritual traits, his materiality, or his body i&ls he suffers from
tuberculosis (1989: 38-9)

Secondly, as mentioned above, Hikmet the narrdswr anderlines the
death of man by including mythical games especitdily sacrificial end of
Jesus-Christ. In many parts of his text Atay altude some elements from
Christianity. In part six which is called ‘Bilge’ ikimet talks about the
Apocalypse “that is the last book of the Bible et by Johanna, one of the
twelve apostles of Jesus, which tells the end afhnad and the judgement
day” (Ecevit 2005: 348). However, Atay is able t@aka it a game by his
playful narration again. The four horse-riders bé tApocalypses are unfit

people who cannot play social games and be hapggaiety:

In fact we want to punish ourselves with others. ffda’t deserve to
live because we don't contribute to this societye want to Kill
ourselves... We; Mr. Mehmet, the lotto man Arif, Nbuhsin and the
team of Sivas founded a really powerful group... éate four horse-
riders of the Apocalyps&s (TO 147).

In this sense, “the myth of the religious book s&d to colour the grotesque
scenery of the fiction, is estranged and turns amtother game in the hands of
Oguz Atay” ( Ecevit 2005: 348). For the very firsinge, the death of Manhood
is announced with this religious and mythical gaarg] then, there are places
where man is described as dead or divided into maeges, as Hikmet
announces it as a public notice in one of the napsrs; the headline is “The
Death of Manhood” (256):

Manhood also died eventually. According to thedateews manhood,
wh(o)ich has suffered from an illness, passed awasterday...

%8 Aslinda biz kendimizi hgalari ile cezalandirmak istiyoruz. Bu topluma kegk bulunmak
icin 6lmeyi hak ediyoruz; kendimizi éldurmek istiyz. Biz, Mehmet Bey, tombalaci Arif,
Muhsin Bey ve Sivas ekibi cok gticli bir grup kurdulpokalipsin dort atlisi olmak icin.
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Although some people thought that this was wordpteeyresearches
done on it have shown that it was true. Yes, maditmes not exist
any more...This huge loss of mankind made lots ofpf@® hearts

heavy and dragged them into such a dreadful daskttest many

people have started to believe that one cannotabhiut a world

where manhood does not eXigT O 255-256).

Atay, furthermore, being influenced by the ideatled ‘death of man’,
which had a great impact on Western literatureplgroatizes the identity of
his characters. He empties their meaning and thers into mere letters in the
end. Hikmet becomes an ‘H’ and Sevgi becomes an'V8asn’t the marriage
just a game, my teacher? (No, it wasn't. Then, win’t S tell it to H?§*
(TO 119). In poststructuralism this idea is the detoiesing of ‘I'. In the
pages of Atay’s text, first, man is negated anah ttiided into many pieces
which contradict with each other. He portrays man“@ultiple and non-
totalitarian instead of a totalitarian and stabiitg or conscious” (Sarup 31)
“Last night in my dream | clearly saw a lot of Hikis. Then | decided to write
an encyclopaedia...the encyclopaedia of Hikfe(dO 332).

To sum up, botifhe Unnamableand Tehlikeli Oyunlartry to demolish
the Cartesian epistemology within contours of theaiof the end of man. The
idea of a modern subject who searches for therommghim/herself eventually
collapses. Both Beckett (with Malone and Worm) axtdy (with Hikmet
“Benol”) attempt to focus on the impossibility afaching a subjective origin
and they create successful tragedies by portraiieig characters trying to find
an unnamable origin. In this sense, it can be #a&d there is a relation
between Foucault’'s notion of the death of man awith Beckett's and Atay’s

characters waiting for death; this is the deatlthef subject who becomes the

¥ Nihayet insanlik da 6ldii. Haber gidniza gére, uzun zamandir uzun bir hastalikla
pencelgen insanlik, diin hayata gozlerini yumgtwr... Bazilari bu haberi bir kelime oyunu
sanmglarsa da, yapilan agarmacalar bu aci gergm dogru oldusunu gosternstir. Evet,
insanlik artik aramizda yokinsanlik aleminin bu aci kaybi, bircok yiirekte deramalar agny

ve onlari Urkitlct bir kararga suriklemitir; o kadar ki, bazilari artik insanhk olmgtha
gore bir alemden de s6z edilemey@noeileri sirmeye bgamistir.

%0 Evlilik bir oyun desil miydi 6gretmenim? (Dgildi. Peki neden S. Bunu H.'ye sdylemetiji
®L Diin gece riiyamda bu Hikmetler kalabah ilk defa acikca gordiim. Bir ansiklopedi
yazmay! dgindim... Hikmetler ansiklopedisi.
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object of cogito.The Unnamabl@ndTehlikeli Oyunlarshow how one might
move beyond the end of man, but both narratorbetexts acknowledge that
no absolute transcendence is possible, dgimikeli Oyunlarman can find the
solution in death, and ifhe Unnamablenan is in a vicious circle in “a literary
domain that is a world of contingency, of fictiondaa world not of finding but
of making” (Begam 183) that can continue into &tgrn

4.5. Intertextuality and Metafiction in The Trilogy and Tehlikeli

Oyunlar
4.5.1. Intertextuality in The Trilogy

As mentioned above, the question of origin losssintportance when
intertextuality is concerned ihhe Trilogy. To begin with, Beckett’s trilogy is
full of allusions to literary classics. As Sherigh puts, especiallyMolloy is
teeming with the discourses of Western culturgjikes styles, registers, tones,
combines the French language with English idiomd #ish references,
engenders anachronism, and creates an overall effedisplacement” (78).
Beckett, on the one hand, deconstructs other fitetlexts, and on the other
hand, he distils from them a distinctively Beclaattelement.

Molloy is full of reflections of Cartesianism, culturatferences and
myths that form a network of intertexts. To illeds, in the Moran part of
Molloy, when Moran begins to narrate his memories ofaheney to Bally he
evokes the myth of Sisyphus. In the cultural dissetMoran’s alluding to the
figure of Sisyphus creates a comparison betweerpdii®d of time and the
ideas of Camus (Sheringham 80). In Camug'sMythe de Sisyph8isyphus is
eternally doomed to roll a big rock to the top aflape that ceaselessly rolls
back.

But | do not think even Sisyphus is required taagdr himself, or to
groan, or to rejoice, as the fashion is now, alwaysthe same
appointed places. And it may even be they areawparticular about
the route he takes provided it gets him to hisidason safely and on
time... This would keep hope alive, would it not, lis&l hope.

Whereas to see yourself doing the same thing esigleser and over
again fills you with satisfactior{ 133-4).
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Like Camus, Beckett also thinks that hope is a kihsickness that prevents us
from seeing the true meaninglessness of life. lheotords, hope blinds man.
Furthermore, as for Moran’s case, it can be saadl tiot only ‘hope’ but also
‘forgetting the past’ (man’s memory) makes him goamd live this unbearable
life: “And perhaps he [Sisyphus, who forgets theviwus journeys,] thinks
each journey is the firsM 134).

Intertextuality, in the Beckettian sense, changas reception of the
classics, “one literary text echoes, or is insepgrinked to, other texts” (qtd.
in Palgrave Advances in Samuel Beckett Stu@Bs The classics are works
that present mythic representations of the humanditon and mythic
narratives have great intertextual valence. All pnetagonists offhe Trilogy
resemble Dante as a character who goes for a gu€ke Divine Comedyl.o
begin with, Dante finds himself in the midst ofaadst. This scene reminds one
of Molloy’s wanderings in the forest.

Half way along the road we have to go,
| found myself obscured in a great forest,
Bewildered, and | knew | had lost the way.

‘Are you indeed that Virgil, are you the spring

Which spreads abroad that wide water of speech?’

When | had spoken, | bowed my head for sharibke (Divine
Comedy Canto 1,47-9)

These are the opening lines Bie Divine ComedyDante, who is lost in a
forest, meets Virgil and asks for his help.Ntolloy, there is a very similar

encounter of Molloy and a man in a forest:

The forest was all about me and the boughs, twitoggther at
a prodigious height, compared to mine, shelteredfnora the
light and elements...to say | stumbled in impeneg&abl
darkness... | notably encountered a charcoal burneasked
him the way to the nearest town, | found the neagswords
and accents. He did not knoidlloy 83-4).

In The Divine ComedyDante meets Virgil, who is capable of showing

him the right way out of the forest. However, Molloy the stranger who

doesn’t look like Virgil cannot or does not shove thght way and even if he
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offered help Molloy would turn down this offer. “like Dante, who
immediately consented to follow in Virgil's footgi® Beckett's characters
adopt a decidedly sceptical attitude toward offefsassistance, which they
regard as either oppressive or illusory” (Cousingdu Although the notion of
a quest is an allusion tbhe DivineComedy it is nonetheless parodied in
Beckett's text. Moreover, Dante’s home journey suacessful one. However,
‘Molloy’s journey to his mother, home and meaningfe just failures.
Furthermore as Caselli states “the function of BantMolloy, Malone Dies
andThe Unnamablés more markedly intratextual... towards the begignof
Molloy we read” (132):

He hadn’t seen me. | was perched higher than th&gdighest point
and flattened what is more against a rock the saot@ur as myself,
that is grey. That rock he probably saw. He gazedirad as if to
engrave the landmarks on his memory and must hes the rock in
the shadow of which | crouched like Belacqua, ordgho, | forget
(M 11).
This interesting moment of hiding from Dante’s &wers and even the
confusion between Belacqua and Sordello, accordiri@aselli, designates that
“the ‘I’ identifies himself with the two figures”132). Moreover, “the name of
Sordello and the crouching Belacqua posture remmards the end dflalone
Dies where Murphy, Watt and Quin appear as patienthefasylum/skull”
(Caselli 134).

The thin one chafed to run about, but the youth thaown himself
down in the shade of a rock, like Sordello, buslasble, for Sordello
resembled a lion at rest, and clung to it with dudhds 1D 288).

Like the other characters in ‘Beckett canon,” Shodand Belacqua have a
similar function as they are a part of the naretivat has an open-ended series
of repetitions.

Apart from this, the allusions to Dantel$ie Divine Comedgmerge
again and again imhe Trilogy

Perhaps six thousand miles away from us
The noon is blazing, and this world extends
Its shadow almost to a level bed,
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When What to us are the central depths of the sky
Begin to change so that, here and there

A star fails, and its light no longer reaches Ud)g( Divine Comedy
Canto xxix, 481).

The visual and spatial images of hell, purgatong &eaven inThe Divine
Comedy are surpassed in Beckett's texts, as well. Thee “aumerous
references inMThe Unnamabldo spiralling movement, to islands, sea, and to
hell and paradise...” (Caselli 136):

To tell the truth — No, first the story. The islafidch on the island. I've
never left the island, God help me. | was underittgression | spent
my life in spirals round the earth. Wrong, it'sthe island | wind my
endless way. The island, that's all the earth Mknlodon't know it

either, never having had the stomach to look &/Hhen | come to the
coast | turn back inland. And my course is notdwdlal, | got that
wrong too, but a succession of irregular loop3U 829)

Other examples of intertextuality are the recurrefdgrences to the Bible,
which is itself a good collection of texts from féifent epochs and sources.
Beckett's intertextuality, in this case, servedazentre and defamiliarize the
teachings of the Bible. Moran’s biblical referen¢asiong others) are the ones
that are most worth remarking. When Moran is onway home, he suddenly
starts to ask some theological questions. His aqurestegarding Christianity
seem to parody the unquestioned teachings of thée Bibout the creation,
God, the Original Sin, Jesus Christ, Apocalypsss devils and Judas:

1. What value is to be attached to the theory that &weang, not
from Adam'’s rib, but from a tumour in the fat okheg (arse?).

2. Did the serpent crawl or, as Comestor affirms, wadkight?

3. Did Mary conceive through the ear, as Augustine Addbard
assert?

4. How much longer are we to hang about waiting ferahtichrist?

7. Does nature observe the sabbath?
8. Is it true that the devils do not feel the painfiell?

13 What was God doing with himself before the toe&

15. Is it true that Judas’ torments are suspende&aturdays?M
167-8)
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These questions of Moran prove his sarcastic arssiipestic approach to
Christianity and it is obvious that he has losthadl faith in God. His journey
teaches him how man is alone and desperate onwisintbut any scrap of hope
or redemption in the end. Thus, in a tongue-in-khe®nner, after these
guestions he recites a prayer: “Our Father whamanmnore in heaven than on
earth or in hell, | neither want nor desire thay thame be hallowed, thou
knowest best what suits thee. Etb! {68).
One of the other examples of intertextuality ocowteen Molloy talks

about ‘the worms’ reminding the reader of Shakesgeattributions to worms
in his many plays and sonnets:

My life, my life, now | speak of it as of somethiloger, now as of a
joke which still goes on, and it is neither, forthe same time it is
over and it goes on, and is there any tense fo? Méatch wound and
buried by the watchmaker, before he died, whoseediiworks will
one day speak of God, to the worri 36).
In Hamlet for instance, the repetitious worm metaphor $® alsed in order to
put forward the idea of man’s mortality and inelbleadestination:

King: Now, Hamlet, where’s Polonius?

Hamlet: At supper.

King: At supper! Where?

Hamlet: Not where he eats, but where he is eatercerain

convocation of politic worms are e€’en at him. Yowrm is your only
emperor for diet: we fat all creatures else to dat and we fat
ourselves for maggots: your fat king and your |ésggar is but
variable service, - two dishes, but to one talflat's the endHamlet

1098).

In The Unnamablewhat the narrator voice chooses as a name foobne
his characters is again Worm, which designatesctmeept of the death of
man: “But it's time | gave this solitary a name tmag doing without proper
names. | therefore baptise him Worm. It was highetiWorm. | don't like it,
but | haven't much choice” (340). The voice hasotizer alternatives to name
this creature because he is the final portrait ah rat the background of a void.

Dostoevsky’'sNotes from the Undergrounds another text which is

considered as one of the “ancestors of the trilogihere is parallelism with
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the trilogy concerning consciousness. Consciousstesss from suffering, the
underground man asserts” (Pultar 112):
In despair occur the most intense enjoyments, @lpewhen one is
\é()ery acutely conscious of one’s hopeless positidos{oevsky 1960:
Therefore Pultar adds “thus, the consciousnesshaaaid to lead to intensely
developed individuality, while involving separatidoneliness and isolation as
in the case with Molloy-Moran” (112).

As another significant point it can be noted thaclBett's intertextual
allusions target his own earlier works. In otherd# each Beckett text reads
the preceding ones and is read by them. Thesetarteal relationships
between earlier and later works could be regardedoatinuing on another
plane the ‘intratextual’ relationships Beckett sepsbetween earlier and later
parts of the same work—between the two partdolloy—in the second part
Moran has a quest which is finding Molloy. Thistiga of Moran often makes
his readers think that Moran is the first life jperiof Molloy:

...the similarities between these two men [Molloy didran], and

the parallelism in their respective adventures,hbphysical and
mental, lead one to conclude that they are actuhflysame person,
Moran being the middle-aged Molloy. In fathe Trilogyis one

continuous whole in which the ostensibly differectiaracters —
Molloy, Moran, Malone, Sapo, Macmann, Mahood - atk the

personae of the same essential self, the Unnamalihe..story of

Moran precedes and elucidates that of Molloy (Bat32).

In The Trilogyphrases are recycled in such a way that the texhsdo feed
on itself, and each character is seen to be caettwof recurring linguistic
habits. That is why the other protagonists of Bécikee constantly mentioned
on many pages ofhe Trilogy.The intratextuality is an aim that Beckett wants
to achieve to show the inevitable repetitious tagkihat reaches a perfect
silence like a black hole.

Intertextuality in Beckett's texts, shortly, doestrmonly enhance his
narrative but it is also a critical revision of We® literary tradition.
Moreover, the intertextual dimension in Becketégts reinforces the idea that
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“literature is the ruin of all reference, the ceergt of communication”
(Eagleton 1989: 146) so that his texts, in a seremver the vitality of the
tradition by displacing the broken and fragmentanf

4.5.2. Metafiction in The Trilogy

Beckett's use of metafiction is quite apparenfhe Trilogybecause he
“begins with the perception that habit and roufmren the substructure of most
individual existences” (Waugh 1984: 44). TherefdBeckett underlines the
fictionality of his fiction from the very beginningf the trilogy to the end.

In Molloy the narrator discloses his occupation, a writeealy as in the
tenth sentence of the text: “He gives me money takds away the pages...
Yes, | work now, a little like | used to...” (7)h& man, who takes the writings
of Molloy, seems to be an editor. In his writingglolloy continuously
addresses his readers to make them not forgeimMhat they are reading is a
story. In other words, the reader here witnesdas fiction within a fiction’.
That is, Molloy who is also a fictional characterakas up stories about
himself: “Here is my beginning... Perhaps I'm inveagtia little...” (8-9). His
own narration is emphasized: “What | need now asias” (13). He seems to
confess his past memories in a diary. “Oh, it'syanHiary, it'll soon be over...
| record them all the more willingly” (62). Furtmore, Molloy frequently
addresses the reader which never allows the readerget s/he is reading a
fictional work. “If ‘you’ don’t mind we’ll leave mymother out of all this”
(Molloy 56). “What a story, God send | don’'t make a baflst.oFor the old
pain, ‘do you follow me,’ | had got used to it,anway, yes, in a kind of way”
(77). “Between you and me...” (78). These words wicd the idea that this
story told by Molloy is a construct.

In the second part d¥lolloy, Moran deals with writing a report that is
ordered by his employer Youdi. What makes the Mqgrart an example of
metafiction is its ending because it blurs the t&of fact and fiction. At the
beginning, he writes “It is midnight the rain isab@g on the windows” (92);
then he finishes or starts his report by notingwi#s not midnight. It was not
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raining” (176). These last words do not only coditth his opening but they
also create a circular structure for the text.a lpostmodern mode, the ending
of Molloy, deliberately makes the worlds of the real andgimation vague.
The text seems to have a power that can be callextual autonomy”
(Sheringham 77), thus, Molloy and Moran keep compig about the betrayal
of words as they do not say what Molloy and Moramtto say.

In Malone Diesthe narrator also decidedly wants to fill the tite#ling
stories which will “minimise the burden of self-gmousness and have as little
bearing as possible on himself” (Sheringham 83)hitik | shall be able to tell
myself four stories, each one on a different the@we about a man, another
about a woman, a third about a thing and finallg about an animal, a bird
probably” (MD 181). On Malone’s stories Waugh comments that

Malone tells himself stories that are made to @poad, through his
own conceptualizations, with the apparent structidriis life, which
itself turns out to be only the story he narrakés.provides variety in
this life by means of the slightly shifting repmtiis that he
consciously forces upon the narrative procédalone Dies(1951)
has to be understood in these terms, for the patteialone sets up
seem to bear not even an analogous relationshigetmeaning of the
world outside him (1984: 44).

At some parts of his narration Malone notices tmatis again talking about

himself, so he decides to stop narrating that story

What tedium. And | call that playing. | wonder iiin not talking yet
again about myself... That is not how to play... Bpehl had better
abandon this story and go on to the second, or #heethird, the one
about the stone (189).

This is another moment of metafiction in the tegt&use a fictional character,
namely Malone seems to be bored by being told aib@mnd he autonomously
decides to start another story that is original.

Another dimension of metafiction iMalone Diesis the time when
Malone’s fictional character, Macmann produces ec@iof art. Poetry also
becomes a literary device for metafiction in thadwof postmodernist writers.
In the text, Macmann writes poems for his belovedlINh the asylum to

please her:
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Hairy Mac and Sucky Molly
In the ending days and nights
Of unending melancholy
Love it is at last unites.

Another example.

To the lifelong promised land

Of the nearest cemetery

With his Sucky hand in hand

Love it is at last leads Hairy (263-4).

The last story of his that is about Lemuel is@aysthat includes all the
other characters of the trilogy. Surprisingly, tteader discovers that when
Malone’s characters are dead, he himself can alsoAdthough he is the
narrator in ‘the reality of the fiction’, he alsaed with the last words of the
narrative like a character in his own fiction:

Lemuel is in charge, he raises his hatchet on wttiehblood
will never dry, but not to hit anyone, he will noit anyone, he will
not hit anyone any more, he will not touch anyong more, either
with it or with it or with it or with or

or with it or with his hammer or with his stick with his
fist or in thought in dream | mean never he wilae

or with his pencil or with his stick or

or light light | mean

never there he will never

never anything

there

any more (289).

The most complicated use of metafiction occur3 e Unnamablethe
last novel of the trilogy. All the narrators of tpesvious novels of the trilogy
are reduced to the surrogates of the narratofh@® Unnamable“Malone,
Moran, Molloy... All these are denounced as stand-mr®ss caricatures,
which have usurped his place and wasted his timéubgg him, by their
proxy, to conceive of himself itheir term...”( Sheringham 84). The existence
of all the previous narrator-characters is put igt@stion in this text, so the
linguistic universe points out the reality as a stamct. The narrator voice in
The Unnamabldheorizes the relationship between the words aadity or
fiction:
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Where do these words come from that pour out ofmawyth, and
what do they mean, no, saying nothing, for the watdn't carry any
more, if one can call that waiting, when there'sreason for it, and
one listens, that stet, without reason, as one dhaays listened,
because one day listening began, because it catomtthat's not a
reason (373).

In metafictional novels, the reader is urged to smke philosophical questions
concerning reality and fiction: Does the organwmatiof words create a
simulacrum of ‘reality’ for man? Can words be ustm create other
simulacra/worlds for fiction? Which is fiction, the Both? Or is there a
‘reality’ at all?

The postmodern novel explores the notion of ngadis a construct
through textual self-reference. The reader is,etioee, told not the events but
instead the process of ‘narration’.

How, in such conditions, can | write to considedyothe manual
aspect of that bitter folly? | don't know. | colddow. But | shall not
know. Not this time. It is | who write, who canrmaise my hand from
my knee. It is | who think, just enough to writdhege head is faT(
303).

As Waugh argues, “Metafictional texts show that literary can never
imitate or ‘represent’ the world but always imiwter ‘represents’ the
discourses which in turn construct that world” (WBauL984: 100). Writing a
fiction is a part of the plot in metafictional textke the trilogy.

4.5.3. The Intertextuality in Tehlikeli Oyunlar

As a postmodern texiTehlikeli Oyunlaris also an intertextual novel.
Ecevit puts forward that guz Atay admired those writers who especially dared
to free their protagonists to face their own darlsgdes in their fictions (2005:
337). From Russian literature, Dostoevsky was tlostnnfluential writing
figure for him. From Turkish literature, Sabahatéii's The Devil Inside Us
(IcimizdekiSeytan) and Viis’at Bener's/irus of the Ice Ag€Buzul Cainin
Virasi) also influenced Atay. What impressed Atay waskbautiful narration
of man’s dark side in these novels. However, tHéemince between these

novelists and Atay is his using irony and humowngkide pessimistic and
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melancholic elements in his own texts (Ecevit 20889). “Atay mentions
three books while he was getting prepared to wirébklikeli Oyunlar.. From
his Gunlik (Journal)we learnt he read Shakespeardamlet Dostoevsky’s
Notes from the Undergrouraehd Eric BernesGames People Play construct
the background of his next novel” ( Ecevit 20013)11Atay in hisJournal
states “In the last book’s words that | re@h(nes People Playhey play ‘bad
games’ to each other, like the characterd e Underworld in the idea of
Dostoevsky” G 60). Hikmet like the characters in these menticiets laughs
at his pathetic situation. He even personifies tifagicomic state: “Then, let’s
laugh. Ha-ha. | only get on well with this Ha-haat's all. Because | do not say
it aloud. Ha-ha, buddy, make everyone ridiculous?® (TO 89).

The first allusion used ifehlikeli Oyunlaris to Dostoevsky'€rime and
Punishmentvhich occurs when Hikmet is in the house of Mrscija. He is
found to be in a room as if he was imprisoned thikeeRaskolnikov.

Hikmet: (Screams) | am not a boy. (He wants to theother side of
the pillow.) It is getting hot. (He feels a wet aswft thing in his hair.)
A snail'! Basement. Dampness. (He shudders.) Agalmt’s right,
the pillow fell down. (To the next room) Naciye Hiarh What a bad
hotel this is! (He tries to smile.) Which side digut the armchair?...
Such disgusting things only happen to me in thisiseo That's
because you are guilty. They are also guilty. Thiesn't reduce your
guilt. | feel sick® (Tehlikeli Oyunlarl7-8).

He [Raskolnikov) longed to run away from the plaae fast as
possible. And if at that moment he had been capablkeeing and
reasoning more correctly, if he had been able @iz all the
difficulties of his position, the hopelessness, lideousness and the
absurdity of it, if he could have understood howngnabstacles, and,
perhaps, crimes he had still to overcome or to ciyymmget out of
that place and to make his way home, it is vensitds that he would

%2 0 halde gilelim. Ha-ha. Bir bu ‘ha-ha’ ile iyi geiyoruz, o kadar. Cunki icimden
soyliyorum onu. Ulan Ha-ha! Herkesi guling dururdsiid, olur mu?

% Hikmet: (Basirarak.) Ben glan degilim! (yastigl cevirmek ister.) Cok cabuk isiniyor artik.
(Eline 1slak ve yumgak bir cisim takilir saclarinin arasinda.) Sumukigdgk! Bodrum.
Rutubet. (Urperir) Gene mi? Oyle ya, yastyere diirmistim. (Yandaki odaya seslenir.)
Naciye Hanim! Burasi ne bi¢cim bir otel? (Gulumsgmealsir.) Koltuk hangi taraftaydi?...
Yalniz benim bgima gelir boyle grenc olaylar bu evde. Suglusun da ondan. Onlar dagla.
Bu senin sucunu azaltmaz. (Saclarini hirsla gastiirer.) Midem bulaniyor.
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have flung up everything, and would have gone te diimself up,
and not from fear, but from simple horror and laaghof what he had
done(Crime and Punishmer®25).

Hamletis also a text which inspired Atay. Hikmet, whosem® echoes
the name Hamlet, is similar to Hamlet because batre the same depressing
and rebellious attitude, being against the estadtiorder. Moreover, the scene
when Hikmet reads the letter of Mrs. Nurhayat'sdsal son, Hidayet's letter
can be another allusion to other texts. The playtew by this young soldier
apparently alludes to the ghost scene in Shakespétamlet

Soldier: At night everything seems to be disguigrdnches look like
people who open their arms. Leaves look like pesyie rub their

hands to be warm.

General: (seems to be angry due to the soldiersisydrowns) |

don’t think so. (in fact he is not angry).

Soldier: Man feels anxious till he hears the coBkcording to a
rumour, ghosts go into their graves to sleep wihey hear the crow
of a cock.

General: This is a superstition! (this time he iwyrg) Do you

understand me? €hlikeli Oyunlar42)

This excerpt from the play of Hidayet evokes thengcinHamletwhere the

late King’s ghost appears and disappears duringvétteh of the soldiers:

[cock crows] [Exit Ghost]

Marcellus: ‘Tis gone! We do it wrong being so méfes,
To offer it the show of violence;

For it is, as the air, invulnerable,

And our vain blows malicious mockery.

Bernardo: It was about to speak when the cock crew.
Horatio: ... | have heard,

The cock, that is the trumpet to the morn,

Doth with his lofty and shrill-sounding throat

Awake the god of the day; and at his warning,
Whether in sea or fire, in earth or air,

The extravagant and erring spirit hies

To his confine: and of the truth herein

This present object made probatibtaMmlet1073).
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Moreover, Hikmet parodies the death of Poloniughi§Tman called Polonius,
my colonel, is like Damat Ferit PadfAaf the English>” (TO 71). Hikmet
parodies him by likening him to a toady figure lire tOttoman Empire.

The intertextuality has a very significant function the text of Atay.
Atay uses the mythical and Biblical allusions tocel@re the classical
understanding of the West by alluding to the Caatethinking and the Bible,
which formed the basis of Western thought. Aftescltising these references,
he deconstructs these myths and rewrites themsirown text. “We need to
divide the world into two, now... Those who wantiteelaccording to the rules
of Descartes should be sorted out now. This fal®egneeds to eft(TO
350).

The Christian allusion, The Last Supper, becomgarady in the context
of intertextuality in the part named ‘Son Yemek/Tlest Supper where every
character is summoned to have a feast at Hikmlei's Bouse. “Atay keeps the
outer form of the myth but he changes the contdidmet’s dining with his
fictional friends like Jesus’ having supper witts laipostles is the outer form”
(Ecevit 2005: 348). This part of the text resemliles last supper of Christ
with his apostles. This allusion is obviously dame purpose because one of
the characters reinforces the scene by sayingc¢e @aw a religious man dine
at such a long table with some men with beards” MndRiza reprimands his
wife saying “you foolish woman, that is The LastpBar. God forbid th4f’
(430). Here, Hikmet is in the role of Jesus andnaghbours in the slum and

% Damat Ferit Pga, who was the grand vizier of the Ottoman Empir&920, is infamous for
his irelevant friendship with England and bad diecis for the Empire.

%5 “Bu Polonius, albayimingilizlerin Damat Ferit Pas!.”

% Diinya artik ikiye ayrilmali... Descartes'in kuealha gére ygamak isteyenler ayiklanmali
artik. Bu diizmece oyun sona ermeli.

™Bir din adaminin bdyle uzun bir masada, bir taksakallilarla birlikte yemek yegini

goérmistim,” diye bilgiclik tasladi Bakkal Riza’nin karidRiza Bey karisini payladi: “Aptal, o
son yemek. Allah gdstermesin.”
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friends from his past are the apostles. They tabua the betrayal of Judas
Iscariot:

In fact there was a sin there, but that sin waghwsin of betrayal as
Judas assumed. The sin was, in fact, abandoninglitheult and
unbearable path of Jesus... however, one -at leasp@rson- needed
to take on this huge responsibility, and show tbipeople. Neither
Jesus nor other apostles could set an example dohood. Because
they were strong, because they knew their respiiitisf) because
everyone knew that they could endure till the édly a person like
poor Judas could set an example for manhood. Tavereudas was
the only hope. That's why Judas betrayed mariRi(iD 434).

The idea of betrayal and resistance in Judas’ gase parallel with Hikmet's
resistance to the constructed nature of socialegaluike Judas, he needs to
shoulder a responsibility that is far beyond hisvers. He insists on attaining
his authenticity despite his weaknesses. Both JaddsHikmet (were)/are too
weak to cope with the material world in which tHie. “Hikmet'’s situation is
much more difficult than that of Judas” (Ecevit 2983).

Like Beckett's texts, Atay's second novélkhlikeli Oyunlar alludes to
his first novel, Tutunamayanlgrconcerning the character names. “The names
of the protagonists, Selim, Turgut and Suleymanfutunamayanlaare used
in this novel as well. Atay’s each new protagosistms to be the continuation
of the previous ones” (Ecevit 2001: 116).

Intertextuality is indispensable in Atay’'s textschase the acquisition of
writing is based on a multiplicity of texts. In @émtextual texts there is neither
origin nor end; therefore, iMehlikeli Oyunlarin spite of Hikmet's death

writing seems to be kept on by Salim, the little 86 Mrs. Nurhayat.

® Aslinda bir giinah vardi ortada; fakat bu ginah odanin diindigi gibi bir ihanet
sucundan dgmuyordu. Aslinda giinalisa'nin zahmetli ve katlanilmaz yolundan dénmekti...
Fakat diinyada bir kinin- hic olmazsa bir kinin- kaldiramayaca bir yikin altina girmesi
gerekiyordu, dayanamayaga yolda yurimesi gerekiyordu, bunu insanlara gostsi
gerekiyordu. Ndsa, ne de 6teki havariler bu konuda ingsmbrnek olabilirlerdi. Cunki onlar
kuvvetliydi, ¢unku onlar sorumluluklarini biliyore:, c¢inkd onlarin sonuna kadar
dayanacgini herkes biliyordu.insanlga bu konuda ancak Yahuda gibi bir zavalli 6rnek
olabilirdi. Bu yuzden bitiin Umit, Yahuda'daydste Yahuda bunun icin insapa ihanet
etmisti.
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4.5.4. Metafiction in Tehlikeli Oyunlar
The most powerful element, maybe the main prindipléhe plane of the
narration ofTehlikeli Oyunlaris metafiction. There are lots of levels of realit
that make the concept of ‘real’ vague. As Ecewted

Atay creates three levels of life on a slipperyuya. 1) Reality, plane
of concretelife: the biographic life of Hikmet. At the samang,
Hikmet's fictional plane in which he and Colonel $édiinettin create
stories/games. 2) The planefmftion: Hikmet's and other characters’
stories, games and dreams. 3) The plankngtiistic life. Hikmet's
inner world: Memories and inner talks (2001: 102).

Tehlikeli Oyunlarstarts within a dream frame where Hikmet sleepb an
sees nightmares about his staying at Mrs. Nacilgelsse. “Maybe it's all a
dreanf™ (17). It is implied that this dream goes on thie end of the text. In
other words, Hikmet's death is blurred with a slegpdream concept again:
“He lay down and covered himself with the quilt asadd “I'm sleepy; | must
sleeg®™ (TO 423). The idea of sleep makes the boundaries aftyeand
imagination vague. In this frame, space and tineeaso blurred: “Was the
slum-house three-storeyed? Maybe it was two-stof&ye(277). “Adem
Tambay after his son Zuhtl’'s birth continued teelihirty and four hundred-
six years more.’® (78). This ambivalent atmosphere creates manyemor
inconsistencies and uncertainties that reach aeqtedhaos. This situation
reminds one of Derrida’s ideas of ‘aporias’, thesolvable nature of any text.
Atay negates the one-layered plot of the classicakel by writing amulti-
stratified andheterogeneoutext.

In Tehlikeli Oyunlar with the help of the ‘game’ motif, it is consthnt
underlined that the plot, characters of the bookl, particularly life itself, are

fictional. Hikmet wants to play games as he detes#dities. “Reality is an

%9 Belki hepsi riyadir.
" yatakta yan dondii, yorgani Ustiine cekti, “Uykum’vaedi. “Uyumaliyim.”
™ Gecekondu ti¢ katl miydi? Belki de iki katlydi.

2 Adem Tambay, Zihti'niin tevellidiinden sonra, dzxtha ve dort yiiz alti yil yadi...
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unpleasant measurement that others try to applstq109). If life itself is a
game he wants to play his own game with his owestul

Game in the text is a very significant element waitAny variations. Other
characters join Hikmet in playing myriads of gam@as. Ecevit states “Atay,
plays with the concept of ‘game’ in a great variety,nfrdhe game of life,
football, wordplays, and children’s games to cliddehaviour games” (2001
105). The game idea is reinforced with ‘writing’ metafiction. That is, the
word ‘play’ functions as a pun, and designates a@inéhe genres of literature,
drama, and Hikmet inserts some plays into hisdicti

He takes the real events and interprets them aogptd his own will,
and writes them. Historiographic metafiction is éoypd in this case as
Hikmet takes one of the events in the world histasyhis subject in his play.
Historiographic metafiction approaches both histang fiction with suspicion
by questioning “their common use of conventionsaifrative, of reference, of
the inscribing of subjectivity, of their identitys dextuality, and even of their
implication in ideology” (Hutcheon 830-1). Hikmetrgsents the history as
unstable, contextual and relational. He asks atmureabout his attempt, and
then narrates his play:

Is it possible to write a play in the play?...

(A plain near Austerlitz. The headquarters of Eropéfranz. In the
tents of infantrymen. Evening. Captain Heine walkdront of the
tent.)

Heine: (to himself) We must win this battle. Howevit is as if a
voice inside me told me we’'d lose it.

(The wind blows. Heine goes into the tent. He isnsagain with his
jacket. Enters Commander Hrobovic.)

Heine: Hey, bro. (Smiles scratching his chin.)eéss to me we will
lose the battle. That's odd.

Hrobovig: | think you are obsessed with your owituf@s, not battle.
(laughs pretentiously3(TO 264-5).

3 Oyun icinde oyun olur mu?... (Austerlitz yakinifaiadiizliik.imparator Franz'in karargah.
Piyade birliklerinin c¢adirlari. Ajam karani. Yizbal Heine, cadirinin  6ninde
gezinmektedir) HENE (kendi kendine): Bu saya kazanmallyiz. Fakat icimden bir ses,
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Hikmet uses his pen to take revenge on all thestijeople he lived with
in the past. He punishes them with the power ofingj using ‘the grammar
terminology’ and ‘brackets’: “Even when | was thetkey used to say, ‘He
listens to nobody’... They used to make ntbe third person singular (So |
shall make youthird people plural and | shall say ‘They don'’t listen to
anybody’Y* (86, my emphasis). Furthermore, Hikmet “with a @oiout rude
manner draws a parallelism between the symbolieamce of the female
sexual organ and the letter ‘W’ in the Western algt” (Ecevit 2001: 107).
“All friends of Sevgi were an annoying chorus o\V&™ (TO 128).

As for the actuality of such characters as Hisaméfambay and
Nurhayatlyicel, it can be said that it is always open tosties. The reader can
never be sure whether or not they really existoliphout the text, Hikmet
cannot be sure what he should think about theneritt is doubtful that the
colonel and the widow woman are objective phenomand it is also possible
that Hidayet, who is known to be in the army, anmel wife of the colonel are
just two characters of a surrealist gafhgTO 325). All characters, even if
they claim to be real, are just constructions; taey“wo/men made of words”
in Ecevit's words. (2001: 108).

Hikmet and the other characters, even Hikmet'sdinzl characters, ask
themselves the question of ‘how should one writé?s also apparent that

almost all the characters adfehlikeli Oyunlar deal with writing. At the

yenilgiyi haber veriyor sanki. (Rizgar c¢ikar. Heigadira girer, ceketini giymiolarak tekrar
goriinur. Soldan binga Hrobovic girer.) HENE: Merhaba dostum. (Cenesini skgarak
gulimser.) Kaybedeg&z gibi geliyor bana. Ne garip. HROBQ¥: Savai, kendi
yenilgilerinle karstiriyorsun galiba. (Sahte bir kahkaha atar.)

" Ben bir yerde olsam bile benden dyle bahsedetiéimseyi dinlemez,’ derler. Oysa
‘Kimseyi dinlemiyorsun,” demelisiniz. Albay, okumas surdirdi. (Ben de sizleri tg¢inci
¢ogul sahis yaparim: Onlari dinlemezler.)

5 Sevgi'nin arkadglari, can sikici bir W'ler, korosuydu.

6 Albayin ve Nurhayat Hanimin nesnel birer olgu amaukulu oldusu gibi, bunlarin

diginda- ikinci dereceden olgular diyebilgmmiz- alabayin karisi ve askegini yaptig
stylenen Hidayet de gercekustii bir oyunun kahraanendan ibaret olabilir.
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beginning of the text, Hidayet in his letter ask&rilet how he should write a
good play to be performed on the day of the RepuBiiyram (41). Colonel
Husamettin also has doubts about the title of benm “I couldn’t find a good
title for my poem. | will call itTo Mankind, an Address from the Viewpoint of
History or The Triumph of Mind” (97). Moreover, Hikmet stops askifmpw,
but instead he starts askiwghy man writes. To answer this question he
philosophizes on the activity of writing: “...1 am nariting as my life is a
novel, to be read while | live, | write a game,avie to make up new games to
be able to live one more day and to see the saroris more time, if you were
a bit sophisticated | would give you the name Sehmtade .’® (317). This
reasoning of Hikmet reminds the reader of the Sdnaof Malone and
Scheherazade, the legendary Persian queen and tdhgeller of One
Thousand and One NightShe has to tell a story to be able to live oneemo
day like Hikmet and Malone.

As another feature of metafictional texts, the ezad not also neglected
in Tehlikeli Oyunlar The reader is a part of the text in this senglemidt, who
thinks what he wrote is a play, and who takes éxadly as his audience, warns
his readers/audience to be careful when they readhis text/play:

Do you understand? No, you don’t. You try to coneptinis with the
plays you saw before. Then, why did you come h&#y did you

buy tickets in vain? You think you have seen tHeyefore, then
why do you waste your time with us? And why do yaake us waste
our time with you? How can we tell you that thisaimew play? We
do not know any other way to explain apart from ¢ine you taught
us. What should one d6%364)

""“1yi bir isim bulamadinsiire; simdilik ‘Beseriyete, Tarih Zaviyesinden Bir Hitap veya Aklin
Zaferi’ demek niyetindeyim.”

8 ..hayatim roman oldw icin yazmiyorum, onu ben yarken okuyun, ben oyun yaziyorum,
bir glin sonraya ¢ikabilmek i¢in ve ggmebir giin daha dgmak Uzere oldgunu gorebilmek
icin her guin yeni oyunlar icat etmek zorundayintabiokumy olsaydin san&ehrazat filan
derdim...

" Anliyor musunuz? Anlamiyorsunuz. Eski bildikledte karstiriyorsunuz. O halde buraya
neden geldiniz? Neden pgere bilet aldiniz? Bu oyunu daha 6nce g@tthiizii saniyorsaniz,
neden bizimle oyalaniyorsunuz? Ve neden bizi deyleoe oyaliyorsunuz? Sizlere, bunun yeni
bir oyun oldgunu nasil anlatmali? Sizinggettiginizden baka bir yol da bilmiyoruz ki. Ne
yapmali?
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After Hikmet's death what Hisamettin writes in amspaper is also
significant. Whether Hisamettin is imaginary or motHikmet's fiction, he
seems to write an elegy after Hikmet or Atay adslrgshis unfaithful friends
and future readers:

He, who did his best to be a unique playwright, wasexcellent
writer ... Mr Hikmet who had to leave this mortal wband without
writing all the plays he had dreamt of... is a reassl for our
intellectual society. Society was deprived of aagman of letters by
abandoning him when he was alive. | assure youiftisaiciety keeps
ignoring writers like him we can never reach thevele of
contemporary civilisations... The important thing @eating a
pleasant circle that such important playwrights llkikmet need; such
rare roses can only grow up in very fertile qi70-1).

In Tehlikeli Oyunlar as a metafictional text, the concept of deattpbap
when Hikmet stops dreaming of stories. From the beginning of the text till
the end, Hikmet dreams and makes up stories andganut in the part named
‘DiUsUs/The Fall’ the last words are “I am thinking”. Asemtioned before, with
the word “D@uindyorum” (462) - I'm thinking -Hikmet again playsgith the
words because this word evokes other Turkish worsisch as
“dismek/diglemek/diginmek” Ecevit 2001: 109) - falling/dreaming/thingin
When “Hikmet begins thinking instead of dreaming fiction comes to an end
and he dies. Thinking means the end of dreamingifioartist” (Ecevit 2001:

109).

8 0, beni kanaatimce emsalsiz bir piyes muharrimak icin fevkalade gayret sarfeden
mimtaz bir kalemdi... Hikmet Bey, sanat dinyamizakiki bir kaybidir. Cemiyet, bu aziz
sahsiyeti yalniz birakmakla biyuk bir facia kulliygdan mahrum kalrgtir. Sizi temin ederim
ki, eger gene ayni alakasizlik devam ederse kat'iyen moadeniyet seviyesine ¢ikamayiz...
Asil mesele, bu piyes muharrirlerinin ihtiya¢ dugdugens ve samimi bir mubhitin tilidir;
bodyle ender nebatat, ancak minbit bir arazi Gzerimglviinema bulabilir.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

The thesis attempted to analyse the postmoderndstpaststructuralist
elements in Samuel BeckettBhe Trilogy: Molloy, Malone Diesand The
Unnamableand GGuz Atay’s Tehlikeli Oyunlar It has been found that, like
Beckett’'s novels, Atay’s novel discusses the metsigl of presence, the
correspondence theory of truth, origin, self amdjieage. This study has shown
that postmodernism can be found in the texts o$dheovelists, who were
regarded as modernist writers. There are consitergimstmodernist
similarities in the way Beckett and Atay createirthearratives although
Beckett's novel is a trilogy, and Atay’s is a siaglovel divided into chapters.
It is also shown that many notions of postmoderist poststructuralist
critics, such as Derrida, Foucault, Barthes anddfag, can be traced in both
The TrilogyandTehlikeli Oyunlar

The second chapter discussed the theoretical baokdrin detail before
analysing the novels. Although by their very natup@stmodernism,
poststructuralism and deconstruction resist expi@matheir main elements
and techniques are introduced in the context ofr ttleeoreticians’ texts.
Postmodernism can be regarded as an inevitable wfawegation, a rejection
of metanarratives and an idea that shakes theidinénat have dominated
Western culture. Likewise, poststructuralism hagioated from the idea of
the loss of centre. In language, according to postsiralism, when ‘the
centre’ or ‘the meaning’ that is signified by sifyais is lost, all the text has is a
chain of signifiers that never conveys a definite &#ozen meaning. Mankind
who ‘speaks’ a “centreless” (Eagleton 145) languagea language that lacks
meaning, in all fields of science, including theeepuay life, in fact
communicates by language. Therefore, language, hwiscfictional by its
nature, becomes very powerful wherever or in whea & is used. In addition,
all the things accepted to be the unquestionahith tbecome prone to be
guestioned due to the fictive nature of languages inderstood that language
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has a capacity to ‘create’ facts and dismantle tlaerthe same time like a
‘puzzle’, a sort of game. Furthermore, when theuastjonable is questioned,
the idea of deconstruction is produced. Deconstmds based on the maxim
of the ‘free play’ of binaries, on ‘différance’ ath ‘supplementation’.
Analysing the articles written by Derrida, Foudawnd Barthes
enlightens the removal of the author factor, whgchne of the most significant
aspects in postmodernist texts. Begam asserts #Bedkas decisively
influenced the work of poststructuralism’s two legdpractitioners, Foucault
and Derrida” (185). Intertextuality can also bersée the ideas of Beckett,
Derrida and Foucault. Therefore, in the second telmapach critic’s relevant
article was elaborated, and it was pointed out #sapostmodernist thinkers
Derrida, Foucault and Barthes were urged to rentibeedea of the author(ity)
as it stood for a sort of centre/origin/signifidithat the destination rather than
the origin of a text matters is the novelty, and thentioned critics tried to
underline as they claimed that once the authorrei®ved, the text was freed.
In addition to these, in the second chapter, iextuiality and metafiction that
need to be reviewed before analysing them in tkis t@ere also introduced.
The third chapter of the thesis looked into Beckethd Atay’s ideas of
art and the artist to understand how these two tietdrcentury novelists could
produce such influential postmodernist texts inrti@ernist age. In the study
first Beckett's philosophy of art is analysed. Aswas mentioned before,
Beckett's view of art is quite a different one frahat of his contemporaries,
because unlike other twentieth-century novelistskB#d does not try to give a
meaning to the world around him; on the contrag/shows the impossibility
of finding meaningful answers. The artist for Beithe doomed to fail in this
sense. It is the art of failure that Beckett crealéhat is the very characteristic
that Atay shares with Beckett. The similarity foumd the study is both
Beckett's and Atay’s portraying the attempts anitlfas of their characters.
The failures of the characters are also reinfolmgdanguage. They show the
impossibility of achieving a meaningful goal ande thmpossibility of
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conveying a meaningful expression through languagspite of being aware
of the futility of chasing a meaning they, Beckatid Atay, let words flow on
pages, and their characters endlessly try to egjhesinexpressible.

In the fourth chapter, the theories mentioned andbcond chapter were
applied to the novels. Firstly, the differenceswssn characterisation in the
realist tradition and characterisation in postmodexts were established in the
thesis. In the first sub-title, as a plot structiime model of the quest is used and
the constructions of Molloy, Moran and Hikmet asstpaodernist characters
are analysed respectively. Most importantly it wé&sund that the
characterisation of Hikmet resembles that of edcaracter ofMolloy and
Malone Dies

In this chapter the matter of languageMolloy and Tehlikeli Oyunlar
was also analysedThe role of language under the light of Derrida’s
contribution to linguistics and philosophy was death. As Molloy puts, “Not
to want to say, not to know what you want to say, to be able to say what
you think you want to say, and never to stop sayamdardly ever, that is the
thing to keep in mind, even in the heat of compmsit(28). Although there is
“nothing to express and with which to express” (Bxt 139), writing still
keeps moving obsessively, it is pure art thates from meaning.

In the third sub-title of this chapter, conceptBafthes’ essay “Death of
the Author” and of Foucault's essay “What Is an arf?” are used in
analysingMalone Diesand Tehlikeli Oyunlar There is a parallelism between
Malone-Hikmet pair and Beckett and Atay becausg #iewillingly let their
writings kill them or their authority. It was fourttiat the loss of the authority
of the author in the texts makes the origin oftd vague and this contributes
to intertextuality. In the following part of chaptiur, bothTehlikeli Oyunlar
and The Unnamablevere analysed according to Foucault’'s concept dfe“T
Death of Man” in his book he Order of the ThingsThe thesis showed that
‘man’ is a fictional concept that is created bydaage. However, Beckett's
handling of the death of man is much more diffefemtn that of Atay. It was
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underlined that iMhe Unnamabl®&eckett's man turns into being a non-human
creature that is freed from the imposed identityaracteristics and physical
appearance, an ‘unnamable’ creature. On the otdwed,hAtay’s depiction of
man does not imply the unnamable. That is, he thedoundary between the
real man and the fictive one to react to the uridetsng of Western culture’s
man; he envisages an unnamable portrait of man,Abay’s protagonist,
Hikmet still resembles a realist portrayal of mahll in all, what Beckett and
Atay wanted to indicate is how man can move beytdrend of man’ or ‘the
myth of man’. The thesis wanted to show hotwe Unnamableand Tehlikeli
Oyunlar were successful at shaking the ground of the iclasshought
concerning man. In the last sub-section of thisaptér, the use of
intertextuality and metafiction as two postmodertéshniques ifThe Trilogy
and Tehlikeli Oyunlarwas emphasized. Intertextuality is a result oflaage
because like in the play of signifiers that canatain a master signified but
can only reach other signifiers, a specific textrcd move within a certain
frame, but like a signifier, it also alludes to ethiexts. Therefore, in the texts
of Beckett and Atay, it was found and underlineat tinany texts were alluded
to from classical works to the Bible. Moreover, lb®he Trilogyand Tehlikeli
Oyunlartake fiction as their subjects; as there is ngthowrite about, writing
fiction forms the subject of the texts. In this dstuit was highlighted that
‘writing’ is the main activity of each characterdaalso the reader can find an
activity or object related to writing almost on ey@age of the texts.

The most remarkable idea in the thesis is the egpe of interface (See
Appendix). In other words, the essence of thisysiadshowing the expression
of interface. It has been shown that both Beckadt Atay tried to find a ‘new
writing’ by experimenting and playing with wordshé& expression of interface
is a revolutionary style of writing in which Beckeand Atay mingle
philosophy with art. In other words, they choosethes the arena of
philosophy nor that of art; instead they prefercteate another arena where
they can use both in their texts. In this spheeg tho not neglect to subvert the
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foundation of Western tradition from ‘within’ andischantle it from the
‘outside’. After analysing language iNlolloy and Tehlikeli Oyunlarit is
highlighted that it is the literature of unword thZeckett and Atay create. As
mentioned before, the interface is expressed iowsarways; it is sometimes
expressed with the playfulness in language, witte gilence, or with all forms
of game. At some levels, the interface comes intonmence with the help of
other forms of art such as dance and music.

In bothTehlikeli OyunlarandThe Trilogy the first way of expressing the
interface is ‘making up games’. The word game i®dusn its many
dimensions. For instance, dance and music haveyalbecome the subjects of
games. To illustrate, Molloy is allured by the gawfesucking his stones,
which resembles a sort of dance with specific imghand movements, and
moreover, Moran is enchanted with his bees’ extliaary dance of
communication. Likewise, Hikmet is also surrountbgdall sorts of games that
consist of dances and music. For instance, theremlof the slum play games
in the street, and Mr. Selim also tells the redtiergame of waiting for his
wife at the train-station. Beckett and Atay takenga seriously as they provide
mysterious, unrelated, unrestricted, but suggestidetempting alternatives for
the reader.

The second way of expressing the interface useBdukett and Atay is
‘the playfulness’ that language holds. The brokkairm of signified-signifier
results in this playfulness. As mentioned befanehathTehlikeli Oyunlarand
The Trilogy several metaphors gradually evolve, and they fancin the
fashion of strings of metaphors by unveiling ambiggi and fluid inspirations
for the reader.

Another method of expressing the interface in Btkand Atay’'s texts
is formed with the desire of pure silence if itpgssible. Paradoxically, both
Beckett and Atay manage to experience and make rénesilers experience the
painful and discouraging ‘silence of words’. Theguox is that ‘words keep

coming, but they do not make any sense, so théypgeome a part of silence’
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for both Beckett and Atay. In Beckett's words, “BEyeword is like an
unnecessary stain on silence and nothingness” r{innterview in 1969).
However, neither Beckett nor Atay can give up wgtibecause they only
create the long-wished silence with words. The fioncof words as silence is
another way of expression of interface itself. Bfere, both Beckett's and
Atay'’s texts make the paradox, “where | am, | d&mow, I'll never know, in
the silence you don’t know, you must go on, | cayoton, I'll go on” (418)
echo in the ears of the reader.

In conclusion, as it was mentioned in the introugttwentieth-century
British writer Samuel Beckett'She Trilogy and the Turkish writer guz
Atay’s Tehlikeli Oyunlarcan be regarded as two examples of the postmodern
novel. According to this assertion, Beckett's andy’s use of postmodernist
and poststructuralist devices and themes such rasayiog multiple planes of
reality-fiction, wordplays, intertextuality and nadéittion, and moreover, their
questioning of the truth, origin, self, shortly tlugic of Western logocentric
thought proves their similarity in that both Bedkanhd Atay create their

expression of interface.
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APPENDIX

The Expression of Interface in a Diagram

INTERFACE

Unrestricted
Unrelated
Ambiguous
Uncertain
Insecure

The Fluid world
Ordered Tempting ‘
World Flexible Chao:
Mysterious
Suggestive
Unknown
Unpredictable
UNNAMABLE

Three Ways of the Expression of Interface imMhe Trilogy and Tehlikeli
Oyunlar:

Games
Sucking pebbles
Servant’s dusting

Bee-dance
Music
Radio programs

Silence
Paradox

Plays
Metaphors

Chains

Silence of
words

of
signifiers
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