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Abstract

This dissertation examines space as a privileged yet repressed site of cultural
production in a global America, in response to ongoing attempts to reconfigure American
literary and cultural studies through the lens of globalization, postnationality, worlding,
and planetarity, and to build conversations between literature, the arts, and space.
Drawing its inspiration from Henri Lefebvre’s work on the production of social space and
Fredric Jameson’s theory of postmodern global culture, this project studies globalization
with a particular emphasis on its unique spatial apparatus, which through geographical
expansion and contraction and worldwide connection and disconnection produces
hitherto unprecedented social spaces, including most notably the global city, virtual space,
transnational diasporas, postmodern architecture, and the “non-places” of shopping malls,
airports, and highways. I discuss how these global social spaces radically alter our
experience of the lifeworld (Lebenswelt) and transform our representational practices, by
analyzing innovative contemporary cultural forms such as literary theory (Jameson,
Derrida, Adorno, and Deleuze), deconstructive architecture (Peter Eisenman), video art
(Nam June Paik), diasporic writing (Theresa Hak Kyung Cha), postmodern detective
fiction (Paul Auster), the cyberpunk novel (William Gibson).

While I thus mediate global spatial production and cultural production, I argue
that the predominant focus on deterritorialization, disjuncture, and postspatiality in much

of contemporary discourse on globalization oftentimes diverts our attention from the
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complex mechanism whereby the spatial world system of globalization brings the entire
globe into its all-encompassing and totalizing force field. I formulate the concept of a
spatial unconscious in order to address the salient, though repressed, presence of the
totalizing spatial logic of global capitalism that underlies contemporary cultural
production. In so doing, I demonstrate that diverse contemporary literary and cultural
forms have their conditions of possibility the newly emergent global spatial network of
cultural flows and exchanges; and that those literary and cultural forms function as
symbolic acts or registering apparatuses that reflect, remap, and reimagine the
multifaceted and even contradictory spatial configurations of the world today. By
bringing a transnational and interdisciplinary perspective to American literary studies,
this study seeks to shift our critical attention from a putatively unitary and homogeneous
national literature towards manifold cultural loci crisscrossed by dynamic interplays and

fluid interchanges amongst multiple axes and nodal points on the globe.
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PROLEGOMENON

PLANETARY IMAGINATION AND
THE SPACE OF CONTEMPORARY AMERICAN CULTURE

Globalizing the Heim of American Culture and Its Repressed Other

The last two decades or so have witnessed a spate of studies that reconsider the
meaning of the nation in the wake of globalization. Many have sought to chart the ways
in which globalization and the ensuing transnational cultural exchange and global
interconnections reshape and contest what we understand the nation to be. To be sure, the
nation does not become problematic only after the so-called global turn. As Benedict
Anderson’s now classic study, Imagined Communities, suggests, the nation is ideological
from the very moment of its inception.' One may pursue this line of enquiry still further
and argue in a deconstructive manner that the “presence,” “identity,” or

“monolingualism” of the nation is always already in crisis. For the “imagining” of the

nation as an autonomous and homogeneous entity is rendered possible by means of the

" In this seminal study Anderson investigates the origin and spread of nationalism and famously claims that
the nation is “an imagined political community” (6). On his account, the nation is imagined: even if its
members cannot possibly meet or know the majority of their fellow citizens, they nonetheless develop and
retain a stable sense of their mutual communion and belonging. In addition, the nation is imagined as a
community in the sense that notwithstanding the prevailing inequality and exploitation, the nation is
invariably conceived as a “deep, horizontal comradeship” (6-7). My position here is that such a proposition
can be transcoded through Althusser’s appropriation of Lacan’s theory of the Imaginary; and that the
“imagining” of the nation is ideological through and through since it is a “representation of the imaginary
relationship of individuals to their real conditions of existence” (Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological State
Apparatus” 109)



intricate processes of suppressing internal heterogeneity and difference within its
geographical and historical boundaries and repressing its relationality and differentiality
vis-a-vis its Other. For instance, while Jacques Derrida propounds his concept (sous
rapture) of the “non-contemporaneity with itself of the living present” (xix) in Specters of
Marx, he brings to relief the disjointedness of the nation and writes, “All national
rootedness...is rooted first of all in the memory or the anxiety of a displaced—or
displaceable—population” (83).” This characteristically Derridean strategy that
deconstructs the seemingly self-same presence is also employed when he points out that a
national language is “not at one with itself” and is instead freighted with différance and
alterity (Monolingualism of the Other 65). Such an approach to the nation is not
incompatible with, and therefore can be supplemented by, a historicizing perspective
insofar as the structurally always already precarious notion of the nation becomes even
more problematic with the advent of the contemporary global world system. Delineating
how globalization and its denationalizing forces rupture the traditional ideas of the nation,

Saskia Sassen writes:

? Taking as his point of departure Hamlet’s well-known line, “the time is out of joint,” Derrida in this book
argues for the difference, or rather différance, of the temporality of the present. He also extends such a
characteristically deconstructive approach to the question of space and remarks that “It is not only time that
is ‘out of joint,” but space, space in time, spacing” (83). I take Derrida’s theorization of the always already
disjointed temporality and spatiality of the present as a way to critique the ideological ontology and
metaphysics of the nation that often imagines the nation as a temporally and spatially coherent and stable
entity. For my discussion of Derrida’s temporal and spatial disjuncture in the context of globalization, see
Chapter 1, below. See also the first part of Chapter 2 in which I interroagate Derrida’s deconstruction in
juxtaposition with Adorno’s negative dialectics.



National state authority has long been represented as territorially exclusive
and absolute. When global actors, whether firms or markets, overlap and
interact with the national, they produce a frontier zone in the territory of
the nation. Not merely a dividing line between the national and the global,
this is a zone of politico-economic interaction where new institutional
forms take shape and old forms are altered. (“Spatialities and
Temporalities of the Global” 227)°

Globalization thus throws out of joint the national border, whether it be geographical,
cultural, or imaginary, all the while creating a zone of interference and interfusion in
which the nation is constantly contested, negotiated, and reimagined.

If the notion of the nation is both structurally and historically problematic, then
national literature as well needs to be called into question along the same line. For not
only is national literature produced by the nation, but it also contributes to the imagining
and production of the nation. As Priscilla Wald claims in her study Constituting
Americans, in the face of a “crisis in the national ‘we,’” national narratives function in
such a way as to call into being the fictive entity called a nation (298). In view of such an
ideological role played by national literature in the process of nation-building, one of the
principal functions of national literature can be said to be to offer an imaginary and

imagined “resolution” to the contradictions and fissures inherent in the constitution of the

3 Propounding his complex view on the impact of globalization for the nation-state, Stuart Hall opines,
“One of the things which happens when the nation-state begins to weaken, becoming less convincing and
less powerful, is that the response seems to go in two ways simultaneously. It goes above the nation-state
and it goes below it. It goes global and local in the same moment. Global and local are the two faces of the
same movement from one epoch of globalization, the one which has been dominated by the nation-state,
the national economies, the national cultural identities, to something new” (27). Hall’s formulation of the
dynamic of the global and the local has the merit of grasping the way in which global capital holds such
apparently contradictory features in tension with each other; or the way that, as he succinctly puts it,
“capitalism only advances, as it were, on contradictory terrain” (29). I theorize some of the contradictory
terrains of global capitalism throughout this dissertation, most notably in the first two chapters.



nation, while producing the nation as a more or less unitary collective community. Since
national literature, like the nation, is not defined in and of itself, however, some careful
consideration must be given to the very internal and external differences it suppresses.
Naoki Sakai accordingly theorizes the “co-figuration” of the nation and its other, and
argues that “the construction of national ‘literature’ has always already been haunted by
that of ‘comparative literature’: national literature has inherently been comparative
literature” (“Distinguishing Literature” 22). In one sense it is none other than this
structural indissociability between national literature and its alterity, as much as the
inextricability between the nation and its Other, that the emergence of contemporary
transnational or global culture keeps in view in a more intensive and extensive manner.
Globalization and its sweeping impact on the nation and national literature alike
have altered the outlook of American literary and cultural studies. For the past couple of
decades there has been a series of attempts to interrogate the ways in which globalization
radically transforms both what American culture produces and how American culture is
produced. As Fredric Jameson appositely points out, American literature has never been a
national literature in the strict sense of the word, since the questions of the nation-state
and national culture have always been even more complicated and problematic for the
U.S. than for its European peers (Jameson on Jameson 114). In his essay about Walt
Whitman, Gilles Deleuze also speculates that even in the foundational moment of
American national literature, the nation figures as something disjunctive and fragmented

or as “a Nation swarming with nations,” as he puts it (“Whitman” 56-57). However, the



global or transnational turn in American literary studies more urgently demands that the
idea of a putatively unitary and homogeneous American literature and culture should be
radically reinvestigated in conjunction with other national literatures and cultures. Such a
global and comparativist approach has brought with it a heightened sense of the structural
and historical entwinement between American culture and its exterior—a critical
awareness superbly captured in Trinh Minh-Ha’s exquisite phrase, “No history (of any
single nation) without (the) histories (of other nations)” (“White Spring” 38).

One exemplary move to globalize or de-nationalize American literary and cultural
studies is observed in Carolyn Porter’s “What We Know That We Don’t Know:
Remapping American Literary Studies.” In this essay published in American Literary
History in 1994 Porter points to the unconscious field imaginary of American literary
studies that turns on the idea that the nation is “the basic unit of, and frame for, analysis”
(470). She proposes to reconstruct the discipline through a thorough and rigorous
reconsideration of American literature and culture within the larger historical and
geographical frames of the Americas. As a way to relativize and decenter American
culture, she urges Americanists to shift the critical focus from the nation to what she
terms “a quadruple set of relations,” that is, the four-fold relations between North
America and Latin America, North America and Europe, Latin America and Europe, and
the Americas and Africa (510). Since followed a flood of works that delved into
transnational and postnational dimensions of American cultural production. While

Donald E. Pease’s National Identities and Post-American Narratives (1994) and John



Carlos Rowe’s Post-National American Studies (2000) represent such postnational
approaches to American studies, particularly worth mentioning is Janice Radway’s 1998
presidential address to the American Studies Association. Entitled “What’s in a Name?”
Radway’s address is a call to rethink American studies in a historical situation in which
the global world system challenges the conventional ideas of the autonomy of nations and
cultures with its accelerated and expanded circulation of capital, people, and commodity
(25, n.2). She insists that America be reconceptualized and reformulated “as always
relationally defined and therefore as intricately dependent upon ‘others’ that are used
both materially and conceptually to mark its boundaries” (17). In so underscoring the
“Intricate interdependencies” between American culture and its others, she calls for a
“relational thinking” as a way to study a globalized American culture (10).

A homologous, yet more influential, stance on the imperative to draw national
literature and culture into dialogue with those of other global spaces is set forth in Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak’s Death of a Discipline. A collection of lectures delivered two years
after Radway’s presidential address, this text places the notion of “planetarity” on the
agenda of literary and cultural studies in the age of globalization. Spivak takes issue with
the way the institutionalization of various literatury and cultural studies in postwar U.S.A.
was underwritten by the Cold War ideologies predicated upon the provincial binarism
between self and other, between friends and enemies. Arguing that such ideological
residues still permeate through contemporary literary and cultural studies, Spivak

foregrounds planetarity as a concept that takes the planet as the common ground of all



human existence and turns critical attention away from the parochial and sectarian
parameters of the nation toward the interconnected nature of planetary cultural
production. Such a “planet-thought,” she emphatically adds, is bound to remap and
reimagine the meaning of the world in such a way that subverts the imposition of the
identical system upon the entire globe by the all-penetrating logic of global capitalism
(72-73).

Notable here is that Spivak insists that planetarity should transform beyond
recognition our established notion of “home” and render our home unheimlich or
uncanny (74). What Spivak draws on is Freud’s analysis of the unheimlich in “The
Uncanny,” an oft-cited essay in which he expounds on the mechanism of repression in
terms of the process of estrangement or the defamiliarization of the familiar. In his
masterful analysis of the return of the familiar (in the form of the unfamiliar) as the
essential structure of the trauma of Nathaniel, the main character in E.T.A Hoffmann’s
short story “The Sandman,” Freud elaborates what Schelling observes apropos of the
uncanny: “‘Unheimlich’ is the name for everything that ought to have remained...secret
and hidden but has come to light.” Freud shows that the German word, unheimlich,
(literally “unhomelike”) shares a meaning with its antonym, seimlich, because the latter
can also mean “concealed, secret” in addition to “familiar, homey, and open” (219-226).
As he thus discloses the unlikely correlation between the heimlich and the unheimlich, he
argues that “[the] uncanny is in reality nothing new or alien, but something which is

familiar and old-established in the mind and which has become alienated from it only



through the process of repression” (241). If Freud’s theory of the unheimlich illustrates
the mechanism of repression, Spivak’s insistence upon planetarity as the uncanny can be
rereadable in a way that reveals how traditional nation-based literary and cultural studies
have repressed the planetarity of their production and how planetarity can deconceal the
unconscious of national literature and culture. Although Spivak’s discussion centers upon
comparative literature, area studies, and cultural studies, her comparativist and relational
vision of planetarity serves to underline what Radway dubs the “intricate
interdependencies” of national cultures. No less important, Spivak’s discourse on the
uncanny of a “planetary Comparative Literature” (84) can bring to light the heretofore
under-explored and even repressed interconnection between American culture and
cultures of the rest of the world. In other words, by bringing home to us what Homi K.
Bhabha describes as the “uncanny structure of cultural difference,” planetarity aspires to
dismantle “the Heim of the national culture and its unisonant discourse” (The Location of
Culture 164) and to illuminate what Pease in a somewhat different context refers to as the
“political unconscious” of American studies (“New Americanists” 31).

Such a global or planetary approach has since galvanized and reconfigured
contemporary literary and cultural studies. Paul Gilroy, for one, redefines the planet as a
new horizon in cultural studies with his conceptualization of “planetary humanism”
(Postcolonial Melancholia 79-80; Against Race 2, 17) and “planetary mentality” (After
Empire 69), while Jonathan Arac similarly sounds an urgent call for “planetaritude” and

“planetary American literature” (“Global and Babel” 25, 26). Squarely in line with such



planetary revisions are Wai Chee Dimock’s series of interventions ranging from
“Literature for the Planet” (2001) and “Deep Time: American Literature and World
History” (2001) to “Scales of Aggregation: Prenational, Subnational, Transnational”
(2006), to Through Other Continents: American Literature through Deep Time (2006). In
these works, Dimock endeavors to rewrite the history of American literature in
accordance with planetary spatio-temporal scales. One of the central tenets in such
planetary approaches to American studies is cogently summed up by Dimock and
Lawrence Buell when they demand alternate scales for reforming nation-based literary
studies in their co-edited book, Shades of the Planet (2007):

They require alternate geographies, alternate histories. At their most

capacious, they take their measure from the durations and extensions of

the human species itself, folding in American literature as one fold among
others, to be unfolded and refolded into our collective fabric. (5)

This planetary imagination that aims to remap and redraw the traditional topography of
American literary studies from global and transnational perspectives is what runs through
and underpins other numerous related studies.” Taken together, the latest approaches in
American studies, for all of their insurmountable differences and divergences, strive to

decenter and de-nationalize the supposed self-sameness of American culture by situating

* The corpus includes, but is not limited to, Anna Brickhouse’s Transamerican Literary Relations (2004),
the special issues of Comparative American Studies on “Worlding American Studies” (2004) and on
“Critical Perspectives and Emerging Models of Inter-American Studies” (2005), Rob Wilson et al.’s The
Worlding Project (2007), Caroline F. Levander and Robert S. Levine’s Hemispheric American Studies
(2007), and Justin Read’s Modern Poetics and Hemispheric American Cultural Studies (2009). Similarly,
Yunte Huang’s Transpacific Imaginations (2008) shifts the site of American literary production beyond its
national boundary, toward the transpacific axis of cultural exchange, while Carmen Céliz-Montoro’s
Writing from the Borderlands (2000) and Howard Pease’s Borderland Studies (2009) implement what is
called “border thinking” and explores an interstitial space of cultural differentiation and hybridization.



it within the hitherto forgotten and repressed planetary or pre- or post-national histories
and geographies. Placing a special stress on such inexorable “co-figuration” or
entwinement of America and its cultural Others, these new perspectives disclose the
unconscious of American culture through recourse to the uncanny of globalization by
means of which the unfamiliar Other is familiarized at the same as the Heim of America

is made unfamiliar and unhomely.

Lost in Transnational

The global, transnational, or planetary turn in American literary studies thus urges
us to dismantle the metaphysical architectonics of the American Heim and to break open
its ideological closure—a social and cultural space that is “sealed-off, timeless, self-
contained, self-referring,” to borrow the compelling phrase Don DeLillo uses in White
Noise to depict postmodern American culture (51). Accordingly, the new approaches
have ushered in a host of enlarged and expanded frameworks that interrogate the
ramifications of globalization for the American nation and deconstruct the solipsistic and
isomorphic temporal and spatial imaginary of American cultural production by rethinking
America as part of the vaster histories and geographies of the planet.

Yet it is peculiar, one may think, that those innovative approaches are often
oblivious to the specific history and geography of what underlies and even enables such a

global or planetary turn in the first place. Their fairly enlarged and even totalizing

10



horizons and frameworks notwithstanding, the ongoing attempts to reframe or
“globalize” American literary studies are not primarily concerned with the expansive and
extensive dynamic of global capitalism and its planetary and totalizing scope and scale.
The reluctance on the part of many Americanists to address global capital in its entirety
may be ascribable in large part to their deep-rooted antipathy toward totality. At the very
moment when global capitalism is writing the most grandiose of all grand narratives in
human history and propagating the most planetary vision of the market ever known to the
world, some of those new Americanists appear to be still mired in the kind of “incredulity
toward metanarratives” that Jean-Frangois Lyotard claims defines the historical condition
of knowledge production in the postmodern world (The Postmodern Condition xxiv).” In
consequence, despite their consistent and concerted efforts to deconceal the unconscious
of American culture through a thorough re-examination of the structural and historical
interdependencies between America and the rest of the world, their accounts more often
than not wind up repressing the planetary and totalizing history and geography of global
capitalism.

One wonders whether it is not this repression of the concept of globalization as a
totality that constitutes the deeper political unconscious of contemporary American
culture (as well as that of postmodern global culture in general). Insofar as the global

stage of capitalism tendentially penetrates the entire globe and the entire realm of our

> For more on Lyotard’s diagnosis as an index of the postmodern political unconscious, see Chapter 1,
below.
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everyday life, it is an intellectual as well as political imperative that we grasp global
capital both in its totality as well as in its complexity. The tacit argument running through
the present study will therefore be that the concept of totality should be placed on the
agenda of American literary and cultural studies in the era of globalization or planetarity.
With that said, it should also be made clear that such an effort to grasp the totalizing logic
of globalization must go in tandem with the unflagging search for a non-reductive and
non-regulative notion of totality. Although totality has recently come under attack from
virtually all ends of the philosophical and theoretical spectrum, the concept is not
necessarily onto-theological or teleological as some postmodernists and poststructuralists
are fond of saying. On the contrary, the emphasis on the validity of totality should be
seen as an insistence that we critically connect and mediate, rather than homogenize and
standardize, the seemingly isolated and disconnected social, cultural, and historical
phenomena of the world today so that a simultaneously comprehensive and
differentiating view of the current historical conjuncture emerges.’ The apparent
reluctance, widely spread in much of contemporary discourse on global culture, to
reformulate totality as a critical concept that tackles the totalizing logic of global capital
without necessarily obliterating the latter’s contradictions, heterogeneities, and

differences should be taken as another historical symptom of the present in its own right.

® As a way to reassess the validity of totality for a critically-informed analysis of the globalizing world,
Chapters 1 and 2, below, bring Jameson’s and Adorno’s vindication of totality in conversation with
poststructuralists’ indiscriminate attacks on totality.
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In this respect Shu-mei Shih’s recent essay “Comparative Racialization” stands
out by virtue of her perceptive insights into the non-dogmatic use to which the notion of
totality can be put. While she underlines the importance of “[thinking] of the world as a
totality, albeit one containing fractures, uneven terrains, and incommensurabilities,” she
asserts that “to think the world in its totality is more to insist on the ineluctable
consequences of Western colonialism and capitalism the world over [sic] than to call for
homogenizing or teleologizing world history” (1349). Even though Shih’s main concern
is with comparative studies of racial issues, her observation is of much relevance to our
present discussion in that she reaffirms the validity of totality as a non-reductive and non-
teleological concept that can cast a fresh light on the multifaceted and contradictory
configurations of the globalizing world.

The proposition that we should conceptualize globalization as a totality—albeit
one that is crisscrossed by multiple and diffuse contradictions, fissures, disjunctures—
also means that we should grasp the historical processes whereby the contemporary
globalized world has become what it is now. By the same token, to reintroduce the notion
of totality as a means to investigate globalization is less a totalitarian gesture than an
endeavor to comphrehend the specific history and geography of global capitalism with a
great sensitivity to its commonality with, and difference from, its precedents. What this
implies is, if anything, that the global or planetary turn in American literary and cultural
studies leaves rather unexplored the fact that globality or planetarity is not simply an a

priori structural condition that governs all cultural production, but a historical
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problematic through and through that has as its condition of possibility the more or less
complete infiltration of the planet by what Deleuze and Guattari call “universal
capitalism” (What Is Philosophy? 12) and “integrated (or rather integrating) world
capitalism” (A Thousand Plateaus 492)” or that which Adorno glosses as “the capitalist
system’s increasingly integrative trend” (Negative Dialectics 166). Put differently,
planetarity or globality, as we invoke it nowadays, comes into existence and attains much
of its explanatory power as a concept only after different parts of the globe and their
social realities are interconnected, standardized, and thereby globalized and planetarized.
Yet while many critics in American literary and cultural studies enthusiastically endorse
globality or planetarity in order to inspect the ideological baggage of national literature
and culture, they do not necessarily reckon into their consideration the very historicity of
such concepts and of the historical situation in which their own enquiries are made.
Dimock’s laudable remodeling of American literary studies is one such example
that comes short of explaining the historicity of the planetary vision it champions.
Drawing on Spivak’s notion of planetarity, Dimock proposes to denationalize and
deterritorialize American literary history by way of a “broadened and deepened
landscape” and a ““scale enlargement” (760). She designates such a denationalizing scale
and scope as “deep time” and explicates like so:
Rather than taking [a chronology coinciding with a territory] for granted—
rather than taking our measure of time from the stipulated beginning of a
territorial entity—I propose a more extended duration for American

literary studies, planetary in scope. I call this deep time. This produces a
map that, thanks to its receding horizons, its backward extension into far-
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flung temporal and spatial coordinates, must depart significantly from a

map predicated on the short life of the US. For the force of historical depth

is such as to suggest a world that predates the adjective American. If we

go far enough back in time, and it is not very far, there was no such thing

as the US. This nation was not yet on the map, but the world was already

fully in existence. The cumulative history of that existence, serving as a

time frame both antecedent and ongoing, takes American literature easily

outside the nation’s borders. A diachronic axis has geographical

consequences. Deep time is denationalized space. (“Deep Time” 759-760)
Dimock’s discerning perspective and methodology are devised to deconstruct the
ostensibly self-contained topos of the American national and cultural imaginary through
the deep time of the planet. However, in spite of the virtue of relativizing U.S. history as
only one small part of human history or as “one fold among others” as Dimock and Buell
put it (5), such a project might risk blinding us to the unsurpassed power of the U.S. over
the planet in the past century.” Equally important, such recourse to the planetary longue
durée somehow idealizes the chronotope of the world as witness her description of deep

time as a “sequence that begins at an earlier point in history, that goes back to other parts

of the globe” (“Deep Time” 761). Elsewhere, she grasps planetarity as “the history and

" While the idea of planetarity is useful when it comes to rethinking America and its culture in conjunction
with the planet and thereby deconstructing the “presence” or “identity” of American culture, it seems to run
the risk of overlooking the position of the U.S. as the most domineering superpower which is irreducible
merely to one member of the planetary collective. Rigorously pursued, a properly planetary approach to
American literary and cultural studies should examine America not only as one part of the planet but, even
more importantly, as the foremost superpower that exercises its power all over the planet. As Rey Chow
recently suggests on a different occasion, a critical comparative work in the era of globalization needs to
understand America as “the successor to and advancer of Europe and European imperialist intentions and
tendencies over the course of modern history” as well as “the land of Disney and McDonald’s” (The Age of
the World Target 14). For a sample of representative works that touches on the absence of U.S. imperialism
in American studies, see, among others, Amy Kaplan and Donald E. Pease, eds. Cultures of United States
Imperialism (Durham: Duke University, 1993) and Kaplan, The Anarchy of Empire (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2005).
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habitat of the human species...as described by two scientific disciplines, geology and
astronomy” (Through Other Continents 6) or in terms of a “species-wide platform” and a
“baseline humanity” (“Scales of Aggression” 225). A generalized theoretical scaffolding
such as this is at risk of flattening out the spatial and temporal disjunctures,
heterogeneities, and discrepancies of disparate parts of the planet, not to mention the
structural coupure that sets our own historical moment apart from its predecessors.® In
order to do justice to the idea of planetary literary history Dimock puts forward here, we
need a more complex, stereoscopic framework which, while attending to both continuity
and discontinuity, both identity and difference, and both synchrony and diachrony at
work in the unfolding of the diverse histories and geographies of the planet, keeps aware
of the very historicity of planetarity and probes into the contemporary historical
conjuncture at which the idea of planetarity emerges and attains its widespread critical
currency.

In this light, Dimock’s methodology, though it brilliantly rehistoricizes American
literary history by means of planetarity, underhistoricizes “deep time” as it were. For she
is not primarily concerned with addressing whether such a notion takes on the same
valence in different parts of the world or across different historical periods; and how the
very idea of “deep time” has undergone drastic changes in contemporary society in the

aftermath of what many thinkers theorize as the “leveling” process of globalization and

¥ I analyze postmodernity as distinguished from modernity at some length in Chapters 1 and 2, below.
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the resultant twin phenomena of the eclipse of historical sensibility and the rise of space
as a cultural dominant.”

In historicizing Dimock’s “deep time,” Anthony Giddens’ discussion of the
transformation of time and space in globalization can be instructive. In The
Consequences of Modernity Giddens demonstrates that the degree of “time-space
distanciation” intensifies in the modern era as an increased number of disparate social
forms and regional cultures get connected to one another via modern technology and
transportation. Such a “stretching process” or the worldwide process of interlinking and
networking takes a quantum leap in the age of globalization, transforming the earlier
conception of time and space (64). We can place Giddens’ diagnosis in perspective by
supplementing it with Jameson’s take on the time-space nexus in modernity and
postmodernity. In “The End of Temporality” Jameson avails himself of the notion of
(un)even development in theorizing the transmutation of time and space that accompanies
the transition from the modern to the postmodern. On his account, modernity is defined
as a consequence of incomplete modernization. The modernizing processes that
accelerate and intensify industrialization, technologization, urbanization, and the like are
not yet completed worldwide in modern times, and this gives rise to the modern condition

of uneven development. It is the resulting coexistence of different social temporalities

? The remainder of this dissertation deals with the historical transformation of time and space in the
contemporary globalizing world. In so doing, I build on many thinkers, including most notably Theodor
Adorno, Guy Debord, Henri Lefebvre, Edward Soja, Fredric Jameson, Marc Augé, and Gilles Deleuze,
whose theories turn on the increased significance of space in the world today.
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that makes time and history experienced intensely and conspicuously and produces a
keen sense of time and temporality in the modern. By contrast, when the process of
modernization or that which Giddens terms a “stretching process” is more or less
complete in postmodern globalization, it takes a heavy toll on the modernist sense of time
and history. To cite Jameson’s own words,
The sensitivity to deep time in the moderns then registers this comparatist
perception of the two socioeconomic temporalities, which the first
modernists had to negotiate in their own lived experience. By the same
token, when the premodern vanishes, when the villages and modernity
reigns triumphant and homogeneous over all space, then the very sense of
an alternate temporality disappears as well, and postmodern generations

are dispossessed (without even knowing it) of any differential sense of that
deep time the first moderns sought to inscribe in their writing. (699)

In comparison with Jameson’s historicization of deep time, Dimock’s concept seems to
posit some vast, unchanging time. However, as crucial and pressing as it is to rewrite
world literary history through the lens of planetary deep time and thereby relativize and
denationalize national (literary) histories, I argue, it is imperative to reinterrogate the very
notion of deep time within the vast history of the world. Her all too generalized idea of
deep time, in other words, needs to be recast in such a way that scrutinizes the specific
history of the emergence and evolution of the concept as well as its validity in our own
historical moment.

Something similar can be said of the “worlding project,” as undertaken by Rob
Wilson and others. Derived from Heidegger’s phenomenology, the project of “worlding”

American studies is proposed as an alternative form of global imagination: to borrow the
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words of the participating members of the project, it is designed to contest “the US-led
Empire of neo-liberal globalization and its huge security-state apparatus-cum-liberalist
complacency” (Wilson, “Afterword: Worlding as Future Tactic” 211) and to generate
“‘different modes of thinking and writing, studying, and teaching the world against and
(from) inside’ the beast of the US globalization apparatus (Watson xi).”'” The
practitioners of the worlding project by no means uncritically resort to the conception of
“worlding”; to the contrary, they struggle to wrest the concept from strictly Heideggerian
uses from postcolonial and transnational points of view (Wilson 219). Nevertheless, they
do not fully probe into the specific historicity of Heidegger’s “worlding” as a protypical
modernist problematic or into the effectiveness of such a concept in the present historical
condition in which their own critical inquiries are implicated. In “The Origin of the Work
of Art,” to take one locus classicus of Heideggerian thought, the “worlding” is couched in
the following terms: “The world worlds, and is more fully in being than the tangible and
perceptible realm in which we believe ourselves to be at home. World is never an object
that stands before us and can be seen. World is the ever-nonobjective to which we are
subject as long as the paths of birth and death, blessing and curse keep us transported into

Being” (43). From Heidegger’s phenomenological vantage point, the worlding of the

' Wilson elaborates further on the objective of the worlding project when he writes: “This fluid embrace of
theo-poetics and an autopoesis of the imagination (inside various social movements) can help break the
spell of our dead-time globalization and help the world to re-presence itself via an active, critical, and
imaginative process of ‘worlding’...Worlding as a post-colonial critical practice will be posited against the
reign of these available categories and reified modes of everyday media recognition called ‘the global’ as
such” (210).

19



world is a more authentic realm of Being than tangible and perceptible beings, a view
reiterated in his proposition that “The world presences by worlding” (“The Thing” 177).

If construed strictly, such a formulation of “worlding” is predicated upon the
quintessentially modernist attempt to construct a monadic enclosure in which the outside
world is bracketed for the sake of the phenomenological presencing or the deconcealment
of the essence of Being. The practitioners of the worlding project do not always heed the
degree to which Heidegger’s worlding dovetails with his aversion to the sweeping forces
of modernization in general and technological modernity more specifically. In that sense
Adorno’s critique of Heidegger is quite suggestive. “The suspended character of
thought,” he says in his magnum opus, Negative Dialectics,

is thus raised to the very inexpressibility which the thought seeks to

express. The nonobjective is enhanced into the outlined object of its own

essence—and thereby violated. Under the weight of tradition, which

Heidegger wants to shake off, the inexpressible becomes explicit and

compact in the word “Being,” while the protest against reification

becomes a reified, divorced from thinking, and irrational. By treating the

inexpressible side of philosophy as his immediate theme, Heidegger dams

up philosophy all the way back to a revocation of consciousness. By way

of punishment, the well he wants to excavate dries up. It is a buried well,

in his conception, oozing a scantier trickle then [sic] ever came from the

insights of the allegedly destroyed philosophy attributes to the poverty of
our time is the poverty of a thought that fancies itself beyond time. (110)

Nor does the worlding project group address to what extent such a phenomenological
plunge into the “Being of beings” and “the presencing of the world” can become a

powerful political strategy in the era of postmodern globalization, in which such a
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phenomenological epoché (or even an Adornian “windowless monad™'") is increasingly
called into doubt and correspondingly becomes unviable. Not dissimilar to Dimock’s
deep time, the worlding project has yet to spell out in a more methodical manner both
convergences and differences between Heidegger’s modernist concept and their own
contemporary adaptation and, more importantly, the historical continuity and
discontinuity between the contemporary globalizing world and its forerunners.

In brief, for all their insightful perspectives and cutting-edge methodologies, the
ongoing efforts to redraw the maps of American literary and cultural studies,
paradoxically enough, oftentimes divert our attention from the historically distinctive
dimensions of contemporary globalization. To put it differently, many recent attempts to
rewrite American literary and cultural history through planetarity, deep time, worlding,
and other related concepts have yet to cope with how and to what extent global capitalism
underlies and underpins the specifically postnational, hemispheric, transnational, and
planetary nature of contemporary cultural production. In suggesting this, my point is not
that all cultural production is invariably determined solely by the dictates of capitalism.

Instead, it is only that our understanding of culture, no matter what else it does, should

" In Aesthetic Theory Adorno propounds his theory of artworks as “windowless monads.” His theorization
of a “windowless monad” is not identical in spirit to the phenomenological epoché under consideration here.
As is unambiguous in his trenchant critique of Heidegger in Negative Dialectics, especially “Part One:
Relation to Ontology,” from which the above long passage is taken, his philosophy is in many ways in
diametric opposition to Heidegger’s. Nonetheless, I draw together Heidegger’s immersion into the essence
of Being and Adorno’s theory of monadism in such a way as to underscore some commonality these
modernist problematics have and the inadequacy of such different modernist “solutions” for our own
postmodern global world.
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also address, in one way or another, the overdetermined and often contradictory
relationships culture has with the mode of production. Most current approaches in global
or planetary American literary and cultural studies, though, do not seem to be attentive
enough to the complex relationships between contemporary cultural production and
global capitalism. In some sense, much of postwar American culture could be discussed
in terms of just this inattention. Susan Willis hints at this blind spot or the political
unconscious of American culture when she pointedly remarks:

That culture enacts people’s desire to solve the way capitalism shapes

their lives is a concept that has been largely lost to cultural studies in this

country, replaced by a facile, celebratory criticism guaranteed to score

high on the undergraduate satisfaction index...The problem with culture—

and cultural studies—in the United States is the tendency to see culture as

autonomous, inflected or influenced by capitalism, but not its dialectical

articulation capable of revealing the contradictions and relationships

fundamental to capitalism. (“Hardcore: Subculture American Style” 381-
382)

Pushing this line of reasoning a little further, I would like to suggest that much of the
corpus in transnational American literary and cultural studies does not take immense
interest in interrogating the contradictions of global capitalism as well as the latter’s
convoluted relationships with culture. In that respect it is imperative to recast new
American studies in such a manner that takes into account how these globalizing
approaches (as much as contemporary American culture in general) are historically
situated in, and structurally bound up with, the postnational and planetary logic of
capitalism and how culture in its turn articulates and contests the internal structures and

contradictions of global capitalism.
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Totality, Space, and the Political Unconscious of Global America

For this reason, while drawing its inspiration from global or transnational
American literary and cultural studies, this project seeks to reconfigure these discourses
by exploring further what is already implied but remains under-explored in their
expansive cartographies of planetarity and worlding, namely, the fotality of global
capitalism on the one hand, and the significance of space for global cultural production
on the other. Both totality and space are brought to the focal point in this dissertation so
as to offer an historical account of the world today. As I shall seek to theorize and
demonstrate in more detail in the chapters that follow, to Zistoricize globalization in its
totality also means paying close attention to its distinctive spatial configurations. (In
some sense “space” as I invoke it throughout this study is just a code word for “totality.”)
As the market reaches every corner of the world and aspires to a global totality, space
attains some privileged position as the new modus operandi of capital.'> Michel Foucault
is right in this regard to remark, “I believe that the anxiety of our era has to do
fundamentally with space, no doubt a great deal more than with time. Time probably
appears to us only as one of the various distributive operations that are possible for the

elements that are spread out in space” (“Of Other Space” 23). Even if Foucault’s theory

21t may be objected that non-space, rather than space, has become a predominant feature of global spatial
production. While I fully concur with such a position and understand the importance of post-geographical
and post-spatial dimensions of globalization, I suggest, in Chapter 1 in particular, that those features be
contextualized as part of the spatial logic of global capital. Furthermore, I argue that the seemingly
conflicting dimensions of spatiality and post-spatiality needs to be taken as part and parcel of the
antinomies of globalization; and that too much focus on the post-spatial should not prevent us from
grappling with the totalizing spatial logic of global capitalism.
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tends to locate social formation and the constitution of “power” outside of the mechanism
of capital, his observation on space is pertinent insofar as what distinguishes the
contemporary stage of capitalism widely from its antecedents is its global spatial network,
which through geographical expansion/contraction and worldwide
connection/disconnection produces hitherto unprecedented social spaces and reshapes the
entire realm of everyday life. In view of the emergence of space as a new cultural
dominant, the historical specificity of the totalizing logic of contemporary global capital
needs to be found in its spatial production. By the same token, I argue, any historical and
historicizing approach to contemporary global culture should also recast transnational,
postnational, planetary, and other related theoretical frameworks in spatial terms.

In proposing to reformulate the ongoing efforts to globalize and “world”
American literary and cultural studies, this dissertation takes the related pair, totality-
space, as something that has been repressed in contemporary American culture in general

and American studies in particular.” As is unambiguously put forward in the title of this

1 Matthew Sparke’s work is notable for its reexamination of the meaning of space and geography in
globalization. In In the Space of Theory he claims that despite their postfoundational and anti-essentialist
approaches, some of the most influential theoretical discourses about deterritorialization often esssentialize
and ontologize the idea of space and geography. As he thus calls to task what he terms “a metaphysics of
geopresence” (xxix) and “the essentialism of deterritorialization” (xxxvii) in those theories, he insists that
we should deconstruct space and geography via “writing” and “map persistently without totalization or
finalization the fundamentally heterogeneous graphing of the geo” (xvi). His project is similar to mine in
that both of us call for a critical reevaluation of disjuncture and deterritorialization in global spatial
production. Yet whereas he gestures toward challenging “the ontologies of a historical materialism” (xxxi)
via deconstruction, I simultaneously adopt and critique such a deconstructive stance as I seek to bring into a
historical and historicizing perspective the insistence upon différance and heterogeneity in deconstruction
on the one hand, and the “identity” and “ontology” of global capitalism on the other. In doing so, I argue
for a stereoscopic perspective that, though anti-metaphysical and de-ontologizing in its spirit, nonetheless
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study, “The Spatial Unconscious of Global America,” my inquiry into the political
unconscious of contemporary American culture draws extensively from Jameson’s
theoretical discourse. As regards my deployment of a Jamesonian framework, it should
be mentioned at the outset that his work not only theoretically informs this study but also
is examined as part of American cultural production. To start off a dissertation on
American culture with a chapter on Jameson might seem to some readers at least to be a
rather unusual decision and perhaps calls for some justification. This has to do, in the
long run, with the way this study approaches theory as a new contemporary (American)
cultural form. More than two decades has passed since Walter Benn Michaels and Steven
Knapp’s diatribe against theory, but there is still some lingering concern with theory
within English departments or in the humanities in general. It is an interesting
phenomenon, from both historical and institutional points of view, that “too much
emphasis on theory” raises some eyebrows while being too literature-oriented is not
necessarily a deplorable vice as such. Such reservations about the place of theory in
contemporary literary and cultural studies might stand as a barometer of the historical
shift Jonathan Culler details, that is, a dramatic reversal in which the history of theory
and criticism, having long been part of the history of literature, now seems to have come
to include the latter (Framing the Sign 40). To those still casting a wary look at theory,

one might point out, as Terry Eagleton does, that “Hostility to theory usually means an

grapples with the ontologies of the present. For my theoretical framework, see the first two chapters of this
dissertation. I thank Priscilla Wald for bringing Sparke’s work to my attention.
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opposition to other people’s theories and an oblivion of one’s own” (Literary Theory X).
As far as [ am concerned, [ would rather suggest that since literary theory does not come
into being in a historical vacuum, it needs to be historicized and regarded as a cipher of
the historical conditions in which it emerges. Therefore, rather than look upon theory
simply as a host of conceptual tools with which to analyze particular historical and
cultural phenomena, we do well to grasp theory and its ascendancy in contemporary
literary and cultural studies as part and parcel of the very phenomena we scrutinize.
Having said that, I propose to see theory as a typically American, if now
globalized, cultural form and historical phenomenon that has emerged from the ruins of
the monadism of the New Criticism in postwar American culture. Once European
philosophies, mainly Gallic and sometimes German variants, were imported to this
country, they have often been turned into many compartmentalized modes of queries that
help to institutionalize varied disciplines including, not least of all, Cultural Studies, New
Historicism, Race and Ethnicity Studies, and Gender and Sexuality Studies. In some
sense, particularly in light of the shaping role of theory in contemporary literary and
cultural studies all over the world, critical theory should be seen as itself a foremost
global cultural form which is deeply inscribed in the transnational chains of intellectual
flows and exchanges in which not just North America and Europe but also Asia, Africa
and South America are intricately implicated. If we thus see theory as a historically
original cultural form grounded in global cultural production and circulation in which the

U.S. takes an unequaled position, then it is less fruitful to pass a moralizing judgment on
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theory than to see it as a historical symptom that enables us to diagnose the present
historical conjuncture. If theory can thus be seen as a symptomatic manifestation of
transnational American cultural production then it would not be entirely ludicrous to
suggest that global or planetary American studies should interrogate the role of theory in
the reshaping of literary and cultural studies as well as the role of America in the making
and circulation of theory.

When we thus consider Jameson’s theoretical discourse in the context of global
American culture, we come to realize that he is perhaps more widely read outside of the
U.S. than any other contemporary American authors, and that his work is truly
transnational in its formation, scope, and influence. Thus, it looks natural to me to assign
one chapter to Jameson’s writings in my study of transnational American culture.
Apropos of Jameson’s positionality in American cultural production, Steven Helmling
once made an interesting commentary in his remarkable study of Jameson’s oeuvre. He
writes, “The American cultural system affords its intellectuals no eminence of prestige
and controversy comparable to that of Derrida in France, or Habermas in Germany; but if
it did, one of the few Americans who could plausibly be put in their league is Fredric
Jameson” (1). I would like to read such a tribute from a slightly different angle and point
toward the tensional relationship between Jameson and the American cultural system. For
he has constantly sought to break open the social, cultural, and historical closure of
postwar American as much as the ideological “prison-house” of global capitalism in

general. If, according to Deleuze, deterritorialization ultimately comes down to becoming
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a foreigner within one’s own language (Kafka 26; Dialogues II 4), then we may say
something similar about Jameson inasmuch as his theoretical discourse seeks to
deterritorialize contemporary American culture and the study thereof by inscribing
“foreign languages” into the social and cultural monoligualism of America.

Insofar as Jameson creates a “foreign language” within the Heim of American
culture and cultural studies, it makes sense to bring his theoretical discourse into dialogue
with recent planetary and global approaches to American culture. Is it not Spivak after all
who stresses the imperative of becoming foreign speakers (Fremdsprdchig) in her call for
planetarity (Death of a Discipline 22)? While Jameson does not use the term planetarity,
he consistently aims to render American culture unhomely by placing it in conversation
with its global Other. In his reflections on the global network of cultural exchange, for
instance, he demands that the self-contained monadic structure of America be
deconstructed through the lens of world literature:

We’re in a position, in the United States, of incredible parochialism: this is

certainly one of the countries in the world the least interested in anything

outside of itself, the least informed of what’s going on, and with the least

curiosity about the way other people live and the problems they face, as

though we have all of that solved, and we’re the final stage, the United

States, in some Hegelian movement of world history towards its final

apotheosis of freedom. So anything that is able to shake the American

public out of this provincialism and parochialism and to give it some sense

that other people have other priorities and other experiences and other

needs and dilemmas and contradictions, that they face things that we don’t

even dream of here; this is, it seems to me, a very valuable aim for world
literature. (Jameson on Jameson 237)
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In a similar spirit he also insists on “the need for a relational way of thinking global
culture (such that we cannot henceforth think ‘first-world’ literature in isolation from that
of other global spaces)” (“A Brief Response” 27)."* Prefiguring Radway’s “relational
thinking” that factors in what she dubs “intricate interdependences” of the world, he
constantly strives to mediate between American culture and cultures of the rest of the
world with a view to rupturing the parochial provincialism of America and laying bare
the latter’s political unconscious.

In spite of such commonalities between Jameson’s theory and the planetary turn
in American literary studies, there is a dearth of efforts to bring them together as a means
to study global American culture. Such a fact might be taken as itself an index of the
repression of Marxian, dialectical, and totalizing modes of thinking in the cultural milieu
of a global America. In this respect, bringing Jameson’s theoretical framework (as well as
other “non-American” theories) into my study of a global America is part of my
strategies to think about the repressed of postwar American culture and to reassess the
renewed values of totality and space in our understanding of global cultural production.

More specifically, I bring together his theorization of the political unconscious and of

' A related view is also presented in his Holdberg International Memorial Prize speech, entitled “Does
‘World Literature’ Have a Foreign Office?” He touches on cultural exchange among different “national
situations,” and proposes to replace the age-old two-term model of reader and text by a fourfold model in
which “the reader of one national situation achieves such contact with the text of another by way of the
mediation of a relationship between two national situations” (unpublished manuscript). In “Americans
Abroad: Exogamy and Letters in Late Capitalism,” to take another example, he also underlines the
intertwining of a national literature and its alterity by noting that “at its very best and most intense the
literature of late capitalism needs to borrow from its Others” (36).
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postmodern global culture and thereby conceptualize what I call the spatial unconscious
of globalization,"® in hopes of casting a new light on the way totality and space have been
repressed in contemporary cultural production. Furthermore, in analyzing diverse cultural
texts, [ also build on his theory of “the content of form™: as he brings to relief the
importance of cultural form as a symbolic act, he argues that “the production of aesthetic
or narrative form is to be seen as a ideological act in its own right, with the function of
inventing imaginary or formal ‘solutions’ to unresolvable social contradictions” (7The
Political Unconscious 79).'® As long as socially unresolved contradictions thus return as
formal contradictions and individual cultural artifacts register and “resolve” those
contradictions on formal levels, form is content in its own right and the formal is at one
with the social and historical. Throughout this dissertation, I transcode Jameson’s theory
of the contemporary world and cultural forms in spatial terms and discuss the complex
ways in which various spatialized contemporary cultural forms simultaneously come to
terms with and work out the structural contradictions inherent in the newly emergent

spatial world system of globalization.

' For a more elaborate theorization of this concept, see my reading of Jameson’s oeuvre in Chapter 1,
below.

'® When he formulates this concept, Jameson conflates Lévi-Strauss’ analysis of the social meanings of the
Caduveo tribe’s graphic art (Tristes Tropiques 178-197) and Althusser’s theorization of ideology as “the
imaginary relationship of individuals to their real conditions of existence” (“Ideology and the Ideological
State Apparatus” 109-115), as well as Kenneth Burke’s concept of symbolic act. For Jameson’s elaborate
theorization, see The Political Unconscious, pp. 76-83.
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Chapter Outline

Bringing to the forefront the increased importance of space in global/American
cultural production, this dissertation studies diverse cultural forms in conjunction with
contemporary social spaces, including most notably the global city, transnational
diasporas, virtual space, postmodern architecture, and the “non-place” of shopping malls.
I interrogate the radical ways in which these sui generis social spaces engendered by the
spatial apparatus of the global world system reshape our experience of the lifeworld
(Lebenswelt) and transform our representational practices in innovative contemporary
cultural forms such as literary theory, deconstructive architecture, spatial music, video art,
diasporic writing, and postmodern detective fiction. The premise that guides my
symptomal analysis of these cultural forms is that contemporary cultural production is
anchored in the newly emergent global spatial network of cultural flows and exchanges;
and that United States transnational cultural exchange with the rest of the world has
played a pivotal role in the gestation and mutation of the historically new literary and
cultural forms. By thus bringing transnational and interdisciplinary perspectives to
American literary studies, this study seeks to shift our critical attention from a putatively
unitary and homogeneous national literature towards manifold cultural loci crisscrossed
by dynamic interplays and fluid interchanges among multiple axes and nodal points on
the globe. In addition, while interlinking the spatial production of globalization and the
(trans)formation of cultural forms, I show that the predominant focus on

deterritorialization, disjuncture, and postspatiality in contemporary discourse on
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globalization often diverts our attention from the way the spatial world system of
globalization brings the entire globe into its all-encompassing and totalizing force field. I
formulate the concept of a spatial unconscious in order to address this salient, though
oftentimes repressed, presence of the totalizing spatial logic of global capitalism
underlying contemporary cultural production. In so doing, I analyze how diverse cultural
forms bring representation to the spatial unconscious of globalization while they register,
remap, and reimagine the multifaceted and even contradictory spatial contours of the
world today.

The first chapter, entitled “The Spatial Unconscious of Globalization: Fredric
Jameson, Jacques Derrida, and Peter Eisenman,” serves as a theoretical introduction to
this dissertation all the while it conducts an in-depth study of Jameson’s oeuvre and of
global cultural production. Here I delve into the contradictory configurations of
globalization by reading Jameson’s theoretical discourse alongside Derrida’s
deconstruction and American deconstructive architect Peter Eisenman’s architectural
theory and practice. I compare 1) Derrida’s avowedly anti-Hegelian, de-totalizing
deconstruction and Jameson’s Hegelian and totalizing Marxism; 2) Derrida’s formulation
of différance and Jameson’s contextualization of difference within the leveling and
homogenizing processes of globalization; and 3) Derrida’s “spacing” and “nonlocus” and
Jameson’s insistence on space and spatiality in the global turn. As I bring Jameson’s
theory into dialogue with Derrida’s, I examine how Jameson’s spatial dialectic maps the

overdetermined topography of the contemporary antinomies of totality and non-totality,
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of identity and difference, and of spatiality and post-spatiality; and how his dialectical
thinking illuminates the way in which totality, identity, and spatialization have been
repressed in the global cultural imaginary. As a way to bring into perspective Jameson’s
cartography of the spatial unconscious of contemporary culture, I analyze representative
architectural forms designed by Eisenman, who models his buildings upon Derridean
notions of différance and spacing. I show that Eisenman’s apparently disjunctive and
differing/deferring built forms are deeply grounded in the integrative spatial logic of
global capital. I argue that any critical intervention into globalization and its spatial
production should address these conflictual dimensions, rather than hastily propagating
the celebratory catchphrases of difference, disjuncture, and heterogeneity.

The second chapter, “Global/American Culture as (Non)Identity; Or, the Dialectic
of Adorno’s Monadology and Deleuze’s Nomadology,” supplements my cartography of
contemporary cultural production in Chapter 1 by drawing together Adorno’s and
Deleuze’s philosophies of nonidentity. Unbridgeable differences notwithstanding,
Adorno and Deleuze take as their foremost philosophical imperative a dismantlement of a
Hegelian metaphysical and identitarian mode of thinking. While bringing Adorno’s
negative dialectic and Deleuze’s rhizomatics of deterritorialization into conversation in
terms of their common anti-Hegelianism, I illuminate the ways in which Adorno and
Deleuze develop their non-metaphysical forms of thinking by building upon
Schoenberg’s twelve-tone music and Boulez’s theory of musical smooth space,

respectively. As I thus seek to establish a correspondence between “content” and “form”
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in Adorno’s and Deleuze’s thought, I historicize their philosophies of nonidentity within
the social, cultural, and historical conditions of the globalizing world. I also examine
another important facet of their philosophy of nonidentity, namely their engagement with
postwar American culture. In so doing, I propose to dialectically read their diverging
stances on America—Adorno’s critique of America as culmination of the “Culture
Industry” and Deleuze’s praise of American culture as a superlative form of
deterritorialization—as a way both to critique the historical, social, and cultural terrains
of “identity” in American culture and to call for a new utopian space of nonidentity.
Chapter 3, “‘Simulated Pasts Resurrected in Memoriam’: The New Media(tion) of
History in Nam June Paik and Theresa Hak Kyung Cha,” studies two Korean-American
artists’ multimedia art against the backdrop of the formation of transnational diasporas in
such a way that brings into new light the hitherto repressed historicity of the “ahistorical”
postmodern art forms. Although Paik’s and Cha’s works have generally been regarded as
exemplary postmodern experiments, I show that their multi-genre works inscribes in the
form itself not merely an anti-modernist impulse germane to postmodernity but also their
postcolonial desire to appropriate both modern postmodern cultural forms in the West. To
that end, I explore Paik’s and Cha’s relatively unexamined careers and take into account
the ways in which Paik’s engagement with Schoenberg’s twelve-tone music and Cha’s
interest in Saussurean language and film theory conflict with the transnational diasporic
subjects’ endeavors to represent the colonial and postcolonial history of Korea. While 1

demonstrate that these tensions and even incompatibilities between form and content,
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between (post)modern art media and (post)colonial history, constitute the crux of Paik’s
and Cha’s original art forms, I argue that these artists’ postcolonial translation of diverse
postmodern art media is entwined with the history of their global and transcultural
displacement and dislocation; and that the seemingly disparate phenomena of
postmodernity and postcoloniality need to be related as constitutive, if contradictory,
cultural symptoms of globalization.

Chapter 4, “A Poetics of the Labyrinth: The Global Urban System and
Contemporary Literature Production in Paul Auster’s The New York Trilogy,”
investigates the implications of the emergence of global urban space for contemporary
literary production through a formal study of Auster’s original detective stories. If the
formation and flourishing of detective fiction as a literary genre had as its conditions of
possibility the rise of modern cities and the ensuing maelstrom of social disintegration
and anomie, how does the advent of contemporary global cities affect the mutation of the
genre? Taking this question as a starting point, [ inquire the way that Auster’s
postmodern narratives deviate from prototypical detective stories, such as Edgar Allan
Poe’s, by taking as their object of narration neither a crime nor an investigation, but the
global urban system itself. While thus placing the labyrinthine cityscape of New York
City at the forefront of his narrative, Auster accentuates the detective figure’s incapacity
to map out the global city and turns the detective’s conundrum into an allegory about the
intricate structure of contemporary social space. I maintain that Auster’s postmodern

detective stories offer not so much an ahistorical articulation of undecidability,
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indeterminacy, and contingency, as they have often been understood, but rather a superb
cartography of the socio-economic contradictions at the heart of the disjointed network of
the global spatial system in which numerous global cities such as New York City are
intimately entangled.

The concluding epilogue, “The Dialectic of Non-place and No-place: Toward a
New Social Sapce to Come,” ruminates on one of the most interesting sites of
transnational consumption—IKEA stores. I draw from Susan Willis’ discussion of the
logo and “theming” and Marc Augé’s theory of “non-places,” in order to highlight the
abstract and self-enclosed characteristics of contemporary social space. I suggest that
such a non-place embodies and represents contemporary cultural production in general.
Then, I note how global or transnational culture, as exemplified in IKEA’s Disneyfied
site of the spectacle, does not decenter and contest American culture but rather replicates
it. [ argue that any planetary and global approach to American culture should be recast in
a way that, while drawing attention to the rhetoric of the uncanny of the global Other,
grasps both the totalizing process of globalization (in which the very alterity we invoke is
rapidly disappearing) and the prominent role of the U.S. in that process. I conclude by
insisting that the cartography of the social, cultural, and historical non-places of
contemporary American culture I outline in my study is a call to envision Utopia (no-

place) as the absolute negation of the present historical conjuncture.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE SPATIAL UNCONSCIOUS OF GLOBALIZATION
Fredric Jameson, Jacques Derrida, and Peter Eisenman

Architecture as a Philosophical Model

In In’yu to shite no kenchiku (Architecture as Metaphor) Japanese literary critic
Karatani Kojin characterizes a metaphysical and foundationalist impulse latent in
Western philosophy as a “will to architecture” (24). Explaining that the word
architectonicé (architecture) in ancient Greek is etymologically associated with
architecton, a compound of arché (origin, principle, primacy) and tecton (craftsman),
Karatani holds that the quest for architectonicity is what has undergirded Western
metaphysics from Plato to Hegel and beyond (24-33). The affinity between metaphysical
thinking and architecture is such that architectural theorist Mark Wigley also comments,
“The questions of metaphysics has always been that of the ground on which things
stand...Metaphysics is no more than the attempt to locate the ground. Its history is that of
a succession of different names (logos, ratio, arche, and so on) for the ground”
(Derrida’s Haunt 7). If architecture has thus been a figure of metaphysics par excellence,
it is no surprise that a plethora of modern and postmodern critiques of metaphysical
thinking has sought to dismantle such an archi-tectonic structure of philosophy.

Heidegger’s Destruktion (destruction) and Abbau (de-building) and Derrida’s
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déconstruction readily come to mind,' while Deleuze’s deterritorialized smooth space
and Adorno’s negative dialectics can also be taken to be original attempts to come up
with a new mode of thinking (and writing) when philosophical system-building—that
which Deleuze and Adorno dub, respectively, “the cult of the Grund” and “identitarian
thinking”—is condemned to disrepute and obsolescence.”

Amidst such an avowedly anti-systemic and anti-metaphysical sentiment in
contemporary thought, Fredric Jameson, too, inveighs against the desire for architecton
in philosophy and distinguishes the latter from theory or what he prefers to call
“theoretical discourse.” In his most recent published work to date, Valences of the
Dialectic, for example, he claims that philosophy is constantly haunted by the “the dream
of some foolproof self-sufficient autonomous system,” whereas theoretical discourse
distances itself from such a philosophical will to architectonicity:

Theory, on the other hand, has no vested interest inasmuch as it never lays

claim to an absolute system, a non-ideological formulation of itself and its

“truth”; indeed, always itself complicit in the being of current language, it

has only the never-ending, never finished task and vocation of

undermining philosophy as such, of unraveling affirmative statements and
propositions of all kinds (59).

"In “Letter to a Japanese Friend” Derrida defines his deconstruction as his “translation” and “adaption” of
Heidegger’s Destruktion and Abbau (270-271).

? Deleuze uses the phrase “the cult of the Grund” when he takes issue with “the primacy of being” and “the
nostalgia for being” in the German language as opposed to the deterritorializing tendency of Anglo-
American culture (“On the Superiority of Anglo-American Literature” 59). Insofar as his critique of
Germanness is in line with his attack on metaphysical systems of thought, often termed “representational
thought” in his oeuvre, the “cult of the Grund” may be used to characterize the “will to architecture” in
philosophical systems. Adorno’s acerbic reproach of systematic or identitarian thinking appears in, among
others, Negative Dialectics (3-31). For my discussion of Adorno’s and Deleuze’s anti-systemic
philosophies of nonidentity, see Chapter 2, below.

? For Jameson’s concise explication of his position on theoretical discourse, see Jameson on Jameson, pp.
145-14e.
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For a similar reason he elsewhere defines theory as a “displacement of traditional
philosophy and a replacement of or substitute for it” (7he Seeds of Time 189). Such
injunction against philosophical systematicity and positivity is laid out as early as in his
Marxism and Form: while he argues for the validity of Marxism as theory as opposed to
philosophy,* he maintains that if a philosophical system and its metaphysical content
spring from “a hypostasis of the mental processes, an attempt to hold something aside
from the concrete operation of the mind upon its determinate object, something which
can then be treated in absolute fashion, as the universally valid,” Marxism in its very
nature refuses system and marks the “end” of philosophy as such (361-362).

Jameson’s insistence upon anti-architectonicity in theory in general and Marxism
in particular might seem paradoxical given that customary (and, dare I say, hasty)
criticisms mounted at Jameson’s theory turn on his “Hegelian hunt for the master-code”
(Eagleton, “Fredric Jameson” 15), his “sophisticated version of Lukacsean Marxism”
(West 182), his “unreconstructed Lukacsianism” (Stephanson 51), his unwavering belief
in Marxism as the “untranscendable horizon,” and his totalizing theory of postmodernism
and globalization. Perhaps nowhere else is this seeming paradox so starkly presented as
in The Political Unconscious, in which he calls for an “immanent or antitranscendent

hermeneutic model” (23) in the same breath with which he insists that “In the spirit of a

* It is to be remembered that Jameson, keeping faith with Marx’s eleventh thesis on Feuerbach, underscores
that the peculiarity of Marxism (as well as psychoanalysis) as a thought mode lies in its “unity of theory
and practice” or its unique “combination-of-theory-and-practice” (Valences 245; 296)

> In his review of representative works on Jameson, Ian Buchanan reads Jameson as “an originator of a
system of thought or concepts in his own right” (“Reviews” 225). My reading in this chapter moves in a
different direction, proposing that the crux of Jameson’s theoretical discourse should be found rather in its
anti-systematicity.
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more authentic, dialectical tradition, Marxism is here conceived as that ‘untranscendable
horizon’ that subsumes such apparently antagonistic or incommensurable critical
operations, assigning them an undoubted sectoral validity within itself, and thus at once
canceling and preserving them” (10). Is this not contradictory? Or is it, really? In some
sense, this seeming incommensurability, which leads Homi K. Bhabha to label Jameson
as “both the master-builder and the most brilliant bricoleur” (The Location of Culture
216) or Slavoj Zizek to ask “Are there two Jamesons?” (112-113), is the very crux of
Jameson’s theoretical project and so demands close scrutiny. In other words, especially
when influential contemporary charges thrown at Marxism—such as Derrida’s Specters
of Marx—have to do with the latter’s “ontologizing” or “architectonic” thrust, it is of
prime importance to examine how Jameson sets for himself the Sisyphean task of
eschewing conceptual reification or what Paul de Man would call “thematization,”
without at the same time hardening into the nominalist and antinomian creeds of
difference, contingency, fragmentation, schizophrenia, and the like; and how he forestalls
any “will to architecture” or any form of systematization and yet nevertheless grasps
global capitalism as a “system to be confronted in its totality, rather than from any purely
political or philosophical, or even from any narrowly economic, perspective”
(“Sandblasting Marx” 135).

Such a rigorous and painstaking theoretical project, for which his elliptical phrase,

“the impossible, unimaginable picture nonetheless imagined in all its impossibility”
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(Fables of Aggression 85), might serve as a fitting motto, ® seems to reach its culmination
in Valences of the Dialectic. Perhaps “culmination” is not the right expression insofar as
the cardinal character of his theoretical writing consists in his deployment of the dialectic.
As he once observes in Marxism and Form, writing dialectically is a daunting process in
that it is “as though you could not say any one thing until you had first said everything; as
though with each new idea you were bound to recapitulate the entire system” (Marxism
and Form 306). Not dissimilar to what another luminous American literary critic T. S.
Eliot says about art history at the heyday of modernism,’ such a description of dialectical
writing suggests that Jameson’s particular text is inextricably entangled in all of his work,
and that with each new text, the whole oeuvre is rehearsed in it and transfigured in an
ever refreshing way. In that respect Colin MacCabe is right to argue that to read Jameson
is never to read a particular single text so much as to read his entire oeuvre (ix). In much
the same way, to write on Jameson would also be to grope one’s way through the ever-
changing constellations of intricately connected problematics into which a particular text

weaves itself.

® Incidentally, Terry Eagleton draws parallels between Wyndham Lewis’s writing style and Jameson’s. He
writes, “part of Jameson’s perverse fascination with Wyndham Lewis—‘the brutal and boring Wyndham
Lewis,” as Leavis aptly called him—may be that he detects in Lewis’s flailing, agitated prose a kind of
savage caricature or nightmarish version of what his own literary style might look like if it were to throw
off all decorum” (“Jameson and Form” 124). See also Eagleton’s much earlier essay, “Fredric Jameson:
The Politics of Style” (15).

7 In “Tradition and the Individual Talent” Eliot writes, “what happens when a new work of art is created is
something that happens simultaneously to all the works of art which preceded it” (553). My comparison
here is intended less to hint that Jameson’s critical practice bears resemblance to Eliot’s formalist and
modernist poetics than to highlight the Zistorical and dialectical relationship each text forms with other
texts in Jameson’s oeuvre.
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Keeping in mind the dialectical nature of Jameson’s theoretical discourse, this
chapter examines Jameson’s cartography of the present historical juncture by reading his
work from “Metacommentary” (1971) to Valences of the Dialectic (2009) and The Hegel
Variations (2010)* with a particular emphasis on the aforementioned “contradictions” in
his theory. I will demonstrate that such theoretical “contradictions,” coming as they do in
large part from the incommensurability between his resistance to systematization on one
hand and his Marxian stress on totalization on the other, are not so much a conceptual
and formal inconsistency on Jameson’s part, but rather issue from the very historical
contradictions he cognitively maps. To be more specific, I interrogate the tensions
between the “will against architecture” and the “imperative to totalize” in Jameson’s
“cognitive mapping” as spatial problematics and look at how the way he works out those
spatial problematics is intricately intertwined with the spatial contradictions of the
contemporary world he investigates. While I thus pay attention to the ways in which
conceptual and cognitive problems can be translated in architectural and spatial terms and
in which architectural and spatial issues are indissociable from philosophical and
theoretical problems, I draw together his intervention in contemporary theoretical
discourse and his analysis of the postmodern globalizing world. Through a process of
transcoding theoretical, architectural, and spatial issues in Jameson’s work, I am
particularly interested in showing that his mapping of the overdetermined topos of the

contemporary world—what Marc Augé defines as the “non-place” of supermodernity—is

¥ At the time of my completion of this dissertation, The Hegel Variations has not been published yet. I am
grateful to Professor Jameson and Verso for allowing me to read the unpublished manuscript.
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predicated upon his earlier engagement with the philosophical and theoretical “prison-
house” or the structural closure of contemporary thought. By reading Jameson’s
theoretical discourse as a superb cartography of the “non-places” of (post)structuralism,
postmodernism, and globalization, I propose to read Jameson’s theoretical discourse as a
new form of spatial thinking that attends to the contradictory dynamics of the newly
emergent spatial apparatus of global capitalism and the latter’s political unconscious—or

what I theorize as the spatial unconscious of globalization.

Dismantling the Architectonics of Structuralist Hermeneutic

In his study of Adorno, Late Marxism, Jameson writes that the (negative)
dialectician’s life work is a testament to a simultaneous crisis of and commitment to
totality, and hence stands and falls with the notion of totality (244, 9). Such an
observation holds just as well for Jameson’s own work. Jameson himself comments that
his “cognitive mapping” stands and falls with the conception of “some (unrepresentable,
imaginary) global social totality” (“Cognitive Mapping” 356). Indeed, what sets Jameson
apart from other prominent figures in the contemporary theoretical landscape is, more
than anything else, his unremitting commitment to the concept of totality at the very
moment when it has by and large been discredited and consigned to the historical dust
heap. Therefore, one way to illustrate the uniqueness of his theoretical discourse is to
look at the ways in which he keeps faith with the notion of totality without sinking into

the mire of the “will to architecture.” Moreover, inasmuch as Marxism, as he underlines
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time and again, is not a host of positivistic and systematic doctrines but rather aims to
rectify in dialectical fashion other erroneous positions or preexisting phenomena
(Marxism and Form 365), it is apposite to grasp his entire oeuvre as an iridescently
unfolding series of polemics with other thinkers and conceptual models over the validity
of the concept of totality. And it is, among others, Derrida whose deconstruction
counterpoints and can place in perspective Jameson’s dialectical thinking. Even if
Jameson and Derrida are rarely discussed together, their theoretical writings, precisely
because of their seeming incompatibilities, can provide a vantage point from which to
chart the complex morphology of contemporary social and cultural formations whence
their disparate modes of thinking emerge. In particular, as will be shown in the following
discussions, Derrida’s deconstruction and Jameson’s “cognitive mapping,” being as they
are two distinctively spatial forms of contemporary thought, shed light on the
idiosyncratic and even contradictory spatial contours of the present. (This peculiarly
Jamesonian strategy of drawing together apparently incommensurable modes of thought
and cultural forms as a means to examine the complex configurations of the
contemporary world will be deployed throughout this dissertation.)

A good starting point of comparison is Derrida’s “Structure, Sign and Play in the
Discourse of the Human Sciences,” a seminal text which Jameson considers to be “a first
step in the inauguration of a postmodernism based on play and randomness” (Late
Marxism 244) as well as “one of the inaugural documents of what later comes to be
called poststructuralism” (The Seeds of Time 23). Originally presented at the Johns

Hopkins University in 1966, this essay convincingly details how the entire history of the
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concept of structure has always preoccupied itself with center or origin (278). In this anti-
Oedipal attack on structuralism, or the “Structuralist critique of Structuralism” as
Jameson dubs it (The Prison-House of Language 186), Derrida demonstrates that the
coherence of the structure is organized by and oriented toward the center (qua full
presence) and other correlated principles—*“eidos, arché, telos, energeia, ousia (essence,
existence, substance, subject) alétheia, transcendentality, consciousness, God, man, and
so forth” (279-280). While putting to the test the idea of the center as presence, Derrida
dwells on “play” as a way to conceptualize a structure without any center. He puts
forward play as “the disruption of presence” (292) and seeks to decenter the concept of a
centered structure, Claude Lévi-Strauss’ structural anthropology being the principal
culprit here. In such a typically deconstructionist move, play functions as an
“abandonment of all reference to a center, to a subject, to a privileged reference, to an
origin, or to an absolute archia” (286). This position is reaffirmed in Of Grammatology,
published one year later, in which he censures Lévi-Strauss’ structuralism for its
metaphysics of “stratification” (99) and argues that play is at once “the absence of the
transcendental signified” and “the destruction of onto-theology and the metaphysics of
presence” (50).” One also reads an analogous position in Spurs: Nietzsche’s Styles,

wherein Derrida’s characteristic aversion to “essentializing fetishes” (55) leads to the

? In this work Derrida reads Lévi-Strauss’ structuralism alongside Rousseau’s “dangerous supplement” and
writes: “In Western and notably French thought, the dominant discourse—Ilet us call it ‘structuralism’—
remains caught, by an entire layer, sometimes the most fecund, of its stratification, within the
metaphysics—Ilogocentrism—which at the same time one claims rather precipitately to have ‘gone
beyond’” (99). As will become clear later, we might ask whether Derrida’s own de-stratifying thinking
does not somehow turn into another metaphysic in its own right, thereby constituting an obverse side of
structuralism.
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assertion that an act of interpretation is an endless “parodying play with meaning” (133)
that casts our hermeneutic nostalgia for truth, unveiling, and illumination into the
bottomless abyss of non-truth, veiling, and dissimulation (119).

If Derrida’s “Structure, Sign, and Play” thus sounds the death knell of
structuralism and trumpets the advent of what is later called poststructuralism, Jameson’s
critical intervention in structuralism appears five years later in “Metacommentary.” In
this essay that is later to form the backbone of his substantive engagement with
(post)structuralism, Jameson outlines an “absolutely formalist” interpretive method that
deviates significantly from a conventional hermeneutic belief in positive content and
takes into consideration both an object of interpretation and the very mental processes
involved in that interpretation. Taking thus as the twin object of an interpretative act both
a hermeneutic problem and the very conditions of possibility of the problem itself,
Jameson puts it, “every individual interpretation must include an interpretation of its own
existence, must show its own credentials and justify itself: every commentary must be at
the same time a metacommentary as well” (5).

Framed in this fashion, Jameson’s metacommentary seems to share some
unexpected affinity with Derrida’s position on conventional hermeneutics. Particularly
worth mentioning is that Derrida in the aforementioned text uses as his epigraph
Montaigne’s statement that “We need to interpret interpretations more than to interpret
things”—a statement that is as well suited to Jameson’s metacommentary. Jameson, later
in The Political Unconscious, defines his metacommentary in an analogous manner and

writes, “our object of study is less the text itself than the interpretations through which we
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attempt to confront and to appropriate it” (9-10). Additionally, Derrida’s contention that
“language bears within itself the necessity of its own critique” (“Structure, Sign, and
Play” 284) makes his approach stand close to Jameson’s metacommentary. Despite these
similarities, however, Derrida’s and Jameson’s “interpretations of interpretation” divurge
widely from each other when Derrida elaborates on his own deconstructionist version of
metacommentary:

There are thus two interpretations of interpretation, of structure, of sign, of

play. The one seeks to decipher, dreams of deciphering a truth or an origin

which escapes play and the order of the sign, and which lives the necessity

of interpretation as an exile. The other, which is no longer turned toward

the origin, affirms play and tries to pass beyond man and humans, the

name of man being the name of that being who, throughout the history of

metaphysics or of ontotheology—in other words, throughout his entire

history—has dreamed of full presence, the reassuring foundation, the
origin and the end of play. (292)

Derrida is not alone in following this line of inquiry and calling for a new form of
interpretation as distinguished from traditional hermeneutics. Deleuze’s schizoanalysis or
rhizomatics, too, can be seen as an “acentered, nonhierarchical, nonsignifying system” of
hermeneutics designed to set to flight the “binary logic and biunivocal relationships” in
the “root-book” of structuralism (4 Thousand Plateaus 21, 5). Or one may think of
Roland Barthes’ attempt at reconjugating a conventional hermeneutic act through
recourse to the pleasure/jouissance of the text or the notion of the writerly.'

From Jameson’s rebuke of metaphysical system and content (“Metacommentary”

3), it can be inferred that he, like Derrida (and Deleuze and Barthes), discredits the first

' What Richard Howard calls Barthes’ “erotics of writing” is presented in The Pleasure of the Text. See
especially pp, 3-8, 51-53. For Barthes’ discussion of readerly and writery texts, see S/Z, pp. 3-6.
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type of interpretation, structuralism included, which aims to excavate the “origin” or the
“proper” (le propre). This similarity aside, however, Jameson’s metacommentary
suggests that there is a way of decentering the first type of interpretation that is utterly
different from the second type championed by the likes of Derrida. Whereas
poststructuralists put forth play (Derrida), deterritorialization and rhizome (Deleuze), and
pleasure (Barthes) as means to undo the ontotheological residues in structuralism,
Jameson seeks to dismantle the self-enclosed system of structuralism by breaking it open
to the larger horizon of history. “It seems to me that a genuine transcendence of
structuralism (which means a completion, rather than a repudiation, of it) is possible,”
writes Jameson,

only on condition we transform the basic structuralist categories

(metaphor and metonymy, the rhetorical figures, binary oppositions)—

conceived by the structuralists to be ultimate and rather Kantian forms of

the mind, fixed and universal modes of organizing and perceiving

experience—into historical ones. For structuralism necessarily falls short

of genuine metacommentary in that it thus forbids itself all comment on

itself and on its own conceptual instruments, which are taken to be eternal.

For us, however, it is a matter not only of solving the riddle of the sphinx,

that is, of comprehending it as a locus of oppositions, but also, once that is

done, of standing back in such a way as to apprehend the very form of the

riddle itself as a literary genre and the very category of our understanding
as reflections of a particular and determinate moment of history. (13)

For Jameson, the ontotheological in a structuralist hermeneutic or, as he puts it, the
“ultimate and rather Kantian forms of the mind” and the “fixed and universal modes of
organizing and perceiving experience” should be decentered and transfigured in such a
way that keeps in view the historical situation of the commentator and of the work in

question. It is through such a rigorous historicization of the seemingly universal and
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eternal epistemological and interpretative categories, suggests Jameson, that structuralism
can draw a line of flight out of its conceptual closure. In other words, far from proposing
the Derridean idea of play (or, for that matter, Deleuze’s deterritorialized rhizome or
Barthes’ pleasure), Jameson’s metacommentary aims to deconstruct the architectonics of
structuralism through attention to Aistory. In this regard Jameson’s insistence on history
does not issue from a teleological nostalgia or a metaphysical impulse, as some of his
detractors often argue. Rather, his metacommentary is is a radical way of deconstructing
traditional modes of interpretation and thought by digging through the deep layers of the

latter’s nominalist and monadic structures to a stark confrontation with history itself.

Mapping the “Non-places” of Contemporary Thought

It may be objected that Derrida’s bracing critique of structuralism does indeed
concern itself with the question of history. As Geoff Bennington and Robert Young
emphatically vindicate in Post-structuralism and the Question of History, while
structuralism brings with it an “effacement of history” and cannot account for its own
historicity, the “post” of poststructuralism, above all Derrida’s deconstruction, is intent
on reintroducing history into its theoretical agenda (1-2). Indeed, it is in such terms that
Derrida’s own attack on ahistoricity in structuralism is couched. In “Structure, Play, and
Sign” Derrida writes,

More concretely, in the work of Lévi-Strauss it must be recognized that

the respect for structurality, for the internal originality of the structure,

compels a neutralization of time and history. For example, the appearance
of a new structure, of an original system, always comes about—and this is
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the very condition of its structural specificity—by a rupture with its past,
its origin, and its cause. Therefore one can describe what is peculiar to the
structural organization only by not taking into account, in the very
moment of this description, its past conditions: by omitting to posit the
problem of the transition from one structure to another, by putting history
between brackets. (291)

Here Derrida takes structuralism to task for the reason that it brackets history in general,
and more specifically its own historicity, and thereby falls short of a sufficiently rigorous
interpretation of interpretation. Derrida’s contention may well prove paradoxical because
that is the very fallacy Jameson later accuses him of committing. While, as Karatani
pointedly argues, many contemporary anti-foundationalist discourses oftentimes leave
uexamined their own metaphysical ground (28), Jameson’s metacommentary pushes the
Derridean interpretation of interpretation to its limit and deconceals its architectonic
Grund. In this respect Jameson’s metacommentary might be said to propose something
like an interpretation of an “interpretation of interpretation.” Hence his characterization
of his dialectical thinking as “thought to the second power” (Marxism and Form 307).

If “Metacommentary” sketches Jameson’s perspective on structuralism in a way
different from Derrida’s deconstruction (without identifying it as such), it is in The
Prison-House of Language that his polemic with Derrida becomes fully-fledged. In this
critical account of Saussurean linguistics and its Formalist and Structuralist projections,
Jameson illustrates the way in which these synchronic paradigms of thought, owing to
their attempt to “rethink everything through once again in terms of linguistics” (vii), tend
to bracket the referent and the outside world and therefore cannot adequately deal with

the realities of time and history. Borrowing the phrase “the prison-house of language”
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from Nietzsche, whose impact on much of poststructuralism and postmodernism cannot
be overemphasized, Jameson argues that structuralism is trapped in its own conceptual
prison in that “what was initially a method (the isolation of the signifier for purposes of
structural analysis) slowly turn[s] about into what amounts to a metaphysical
presupposition as to the priority of the signifier itself” (131). Even though this seems to
run parallel to Derrida’s reproach of the metaphysics of presence in structuralism,
Jameson holds Derrida as well responsible for the same kind of epistemological blindness.
Not that Jameson does not acknowledge the significance of Derrida’s intervention in
structuralism; it is just that as the “final moment of Structuralism” (186), Derrida’s
deconstruction is still mired in the structuralist dilemma—namely, that the arbitrary
decision to rethink reality in terms of linguistic systems necessarily ends up privileging
language as the fundamental and ultimate interpretive or explanatory code. More
specifically, Jameson opines that in his very act of denouncing any transcendental
signified or any metaphysical concept of presence, Derrida unwittingly invents a new one,
that is, “script” (or “writing” as Gayatri Spivak translates it five years later) (182-183)."
Consider, by way of an example, Derrida’s following remark:

This is the possibility on which I wish to insist: the possibility of

extraction and of citational grafting which belongs to the structure of

every mark, spoken or written, and which constitutes every mark as
writing even before and outside every horizon of semiolinguistic

" Derrida’s following passage in Of Grammatology, for instance, shows his self-consciousness about the
extent to which his project of deconstructing onto-theological concepts, such as origin, presence, and
ground, risks reconstructing and prioritizing certain “originary” concepts derived from the differing-
deferring processes of signification: “Differance by itself would be more ‘originary,” but one would no
longer be able to call it ‘origin’ or ‘ground,’ those notions belonging essentially to the history of onto-
theology, to the system functioning as the effacing of difference” (23)
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communication; as writing, that is, as a possibility of functioning cut off,
at a certain point, from its “original” meaning and from its belonging to a
saturable and constraining context. (Limited Inc 320)

While Derrida here seeks to decenter the metaphysics of communicability in speech act
theory, he conceives of writing as something that is unwedged from its “original” context
and yet functions as différance, as an “originary” process of differing/deferring. In this
light, it is instructive to recall what Jean Baudrillard observes apropos of linguistics and
its structuralist variants, namely, that they have themselves become “the contemporary
master discipline” despite their repudiation of the grand récits (“Requiem for the Media”
141, n. 3).

This residual will to ontologization or to archi-tectonicity in deconstruction leads
Peter Dews to remark pointedly that Derrida’s différance, unexpectedly yet eventually,
collapses into absolute identity (32). Vincent Descombes chimes in with Dews, claiming
that deconstruction becomes indistinguishable from the Hegelian identity that it sets out
to deconstruct (152). Deconstruction, Jameson similarly concludes, is still in thrall to the
prison-house of language out of which it struggles to draw a line of flight:

Thus Derrida’s thought denies itself the facile illusion of having passed

beyond the metaphysics of which it stands as a critique; of having

emerged from the old models into some unexpected country whose

existence such a critique had implied, if only by the negation of a

negation. Instead, his philosophic language feels its way gropingly along

the walls of its own conceptual prison, describing it from the inside as

though it were only one of the possible worlds of which the others are
nonetheless inconceivable. (The Prison-House of Language 186)

Derrida himself knows all too well that he cannot do away with the metaphysics of

presence altogether by the mere taking of thought any more than he can ignore them.
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Therefore, he admits in Of Grammatology that “Grammatology, this thought, would still
be walled-in within presence” (93). Elsewhere in the same book, he also notes that
deconstruction can no more break completely with transcendental or metaphysical
thinking than it can be reduced to it (62). Suspended between its will to break free from
metaphysics and its firm rootedness therein, Derrida’s deconstruction keeps contriving a
series of neologisms—différance, writing, trace, supplementarity, dissemination, spurs,
spacing, specter, pharmakon, iterability, prosthetic synthesis, and so forth—while moving
from one to another lest these new concepts, no sooner deployed, should be turned into a
kind of presence which they were supposed to deconstruct in the first place. As if to
dispel any possible conceptual and formal reification or “thematization,” Derrida is at
such pains to de-ontologize even the internal dynamic of each notion as witness his well-
known formula, “sous rature,” or his mobilization of différance as an interminable
process of “dislocat[ing] itself in a chain of differing and deferring substitutions”
(“Différance” 26).

Taking this peculiar strategy as part of Derrida’s deconstructive injunction against
any positivistic thesis or affirmation, Richard Rorty suggestively says, “For Derrida,
writing always leads to more writing, and more, and still more” (145). Jameson, too,
detects such restlessness set in motion in Derrida’s de-ontologizing process and
designates it as the “interminable and ultimately necessarily unsuccessful effort to avoid

names” (“Marx’s Purloined Letter” 83). Yet Jameson is not of the opinion that any
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scrupulously self-conscious thought can ever free itself from metaphysics.'? No judicious
contemporary thinker could possibly espouse such a position, not least after Jacques
Lacan theorized how the construction of our subjectivity and worldview is a priori
structured through méconnaissances (6) or after Louis Althusser provocatively proposed
that ideology is something built into the very frame of our mental operation.'® Jameson is
nonetheless adamant in pointing out that Derrida’s allergy to conceptual reification is in
danger of bracketing and backgrounding history. When Bennington and Young endorse
Derrida’s attention to, and problematization of, history, they cite the following famous
sentence: “if the word ‘history’ did not carry with it the theme of a final repression of
differance, we could say that differences alone could be ‘historical’ through and through
and from the start.”'* What Derrida thereby insists on is the imperative to unmask the
ontology of history or what he elsewhere calls the “present’s presence” (Spurs 107). With
respect to Derrida’s substitution of such differing-deferring processes of sign(ifier)s for
history, Jameson holds that “it is the temporality latent within the sign itself, and not the
temporality of the object, not that of lived existence on the one hand, or of history on the

other” (The Prison House of Language 188).

2 In Marxism and Form, to cite one example, Jameson writes: “We cannot, of course, ever really get
outside our own subjectivities: to think so is the illusion of positivism; but, every time they begin to freeze
over, to spring us outside our own hardened ideas into a new and more vivid apprehension of reality itself
is the task of genuine dialectical thinking” (372).

' This alludes to Althusser’s influential definition of ideology as a “representation of the imaginary
relationship of individuals to their real conditions of existence” (“Ideology and Ideological State
Apparatuses” 109). Regarding the ideologies of Marxism, Jameson remarks as follows: “I do think that
there are Marxist ideologies, that we are all ideological in our specific situations—national, personal,
psychoanalytical, and so forth—which determine deep ideological and classical commitments we are not
always aware of, and this is true of Marxism as well” (Jameson on Jameson 183-184).

" Derrida, Speech and Phenomenon and Other Essays on Husserl’s Theory of Signs (141; qtd. in
Bennington and Young 2).
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Inasmuch as Derrida’s notion of history is locked in the “prison-house of
language” and triggers the charge that “Saussure and his structuralist progeny suffer from
a failure of historical consciousness that stems from the hierarchizing of synchrony and
diachrony” (Lentricchia 117), one might think that there is an unmistakable similarity
between such a philosophical model and the “non-places” of the reified cultural
landscape of the world today. For the way Derrida dissociates history from its concrete
and often sordid realities and looks into it through the (deconstructed) lens of différance
and textuality does not differ greatly from the way contemporary commercialized or
logofied social spaces disconnect themselves from their material sites of production and
turn into self-sufficient and sealed-off enclosures."” In hindsight, Jameson’s cartography
of synchronic thinking in The Prison-House of Language is not simply about the anti-
diachronic or anti-historical Zeitgeist of the present, but also, and above all, about the
spatializing and spatialized features of contemporary culture that later preoccupy him
after the “postmodern” and “global” turn.'® Already in the book he detects the close
affinity between ahistorical epistemological models and the “world saturated with
messages and information” and its “systematized and disembodied nightmare which is
our culture today” (ix)—a position also found in Marxism and Form, where he brings to

mind the “seamless web of marketing and automated production” of postwar capitalism

' For my more analysis of Marc Augé’s “non-places” in the context of postmodern global commodity
culture, see Epilogue, below.

' The fact that diverse spatial elements, including diagrams, graphs, figures, and so on, are skillfully put to
use in synchronic models of thought might be taken as an indication of how those models, despite their
ahistoricity, are in some ways historical in that they attest to the spatializing process underway in the age of
postmodern globalization.

55



(xviii-xix). In this sense The Prison-House of Language can be said to cognitively map
the conceptual and epistemological “non-places” of contemporary culture, which, as
Augé¢ discerningly delineates, “[establish] the traffic conditions of spaces in which
individuals are supposed to interact only with texts” (96).

How are we to get out of this “prison-house of language” or the “non-places” of
textualized history? How are we to disrupt “the generation of time out of stillness” (The
Prison-House of Language 199) and to “[break] out of the windless present of the
postmodern back into real historical time, and a history made by human beings” (“Future
City” 76)? In the subsequent work, The Political Unconscious, Jameson addresses such
questions by famously opening the text with the slogan, “Always historicize!” Therefore,
with these questions in mind, let us proceed to his substantive engagement with the

location of history in the contemporary world.

“Breaking back into History”

In opposition to a temporality imprisoned in the static “non-places” of language
and sign, Jameson’s hermeneutic, while it integrates into its modus operandi some of
(post)structuralist critiques of metaphysics, attends determinately to the problematic of
history. He finds such a hermeneutic possibility in A. J. Greimas’ transcoding. Similar in

spirit to metacommentary,'’ transcoding refers to an interpretive process that does not

71t may appear that Jameson makes distinctions between metacommentary and transcoding. In his
“Introductory Note” in the first edition of The Ideologies of Theory, vol. 2, he characterizes
metacommentary as a “reflexive operation proposed for staging the struggle within an individual literary
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presuppose anything substantive and positivistic about truth or meaning, and instead
approaches the latter via the mechanism of translation from one code or language to
another (The Prison-House of Language 215-216). The hermeneutic model thus outlined
is more elaborately fleshed out in “On Interpretation,” the first chapter of The Political
Unconscious. Faithful to the spirit of transcoding as a constant translation among
different and even incomparable interpretive codes and models, Jameson here tackles a
plethora of competing theoretical frameworks while he at times plays them off against
one another and at others makes mediations among them. Though Cornell West calls into
doubt Jameson’s “unexamined metaphor of translation, an uncritical acceptance of
transcoding” or his “problematic methodological uses of various notions of analogy and
homology” (188), the mechanism of transcoding does not rest upon such traditional,
unproblematized tropes. Nor does it have any intention or desire to synthesize different
theoretical models and paradigms into a “single system of truth” (“Introductory Notes”
viii) or a “master language” (Jameson on Jameson 173). To the contrary, especially in the

light of Jameson’s repeated injunctions against all-inclusionary system building, his

and cultural text of various interpretations” (viii). Then he suggests that when we leave the level of an
individual text, it is better to stage the struggles among interpretive codes and methods in terms of
transcoding. Despite this asserted difference, I regard metacommentary and transcoding as being akin to
each other, in that both of them are deployed as part of Jameson’s construction of a Marxian hermeneutic
that appropriates into its own framework structuralism and other competing interpretive models without
nevertheless building an all-inclusionary system. A similar observation is made by Roland Boer. See his “A
Level Playing Field? Metacommentary and Marxism” in Caren Irr and Ian Buchanan, eds, On Jameson:
From Postmodernism to Globalization, pp. 51-69.
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transcoding is to be viewed as his endeavor to avoid system or content and not to lapse
into any loose methodology of metaphor, analogy, or homology.'*

On a cursory glance the constant translation mechanism of transcoding or that
which Roland Boer characterizes as “perpetual shifting” (62) seems not dissimilar to the
interminable process of deconstruction which Derrida describes as a “perpetual
revolution” in his last interview (Learning to Live Finally 31). In a comparable manner
Jameson defines the cardinal mechanism of dialectical thought as “permanent revolution”
(Marxism and Form 362). Despite such convergence, however, Jameson’s and Derrida’s
formal operations diverge on account of their differing perspectives on history. While
Derrida bases his notion of history on the never-ending shuffling of différance, Jameson’s
transcoding does not in th