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Introduction

I base this study on the claim that the study of the novel, in the context of theory
and criticism on both the novel and narrative, has not capitalized on the designation of the
novel’s unique properties by thinkers early in the twentieth century. My specific
determination of the puzzle novel is in a sense merely one example of the kind of study
that I see as necessary to further our understanding of both the novel and narrative. The
complete dissertation contains six chapters, plus an introduction and a conclusion. The
first two chapters discuss narratology and novel theory in turn. The third chapter details
the specific conception of the puzzle novel for this study. The remaining three chapters
discuss three puzzle novels, highlighting their similarities and their differences. This
summary contains the main ideas of the complete dissertation, although more complete
examples and argumentation are provided in the complete text.
1. The successes and failure of narratology

I see the effort of narratology as a necessary project, but ultimately a failure at its
own goals. The dissertation discusses major figures in narratology, and how narratology
developed. A. J. Greimas' worked directly with Vladimir Propp’s® basic ideas,
reformulating them in terms of linguistic grammar. Tzvetan Todorov® pushed the method
more in a vertical direction by taking as a premise that there is a “universal grammar” of
narrative. From today’s perspective, this method is doomed to be a dead-end in at least
two possible ways. One, if all narrative really does fit into a universal grammar, then all
that is left to do is to show how each individual text adheres to this universal scheme.
Two, if we find exceptions to the universal grammar rule, it will become questionable
what use a template is if it does not explain all cases. In the dissertation, the claim is made,
however, that narratologists to the present day still have this same method, and still repeat
the same failures. Roland Barthes’ S/Z" is a masterful and interesting example of a
different approach, but ultimately the service it performs for narrative theory is to show
that one more possible avenue of narratology—exhaustive analysis of individual texts—
does not produce fruit any more than more general attempts at a “universal grammar of

narrative”. Gerard Genette is best known for Narrative Discourse,” which is still arguably

! Greimas, Algirdas Julien. On Meaning: Selected Writings in Semiotic Theory. Trans. Paul J. Perron and Frank H. Collins.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1976.

2 Propp, Vladimir. The Morphology of the Folktale. 1928. Ed. Louis A. Wegner. 2™ ed. Trans. Laurence Scott. Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1977.

* Todorov, Tzvetan. The Poetics of Prose. Trans. Richard Howard. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977.

4 Barthes, Roland. $/Z. 1970. Trans. Richard Miller. New York: The Noonday Press, 1993.

’ Genette, Gérard. Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method. 1972. Trans. Jane E. Lewin. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1980.
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the source most referred to in narratology. Genette simply creates a system of codes and
terms for each code by which we can efficiently discuss narrative. However, in order to
create the system, Genette is forced to make strong assumptions about the character of
narrative. He must hold narrative stable in one particular definition in order to reason out
why the terms he sets are workable and integrated into a coherent whole. Unfortunately for
Genette, narrative is not stable. Both Barthes and Genette are discussed in more detail in
the dissertation.

Peter Brooks® Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative® is one of
the more recent book-length studies devoted to narrative, and as such the dissertation
provides a detailed consideration of the book to see if narratology has progressed. Brooks’
turn to plot seems to be in reaction to the obvious and predictable failure of structuralists
like Genette and Todorov to describe narrative in a reliable way. Brooks had a noble aim
in Reading for the Plot: to bring us to a narratology that has lived and learned from the
structuralist attempt and failure. However, Brooks refers to a rather traditional
understanding of concepts such as temporality, beginnings, and endings in discussing plot
and narrative, again making strong assumptions about narrative. Although in some places
Brooks makes statements that indicate a more nuanced understanding of beginnings and
endings, more often in his descriptions he falls back on these traditional conceptions,
which makes his study little more useful than the previous narratological sources. Paul
Ricoeur’s concern throughout the three volumes of Time and Narrative (1983—1985) is to
consider in an exhaustive and detailed way how time and narrative are inter-defined and
how they interact in human experience. In this Ricoeur promises to be a useful corrective
to Brooks. Many important details from Ricoeur’s study are left out of this summary in the
interest of brevity. Ricoeur uses a circular logic: assuming a human perspective and
experience, narrative is time and time is narrative. It seems that the way this circle is not
viscous or useless is that both narrative and time are processes, processes that are always
already on-going, and processes that are not necessarily linear. Neither time nor narrative
has to “start” or “end” in a certain time or place. This perspective is welcome, but then

what standards do we use to judge connections between events and thoughts as more or

¢ Brooks, Peter. Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984.
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Ricoeur, Paul. Time and Narrative, volume 2. 1984. Trans. Kathleen McLaughlin and David Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago
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Ricoeur, Paul. Time and Narrative, volume 3. 1985. Trans. Kathleen Blamey and David Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1988.
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less interesting and useful? In short, how is this not just a uselessly relativistic theory? In
the end, Ricoeur does not directly address such questions. If anything, he puts his faith in
the reader her or himself, which ultimately is a less-than-satisfying result. Moreover,
Ricoeur implies that contemporary storytellers—apparently starting with Ulysses—are
dangerously testing the limits of understandability, which seems to rely on an absolute
understanding of what readers require to create meaning with a work of narrative. In the
end, ostensibly Ricoeur wants a more stable body of narrative literature to perform these
non-linear reading activities on, which is not impressive.

Therefore, considering narratological sources from early to late in the 20™ century,
narratology seems to be unable to get away from its problematic assumptions and goals,
and fails at its own—sometimes stated, sometimes implicit—goal of creating a universal
grammar of narrative.

2. The failures and success of novel theory

The complete dissertation details more precisely the connections, affinities, and
antagonisms between narratology and novel theory, and justifies discussing them
separately even though many use the novel as a prime example of narrative. The
foundational texts for a theory of the novel were written relatively early in the twentieth
century, and the field has simply not progressed from those foundations. The appearance
of two major anthologies of novel criticism since 2000 (McKeon, 2000 and Hale, 2005*)
should indicate a vibrant and progressive field of novel criticism and theory over the
twentieth century. Both of them actually display the aridity of novel criticism since 1930
or so. All of the criticism that appears after that time falls into the “categorization” type of
criticism that Bakhtin thoroughly explains and lambasts as absolutely inappropriate for the
study of the novel.

Mikhail Bakhtin and Gydrgy Lukacs continue to be the main theoreticians of the
novel, and they are considered at length in the dissertation. Unfortunately, works on the
theory of the novel that take up and extend on Bakhtin’s and Lukacs’ leads do not exist.
Because of this I find it useful to look to other fields for inspiration, particularly twentieth-
century philosophy. In a sense I want to create a more secure foundation for my study by

showing that “novelistic” theorizing is not confined to Bakhtin and Lukacs. While

8 McKeon, Michael, ed. Theory of the Novel: A Historical Approach. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000.
Hale, Dorothy J., ed. The Novel: An Anthology of Criticism and Theory 1900-2000. Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2006.
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influential monographs on the theory of the novel have not been forthcoming, thinking
that can inform the study of the novel has.

Gyorgy Lukécs, one of the first theorists of the novel, strongly argues for the novel
as a unique genre, qualitatively different from other genres. In Theory of the Novel’
Lukacs argues that all the other literary genres assume a pre-existing form that has to be
respected, although innovation within this form can be quite significant. The novel is the
first recognized genre that is allowed to change, continually to “become”, not to just “be”
as a genre. Mikhail Bakhtin'® couches his criticism in terms of the novel as a particular
genre. In fact, Bakhtin’s consideration of the novel as a genre is really a testing of the
basic concept of the literary genre itself. He bases this on some rather surprising, but at the
same time blatantly obvious, facts about the novel, such as that it is the newest genre in the
pantheon of literary genres, and that it is the only written genre. This already makes the
novel special, but especially Bakhtin indicates a deeper uniqueness for the novel. In fact,
the novel’s process of becoming is never-ending since it will never be absolutely defined.
In being focused on experience, the novel must be more closely linked to contemporary
reality and the present in all times. Both Bakhtin and Lukdacs conclude that traditional
criticism completely fails with the novel. Criticism as we are used to it can discuss the
novel, but does so in a way that ignores the true character of the novel as a genre, so that
the conclusions such criticism comes to are largely irrelevant. It seems that the novel
confronts criticism with an impossible task. We either have to consider the whole novel at
once, or not consider it at all. Taking any one facet of a novel into consideration without
paying attention to the rest of the novel performs a violence on the novel that makes any
conclusions about that focus inaccurate. Bakhtin has a suggestion for what kind of
structure or theory such a criticism might follow. He suggests that if we adhere to the
ancient field of rhetoric, we will have guidance for how to address the novel.

Even though—considering Lukacs’ and Bakhtin’s negative criticism of novel
scholarship—criticism on the novel has probably been misguided, all the same it has been
prevalent and voluminous. Narratology sets a positivist goal: find the absolute, universal
explanation. The history of the attempt to reach this goal, to find the explanation, shows

not only that the attempt failed, but that narratologists set an impossible goal. Novel theory

® Lukécs, Gyorgy. The Theory of the Novel. 1920. Trans. Anna Bostock. Cambridge: MIT Press, 1973.
19 Bakhtin, Mikhail Mikhailovich. The Dialogic Imagination. 1975. Ed. Michael Holquist. Trans. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist.
Austin: University of Texas Press, 1981.
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sets an impossible goal, too, but in a different way. Novel theory sets a goal to find the
outside.

Much philosophy written in the second half of the twentieth century has concerned
itself with describing a lack, an absence, an outside, an unspeakable, and/or an
unaccessable (I will use the term “the outside”). This comes from the general postmodern
condition of a profound doubting of any possibility of reaching (or at least the possibility
of knowing one has reached) a definitive Truth, Reality, Being, Experience, etc. Examples
of this philosophy abound, and almost all philosophy or theory written in this time may be
read in this context.

In the dissertation, I consider several twentieth-century philosophers on this issue,
including Georges Bataille, Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Emmanuel Levinas, and
Jean-Luc Nancy.'' I claim that the most fruitful thinking of this type comes from Maurice
Blanchot, and that in his last two major works, The Step Not Beyond and The Writing of
the Disaster,'* he brings the issue of the outside to the point where we can start thinking
about what philosophy and theory might look like after the issue of the outside has
become more conventional. He does this essentially by providing the best figure to discuss
the outside (the “disaster”) that philosophy produced in this period and progressing
beyond description to detail what we do with this outside, how we communicate about it,
how we “write” the disaster. In this next step is a potential foundation for a philosophy
that does not rely on a positivistic concept of Truth or God, and also does not rely on a
haphazard theorizing of the absence of Truth or God. In these two books, Blanchot also
theorizes the way we need to write about the disaster, and this enacts a purposefully
fragmentary way of writing. This is a way of writing that surrounds the point that you are
trying to describe, rather than focusing directly at that point. So, the correct approach is a
fragmentary approach that does not strive for coherence.

The connection from these philosophical thoughts to the study of the novel is
straightforward. Calling Bakhtin’s or Lukacs’ writings a theory of the novel is a

contradiction in itself, something like calling Blanchot’s philosophy a theory of the

! Bataille, Georges. Inner Experience. 1954. Trans. Leslie Anne Boldt. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1988.

Bataille, Georges. Guilty. 1961. Trans. Bruce Boone. Venice: The Lapis Press, 1988.

Bataille, Georges. On Neitzsche. 1945. Trans. Bruce Boone. London: The Athlone Press, 1992.

Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. 1980. Trans. Brian Massumi. London: The
Athlone Press, 1987.

Nancy, Jean-Luc. The Birth to Presence. Trans. Brian Holmes and others. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1993.

Levinas, Emmanuel. Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority. Trans. Alphonso Lingis. Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press,
1969.

12 Blanchot, Maurice. The Step Not Beyond. 1973. Trans. Lycette Nelson. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1992.
Blanchot, Maurice. The Writing of the Disaster. 1980. Trans. Ann Smock. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995.
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outside. In conventional terms, a theory provides a coherent explanation and description of
a particular problem. Novel theory does not do this for the novel, and Blanchot’s
philosophy does not do this for the outside. In a sense they do everything but this,
recognizing the essential lack of these concepts. Criticism of the novel, then, should be
purposefully fragmentary, and similar to what Blanchot seems to propose. This will not
produce a new theory of literature or of the novel, nor will it build knowledge in the way
that we typically think of scholarly work doing. Rather it opens a space for human
communication about all kinds of concepts and texts.

3. Boundaries reconsidered: the puzzle novel

The conception of the puzzle novel that is described in the dissertation is one
conception among many possible within a broad framework. A puzzle novel is structured
in such a way that the reader must piece together the basic story in order to understand the
plot of the novel because neither are given to the reader in a clear way. The novel presents
itself as unfinished, and requires a reader’s input. A traditional novel does not require this
construction: the story and plot are clearly explained (even if the story and plot are
complicated). The basic puzzle metaphor is a jigsaw puzzle. While the “puzzling” of a
traditional novel is possible, such a novel is not a puzzle novel in the terms I use. The
puzzle novel asks the reader to pick up the pieces of the narrative after reading the book
and construct the story. In this way, the puzzle novel sees reading as necessarily a process
of re-reading. Once re-reading is established as the normal reading strategy, the typical
concept we have of reading a book from first page to last page is undermined. One is
never done reading a puzzle novel. In addition, the novel provides all the material to
understand the story, but requires creative work from the reader. The puzzle novel is not
only complicated or hard to understand. The puzzle novel is not only a long novel or a
novel with a lot of characters or detail. A puzzle novel is not just a novel that makes the
reader think hard. The puzzle novel has to force the reader to use the pieces given to him
or her to construct a story, not just comprehend a story.

Many novels can be thought of as puzzle novels according to the above definition.
However, I choose a more specific definition of the genre in my study. First, the puzzle
novel does not ask the reader to fill in pieces with special outside knowledge or sources. In
puzzling out the story, the reader has only the information that the novel gives to him or
her. Second, it is an important aspect of each puzzle novel that it encourages engaging in
the puzzle, that it gives the reader reason to believe that the puzzle can be completed.
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Third, if the reading experience of a text reasonably meets the reader’s expectations of that
experience, then the reader is compelled to work out the meaning of the text. Fourth,
because the reader is an important maker of meaning in the reading process, the reader has
to be the one finally to decide if the puzzle is complete. The novel does not do this for us.

Because of all of these qualities, the puzzle novel breaks boundaries, but at the
same time it does not disregard or destroy boundaries. The puzzle novel somehow does
both: it uses and abuses boundaries, definitions, innovations, and assumptions. The puzzle
novel does not kill the author 4 la Barthes,”” but it does not doggedly follow authorial
intention. The puzzle novel does not adhere to super-textual structures (or textual
structures), but it does not dismiss structure. Even more so, a puzzle novel will often
propose structures within itself or refer to structures outside the text as macro-level
organizing principles, only to undermine those structures while using them or even
paradoxically flatly denying that structure after using it. Ultimately the puzzle novel
accomplishes two opposing things. One should see this as a useful proliferation of
meaning and possibilities rather than a damning contradiction. The puzzle novel produces
more and does more by not following traditional logic, rather than dismissing itself. A
puzzle novel is not reader-centered. It does not transfer all of the making of meaning onto
the reader. It is not even character-centered or narrator-centered, or centered on any
particular narrative or textual phenomenon. If we have to say that the puzzle novel is
centered on anything, we would have to say it is reading-centered, which also means
writing-centered. The puzzle novel innovates with the concept of authorship.

All of the selected novels in the dissertation have a rather simple structure at one
level that contains a core story, and then on another level displays extra material. The core
story is rather traditional in structure (but the reader only understands this story through
re-reading and puzzling), focusing on one main character over a chronological series of
events. The extra material is everything in the novel that does not directly narrate this core
plot. This material can serve a variety of purposes, but all of these relate to the core story.
Because of the puzzle structure, including the anchor of the core story, the extra material
has a wide breadth of area of operation while still being in a coherent work. It seems that
this core story plus extra material scheme is the major structure through which the novels
considered below have tried to accomplish the paradoxical experience of reading

described above.

13 Barthes, Roland. “The Death of the Author.” In Image Music Text. Trans. Stephen Heath. London: Fontana Press, 1977.
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Three novels are selected to consider, and although the novels are chosen
purposefully, they do not constitute a complete set. The first is Ulysses’? by James Joyce,
which I call the first puzzle novel in the terms of this study, even though it does not quite
fit my definition of a puzzle novel. Obviously there were novels before Ulysses that could
be called puzzle novels using a broader definition of the term. The second is Thomas
Pynchon’s Gravity’s Rainbow', the premier postmodern novel, and also an extreme
puzzle novel. Prisoner’s Dilemma'® by Richard Powers is the third selection, a puzzle
novel that shows the true possibilities of the novel form.

4. Ulysses: puzzle novel foundations

Ulysses is so celebrated because it changed our concept of reading. Leo Bersani, in
The Culture of Redemption, asserts that Ulysses “asks that we be nothing but the
exegetical machine necessary to complete its sense” for “the exegetical work to be done is
enormous, but it has already been done by the author and we simply have to catch up with
him.”"” I propose to consider the puzzles in novels using only the material that is given to
the reader in the text of the novel itself. This becomes a big problem in puzzling out
Ulysses. The world of criticism that surrounds this novel is huge, and much of it relies on
extra-textual material, including material coming from Joyce himself.

The reader can interpret a reliable plot in Ulysses, an event-based summary of the
story from the morning of June 16, 1904 to the morning of June 17, 1904. This may seem
a simple task, but for the naive reader, constructing this summary is a puzzle. For any part
of the text of Ulysses the main puzzle is that the reader needs to determine the identity of
the narrator in order to then interpret the events that are happening. Determining the
changes in narration in a sense requires reading the whole novel because the narrators are
multiple and they frequently change, and certain narrator identities seem to exist in
disparate parts of the text. In the dissertation the process of puzzling out the narrator for
each chapter is described, as is the identification the core story events in the novel for each
chapter. These details are not reported in this summary. The core story itself could be
described in a short paragraph, produced through a process of deciphering. However,
Ulysses also presents a larger puzzle.

Gilles Deleuze provides us with a theory of games which is useful in

distinguishing puzzle novels, for the puzzle is a type of game. Deleuze’s “ideal game” has

' Joyce, James. Ulysses. 1922. New York: Vintage Books, 1986.

'3 Pynchon, Thomas. Gravity’s Rainbow. New York: Penguin Books, 1973.

' Powers, Richard. Prisoner’s Dilemma. New York: Collier Books, 1988.

'7 Bersani, Leo. The Culture of Redemption. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990, 175.
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“no pre-existing rules, each move invents its own rules” and in the ideal game “all throws
affirm chance and endlessly ramify it with each throw.” However, because of this, “such a
game seems to have no reality. ... [The ideal game] cannot be played by either man or
God.”'® In Difference and Repetition, Deleuze calls the ideal game the “divine game”, and
opposes it to the “human game.”19 All puzzle novels resist being simply human (normal)
games, but it is impossible for them to become ideal games. We can judge puzzle novels
as being more or less close to the ideal game, realizing that it is impossible to assert that a
novel is indeed the embodiment of an ideal game. Puzzle novels allow the reader to
change the puzzle more or less with each move. In this way I would call Ulysses a normal
or human game, even though the reading and puzzling process that it enacts starts to look
like an ideal game at some points.

The puzzle of the novel can also be understood to reach beyond the story time of
the novel, and indeed no reader of Ulysses would think that the core story is the complete
plot. The novel is also the life stories of the main characters of the book: Leopold Bloom
and Stephen Dedalus. After the core story is determined, the portraits of the main
characters can be constructed, but again this must be done through a puzzling process.
Joyce tells the story of these characters’ lives, but he places pieces of these life stories in
various places throughout the novel, not in a conventional chronological order or by any
other consistent ordering mechanism. These pieces need to be not only collected and
collated, but also interpreted. Some pieces conflict with each other, and we need to
consider other events and the reliability and competency of the narrator in constructing the
life stories. It seems that the larger puzzle offers the reader space to participate in making
meaning in the text. However, this part of the dissertation shows that the larger puzzle,
even though it may offer this opportunity, ultimately denies the opportunity for the reader
to participate. One example is that the reader’s impression of Bloom changes with the
larger puzzle: with a more complete life story he is a more sympathetic character
especially as concerns his marriage and his postal romance. This prevents Ulysses from
truly being a puzzle novel in my conception, even though historically it is an important

foundational text.

'8 Deleuze, Gilles. Logic of Sense. 1969. Trans. Mark Lester with Charles Stivale. New York: Columbia University Press, 1990, 59-60.
' Deleuze, Gilles. Difference and Repetition. 1968. Trans. Paul Patton. New York: Columbia University Press, 1994, 282.
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5. Gravity’s Rainbow: the puzzle novel comes of age and starts to disappear

With Ulysses as a prime example of a puzzle novel that delivers on its promises
(and therefore is not really a puzzle novel), the rest of the texts I will analyze problematize
the concept of the puzzle novel while still using the puzzle construct (and therefore are
more accurately puzzle novels). Thomas Pynchon’s Gravity’s Rainbow is perhaps as close
to the ideal game that a coherent novel can get. Readers have many chances to change the
puzzle to their own designs.

The core story of Gravity’s Rainbow is the story of Tyrone Slothrop. Slothrop goes
from blissful ignorance to a difficult knowledge of his past, and the ultimate impossibility
of completing that knowledge causes him to disintegrate, to disperse. However, this core
story is only understandable after a considerable amount of work on the novel. For
Gravity’s Rainbow, the reader has to determine the borders between the core story and the
extra material. Gravity’s Rainbow does not put obvious narrative obstacles in the reader’s
way like Ulysses, but rather simply because of the abundance of information included in
Gravity’s Rainbow, it can be difficult to determine the relative importance or use of
various pieces of information. Further, and probably more importantly, Gravity’s Rainbow
does not provide the typical connections and signposts that narrative gives to the reader to
make sure the reader follows the right thread through the book. With Ulysses, it is almost
as if nothing can be understood until the narrative complications are clarified. These
narrative complications are like a key: once you have the key, the information in the story
is presented in a rather clear way. This is not the case with Gravity’s Rainbow. All of the
information we need to understand the core story is there right in front of us, no key is
needed to understand it, and especially the Slothrop story is mostly narrated in a rather
conventional mode. The problem is picking out any one narrative thread (such as the core
story) from all of the information that is given to us. This quality of narrative is difficult to
explain and to support with examples of close reading. First, one has to have a sense of the
whole novel to really understand that such a strategy is implemented in a regular way
throughout the novel. In a sense, one must either leave such a claim on an abstract level,
unsupported with specific “evidence”, or bring the claim down to that specific level, and
imprison it in the particular, not really supporting the general claim. This is most likely an
example of how normal criticism fails with the novel. For a reader who has read (re-read)
the whole of Gravity’s Rainbow, the Slothrop material stands out as important to the story.
But to a reader without this overall knowledge, there is little reason to see Slothrop and his
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story as any more important than any number of other characters. As a compromise, the
dissertation provides specific evidence from the first several episodes of the novel as an
indication of how the core story is hidden in plain sight.

One can see the extra information in the story having a line of flight® that is U-
shaped in Ulysses: all of it returns to and contributes to the core story, making the novel as
a whole apparently coherent. The structure of Gravity’s Rainbow departs from Ulysses at
this level. The extra information given does not circle back to the core story, it shoots out
along a vector from the core story. The lines of flight of the extra information in Gravity’s
Rainbow are defined by their point of origin (which is on the core story) and their
continual departure from that origin. The information is connected to, related to, and
originates from the core story, but never circles back. The line also has no endpoint, like a
vector.

In the dissertation, a theoretical and philosophical perspective on such a seemingly
unusual situation—where a book promises something and does not deliver it, but for a
reason—is presented. One of the important facets of the puzzle novel is the situation that
while puzzling any puzzle novel, the reader cannot be certain at any particular point that
mastering the story line is (or is not) possible, in terms of if the puzzle is “finished” or not
and whether it can be completed at all. By referencing Gilles Deleuze (with and without
Felix Guattari) I hope to usefully complicate the insinuation that this is an individual
decision. Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari help with this issue in the development of their
concept of the “machine” over several works, including Proust and Signs,”' Kafka:
Toward a Minor Literature,”> and A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia.”
The complete dissertation provides a detailed consideration and comparison of these
works in terms of the “machine”.

In these works, Deleuze (and Guattari) determine three kinds of or levels of
machine. Generally, a machine is either in the process of creating itself or in the process of
dismantling itself. The first level is the “machinic index™: the rule by which a machine
functions, since one thing Deleuze and Guattari are clear on is that a machine must

function, must produce. Second, the “abstract machine” is the machine that is beginning to

2 T use this term in the ways suggested both by Gilles Deleuze and Stefan Mattessich. Mattessich, Stefan. 2002. Lines of Flight:
Discursive Time and Countercultural Desire in the Work of Thomas Pynchon. Durham: Duke University Press.
! Deleuze, Gilles. Proust and Signs: The Complete Text. 1964. Trans. Mark Howard. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
2000.
2 Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature. 1975. Trans. Dana Polan. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1986.
3 Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. 1980. Trans. Brian Massumi. London: The
Athlone Press, 1987.
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work: it has its parts and its index, and is functioning in some way, but is not complete.
The “assemblage of the machine” is the highest state of the functioning machine, because
at this point the machine dismantles both the meaning of the text and the machine itself,
and through this dismantling continues to another level of understanding in the text. This
is not really the end of the machine. In fact, it is the purpose of the machine in the first
place. Without the assemblage, the abstract machine in a literary text would be a simple
process of decoding, and most literary works demand more than this. The dissertation
establishes a concept of an “understanding machine”, which is an extension or
consolidation of Deleuze’s (and Guattari’s) kinds of machine in terms or reading a puzzle
novel.

Gravity’s Rainbow, then, creates an assemblage by dismantling the abstract
understanding machine, which was in the process of being built. What is strange here is
that the machine is broken, but not discarded, and the reader is at a position of having a lot
of knowledge and understanding related to the narrative because of the machine, but at the
same time having to admit that that machine, in the end, simply does not work. So we
could say that Gravity’s Rainbow simultaneously gives and takes away because of the
vector-like quality of the extra information in the novel. Any further explanation of the
story is compensated by giving the reader a further set of questions to answer. The issue,
therefore, is not whether factors in the novel are connected to the Slothrop story, because
they all are. The question is how they are connected. In the complete dissertation, a
reading of the novel based on the characters of Oberst Enzian and Katje Borgesius is
provided, showing how such figures enact this quality of giving and taking away at the
same time. Further, Slothrop as a character disintegrates by the end of the novel, providing
a more striking example of the novel’s paradoxical strategies.

6. Prisoner’s Dilemma: the puzzle novel as novel

Gravity’s Rainbow creates a situation where the reader’s opportunity to create
meaning with the text is maximized, to the extent that the novel flirts with the border of
becoming chaotic. Later novels, especially U.S. novels after Gravity’s Rainbow, do not
seek to continue to push the boundaries in this way. For these novels, I identify one
particular way of deploying the puzzle metaphor as allowing more of the pieces of the
puzzle to fit, and carefully choosing specific “pieces” that are missing, or do not quite fit
exactly, to make a certain point. Further, Blanchot’s example of the disaster, and his
suggestion that to write the disaster we must write in a purposefully fragmentary way, also
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relates to the “piece left out” concept. A concept such as “the disaster” is the piece that is
missing from a text; it is of prime importance, even though it is outside of the narrative.

Prisoner’s Dilemma provides a puzzle that only resists solution at the very end of
the puzzling process. It leaves out important pieces of the puzzle, which leaves the reader
with both a sense of order and an opportunity to be creative. However, the changes that the
novel allows in this limited area allow the reader to define the basic purpose of the whole
novel. In this way the amount of creativity the reader has is truly huge. The question that
Prisoner’s Dilemma ultimately leaves the reader with is “who is the author?”, a question
that is asked on a variety of levels, and yet provides a kind of unifying uncertainty. The
dissertation describes a likely process of puzzle-reading this novel, which is based on the
typological features of the different chapters. At first it seems there are three kinds of
chapter integrated in the novel: consecutively numbered, set in normal text, and titled only
with a number; set in italics and titles with dates chronologically arranged; and set in
italics with descriptive titles. The reader endeavors to define the separate identities of
these three kinds of chapter, and then how they fit together in the novel. The dissertation
goes into detail as to what the chapters seem to mean, and then it focuses on three very
short chapters near the end of the book that don’t quite fit the three-chapter scheme. These
chapters first drive the reader to consider a fourth kind of chapter, and to revise the chapter
identifications previously constructed. However, there is no complete system that can
satisfactorily explain all the chapters, so the reader is left with a puzzle that is almost
complete. The puzzle that has been completed means something to the reader and tells a
story, but there remains the small part that can not be resolved. Generally, the identities of
these types of chapter deal with how the chapter is narrated. Further, in yet another short
chapter we find a coded reference to Richard Powers, which brings this questioning of
narrator to another level, where we have to ask “who is the author?”. Even though in this
chapter we of course only get a representation of the author, this chapter employs the
concept of the book itself to show how we try to puzzle out our own lives. This is a basic
theme of this book, with multiple people creating their own fictions to sort out their own
lives. The author of the book is not clearly an outside. This is a very different thing from
Ulysses being a puzzle that is also a guide to its own puzzle. Prisoner’s Dilemma takes on
the task of helping the reader live in the world, rather than (only) helping the reader read
the book. This is obviously an unwriteable part of a story, and it is the crucial piece of the
puzzle that must be left out of the narrative proper.

14



That we may determine what place Prisoner’s Dilemma takes the reader to in
reading the novel distinguishes the reading experience of Prisoner’s Dilemma from that of
Gravity’s Rainbow. Gravity’s Rainbow also requires the reader to participate in finishing
the story of the novel, but the way the novel does this is much less defined. Prisoner’s
Dilemma surrounds a point of information, rather than trying to explain it directly, just as
Blanchot claims we must do with the disaster.

Conclusion

This study does not seek to make absolute conclusions about the novels it focuses
on or the genre it supposedly defines. Rather, the motivation of this study is to attempt to
point a way towards the kind of criticism that respects the special qualities of the novel
form. The problem is that the novel form as established early in the twentieth century
seems poorly served by traditional modes of scholarship based on categorization, thematic
analysis, and absolute conclusions. My greatest hope for this study is that it does not serve
as the final word on these theories and novels, but rather encourages others to proliferate
the meanings and possibilities that this field offers by engaging with these texts in new

ways.

15



Works Cited**

Bakhtin, Mikhail Mikhailovich. The Dialogic Imagination. 1975. Ed. Michael Holquist.
Trans. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Austin: University of Texas Press,
1981.

Barthes, Roland. S/Z. 1970. Trans. Richard Miller. New York: The Noonday Press, 1993.

Barthes, Roland. “The Death of the Author.” In Image Music Text. Trans. Stephen Heath.
London: Fontana Press, 1977.

Bataille, Georges. Inner Experience. 1954. Trans. Leslie Anne Boldt. Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1988.

Bataille, Georges. Guilty. 1961. Trans. Bruce Boone. Venice: The Lapis Press, 1988.

Bataille, Georges. On Neitzsche. 1945. Trans. Bruce Boone. London: The Athlone Press,
1992.

Bersani, Leo. The Culture of Redemption. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990.

Blanchot, Maurice. The Step Not Beyond. 1973. Trans. Lycette Nelson. Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1992.

Blanchot, Maurice. The Writing of the Disaster. 1980. Trans. Ann Smock. Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 1995.

Brooks, Peter. Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1984.

Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature. 1975. Trans. Dana
Polan. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1986.

Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. 4 Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia.
1980. Trans. Brian Massumi. London: The Athlone Press, 1987.

Deleuze, Gilles. Difference and Repetition. 1968. Trans. Paul Patton. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1994.

Deleuze, Gilles. Logic of Sense. 1969. Trans. Mark Lester with Charles Stivale. New
York: Columbia University Press, 1990.

Deleuze, Gilles. Proust and Signs: The Complete Text. 1964. Trans. Mark Howard.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000.

Genette, Gérard. Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method. 1972. Trans. Jane E. Lewin.
Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1980.

Greimas, Algirdas Julien. On Meaning: Selected Writings in Semiotic Theory. Trans. Paul
J. Perron and Frank H. Collins. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1976.

Hale, Dorothy J., ed. The Novel: An Anthology of Criticism and Theory 1900—2000.
Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2006.

Joyce, James. Ulysses. 1922. New York: Vintage Books, 1986.

Levinas, Emmanuel. Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority. Trans. Alphonso
Lingis. Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1969.

Lukécs, Gyorgy. The Theory of the Novel. 1920. Trans. Anna Bostock. Cambridge: MIT
Press, 1973.

Mattessich, Stefan. Lines of Flight: Discursive Time and Countercultural Desire in the
Work of Thomas Pynchon. Durham: Duke University Press, 2002.

McKeon, Michael, ed. Theory of the Novel: A Historical Approach. Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2000.

Nancy, Jean-Luc. The Birth to Presence. Trans. Brian Holmes and others. Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1993.

Powers, Richard. Prisoner’s Dilemma. New York: Collier Books, 1988.

** A complete Works Consulted section is provided in the complete dissertation.
16



Propp, Vladimir. The Morphology of the Folktale. 1928. Ed. Louis A. Wegner. 2™ ed.
Trans. Laurence Scott. Austin: University of Texas Press, 1977.

Pynchon, Thomas. Gravity’s Rainbow. New York: Penguin Books, 1973.

Ricoeur, Paul. Time and Narrative, volume 1. 1983. Trans. Kathleen McLaughlin and
David Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984.

Ricoeur, Paul. Time and Narrative, volume 2. 1984. Trans. Kathleen McLaughlin and
David Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985.

Ricoeur, Paul. Time and Narrative, volume 3. 1985. Trans. Kathleen Blamey and David
Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988.

Todorov, Tzvetan. The Poetics of Prose. Trans. Richard Howard. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1977.

17



Uvod

Tato disertacni prace vychézi z tvrzeni, ze studie romanu, v kontextu teorie a kritiky jak
romanu, tak ptib&hu, nevyuzila pojmenovani jedine¢nych charakteristik romanu ze strany
mysliteltl po¢atkem dvacétého stoleti. Mym konkrétnim tkolem u sestavovaného romanu je
v jistém smyslu pouhé urceni ptikladu typu studie, jenz povazuji za nezbytny pro dalsi
porozuméni jak romanu, tak piibéhu. Celé disertacni prace obsahuje Sest kapitol plus tvod a
zavér. Prvni dve kapitoly pojednavaji stfidavé o naratologii a romanu. Ve treti kapitole je
uveden konkrétni koncept sestavovaného romanu pro tuto studii. Zbyvajici tii kapitoly
obsahuji tfi sestavované romany se zdiraznénim jejich podobnosti a rozdild. V souhrnu jsou
uvedeny hlavni myslenky celé disertacni prace, pricemz podrobné;jsi piiklady a argumentace
jsou uvedeny napfi¢ celym textem.

1. Uspéch a netispéch naratologie

Snahu naratologie chapu jako nutny projekt, ktery v§ak svych cili nakonec nedoséhl.
Diserta¢ni prace se zabyva hlavnimi osobnostmi naratologie a procesem jejiho vyvoje. A. J.
Greimas' pracoval piimo se zakladnimi myslenkami Vladimira Proppa®, pieformuloval je po
strance jazykovych zékladd. Tzvetan Todorov’ tuto metodu posunul vice vertikalnim smérem
tak, ze existenci ,,univerzalnich zékladi* povidek bral jako premisu. Z dnesniho pohledu je
tato metoda odsouzena k zaniku minimélné ve dvou moznych smérech. Zaprvé, pokud cely
pribéh zapada do univerzalnich zékladu, tak jeding, co je jest¢ mozné udélat, je ukazat, jak se
kazdy jednotlivy text tohoto univerzalniho schématu drzi. Zadruhé, jestlize u pravidla
univerzalnich zékladd nalezneme vyjimky, bude otazkou, k ¢emu tato Sablona slouzi, kdyz
nepojima vSechny piipady. V disertacni praci je vSak uvedeno tvrzeni, ze naratologové tuto
metodu pouzivaji i v soucasnosti a stale opakuji stejné chyby. Prace Rolanda Barthese
nazvana S/Z* je mistrnym a zajimavym ptikladem odliného pistupu, ale nakonec sluzba,
kterou narativni teorie poskytuje, spociva v ukazani toho, ze dal§i mozné cesta naratologie —
rozsahlé analyza jednotlivych textl — jiz ovoce nepfinasi, na rozdil od obecnéjsich pokusii o
,univerzalni zaklady p¥ib&hu*. Gerard Genette se proslavil svym dilem Narrative Discourse,’
coz je v naratologii pravdépodobné nejvice citovany zdroj. Genette jednoduse vytvari systém

zésad a terminti pro kazdou zdsadu, diky nimz mizeme ptib¢h efektivné rozebirat. Aby mohl

! Greimas, Algirdas Julien. On Meaning: Selected Writings in Semiotic Theory. Trans. Paul J. Perron and Frank H. Collins. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1976.

2 Propp, Vladimir. The Morphology of the Folktale. 1928. Ed. Louis A. Wegner. 2™ ed. Trans. Laurence Scott. Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1977.

* Todorov, Tzvetan. The Poetics of Prose. Trans. Richard Howard. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977.

4 Barthes, Roland. S/Z. 1970. Trans. Richard Miller. New York: The Noonday Press, 1993.

’ Genette, Gérard. Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method. 1972. Trans. Jane E. Lewin. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1980.
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Genette systém vytvofit, je nucen Cinit silné pfedpoklady o charakteru pfibéhu. Musi piibch
udrzovat ustaleny v jedné konkrétni definici, aby odtvodnil, pro¢ jim uvadéné terminy
funguji a pro€ jsou integrovany do koherentniho celku. Bohuzel v§ak pro Genette, piibéhy
ustalené nejsou. Jak Barches, tak Genette jsou v této praci popisovani podrobnéji.

Dilo Petera Brookse s nazvem Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative® je
jednou z poslednich studii v délce knihy, jez je vénovana piibéhu. Disertacni prace ptinasi
podrobnou uvahu nad touto knihou, pfi¢emz ucelem je zjistit, zda se naratologie n¢jakym
zpisobem posunula. Obsah Brooksovy knihy se zda byt ovlivnén reakci na ziejmy a
predvidatelny netspéch strukturalistii jako napt. Genetta a Todorova pfi popisu piibéhu
spolehlivym zptisobem. Brooks m¢l pii psani dila Reading for the Plot vzneseny cil: vtahnout
nas do naratologie, ktera zila a poucila se ze strukturalistického pokusu a neuspéchu. Brooks
se vSak odvolava na pon€kud tradi¢ni pojeti konceptl, napi. Casovost, zacatky a konce pfi
pojednani o dé&ji a ptibéhu, pfi€emz opét pro piibeh Cini silné predpoklady. Piestoze

v nékterych mistech Brooks ¢ini vypovédi, které naznacuji odlisnéjsi chapani zacatkl a
konct, Castéji se vSak ve svych popisech uchyluje k t€émto tradi¢énim konceptiim, diky cemuz
je jeho studium o néco malo uZite¢ngjsi nez predchozi naratologické zdroje. Udelem prace
Paula Ricoeura ve tiech knihach Time and Narrative (1983-1985)’ je obsirna a podrobna
uvaha nad tim, jak jsou ¢as a ptibéh mezidefinovany a jak na sebe v lidské zkusenosti pisobi.
V tom Ricoeur vzbuzuje nadéje byt uzite¢nym korektivem Brookse. Mnoho diilezitych
podrobnosti ze studie Ricoeura je v tomto piehledu v zajmu stru¢nosti vynechano. Ricoeur
pouziva kruhovou logiku: ptebiré lidsky pohled a zkuSenost, ptib¢h je ¢as a Cas je piibéh. Zda
se, ze tak, jak tento kruh neni viskdzni nebo bezcenny, tak ptibéh i ¢as jsou procesy, které
vzdy jiz probihaji a procesy, které nejsou nutné linearni. Ani ¢as, ani pfibéh nemusi ,,za¢inat*
nebo ,.koncit* v uréitém case nebo na urcitém misté. Tento pohled je vitany, pak je tu vSak
otazka, jaké standardy pouzivdme pro posouzeni propojeni mezi piibéhy a myslenkami, zda
jsou vice ¢i mén¢ zajimavé a uzitecné. Strucné feceno, nejednd se pouze o neuzitecnou
relativistickou teorii? Co je podstatné, tak Ricoeur se témito otdzkami pfimo nezabyva. Pokud
néco, tak vklada svoji viru do samotného Etenare, coz v kone¢ném disledku pfinasi vysledek,

ktery je méné néz uspokojivy. Ricoeur navic naznacuje, ze soudobi povidkari — podle v§eho

% Brooks, Peter. Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984.

" Ricoeur, Paul. Time and Narrative, volume 1. 1983. Trans. Kathleen McLaughlin and David Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1984.

Ricoeur, Paul. Time and Narrative, volume 2. 1984. Trans. Kathleen McLaughlin and David Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
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Ricoeur, Paul. Time and Narrative, volume 3. 1985. Trans. Kathleen Blamey and David Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
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pocinaje dilem Ulysses — nebezpecnym zplisobem testuji hranice srozumitelnosti, které, jak
se zda, spoléhaji na absolutni pochopeni toho, co ¢tenafi od ptibéhu pozaduji pro vytvoreni
vyznamu. Nakonec Ricoeur zdanliveé touzi po stabiln€j$im utvaru vypravécské literatury, aby
mohly tyto nelinearni ¢teci aktivity pokraovat, coz uchvatnym nazvat tedy nelze.

Proto pfi zvazeni naratologickych zdroji od pocatku po konec 20. stoleti se zda, ze
naratologie neni schopna dostat se ze svych problematickych ptedpokladi a cilii a nezvlada
splnit svij cil, nékdy vyiceny, nékdy nevysloveny, kterym je vytvoreni univerzalnich zakladi
prib¢hu.

2. Neuspéchy a uspéchy romanové teorie

Diserta¢ni prace podrobnéji pojednava o propojenich, vztazich a antagonismech mezi
naratologii a romanovou teorii; obhajuje, aby byly probirany samostatné, i kdyz je roman
velmi ¢asto pouzivan jako primdrni ptiklad pfib&hu. Zakladni texty pro teorii romanu byly
sepsany pocatkem dvacatého stoleti a obor z téchto zakladl doposud nikterak dal nepostoupil.
Publikace dvou hlavnich antologii romanové kritiky od roku 2000 (McKeon, 2000 a Hale,
2005%) by mély naznadovat existenci pulzujici a progresivni oblasti romanové kritiky a teorie
dvacatého stoleti. Ob¢ dvé ve skute¢nosti poukazuji na vyprahlost romanové kritiky piiblizné
od roku 1930. Veskera kritika, jeZ se po tomto datu objevuje, spada do ,,kategorizacniho* typu
kritiky, jenz Bakhtin dikladné vysvétluje a kritizuje jako typ pro studium romanu absolutné
nevhodny.

Mikhail Bakhtin a Gydrgy Lukacs jsou i nadale hlavnimi teoretiky romanu a jsou v této
disertacni praci obsirné popisovani. Prace na teorii romanu, které by navazovaly z Bakhtina a
Lukacse a byly dale rozvijeny, bohuzel neexistuji. Vzhledem k této skute¢nosti se domnivam,
ze by bylo uzite¢né podivat se na jiné obory pro ziskani inspirace, obzvlasté pak na filozofii
dvacatého stoleti. V jistém smyslu chci vytvofit jistéjsi zaklad pro svoji studii tim, Ze ukazu,
7e ,,romanove™ teoretizovani neni omezeno pouze na Bakhtina a Lukécse. Zatimco vydani
vlivnych monografii o teorii romanu se neplanuje, tak uvahy, které mohou formovat studii
romanu, k dispozici jsou.

Gyorgy Lukéacs, jeden z prvnich teoretikli romanu, podava silné argumenty pro to, Ze roman je
jedine¢ny zanr, kvalitativng odli$ny od jinych zanra. V dile Theory of the Novel’ Lukacs
argumentuje, Ze vSechny ostatni literdrni zanry piredpokladaji preexistujici formu, kterou je

tieba respektovat, pfestoze inovace v ramci této formy miize byt docela vyznamna. Roman je

8 McKeon, Michael, ed. Theory of the Novel: A Historical Approach. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000.
Hale, Dorothy J., ed. The Novel: An Anthology of Criticism and Theory 1900-2000. Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2006.
® Lukécs, Gyorgy. The Theory of the Novel. 1920. Trans. Anna Bostock. Cambridge: MIT Press, 1973.
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prvnim uznavanym zanrem, ktery se miize meénit, a to neustéle, aby se ,,stal* Zanrem, nikoliv,
aby zanrem ,,byl“. Mikhail Bakhtin'® formuluje svoji kritiku ve smyslu roméanu jako
konkrétniho zanru. Ve skutecnosti je Bakhtinova ivaha roménu jako zanru skute¢nym testem
zékladniho konceptu samotného literarniho Zanru. Tuto skutecnost se zaklada na pon¢kud
ptekvapivych, avSak zaroven nestydaté ziejmych faktech o romanu, jako napft. Ze se jedné o

~r

nejnovejsi z

I3

anr na pantheonu literarnich zanrt a také o jediny zanr, ktery je psany. UZ tim
roman ¢ini nécim specialnim, avSak zejména Bakhtin naznacuje hlubsi jedine¢nost romanu.
Samotny proces vzniku romanu je nekoncici, jelikoz nebude nikdy absolutné definovany. Pti
zaméteni na zkuSenosti musi byt roman vzdy uzce spojeny se soucasnou realitou a
pritomnosti. Jak Bakhtin, tak Lukacs dospé¢li k presvédceni, ze tradi¢ni kritika u romanu zcela
selhava. Kritika, jak ji zname, miize roman hodnotit, ale ¢ini tak zptisobem, jenz ignoruje
pravy charakter roméanu jakozto Zanru, takze zavéry, k nimz takova kritika dospiva, jsou

z velké Casti irelevantni. Zda se, Ze romén pro kritiku pfedstavuje nemozny tikol. Bud’
musime vzit v ivahu ihned cely romén nebo jej nebrat v tvahu viibec. Pokud vezmeme

v tvahu pouze jeden aspekt romanu, aniz bychom vénovali pozornost zbyvajici ¢asti romanu,
dojde k celkovému naruSeni romanu a zavéry budou nepiesné. Bakhtin ma doporuceni, z jaké
struktury a teorie mize takova kritika vychdzet. Navrhuje, Ze pokud se budeme drzet antické
rétoriky, tak budeme znat zaklady pro chapani romanu.

Ptestoze byla kritika romanu pravdépodobné svedena na Spatnou cestu, uvazime-li negativni
kritiku roménového badani Lukacse a Bakhtina, je zcela bézna a rozsahlé. Naratologie
stanovila pozitivni ukol: nalézt absolutni, univerzalni vysvétleni. Diivéjsi pokusy dosahnout
tohoto cile, nalézt vysvétleni, poukazuji nejen na to, ze znamenaly neuspéch, ale také na
skute¢nost, ze naratologové stanovili nemozny ukol. Roménova teorie si také stanovila
nemozny ukol, ale trochu jinak. Roménova teorie stanovila ukol nalézt tzv. vnéjsi element.
Velka ¢ast filozofie z druhé poloviny dvacatého stoleti se zabyvala popisem nedostatku,
absence, vn¢jsiho elementu, nevyslovitelného anebo nedosazitelného (budu pouzivat termin
,,vn¢jsi element®). Tato skute¢nost vychazi z obecného postmoderniho stavu hlubokych
pochybnosti 0 moznosti dosazeni (nebo minimalné moznosti védet, Ze toho n€kdo dosahnul)

definitivni Pravdy, Reality, Existence, ZkuSenosti, atd. Ptikladl této filozofie je hodné a témét

veskerou filozofii a teorii sepsané v této dobé je mozné ¢ist v tomto kontextu.

19 Bakhtin, Mikhail Mikhailovich. The Dialogic Imagination. 1975. Ed. Michael Holquist. Trans. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist.
Austin: University of Texas Press, 1981.
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Ve své disertacni praci beru pro tuto oblast v uvahu n¢kolik filozofli dvacétého stoleti, napt.
Georgese Batailleho, Gillesa Deleuzeho a Félixe Guattariho, Emmanuela Levinase a Jean-
Luca Nancyho."' Tvrdim, Ze nejplodn&jsi mysleni tohoto typu pochazi od Maurice Blanchota
a 7e v jeho poslednich dvou dilech, The Step Not Beyond a The Writing of the Disaster,"?
pfindsi téma vnéjSiho elementu do bodu, od néhoz miizeme zacit ptemyslet o tom, jak mize
filozofie a teorie vypadat poté, co se téma vngj§iho elementu stane b&zné&jsim. Cini tak

v zé4sad¢ takovym zpiisobem, Ze pro diskuzi o vn&jSim elementu (,,nestésti*) uvadi nejlepsi
osobnost, kterou filozofie v tomto obdobi vyprodukovala a ubird se az za pouhy popis a
podrobné li¢i, co s timto vnéjSim elementem délame, jak o ném hovotime, jak nestésti
,piseme*. V tomto dal$im kroku lezi potencidlni zéklad pro filosofii, jez se nespoléha na
pozitivisticky koncept Pravdy nebo Boha a také se nespoléha na libovolné teoretizovani
absence Pravdy ¢i Boha. V téchto dvou knihach Blanchot rovnéZ teoretizuje nad zplisobem,
Jakym musime psat o ne$tésti a to ma vliv na zamérn¢ utrzkovity zpiisob psani. Jedna se o
zpusob psani, ktery obklopuje bod, jenz se snazite popsat, nejde o zplsob, kterym by
dochazelo k pfimému zaméfeni na dany bod. Takze spravny pfistupem je utrzkovity piistup,
ktery neusiluje o ucelenost.

Spojeni z téchto filozofickych myslenek se studii roménu je pfimé. Nazvat Bakhtinovo nebo
Lukacsovo dilo teorii romanu je protifeceni, néco jako kdybychom nazvali Blanchotovu
filozofii teorii vn&jSiho elementu. BéZzna definice teorie je néco, co poskytuje ucelené
vysvétleni a popis ur€itého problému. Teorie romédnu tak necini kviili romanu a Blanchotova
filozofie tak zase necini pro vnéj$i element. V jistém smyslu ¢ini v§e kromé teoretizovani,
rozeznévaji zasadni nedostatek téchto koncepti. Kritika romanu by pak méla byt zamérné
utrzkovita a podobna tomu, co navrhuje Blanchot. Timto zptisobem nevznikne nova teorie
literatury nebo romanu ani nedojde k rozsifeni znalosti tak, jak bézné pohlizime na védeckou

praci. SpiSe otevira prostor pro lidskou komunikaci o vSech druzich konceptt a texta.

3. Opétovné posouzeni hranic: sestavovany roman

! Bataille, Georges. Inner Experience. 1954. Trans. Leslie Anne Boldt. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1988.

Bataille, Georges. Guilty. 1961. Trans. Bruce Boone. Venice: The Lapis Press, 1988.

Bataille, Georges. On Neitzsche. 1945. Trans. Bruce Boone. London: The Athlone Press, 1992.

Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. 1980. Trans. Brian Massumi. London: The Athlone
Press, 1987.

Nancy, Jean-Luc. The Birth to Presence. Trans. Brian Holmes and others. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1993.

Levinas, Emmanuel. Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority. Trans. Alphonso Lingis. Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1969.

12 Blanchot, Maurice. The Step Not Beyond. 1973. Trans. Lycette Nelson. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1992.

Blanchot, Maurice. The Writing of the Disaster. 1980. Trans. Ann Smock. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995.
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Koncepce sestavovaného romanu, jenz je v disertacni praci popisovan, je v $irSim ramci
jednou koncepci z mnoha dal$ich. Sestavovany roman je strukturovan takovym zptisobem, ze
Ctenal musi zakladni pribéh skladat z jednotlivych kusi, aby celé zapletce roméanu porozumél,
jelikoz jednotlivé ¢asti nejsou Ctenafi predkladany pfili§ jasnym zplisobem. Roman se sdm
prezentuje jako nedokonceny a je zapotiebi vkladu ze strany ¢tenafe. BéZny roman takovou
konstrukci nevyzaduje: ptibéh i zapletka jsou jasné vysvétleny (i kdyz jsou ptibeh a zapletka
komplikované). Zakladni hadankovou metaforou je skladacka. Zatimco ,,skladani* bézného
romanu je mozné, tento roman neni ,,sklddackovym® romanem ve smyslu, jaky pouzivam ja.
Sestavovany roman zada Ctenafe, aby po precteni knihy skladal kousky ptib¢hu a konstruoval
pribéh. Timto zplisobem sestavovany roman povazuje ¢teni jako nutny proces opakovaného
¢teni. Jakmile bude opakované ¢teni zavedenou béznou strategii ¢teni, bude bézny koncept
¢teni knihy od prvni do posledni strany podlomen. Sestavovany romén nelze ptecist pouze
jednou. Roman navic poskytuje veskery material, na zéklad€ néjz lze ptibéh pochopit,
vyzaduje vSak od ¢tenafe urcitou kreativitu. Sestavovany romén neni pouze komplikovany
nebo tézko pochopitelny. Sestavovany roman neni pouze dlouhym romanem nebo romanem
s mnoha postavami nebo podrobnostmi. Sestavovany roman neni pouze romanem, ktery
¢tenafe nuti intenzivné premyslet. Sestavovany roman musi ctenafe nutit, aby z poskytnutych
kousku sestavil ptibéh, nikoliv piibéh pouze chépat.

Dle vySe uvedené definice miize byt mnoho romanti povazovano za sestavované romany, ja
vSak ve své¢ studii volim konkrétnéjsi definici tohoto zanru. Zaprvé, sestavovany romén po
Ctenati nevyzaduje, aby jednotlivé kousky skladal se specidlni §irSi znalosti nebo s vnéjSimi
zdroji. Pti sestavovani ptibéhu z riznych kouskii ma ¢tenat pouze informace, které mu roman
poskytne. Zadruhé, dulezitym aspektem kazdého sestavovaného romanu je skutecnost, ze
podporuje zapojeni do jednotlivych Casti, Ze dava Ctenafi divod véfit, Ze lze skladacku
dokoncit. Zatieti, pokud zazitek ze ¢teni textu splni ptijatelnym zplisobem ctenafova
o¢ekavani zazitku, tak je ¢tenaf donucen rozpoznat vyznam textu. Zactvrté, jelikoz je ¢tenar
v procesu ¢teni dilezitym tviircem vyznamu, musi byt ¢tenaf tim, kdo s kone¢nou platnosti
rozhodne, zda je skladacka Gplna. Roman toto pro nas necini.

Z divodu vsech téchto kvalit rusi sestavovany romén hranice, ale zdroven hranice neptehlizi
ani neni¢i. Sestavovany roman ¢ini jaksi oboji: pouziva a zneuziva hranice, definice, inovace
a predpoklady. Sestavovany roman autora nezabiji jako Barthes,"® avak zarputile nesleduje

autorsky zamér. Sestavovany roman se nedrzi supertextovych struktur (nebo textovych

13 Barthes, Roland. “The Death of the Author.” In Image Music Text. Trans. Stephen Heath. London: Fontana Press, 1977.
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struktur), ale struktury se nevzdava. Sestavovany roman bude dokonce Casto v ramci sebe
struktury navrhovat nebo odkazovat na struktury mimo text jako na organizujici zasady na
makro urovni, pouze aby tyto struktury pfi jejich pouzivani podlomil nebo paradoxné tuto
strukturu po jejim pouziti rozhodné poptel. Sestavovany roman nakonec dosahuje dvou
protichiidnych véci. Na tento fakt by spiSe nez usvédcujici rozpor mélo byt nazirano jako na
uzite¢né rozsifeni vyznamu a moznosti. Sestavovany roman vytvari vice a ¢ini vice, kdyz neni
v souladu s tradi¢ni logikou, neni to tedy tak, ze by timto zptisobem byl pustén z mysli.
Sestavovany roman se nezaméfuje na ctenafe. Nepienasi veskerou tvorbu vyznamu na
Ctenatfe. Neni také zaméten na osoby €1 na vypravéce nebo na néjaky konkrétni pribeh nebo
textovy fenomén. Pokud bychom museli fict, na co je sestavovany roman zaméien, tak
bychom uvedli, Ze je zaméfen na ¢teni, coz také znamena zaméteni na psani. Sestavovany
roman se zdokonaluje s konceptem spisovatelstvi.

V8echny vybrané romany v diserta¢ni praci maji na jedné irovni pomérné jednoduchou
strukturu skladajici se z hlavniho ptib&hu a na dalsi Grovni je pak k dispozici extra material.
Struktura hlavniho pfibéhu je pomérné tradi¢ni (¢tenat ovSem tomuto piibeéhu porozumi az po
opakovaném ¢teni a skladani jednotlivych kouskl do sebe), zamétuje se na hlavni postavu

v pribéhu chronologicky fazenych udélosti. Extra materiél je v roménu vSe, co pfimo tento
hlavni d&j nepopisuje. Tento materidl mtize slouzit riznorodym uceltim, pficemz vSechny se
vztahuji k hlavnimu ptibéhu. Z dvodu struktury skladacky, véetné ukotveni hlavniho
ptibéhu, mé extra material Siroké vyuziti, avSak stale zistava v rdmci uceleného dila. Zda se,
7Ze toto schéma hlavniho piibéhu plus extra materidlu predstavuje hlavni strukturu, skrze
kterou se romany uvadéné nize snazily splnit paradoxni zazitek ze cteni popisovany vyse.

V uvahu byly vzaty tfi romany a ackoliv jsou zvoleny zdmérn¢€, neptedstavuji uceleny celek.
Prvnim je dilo Ulysses'* od Jamese Joyce, které nazyvam prvnim sestavovanym roméanem ve
smyslu této studie, prestoze uplné nezapada do mé definice sestavovaného roménu. Je ziejmé,
ze pted Ulysses byly romény, jez by se v rdmci $ir$i definice tohoto terminu také daly nazvat
sestavovanym romanem. Druhym je pak Gravity’s Rainbow" od Thomase Pynchona, jedna se
o piedni postmoderni roman a rovnéz priklad extrémniho sestavovaného romanu. Prisoner’s
Dilemma'® od Richarda Powerse je tfeti volbou; jednd se o sestavovany roman ukazujici
opravdové moznosti romanové formy.

4. Ulysses: prvni sestavovany roman

' Joyce, James. Ulysses. 1922. New York: Vintage Books, 1986.
'3 Pynchon, Thomas. Gravity’s Rainbow. New York: Penguin Books, 1973.
' Powers, Richard. Prisoner’s Dilemma. New York: Collier Books, 1988.
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Ulysses je tak oslavovanym dilem, jelikoZ zménilo nas koncept ¢teni. Leo Bersani v dile The
Culture of Redemption tvrdi, ze Ulysses ,,zad4, abychom nebyli ni¢im jinym nez exegetickym
strojem, ktery potfebuje doplnit sviij smysl“ nebot’ ,,exegeticka prace, jez se ma vykonat, je

»!7 Navrhuji, abychom

obrovska, ale jiz ji provedl sam autor a my jej musime pouze dohonit.
se skladackami v roméanech zabyvali pouze na zdkladé materidlu, jenz je ¢tenafi dan v textu
samotného romanu. Tato skutecnost se stava pfi ,,rozlustovani Ulysses velkym problémem.
Svét kritiky obklopujici tento roman je obrovsky a velka ¢ast z ni se spoléha na extra textovy
material véetn€ materialu pochéazejiciho od samotného Joyce.

Ctenaf miize v roméanu Ulysses interpretovat jasny dé&j, prehled piib&hu vychézejici

z jednotlivych udalosti od rana 16. ¢ervna 1904 do réna 17. Cervna 1904. To se muze jevit
jako pomérn¢ jednoduchy ukol, ale pro naivniho ¢tenaie je konstrukce takového obsahu
skladackou. Pro jakoukoliv ¢ast textu Ulysses je hlavni skladackou, na kterou musi ctenar
ptijit, ur€eni identity vypravéce, aby bylo mozné interpretovat udalosti, jez se odehravaji.
Urc€ovani zmén ve vypravéni v jistém smyslu vyzaduje ptecteni celého romanu, protoze
vypraveéct je vice a asto se meéni a navic se zda, ze urcité identity vypraveéce existuji

v rozdilnych ¢astech textu. V disertacni praci je popsan proces rozlustovani vypraveca
jednotlivych kapitol a také je zde uveden popis identifikace uddlosti hlavniho ptibéhu roméanu
v kazdé kapitole. Tyto podrobnosti nejsou v tomto prehledu uvedeny. Samotny hlavni piibéh
by bylo mozné popsat v jednom kratkém odstavci, pti¢emz by byl ziskan z procesu
desifrovani. Ulysses je vSak slozitéjsi skladackou.

Gilles Deleuze popisuje teorii her, jeZ ma své vyuziti pii odliSovani sestavovanych romant,
jelikoz skladacka je svym zptisobem urcita hra. ,,Idedlni hra* od Deleuzeho nema ,,zadna
preexistujici pravidla, kazdy pohyb vynaléza sva vlastni pravidla” a v idealni hie ,,vSechny
hody potvrzuji Sanci a kazdym dal$im hodem ji nekone¢né rozsituji.” Kvili tomu se vSak
,.zd4, Ze takova hra neni vibec realna. ... [Idealni hru] nemtZe hrat ani ¢lovek ani bah.”'® Vv
dile Difference and Repetition Deleuze takovou idedlni hru nazyva ,,bozi hrou” a stavi ji proti
,lidské hie“."” Vechny sestavované romany se brani tomu, Ze by byly pouhymi lidskymi
(béZnymi) hrami, ale je pro né¢ nemozné, aby se staly idedlnimi hrami. Sestavované romany
mohou byt povazovany za viceméné blizké idealni hie, pfi¢emz je tfeba mit na mysli, Ze neni
mozné tvrdit, Ze je roman opravdovym ztélesnénim idedalni hry. Sestavované romany ctenaii

umoznuji skladacku viceméné ménit kazdym pohybem. Timto zptisobem bych roman Ulysses

'7 Bersani, Leo. The Culture of Redemption. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990, 175.
'8 Deleuze, Gilles. Logic of Sense. 1969. Trans. Mark Lester with Charles Stivale. New York: Columbia University Press, 1990, 59-60.
' Deleuze, Gilles. Difference and Repetition. 1968. Trans. Paul Patton. New York: Columbia University Press, 1994, 282.

25



nazval klasickou ¢i lidskou hrou, pfestoze se ¢teni a proces rozlustovani v urcitych bodech
zacina podobat idealni hie.

Hadanku romanu je také mozné chapat tak, ze se snazi dosahnout za ¢as pfibéhu romanu a
zadny ctenar dila Ulysses by si ur€ité nemyslel, Ze hlavni ptibéh pfedstavuje ukoncenou
zéapletku. Roman je téz Zivotnim ptfibéhem hlavnich postav knihy: Leopolda Blooma a
Stephena Dedaluse. Po urc¢eni hlavniho pfibéhu je mozné sestavit portréty hlavnich postav, i
to se vSak musi provést pomoci procesu rozlustovani. Joyce vypravi zivotni piibéh téchto
postav, avSak jednotlivé ¢asti tohoto piibéhu vklada do rtiznych ¢asti romanu, nikoliv do
klasického chronologického potadi nebo né¢jakym jinym konzistentnim mechanismem
uréovani poradi. Tyto ¢asti je nejen zapotiebi identifikovat a porovnavat, ale také
interpretovat. Nékteré ¢asti jsou v rozporu s jinymi a my musime vzit v potaz dalsi udalosti a
spolehlivost a zptsobilost vypravé€e pii vytvareni Zivotnich piibe¢hil. Zda se, ze vétsi
skladacka nabizi ¢tenafi prostor podilet se na vytvafeni vyznamu v textu. AvSak tato Cast
disertacni prace poukazuje na skutecnost, ze vétsi skladacka, prestoze miize tuto moznost
nabizet, nakonec moznost ¢tenate podilet se na tvorbé vyznamu popira. Jednim piikladem je
fakt, kdy se ¢tenartiv dojem z Blooma méni s vétsi skladackou: s kompletnéj§im zivotnim
ptibéhem se stava sympatictéjSim charakterem, obzvlasté co se tyka jeho svatby a nésledné
romance. Tato skute¢nost znemoziuje dilu Ulysses, aby bylo v mé koncepci opravdovym
sestavovanym romanem, ackoliv z historického hlediska se jedna o vyznamny zakladni text.
5. Gravity’s Rainbow: sestavovany pribéh dospiva a zac¢ina se vytracet

Ulysses je primarnim ptikladem sestavovaného romanu, ktery splituje své sliby (a proto ve
skute¢nosti neni sestavovanym roméanem), zbyvajici ¢ast textl, které budu analyzovat,
problematizuji koncept sestavovaného romanu, pfi¢emz je stale pouzivano hadankové schéma
(a proto se presnéji jedna o sestavované romany). Dilo Gravity’s Rainbow od Thomase
Pynchone je nejspis tak blizko idelni hte, jak jen uceleny roméan muize byt. Ctenaii maji
mnoho moznosti sklddacku ménit podle svého prani.

Tématem Gravity’s Rainbow je piibéh Tyroneho Slothropa. Slothrop za¢ina od blazené
ignorance a pokracuje slozitym poznavanim vlastni minulosti; definitivni nemoznost toto
poznani dokoncit zptsobuje jeho dezintegraci a rozptyleni. Tento hlavni pfibéh je v§ak mozné
pochopit az po rozsahlejsi praci s romanem. U Gravity’s Rainbow musi Ctendf stanovit
hranice mezi hlavnim pfibéhem a extra materidlem. Gravity’s Rainbow nepoklada ¢tenaii do
cesty tak jasné vypravécské prekazky jako napt. Ulysses, ale vzhledem k velkému mnozstvi
informaci se jedna o prekazky spise jednoduché, pticemz urceni relativni dilezitosti nebo
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pouzivani jednotlivych kust informaci mize byt slozité. Dalsi véci, jez je pravdépodobné
dilezitgjsi, je fakt, ze Gravity’s Rainbow neobsahuje klasicka spojeni a ukazatele, které pribéh
Ctenati dava, aby bylo zajisténo, Ze ¢tenaf v knize sleduje to spravné vlakno. U dila Ulysses je
to jako kdyby nebylo mozné ni¢emu porozumét — az do Uplného vyteseni vSech
vypravecskych komplikaci. Tyto vypravécské komplikace jsou pravdépodobné klicem k
feSeni: jakmile znate kli¢, jsou informace v piibéhu prezentovany pomérné jasnym zptisobem.
To vsak neni ptipad Gravity’s Rainbow. Veskeré informace, které potfebujeme k pochopeni
hlavniho ptib&hu, jsou piimo pfed nami, k jejich pochopeni nepotiebujeme zadny klic a
zejména piib¢h Slothropa je vétSinou vypravén pomérné obvyklym zplsobem. Problémem je
vybrat ze vSech nam poskytovanych informaci jedno konkrétni vypravécské vlakno (jako
napft. hlavni ptib¢h). Tato kvalita vypravéni se tézko vysvétluje a tézko se podporuje piiklady
dikladnéjsiho Cteni. Zaprvé, ¢tenaf musi brat roméan jako celek, aby ve skute¢nosti pochopil,
7e takova strategie je v romanu uplatnéna pomérné béznym zpiisobem. V jistém smyslu ¢tenaf
musi takové tvrzeni zanechat v abstraktni roviné, kdy neni podpofeno konkrétnim ,,dtkazem®,
nebo tvrzeni vnést do konkrétni roviny se specifickym dikazem, jenz ve skute¢nosti obecné
tvrzeni nepodporuje. S nejvetsi pravdépodobnosti se jedna o priklad, jak klasicka kritika u
romanu selhava. Pro Ctenéte, ktery si celou knihu Gravity’s Rainbow piecetl (opakovang), se
material tykajici se Slothropa jevi pro cely ptib¢h jako dualezity. Ale pro ¢tenare bez takového
celkového chapani se Slothrop a jeho ptibéh nezda byt o nic vic dulezitéjsi nez pribehy
dalSich postav. Jako kompromis disertacni prace piinasi konkrétni diikaz z prvnich nékolika
kapitol romanu jakozto naznak, jakym zplsobem je hlavni ptibéh napoprvé ukryt.

Ctenaf miize formu extra informaci v piib&hu chapat ve tvaru letové drahy®’, kterd ma u
Ulysses tvar pismene U: vSechny se vraci a prispivaji ke tvorbé hlavniho pfibéhu, diky ¢emuz
ma roman jako celek jasné uceleny charakter. Struktura Gravity’s Rainbow se v této Grovni od
Ulysses odchyluje. Uvedené extra informace se k hlavnimu pfib&hu nevraci obloukem zpatky,
naopak, jsou vystreleny podél vektoru z hlavniho piibéhu. Tvar letu extra informaci v dile
Gravity’s Rainbow je definovan jejich pocate¢nim bodem (coz je hlavni ptibeh) a jejich
pokracujicim odklonem od pocatecniho stavu. Informace jsou spojeny s hlavnim ptibéhem,
tykaji se hlavniho ptib¢hu a vychazi z hlavniho ptib¢hu, ale nikdy se k nému obloukem

nevraci. Tvar také nema zddny kone¢ny bod jako napft. vektor.

% Tento termin pouZivam zptisobem navrzenym jak Gillesem Deleuzem, tak Stefanem Mattessichem. Mattessich, Stefan. 2002. Lines of
Flight: Discursive Time and Countercultural Desire in the Work of Thomas Pynchon. Durham: Duke University Press.
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V disertacni praci je prezentovan teoreticky a filozoficky pohled na tuto zdanlivé neobvyklou
situaci — kdy kniha néco slibuje a nesplni to, avsak z urcitého diivodu. Jeden z dulezitych
aspektl sestavovaného romanu je situace, kdy si ¢tenai nemuze byt pii rozlustovani takového
romanu v urcité fazi jist, zda je deSifrovani déje mozné, zejména co se tyka toho, zda je
skladacka jiz ,,hotova‘ €i nikoliv nebo zda ji Ize viibec poskladat. Odkazem na Gillese
Deleuzeho (s Felixem Guattarim nebo bez né¢j) doufam v potiebné zkomplikovani naznaku, ze
se jedna o jednotlivé rozhodnuti. Gilles Deleuze a Felix Guattari této otdzce pomahaji pii
vyvoji jejich konceptu ,,stroje” v nékolika dilech, napt. Proust and Signs,”" Kafka: Toward a
Minor Literature,”> a A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia.® V celé
diserta¢ni praci je uvedena podrobna ivaha a porovnani téchto dél s ohledem na ,,stroj*.

V téchto dilech Deleuze (a Guattari) stanovuji tii druhy nebo trovné stroje. Obecné lze
konstatovat, Ze stroj je bud’ v procesu vytvareni sama sebe nebo v procesu rozebrani sama
sebe. Prvni Urovei je ve ,,strojnim indexu*: pravidlo, na zdklad¢ n¢hoz stroj funguje, jelikoz
jednou véci, u které jsou Deleuze s Guattarim jasni, je to, ze stroj musi fungovat, musi mit
vysledky. Zadruhé, ,,abstraktni stroj* je takovy stroj, ktery zacina pracovat: ma svoje Casti a
sviyj index a urcitym zplisobem funguje, neni vSak hotov. ,,Sestaveni stroje* je nejvyssim
stadiem fungujiciho stroje, protoze v tomto bodé¢ stroj rozebira jak vyznam textu, tak i sdm
sebe a pfi tomto rozebirani pokracuje az do dalsi irovné chapani textu. To vSak neni konec
stroje. Ve skuteCnosti se jedna o prvorady ucel stroje. Bez sestaveni by abstraktni stroj

v literarnim textu byl jednoduchym procesem dekddovani a vétSina literdrnich dél vyzaduje
vice nez pouze toto. Disertacni prace zavadi koncept ,,chdpajiciho stroje®, coz je rozsifeni
nebo potvrzeni druhi stroje v oblasti ¢teni sestavovaného romanu, jak je urcil Deleuze (a
Guattari).

Gravity’s Rainbow poté vytvafi sestaveni rozebranim abstraktniho chépajiciho stroje, ktery
byl v procesu budovani. Zajimava je vSak skutecnost, Ze je stroj rozbity, ale nikoliv vyfazen
z provozu a ¢tenar je v pozici, kdy ma hodné znalosti o ptibehu, a dobie ho chape, a to diky
stroji, zaroven vSak musi uznat, Ze stroj nakonec prosté nefunguje. Takze bychom mohli
konstatovat, Ze dilo Gravity’s Rainbow zéaroven dava 1 bere — diky vektorové kvalité extra
informaci v romanu. Dalsi vysvétleni pfibéhu je kompenzovano tak, Ze je ¢tenafi predkladana

dalsi fada otazek. Otazkou proto neni, zda jsou faktory v romanu spojeny s ptibéhem

! Deleuze, Gilles. Proust and Signs: The Complete Text. 1964. Trans. Mark Howard. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000.
2 Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature. 1975. Trans. Dana Polan. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1986.

3 Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. 1980. Trans. Brian Massumi. London: The
Athlone Press, 1987.
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Slothropa, protoZe jsou, a to vSechny. Otazkou je zplsob jejich spojeni. V celé disertacni
praci se zabyvam Cetbou romanu zalozeného na postavach Obersta Enziana a Katji
Borgesiusové, které ukazuji, jak tyto postavy ztvariuji kvalitu soubézného davani a brani.
Slothrop se navic jako postava ke konci romanu rozpadd, coz ddva markantné;si priklad
paradoxnich strategii romanu.

6. Prisoner’s Dilemma: sestavovany roman jako roman

Gravity’s Rainbow vytvafi situaci, kdy je moznost ¢tenafe vytvaret vyznam textu
maximalizovéna, a to do rozsahu, kdy roman flirtuje s hranici stat se chaotickym. Pozdé;si
romany, zejména americké romany po dile Gravity’s Rainbow, neusiluji o dal§i posouvani
hranic timto smérem. U téchto romant identifikuji jeden konkrétni zptisob rozvinuti metafory
sestavovani, a to tak, ze bude vice ¢astem skladacky umoznéno, aby do sebe zapadly, pficemz
budou pecliveé vybrany ,,casti“, jez budou chybét nebo nebudou moc dobte zapadat do celého
kontextu, diky ¢emuz vznikne urcitd linie. Krom¢ toho Blanchottiv ptiklad nestésti a jeho
navrh, Ze pro psani nestésti musime psat utrzkovité, se vztahuje na koncept ,,vynechani
urcéitych ¢asti“. Koncept jako napf. ,,nestésti je ¢ast, ktera v textu chybi — je nanejvys
dilezita, ale stoji mimo ptib¢h.

V dile Prisoner’s Dilemma je skladacka, kterd se vyfeSeni brani azZ na samotném konci
procesu rozlustovani. Vynechéava dulezité ¢asti skladacky a nechava Ctenare jak se smyslem
pro potadek, tak mu i ddva moznost byt kreativni. Nicméné zmény, které roman v této
omezené oblasti umoziuje, davaji ctenaii moznost definovat zdkladni smysl celého romanu.
Timto zplisobem je rozsah kreativity, kterou étenaf disponuje, opravdu obrovsky. Ctenaf si po
pteéteni Prisoner’s Dilemma klade otazku ,,kdo je autorem?* a klade si ji na riznych
urovnich a vznika tak urcita sjednocujici nejistota. Disertacni prace popisuje pravdépodobny
proces ,,cteni“ sklddacky tohoto romanu, jenz vychdzi z typologickych rysii jednotlivych
kapitol. Zpocatku se zd4, Ze jsou v romanu tfi druhy kapitol: ¢islované za sebou, vlozené do
bézného textu a pojmenované pouze Cislem, psané kurzivou s chronologicky sefazenymi
kapitolami s daty a psané kurzivou s popisnymi nazvy kapitol. Ctenaf se snazi definovat
jednotlivé identity téchto tii kapitol a poté také, jakym zplisobem do sebe v romadnu zapadaji.
Disertaéni prace podrobné li¢i pravdépodobny vyznam jednotlivych kapitol a rovnéz ke konci
knihy obsahuje tfi velmi strucné kapitoly, které moc do schématu tii kapitol nezapadaji. Tyto
kapitoly ¢tenafi vnucuji zamysleni, zda neexistuje ctvrty druh kapitoly a piepracovavaji diive
konstruované identifikace kapitoly. K dispozici v§ak neni zadny kompletni systém, jenz by
uspokojivé vysvétloval vSechny kapitoly, ¢tenafi tedy zbyva sklddacka, jez je témet
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kompletni. Dokoncené sklddacka mé pro ¢tendie néjaky vyznam a vypravi piibéh, zlistava tu
vSak malé cast, kterd dofesena neni. Obecné 1ze konstatovat, ze identity téchto typt kapitol
pojednavaji o tom, jakym zptisobem je kapitola vypravéna. Dale v jedné dalsi kratké kapitole
nachazime kédovany odkaz na Richarda Powerse, ktery toto dotazovani ptivadi do dalsi
urovné, kdy se musime tézat ,.kdo je autorem?“. Piestoze je v této kapitole samoziejmée
uvedeno pouze li¢eni autora, je v této kapitole pouzit koncept samotné knihy znazornujici, jak
se snazime rozlustit naSe vlastni zivoty. Jedna se o zdkladni ndmét této knihy, kdy cela fada
osob vytvaii své vlastni fikce pro roztiidéni svych vlastnich zivotii. Autor knihy neni jasnym
vnéjS$im elementem. Jde o dost odliSnou véc od dila Ulysses jako skladacky, které je rovnéz
navodem pro svoji vlastni skladacku. Ukolem Prisoner’s Dilemma je pomoci &tenafi Zit ve
svéte, nikoliv ¢tenafi (pouze) pomoci precist knihu. Je to evidentné cast ptib&hu, kterou neni
mozné napsat, a jednd se o velmi dilezity kousek sklddacky, jenz musi byt z piibéhu
vynechan.

To, ze mizeme pii ¢teni roméanu rozhodnout, kam dilo Prisoner’s Dilemma ¢tenate zavede,
odlisuje zazitek ze Cteni Prisoner’s Dilemma od dila Gravity’s Rainbow. Gravity’s Rainbow
také po Ctenafi vyzaduje, aby se podilel na dokonc¢eni ptibéhu roménu, avSak zptsob, jak to
roman ¢ini, je definovdn v mnohem mensi mite. Prisoner’s Dilemma obklopuje bod
informaci, nesnazi se jej piimo vysvétlovat, tak jak Blanchot tvrdi, ze tak musime Cinit u
nestesti.

Zavér

Ucelem této studie neni dospét k absolutnim zavérim romant, na které se zaméfuje nebo
zanru, jenz pravdépodobné definuje. Motivaci studie je spiSe pokus o ukazani cesty ke druhu
kritiky, jenz respektuje specialni kvality romdnové formy. Problémem je, Ze roméanova forma
zavedend pocatkem dvacatého stoleti se jevi jako nepfili§ vhodnd pro tradicni styly badani
vychazejicich z kategorizace, tematické analyzy a absolutnich zavéri. Moji nejvétsi nadéji
vkladané do této studie je, aby pro tyto teorie a romany neznamenala konecné slovo, ale aby
byla povzbuzenim pro dalsi autory k rozsifeni vyznamti a moznosti, které tento obor praci

s texty novym zplisobem nabizi.
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