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“Is God willing to prevent evil, but not able?
Then he is not omnipotent. Is he able, but not
willing? Then he is malevolent. Is he both able anlting?
Then whence cometh evil? Is he neither able ndmgi?
Then why call him God?”

Epicurus (?)

“Some things happen of necessity, others by
chance, others through our own agency."

Epicurus

“Facts is precisely what there is not,
only interpretations.”

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche



RESUMO

Interpretar sempre implicard uma grande jornada. &@or acaso que esta pratica
esteja associada a figura mitologica de Hermestdprip ato reflexivo em torno da questéo
‘0 que significa significar’ envolve uma longa véag. E dividindo a interpretacdo em dois
momentos, ao qual nos referiremos amplamente apemdentoldgico’ e ‘pratico’, que esta
dissertacdo adquire sua forma. Num primeiro momemouma problematizacdo sobre a
guestdo do significado numa perspectiva hermerguRiartindo da discussao engendrada na
obraPolitics of Interpretation(1983), e passando pela argumentacéo sobre ‘iotealdade’
em interpretacao textual, especificamente caraet#a na obra de E. D. Hirsch Validity in
Interpretation(1967), busca-se um estudo introdutdrio sobreesto do significado do texto
literario em relacdo a um outro problema que é oémado como ‘o narcisismo do leitor’,
para enfim culminar na proposta hermenéutica dedRic Ou seja, antes de especificamente
lidar com a interpretacdo de Exorcista(1971), busca-se uma abordagem tedrica sobre a
questao do significado. Num segundo momento, qoeimglica numa aplicacdo da teoria
exposta, pois partimos do principio que ndo héasdiientre teoria e pratica, passamos a
interpretacdo da obréhe Exorcist(1971) de William Peter Blatty. Aborda-se estaaopor
constituir-se um problema hermenéutico. Porémyaduai existencialista desta obra proposta
por esta dissertacdo sera precedida por uma reléanto do autor como um texto e sua
consequente relacdo com a interpretacdo do romgunaato por uma abordagem relacional
entre ndo s a recepcao critica desta obra, assim em relacdo aos demais romances do
autor, na tentativa, primeiro, de demonstrar aficiéuncia de caracterizacbes da obra como
‘horror’ e ‘teodicéia’, para, finalmente, propor abertura da obra em direcdo a uma
perspectiva existencialista.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE: O Exorcista Hermenéutica; Significado; Literatura de Horror;
Existencialismo.



ABSTRACT

Interpreting will always implicate a long journdyis not by chance that this practice
is associated to the mythological figure of Hermidse very reflexive act about the question
of ‘what it means to mean’ involves a longe travelis by dividing interpretation in two
moments, which will be referred to merely as ‘oatptal’ and ‘practical’, that this
dissertation achieves its form. In a first momémere is a problematization about the issue of
meaning in a hermeneutical perspective. Beginmog fa discussion engendered in the work
Politics of Interpretation1983), and passing through an argumentation abuaantionality’
in textual interpretation, more specifically chdesized in E. D. Hirsch Jr.’alidity in
Interpretation(1967), we search an introductory study about tkammg of a literary text in
relation to another problem which is denominatetthesnarcissism of the reader’, in order to
finally culminate in Ricoeur's hermeneutical progbslt means that, before specifically
dealing with the interpretation dte Exorcist(1971), we seek a theoretical approach to the
question of meaning. In a second moment, which doeésmplicate in the application of the
exposed theory, since we follow the principle ttiedre is no division between theory and
practice, we develop an interpretation of Williaraté Blatty’sThe Exorcist(1971). This
work is approached because it configures a herntieatuproblem. However, the
existentialist shift in this work proposed by thlissertation will be preceded by a reading of
the author as a text and its consequent relatighetonterpretation of the novel, as well as a
relational approach not only to the specific caticeception of the mentioned title, but also in
relation to the author’s other works, in the attgnfipst, to demonstrate the insufficiency of
the characterization of the novel as ‘horror’ dre'vdicy’, and, finally, to propose the opening
of the work in the direction of an existentialigtrppective.

KEYWORDS: The ExorcistHermeneutics; Meaning; Horror Literature; Exigtaism.
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1 FOREWORD

According to Ricoeur (1985), “an introduction whiave fulfilled its task if it permits
the reader to better question, read, and thinkbtbhek he is about to take up.” (p.377)
Therefore, allow me to call this dissertation “egdic”. | will explain. Unavoidably, the
reader will find two lines of argumentation herecause what was supposed to be merely
introductory ended up becoming half of the textfifdt, this scared me. However, | am one
of those persons who may easily consider theottittee question of abortion, but who will
never effectively agree with an affirmative optidnwas not able to suppress what was
coming up.

This text is, more than anything else, a hermenaljburney. Basically, it poses the
question ‘what does it mean?’ to a novel calldte Exorcist(1971f. However, | was not
satisfied in starting right away with the text peop| then decided to include as an
introductior? to my dissertation a vetyrief research on the subject of what it means to ask
‘what does it mean?’ to a literary text. The resuls that it almost became the entire
dissertation. This is why | call it embryotic. | aaware that this fact may mar the main
purpose of the text. However, | still take the rigkkeeping the original chapter without many
cuts. This is the first warning to the reader: ¢hare two moments in my argumentation.

The first moment, which | call ‘Meaning the Issuerdlogue)’, is divided in three
parts. | used this title because it consists ira@@mpt to provide a very brief reflection on
what the question ‘what does it mean?’ means.alhyjtiit should be basically an introduction

to Ricoeur’s theory on hermeneutics. However, itheoito emphasize the question described

2 From now on, | will always include the year in erdo emphasize that | am talking about the noMeils
insistence is due to the prevalence that the citiemdaptation has received.

% From now on, whenever | use inverted commas ¢h& word between them must be taken in a broasksém
similar system, whenever | use the wordgatics, without any additional note, it will indicate tthe word is
being used in a very literal sense.
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by the French philosopher as “the narcissism of rdeder” (RICOEUR, 1981, p.191), |
decided to include an essay on one of the refesemsed by Ricoeur. | opted for this because
| was surprised when | asked one of my profedsersen before having an advisor for this
dissertation, and she suggested me exactly the @ikl was very interested in reading,
namely, E. D. Hirsch'®/alidity in Interpretation(1967). There were two other books on this
list, but only one of them was valuable for my amguntation — W. T. J. Mitchell'§he
Politics of Interpretation(1982). The two books mentioned actually form the tfirst
sections of the first chapter in this dissertatidfterwards, | realized that, in a sense, | am
addicted to what is broadly calledose reading Thus, what was supposed to be an
introduction ended up becoming two essays. Thd #ection, and the most important one, is
then left to the approach of Ricoeur’s hermenebpb@nomenology. Thus, if the reader can
forgive me for the recommendation, the first chejgesupposed to be an argumentation on
the problem of what | may cathe ascription of meanindt is an attempt to show that
categories such as reader, author, and text cdravat a privileged position in the matter,
because all of them form what in Ricoeur’s (198byds can be called “the mode of being-in-
the-world” of the text (p.192). However, an addi@ warning is also necessary: this is
supposed to be only the raising of a problem, m@froposal of a solution.

| know it may be deceptive for those interestedny interpretation offhe Exorcist
(1971) to have to struggle with this theoreticajuanentation. This is precisely the main
purpose of my dissertation, the part which is priypgedicated to answer the question ‘what
does it mean’ posed to the novel. However, thithes part of my text which also has its
detours. The first is through William Peter Bladty a text. It is amazing to hear from Stephen
King that, in a way, Blatty is his ‘father (WINTER1985). In my interpretation, to

deconstruct Blatty as a ‘horror writer’ is the fitep in order to do the same to the novel.

“1 would like to thank Ph.D. Rita Teresinha Schnfi@ther suggestions.
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This is why | call this section ‘The Beginning’, toaiso as a parallel to the names of chapters
in The Exorcist(1971). The next section is another detour, thisetithrough essays on
Blatty’s bibliography. | take this procedure in erdo show that it is possible to observe,
through what is understood in his other books, izt The Exorcis{1971) is proposing is
not actually ‘horror’. | call this section ‘The E€gin order to show that these works, and the
commentaries made on them, actually form the ceostotithe novel; though they remain as
fragile and thin as the skin is to our bodies. Bné is only in the last section of the second
chapter that | start the existentialist interpiietaproperly. This choice has a purpose: to show
that interpretation is always achieved too latel @ns only through the detour through other
texts that meaning is performed. Meaning, in thé, @ not an object, but a relation. This is
what the reader is supposed to find along theviofig lines. Thus, it is not by chance that |
call this last section ‘The Abyss’, exactly becaiursemeaning we can never see the end;
perhaps only if we throw ourselves in.

Therefore, what the second chapter is trying tavsisahat the label ‘horror’ is much
more an influence caused by its cinematic adaptadio the interpretation of the novel than
what a closer reading of latter can provide. Selygride second chapter is also an attempt to
escape the easy resource of interpreting the rasvalkind of catechism, or rather, as | prefer
to say, theodicy. Finally, this is an endeavor perothe novel to one of its possible modes of
being in the world, not because this is the mostech one, but because literary texts should
always be open for more interpretations, to conflicwould be very easy to do this with a
literary text which is normally open to differemitérpretations. This is one aspect that
reinforces my insistence in interpreting exacklye Exorcist(1971). Curiously, this book is
not my favorité, despite having made my final paper for my undedgate course on the

same book (a paper which had a strong bias towasyshology). Therefore, the purpose of

® | think there will hardly be a book to replace @abGarcia Marquez'©ne Hundred Years of Solitude the
top of my list.
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this dissertation is truly hermeneutical. The itesise on callingrhe Exorcista horror story
has always amazed me. It is acceptable to call ‘gupernatural thriller’ or ‘theological
literature’. However, | still wanted to depart frothe obvious. This is how | come to
existentialism. In fact, while | was seeking inlpeBbphy an argumentation on the subject of
‘evil’ and ‘faith’, | found Ricoeur’s texts. Surgingly, hisinterpretation Theory: discourse
and the surplus of meanir{@976), and his philosophy in general, attractedatbgntion with
such strength that | decided to take him not oslyaaource for the approach to ‘evil’ and
‘faith’, but also as a theoretical basis for intetation.

However, there was still another name to be inwblve this dissertation as a
surprise: Kierkegaard. This philosopher, on it® tuvas inevitable; not only because he is an
explicit influence on Ricoeur, but exactly becaogéhe relevance of his religious philosophy
as an intertextuality forhe Exorcist(1971). It will not be rare to find in my interpagion
many moments when | use direct quotations fromettaeghors as if they were comments on
the novel. | took this ‘libertinag&exactly to reinforce my position that the lattaisha great
potential to be taken as existentialist novel. lnalssuing the Meaning’ is my attempt to
put the ineffability of a relation (meaning) inteetconcreteness of the word (text).

| would like to close this introduction by askirfgetreader: what is there between the
‘prologue’ and the ‘epilogue’ of a story? In thigyy one may have the answer for my choice

of naming the two chapters of this dissertatiofPaslogue’ and ‘Epilogue’.

® Pun intended.
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2 MEANING THE ISSUE (PROLOGUE)

This first chapter of my dissertation is a briesearch on the question of ‘meaning’.
It started with thenaivequestion ‘what does it mean?’, which is supposeddrk as a central
question to my object of study, namelyhe Exorcist(1971). This word receives inverted
commas in order to call attention to the imprecisaracter it may initially present, and also,
to the diverse areas of study which have takes thair focus of scrutiny. This more general
term is present in the title of this dissertaticactly to scope a number of other terms which
will also be relevant throughout this text (just name a few of them — interpretation,
understanding, explication, criticism, etc). It Maube a totally different choice if this
dissertation were written in Portuguese, or Gerrfiarwhich there are “significado” and
“sentido” in the first, and “Bedeutung” and “Sinimi the second, while in English there are
meaning, sense and signified). | am not claiminge tbat one language is more or less
favorable or problematic to the question. The pseps just to show an initial indecision,
without an intention of finding a solution by thence of this study, but that can be
problematized as it progresses. | believe thi®isat least should be, a crucial concern for
anybody involved in literary studies.

| also give emphasis to the word ‘naive’. | decidedefer to the question in this way
because of the etymology of the word, which meansne of its original acceptances, “just
born” (HARPER, 2001). In this sense, it does natehanything to do with the commonsense
association it has with ‘silly’ or ‘innocent’. Itds more to do with what E. D. Hirsch Jr.
(1967) refers to as “a general typeAfter formulating this introductory question, thg my

reading on Ricoeur, | realized that this same guestould also be called ‘ontological’, if by

" An concept which will be properly approached ia #fection of this chapter dedicated to this author.
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ontological | only refer to the general idea of tleem, which means ‘the study of being’.
Thus, while | try to construe a/the meaningToie Exorcist(1971), | also try to think about
the meaning of ‘meaning’ itself.

This first chapter is divided into three sectiomwfich correspond to three different
moments of my research on meaning. The first momehich will be the last section, is
concerned with what | could formulate about thejettbfrom Ricoeur’'s thought, starting
from his lectures at the University of Texas orgadi and published in a book titled
Interpretation Theory: discourse and the surplusnodaning(1976), and then explored in
many of his other books. The second section, wival the second moment of my research,
is concerned with E. D. Hirsch’'s bodkalidity in Interpretation(1967). Finally, the last
moment of my study on the subject of meaning, dmadfirst section of this chapter, comes
from a collection of essays organized by W. T. jtchell under the titleThe Politics of
Interpretation(1983), an outcome from an initial special issu€afical Inquiry based on a
symposium of the same name held at the Univerdit€ldcago’s Center for Continuing
Education, October 30, 31, and November 1 of 1981.

| decided to set this disposition of sections ia tihapter because of my personal
position toward these three perspectives. | stamnfwhat | may call aaleidoscopic
perspective on the issue of interpretation. | defihe Politics of Interpretatiorthis way in
order to characterize it as something beautifalgrinented and hypnotic. With ‘beautiful’, 1
allude to the great names of scholars the bookabtesto gather under the same compilation
of texts. With ‘fragmented’, | mean the ample dsmr of directions that the subject of
interpretation took in the hands of these variedpectives. Finally, with ‘hypnotic’, | intend
to mean how appealing all of them are. In its tuhe, second step is dedicated to Hirsch’s
book Validity in Interpretationin order to keep under discussion an issue stanted

Schleiermacher and Dilthey, and which I think isffam concluded, namely, the question of
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‘objectivity’ in interpretation. Finally, the lastpproach to the subject is dedicated to a brief
study of Ricoeur’'s philosophy, more specificallyetlsections concerned with textual
interpretation. At first, | decided to include imet provisory title of my dissertationL(terary
Exorcism: meaning The Exordighe following wordsthrough hermeneuticCertainly, the
field of hermeneutics is very broad, and to makeremce to it approaching only one branch
of this epistemological area may be a controvestdi#iude. However, | insist on maintaining
this reference only under the word ‘hermeneutiexduse this is also what is at issue both in
The Politics of Interpretatiorf1982) and inValidity in Interpretation(1967) My position
towards the subject may be made more evident byatteof leaving Ricoeur for the last
section. Nevertheless, his name is not in the, tiite because he does not deserve to be: on
the contrary, his philosophy seemed much more clittea to me than other postmodern
mainstream thinkers. | regret not having enougletimdevelop the issue of hermeneutics a
little further, since many other names would deseswch a place. One of them, and | insist on
giving this credit, is the name of Hans-Georg Gaelarilis Truth and Method1960) is a
contemporary authority in the subject of hermerosutintil today. Despite this feeling of debt,

| do feel a little relieved from this burden siné#rsch and Ricoeur provide enough
information through their approaches to Gadamea. tliorough approach to his text was not

possible, at least an indirect relation could belena

® The way the body of the dissertation took shapaglts composition demanded that | reformulatetittesin
order to better indicate what is at issue in thislg. The weight that the theoretical part assuisdle reason
for allowing more emphasis on the word ‘hermenettic



17

2.1 The Politics of Interpretation

Critical Inquiry is a journal in the humanities concerned with goaston critical
theory. Founded in 1974 by Wayne Booth, Arthur Eeisan and Sheldon Sacks, nowadays
the journal is edited by W. T. J. Mitchell and isbfished by the University of Chicago Press.
One of its issues, more precisely vol.9, no.1 Saptr 1982, is a collection of essays by
participants in a symposium under the same namenargd by and held at the University of
Chicago. The book, issued in 1983, shows a goodduattory perspective on the question of
‘interpretation’. Its title,The Politics of Interpretatignrepresents adequately the tone of the
essays published there. Though Mitchell says in ititeoduction for this book that
“interpretation is politics by other means” (p.1)his following characterization,
“interpretation aswar by other means” (ibid), more appropriately repnesethe way the
discussion is led. | do not interpret this confhegatively; on the contrary, such a ‘conflict’ is
very positive. In my opinion, interpretation, andlipcs, too, implies taking a position, as
well as a call to action. Assuming a position ighet same time unavoidable and dangerous;
this is the way | understand Mitchell’'s observatibat “politics is an uncomfortable topic for
intellectuals”. (p.2) In this sense, | may conjeetuhat action is always a step into the
unknown. | think that this is the proximity of pidis, interpretation and life; all of them are
essentially decision making. This reminds me of whance read in a banner for the
celebration of librarian’s day: “books do not chanpe world; books change people and
people change the world”. It is in this sense thagree with Mitchell when he says that
“interpretation is itself a way of changing the Vadr (p.3) This brief remark provides

arguments for me to start to believe in hermenswgca fundamental human practice.

° From now on, since all quotations are taken fiidre Politics of InterpretatioMITCHELL, 1983), | will only
mention the page where they are taken from.
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| think that the general tone of the book cannoape being characterized as a battle
between those whadjudicatemeaning to the author and those who do to theeredtitchell
gives a different characterization to this in tmraduction: “Advocates of interpretive
determinacy and objectivity are characterized athaaitarian, puritanical, and fascistic;
explorers of interpretive indeterminacy and ‘fregpl(...) are stigmatized as escapists,
obfuscationists, nihilists...” (ibid) In the followinlines, | will try to provide my reader with
what the authors of these essays have to say @&bdumay at times agree or disagree with
some points, but | must highlight here that thiseslanot mean | intend these to be
representative of one of the sides. | can only ttay my position is on the reader’s side,
though, after this study, | will always take intonsideration the author’s side, as well as the
autonomy of the text.

In my approach toThe Politics of Interpretation] will follow the editorial
organization of the sequence of essays. Accordirthis methodology, | start my study with
Edward Said’®Opponents, Audiences, Constituencies and Commumitiis text, the author
approaches the topic, the politics of interpretatas a call to denounce the hermetic situation
of professional literary criticism, which, in hisva words, he defines as a “proliferation of
private critical language”. (p.29) In order to amgmate his text to the reader-author
argument, | highlight a passage at the beginningrevzhe says that “no one writes simply for
oneself’, and that there is always an “Other” irs throcess which makes interpretation “a
social activity”. (p.9) I think it is not implaudid to characterize him as being on the reader’s
side, or rather, against the author’s - one thenpichampion one side, but it is quite another
to denounce the other side. | think the authoreeadatter becomes more explicit when Said
says that “no single explanation sending one baxkeadiately to a single origin is adequate”,
and that “heterogeneity of human involvement isrdfa@e equivalent to heterogeneity of

results, as well as of interpretive skills and teghes.” (p.18) Since | am not in the position
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of contesting this author, | would only like to ntien that both reader and authe@an occupy
this position of the ‘Other’. If it is problematito position the author and his intended
meaning as the center, then it must also be asas@msial to allow the reader to occupy this
position. | do not want to concentrate my reflectmn this essay, but at this point | would
only like to acknowledge the importance that Saikg to the question “Who?”, something
which will also be fundamental in Ricouer’s refiectabout language and identity.

In a certain way, despite some textual frictionwssin them, Donald Davie’'s
following essay traces the line of argument expldrg Said, when he places the question: “Is
it not at least possible that some political poseanterested in ensuring that we pass our time
in this'® rather than in anything more pointed, more urgantl more consequential?” (p.48),
and before that when he asks “which is the politicaotivation which impels
deconstructionists and other interpreters to irikat reliable interpretation of even apparently
limpid texts can take place only in seminar roomgdhe pages of learned journals?” (p.45)
However, what | would like to point out in his egss when he parallels the “liberation from
authority, from the authority of the text and oktkclassic’ author of the text” with the
“liberation from civic and political responsibilityrom citizenship and what it entails.” (p.47)
The title of his essayRoet: Patriot: Interpreter is better understood when the author says
that “poets and painters are ‘interpreters’, ne l#gn the scholar-critic who subsequently
undertakes to ‘interpret’ their interpretations.][A poem is a little of criticism of life as a
burning brand is a criticism of fire.” (p.44) Fraifms perspective, the accused ‘origin’ of the
author asthe source of the meaning of the text can be apprehdikerently from the
perspective of his/her ‘originality’ as just anatfmmpeting entity for the meaning of the

text. Thus, construing the verbal intention of athar through his/her text would be as valid

19 He refers to the theoretical discussion aboutditeinterpretation.
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as inferring some unintended meaning. The authmateuthis perspective, would not die, but
only lose his/her throne.

Davie’s “Liberation” and “Patriotism” are good tesnto establish a link to the next
essayfFreedom of Interpretation: Bakhtin and the Challeraj Feminist Criticismwritten by
Wayne Booth. Here again the question “Who?” is amdntal in a sequence of
interrogations: “Who utters them? In what circums&s? In what tone? With what
qualification by other utterances? What is the ipaf our emotional responses?” (p.65)
Despite its relevance, my concern at this poinhae focused specifically when the author
says that “what we shall want to grapple with i$ words or propositions in isolation but the
total ‘act of discourse’ that the author commitg’63), and later on when he says that “there
is no escape then from the task, difficult as jtakappraising the quality of the response
invited by the whole work: what will it do with @o us if we surrender our imaginations to its
paths?” (p.65) The problem @fho is being ‘responsible’ for that ‘message/ho is being

ascribedto that, is brought to the forefront in this essdyen Booth says that

To wrench [...] out [...] their moments and then blatient* for not seeing
the world my way is to risk violating not only théntegrity but my own as
well. Everything | know about trying to understasmmeone requires me to
suppress my “local” biases and enter as intimadslyossible into the alien
moment. (p.77)

In this sense, my question ‘what does it mean?ery much in frequency with what
Booth says about what he “constantly strives fafijch is “[to attempt] to discover what any
work of artis (or, in another critical language, what it &tempting to do to ni&).” (p.78)
Thus, discovering what a work of art is entailsetimcal practice, because, as Booth himself

acknowledges, “any ethical criticism we try to deyein a systematic way must take into

1 He refers to those who utter the message.
12 talics mine.
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account an ethics of the reader as well as ansettiwhat is written.” (p.79) In this sense, the
question above must take into account not only whateant through a text, but also what is
meant by the person who wrote the text. This maggdpeopriately linked to what later Hirsch
(1967) will call the impossibility of a message miegy for itself. Moreover, it may also be
related to one of the main positions in Ricouenguight, which is to taklanguagenot as a
system, but to place it at the leveldi$coursg RICOEUR, 1976).

The fourth essay ofhe Politics of Interpretatioms Julia Kristeva'$Psychoanalysis
and The PolisIn this text, the author talks about “the deswegive meanin§ which is
described as “the subject’'s need to reassure Himkbis image and his identity faced with
an object — the obsessive quest for A Meaning — raeaning, an uncriticizable ultimate
Meaning.” (p.84) This quest is identified by her‘as example of political delirium in avant-
garde writing.” (p.84-5) She also calls attentiorttie fact that in the “confrontation between
the object and the subject of interpretation [.hf bbject may succumb to the interpretive
intentions of the interpreter [...], [or] the objenay reveal to the interpreter the unknown of
his theory and permit the constitution of a newotge¢ (p.86) Following the argument, she

also says that

The contemporary interpreter renounces the gameindkebtedness,
proximity, and presencehidden within the connotations of the concept of
interpretation. [...] The modern interpreter avoids presentness of subjects
to themselves and to things. [...] Breaking out oé tbnclosure of the
presentness of meaning, tmew “interpreter” no longer interprets: he
speaks, he “associates”, because there is no lamgabject to interpret.
(ibid)

Kristeva also adds that “perceptual and knowingelpgnsion of the original object
is only a theoretical, albeit undoubtedly indisgasie [...], already marked by a lack [...], it
shelters within its very being the nonsignifiablee nonsymbolized.” (p.87) This is what |

call a considerable blow against the author's sale a relative weight for the reader.

However, | think that this blow is not complete,chese it still leaves a thin line to the
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possibility of objectivemeaning when she says: “I interpret because Mgagwists. But my
interpretation is infinite because Meaning is madeite by desire. [...] | am subject to
Meaning, a non-Total Meaning, which escapes me.92p Meaning may not be a
metaphysical unchangeable essence, but it is sorgetthich, despite all variability, still
keeps ‘traces’ of its ‘charactéf’ Kristeva does not deny the possibility of meanishe
merely opens it to the possibility of continuing aneng through different languages and
times. In parallel to what is said abdVeabout meaning, she says that “the subject
rediscovers, if not his origin, at least his oraity.” (p.95) In order to abbreviate it and avoid

an excessive attention to this text, | would oiltg ko mention Kristeva’s following words:

It is the fascination with the wandering and elesither, who attracts,
repels, puts one literally beside oneself. Thisegthbefore being another
subject, is an object of discourse, a nonobjecgtaect. This abject awakens
in the one who speaks archaic conflicts with hisiomproper objects, his
ab-jects, at the edge of meaning, at the limitshef interpretable. And it
arouses the paranoid rage to dominate those opjectsansform them, to
exterminate them. (p.97)

| think that this paranoia to dominate, or transformay carry the danger of
exterminating the possibility of the tetxt be Under this perspective, | only dare to say & thi
point that the privilege of the reader’s side ipesblematical as that of the author.

| think that a great contribution to the subjecimade by Stephen ToulminBhe
Construal of Reality: Criticism in Modern and Pddbdern ScienceThe first sentence which
| would like to quote is when he says that “thetdoes of the natural sciences are critical
interpretations of their subject matter, no lesanthhose of the humanities.” (p.101) He
notices that the developments both in natural ammam sciences brought changes in the
concept of ‘objectivity’. Besides, for him, integtation is inseparable from ethics and politics

(p.105). He acknowledges a multiplicity of readinvgsen he says that “alternative styles of

3 This is a metaphorical allusion to Ricoeur andihas.
14 See the paragraph about Said’s essay above.
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interpretation within an established scientific aijiline reflect the fact that alternative
interpretive standpoints are available within theesce, each with its own scope and
justification.” (p.108) However, he still keeps tleencept of validity under consideration
when he observes that “different critical standpoimay be relevant to the same work,
whether or not they are truly central to undersitagpdhat work.” (p.109) Moreover, he
notices that “there are no genuinely incorrect dyp@mts, only idiosyncratic, ideologically
biased, or otherwise unusual ones.” (p.110) Thdrenahe talks about alisinterested way”
(p.112), he is not talking about the much critidizspect of being ‘neutral’ in relation to the
observed object, but about trecognitionof the ‘Other’. What he criticizes, and | agredhwi
him on this point, is some “[exaggeration] in tladerof interpretation and subjectivity in the
humanities”. (p.116)

Validity and objectivity in interpretation in litature can be seen in parallel with
validity and objectivity in history. This is one @&icouer's main arguments ihime and
Narrative - Vol.3° (1985) One reference he uses in his argumentation istlgxhe author
of the following essay in focus now: Hayden WhiteThe Politics of Historical
Interpretation: Discipline and De-Sublimatiomnitially, | would like to highlight White’'s
concern with distinguishing understanding and exgti@n. For him, “man, society, and
culture are to be objects of disciplined inquitye disciplines should aim at ‘understanding’
these objects, not at explaining them.” (p.1212atcordance with this line of thought, the

author adds that

Historians also often claim to explain their obgeof study by providing a
proper understanding of them. The means by whi@h uhderstanding is
provided is “interpretation”. “Narration” is bothhe way in which a
historical interpretation is achieved and the moéleliscourse in which a
successful understanding of matters historicapsasented. (p.122)

!5 Specially Section 2: Poetics of Narrative: Histdfiction, Time.
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His observation that it is through narration that achieve interpretation is crucial to
my position that it is through interpretation thveg¢ perform meaning. At the beginning of
White’s essay, in a footnote, he observes that attievity of interpreting becomes political at
the point where a given interpreter claims autlgaoiter rival interpreters.” (p.120) Though
he may be very relativistic in general, | think inekes a great contribution to the reflection
about meaning when he says that

An interpretation falls into the category of a\hen it denies the reality of
the events of which it treats and into the categafryan untruth when it
draws false conclusions from reflection on eventwse reality remains
attestable on the level of “positive” historicadjinry. (p.139)

Another point that | would like to highlight is aigtation White makes of Vidal-
Naquet when the latter asks: “What are we goindatavith this memory that, while it is our
memory, is not that of everybody?”(VIDAL-NAQUET apud MITCHELL, 1983, p.140)
This is parallel to what | think any interpreteraofy literary work should worry about, that is,
what am | going to do with this ‘narration’ brougbtmy ‘own’ text, while it is now my text,
but still written by someone else? Since a hisédifiact cannot mean whatever ‘we’ want it to
mean, a literary text cannot say whatever ‘we’ wiaid say. | think this is the point where
interpretation and criticism split, bringing thesu® closer to what will later be approached in
Ricoeur’s and Hirsch’s texts.

In The Politics of Interpretatiorthere is a critical exchange made between Ronald
Dworkin and Stanley Fish, and complemented by @draBruns, which is very relevant for
this discussioH. It is interesting that Dworkin brings from lawettsame discussion | am

exploring here, which argues whether a law is wisabriginal’ author(s) meant it to mean,

or what judges take it to mean now. First of ghplging this ‘intentionalist’ argument equally

' The quotation is taken from Vidal-Naquet)s Eichman de Papign Les Assassins de la Memoifearis: La
Decouverte, 1987).

" In order to make this section more concise, | disttito remove the paragraphs | wrote about theyeseaich
appear between this critical exchange and HaydeiteWWessay. Despite their considerable contrilmtihe
reflections developed there would only reinforceatMhias been discussed in this section.
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to a law and to a literary work is almost claimiigt both are the same thing, which seems
absurd to me. The conditions of construing a lasvtatally different from those of construing
a literary work. However, there are some relevapieats to highlight from this discussion.
Initially, 1 have to make clear that Dworkin def;ndimself against what he calls “personal
politics or ideal political morality”, saying thateither is plausible”. (p.250) Another relevant
aspect which he points to is that he is not inteck$n finding the meaning of a specific
passage or word, but the message as a whole. JplB&2is parallel to Ricoeur’s position of
considering a literary work as a whole (though finegtary or disputable the sense of whole
may be for both). Dworkin also claims for a cleastidction between interpretation and
criticism, even though they share some feature258) According to him, “a theory of
interpretation must contain a subtheory about itheof a work of art in order to be able to
tell the difference between interpreting and chagga work.” (ibid) By making this
difference explicit, both interpretation and ciigim stop competing for the center in the
pursuit of meaning and become both fundamentalspalivided only for cognitive and
structural reasons, but still ontologically the satining under the concept of ‘understanding’.
This author-reader dispute is well expressed wheworkin says that “a good interpretation
will focus on what the author intended, because mamcation is not successful unless it
expresses what a speaker wants it to express”, henccounterpoints by saying that
“interpretation will place the reader in the foregnd” if expressed in another “sense”
(another sense, another meaning, anoien, anotherBedeutunganothersentido,another
significadg. This raises another question: are tautologiessipte? Are there ‘wrong’ or
‘right’ tautologies? Are there cognitive creativautologies and/or similar-representative
tautologies? What are tautologies at all? Howelsvporkin still keeps the problem open
when he says that this distinction between intégpien and criticism is “no longer a flat

distinction between interpretation, conceived asalering the real meaning of a work of art,
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and criticism, conceived as evaluating its sucamsamportance.” (p.256) He denies the
possibility of a final truth (or meaning) for a vkoof art, but keeps the political aspect that a
decision has to be made among competitors attegptirihe best answer for the question
‘What does it mean?’. Dworkin also acknowledgesablematic idea, which | have already
stated as my concern in exploring the subject oamimg, and which he presents in the
following sentence: “interpretation creates thetgy.257) Though he criticizes those whom
he calls “intentionalists”, his characterizationtleém contributes very much to the discussion.

In relation to this, he says that,

their theory of interpretation is not an accounwvbft is valuable in a book
or poem or play but only an account of what anyipalar book or poem or
play means and that that we must understand whagtbing means before
we can decide whether it is valuable and wheralitevlies. (p.258)

And though he argues ‘against’ Hirsch, he ends arpileg to the same conclusion

when he exemplifies that,

Any full description of what Fowles ‘intended’ whée set out to writdhe
French Lieutenant's Womarmust include the intention to produce
something capable of being treated that way, byskifrand by others, (...)
something independent from his intentf8n&.261)

Thus, reflecting on the juridical perspective of @kin, | may say that a/the
meaning is practicable, though it must strugglelaiming to be more valid than the others.
Moreover, | must not, altogether, discard the pgmisi of reconstruing the whole text in
another shorter and more explicit text about iteungg. This text, in its turn, would also be a
unique event, which took place in a specific tirmel glace, and which was uttered by a
specific person. The construction of meaning mustspand acknowledge that this person
meant something capable of being objectified. Qitiss, language itself would be

impossible.

18 |talics mine.
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In his reply to Dworkin’s essay, Stanley Fish raiseice more the insistent and
repetitive discussion under study in this chaptdrich the latter puts in the following words:
“The field is divided, in short, between those wiaieve that interpretation is grounded in
objectivity and those who believe that interpretmnes free, for all intents and purposes, free.”
(p.271) | apologize if this topic has started todiae repetitive and tedious, but my insistence
on it comes from the fact that the main point ajusnent in the book is ‘the politics of
interpretation’. Moreover, this political struggteems to me not about what politics or what
interpretation is, but more about being partisanth® author’s side or of the reader’s (which
could also be characterized as intentionalistsugen®nintentionalists, normative vs. rhetoric,
objectivists vs. relativists, etc.) - or even thegeo suppose they take both or none of the
sides (which for me is more dangerous than ‘assupatisans). Though | may place Fish on
the reader’s side, | must acknowledge that histjposis of a dialectical sort, because, while
he fights two extremist situations, characterizgchim as “reifying the mind in its freedom
and the text in its independence” (p.278), he phesdecision in the reader’s side. However,
as Dworkin and many others have also acknowledfesidecision is not exempt from many
constraints. An important one is the constrainivbt a specific person meant at one specific
time and context in one specific object, the plateonvergence of all these vectors. As Fish
himself says, the interpreter is “as free as anysse”, but at the same time “as constrained
as anyone else”. (p.275) He makes another releodservation when he says that
“information only comes in an interpreted form (lbes not announce itself).” (p.274)
However, it must also be acknowledged that sonteerh are more indirect than others. One
thing is to be ambiguous, but it is quite anotleeintend to be ambiguous. The question is not
if meaning can be ‘directly’ achieved, but if it rcabe, even though indirectly,
achieved/construed/performed at all. This arguneebrroborated by Fish in the following

sentence:
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The similarity is “arguable” which means that it shube arguedor;
similarity is not something one finds but somethimg must establish. [...]
Similarity, in short, is not a property of textgnfdarities do not announce
themselves) but a property conferred by a relatiargument [...]. (p.277)

| think that from this point on the metaphor | usedthe provisory title for this
dissertation may make a little more sense. Literagprcism may be metaphorically
understood as eonfrontationwith this chaotic experience of signs, where megnwould be
a kind of ‘evil’ that possessesomething, and that thexpelling of this chaos through the
exercise of a spell, that is, the bringing to laagg; would be itpharmakonlt is in this sense
that | agree with Fish when he says that “the nli$itbn between a found history and an
invented one is finally nothing more than a digiimt between a persuasive interpretation and
one that has failed to convince.” (p.278) Thus,réeder’'s meaning and the author’s meaning
are equally competitors for the meaning of the wodrke only thing which cannot be
maintained is that a text speaks for itself indeleertly and in soliloquy. My insistence on

being so cautious about the reader’s side is ghtallwhat Fish says in this sentence:

Readers don't just “decide” to recharacterize &;téhere has to be some
reason why it would occur to someone to treat ekvaentified as a member
of one genre as possible member of another; theist already be in place
ways of thinking that will enable the recharactatian to become a project,
and there must be conditions in the institutionhstinat the prosecution of that
project seems attractive and potentially rewardfpd79)

The abstract distinction between explaining anchgivay a text is problematized by

Fish when he says that,

To explain a work is to point out something abduthiat had not been
attributed to it before and therefore to changebyit challenging other
explanations that were once changes in their faxplaining and changing
cannot be opposed activities because they areathe activities. (p.281)

However, it still may be possible to argue abowt toncept of ‘change’ from this

proposition. Can something change while still bethg same? This is a question about
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‘identity’ which, in my opinion, Ricoeur explores & satisfactory way. He sets identity as an
ongoing dialectics which allows us, despite allraes, to be identified as the same under the
concept of “character® Thus, talking about meaning is talking about fiesspective on the
identity of a text. In this sense, Fish’s essaytiouates to give a turn to the concept of

‘intention’. In this respect, the latter says that

This will seem curious if intentions are thoughtasf unique psychological
events; but if intentions are thought as forms ofgible conventional
behavior that are to be conventionally “read”, thmme can just as well
reread his own intentions as he can reread thetiote of another. (p.283)

To emphasize even more this argument, and to tefinplace Fish on the reader’s
side, though with a resounding acknowledgment @f @luthor’s intention, | include the

following passage of his essay where he says that

One cannot read or reread independently of intenfio.] marks or sounds
produced by an intentional being, a being situatedome enterprise in
relation to which he has a purpose or a point @wviThis is not an
assumption that one adds to an already construese e order to stabilize it
but an assumption without which the construing erise could not occur.
One cannot understand an utterance withaiuthe same timdearing or

reading it as the utterance of someone with moress specific concerns,
interests, and desires, someone with an intenfjin283)

Despite all the argumentation about how they miswtdod each other, Fish and
Dworkin keep the dispute between author and readeen they claim that the other
misunderstood or inverted what one had ‘reallyis@ihis may be an endless discussion, but |
also want to include some more observations madevioyrkin in his counter-reply to Fish.

The first is when Dworking says that,

People interpret texts and statutes and cases ianates. [...] Interpreters
for the most part assume that interpreting a texiifferent from changing it
into a new text, that one interpretation may bédnéhan another even when

¥ intend to further explore this perspective i gection dedicated to Ricoeur.
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this is controversial, that arguments exist for agdinst interpretations [...]
(p.289)

This only emphasizes the fundamentality which instd above to hermeneutics, not
only as a field of study, but as a transversaldfief study. Despite Dworkin’s insightful
answer, | will skip his response to Fish and Midkaa order to go straight to his final
observation about the subject, where he says évatryone who interprets is actually seeking
the author’s intention no matter what he says hseeking, including those who propose
interpretations the author could not possibly hawended in the ordinary sense, even
subconsciously” (p.313) - a statement that onlyatmorates the argument which Hirsch will
develop invalidity in Interpretation(1967).

A last argument to be added to this textual diadogatween Fish and Dworkin is
Gerald L. Bruns'sLaw as Hermeneutics: A Response to Ronald DwoiBaspite having
little to quote from this essay, what | have tohhight from it is extremely relevant. First,
Bruns says that “between a written text, [therethg] history of the understanding of it, and
the question currently to be decided.” (p.317)His tsense, the meaning of a text is only ‘a

power-to-be’. Secondly, it is also important tollight when he says:

How a text becomes binding upon a community thatshbject of politics
and interpretation begins to emerge with properitgland as a substantive
issue. [...] The conditions that enable a text toobse forceful and to hold a
community in its power (p.319)

This may also reinforce the idea thlaé meaner cannot make a text mean whatever
he takes it to mearsince any interpretation must acknowledge itesifa member of a
community. Finally, Bruns also says that “texts i come down to us on their own but
belong to traditions of understanding that unddewthese texts in ways that we have not
examined.” (p.320) The echoes of Gadamer are obviieve. However, | will not explore his

theory here for reasons which were already mentione
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The last critical exchange ifhe Politics of Interpretatios a textual debate among
many different authors. The first one, who is thehar of the book in focus in the next
section of this dissertation, is H. D. Hirsch dmd the title of his essay Ehe Politics of
Theories of Interpretatiariirst of all, | would like to highlight that | age with him when he
says that “interpretation is the central activiti apgnition.” (p.322) There is also an
important aspect of communication in this essayctvhis fundamental to mention, which
says:

We always perceive (construct) something other thanlanguage through
which we know that thing. [...] a space of uncertgiakists between the
vehicle and the meanings interpreted from it. Tdeg, which cannot be
overcome, is a space in which different interpretet can be played out.
Hence there is always an element of uncertaingviry possible sphere of
interpretation. (ibid)

After this comment, he criticizes the “theories apriorism” which claim that
anything we mean is already “a priori” predetermdiri®y ideological, social and language
constraints. For him, “the impossibility of refutithe a priori also means the impossibility of
confirming it.” (p.323) He mentions that a probabtaunter argument for this would claim
that “in the light of multiple vectors of evidenand continual revision, we might sometimes
achieve an accurate reconstruction, despite oturalipredispositions.” (p.324) In this sense,
Hirsch proposes that disagreement in interpretagdidisagreement about the nature of an
historical event”. (ibid) According to him, we aeatly have a choice between referring an
interpretation to an original author or an origicalde or convention system. (p.325) In his
opinion, this is “the ultimate political question interpretation”, namely, “the locus of
authority”. (ibid) In this way, he distinguishestiween choosing the “a priori” convention
(the reader chooses his/her own present time cyghgrand the “historical” one (the reader
chooses to accept someone’s past choice of a cykéngr He calls this distinction

respectively as “autocratic” and “allocartic”. (@& However, in his opinion, both would
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remain “a posteriori investigations” of “an histmal event”. (ibid) He summarizes the idea in

the following paragraph:

First, the politics of interpretation resides inetlthoice between the
autocratic and allocratic norm. Under the autocratrm, authority resides
in the reader, while under the allocratic norm, th&der delegates authority
to the reconstructed historical act of another greisr community. Second,
autocratic interpretation is not in principle reahbte except by accidental
change of preference, whereas allocratic interfiogtas revisable ex post
facto on the basis of changing theories and evieieabout a determinative
historical event. Hence the autocratic norm isiarpand incorrigible; the
allocratic norm is a posteriori and revisable. §7-8)

He complements right after by saying that,

Those who claim that all interpretations are puedtred by cultural

schemas may be called “idealists”. [...] In this vjemterpretation is always
already autocratic, that is, always constitutedheyreader’s predetermining
schemas [...]. The contrasting view, that interpretatcan be either

autocratic or allocratic, assumes that the trutbullan historical event [...]

is something that might be objectively knowlespité’ the influence of

cultural schemas (“realists”). (p.328)

He justifies his position for the allocratic whea $ays that,

Allocratic interpretation is the only sort that cianprinciple be revised, and
thus make practical use of scholarship, evidenogicdl argument, and
could even look to the possibility of empirical gress. [...] [it] offers the

possibility of being wrong. Autocratic interpretatiis always right or, more
exactly, could be neither wrong or right; it offetself no external standard
with respect to which it could be one or the otlGe:330)

Then, he finishes his argument by claiming that

Interpretation is intellectually interesting insittee academy mainly when it
is trying to determine some objective historicalithr It is politically
significant outside the acadenonly when it is trying to determine some
objective historical truth. Whether or not an inpeetationis telling the
historical truth is a question that nobody can a&rswNonetheless, the
interpreter’'s decision to try to tell this truthasgenuine political decision,
too important to be yielded by default to the rhieity of interpretive
theories. (p.333)

2 Jtalics mine.
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| understand Hirsch in the sense that denying tssipility of being ‘objective’ in
interpretation, of being wrong or right, opens up indeterminacy, which implies
impossibility of meaning, of communication and il constraints. This, in its turn, ends up
allowing us to say thahe meaning of something is whatever we want méan making us
all Humpty-Dumptie&’. The issue is complex; this is why it is still Besary to raise these
questions.

It is interesting to notice that the concept ofijicd has been in close relation with
the concept of decision since the first essaytw Politics of InterpretationA search into the
etymology of the word ‘politics’ makes these idea®n more proximate, since it has to do
with the Greek word forpolis. Decision is the aspect under concern in the mssayls
There a Politics of Interpretation?vritten by Walter Benn Michaels. His initial arficial
argument, which is rhetorically expressed in thie ©f the essay, is that interpretations are
not “free”, and therefore there is no “politics ioterpretation”. Instead of opening to a
radical gap, where we all would become Humpty-Duespthe takes the concept of “choice”
to an aporia moment between choosing and belieym836) He contests White (Dworkin
and Hirsch included) by arguing that “at the heditis argument is thus the sense that really
nothing seems true”, and later on he adds thathfngtabout the conditions of our knowing
things guarantees that we really do know them ctyé (p.340) For him, “conceiving
interpretations as chosen is incoherent.” (p.34i) pbsition, reinforced by his co-authored
text Against Theory(1982), is that “our understanding of what a texans and what its
author intends it to mean are the same thing aadinkterpretation is just a matter of trying to
figure out this intention.” (p.344) Moreover, Midakla says that “every interpreter is always

an intentionalist, that language can be rightlyarstbod only as a set of intentional acts, and

L This folkloric literary character, used by Lewiar@ll in hisThrough the Looking Glagd871), is borrowed
by Hirsch as an example of the semantic discussioler study in this chapter.
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hence that to use language at all is to acknowldédgeentrality of intention.” (ibid) I think
that with this position he becomes even more radi@an Hirsch in favor of the author as the
authority for the meaning of the text. Still coui@anced by the reader’s perspective, | think
that this ‘originality’ is always open by the unihgieable fissure made by the distance between
the reader and the author, or between sign andfismynbut which is made possible by a

“leap” of “faith”??

made through language. | think this is the poihere actually choosing
and believing coincide.

‘Choice’ and ‘leaping’ are good words to lead te tiext essay, namelyhe Politics
of Interpretations by Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak. From this textyduld like to highlight

the following passage:

One cannot of course “choose” to step out of idgploThe most
responsible “choice” seems to be to know it as bastcan, recognize it as
best one can, and, through one’s necessarily inadegnterpretation, to
work to change it, to acknowledge the challenggm851)

This essay shows a particular concern in regardeegderm “ideology”. However,
when Spivak talks about undoing “the oppositionsveen determinism and free will and
between conscious choice and unconscious reflesdnhot help thinking ‘meaning’ in these
terms. To be able to think that way, | would ratlesve her essay aside and approach two
concepts from Derrida for the question of meansgpplemeniand hauntology The first
comes fromOf Grammatology(1967), and, to put it as briefly as possiblengans that the
origin has no initial originality, the original sigwill always be another sign, the supplement
of a supplement. A supplement is a substitute donething else that is unable to be present.

Thus, | take meaning in this dissertation to beigpement for the text, which in its turn is

always in the need of a supplement, while at thmeeséime it adds something to the text,

22 The term ‘leap’ is normally associated to Kierkagly(1980), but here the expression is used more
symbolically than conceptually, since the connaethetween ‘faith’ and ‘language’ is something atsade by
Schlegel (1847).
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which is a kind of surpld& It is neither something opposed nor equivalenthi® text.
Another term which | would like to approach heredesived fromSpectres of Mar1994)
namely, hauntology.It means the paradoxical state of being and nogbdike a ghost
haunting something. | think this term exemplifige trelation between meaning and text, and
definitely reaches the argument proposed in theigooy title of this dissertationliterary
exorcism | made this excuse of going beyond the essayusedhis is the ‘fissure’ | found in
the dichotomy brought up to here between authorraader as the origin of meaning. That is
why | kept these terms. However, | have to cut twsiment here in order to conclude with
this argument, in order not to extend it too much.

The last essay which | would like to mention iseply to Spivak made by Stanley
Cauvell. It is the shortest one, and it deals wighyvprecise observations made by Spivak on
Cavell’'s text. | would like only to quote two pages, without much comment on them. In the
first one, Cavell says: “I am — | suppose we a## aralways looking for ways to distrust
words.” (p.367) In my case, | am distrusting ‘memhi Secondly, he says that “every text
stands at the level of professional journal arsiclepen for disposal.” (p.370) With this
observation, he wants to criticize the way soméstexe considered ‘sacred’. In this sense,
‘all’ texts would be open to ‘all’ possibilities ohterpretation, but the fact is that some of
them would be ‘less’ open. It directly goes agaitng ‘freeplay’ or ‘independence’ of the
reader in his ‘freedom’ to understand the textif diswere ‘empty’, or just ‘waiting’ for the
reader to fill it in.

| want to confess now that this section was lortgan | expected. However, | insist
on this aspect in order to convince my reader tthaguestion ‘What does it mean?’ is not as
simple as it may initially seem. Far from naivee thuestion is not only pertinent, but

fundamental to any excursion on the interpretabbmiterary works. Now, | would like to

23| refer here at the term used by Ricoeur (1976).
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shift the matter from ‘What is meaning?’ and turtoi the question: ‘Is it possible to achieve
meaning objectively?’ If the answer is always ewmeat, should we give up the challenge
and silence ourselves? This is what | will explorehe next section, which is about a book
dedicated to this task. In regardsTioe Politics of Interpretation hope to have made it clear
that the author-reader struggle for the ascrippbrmeaning is a valid and also a fruitful

debate. Even after Barthes and Foué3ulthink we should not give the issue up.

24| refer to two seminal essays on the issue writiethese two authors, namely, Roland Barth&his Death of
the Author(1988) and Michel Foucault\@hat is an author91999).
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2.2 A defense of the author?

The last section was dedicated to a book that,yiropinion, shows that the issue of
the author-reader dispute for the meaning of tle isefar from resolved or surpassed. The
next section is concerned with a counterpointingsfpective on the issue. Despite all my
conviction that the ‘final’ word of a text is thaf its reader, | am still intrigued with this
somethinghat keepsesoundingirom a text, this ‘residue’ which echoes in diéet ears and
still preserves an element which can be flatlyezhlfimeaning’. The author may be dead, but
the meaning of the text remains like a ghost thsists on haunting it. Hirsch’s perspective,
as | understood it, is an attempt to show thatpitkesll divergence and diversity of readings,
we (readers or authors?) must not be entrappechdypitfalls of the axiom that, in the
author's own words, says: “The meaning of a literaxt iswhat it means to us today
(HIRSCH, 1967, p.viiff°> Although he is considered a defender of the ausisoan authority
(and most trustful competitor) of the meaning of text, and despite alleged discrepancies
between him and advocates of the reader’s siddpbs not deny the openness of the text to
possibilities of reading, but champions (more) amguatative validity of one interpretation
over the others. In this section, | do not aim eihf) a defender of his ideas, though | agree
with quite many of them. Instead, | want to lead regder from this perspective to the one
which, in my opinion, holds the best arguments lmnissue of meaning, namely, Ricouer’s
hermeneutical phenomenology.

| cannot see Hirsch’s position as contrary or ogpdse what has been called up to
now the ‘reader’s side’ of meaning. Actually, | Seie book more as a pondering on the

exaggeration of the text's autonomy to mean andfrdedom of the reader to make it say

% From now on along this section, all quotationsrfrinis book will have only the reference to its pag
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whatever he/she wants it to mean. The first chapit®&falidity in Interpretationis called “A
Defense of The Author”, and | think this is whytws$, already armed with Barthes’s and
Foucault's perspectivéson the subject, normally, and too quickly, rejeey validity of what
Hirsch has to say. | disagree, though not completghen Hirsch says that “if a theorist
wants to save the ideal of validity he has to déreeauthor as well” (p.6), not because of a
defense of the author, but as a suspicion aboutdhéer’s claim to authority. As Hirsch
notices, “when critics deliberately banished thigioal author, they themselves usurped his
place.” (p.5) In this sense, if what has been goestl is the privilege given to something so
fragmented, unstable and arbitrarily constructedhas category of the author, this same
argument should be applied to another fragmentedtable and arbitrarily constructed
category, that of the reader. What has been acdésimepl is not a deconstruction of the
authority of the author over the meaning of thd,tbxt only a displacement of this authority
to another entity called ‘reader’.

The next four sections of the first chapter of Elirs book are concerned with the
discussion of four axioms normally used as argumagtinst the possibility of the author to
be a candidate as valid as the reader. The firshege axioms is the title of the second
section, namely, “The meaning of a text changesgen éor the author”. (p.7) On this stance,
Hirsch starts a series of many fundamental disonstthat need to be acknowledged during
his argumentation. The first one is what he cdils distinction between “meaning” and
“significance™’. His argument, in this section, is that what clesnis not meaning, but
signification. One of the questions he poses isifivee can infer that an author “changed” his
own “response” to a text, it does not imply thag tloriginal” meaning changed, but that a
new one, improved or revised, has been establisBesides, if the “initial” one can be

revised, it is evidence that this shift occurreddemthe parameter of a comparison of

% Op. Cit.
27 A split normally adjudicated to Frege’s famouscetOn Sense and Referen(d@92).
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something established earlier. Under this distomgtiHirsch proposes the differentiation
between two distinct situations, which he will cdhe verbal meaning of a text” and “the
reader’s response to that”. (p.7)

The second axiom to be contested by Hirsch isd6ks not matter what an author
means — only what his text means”. (p.10) Firsalgfwhat Hirsch proposes in this section is
not “transparency” of meaning, neither a direct aafe passage from signifier to signified
but the impossibility of meaningful expressionsr Ron, “it is a permissible task to attempt
to discover what [the author] meant.” (p.11) He satltht “textual meaning is a public affair.”
(p.11) Thus, a final intentionality, and now it dorot matter if it is the author’s or the
reader’s, is defended under the argument that $stgn be variously construed, and until they
are construed the text ‘says’ nothing at all.” 4).This view can be seen as the proximity
between Ricoeur’s concept of “referentiality” andddh’s defense of the “intentionality” of
meaning.

The third axiom to be discussed by Hirsch is: “Thathor's meaning is
inaccessible”. (p.14) Against this axiom, Hirscmftonts the distinction that “it is a logical
mistake to confuse the impossibility of certaintyunderstanding with the impossibility of
understanding.” (p.17) For him, “the irreprodudittyilof meaning experiences is not the same
as the irreproducibility of meaning. The psychosbigi identification of textual meaning with
a meaning experience is inadmissible.” (p.16) THuos, Hirsch, meaning is that part of
communication which can be recuperated, shared Adlids strongly to the idea that a text
means something about something in the warloosition much sustained by Ricoeur.

The last axiom approached by Hirsch is: “The auttften does not know what he
means.” (p.20) This is the second time Hirsch chaithat “meaning is an affair of

consciousness” (p.2?) If this sounds phenomenological, it is becausnpmenology is one

%8 To make reference to the well-known distinctiondeéy Saussure, a reference reevaluated by Hirsch.
% The first was in the first section of the firsiagher (Section A).
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of his main arguments in his defense of the comedpnce between the verbal meaning of a
text and authorial intention as a verbal constauctit is this reference that brings him close
to Ricoeur’s philosophical argumentation on textoeaning. Hirsch’s contestation of the

axiom is clearly defined in this passage: “How @anauthor mean something he did not
mean? It is not possible to mean what one doesnean, though it is very possible to mean
what one is not conscious of meaning.” (ibid)

These five axioms, as far as | could read themmadaestore the concept of meaning
as what the authdrad in mind when he wrote the t8xibut contest a different implication
associated to the advocates of the reader’s sideording to Hirsch, “what has been denied
[...] is that linguistic signs can somehow speakrtio&n meaning.” (p.23) This is the point
where Hirsch and Ricoeur break their proximity, thod believe, because the former is still
less critical towards Husserl.

The second chapter of Hirsch’s book is called “Megrand Implication”. Here, he
specifies the problematic and ambiguous term “nregninto his proposed term fahat
something which can be recuperated from commuwigatvhich is referred by the term
“verbal meaning”. It is also in this chapter tha &pproaches the issue of “implication”,
which, in his opinion, is “the knottiest problemioferpretation”. (p.27)

His initial argument in favor of the possibility aechieving verbal meaning can be
observed when he says that “when somebody doesiru$e a particular word sequence, his
verbal meaning cannot laaything® he might wish it to be.” (p.30) This questionifigr;, him,
leads to the “principle of sharability” (p.31), whi he champions by arguing that “verbal
meaning is whatever someone has willed to convew Iparticular sequence of linguistic

signs and which can be conveyed (shared) by mdahsge linguistic signs.” (p.31)

30 A perspective normally associated to Schleiermaam one which Hirsch himself disagrees with.

%1 Italics mine. If we use Frege’s terminology, iflies not confusing ‘sense’ and ‘reference’; if use Austin’s
terminology, it implies not confusing ‘illocutiongrwith ‘perlocutionary’; it is important to mentiothat these
references do not entail any correspondence antanggtms.
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This “reproducibility” is the key term of the seabsection of the second chapter.
His argumentation in defense of this reproducipilg supported by a phenomenological
approach to intentionality. In reference to thijsat, Hirsch says that “the same meaning
can be intended by different intentional acts oé @erson at different moments in tithe
(p.39) He also adds to it that “the same meanimgbgaintended by different intentional acts
of different persons.” (p.39) Therefore, accordiadnim, if verbal meaning can be shared and
reproduced, although not perfectly reproduced (iniay of meaning, language or intention
is something he rejects), it is sufficient to prakat “meaning exists” (p.40) This way, verbal
meaning is Hirsch’s solution for what he calls thsychologistic objections”.

Hirsch also comments on the objection against tesipility of achieving verbal
meaning historically, a perspective he calls “thstdmistic objection”. He contests the
perspective which, according to him, says that'theaning of the past is intrinsically alien to
us.” (p.40) For him, “the radical historicist istliar sentimentally attached to the belief that
only our own cultural entities have ‘authentic’ iradiacy for us.” (p.43) His argument,
clearly phenomenological, is that neither past moesent are immediatd. If the
‘presentness’ of meaning is something construeen tthe ‘past’ of this meaning is also
something to be accomplished through a constructiorHirsch’s opinion, meaning, like

understanding, is not a given, but something todyestructed. (ibid)

In this sense, Hirsch argues, “reproducibility igj@ality of verbal meaning that
makes interpretation possible.” (p.44) In the fbusection of the second chapter, Hirsch
approaches the issue by the categories of “idéntdgterminacy” and “will”. In his opinion,
“determinacy first of all means self-identity.” %) However, as he notices, “determinacy of

verbal meaning requires an act of will.” (p.47) &eo highlights the role of “context” as a

%2 Ricoeur provides an interesting perspective frophenomenological point of view about this issu@ime
and Narrative — Vol. 31985).
% For an interesting perspective about the issuengf, see Ricoeur$ime and Narrative — Vol. (1985).
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filtering which prevents the reader from making teet mean whatever he/she wants to make
it to mean For Hirsch, “determination is a choice.” (p.48}sl after this argumentation that he
comes to a more specific definition of what “verbsaning” is: “now verbal meaning can be
defined more particularly as a willed typevhich an author expresses by linguistic symbols

and which can be understood by another throughetbpsbols.” (p.49)

One of the contestations of “intended meaning”, tfee author, is a result of the
advent of psychoanalysis as an influential and pfuveheoretical ground. Hirsch approaches
the issue of meaning, of that part of meaning whelassociated to the unconscious, by
calling it “symptomatic meaning”. In order to reimfe the possibility of “objective
meaning”, he establishes a differentiation betwsgm and symptom. For him, “sign is
voluntary and conventional; symptom is involuntand independent of convention.” (p.52)
He does not deny that the author may have meangthomg which he was not conscious of,
but he demands a split between interpretation aittism, between verbal meaning and
symptomatic meaning, between sign and symptom.,Thisgoal in his argumentation is the
effort to make critics “[...] recognize that verbakéaning is determinate, whereas significance
and the possibilities of legitimate criticism areubdless [...].” (p.57) In this sense,
“determinacy”, for him, does not mean “definiterfeaad/or “precision”. (p.44) Moreover,
although he has demanded a split between critiaisthinterpretation, this split is much more
an abstract and cognitive process. Actually, inoet@nce with Ricoeur, Hirsch admits that

“criticism and interpretation are not autonomouyp.63)

The last section of chapter two is dedicated taghee of “implication”. For Hirsch,
“an implication belongs to a meaning as a traitobgs to a type.” (p.66) This relation
between “verbal meaning” and “implication” is wh&tirsch considers the minimum

requirement for communication. (p.45) His questiorthe issue of meaning is: “How does

% For a more detailed study of “types”, see Hirsakppendix IIl —An Excursion on Typgg.265)
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one meaning ‘contain’ the other?” (p.65) Like Rispedespite all contingencies, Hirsch
defends the possibility of ‘effective’ communicatjoand that this ‘effectiveness’ is made
possible through what he calls “types”. In his o@m “verbal meaning is both a willed type

and a shared type.” (p.67)

Hirsch’s next approached topic is “genre”, a terenlings from studies in logic.
What is important to highlight in the introductiéor that chapter is when he says that “speech
is not simply the expression of meaning but alse itiierpretation of meaning” (p.68);
besides, it is the category of “type” that makebradge between instances”. (p.71) The first
section of the third chapter is called “Genre dmel ilea of the whole”. In this part, Hirsch
begins to acknowledge that the reader already appes the text with “meaning
expectations”. (p.72) In his opinion, “an inter@es preliminary generic conception of a text
is constitutive of everything that he subsequentigerstands, and that this remains the case
unless and until that generic conception is altérg@d74) According to him, this generic type
is what binds the text in the idea of a whole. Hegrefor Hirsch, the categories of “part” and
“whole” are not adequate ones because they “clontkesof the processes of understanding in
unnecessary paradox.” (p.76) His suggestion istHerterms “genre” and “traits”, despite

other contingencies they may carry.

However, the genre of a text is not an immanenemilbut something construed by
the reader. For Hirsch, “the interpreter has to enakguess.” (p.78) A genre, in this sense,
becomes a parameter to which traits will be relewardiscarded. But he also calls attention
to the fact that this “controlling conception mbst generic rather than unique.” (p.80) From
this idea of a generic type, Hirsch develops thecept of “intrinsic genre”, which he defines
as “that sense of the whole by means of which srpneter can correctly understand any part
in its determinacy.” (p.86) In his opinion, a det@mant part in this construction by the reader

is provided by the construction of the “contextarfhim, the reader “begins with a type idea
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which is vaguer and broader than the intrinsic idédhe utterance and, in the course of

interpretation, merely narrows this idea and makesre explicit.” (p.88)

From the question of the intrinsic genre, Hirschrnfolates the question of
“implication” in the third section of chapter thrdeor him, this is where hermeneutic theory
is indebted to logic. (p.90) In his opinion, theolplem is that there is “relative degree of
attention that should be paid to an implicationhieh raises the question: “how much
emphasis should an implication receive?”(p.99) biswer is that “to determine relative
emphasis we must have reference to somethingheseniakes the function important.” (ibid)
For him, a key term for this answer is “purposedr IRim, “purpose is the most important
unifying and discriminating principle in genresg.100) He adds to that, in a footnote, that

“the purpose of a genre is the communicable purpbseparticular speaker.” (p.101)

Hirsch reinforces the ‘divinatory’ character of@npretation when he refers to the
definition of a type as a “hypothetical tyro”, amfaginative leap”. (p.104) For him, the
perception of analogies is not something to be Iperguated, but something to be created.
(p.105) His example for this is the creative asp®ctnetaphors (instead of being merely

decorative¥’.

To sum up, | would like to call attention to hisidl considerations in the third
chapter, when he approaches the question of walifiitere he says that “valid interpretation
is always governed by valid inference about gen(p.113) For him, “the variability of
possible implications is the very fact that regsiige theory of interpretation and validity.”
(p.123) He adds to this that “the principle forluding or excluding implications is not what

the author is aware of, but whether or not the icagibns belong to the type of meaning that

% This is another point which brings him closer fodeur, particularly inThe Rule of Metaphd975).
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he wills®® *".” (p.124) At this point, Hirsch and Ricoeur exjtlig become antagonists, exactly

at the point where the former declares that,

Validity requires a norm — a meaning that is stalold determinate no matter
how broad its range of implication and applicatidrstable and determinate
meaning requires an author’'s determining will. [Al] valid interpretation
of all sort is founded on the re-cognition of whatauthor meant. (p.126)

| think it would be a great mistake to stop thedieg of Hirsch, and leave the matter
at this point. The quotation above, read in isolatireally leads one to misinterpret the
important contribution that Hirsch brings to theegtion of literary interpretation. | think that
what Barthes (1988), Foucault (1999), and mainlym@étt and Beardsley (1954), have
correctly claimed is that literary ‘interpretatiocénnot be subordinated to such a problematic
category as that of the author. However, as wilpbssible to verify, Hirsch does not deny
this aspect of literary criticism. On the contrang, champions it, only for the matter of what
he calls “signification”. This is the topic of theurth chapter, which is titled “Understanding,

Interpretation, and Criticism”.

In my opinion, chapter four is Hirsch’s most sigraint contribution to literary
criticism. It is in this chapter that he develog®e tdistinction betweermmeaning and
significance which he defines as the “distinction between rieaning of an interpretation
and the constructions of meaning to which the pr&ation refers.” (p.129) For the
understanding of this distinction, another is atsressary: the one he makes between
“different” and “disparate” interpretations. Reldtto the first distinction, he says that “the
fact that all interpretations are different warganeither the sanguine belief that all plausible

interpretations are helpful and compatible nortiibpeless proposition that all interpretations

% Remember, not what he has in mind, but the veriesining of his intended utterance, the sharablecasi
his communication.
3" Hirsch also develops his phenomenological appre@this matter in Appendix | (to be referred later
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are personal, temporal, and incommensurable.” §M2n relation to the second, he says
that “two different interpretations are not necedgalisparate, for all the interpretations are
different, and if not two of them could be idergdi then there could be no discipline of
interpretation.” (p.130-1) In this sense, for higriticism and interpretation are “distinct

functions with distinct requirements and aims” @8), although he acknowledges they are

“entangled and co-dependent”. (p.132)

His next step is concerned with the relation amiowgrpretation, understanding and
history. There, he puts the problem of validitythe following terms: “the appropriate subject
for this discussion, therefore, is not how to ustierd but how to judge and criticize what one
does understand. [For him,] The problem is to decichether one’s understanding is
probably correct.” (p.134) For Hirsch, “the histity of interpretation is quite distinct from
the timelessness of understanding.” (p.137) lelsvant to add to this his phenomenological
perspective in an earlier paragraph where he dats“a translation or paraphrase tries to
render the meaning in new terms; an explanati@s to point to the meaning in new terms.”
(p-136) It reminds me of the wofinnfrom Deutsch, which also refers to “direction”.ush
‘meaning’ may be thought of as ‘pointing to’ inslleaf ‘coming from’, avoiding, in this way,
the dangers of turning it into an immanence, anlastng essence, a metaphysical concept.

In any case, this is not the place to develop suittesis.

It may seem unacceptable for Continental Philospphwhat may be vaguely called
“post-modern” thought, that someone like Hirschrolghat “the limitation of verbal meaning
to what an author meant and the definition of usi@@ding as the construction of that
meaning does not [...] constitute a narrow and pumasion of meaning.” (p.139) The whole
point which Hirsch refers to will be misunderstoibdhot supplemented by his observation

that
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When we construe another’'s meaning we are notfgeats. So long as the
meaning of his utterance is our object, we are d¢etaly subservient to his
will, because the meaning of his utterance is teaning he wills to convey.
Once we have construed his meaning, however, wguste independent of
his will. (p.142)

Under this distinction (not separation) betweerernptetation and criticism, Hirsch
develops another concept: intrinsic criticism. Hom, intrinsic criticism is a “special
preferred context” (p.146), “the least interestiogm of judgment” (p.153), in which wish
must be contrasted to the deed, and not confubed).(His critique of criticism is that “the
literary criticism of literature has often been danted under a too narrowly formalistic or
aesthetic conception of ‘literary’™. (p.154) In shsense, he considers that judging is quite a
different thing from interpretation. In his opinictireedom” is associated to the former. That
is why the last section of chapter four is titl&tritical Freedom and Interpretive Constraint”.
He places such a distinction due to another, tleebmtween “appropriateness of context and
appropriateness of value judgment.” (p.157) Rehgrio the topic othe banishment of the

author, Hirsch champions that

The critic may disagree with the author's purposesl hierarchy of
purposes, with his taste and methods, but alwd§sstthose purposes into
consideration. He judges with respectstumeof the purposes and values
entertained by the author and does not simply gtioe conventions, aims,
and systems of expectation under which the workagagposed. (p.159)

In this sense, the rehabilitation of the categdrthe author as an important vector in
the construction of meaning is corroborated, insehfs words, by the argument that “to
disagree with purposes the author did not entedaito praise him for meanings he did not
mean is to invite misunderstanding.” (p.161) Forskh, “valid criticism is dependent on
valid interpretation”, so that “a meaning has tacbastrued before anything can be said about

its wider relationships or values.” (p.162) In thisspect, it is not the restoration of the



48

author’s psychological content, nor the “frgetiissancé® of the reader of his own text in his
own text, but the possibility of the text to be @auamous from both of them and have an

expression of its owil

Chapter five in Hirsch’s book is his argumentatmmthe question of “validity”. His
initial approach is to the problem of “certaintyi this respect, he claims that “the fact that
certainty is always unattainable is a limitationievhinterpretation shares with many other
disciplines.” (p.164) For him, certainty lies inethbetter providing of evidences among
conflicting constructions of meaning. In this senkBe says that “to dream that all expert
interpretations are ultimately members of one hafgpyily is to abandon critical thinking
altogether.” (p.167) For him, “every written integpation with which | am familiar is
implicitly or explicitly an argument that attemptis convince a reader” (p.168), which he
complements by saying that “the attempt to win agihis to an interpretive theory by means
of validation is generally an implicit attempt tonvince readers that other theories should be
rejected or modified.” (ibid) In a very general walyis sense of “certainty” can be generally
related to what Toulmin said about “objectivity” liis article mentioned aboffe

Thus, for Hirsch, “validation has the more ambisagoal of showing not only that
an interpretation is legitimate but that its likelod of being correct is greater than or equal to
that of any other known hypothesis about the tefft.169) In relation to understanding, he
says that it “achieves a construction of meanihg; job of validation is to evaluate the
disparate constructions which understanding hasghtoforward.” (p.170) His escape from
“empirical objectivism” is given by the discernmdrgtween validation and verification. He
distinguishes them this way: “to verify is to shéwat a conclusion is true; to validate is to

show that a conclusion is probably true on thesbasivhat is known.” (p.171) In relation to

% An allusion to Roland BarthesThe Pleasure of the Teft973).
39 A position to be championed by Ricoeur and lapgraached in this dissertation.
40 See Page 21-22 in this dissertation.
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the general accepted axiom that “meaning” is natething given, immanent, but something
construed, Hirsch says that “interpretation is iy a progressive discipline” (ibid), in the
sense that “the aim of validation is not necesgdaldenominate an individual victor, but
rather to reach an objective conclusion aboutivagirobabilities.” (p.172) His position that
“correctness” in interpretation is not a “periodi argumentation, or the culmination of an
essence, but, on the contrary, an opening for nmte¥pretation, an everlasting “under
construction” construct, the actual displacementhef ‘presentness’ of the essence, can be
validated by his argument which says that “thiginision between the present validity of an
interpretation and its ultimate correctness is hotyever, an implicit admission that correct
interpretation is impossible. Correctness is pedgithe goal of interpretation.” (p.173)

Therefore, interpretation bears some historicityndy dare to say, from Hirsch’s
perspective, that interpretation does not starhftioe text to be interpreted; it permeates it. At
the same time, unlike what New Criticism generalbynsiders, the meaning of a text is not
restricted to the text itself; the text is alwaysngy rewritten in its interpretations. | say so in
order to make Hirsch’s claim that “textual intetjateon — the construction of meaning from a
text embraces elements already construed and acckptthe moment as being known, and
other elements acknowledged to be unknown whichhe®bjects of our construing” (p.177)
support my choice of construing this dissertatitartsg from what has been said about my
object of study, and only after that undergoingomyn construal.

Hirsch’s position of relating the meaning of a texthe verbal meaning intended by
the written text of the author does not restoreilh&n psychologistic restoration of an
essence. On the contrary, it claims that validatadies on the logic of probability, and that
“probability judgment is always a guess about thknown traits of a partly known instance”
(p.183); but this “guess” is in a certain way coaisted by the social aspect of interpretation,

that “an interpretive hypothesis is ultimately alpability judgment that is supported by
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evidence.” (p.180) Besides, he says that “any @mrithterpretation is a hypothesis implying a
number of subhypotheses, all of which are operxtmenation.” (p.206) Thus, his position
for the defense of the author is championed by dmaler the claim that “despite its practical
correctness and variability, the root problem déipretation is always the same — to guess
what the author meant” (p.207), or, put in otherdgo “what, in all probability, did the author
mean to convey” (ibid).

Appendixes in Hirsch’s book work as a supplementhe Derridian sense. There are
three inValidity in Interpretation The first, concerned with “Objectivity in Integiation”,
reinforces the distinction between the disparate lomplementary categories of
interpretation and criticism, both part of a more comprehensive category, tbit
understandingin the same sense, it also corroborates thendigin betweemeaningand
significance In this section of his book, Hirsch restates gusition “against certain modern
theories which hamper the establishment of norraginciples in interpretation and which
thereby encourage the subjectivism and individoaligzhich have for many students
discredited the analytical movement.” (p.212) Heoaleclares himself to be against what he
calls a “life theory” of meaning (p.213), which, ims own words, is “the metaphorical
doctrine that a text leads a life of its own”, amhkich “is used by modern theorists to express
the idea that textual meaning changes in the cafrgme.” (p.212) This would imply, in his

opinion, in the fusion of interpretation and ciigi. He defends his position by claiming that

The significance of textual meaning has no foumsa&nd no objectivity
unless meaning itself is unchanging. To fuse mepaimd significance, or
interpretation and criticism, by the conceptionasf autonomous, living,
changing meaning does not really free the readmn fthe shackles of
historicism; it simply destroys the basis both oty agreement among
readers and for any objective study whatever. ¢).21
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Altogether, he follows Husserl in the sense of dig identification between verbal
meaning with a psychic evéht The phenomenological argument for the possibitfy
reproducibility of verbal meaning is provided byrsth when he recurs to Husserl to claim
that “all events of consciousness, not simply thoselving visual perception and memory,
are characterized by the mind’s ability to make allydand temporally different acts of
awareness refer to the same object of awarengs2171) Thus, there is an approximation
betweenmeaningand intentional object For Hirsch, “verbal meaning ithat aspect of a
speaker’s ‘intention’ which, under linguistic comii®ns, may be shared by oth®rs(p.218)

He develops, then, a clear definition of what hensebyerbal meaning

Verbal meaning, being an intentional object, ishamging, that is, it may be
reproduced by different intentional acts and remaialf-identical through
all these reproductions. Verbal meaning is sharebigent of the speaker’s
intentional object. (p.219)

Another important characterization in this respeabout interpretation. For Hirsch,
“the interpreter must distinguish those meanings&kvibelong to that verbal intention from
those which do not belong.” (ibid) Besides, “théemreter has to distinguish what a text
implies from what it does not imply.” (ibid) For idch, the problem arises when readers
come to the point of “determining” implicit or “uasl” meanings. In this regard, Hirsch
proposes another important distinction, the onéwben the author’s verbal intention and the

meanings of which he was explicitly conscious.2¢1.)

Hirsch, then, uses two other concepts, clearlytedlto Gadamer, which he calls the
“inner” and “outer” horizons of the text. The fornmefers to interpretation and has a limiting
character (that of the author’s verbal intenti@é). the other hand, the latter leads to criticism,

which, in its turn, “unlimits” the possibilities dhe text. Therefore, his argument does not

“1tis interesting to notice that a similar revieiHusserl’s ideas about the topic is also endes/by Ricoeur,
though disparate and/or conflicting Ricoeur andsttirmay be.
“2 Hirsch’s Italics.
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entail the highly contested Dilthean psychologisiiproach. Actually, Hirsch is much closer
to Ricoeur when he says that “the object of intetgdion is not the author but his text. This
plausible argument assumes that the text autorfigticas a meaning simply because it
represents an unalterable sequence of words.”4plBZhis sense, the defense of the author
is proposed under the claim that “the array of goilgses only begins to become more
selective [...] when [...] we also posit a speaker wikoy likely means something.” (p.225)

Hirsch’s argumentation relies on the following goin

The text is viewed as representing not a determinataning, but rather a
system of meaning potentials specified not by ameedut by the vital
potency of language itself. (...) The danger of ¥lew is that it opens the
door to subjectivism and relativism, since lingaistorms may be invoked to
supportany® verbally possible meaning. (p.226)

His position is confluent with Ricoeur’s in the serof taking language as discourse,

and not as a system. In relation to this pointsehrsays that,

For the interpreter the text is at first the soursE numerous possible
interpretations. (...) A written composition is not raere locus of verbal
possibilities, but a record of a verbal actualiyhe interpreter's job is to
reconstruct a determinate actual meaning, not a regstem of possibilities.
(p.231)

Hirsch poses a question which seems, in a certay) welated to the discussion held
in The Politics of Interpretatian‘Does the text mean what the author wanted im&an or
does it mean what the speech community at largestak to mean?” (p.233) For him,
“meaning requires a meaner.” (p.234) However, neans not an immediate given.

According to Hirsch, “a text represents the deteate verbal meaning of an author, but it is

quite another to discover what that meaning is23p)

*talics mine.
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Again, interpretation is more associated to whatséfi understands by “validity”
than the normally contested “objective verification this sense, Hirsch says that “the
interpreter’'s goal is simply to show that a givexading is more probable than others.”
(p.236) Right after, he adds that, “in hermeneutesification is a process of establishing
relative probabilities.” (ibid) Thus, according the author, legitimacy of reading requires
coherence and context. For him, coherence is arfijeaed by showing that one reading is
more probable than the other (reconstruction of @hthor’s verbal intention). It is not a
matter of “finding”, but ofadjudicating Moreover, “instead of projecting his own attitsde
and instead of positing a “universal matrix” of ham attitudes, [the interpreter must]
reconstruct the author’s probable attitudes sagahese are relevant in specifying the poem’s
meaning.” (p.240) So, Hirsch claims that “extringiata” are relevant in the act of
reconstructing meaning. Therefore, for him, vajidit interpretation means that “to verify a
text is simply to establish that the author propabkant what we construe his text to mean.”

(p.242) His reflection about the act of “lying” very important in his defense of an author’'s

verbal intention in a text. In this respect, hesstnat

My secret awareness that | am lying is irrelevanthie verbal meaning of
my utterance. The only correct interpretation of limyis, paradoxically, to

view it as being a true statement, since thisésatfly correct construction of
my verbal intention. It is only when my listenershenderstoodmy meaning

that he cafudgeit to be a lie. (p.243)

Finally, verbal meaning is not a mental aspect, dwerbal aspect. According to
Hirsch, “verbal meaning is that aspect of an aushomeaning which is interpersonally
communicable; under linguistic norms, arte understand, even if one must sometimes work

hard to do so.” (ibid)
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In the introduction of this chapter, | mentioned mgnsternation for not having
enough time to scrutinize Gadamersith and Method1960). But | will pay my debt by at
least referring Hirsch’s appendix on this book. pepdix 1l — Gadamer's Theory of
Interpretation” acknowledges the German philosdpherotest against methodology in
textual interpretation. (p.245) However, Hirsch e@ns suspicious of the radical historicism
derived from Heidegger, which says, according ts¢h, that “what is rehabilitated from an
alien past is not the original.” (p.247) Phenomegmally, the present itself is not an
immediate. At least this is Ricoeur’s positionTime and Narrative- Vol 3(1985). To be as
brief as possible, Hirsch acknowledges that Gadanfprimary concern is to attack the
premise that textual meaning is the same as thm@asitmeaning” (ibid), which is considered
by the latter as “pure romantRsychologismué* (ibid). What Hirsch fights in this theory,
and something which would also position him agaRisbeur, is the autonomy of the text in
relation to the author. Actually, | think that wh&icoeur and Gadamer criticize is a
substantial dependence of the author’s intentiamw(clearly related to the correlation of
mental acts and verbal intentions, which is somethHirsch is also against) to the
achievement of the text's meaning. However, if veeonsider this autonomy as a total
independence from the referential world and from discursive aspect of language, besides
the dependence of a text's interpretation on tiséohy of its interpretation, of its tradition,
then | think that Hirsch would not be contrary tadamer and Ricoeur, but disparate in some
aspects (since the phenomenological perspectigeriglated to all of them). Thus, Hirsch’s

insistence is that

If the language of a text is not speech but ralfieguage speaking its own
meaning, then whatever that language says to its imeaning. It means

4 Since the aim of this section is Hirsch’s approecadamer'sVarheit und Metho@1960), and since all
Gadamer’s quotations are translated by Hirsch Hipresey quotation or expression from Gadamer velate to
Hirsch’s translation, available Malidity in Interpretation(1967), Appendix Il; therefore, any page reference
will be from Hirsch’s book. Furthermore, Gadameranslated words will be written in italics.
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whatever we take it to mean. Reduced to its igielie significance, the
doctrine of the autonomy of a written text is thecuine of the
indeterminacy of textual meaning. (p.249)

For Gadamer,the meaning of a text goes beyond its author reitgametimes but
always. Understanding is not a reproductive butale/a productive activity (ibid) If we
take the distinction made by Hirsch betwaserpretationandcriticism, and that both are not
a split, but two aspects of a continuum call@aderstanding(which would also be in
agreement with Ricoeur’s perspective), then Gadaoaer be in agreement with Hirsch,
because the latter also acknowledges the openhéiss process of reading as criticism, and
generally as understanding, in a broader senseclis only against #tal ineffability of a

verbal intentiod°. Hirsch defines his position in the following angent:

To view the text as an autonomous piece of langaagdanterpretation as an
infinite process is really to deny that the texs aay*® determinate meaning,
for a determinate entity is what it is and not &eotthing, but an

inexhaustible array of possibilities is a hypogtibn that is nothing in

particular at all. (ibid)

This would lead to the absurd situation of the nmeglassness of meaning, which
Hirsch refers to by saying that “without a genuynsfable norm we cannot even in principle
make a valid choice between two differing interatieins, and we are left with the
consequence that a text means nothing in partietilall.” (p.251) Hirsch places the question
in an ironical sense: “if we cannot enunciate an@ple for distinguishing between an
interpretation that is valid and one that is nbére is little point in writing books about texts

or about hermeneutic theory” (ibid), which contsasith Gadamer’s statement that,

“Jtalics mine; my expression, too.
“® Hirsch'’s italics.
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If a work is not complete in itself how can we havsandard against which
to measure the validity of our perception and ustierding? [...] All must
be left to the perceiver to make what he can outhatt lies before him. [...]
There is no criterion for validity. [...] each encdanwith the work ranks as
a new creatioff. (ibid)

Hirsch points to a contradiction in a later stagetrby Gadamer which says that

The meaning of a written sign is in principle idéable and repeatable.
Only that which is identical in each repetitiontigat which was really laid
down in the written sign. Yet it is at once cldzatthere ‘repetition’ cannot
be taken in a strict sense. It does not mean armefeback to some primal
original in which something was said or written.eThnderstanding of a
written text is not repetition of something pasti, participation in a present
meaning(p.251-2)

In this respect, according to Hirsch, the contrigalic lies in the fact that “the
meaning of the text is self-identical and repea&abhd in the next breath, that repetition is
not really a repetition and the identity not really identity.” (p.252) Beyond a contradiction,
| think this aporia is satisfactorily approached Rigoeur’'s dual character of identity in his

concept of “narrative identity”. The question foirsth, then, is “what constitutes a valid

interpretation” (ibid)

Hirsch’s approach to the problem relies on a conbegught from Gadamer himself,
the concept of “fusion of horizons”. Hirsch pute goroblem in the following question: “how
can an interpreter fuse two perspectives — his awth that of the text — unless he has
somehow appropriated the original perspective andlgamated it with his own?” (p.254)
Hirsch’s critique is that Gadamer is more “con¢dig to the ideal of valid interpretation”,
because, since the interpreter is “really boundhibyown historicity, he cannot break out of it

into some halfway house where past and presemharged.” (ibid) Hirsch also adds that “at

4" Hirsch’s italics. They indicate Gadamer’s words.
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best he can only gather up the leftover, unspeakisgyiptions from the past and wring from

them, or impose on them, some meaning in termssafan historical perspective.” (ibid)

Hirsch observes in the discussion about the “fusibhorizons” what he calls “an

interesting common feature”, “an attempt to fusgetber the past and the present while still
acknowledging their incompatible separatenéds(ibid) Thus, Gadamer's problem, in
Hirsch’s opinion, is that the former equateganingwith significance something “which
does not change”, with something “which changgs2%5) Hirsch’s general position can be

summarized in the following statement:

The meaning of a text is that which the author rmégrhis use of particular

linguistic symbols. Being linguistic, this meaniisgcommunal, that is, self-
identical and reproducible in more than one consriess. Being

reproducible, it is the same whenever and wheré@ves understood by

another. However, each time this meaning is coedirits meaning to the
construer (its significance) is different. [...] I§ iprecisely because the
meaning of the text is always the same that itatimiship to a different

situation is a different relationship. (p.255)

Therefore, once more, Hirsch restates that “arrpnééer can construe the original
meaning of a past text”, reinforcing that what femids “is not the fact of difference but the
asserted impossibility of sameness in the congirafrtextual meaning.” (p.256) His critique

Is pointed against a radical historicism influenbgdHeidegger. In this respect, he says that,

The less skeptical position is more probable primndrecause it coheres
with the rest of experience while the radicallytbiistic position does not.
If we believe from experience that linguistic commimation through texts
past or present hasver occurred, then the dogma of radical historicity is
rendered improbable. [...] If the historicist wishés emphasize the
possibility of communication within a given peridie had better not insist
that time itself is the decisive differentiatingcfar that distinguishes one
“period” from another. (p.257)

8 Again, in my opinion, Ricoeur’s perspective on subject gives a much more satisfactory answereo t
problem inTime and Narrative
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Hirsch’s last approach to Gadamer’s work is madé tiie concept gbrejudice It is
in this section of Hirsch’s book that he reassessesquestion of the “hermeneutic circle”,

which he defines as follows:

The meaning of a text (or anything else) is a cexmf submeanings or
parts which hang together; [...] not a merely meatancollocation, but a
relational unity in which the relations of the [gatd one another and to the
whole constitute an essential aspect of their dteraas parts. [...] the
meaning of a part as a part is determined by Itgtioaship to the whole.
Thus, the nature of a partial meaning is dependetibie nature of the whole
meaning to which it belongs. [...] we cannot percdive meaning of a part
until after we have grasped the meaning of the &/hol]. (p.258)

For him (a position which seems much in agreemeitth WRicoeur), “once the

dialectic has begun, neither side is totally deteeah by the other.” (p.259)

In this respect, “our understanding of a text isvesls governed by a pre-
understanding.” (ibid) Therefore, according to Hirs pre-understandingis a vague
hypothesis, which becomes valid as long as it pesiargumentative evidence that the
interpreter has grasped the author’s verbal irgantivhich, in its turn, relies in the author’'s
conviction that “a single linguistic sign can repeat an identical meaning for two persons

because its possible meanings have been limitediyention.” (p.262)

Finally, the author's meaning is something goverisdconventions which the
interpreter can share. (p.263) It is always gowrbg a guess. From this point on, the
question, for Hirsch, is to ask which interpretaioare more valid than others, and the
parameter for this answer will rely on another gueéise one which presents better evidence

on what the author intended through his text, éx#s meaning.

The final Appendix in Hirsch’s book is called “Anx&ursus on Types”. It is very

short and | will now make only one or two final ebgations. First, that the possibility of
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meaning to be recognized and identified in differémes, places, by different people, and
through different sequences of verbal signs (araritten), that is, the possibility of effective
communication, relies on the concept of “type”. di@ing to Hirsch, “typification precedes
similarity judgments; the type enforces a priomitiication of the two instances, despite their
incommensurability as particulars.” (p.268) Thusy adentification remains an analogical
movement, in the sense approached by Ricoeur isthit/ of the analogical aspect in the act
of predicating”® Second, also related to the last sentence, Hsagh that defining types is
“not simply a process of identifying certain explitraits; it also entails a structure of
expectations [...] of the unexamined or unattendadstrin the new experience will be the

same as traits characteristic of previous expeeiér{p.270)

| hope that, with this extensive selection of gtiotes from Hirsch’sValidity in
Interpretation,| may have provided a reflexive break in an assliasdéom which says that
the meaning of a text is whatever any meaner mékes mean Secondly, | hope the
arguments here exposed do not bring up the authtiieaonly authority for the meaning of
the text, something for which Barthes, Foucault,mgatt and Beardsley have already
provided enough of a shovel to keep psychologismtsiproper place, that is, two centuries
ago. However, | understand that Hirsch’s positiennot in that direction. Instead, he is
against the complete transference of this authddtyhe reader, since it would lead to a
radical nihilism, and in this respect | agree witim. The incomplete and fragmentary
character of meaning, in a confluent perspectivsvéen mine and his, would not lead to
meaninglessness, but to an everlasting revisiamaif meaning; which, in its turn, does not
deny that at least for some time, and for some lpetiis meaning could ®ustained| also
expect to provide in the next section a satisfgctarswer to the problem provided by Paul

Ricoeur’'shermeneutical phenomenology

9 See Paul RicoeurBhe Rule of Metaphor: the creation of meaning imglaage Study Six — The Work of
Resemblance, Section 1 — Substitution and resecdlan
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2.3 Ricoeur’'s Hermeneutical Phenomenology

My initial question, ‘What does it mean?’, whichutd be reformulated as ‘What is
its meaning?’, directed to my object of study, ngm€&he Exorcist a novel written by
William Peter Blatty and first published in 197kesed, at least to me, to need another
fundamental question, one which was already resognd my ears after | read de Man’s
Blindness and Insightl983). In the introduction of this book, Wlad Garh states that “if
there is anything that de Man’s work has been @isgewith a quiet but insistent resolve, it is
that we do not know what reading is.” (xvi) In tisisnse, | tried not to avoid an important and
fundamental moment of literary interpretation, thement of asking what it means to ask

‘what does it mean’?; or rather, the question ilVda’s own words:

The systematic avoidance of the problem of readofighe interpretive or
hermeneutic moment, is a general symptom sharexdl Inyethods of literary
analysis, whether they be structural or thematicmalist or referential,
American or European, apolitical or socially contgdt (DE MAN, 1983,
p.282)

There seems to be, in my opinion, a fundamentalftynermeneutics in literary
studies, a perspective which | could satisfactorflgd support in Paul Ricoeur’'s
hermeneutical phenomenology. It was in Inierpretation Theory: discourse and the surplus
of meaning1976) that | started to find, if not a soluti@t,least an interesting position to the
matter of meaning. It was in the following questtbat | found resonance to my own: “what
Is it to understand a discourse when that discogrgetext or a literary work? How do we

make sense of written discourse?” (RICOEUR, 1978LY

0 Erom now on to be referred to as IT.
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He also provides a perspective which | had preWoapgplied to the construction of
the metaphor used in the provisory title of thissértation, namely, “literary exorcism”. With
this metaphor, | initially proposed meaning notsamething immanent, or rather, something
which would not be grasped already in the worklfitdeut as something which came to
‘possess’ the work, something which can eventuadgome the thing itself, but which can
also be ‘expelled’ (deconstructed). Thus, | camartother fundamental position in Ricoeur’'s
hermeneutics, which says that “to understand isnmertely to repeat the speech event in a
similar event, it is to generate a new event bagmifrom the text in which the initial event
has been objectified.” (IT, p.75), and which he ptements in the last article of
Interpretation Theoryby saying that “it goes beyond the mere functibmpainting out and
showing what already exists [...]. Here showing ish&t same time creating a new mode of
being.” (IT, p.88) In this sense, interpretationist bringing out the soul of the work. For
Ricoeur, “interpretation, philosophically undersdp@s nothing else than an attempt to make

estrangement and distanciation productive.” (174p.

Another perspective which was confluent with mytiahi conjunctures about this
subject was the one against the ‘hidden’ charastemeaning, that the text was always
‘deceiving’, and that, even for the author, it walsvays an enigma to be deciphered. It
sounded very close to what Ricoeur states wheray® &he sense of the text is not behind
the text, but in front of it. It is not somethingdtden, but something disclosed.” (IT, p.87)
However, another problem appeared to me, which dlesady been exposed in this
dissertation. The problem can be described this wdkie text does not have an immanent
meaning, then it might mean whatever any readerem#kto mean; which was something |
could not accept either. If this were so, we wotdll into the humpty-dumpty problem

referred by Hirsch in his essayTie Politics of Interpretatiot. Thus, the place of the reader

°1 See Page 32 above in this dissertation.
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could not be that of the ‘master’ of the meaning] @ could not be that of the author either. It
would have to be constructed by the reader, buldcoot be the reader’'s own saying. The
meaning of the text had to become, in a way, autmus from both reader and author.
According to Ricoeur, on the one hand, “what the& teeans now matters more than what the
author meant when he wrote it” (IT, p.30); on thbep hand, “it is not the reader who
primarily projects himself. The reader rather isaeged in his capacity of self-projection by
receiving a new mode of being from the text itS8€lT, p.94) Thus, | can put a preliminary

answer for what Ricoeur understands by reading:

Reading is th@harmakonthe ‘remedy’, by which the meaning of the text is
‘rescued’ from the estrangement of distanciatioth puit in a new proximity,

a proximity which suppresses and preserves theuralltdistance and
includes the otherness within the ownness. (IT3)p.4

However, this must be taken as a starting positirich deserves closer attention.
The perspective | will develop has as its refersenitee following titles by RicoeurThe
Conflict of InterpretationsThe Rule of MetaphoiTime and Narrative- Vol.], Vol.2, and
Vol.3 Oneself as AnotheHermeneutics and the Human Sciences: Essays onubhgeg
Action and Interpretation This selection comprehends what Dauenhauer (2@38gd
“Ricoeur’s linguistic turn®,

Reading is thus released from the boundaries tefdcy’, the mere capacity to deal
with codified signs (i.e., the alphabet). It is, @mother hand, due to its semantic
comprehensiveness, taken to an ontological leveddig is not any longer the ability to

identify the alphabet and tmlentify words — for Ricoeur, “the text cannot be purely an

2 Which could also include other books; this restdcselection was made due to my selection of gjoos
which could better provide a perspective on theass meaning.
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simply identified with writing.” (RICOEUR, 1981, p32)° It is a hermeneutical activity,
where the immediacy of signs has been denied. laggus notlangue* anymore; in
Ricoeur’s perspective, language is discotfrsie his own words: “language is not an object,
but mediation.” (RICOEUR, 1974, p.8428)n this sense, since there is no ‘immediacy’ of
language, which is itself a medium, the hermenaltiask becomes fundamental, because
then all text’ need to be interpreted. Thus, Ricoeur proposeswause of hermeneutics,
which he describes as “no longer edification, thastruction of a spiritual meaning on the
literal meaning, but a boring under the literal meg, a de-struction, that is to say, a de-
construction, of the letter itself.” (Cl, p.389) iShquotation is still much closer to his initial
developments in hermeneutics, but it already dysplaaces of what is more linguistically
approached in his following works. It is alreadgralegomena to his followinmterpretation

Theorywhen he says that:

To understand it is necessary to believe; to beligvis necessary to
understand. [...] There is a circle because the g¢®agaot his own master.
What he wants to understand is what the text shgstask of understanding
is therefore governed by what is at issue in tkeitself. (CI, p.389)

He complements this idea by saying that “to undeibtthe text, it is necessary to
believe in what the text announces to me; but wheatext announces to me is given nowhere
but in the text.” (Cl, p.390) The texfua event, as a manifestation of discourse, that is, a
phenomenanis part of two fundamental perspectives whichnpeate Ricoeur’s reflection,

which are: ontology, on the part of Heidegger, phdnomenology, on the part of Husserl.

%3t is actually a collection of essays organizedlblin B. Thompson, which is used because it grthegpmain
texts of the French philosopher up to 1980. From oq, it will be referred to as HHS.

% Tg refer to Saussure’s traditional distinctionvieetnlangueandparole.

%5 A perspective brought from Benveniste.

°% From now on to be referred to as Cl.

>" Since my concern here is about literary works, iargpite of all the controversies this concept raagender,
I will restrict this concept to what may also bdélexd “written fiction”, trying to apply it as loo$gas possible. In
any case, Ricouer’s philosophy does not restrictctincept of ‘text’ only to ‘written discourse’. Faim, action
itself can be taken as a text. For further readieg, his=rom Text to Actiorf1991).
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More than ‘de-codifying’ a text, which Ricoeur celates to Structural Analysis,

hermeneutics is concerned witle-configuring’ the text. For him,

The very work of interpretation reveals a profoumdention, that of
overcoming distance and cultural differences anchatiching the reader to a
text which has become foreign, thereby incorpogatte meaning into the
present comprehension a man is able to have oelfin(€l, p.4)

It is this dual moment of meaning which concernms,hhis paradox where meaning
has to be ‘grasped’ to be shared, which itselfieara fissure, an opening which prevents it

from being closed. In his own words,

It is the objectivity of the text, understood asitemt — bearer of meaning
and demand for meaning — that begins the existemi@vement of
appropriation. Without such a conception of meanofgts objectivity and
even of its ideality, no textual criticism is pdssi Therefore, the semantic
moment, the moment of objective meaning, must pledhe existential
moment, the moment of personal decision, in a heeuécs concerned with
doing justice to both the objectivity of meaningdathe historicity of
personal decision. [...] If there is no objective mea, then the text no
longer says anything at all; without existentiapegpriation, what the text
does say is no longer living speech. (Cl, p.397-8)

A general concept of hermeneutics can be foundicodrir's essay ‘The Task of
Hermeneutics’, where he says that “hermeneuticghes theory of the operations of
understanding in their relation to the interpretatof texts.” (HHS, p.43) But this is only a
vague generalization. However, it is enough to elditerary interpretation under a
fundamental hermeneutical practice. Contemporarsnbeeutics aims at avoiding one of the
crucial problems of Traditional Hermeneutics, whiBiicoeur associates to the works of

Schleiermacher and Dilthey. For Ricoeur,

The meaning of a text is rendered autonomous wipect to the subjective
intention of its author, the essential questiomas$ to recover, behind the
text, the lost intention, but to unfold, in frorfttbe text, the ‘world’ which it
opens up and discloses. (HHS, p.111)
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It is important to remind the reader that two o timost famous adages of
hermeneutics come from Schleiermacher. AccordindRiwoeur, one says that “there is
hermeneutics where there is misunderstandifigHS, p.46/83) The other says that the
hermeneutical task is “to understand an authorelsas and even better than he understood
himself.” (SCHLEIERMACHER, 1998, p.33) Dilthey, inis turn, took a step forward and
established that it was not texts that should berpneted, but life itself. His philosophical
concern was related to the problem of the intdlligy of the historical as such, in

epistemological terms.

Thus, Ricoeur's critique to this traditional herreatical approach can be
summarized in the following sentence: *“the textsibe unfolded, no longer towards its
author, but towards its immanent sense and tow#rdsworld which it opens up and
discloses.” (HHS, p.53) This is also the turn opetaby Heidegger and Gadamer in their
response to Schleiermacher and Dilthey. From HegéegRicoeur brings the following
interpretation: “to understand a text is not tadfem lifeless sense which is contained therein,
but to unfold the possibility of being indicated the text.” (HHS, p.56) From Gadamer, he
adopts the concept of ‘the matter-of-the-text’, ethifor Ricoeur, is “what enables us to
communicate at distance [...], which belongs neitibeits author nor to its reader.” (HHS,

p.62)

From the last citation | highlight one of the mdghdamental terms in Ricoeur’s
reflection, namely, ‘distanciation’. This term reportant to understand Ricoeur’s concepts of
‘text’ and ‘autonomy of the text’. For Ricoeur, &hext is much more than a particular case of
intersubjective communication: it is the paradighdistanciation in communication.” (HHS,
p.131) It points to the crucial difference betwesggeaking’ and ‘writing’. In other words, the

text is the fundament which splits them. In hisraagph, Ricoeur says that “a text is really a
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text only when it is not restricted to transcribiaug anterior speech, when instead it inscribes

directly in written letters what the discourse mnea@HHS, p.146) In addition, he says that,

The book divides the act of writing and the actrediding into two sides,
between which there is no communication. The readabsent from the act
of writing; the writer is absent from the act ofading. The text thus
produces a double eclipse of the reader and therwfiHHS, p.146-7)

It may sound strange to say that ‘there is no comoation’ between writer and
reader. In order to avoid misunderstandings, whabdir means here is what he later

complements, by saying that,

To read a book is to consider its author as alrebehd and the book as
posthumous. For it is when the author is dead tti@telation to the book
becomes complete and, as it were, intact. The agmno longer respond;
it only remains to read his work. (HHS, p.1%7)

De Man’s concern, which was my own, was in someekegelieved, at least for me,
by Ricoeur's conceptualization of ‘text’ and ‘readi. Following what the French

philosopher says,

The text, as writing, awaits and calls for a regdihreading is possible, it is
indeed because the text is not closed in on itseifopens out onto other
things. To read is, on any hypothesis, to conjoinesv discourse to the
discourse of the text... an original capacity forawal... Interpretation is
the concrete outcome of conjunction and renewdiHp.158)

To recall once again what was said above, readsmgiat ‘recovering’, but

‘unfolding’. However, it is important not to plungeo hastily into the truthfulness of the

%8 Any resemblance to Barthe§sie Death of The Auth¢t967) is not mere coincidence.
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‘death of the author'. | think that Hirsch certairgrovides respectful considerations on the
matter. Ricoeur himself sometimes seems closertesuf Hirsch’s arguments. To make the
subject as clear as possible, it is important tp gi#ention to some considerations made by

Ricoeur. One of them says that:

The moment of distanciation is implied by fixatiam writing and by all
comparable phenomena in the sphere of the transmis¥ discourse.
Writing is not simply a matter of the fixation oifsdourse; for fixation is the
condition of a much more fundamental phenomenat,dhthe autonomy of
the text: with respect to the intention of the auathwith respect to the
cultural situation and all the sociological conalits of the production of the
text, and with respect to the original addressekatthe texsignifies® no
longer coincides with what the author meargrbal meaniny and mental
meaning have different destinies. [It] implies passibility that ‘the matter
of the text’ may escape from the author’s restddtéentional horizon, and
that the world of the text may explode the worldtsfauthor. (HHS, p.91)

From this citation, | highlight two important butin@ost imperceptible terms:
“signifies” and “verbal meaning”. | think that Hok’s distinction between ‘meaning’ and
‘signification’ is confluent with what Ricoeur sagbove. If this is so, Hirsch’s position in
defining ‘meaning’ and ‘interpretation’ as relateal the author’s verbal intended meaning
through a text, in contrast with ‘signification’” érthe ‘free-play’ made possible by the
distanciation engendered by the text, only reirdsrboth the objectivity of meaning and the
openness of interpretation (however ambiguous splaced these terms may sometimes be if
we compare the authors’ terminologies). This pnolaigzing maintains Ricoeur’s concern
against Traditional Hermeneutics: “the hermeneutask is to discern the ‘matter’ of the text
and not the psychology of the author” (HHS, p.11MY. only objection is that ‘autonomy’
must not be confused with ‘independence’. Certaihly point here is not ‘reification of the

authorial intention’ but ‘the displacement of thatleor as the only constituent of the text's

%9 Jtalics mine.
€ 1dem.
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meaning’. Against a New Criticism hermeticism, npiroon is thatwho wroteandwhen it
was writtenis still of much relevance to understand the té&st.Ricoeur himself points out,
“this subordination of signification to the univarsiotion of meaning, under the guidance of
the concept of intentionality, in no way impliesatha transcendental subjectivity has
sovereign mastery of the meaning towards whichriénts itself.” (HHS, p.116) Therefore,
intentionality has nothing to do with ‘mental meagii It has to do with a general assumption
which is transvers3l in Ricoeur’s work:to say something about somethirgfundamental

function of language as discourse.

Subsequent to the elaboration of concepts for ingadnd ‘text’ associated to the
concept of ‘distanciation’ is another importantntewhich is part of this dialectics, namely,
‘approximation’. In this sense, “to interpret is tender near what is far.” (HHS, p.111) In
addition to that, Ricoeur also says that “intergtien is the reply to the fundamental
distanciation constituted by the objectificationmén in works of discourse.” (HHS, p.138)
For him, “the text must be able to ‘decontextudligeelf in such a way that it can be
‘recontextulized’ in a new situation, by the act wdfading.” (HHS, p.139) Therefore,
“distanciation is not the product of methodologydanence something superfluous and
parasitical; rather it is constitutive of the pheremon of the text as writing. At the same time,
it is the condition of interpretation.” (HHS, p.1)3®his reflection is important to understand
the concept of the ‘autonomy of the text’ not asead, but as a moment of ‘understanding’.
The text stops being an end in itself, and, asuagg, it becomes medium, “a medium
through which we understand ourselves.” (HHS, pl1dzhis sense, “appropriation is quite
the contrary of contemporaneousness and conggtiigditHS, p.143) Again, the process of

interpretation is seen more liketelosthan anarché or rather, aelosthrough/fromarché

®1 See “Structure, Word, Event” ithe Conflict of InterpretationsThe Case Against Reference”Tihe Rule of
Metaphor “Narrativity and Reference” iflime and Narrative (Vol.1and “Meaning as ‘Sense’ and ‘Reference’
in Interpretation Theoryn which the ‘referentiality of discourse’ is chpioned by the author.
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Thus, understanding becomes ‘self-understandirfgpint of the work®2. As Ricoeur defines

the matter,

What | appropriate is a proposed world. [...] behindthe text, as a hidden
intention would be, buin front of it, as that which the work unfolds,
discovers, reveals. Henceforth, to understantbisinderstand oneself in
front of the textlt is not a question of imposing upon the text boite
capacity of understanding, but of exposing ourselve the text and
receiving from it and enlarged self. (HHS, p.143)

In my opinion, besides refuting the ‘reificationf the author, it also resists the
‘sovereignity’ of theega but now that of the readerega The text does not need a master, a
center. It is not the text which needs reading, Watourselves who are caught up in the

circuit of symbols. Literature is not an empiricdlject waiting to be ‘interpreted’ anymore; it

interpellates us. As Ricoeur himself questions:

We understand ourselves only by the long detouhefsigns of humanity
deposited in cultural works. What would we knowafe and hate, of moral
feelings and, in general, of all that we call g®f if these had not been
brought to language and articulated by literatijiei®)

Thus, ‘meaning’ is not an end, but something souglorder to open up possibilities
of reading the world, that is, reading ourselvesngequently, the concept of ‘appropriation’
is defined by Ricoeur when he says: “the interpi@taof a text culminates in the self-
interpretation of a subject who thenceforth underds himself better, understands himself

differently, or simply begins to understand himsglHHS, p.158)

The dialectics of distanciation-appropriation, icertain way, inevitably alerted me

to the concept of ‘interpretation’. For Hirsch, theis a clear separation between

®2 This is the title of section V in Ricoeur’s essaye Hermeneutical Function of DistanciatiqiiHS, p.142)
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‘interpretation’ and ‘criticism’. The first is objéive and always seeks to rely on the author’s
verbal meaning intended through his/her work. dfri allowed a very brief analogy, only for
the sake of exemplification, it could be said thaterpretation’ is very close to the
‘identification’ of the ‘illocutionary act’ of thetexf®. On the other hand, there is the
‘perlocutionary force’, which would carry the inpeeter's ‘judgmenf* (which, for Hirsch,
would be the case of criticism). Still, for Ricogumterpretation is not a particular case of
‘understanding’. It is not seen as an object, taa‘process”, that is, “the dynamic of
interpretive reading”. (IT, p.74) In his perspeetithe separation made between ‘explanation’
and ‘understanding’ is only “an abstraction, anfact of methodology” (IT, p.75). Even
though it may seem clear that the authors deatrifitly with the question of the ‘author’s
intended meaning’, | think they end up quite inesgnent. For Hirsch, the author’s verbal
intention is a guess. The point is that Ricoeun alsknowledges the same. Compare: Ricoeur
— “we have togues§® the meaning of the text because the author’s fioteris beyond our
reach” (IT, p.87); Hirsch — “despite its practicalrrectness and variability, the root problem
of interpretation is always the same —gues&® what the author meant.” (HIRSCH, 1967
p.207) The argument becomes even more explicit viRieoeur states that “what comes to
writing is discourse as intention-to-say and thaitimg is a direct inscription of this
intention.” (HHS, p.147) | think this happens besadoth have a similar orienting basis —
Husserl. As Ricoeur himself explains Husserl's mi@bn for meaning: “the ‘meaning’ of a

statement constitutes an ‘ideality’ which existstiier in mundane reality nor in psychic

reality: it is a pure unity of meaning without aakdocalization.” (HHS, p.152) This may

%3 A similar analogy is made with ‘meaning’ by Ricoéu HHS, p.200.

% Despite the controversy that these terms haveghtdorward since they were used by AustitHiow To Do
Things With Word$1962), | apply them here in a more shallow arstrigted way, meaning only ‘probable
intended meaning in a specific situation’ for ‘dletionary’, and ‘response’, which in its turn coaldo be
referred as ‘interpretation’ or ‘judgment’, for ‘pecutionary’. For further reading on the issues sioldcroft’'s
Words and Deedd 978).

® talics mine.

% |dem.
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support the association | made between Derridaisceot Hauntology and ‘meaning’,

bringing up the metaphor of ‘meaning’ as a ‘ghost’.

The image of considering ‘meaning’ not as an oljettas a process releases it from
being either on the side of ‘interpretation’ oritimism’, in Hirsch’s terminology, either on the
side of ‘explanation’ or ‘understanding’, in Ricoeulrhus, ‘meaning’ passes from the
epistemological level to the ontological level. Flshift carries other changes on the side of
‘interpretation’. For Ricoeur, “interpretation ‘bigs together’, ‘equalizes’, renders
‘contemporary and similar’, thus genuinely makinge® own what was initiallyalien.”
(HHS, p.159) However, it is only part of the whaecess of understanding. He also says
that “the objectification of meaning is a necessargdiation between the writer and the
reader. But as mediation, it calls for a complermgntact of a more existential character
which [he calls] the appropriation of meaning.” (HHy.185) It is exactly the same as Hirsch
has claimed irvalidity in Interpretation Certainly, the text is not resumed to the author’
intended meaning. The text is the provider of vthatauthor meant, not the author himself. |
think this is actually what both authors have bekiming. It brings another relevant issue,
one that is clearly championed by Hirsch and winchlso referred briefly by Ricoeur: words
do not mean by themselves. However, their splgustained by Ricoeur’s insistence that
“depth semantics of the text is not what the auihtended to say.” (HHS, p.218) In his

conception of the author’s intention, he says that,

To understand a text is not to rejoin the authdre Wisjunction of the
meaning and the intention creates an absolutelginadi situation which
engenders the dialectic afrklarer?” and versteheff. If the objective
meaning is something other than the subjectiventide of the author, it
may be construed in various ways. The problem efribht understanding
can no longer be solved by a simple return to tfleyed intention of the
author. (HHS, p.210-1)

®" Translated from Deutsch: to explain. (WordRefeeeri®99)
® Translated from Deutsch: to understand. (WordReiee, 1999)
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Under the arguments exposed above, | insist omgahiat they end up ‘meaning’
the same. First, both argue against a reconstruofi@a ‘mental act’. Second, both agree that
the construction of meaning springs from the té&kird, both acknowledge that the meaning
of a text does not end in its explicatory momemi Ricoeur's perspective) or in the
interpretative moment (in Hirsch). | think that tbely difference is that the former does not
associate this ‘objective’ first moment in ‘undarsiing’ as an analogue to the author’s
intention, whereas the latter does, but refers &s ithe author’s verbal meaning’, that is, the
meaning he/she might have attempted to convey éyehbal signs deposited in his text. In
any case, both refer to it as a ‘guess’. Ricoewneacknowledges that Hirsch is right in
calling interpretation a “guess” (IT, p.78). In erdo conclude this paragraph, | would like to
select just one more interesting citation which kak interpretation to what was said above
about reading: “only interpretation is the ‘remedgt the weakness of discourse which its

author can no longer ‘save’.” (HHS, p.201)

From this point on, | am going to turn my focus a@oother referential topic in
Ricoeur’s theory of interpretation: the concept‘'wbrk’. Foucault has already provided
convincing arguments against the closure operayettid category of the author in his essay
What is an author?However, | think that Ricoeur's conceptual labgrion the concept of
‘work’ provides meaningful and positive considevas to the present discussion about
meaning. Yet, another adjoining aspect is Ricoeagsociation between discourse and event.
In his own words: “if all discourse is realizedeagent, all discourse is understood as meaning.
What we wish to understand is not the fleeting gvieat rather the meaning which endures.”

(HHS, p.134) In addition, he also says that:

Discourse, by entering the process of understandimpasses itself as event
and becomes meaning. The surpassing by the evenhebyneaning is
characteristic of discourse as such. It attestthéovery intentionality of
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language [...]. If language is a meaningful intentibns precisely in virtue
of the surpassing of the event by the meaningd)lbi

If it is not clear yet in my argument that HirschdaRicoeur are closer than they
might seem, or rather that their discrepanciesratethat great, | believe the following
statement made by the latter can reinforce thenaegtt “I therefore give the word ‘meaning’
a very broad connotation that covers all aspeadtisl@vels of thantentional exteriorization
which, in turn, renders possible the exteriorizatad discourse in writing and in the work.”

(HHS, p.135-6)

This relation between meaning and event is extngenmaportant for Ricoeur’s
concept of ‘work’, in relation to what he calls thearadox of event and meaning” (HHS,
p.137). According to him, “discourse is realizedea®nt but understood as meaning. The
notion of work appears as a practical mediationvben the irrationality of the event and the
rationality of meaning. (ibid) Moreover, in anothessay, he returns to the topic in order to

reinforce this perspective, where he says that,

Discoursequaevent has a fleeting existence: it appears angpésas. But

at the same time it can be identified and reidientifas the same. This
‘sameness’ is what we call, in a broad sense, ganimg. All discourse is
realized as event but understood as meaning. Mgdairsupported by a
specific structure, that of the proposition. (HHS,67)

In this sense, he claims that “all texts are dissesi’, but he also acknowledges that
“it must be something more in order to be a wonlt ib is at least a set of sentences, and
consequently a discourse.” (HHS, p.169) Thus, treept of work meets the concept of text

when Ricoeur states that,

The text is not only something written but is a kyothat is, a singular
totality. [...] [It] cannot be reduced to a sequemtesentences which are
individually intelligible; rather, it is an architeure of themes and purposes
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which can be constructed in several ways. [...] Thesppposition of a

certain whole precedes the discernment of a datatmiarrangement of
parts; and it is by constructing the details thathwild up the whole. [...] a

text is a kind of individual. [...] Its singularityan be regained, therefore,
only by progressively rectifying generic conceptsickt concern the class of
texts, the literary genre and the various strustwich intersect in this

singular text. (HHS, p.175)

However, this whole, this totality, is not immanefhis also has to be ‘guessed’
upon the evidence ‘gathered’ by the reader. Thishat actually opens the univocity of the
text to the variability of readings. Depending oawhthis ‘evidence’ is ‘selected’ and
‘organized’, the univocity of the texhay change drastically. This is, in a certain way, wwha
Ricoeur refers to when he says that “the localimaand the individualization of this unique
text is still a guess.” (HHS, p.211) “Therefore”s @he author complements, “the
reconstruction of the whole has a perspectiviseetspimilar to that of perception.” (HHS,
p.212) However, as it is approached by hinTime and Narrative — Vol.,2emplotment’ is
already an attempt to utter a meaning, a sensthéidlirectional sense of the German word
Sinn or the Portuguese worentidd®®, to point to somewhere, because, as Ricoeur &ays,
text is more than a linear succession of senteriicessa cumulative, holistic process.” (HHS,
p.212) A text, as | attempt to formulate from thergpectives presented in this dissertation,
does not ‘have’, or ‘contain’ an univocity; it istaally interpretation which impels us to
scope a range of possible univocit(y/ies). As Ricasbserves, “the text is a limited field of
possible constructions.” (Ibid) Besides, as HirgtB67) affirms, a text can mean possible
things, but not all or any of the things in the ldpnot because a text has a limited scope of
possibilities, but only by the mere constraint edcdurse to bring language to the level of
uniqueness while situating it in place and timeu§;ha text can have possible meanings, but
not “all” or “any” meaning. That is why both Hirscénd Ricoeur relate the guessing of

interpretation to the ‘judicatory’ aspect of valide. Thus, once again, Ricoeur ends up

%9 According to Ricoeur’s own words: “the text seékglace us in its meaning, that is, in the samectibn.”
(HHS, p.161)
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having a similar position to Hirsch when he saya thn front of the court, the plurivocity
common to texts and to actions is exhibited onftime of a conflict of interpretations, and
the final interpretation appears asexdict’® to which it is possible to make appeal.” (HHS,
p.215) Thus, to claim that a text means ‘this’ anad ‘that’ is more related to the level of
validity of competing arguments than to the immameerof its meaning. Sometimes,
competing interpretations may bring us to a monoénhdecision, opening up a moment of
paradox. | believe, in agreement with Hirsch, tieanhterpret a work is to claim more validity
to this ‘reading’ than all the other competing gnes then, in a morelerridian sense, to
dismantle those who claim or ‘apparently’ seemedHe only possible one, which would lead
us to Deconstruction.

This reflection is what led me to investigate tlspext of an ‘identity’ of the text
under Ricoeur’s proposal of the dual charactedehtiity. But before approaching this topic, |
would rather select some of Ricoeur’s reflectiobsu ‘narrativity’, ‘fiction” and ‘literature’,
which are extremely relevant for this dissertationl inevitable for the understanding of his
concept of “narrative identity”. | start by bringjrup some of Ricoeur’s remarks about what
he understands bijterature. In his perspective, “literature is a vast laboratin which we
experiment with estimations, evaluations, and juelgis of approval and condemnation
through which narrativity serves as a propaededotiethics.” (RICOEUR, 1994, p.118)He
also characterizes literature as “an immense latgréor thought experiments in which this
connection [between literature and life] is subedtto an endless number of imaginative
variations.” (OA, p.159) With these two remarksyduld like to call attention to the privilege
function designated to literature which is fundataéim its specification from other modes of
discourse. | am not claiming here that there agart} defined boundaries among modes of

discourse. Actually, what | would like to point dugre is Ricouer’s reactivation of literature

O talics mine.
L Erom now on to be referred to as OA.
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as a cognitively positive way of intelligibility, hat is, which is far from being a
‘representation’ of a course of action, but ratherew and different way of thinkiffg This
leads us to Ricoeur’s reinterpretationmimesisin the Aristotelian sense. According to the

French philosopher,

The Aristotelian concept oimimesis already encompasses all of the
paradoxes of reference. It expresses a world ofanuactions which is
already there (human reality, the tragedy of life)t mimesisdoes not mean
the duplication of realitymimesisis not a copymimesisis poiesis that is,
construction, creation. (HHS, p.179-80)

This is the supporting argument for his reactivatad metaphor as a cognitively
creative process. In its turn, this is also thepsup for the concept of “imaginative
variations”, which the invention of plots engendets this sense, it is important to

complement, according to Ricoeur’s own words, that,

What mimesis imitates is not the effectivity of et but their logical

structure, their meaning. Mimesis is so little duglication of reality that
tragedy ‘seeks to represent men as better thandheyn reality’. Tragic

mimesis reactivates reality [...]. Mimesis is a kioimetaphor of reality.
Like metaphor, it places before our eyes, it shbwssignifying the thing in

activity'. [...] Fictional narrative as well is andaoic augmentation of the
human world of action. (HHS, p.292)

Since there is no copy, no reduplication of realitgrature is the place where reality
comes to be reality, but still in an adjacent wiaya ‘quasi-reality®. With this we can see
that the traditional accommodation of ‘literatume’the Aristotelian triad poetry-drama-epic
permeates Ricoeur’s discourse. Consequently, ingsitable to predicate literature with
“fictional inventiveness”. Nevertheless, it is aligoportant to consider some reflections that

Ricoeur makes about ‘fiction’. First of all, it essential to highlight his remark that “fiction

"2 This position is initially developed ifihe Rule of Metaphavhen Ricoeur claims that a metaphor is not an
ornament for language; for him, it is a cognitivagw way of thinking. The same procedure is appiieithe
constructions of fictional narratives Time and Narrativeand also in his study of personal identity and
narrative identity irDneself as Another

3 The allusion here is to Ricoeur’s “quasi-preseftiis prefix is also applied by the author to otverds, but
always under this sense of ‘aiming’ at something,rever becoming a full ‘presence’.
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and representation of reality do not exclude orwlrar.” (HHS, p.291) In addition to this, he
says: “fiction is not an instance of reproductisegination, but a productive imagination. As
such, it refers to reality not in order to copybit in order to prescribe a new reading.”
(HHS, p.292-3) Thus, more than lacking ‘epistemadalj weight, of saying things that are
not ‘true’ or ‘real’, but ‘invented’, ‘created’, é¢tion overflows ‘ontologically’ from this
reduction. This shift in the level of intelligibii is also remarked by Ricoeur. According to
him, “fiction and poetry intend being, not undee thnodality of being-given, but under the
modality of power-to-be.” (HHS, p.142) Thereforéstibn is not a verbal description of
reality. Actually, it is because life itself is @wvanescent event that we need the support from
fictional narratives as a way of being, as a wayraferstanding ourselves.

In order not to remain so much in these propaeddatims, | would like now to
bring up some remarks made by Ricoeur about ‘natsdt Still in a scope of thought
provided by the categories of ‘literature’ and tifo’, which may be considered in Ricoeur’s
perspective more like a way of being than a wasepfesenting, narrative itself functions as a
mode of “interrupting lived experience in order sanify it.” (HHS, p.116) However,
narrative is only plainly understood if accompanieg the concept of “plot”, because,
according to Ricoeur, it is only plot that “givesantour” to actions, which permit them to
become intelligible. (RICOEUR, 1990a, p.59In this senseelling is alreadyexplaining or
as in the author's own words, “to narrate a staryalready ‘to reflect upon’ the event
narrated.” (RICOEUR, 1990b, p.61)This perspective is brought from O. Mink; for the
latter, stories are not lived but t&fdThus, the importance of plot for Ricoeur comesrfithe
fact that “the configurational arrangement transferthe succession of events into one

meaningful whole which is the correlate of the attassembling the events together and

" From now on to be referred to as TN1.

> From now on to be referred to as TN2.

® This is an important reference for Ricoeur botfiime and Narrative — Vol.andOneself as AnotheFor
further reading: O. Mink’'#istorical Understanding
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which makes the story followable.” (TN1, p.67) mst sense, following the perspective of
Arthur Danto, Ricoeur states that “a simple naveatioes more than report events in their
order of appearance.” (TN1, p.148) Moreover, cogrdid) that plot is organization of the
story in order to make it intelligible, it also isforms the organization of the sequence of
events into thehoiceof what is going to be placed as parts of thisisage. Thus, according
to Ricoeur, “emplotment” is “configuration”. It cees to be a ‘representation’, a ‘copy’ of
reality, and starts to be understoodreality as it can be thoughtis a way ofespondingto
the evanescent aspect of reality. As the Frendogidpher states, “narrative puts consonance
where there was only dissonance. [...] narrativeggfeem to what is unformed.” (TN1, p.72)
Therefore, if narration imposes an arrangementtior, if it attempts to give ‘order’
to the ‘chaos of life’, it is not in order to rephace reality. What it actually does is to search
for concordance where there is only discordanceRiaseur observes. (TN2, p.28) It is
interesting also to remark Ricoeur’s reflectiontba “de-chronolization” of modern narrative.
For the author, the modern Romance may actuallir tasbe as ‘realistic’ as Realism itself;
its attempt, in the author’s opinion, may be segram attempt to be atoseas possible to
reality — in the sense that if reality is not clotwgical, then narration must not be either.
According to Ricoeur, “the struggle against theedin representation of time does not
necessarily have as its sole outcome the turningaofative into ‘logic’, but rather may
deepen its temporality.” (TN1, p.30) In its turhdbes not efface the pretension of a text to
aspire to a reference, to say something about $wmgettoask for a senserhus, in relation

to what has already been approached above, Risagarthat,

Language’s capacity for reference was not exhausteddescriptive
discourse and that poetic works referred to thddvior their own specific
way, that of metaphorical reference. [...] Poetictdexoo, spealof the
world, even though they may not do so in a deseapfashion. [...] The
world is the whole set of references opened byyesert of descriptive or
poetic text | have read, interpreted, and lovedumderstand these texts is
to interpolate among the predicates of our sitmadilb those meanings that,
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from a simple environment, make a world. [...] Faonfr producing only
weakened images of reality, [...] literary works depeality byaugmenting
it with meanings that themselves depend upon theesd of abbreviation,
saturation, and culmination, so strikingly illused by emplotment. (TN1,
p.80)

These reflections above lead back to what may Iedcthe objectivity of the text, to
its possibility as communication. | think that adngportant step made by Ricoeur was to first
take texts to the level of discourse, but only tigto the dialectic mediation of a structural
reading and a reader’s response to that text. Thtespretation ceases to be the closure of the
text to the univocity intended by the author’s \&@rintention as well as the indeterminacy of
the potentialities of readings a text can have wuthe infinite readers it can have. In this
sense, | dare to make Hirsch and Ricoeur conveygeaping that interpreting a text starts
from the reconstruction of its communicative pragddblrough all the material evidence that it
provides plus a reconfiguration of what was assuraedsaid into another saying. By
reconstructing the text with other words, the reatt®es not ‘reproduce’ it; instead, he/she,
through an operation of predicament, makeasible, they bring,in front of the eyesyhat
was distant invisible to the reach of the eye. This step may reactittaeauthor’s verbal
intention (as in Hirsch’s perspective), insofartlais be restricted to seconstructionby the
approximation of terms which may give a sense ahnidy, of univocity for the text.
However, it will remain in the level af competing reading among others which attempts to
provide more evidence than these in order to cl@rbe ascribed as the best reconstruction
brought forth so far Those responsible for this judicatory act, in opinion, are those
involved in the community which gravitates arounde ttext under objectification.
Acknowledging the sameness of a text’s identitgliswing it to have more than one reading
(different from saying that it has none due tonitany readings). Many different readers are
thus able to build the text in infinite ways. Howeyvall of them, admittedly or not, will be

attempting to do one thing: to say what the tegélly’ says. This is the point in which one
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should remember what was already quoted from Rrcaiat a textproposes a world
Certainly, the function of this reconstruction vok left to the reader. Yet, it does not prevent
the very author of that text to be its reader;\@rereading him as a ‘text’, which would turn
him into anintertext In case the author is not satisfied with his mes reading, he will
rewrite it under a new interpretatidn

These considerations led me to approach Ricoearisapts of identity ifOneself as
Another Considering that interpretation passes througtcdmstructionof a text’'s proposal,
of what it aims to say, its verbal intended meaffinthen it can also be assumed that the
construction of this proposahay refer to the ‘identity’ of the text. In thisrsse, theneaning
of a text would implicate in the construction of itlentity, which, in its turn, could only be
achieved through the operations of a narrative.sTlinbe meaning of a text would be its
“narrative identity”. In order to understand thigggestion, it is necessary to make reference
to what Ricoeur says about this issue.

Initially, | would like to start this path towardshat is suggested above by
approaching Ricoeur’s “Conclusions” Tnme and Narrative — Vol.3t is also important to
remind the reader that what is at issue in thisgyi is not meaning, but time. The hypothesis
that permeates Ricoeur’s thesis, according to titigoa, is that “temporality cannot be spoken
of in the direct discourse of phenomenology, bilherarequires the mediation of indirect
discourse of narration.” (RICOEUR, 1990c, p.Z4This hypothesis served as basis for the

proposal which | am attempting to develop in thssdrtation, namely, that the meaning of a

" A good example for this situation would be Willidgaulkner'sSanctuary(1931). In this case, the author
made modifications to the first draft which endgdiuthe printed version of the novel; a fact whiichits turn,
generated controversies about which of them woaltthe best”. The case became controversial mucause
of Faulkner’s own opinion about the book, sayinat thwas “a cheap idea, because it was delibgratel
conceived to make money”. For further reading,M8d_GATE, Michael. ‘A Fair Job’: a study of Faulkn's
Sanctuary. In: Reviewing of English Literature. dom. Vol. 4, n. 4 (Oct 1963), p. 47-62.

8 Or even in a theory of speech-acts (Austin) utlerterminology of “illocutionary force”. It is alsimportant
to remind the reader that all these terms areawtivalent’ or ‘substitutable’; by being part offdrent
philosophical traditions, they are paralleled hamty as a matter of approximation under the gertgps of
meaning

" From now on to be referred to as TN3.
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literary work cannot be achieved directly throughadbbreviation of it in a basic axiomatic
proposition which wouldencompass~vhat was narrated (though | do not deny it as a
fundamental initial step — which, in its turn, wddde relegated to the level of a “conjecture”).
Thus, themeaningof a literary work would rather aim at returnirggthis initial predication in
order to recognize it only after the detour engeadidy the narration which ascribes itself the
challenge of ethicalf narrating a character. | am going to interrups tigflection abruptly
because | think that these conjectures can onlgedgonsibly just if they take the detour of
Ricoeur’s reflections.

Returning toTime and Narrative the term “narrative identity” stems from the
“interweaving” of fiction and history towards theassignment of an individual or a
community of aspecifi¢® identity that we can call their narrative identitfTN3, p.246) First
of all, the text need$ our recognition of it as an individual. After thahe process of
construing its meaning/ould no longer be to ‘find’ a correlative shorentext which would
rejoin the ‘original’ text to its ‘essence’. Theallenge now lies, by answering the question
‘what does it mean’, in ultimately answering theegtion ‘who’. It may sound strange to
apply this question to an entity which is normdihken as an object. However, after the
autonomizationof the text proposed by Ricoeur (1976), | thinlattthe implications of
ascribing a name and a position of subject for émsty in a sentence like “The Exorcist
meanssuch and such” allows us this possibility. Thisalso reinforced by Ricoeur’s
observation that

Without the recourse to narration, the problemaspnal identity would in
fact be condemned to an antinomy with no solutiither we must posit a
subject identical with itself through the diversiy its different states, or,
following Hume and Nietzsche, we must hold thas tldentical subject is
nothing more than a substantialist illusion, whebBmination merely brings
to light a pure manifold of cognitions, emotionsdarolitions. (ibid.)

8 Ethics is a hard topic to be abruptly introducedeh however, | insist on keeping this term in refiee to the
importance Ricoeur gives to the subject in chaptess and 9 iOneself as Anothebesides his other
publications on the subject of ‘law’. For furtherading, se@he JustandReflections on the Just

® Italics mine.

8 |n this sense, this unity of the text is not imsit, but something that we do to them.
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However, this reflection can only be properly agmized if accompanied by the shift
operated by Ricoeur in the concept of ‘identitys the author continues right after what was

said above,

The dilemma disappears if we substitute for idgniitderstood in the sense
of being the samdden), identity understood in the sense of oneselfeifs s
same $oi-mémeg (ips§. The difference betweeidem andipse is nothing
more than the difference between a substantialoondl identity and a
narrative identity. Self-sameness, “self-constancgh escape the dilemma
of the Same and the Other to the extent that @stity rests on a temporal
structure that conforms to the model of dynamimiig arising from the
poetic composition of a narrative text. The selaratterized by self-
sameness may then be said to be refigured by fleetiee application of
such narrative configurations. Unlike the abstrdentity of the Same, this
narrative identity, constitutive of self-constancgan include change,
mutability, within the cohesion of one life time..| This refiguration makes
this life itself a cloth woven of stories told. idb)

In this sense, it is also important to mention sdiméts of narrative identity as a
solution for the aporia of time, which is useful tiee aporia ofmeaning As Ricoeur
acknowledges, “narrative identity is not a stablel sseamless identity.” (TN3, p.248)
Moreover, “narrative identity does not exhaust guestion of self-constancy of a subject.”
(TN3, p.249)

The question of self-constancy is what makes Ricseeflections about ‘identity’
intrinsically correlative to the question of ‘meagi. They are whalinger in an individual.
This permanence in timis the pivotal aspect which led Ricoeur to hisrfolation of identity,
and in consequence, led me to my application sfribtion to the category of ‘meaning’. For
Ricoeur, “sameness is a concept of relation andlation of relations.” (OA, p.116) This
assertion is accompanied by what the author ch#stlhiree components of the notion of
identity. First, there is “numerical identity”, wieethere are not two different things but one
and the same thing. Second, there is “qualitatiemtity”, which bears extreme resemblance.

Finally, there is “uninterrupted continuity”, whiclmests upon the ordered series of small
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changes, which, taken one by one, threaten resao®laithout destroying it.” (OA, p.117)
However, all of these remarks still belong to théhar’'s concept of identity as ‘sameness’.
On the other hand, Ricoeur asks himself: “Doess#ithood of the self imply a form
of permanence in time which is not reducible to de¢ermination of a substratum, [...] a
form of permanence in time which is not simply sahema of the category of substance?”
(OA, p.118) For the author, to speak of ourselvesp@rmanence in time, there are two
expressions: “character” and “keeping one’s woiktie former would encompastem and
ipse identities. The later would mark the intrinsic gap identity as a ‘promise’ and ‘it
sustenance’. The concept of character is very itapbrbecause it also participates in the
characterizationof the concept of ‘meaning’. In relation to chdeac Ricoeur initially says

that,

By “character” | understand the set of distinctivarks which permit the
reidentification of a human individual as being g@mne. By the descriptive
features that will be given, the individual compdamumerical identity and
qualitative identity, uninterrupted continuity apdrmanence in time. In this
way, the sameness of the person is designated emtibally. (OA, p.119)

In complementation to this definition, the authlsoasays that,

Character, | would say today, designates the séasting dispositions by
which a person is recognized. In this way charaistable to constitute the
limit point where the problematic gbse becomes indiscernible from that of
idem and where one is inclined not to distinguish @oen another. (OA,
p.121)

It is important to remind the reader that the authtks about “identity” in the sphere
of “person”, and that | am transferring these cdesitions from this scope to the scope of
“fictional narrative” only as a step in order tortk differentlyabout the question of meaning.
| explicitly assume here, as a work hypothesist th@eaning’, like ‘time’ in Ricoeur’s
perspective, cannot be immediately grasped; insthag need the mediation of narrative (if

it is also assumed that ‘meaning’ must be treageithe identity of a text’, which, in its turn,
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is another hypothetical step). In this sense, theaning’ of a text would oscillate between
sedimentation and innovation, in the same mann&dastity” in Ricoeur’s approach. In this

respect, the author says that,

It will be the task of a reflection on narrativeerdity to balance, on one side,
the immutable traits which this identity owes te #nchoring of the history
of a life in a character and, on the other, thoaitstwhich tend to separate
the identity of the self from the sameness of attara(OA, pp.123)

Thus, according to the author, the narrative ofigentity would encompass a
‘descriptive’ and a ‘prescriptive’ moment. (OA, p3) In my opinion, if the proximity to
Hirsch’s differentiation between ‘interpretatiomhdh ‘criticism’ is not immediately evident,
then | suggest such an approximation. In the ctutisth of identity, ofan others identity, a
dialectical movement must be pursued in order tmdalthe authoritative sovereignty’ of the
senderand ‘the narcissism’ of theeceiver In the dialectics oppropriation mentioned by
Ricoeur, | think we must detour tihepulsioncaused byhe corpse of the dead authioy the
mourning of its charactef’ | think that it is indeed the reader who conssuitte text’s
meaning. However, there is an ethical dimensiorigiipn reconstructing the identity of the
text, i.e. its meaning, which relies in ceffortto overcome the ‘presentness’ of the text in its
opennessin its explicitness, in its lack of unity, in itack of rationality, which, in its turn,
leads us, not to open what is already open, blimger it in a memory as if it were not going
to evanesce again. In this sense, between a wher‘writes’, and a reader who ‘reads’,
there is a “texXf” which marks this non-place afeaning Thus, it forces me to repeat a

quotation already made:

Reading is th@harmakonthe ‘remedy’, by which the meaning of the text is
‘rescued’ from the estrangement of distanciatioth put in a new proximity,

% This is a metaphorical allusion to Julia Kristes/Bhe Powers of Horror
8 By “text” | do not imply the distinction betweepeech and writing. For me, both are considereéxsEor
further reading, see Jonathan Culler’'s “Writing &iegjocentrism” inOn Deconstruction
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a proximity which suppresses and preserves theuralltdistance and
includes the otherness within the ownness. (IT3).4

Under this perspective, what | can see is thah@movement from theecognition
of what is said towards trapeningof what is meant, from the author’s verbal intentio the
reader’s reconfiguration, there is no logical cams¢ even an empirical hierarchy. What | can
see is that not recognizing an “I” in the othetasleny the same possibility to myself. That is

the way | interpret Ricoeur’s shift in hermeneutids the author says:

Hermeneutics can no longer be defined as an indguioythe psychological

intentions which are hidden beneath the text, atlter as the explication of
the being-in-the-world displayed by the text. Wisato be interpreted in the
text is a proposed world which | could inhabit andvhich | could project

my ownmost possibilities. (HHS, p.112)

In the same sense, he also says: “In reading,r8alise myself” (HHS, p.94). Then,
in another momefit, he reinforces this by saying that “as readeind fmyself only by losing
myself.” (HHS, p.144) As | said above, | do not atcoming to a solution to thescription
of meaning By placingmeaningas anon-place as a ‘ghost’, what | am proposing is the
recognition of this aporia, of the undecidabilifyveho the ‘owner’ of the ‘meaning’ is, or, in
other terms, where its ‘center’ is. How could | tthis without denying or recognizing both,
reader and writer, as indispensable categoriesarconstruction of the meaning of the text?
How could | escape the determinism of univocity #melindeterminism of plurivocity? How
could | avoid the author'ego without falling into the reader’sarcissisn? | see this in the
possibility of talking aboumeaningas thenarrative identity of a textassuming thelem-ipse
duality proposed by Ricoeur (but also denying adn@hical privilege tademidentity), as a
practical relief of this inevitable tension. Cenlgi the tumbling down of the wall of theolis
called ‘meaning’ would imply the dissolution of shplace. Whether it is something to be

sought or not, | still do not have an answer to.aAsrovisory measure, | decided to include

% The first is fromHermeneutics and the Critique of Ideolo@ie second is fromhe Hermeneutical Function
of Distanciation Both are present in HHS.
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both inside the walls of ‘meaning’. As Ricoeur ackiedges, “meaning is not drawn from
anywhere.” (HHS, p.173) In this sense, the matexaidition of meaning is the text itself.
However, the conditions of meaning must not be wsed with closure or openness of
meaning. Once again, | restate: the question iBdan solved; maybe thankfully it will never
be.

Thus, these reflections lead me back to a text mhativated this search, which

confirm what this starting motivation actually poged. In Culler's own words:

As should now be clear, deconstruction is not arthéhat defines meaning
in order to tell you how to find it. As a criticahdoing of the hierarchical
oppositions on which theories depend, it demoresrtie difficulties of any
theory that would define meaning in a univocal wag: what an author
intends, what conventions determine, what a readgperiences.”
(CULLER, 2007, pp.131)

This observation was what led me notrexoverthe author as an authority, but
rather not to fall in the presumption that meanives left all by itself to the mastery of the
reader. However, | still pursue an attempt to keeptalking about meaning. | found in
Ricouer’s text a hypothesis of work for this aporia. narrative identity. Time and Meaning

may be ineffable; it does not imply that they car® pursued.
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2. ISSUING THE MEANING (EPILOGUE)

| hope, and here | include the Online Etymologytitary*® observation that this
word might be related to “hop”, in the sense offiag in expectation”, that, froskipping
among the triad which guided the first chapter, elggmnauthor-reader-text, | am able to
provide an aporia which must be highlighted instefadeing solved. With what has been said
up to here, | intend to show that it is crucial tbe interpretation of any literary work a
parallel reflection on the issue of interpretatiorganing, criticism, or whatever other branch
of studies related to it. | must also acknowledgeehthat last chapter became longer than it
was expected to be. However, I think it will prateelf to be very useful.

In any case, there must be a question lingerirtgermind of whoever is reading this
dissertation: what doeBhe Exorcist{1971) have to do with all that | have written?afg a
hop, aleap of faithis necessary in order to turn this thin thread swmething perceptible.
First of all, | have to say that any justificatitor this hermeneutical meddling with Blatty’s
narrative is haunted by the mere and plain circant&# of an obsession (mine). But, as
rational beings that we are supposed to be, latiémpt to work out some ‘reasons’ for this
choice. Certainly, this commentary has the weidla bias toward a concept of a subject that
Is not such a master of his own choices. In thissel may symbolically say thate do not
choose books; they choose us

Back to ‘reason’, one of the first drives which lete to engage in this project,
previous to any argumentative state, was the Fett having already watched the moviee

Exorcisf’(1973), and later having read the novel (1971) fifs¢ impression was not fear or

8 www.etymonline.com
87 A 1973 film directed by William Friedkin, and wién by the same author of the novel.
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horror, as it is assumed in common sense and thrmeglia, but amusemé&htFirst, because
it was explicitly a theological narrative; moreoyvérwas so full of what may be provisory
called ‘comicality’ that these two simple and stillbjective reactions set me off in a pursuit
of what | metaphorically came to nameligasrary exorcism My initial ‘reason’ for seeking a
different interpretation offhe Exorcist(1971) was this startling discomfort of seeingsthi
work being ‘literarily’ possessedby the spirit of horror, most probably due to its filmic
adaptation. | am not claiming here, as a depanerspective, that this work st horror.
However, there was so much unsaid, or at leasprogterly divulgated, that leaving this lack
unfulfilled would only lead to a mystification, an a worse direction, to mortification of a
literary work which, even though aesthetically magver figure among Dostoevsky’s and
Shakespeare’s akin, deserves a better place anuaigraic studies in literature. A lot has
already been done, but, as it is assumed by stsiah the subject (AMORTH 1994),
sometimes the ritual of exorcism must be repeatedrder to successfully accomplish the
expected result, that of saving taul of the possessed

This first ‘reasoning’ could only entail a subjat@me, which seems to fuse both
book and movie up to a point of almost confusing déor the other. It is a fact that both
strayed to totally different ways: the book hadtasequence Blatty’s other two titlesTe
Ninth Configuratiofi’ (1978) and_egior?®; while the movie was followed by the well known
failure The Exorcist II: The Hereti¢1977), which has no relation to Blatty, and Dige
Exorcist 11l (1990¥*, written and directed by him. Thus, | came to typothesis that any
interpretation about the book hisuntedby what is supposed to be its shadow, the movje; o

as Winter observes: “its immensely popular motiatype adaptation — in whose shadow the

8 Interestingly, this was the same sensation Begcribed to have had when he first heard aboutabe
which inspired him to write the novel.

8 Actually an adaptation for his previous noVelinkle, Twinkle, “Killer” Kane(1966).

% To mention, of course, not all his other bookd,dnly those strictly related tbhe Exorcis(1971).

L Not to mention the most recent releases tifledrcist: The Beginnin¢2004) anddominion: Prequel to the
Exorcist(2005)



89

novel has languished.” (1996, p.84) Therefore, abal, what | found in this case was an
interpretation problem, even before dealing withrnieneutics. | had before me two

interrogations: the question of the meaning’bé Exorcist(1971), and the issue of meaning
in general. That is why | first set to pursue whiaave called at the beginning of this study as
“a brief” investigation. In this sense, my purposehis interpretation is much more in the

direction of de-characterizing some propagaddendunwhich has accompanied the novel
than of providing a more ‘correct’ or ‘central’ mmeag (even though | attempt a reading
through a different perspective). In a way, thoaglitle uneasily, | still have to agree with

Harold Bloom (1975) when he says that any act adlireg is a misreading.

In this sense, the following argumentation willgakree steps in order to attempt to
accomplish the basic fundament of this dissertatamely, the exorcism of a perennial and
stinging characterization of a work which deseraedifferent situation than that of being
merely a cluster of gore and pornographic images|se of dogmatic and feverishtechism
Instead of this negative perspective, this is aenavthe direction to open the novel to a more
existentialist perspective. Therefore, | insisttba central role of thinkers like Ricoeur and
Kierkegaard in the support for this different apgrie. However, this will be the last section of
this chapter. Before that, as an introductory itemiend to provide a brief biography of the
author, his bibliography, and some information dbbarror as a genre, and some other
information which is interesting and relevantTbe Exorcist(1971). Then, intermediary to
these two sections, | will provide an investigatmmarticles dedicated to Blatty and his main
works (specially focusing oMhe Exorcist With these three steps, | hope to provide
argumentation enough not to found a new and margéct’ interpretation offhe Exorcist
(1971), but, by providing a different and challergione, tdblow a new spirit through .itAs

Ricoeur properly observes, “the symbol gives risthbught.” (RICOEUR, 1986, p.1%)

2 Erom now on to be referred to as SE.
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Nevertheless, what does this have to do wikie Politics of Interpretationwith
Hirsch’s defense of the author, and with Ricoelmierpretation Theory For me, it can be
formulated this way: Blatty admittedly wrote hisist with an assumed ideological bias;
among the many directions that the work’s receptamk, there are still those who agree or
disagree with that, and those who almost compldéglgt to a position out of this dichotomy.
Thus, beyond any epistemological problem of fougdine most appropriate ‘source’, or
‘origin” of meaning, there is still the problem ascribingmeaning to something. Meaning
does not need to be exclusively something thaatileor ‘intends’, something that the reader
‘does’, or something that the text ‘opens up ta’.nty humble perspective, | venture to say
that, much more than mutually excluding each ottiegse three categories should be more
dialectical than self-assured. In this sefi$ee Exorcisis a good exercise in hermeneutics.

In order not to be led astray and take too longmiat is supposed to be a brief
acknowledgment, | will take the risk of leaving tomch unsaid and mention a brief passge
by Gadamer, which can also be linked with what | ama certain way, championing here:
“there is no being-in-itself that is increasinggvealed [...] but [...] something emerges that
Is contained in neither of the partners by him$€lEADAMER, 1989, p.462) | hope my
metaphor, namely, “literary exorcism”, may becomarenmeaningful from now on. Perhaps,
it is not a matter olbringing something out of the badks Ricoeur proposes, and has already
been quoted above, but which | think is worth réipga “the sense of the text is not behind
the text, but in front of it. It is not somethingltlen, but something disclosed.” (IT, p.87) Or,
perhaps, in an even more existential tone, thetaggét of interpretation is not the text, but
the interpreter. Maybe, it is not the text what therpreter is attempting to understand, but
him/herself. As Father Merrin reflects on Karraggestioning about the purpose of the

possession, imhe Exorcis(1971):
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Who can really hope to know? [...] | think the den®marget is not the
possessed; it is us [...] | think the point is to mals despair; to reject our
own humanity, Damien: to see ourselves as ultimdiektial; as ultimately
vile and putrescent; without dignity; ugly, unwortiAnd there lies the heart
of it, perhaps: in unworthinesS.i{e Exorcistp.351)
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2.1 The Beginning

1971 was a year just like any other. Iraq was stifler Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr’'s
presidency, Richard Nixon was at the head of th&&House, and Brazil had its own Emilio
Garrastazu Médici. Beyond and above that, Apollaelized the third landing on the moon.
In the same year, the Russian Salyutl was launabele first space station of any kind. In
the Vatican, Paul VI, Giovanni Battista Enrico Aniim Maria Montini, was in the middle of
his reign. Georgina Rizk, a Lebanese woman, wagegléMiss Universe. Walt Disney World
was inaugurated. This year also had, as the winohé&ne Nobel Prize in Literature, Pablo
Neruda (NOBELWEB, 2009). As for the Pulitzer, inabra, Paul Zindel won with hihe
Effect of Gamma Rays on Man-in-the-Moon Marigpldspoetry, William S. Merwin won
with his The Carrier of Ladderg1970); for prose, that year no writer was awatded
According to Fischer (1994), Eudora Welty'ssing Battles,Saul Below'sMr. Sammler’s
Planet,and Joyce Carol Oate$he Wheel of Lovevere all rejected by the committee board
for not accomplishing the required standards. Batwent on, as if nothing was happening.
Or, as Blatty wrote in the beginning of the firsiapter inThe Exorcis(1971): “like the brief
doomed flare of exploding suns that registers diamyblind men’s eyes, the beginning of the
horror passed almost unnoticed.” (p.11) Howeveir 118 not a good year to start telling a
brief history of a phenomenon call@the Exorcist Maybe the author’s birth date is not,
either. But let us pick this one for the lack dietter one.

William Peter Blatty, the fifth son of Lebanese gras, was born on Januar?,?
1928. When Blatty was six years old, his fatherteP®8latty, a carpenter, abandoned the

family. Although Blatty was brought up in povertyaecording to Winter (1996), in a space of

% | would like to declare explicitly here that | amt suggesting, by any means, that Blatty shoule kreon.
His honorable contribution is exclusively to Horinmarticular. Besides, he won an Oscar in 19Tbést
Screenplay oTThe Exorcis{1973), and also a Golden Globe in 1981 forTiis Ninth Configuratio1980).



93

ten years Blatty and his mother lived in 28 difféaraddresses -, his miserable childhood is
something he does not regret (WINTER, 1985). Bezatisis mother, Mary Blatt§, he had

a very rigorous and Roman Catholic upbringing. Heraled Catholic Grammar School, and
there he was always considered an outsider. Heisad interview that he wished he could
be Irish so that he could blend in (ibid). It isaresting to point out right now that ‘identity’ is
a constant concern in all of his works. Continumith his short biography, even though he
had won a literary contest when he was only 10 sye#t, receiving $ 5.00 frorCaptain
Future comic books (Ibid), his literary career was sonmghthat would start much later.
Following his school formation, he also went to Sephen's in New York, Brooklyn
Preparatory, a Jesuit High School (LIUKKONEN, [2€@007]). After that, he attended
Georgetown University, another Jesuit institutiongder a scholarship, where he got his B.A.
in 1950. Following, he got his M.A. in literatuneim George Washington University (BAER,
2008). Before properly earning money from writihg, previously had driven beer trucks for
Gunther Brewing Company and sold vacuum cleanersr do door for Electrolux
(FILMREFERENCE, [2007-2009]).Having joined the Air Force in 1951 for the
Psychological Warfare Division, he remained thentil UL954. After that, he entered the
foreign service in 1955 and was sent to Beirut,dreim, due to his “Lebanese looks and
passing fluency in Arabic” (WINTER, 1985, p.39),work for the U.S. Information Agency,
being editor of a weekly magazine callddws Reviewp to 1957. Then, he returned to Los
Angeles to become publicity director at USC (Unsigr of Southern California), during one
year, and, right after, became public relation®ador at Loyola University (now Loyola

Marymount University) until 1960. He also wroteiads for theSaturday Evening Posind

% Single surname Mouakad. There is an interestifegerce to her in Guita Hourani (2007):
Women like Mary Mouakad, the mother of ExorcistraumtWilliam Peter Blatty, and the grandmother of
another novelist, Vance Bourjaily, 21, were alsdders and, like 'Aglah, they worked for their féigs,
their independence, and their survival. These womwbin went against cultural norms and faced alti&in
of challenges, can only be admired for their coaragthe face of overwhelming odds. By remembering
them and writing about them, we rescue them frotivioln and give them the honor that they so richly
deserve. (p.52)
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for Coronet which called the attention of the editor of Mc@®rHlill. That was how he wrote
the first 150-page draft for his first booWhich Way to Mecca, JacK2959). However,
nothing so prosperous resulted from that. ThenJendi USC, he received an invitation to
work as a ghost writer. He himself confessed thatgtory he wrote as ghostwriter was a
success, while his own novel was not. After that,got on the Jack Paar Show (actually
known as The Tonight Show), where he was seendwife of a producer from Columbia.
She pointed out to her husband how funny Blatty. Wae rest of the story is what follows.

It was in 1962 that his career as a writer wouldeha first significant push, when he
wrote a screenplay for TV, namelyhe Man from the Diner’s Clu@963), a comedy movie
where “an employee at Diner's Club issues a cezdd to a well-known mobster and has to
retrieve it in order to keep his job.” (IMDB, [192®10]). This opened his way to be a
successful and leading screenplay writer in HollgdioHe had already written the screenplay
for Promise her Anything1965), but it ended being released on screen aftdy his second
screenplay. The latter is a romantic comedy, incvlai widowed young lady decides to marry
a psychologist in order to find a father for heil&hbut to get what she wants she hides the
child with an upstairs neighbor (CROOK, [1990-201@oing on with the timeline, in 1963,
he wrote the screenplay for his second ndaéin Goldfarb, Please Come Hon{#963) — a
film released in 1965. Then, in 1964, he wrote wietvould be most remembered for at the
time, a screenplay, which later would be a co-emitbfficial piece, forA Shot in the Dark
(1964), the second movie in the Pink Panther sefies following year, 1965, he wrote
another piece for the screeihat Did You Do in the War, Daddy?966), a war comedy in
which a captain is ordered to capture a villagdtaty, but the Italian soldiers will only be
willing to surrender if they can have a festivalsfi Because of aerial reconnaissance,
however, they must look like they are fighting (CNBLER, [1990-2010]). In 1965 he also

wrote his third novel, Billy ShakespeareUp to this point, Blatty was considered more a
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screenplay writer than a novelist since his thiest hovels had not achieved the praise he
was already receiving for his works for the scré¢owever, 1966 is the year Blatty publishes
his first slightly praised novelfwinkle, Twinkle, “Killer” Kane Martin Levin wrote in his
review for the book in th&lew York Timethat “nobody can write funnier lines than William
Peter Blatty” (BAER 2008). Actually, this can beereas a prolegomena for the years to
come. Following this course, 1967 was to be a’‘fydlar in Blatty’'s life. First, because he
wrote two scripts, one forhe Great Bank Robei§L969), a western comedy in which a group
of church leaders attempts to rob a bank in 188@xas (IMDB, [1990-2010]); and another
for Gunn(1967), a mystery in which Peter Gunn investigétesmurder of a gangster (ibid).
Secondly, because 1967 was the year of the de&taty’'s mother, something which can be
identified as a turning point in his literary pegsgive. This can be seen in the next screenplay
he wrote the following year, 196Barling Lili (1970), a musical war drama about a German
female spy who falls in love with the man she igestigating. However, in a mixture of grief
for his mother’s death, and certain disillusionmesith Hollywood, increased by a general
disinterest in comedy, “fallen off as moneymake®&igtty becomes unemployed, due to the
dwindling of opportunities (BAER, 2008). At this ipg his interest in writing a book about
exorcism was raised again.

However, the most significant event of 1967 thatldachange the course of Blatty’s
life (and not only that of his career as a writ@gs a New Year’s dinner party which he was
invited to by Burton Wohl, whos@& Cold Wind in Augus{1968) Blatty says to admire
(WINTER, 1985). Despite his dislike for this kindl meeting, that night he decided to go in
order to escape from his feeling of loneliness (BAE008). At the party he met Marc Jaffe,
the editor in chief at Bantam at the time. Whilencoenting that he was looking for screen
work to do, Blatty also mentioned his intention woite a book about possession, and

surprisingly Jaffe offered to publish it. Despiteiry a little suspicious about Blatty writing a
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serious novel (by that time he was stigmatizedoesetly writer), and after a little hesitation,
four months after the New Year’'s dinner, Jaffe $latity a contract and some money in
advanc®. That was when he decided, in an “Emersonian”iiaipn (TRAVERS; REIFF,
1974, p.16), to rent an isolated cabin in Inclinbage, Nevada, near Lake Tahoe, to write his
dusted project. He says to have spent six weekseatbere without finishing the first
paragraph (WINTER, 1985). He kept changing datesgday the rapping sounds started to be
heard in the story, from April "to April 2" then to April £ and back to April 1. Then
one day the phone rang and another job was offeréim. “It was a screenplay for a Paul
Newman film that never got made”, said Blatty, @ssing his relief for that call (BAER,
2008). It was only after finishing that new jobtth& realized that he could not go on with the
story because he was beginning it in the wrongepldoid). This is the story of how he
decided to set the beginning Diie Exorcis{1971) in Irag. It was only then that he could set
off to really write his novel inspired by a suppdlse genuine case reported by the
Washington Posin 1949. But this is another story to be told latéow, let me follow with
Blatty’s subsequent career.

Despite the inspiration for the novel having a dmgtof its own, the way to its
publication is itself an interesting story. The abiself, according to Blatty, had no outline in
the beginning (BAER, 2008). Proving his comicalcewt’, he remarks in an interview that
“people think that [he] landed on this planet witle manuscript oThe Exorcistunder [his]
arm” (WINTER, 1985, p.37). All he knew was thatwas to be a story about a possessed

"9 this change from a boy to a girl occurring attisguest of one of the priests involved

“girl
in the actual case in order to preserve the famifyivacy. He himself admitted having
projected the success of the novel, which, accgrtiinhis own words, had “a commercial

future” (lbid). His next step was to go after orfetlee priests involved in the case, Father

% US$ 85,000 (TRAVERS; REIFF, 1974)
% It is interesting that with this statement we @aterpret that the author himself misunderstooddsis even
before writing it.
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William Bowdern. Initially, Blatty was interested the documentary aspect of the story. He
even suggested Bowdern himself write about the. CEse latter immediately dismissed the
idea, just asking Blatty not to make any referetucéne real people involved (lbid). Blatty
himself thought about the possibility of somethimgre realistic, but also dismissed the
challenge. Bowdern, however, also saw the positevance that the story could bring to
Catholicism. As Blatty remarked (WINTER, 1985), Bisvn even attempted to establish
contact between the novelist and the family ofdage, but was refuted both by the latter and
by the priest’s superior. Thus, in order not tallé@any associations, Blatty changed his idea
from something like a documentary into novelizatiand the abovementioned modification
of the character from a boy to a girl. Howeversasn as the book was issudliiwsweekvas

at the priest’s door to talk about the subject (RAR00S8).

Before publishing the novel, Blatty had shown &td@Bill Bloom, a producer from
Columbia Pictures, who became even more impress$eh \Blatty offered to tell him what
would happen afterwards. The answer was: “You cdo'tthat to your reader. It's too
emotionally draining.” (Ibidem, p.183) That is hdwe decided to finish the story and stop
where he did. Initially, the novel did not hit imdiate success. According to the author,
nobody was buying the book in the first five or siweeks (the book was first issued in
hardcover exactly because normally books initipliyited that way would sell more). There
iIs a very interesting anecdote about this almosturéa As told by Blatty (lbid), at B.
Altman’s, a famous New York department store, akgeevented the author from signing the
book because it would make it improper for retdrne real turn for success can be attributed
to The Dick Cavett Shqva famous ABC TV show that, according to Blattynkelf, was ‘the’
TV talk show to promote a book (lbid). First, het go a pre-audition, but without receiving
much expectation from the producers. Then, onerefta, he received a call confirming his

presence (actually, because someone had cancalettheynhad nobody else). He rushed to
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the studio. He would have only six minutes, ateéhd of the show. But, because of the other
guests (one was boring, the other drunk) he engedsing the time of all three interviews.
Cavett himself admitted he had not read the bduks,tBlatty was all by himself to promote
his own book. At the airport, back to Los Angelé&s, his surprise, Blatty saw ohime
magazine that his book was number four on the sedkr list’ (Ibid).

Blatty himself says in an interview that at onerpaome producers were thinking
about a new comedy and one of them suggested Blatgme. Then, another one, with
amusement, answered: “Blatty? Comedy?” (WINTER, 5198.41J%. After The Exorcist
(1971) started selling millions of copfésBlatty sold the screen rights to Paul Monash (a
famous American screenwriter and producer). Th@lrsum was US$ 400,000, but it turned
into US$ 641,000, because Blatty ended up becothiegole producer and screenwriter for
the adaptation of his own book — Monash startedyssting too many alterations which
Blatty did not like (Ibid). The screenplay for losvn novel, obviously, would not be Blatty’s
concern. His major preoccupation, then, was agtwahvincing the executives at Warner to
accept William Friedkin as a director. AccordingBlatty, it was as difficult as convincing
Bowdern to write about the 1949 case (TRAVERS; BEIER74, pp.22). Some hames were
put on a list and Friedkin’s name was insisterely &side by Warner executives. One of the
names suggested was Stanley Kubfitkvho did not accept and was also refuted by Blatty
because Kubrick demanded full control over the tatagm. Thisimpasselasted untilThe
French Connectior{1971), directed by Friedkin, was released. Bet $blution was not so
amiable. Warner already had selected a directork NRgdell. By phone, Blatty threatened

the executives and hung up. After consulting higykrs, Blatty called again, this time for

"It remained up there for sixty weeks. (TRAVERS;IRE 1974)

% The success dfhe Exorcis(1971) definitely eclipsed Blatty’s previous stigmsa comedy writer.

% Before the movie began to be produced, the numibespies sold achieved the mark of 12 million
(TRAVERS; REIFF, 1974)

190t is important to remember tha001: A Space Odyssél968) andA Clockwork Orang¢1971) had already
been on the screen.
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apologies, but reinforced his accusation by threateto go to public press and also get an
“injunction” against the studio for violating higmtract — Blatty was bluffing. Nevertheless,
all this was not enough to settle the issue. It Wiraally a clause in the contract about a
deadline, which would eventually return all thehtgyto Blatty if the project was not started,
that made the Warner executives end up yieldingid®s, the good receptiorhe French
Connectionreceived from critics helped Blatty to get theedior he wanted. He had already
written a draft of the screenplay even before kmgwhe would end up developing that
function. However, Friedkin himself suggested a oa.

Though the relation between Blatty and Friedkirthie production ofThe Exorcist
for the big screen provided a considerable numbgages of Travers & Reiff's book, | will
skip this part of the story in order to follow Bl subsequent career. Between the filming
and the opening ofhe Exorcisin 1973, Blatty set himself to write another bowkiich was
dedicated to the death of his mother, titl8dTell Them | Remember Yo(1973). What
followed afterwards was dealing with the reperausgihat the movie triggered, including
legal disputes, censorship, criticism (pros andsgoand, later on, what can only be referred
to as a ‘phenomenon’. Since the concern hereeatiire and not cinema, | will skip straight
to what Blatty published aft@ihe Exorcist

In 1974, Blatty published his first non-fiction vikprWilliam Peter Blatty on “The
Exorcist”: from novel to film in which he provides his readers with the origgs@aeenplay,
containing scenes that had been removed from the &nd also the story about his
novelization and screenplay adaptation. After thigpur-year space of time elapsed until his
next publication,The Ninth Configuratior{1978), actually a screenplay adaptation from his
previous novelfwinkle, Twinkle, “Killer” Kane(1966) — which later would become another
awarded movie. Again, the task of accomplishings¢hether projects was not easy. After

being refused by two major filming companies, CdbenPictures and Universal Pictures,
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Blatty had to arrange a deal with PepsiCo and fiimHungary for financial reasons
(MCCABE, 1999).The Ninth Configuratior{1980) did not profit as much d$e Exorcist
(1973). However, the film is far from being consield a failure, likeThe Exorcist Il: the
heretic (1977), directed by John Boorman, and written byliavh Goodhart, which has no
association with Blatty. The former won a Golderoléa for best screenplay, and also a
nomination for best film in drama. Besides, it ¢d@nconsidered “a cult classic that continues
to provoke either apostolic devotion or baffledndissal 20 years on” (KERMODE, 1999). It
is considered by Blatty as a sequencé&he Exorcist(1973), and part of a trilogy completed
by The Exorcist 111(1990), based on his novetgion(1983). It is with the publication of the
latter that Blatty would attempt an answer to thebpem of evil explored inThe Exorcist
(1971) and the mystery of goodness proposethia Ninth Configuratior{1978). The 1990
film, directed and written by Blatty himself, seainto tie the final knot in the author’s
oeuvre.However, there are some other inclusions in ikts Wwhich are normally forgotten —
If There Were Demons Then Perhaps There Were A(#I8) and two screenplays for the
Christian TV programnsight— one which would receive a Gabriel Award andAlngerican
Film Festival blue ribbon in 1969 (FILMREFERENCRQD7-2009]). Thus, from 1959, with
Which Way to Mecca, Jack@p toThe Exorcist 111(1990), we can identify a tortuous path
which mingles comedy, metaphysics, theology, #wjllsatire, detective story, theodicy,
occultism, all dispersed in thirteen screenplays @ight novels. As if this were not enough to
provide food for thought, two final titles finishldty’s bibliography in a funny — not to say
odd — way:Demons Five, Exorcists Nothing: a falfl996) ancElsewherg1999).

With all that has been said up to this point alibatauthor, | hope to have provided
the reader with enough material to prove not oné/dddity of Blatty’s works as a whole, but
also the strangeness that it may cause in an metatpn of The Exorcist(1971). This

introductory part is supposed to work as a prolegmento another weird and interesting
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aspect of the phenomenon called “The Exorcist”, elgmthe divergent and conflicting
interpretations the work has received. Howeverpiider to make things even stranger, |
believe it is necessary to the understanding of‘tieaning’ of The Exorcist(1971) - the
ghost that has been haunting it - a brief invetitigaof the topics, plots, characters and
themes that are most relevant in the author’'s sowdatty has not only writteihe Exorcist
(1971), butThe Exorcisthas written Blatty. Blatty has not only becomdgmathat, a horror
writer, but horror itself has been stigmatized bgt’s name. By showing a little of what his
other works also have to say, | hope not only thase works speak more, but also fhia¢
Exorcistmay speak differently.

Following a chronological order, let us make a fbaecount abouwWhich Way to
Mecca, Jack?(1959) - Blatty’s debut in literature. Before thahe author had already
attempted to publish poetry, but with no succesiNTER, 1985). One of his articles written
for the Saturday Evening Pqgsivhere he depicts himself posing beside King Sasutlis son,
would become the prototype for his first noveliaati According to Goodrich (SZUMSKYJ,
2008, p.18), “it is difficult to form an objectivapinion about [this novel]”. Nevertheless, it
can be considered a “fictionalized autobiograpldid) However, as Goodrich points out, “a
more modern encounter with this comedy is [...] tohgeith a sense of tragedy” (Ibidem,
p.19) Later, the critic also remarks that “[it] ¢duhave easily been categorized as
neocolonialist condescension of Arabs and the Midgast generallyf'®* Blatty did not
skewer virtually everyone that is mentioned in theok.” (Ibidem, p.20) The book narrates
the author’s childhood in America and his expereemmcthe US Foreign Service. According to
Goodrich, the narrative is “light and fast-pacedbid) Despite the comic tone, the powerful
influence that the character of his mother hahédtory, plus his infancy divided as the son

of two cultures, Goodrich observes, in the endt tha text “reveals the human condition”

101 jtalics mine.
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(Ibidem, p.21). Moreover, the critic also mentidhsat it depicts both American and Arab
cultures as “preposterous, [but] able to commueieaid even coexist” (Ibid). The critic also

infers from this novel that,

[tlhe only reason two cultures are able to commateiat all is due to the
people who work at the intersection of both, desfiie best efforts of the
respective cultures, and that those who standdidtance and make policy
are usually those least suited to making such ecs(Ibid)

Even thoughWwhich Way to Mecca, Jack2959) is a very different book tharhe
Exorcist(1971), it still allows us some connections. lalseady in this first novel that some
recurrent themes begin to take shape: the themtbeotlash of identities, of hope in the
coexistence of disparate realities, and of indigldstruggle in the pursuit of identity.
However, it is also important to mention Simpsoojgosite and critical remark about the
novel in which he says that Blatty has a “strongsseof identification” and a “conflicted
sense of political and ethnic identity”. (SZUMSKYZ008, p.27) In this sense, Ludescher
(2007, pp.102) also observes that “by making hifngdiculous, Blatty can appear less
frightening and alien to his all-American audieficé/hich Way to Mecca, Jack2959),
which Goodrich describes as a “fictionalized audgbaphy” (SZUMSKYJ, 2008, p.19), is an
important narrative which, exactly because it isnething completely different frorthe
Exorcist(1971), ends up providing us with a slight senfsdir@ction in how to interpret the
latter.

Blatty’s following published novelJohn Goldfarb, Please Come Hom@!963),
according to Goodrich (Ibidem, p.21), is a “broadhawn farce, combining Notre Dame’s
unstoppable football program with the U-2 accidehtl960.” It is the story of a football
player who always makes a touchdown in his own zomk. After graduation, he enters the
U-2 program, is shot down in mission and ends agitay in the fictitious “Fawzi Arabia”.

There, he becomes responsible for a victory inkfalbiagainst the famous Notre Dame team.
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The interesting detail about this book is that ¢heras an injunction attempting to stop both
book and film from release because Notre Dame Usityeaccused it of damaging the
school’s reputation (BROCK-SERVAIS, 2000). Accomglito Goodrich, “virtually nothing in
this book would lead the reader to suspect thatwlas the same writer who chilled millions
with The Exorcist (SZUMSKYJ, 2008, p.22) Despite the distance lestw the two novels,
what remains in relating each other is the exigkaspect of thelisrelationship of the self
which later will be approached through Kierkegaatgxts. In any case, the novel remains, as
Goodrich remarks, “a very little insight into therhan condition, cultural understanding, or
even the writer himself.” (Ibidem, p.22) Perhaps, Blatty, human condition, despite its
tragic dimension, its existential orientation, aa@ver be totally separated from its comic
aspectsThe Exorcis{1971) presents many comical reliefs as one ofatsative strategy).

Finally, the last book to form the comedic triadBlatty’'s literary career i$, Billy
Shakespear€1965). Being the least famous of the three, Gobdcharacterizes it as “an
uncomfortable mixture of erudition and comedy”.idlblt tells the story of people who, by
dealing with occultism and recording spirits’ vaceon tape, come to experience
Shakespeare’s own words. Mixing fact and fictiodat§y satirizes the controversy over
Shakespeare’s authorship and modern day screengvriThe political atmosphere is
provided by the presence of Fidel Castro requeSimakespeare’s spirit to write propaganda.
The correlation of this work witlthe Exorcisi{1971) is quite precise. The recording of voice
Is a very well known passage in the narrativdioé Exorcis{1971), and is a reference to the
author’s alleged experience with the supernatwalugh tape recording (BLATTY, 1974). In
any case, according to Goodrich, the three worksndogether can only, and must be only
appraised for what they really are: “light entariag novels” (SZUMSKYJ, 2008, p.24).

The Exorcist(1971) is normally associated as the turning poinBlatty’s career,

which is not completely untrue. However, when seefittle closer, Twinkle, Twinkle,
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“Killer” Kane! (1966) proves to be an even greater shift in Bktbibliography. In this
sense, | particularly disagree with critics likad®ys (SZUMSKYJ, 2008) who see the latter as
a mere “reflection”, a “mirror” torhe Exorcist(1971). First of all, it is the basis for what
would later become an awarded film production cillee Ninth Configuratior§1980). More
than that, it is the predecessor Tie Exorcist(1971). Basically, it is the story of doctor
Hudson Kane who becomes responsible for decidingtiven soldiers with psychological
disorders are faking their own madness or not. Beloimportant character in the story is the
astronaut Cutshaw, who becomes an intern of therasgfter he unreasonably refuses to get
on board the spaceship right before being launamedspace. In addition, there is Dr. Fell,
who is never clearly a doctor or an intern. Theel@t a certain point depicts Cutshaw and
Kane’s discussion about the existence or not of.Jdu novel ends with the apparently
inexplicable suicide of Kane, who had actually beeore an intern of the asylum than a
doctor. The novel is considered by many criticssagerior toThe Exorcist(SZUMSKYJ,
2008). It was later revised and republished untdertitle The Ninth Configuratior(1978),
which became a movie under the same title, preilyoaiso released under the title of the
1966 original novel. Being the second in the tylagf Blatty’s supernatural thrillers, this
novel deals with what the author himself calls “thgstery of goodness” (WINTER, 1985). It
is not only a novel which shares many similaritregh The Exorcist(1971), but could be
characterized as the “other” of the latter. Perhdpghe Ninth Configuratiorf1980) had been
released previously tdhe Exorcist(1973), the story would have taken a totally ddfe
direction. In this case, watching and reading tivesks are fundamental if one really wishes
to be ‘exorcized’ from the ‘evil’ that Friedkin’slaptation caused to the novel.

The last novel to complete Blattytheodicytrilogy is Legion (1983), which later
would become the true sequel to the 1971 versiorhef Exorcist- actually a “pharmakon”,

in the platonic sense, since Blatty himself wabadooth the writer and directdrhe Exorcist
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Il (1990), also referred to &fgion is much more subtle and less shocking than Fésdk
meddling with Hollywood. The novel resumes two ctders fromThe Exorcist(1971),
lieutenant Kinderman and Father Dyer. This time, pinotagonist is the detective who had
been a marginal character in the previous novehigrinvestigation of a little boy’s murder,
the possibility that a disappeared serial killeryntee back into scene is mixed with the
detective’s speculation into metaphysical concenddarras, the priest who supposedly
committed suicide in the previous novel, is broulggtk as the possibility of a reincarnation.
The novel not only establishes Blatty’'s reputates a writer of the supernatural, but it
definitely opens a huge fissureTihe Exorcist ‘identity’.

The transition from comedy to metaphysics itself semething that could be
endlessly argued about. As if this were not enoggity still had something up his sleeve to
shock even more unprepared readers. The Didenons Five, Exorcists Nothing: a fable
(1996) speaks for itself. Considered by Garret ‘gmeody satirizing in semi-autobiographical
fashion [Blatty’s] dabbling in the cult of Hollywad (SZUMSKYJ, 2008, p.134), it marks
the author’s return to comedy (something that inapinion he had never left completely).
This is the story of Jason Hazard, who later waéitdame a sort of fictionalized Blatty, in his
attempt to produce his projethe Satanistand who also is blackmailed by his psychiatrist
who needs money to buy Freud’s garter-belt. Onceeptbe boundaries between sanity and
insanity remain a constant in Blatty’s writing. Agathe individual’s struggle to make sense
of an apparently farcical and meaningless existereemerges. Once more, Blatty’s other
works become, instead of narratives possessetihByExorcist(1973), stories that start to
reverse the influence of the latter on them. Irtebestablishing himself as a comedy or
“ghostly” writer — as he preferred to be called NWER, 1985) — Blatty still remains his own
person as fictionalized iWvhich Way to Mecca, Jack@959): in other words, someone

always in-between.
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Before approaching Blatty’s last appearance inliteeary arena, it is interesting to
reserve a little space to other two minor workthig author’s bibliography. The first is Hi8
Tell Them | Remember Y@§L974), a book he wrote while Friedkin finishe@ ttuts inThe
Exorcist(1973) — cuts that would leave scars never to bgoften. This very short book is a
description of the author’'s childhood and a dedicato the struggles undergone by his
mother in order to raise five children alone angaverty. The second reference to be made is
If There Were Demons Then Perhaps There Were A(dEI8), where the author tells of his
experience in the research and compositiomioé Exorcist(1971), and his belief in the
supernatural.

Finally, Blatty’s last endeavor in literature isopided by a story, initially part of a
collection edited by Al Sarrantonio title€99:twenty-nine original tales of horror and
suspens€2001), and later a single book titIEtsewherg2009), about a haunted house where
the characters realize that they are the ghostatinguthe house, and that the ghosts are
actually people trying to “exorcize” it. Any relati to Henry JamesThe Turn of the Screw
(1898) may not be mere coincidence.

The intention of this brieparcours®® through Blatty’s novelizations is to work as a
prolegomena to what is discussed in the next tdpis.an attempt to show that the ‘author’,
as well as his bibliography, considered as ‘texdsg relevant information in the pursuit of a
certain ‘validity’ in the interpretation ofhe Exorcis{1971). It is also supposed to help in the

re-evaluation of labels such as ‘horror’ and ‘thiegdthat have been associated to the novel.

192 Thijs term refers specifically to Ricoeuffsie Course of Recognitig@005).
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2.2 The Edge

| am going to start this second topic - which isaganount of some of the ‘meanings’
The Exorcis{1971) has received, that is, some texts whigngit to put into words what this
literary work istrying to say— not properly with what specific readers saiduhy but with
what was the subject matter that led Blatty to evttie novel. This part of the dissertation
deals withthe story ‘before’ the novel

It is widely known by those who are interestedl'ime Exorcistthat the idea for the
story came from a newspaper article which Blatgdrior a class task he had to accomplish in
oratory during his junior year at Georgetown Unsist The article was about an alleged
‘genuine’ case of possession. The story is toldBlatty’s If There Were Demons Then
Perhaps There Were Angels: William Peter Blattylsnostory of The Exorcis(1999),
actually first published as the introduction \Wdéilliam Peter Blatty on The Exorcist: from
novel to film(1974). Blatty says that his inspiration came framarticle by Bill Brinkley at
The Washington Pagstated from August 201949, describing a supposed case of real
possessioft® Briefly, it tells of a 14-year-old boy from MourRainier, Maryland, son of
protestant parents, who became the center of irphgnomena that surrounded him, like
moving objects and odd behavior. Luther Miles Szauthe minister of the church attended
by the boy’s parents, observed the youth for maaysdand nights, and finally advised the
family that this was a case that could only be solby a Catholic prieS¥' (OPSASNICK,
1999). However, before the decision to perform titaglitional ritual was taken, the boy
received the attention of two medical institutiq@eorgetown University Hospital and St.

Louis University — by chance, both Jesuit) whichndble to cure the boy through natural

193 The whole article is available in Blatty (1974;999s well as in Traver and Reiff (1974).
1% The case was closely investigated by Thomas B4t his boolPossessed: The True Story of an Exorcism
(2000) — which later would be questioned by Ops&s(1i999).
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means” (BLATTY, 1999, p.2), admitted spiritual resce as a last option. According to the
article, it was only after 20 or 30 performancesthbin Mount Rainier and in St. Louis, that

the evil spirit was said to have left his body. &lsccording to the article, the case was
studied by Dr. Joseph Banks Rhine, the directorfandder of the parapsychology laboratory
at Duke University. (TRAVERS; REIFF, 1974, p.19)

Initially, Blatty’s concern was not literary, buteological. This article would have
aroused in him the personal thesis that “if theeeendemons, there were angels and probably
a God and a life everlasting.” (BLATTY, 1974b, p®)e idea to turn this into a novel would
come much later, specifically in 1963 (Ibidem, pl6)s important to add that the author had
already considered becoming a Jesuit during hissyieaGeorgetown, but the idea ended up
seeming “unattainable and ludicrous in the extresnece [...] [his] nearest superiors are
asps.” (lbid) This affirmation may clarify anothemade in which he declares himself a
“relaxed Catholic”. (WINTER, 1985, p. 37)

The case was actually first mentioned to BlattyHayher William Gallagher, a Jesuit
priest and his professor at Georgetown, in a Nestareent class. Father Gallagher told his
students about an “allegedly possession case” wivah taking place around Georgetown.
However, Blatty would discover later that the casé occurred in Cottage City, Maryland,
instead of in the nearby town of Mt. Rainier (BAER08, p.180). Gallagher knew about the
case because one of the priests involved was gtafiteorgetown campus and had talked
about the subject with him (Ibid). Therefore, Bjaitt fact knew about the case even before
the newspaper article. NeverthelessThe Story Behind The Exorcilt974), Peter Travers
and Stephanie Reiff inform that it was Father TherBarmingham who advised Blatty to
explore “into the phenomenon of demonic possessienfulfilment for an oratorical
assignment.” (TRAVERS; REIFF, 1974, p.16) The adthaitial interest was more in a

documentary sense than a literary one. He confdkagsis first step was only to become
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acquainted as much as possible with the theologiecdlmedical information on the subject
(Ibid).

However, the story was to become as unreliablehasphenomenon itself. In his
book, The Real Story Behind The Exorcist: a study ofithented boy and other true-life
horror legends from around the nation’s capit@006)°, Mark Opsasnick, while seeking
information for his bookCapitol Rock(2002), about the blues-rock guitar Roy Buchanan,
discovered through interviews with old residentt titne case had not actually taken place in
Mt Rainier, and that, according to him (1999), @teing was merely “sensational material”
divulgated by the press years after the issue efotiiginal article in the Washington Post.
Opsasnick investigates the articles previous toahe which inspired Blatty, starting on
August 10" in 1949, and also those issued after the pubticatif Blatty’s novel. In his
investigation, Opsasnick ends up finding mismatghiiormation, and discovering that much
of the legend about the wrong address of the hdurag started after an article from January
1975 ofFate magazine, in which pieces of the supposed diapnefof the priests involved in
the 1949 case was published, along with additiomi@irmation without any source. The
legend, according to Opsasnick, was augmented byotiwer unreliable articles, both from
The Prince George’s Sentinedne from 1981 and authored by Spencer Gordonptiher
from 1983 and authored by Brenda Caggiano. AccgrthrOpsasnick, the legend crystallized
as a fabricated fact finally with Allen’s book,dtrissued in 1993 by Doubleday in hardback,
and the next year in paperback by Bantam. There avasibsequent TV production by
Henninger Media Development Inc. for tbescovery Channetitled In The Grip of Euvil
(1997)°

The most significant misguiding information refécsthe site of the house of the

supposed possessed boy. Opsasnick discoverednti®@4b the speculated address, which

195 The part concerned with the 1949 possession sased available on-line at
http://www.strangemag.com/exorcistpagel.html
1% Wwith the participation of Mr. Allen and an inteew with William Friedkin.



110

was mentioned for the first time in the articlesnfrtheSentinelin the early 80’s, was actually
the residence of a couple who had never had childfarther investigation on the address
only unmasked one more urban myth. Revising thelestfrom 1949 and the one from 1975,
Opsasnick came to a possible name and addressdioebked, this time from Cottage City.
There, he interviewed many people who knew abastbry (and about the wrong address),
and he eventually had a personal contact with ssolate and a close friend of the supposed
haunted boy in 1949. The testimonies collectedmraished by Opsasnick, even though his
sources are always omitted in order to protect fhi@vacy, only testify that the case was not
a genuine possession, but rather a psychologicdilgm. Opsasnick finally got in contact
with the boy involved in the case and also withdksistant priest who attended the exorcism
in St Louis. From the boy, he could not get mudbrimation; from the latter, only details that

nothing “supernatural” was happening. Opsasnic&istusion is that:

Personally, | do not believe Rob Doe was possesHaete is simply too

much evidence that indicates that as a boy he leadus emotional

problems stemming from his home life. There is oot shred of hard
evidence to support the notion of demonic posses3ioe facts show that he
was a spoiled and disturbed only child with a v@rgrprotective mother and
a non-responsive father. To me his behavior wagatge of an outcast
youth who desperately wanted out of Bladensburgpdudigh School at any

cost. He wanted attention and he wanted to leageatka and go to St.
Louis. Throwing tantrums was the answer. He begapldy his concocted
game. For his efforts he got a collection of pge@tho had no previous
exorcism experience) who doted over him as he tieapged to a bed. His
response was that of any normal child—he reactéd nage, he wanted out.
Without delving into the dynamics of psychosomadlicess, there is no
guestion there was something wrong with Rob Doerpn January 1949,
something that modern-era psychiatry might have dddressed. Rob Doe
was just another normal teenage boy.

Each of the parties involved in this case approddtieom its own frame of

reference. To psychiatrists, Rob Doe suffered froemtal illness. To priests
this was a case of demonic possession. To writeddibn/video producers

this was a great story to exploit for profit. Thasgolved saw what they
were trained to see. Each purported to look afdabes but just the opposite
was true—in actuality they manipulated the factsd aemphasized

information that fit their own agendas. (OPSASNIAR99, part V)
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This preliminary study of th&acticity of the 1949 case, provided by Opsasnick, only
testifies thatThe Exorcist(1971) is so entangled in the myth generated byinttial
publication and thepotentiation caused by its filmic adaptation that the 1949 chati
practically became a key element in the interpi@tabf the novel. This only confirms my
hermeneutical concerns about the book: much atientias been focused on the real
(im)possibility of the existence of ‘evil spiritdhat the literary aspects of the narration
(emplotment, narrator, characters, denouemen), aatd. its critical reception became blurred
and overshadowed. Therefore, this “demythologizéticappropriating a term used by
Ricoeur, that is, the exclusion of “the myth’s &igical intention” (SE, p.5), is supposed to
work as a vaccine against any further readinglioé Exorcist(1971) as a documentary
novelization, or rather, as a novelization with uwlmentary purposes. First, as any literary
work, it uses and amply explores the “imaginativariations” (OA, 1994) peculiar to
fictionalized narrations, whose purpose is to gige to new thoughts and possibilities. Thus,
in order not to incur in the same pitfall as Jo&001), who blames Blatty more than the
narrative ofThe Exorcist(1971) for being too theological, my purpose ia thllowing lines
is, to a certain measure, to ‘recognt?é’and assume the author’s perspective not only as
valid'®, but also acknowledged by many critics. In otherds, that the text also embraces
the category of the ‘author’. It is exactly becatlse ‘author’ is dead (BARTHES, 1977) that
we must pay our homage to him/her. It is in hisffempect that we have a&ssumehis/her
words as our own, to distance ourselves from olesras readers, the disseminators of
meaning, and play our part Bsteners in an attempt to ‘leap’® over the infinitegap/hymen
that there will always be between author and reather latter and the text, and finally
between words and references, or even between \aodisther words. It is this dialectics of

distanciation and approximation from/towards owsgland the others that actually puts

197 This word has a direct allusion to RicoeurBle Course of Recognitiq@005).
198 Thjs time the allusion is to Hirsch¥alidity in Interpretation(1967).
199 Following the sequence of allusions, this timeefers to Kierkegaard'she Concept of Anxie(f981).
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meaning into motion. Thus, recurring to Ricoeur, mast assume the category of the author,
of a verbal intention inscribed in a text, as “sifise component of being for the text [...],
not contrary [to it] but its condition.” (HHS, p.p1

From this point on, | will apply a sort of cacopimrand detoured method of
interpretation. | will attempt to form patch-workof the ‘meaning’ ofThe Exorcist(1971)
through theweavingof the line of thought which says that the nogehot a work of horror,
but, as a momentary step, a theological fictiomatative. From the first time | read the book,
long after | watched the movie for the first timggerceived that the immense gap between
them was not due to the differencesn@dium but an explicit divergence betwesressages
— something that is corroborated by critical rem@ptMany commentators on this dissertation
may infer that | could be blaming Friedkin for dagimy Blatty’s work, which is absolutely
not true. Friedkin has already been blamed andgulaior his adaptation. What | have been
trying to bring forth in the discussion around the novel is that itasanmatter of being better
or worse, but of being different. A fact that cahbe denied is thathe Exorcis{1971) — the
novel - has always survived as a shadowlw Exorcis{1973) — the movie; moreover, much
interpretation has been given under the hastilyrassl supposition that both deal with horror.
Secondly, much of what has been said against teeotually a secular revolt against a work
so explicitly ‘Gnostic’. Thus, what follows fromithpoint on is not an attempt to depreciate
the novel’s filmic adaptation, but to actuadiyorcizethe latter’sspirit from the former. Both
the author’'s opinions about the reception of hisrkywdis next novelizations, directly
connected to the one under study in this dissertatnd any kind of critical reception or
adaptation to anynediumwill always fall in the category ahisreading(BLOOM, 1975). It
is exactly because of this that all of these ‘nadiegs’ must be taken agafts to The
Exorcist(1971), all of them always deferring the ‘meanind’'the work exactly because of

their attempts tonake it appearFinally, it is also because | believe in dialogimethe manner



113

of Gadamer and Ricoeur, that | believe it is pdsdibachievethe meaning of a work, not in
a sense of recovering the original intention, whialould only lead us back to
Scheleiermacher and DeltHéY but in the prospect of a speculative conversatiomong a
community of members bound by a text. Thus, whlovie from now on, though the task
has already been started, is the pursuit of whatreault from the question ‘what does it
mean?’ made towardche Exorcis{1971). It is exactly because the nosaid something that
we have, maybe not the epistemological certainty,the ethical responsibility of assuming
what we say while we also recognize what the aghiying to say. It is not because the text
is “autonomous”, as Ricoeur (1981) properly emptessithat we will turn it into something
independent and endlessly unattainable and hermetic

It is a sense of belonging that leads meitdoguewith the texts, by many different
authors, in Benjamin Szumskyjsmerican Exorcist: Critical Essays on William PeRlatty
(2008). 1t is interesting to see myself being chemazed, among my classmates and in
academic events which | participated in, as Ehefcistguy’. Maybe it is not exactly me who
iIs makingthe book, but the other way around. In the samen f@erhaps it was not Blatty
who wrote the novel, but the novel who turned thanescent Lebanese descendent into both
a comic and horror writer.

Not all the essays in Szumskyj’'s book deal spelffcwith The Exorcist(1971).
Actually, the additional subtitle of the booKritical Essays on William Peter Blatty
denounces that it is concerned with the categoth@fauthor. However, this only confirms
my perspective, which focuses on the necessitp$ting on theexorcismof the novel. The
task has already begun, but it is still far fromghed.

For the very reason of being ‘cacophonic’, | wollbw the sequence of the essays

edited by Szumskyj. This arrangement follows theoshlogical order of the main works

10 Their contribution is much beyond the mar of rotimhermeneutics.
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published by Blatty. However, it is also becauseséh essays inevitably always start a
dialogue withThe Exorcist(1971) that the order is maintained. Thereforeoeting to the
methodology proposed, however simplistic it may the, first essay to be approached is the
short preface and introduction by Szumskyj. Itnghe preface that | found an opinion that
was common to mine. There, Szumskyj perceives d¢sanys abouThe Exorcisthad a
predominant focus on the cinematic interpretatid®ZWUMSKYJ, 2008, p.t}. His
disappointment was the same as mine: the shorfagesays “that sought to study [Blatty’s]
novels in full.” (Ibid) Certainly, | also share hisas towards a more appreciative view of
Blatty’s works than a depreciative one. This is betause | think everyone should believe
and follow Blatty’s ‘relaxed’ Catholicism, even &ebecause we should take it as a theological
treatise; but actually because we should takeittias- fiction. Similarly to Barthes'’s division
of texts into “readable” and “writable” in S/Z (189 | think there are alsceadableand
writable readings (or interpretations) of texts; that se which hasten too much and those
which take the pleasure of lingering. Thus, it e&cduse Szumskyj could perceive, like me,
“many layers of psychological, philosophical, l#ey, historical, theological and
autobiographical elements” (AE, p.2) in Blatty’s nkahat | decided to use his book as a
guide for this part of my dissertation. In his oduction, Szumskyj observes that the purpose
of Blatty's texts explicitly derives from the autf® quest “to find the meaning of life”,
which, in its turn, led him to provide a “sense tbe world.” (AE, p.4) It makes me
immediately remember Ricoeur’s remark that “thet tsxthe medium through which we
understand ourselve's® In Szumskyj's opinionThe Exorcist‘is the re-evaluation of the
relationship humanity has with God and the explanabf the concept of good and evil in a
manner that does not purely rely on the sayingaroinstitution and its interpretation of

reality.” (Ibid) This is one of the reasons whyigtnot only a misreading, but a mistake to

11 Erom now on to be referred to as AE.
112.cf, above p. 67.
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interpret Blatty’s work as ‘horror’. In this sensgzumskyj is right in saying that Blatty uses
“the supernatural not as a means to merely emettiai audience but as a vehicle to promote
the Christian ideology”, and that he is “an examyfleoherenit™* Christianity” (Ibid).

This relation between horror and entertainmentéspgassageway which opens Scott
Briggs’s “So Much Mystery...”: The Fiction of William Peter @&ty, the first essay in
Szumskyj’s book. According to Briggs, Blatty “apprtned the horror genre with thoughts of
more than mere entertainment.” (AE, p.9) This authtso notices a “progression of
philosophical thought [...] not content simply to @te Gothic stories or fantasies.” (AE,
p.10) Even though | do not see properly a ‘progoeésbut a persistence of perspective and
themes, | agree that Blatty’s purpose was beyoad &&d uneasiness. Besides, it may be
debatable to relegate Gothic and Fantasy, as weHaror, as mere entertainment. In any
case, he is right in characterizing Blatty as hgvimore in common with the mysteries of
Thomas Harris than with Stephen King's brand ofrtwot (Ibid) Briggs also praise$he
Exorcist(1971) as a “hopeful [book] on a higher, spiritlalel” (AE, p.13). For the critic,
this indicates “the author’s original intentionb{dl). Despite all controversies the expression
“original intention” may imply, | think there wouldbe little change in substance, but a
dramatic shift in its rhetoric, if Briggs had waltt “the text’s rhetorical purpose”, or then, “the
text’s verbalSinri. In any case, what is important to highlight hist essay is the fact that
Briggs is one of the critics interested in the mderstandings of the novel's message. He is
also responsible for identifying the novel’s “existial perspective”. (AE, p.14) Even though
he makes a slight reference to this in a brief agesdy Barret quoting Heidegger, this is
enough to make a fissure in the existential egglenShe Exorcist(1971). Besides, Briggs
uses bothTwinkle, Twinkle, “Killer” Kane (1966) andLegion (1983) to corroborate his

perspective oMhe Exorcist(1971). For him, and this is an important aspédti® essay, the

13 Even though this term may easily be contesteuinktit is a proper affirmation.
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latter's purpose “is not simply to horrify the readbut also suggest a rationale for the evil”
(AE, p.16) - which also serves as support to myirpieary perspective on the book as what |
may refer to as ‘theodicy literature’.

Although the next essay, by John Goodrich, deatsipally with the three comic
novels prior toTwinkle, Twinkle, “Killer” Kane(1966), namelyWhich Way to Mecca, Jack?
(1959),John Goldfarb, Please Come Hon{&964), and, Billy Shakespear€1965), this text
also refers to and reinforces what is actually pafhe Exorcist(1971) and the other two
works which complete Blatty’s trilogy of faiti;he Ninth Configuratior{1978) and_egion
(1983). Goodrich makes an important observation thare is a sort of “departure” from
these two moments in Blatty’s writings, which, acling to the critic, is “not only in style,
but also in voice” (AE, p.23). Another importantmark is that Blatty “has been pigeonholed
as a writer of religious thrillers”, and “stereoggp by Hollywood as the master of religious
horror” (lbid). Even though Goodrich does not peaithese initial works because he
conclusively characterizes them as “light entenmtmovels” (AE, p.24), he has a point in
turning them into an inevitable “other” whidthe Exorcis{1971) will always have to face. It
also helps to understand the constant jokes thmaeag throughout a work taken so seriously.
Therefore, any aspect of horror in Blatty’s fictismould always have to be put in relation to
its comic side. Even though the three novels marticare comedies, they already share one
important aspect witithe Exorcis{1971): all of them are concerned with protagonistthe
pursuit of the understanding of themselves. Thaadefor the self always entails a drama.
Blatty ends up developing, both in his thrillerglan his comedies, a tone of existentialism.

The third essay, which in my personal opinion s ithost outstanding in Szumskyj’s
book, is Philip L. Simpson’&ear of the Assimilation of the Foreign Other ineTBxorcist

His superb summary oThe Exorcistin his first paragraph is not only a magnificent
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characterization of the novel as well as of hungi@dother works in contemporary American

popular and best-selling writings and films. It say

Horror explodes in the capitol of the United Sta#s alien force from the
Middle East has brought terror and murder to thenéoly safe and secure
home of American political power. Ordinary Americeitizens are helpless
before the foreign enemy’s capabilities and hdagtiioward life and
cherished national values. The state apparatusse tlaw enforcement and
medical institutions entrusted with our care —dsiadly ineffective against
the terrorist threat. The motives and designs ef térrorist attacker are
incomprehensible, beyond the experience of citizem$ authorities alike.
Without warning, the secular stronghold of the oratiinds itself embroiled
in a religious war it had not prepared for or ewaticipated. The age-old
spiritual conflict between the East and the Wdst, Arab and the Western
world, has been brought to a home that is no lgngér never again be,
safe. The clash of culture and indeed civilizatibas begun. (AE, p.25)

Supported by a postcolonial perspective, this esdfayns that “the novel implies
that foreign assimilation into American culturefiaught with peril for the survival of the
culture.” (AE, p.26) Simpson’s conclusion is th#te narrative exploits a paranoid anxiety or
fear of cultural assimilation”, which only allowké text to be a “supernatural melodrama of
the impossibility of assimilation during a time whthe urgency of bridging the differences
between the cultures of the East and West is cdimgeand immediate.” (AE, p.42)
However, it is important to call attention to thactf that what leads Simpson to this
interpretation is both the fact that the prologt@i¢he novel is set in Iraq and that the figure of
evil is characterized in the image of the Assymayth of the demon Pazuzu. As a political
essay, Simpson’s text is superb; under a theolbgarapective, it is as blind as any faith. In
fact, it misunderstands something which would bgilgand promptly recognized by any
religious perspectié® that is, that the site referred to in the proldas no relation to the
present day geo-political boundaries of the Reputdilrag, not even to the present cultural

‘clash’ admirably investigated by Edward Sai@sientalism(1979). The basic function of

410 my case, a self-assumed atheist, | was alsotatperceive this aspect.
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the prologue, in my perspective, is not politidailit historical and theological. Sindehe
Exorcist (1971) is a novel concerned with the theologiaasiion of evil, not only in the
writer’s opinion, but also as one shared by othigics, this is crucial to understand the novel.
I think it becomes quite evident that the choicetto$ place, instead of other places like
Afghanistan, the Soviet Union, North Korea, Nigewa even New Zealand, has to do with
what can be referred to as the ‘origin of evil’.eTtegion that nowadays is called Iraq was
actually the site of other political organizatiossich as the Ottoman Empire as well as the
British Empire. Besides, for history and archeologyis also considered the ‘cradle of
civilization’, the site for cultures such as the k&klian, the Assyrian, the Babylonian, the
Hellenistic, the Roman, the Mongol, among otherser&fore, even though the political
highlights made by Simpson in his essay are crdorah contemporary perspective on the
novel, it misses the most obvious and direct fumcof the prologue and the image of the
demon Pazuzu: to understand evil and the silen€&odfbefore it is to understand that evil is
as old as human kind, or perhaps that evil is #gtume of the main distinguishing
characteristics of any human being, devoid of leiséthnicity. Furthermore, instead of “fear
of assimilation” and the characterization of theefgn other as “evil”, | hope that the
following essays may support quite the contrargt thctuallyThe Exorcist(1971) is an
attempt to bring near what is still today suppogetie an antagonism, that is, religion and
science. It should also defend the idea that femr loe, in an existentialist perspective, turned
into desire and, if not of assimilation, at leatcoexistence. Simpson, in a certain way,
agrees with this perspective when he states thatwihole of the prologue argues that in the
exotic land of Iraq, the distance between spirty@nd material existence is not so great as it
Is in contemporary America.” (AE, p.35) This esgago rich that it could itself be the subject
of an entire essay. In any case, | will not extemg approach to it, since | have already

discussed the topic in this essay which was méstaat for my dissertation.
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Therefore, in order to proceed with the approadféoother essays, | will focus now
on a text written by John Langan, a comparativeyshetween Blatty’S’he Exorcist(1971)
and Ira Levin’'sRosemary’s Bab{1967). Even though it is explicitly an appraisathe latter,
it is still a valuable approach to the former slibly exploring their similarities and differences
that the ‘meaning’ offhe Exorcisttmerges for Langan. First of all, he recognizesé¢htwo
novels as symptomatic among many others of the6@t® and early 70’s, “an explosion of
novels of supernatural horror” (AE, p.45). Thoudhstoccurrence had the aid of their
respective cinematic adaptations, what is importamotice, as Langan observes, is “the gap
between the novel’s publications and the film'ddase].” (Ibid) In this sense, he highlights
that “some of the observations that have been eghpb the film seem to hold true for the
novel, but in so general a way as to be of limigssistance in identifying its particular
strengths.” (AE, p.46) The first part of Langanssay is dedicated to a brief history of the
narratives concerned with the Devil, which, desghtgr origins, are normally associated with
the Gospels. For him, the initial mark begins & BEourth Lateran Council of 1215. What is
important to highlight in this part is to what triaoh The Exorcistand Rosemary’s Baby
belong. Langan includes in this list names anceditsuch as Dante’lferno (1321),
Marlowe’s The Tragic History of Dr. Faustug1588?/1601), Milton’'sParadise Lost
(1667/1674), Goethe’Baust(1808/1832), Hogg'€onfessions of a Justified Sinn@i824),
Hawthorne’sYoung Goodman Brow{1835), StevensonShrawn Jane(1881), Twain’sThe
Mysterious Strange(1916), Benét'sThe Devil and Daniel Webstéi937), Abbot'sDamn
Yankeeq1955), culminating in Levin’'®Rosemary’s Baby1967) and Blatty’sThe Exorcist
(1971). Certainly this list is much longer thantthaut the target in Langan’s perspective is to
trace the path of depictions of the character efdévil in a reviewed version. Despite all the
interesting details that emerge from the authastmgarative study, his purpose is to state that

both Levin's and Blatty's novels belong to a “longnd darkly-illustrious line of
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representations of Satan”, and that “it is thentipalar triumph to have linked their portraits
so well to their time and place”. (AE, p.68) Themef, because film and novel belong to
different lines of traditions, they can be easdgagnized as disparate. The movies associated
to the 1971 adaptation and the books which havese aelation the 1971 novel show how
different novel and movie really are.

Following the sequence of essays, the next is JOdker's The Horror of The
Exorcist Its Presentation and ConfrontatioDespite being a very short paper, there are still
some relevant observations to be highlighted. Tiseif that “there are a lot of horror movies
that are gruesome and appalling and disturbingwbuch still fall well short of whafThe
Exorcistaccomplished.” (AE, p.71) This essay is the orig ¢o call it “a movie of abjet?
horror”. (AE, p.72) Even though it ends up dealimgre with the movie than with the novel,
only reinforcing my perspective that they are saaegled that it almost become
imperceptible to notice when this occurs, this gssakes some remarks that help undo the
negative reception that the novel received, besstiesulating the more positive ones. The
most important among these is the remark that ttwy $s not concerned with evil as an
inevitable force, but with the question of hopeisTéssay corroborates the perspective which
interpretsThe Exorcis{1971) as a novel which focuses more on the quesii faith than on
the problem of evil. Moreover, as Ocker also obsgnin the narrative “there is no guarantee
that good will triumph over evil” (AE, p.75). Théwation is very different from the movie,
where Karras is explicitly shown as possessed.hls sense, what the novel opens to
interpretation, the film closes.

| have already mentioned the completely differen¢adions that the Blatty novels
after The Exorcist(1971) took in comparison to the movies that fokawthe novel's

cinematic adaptation. In this sense, Henrik Harlsseeflections from his essagome

115 My first impulse was to go after Kristeval$ie Powers of Horroimmediately. However, | still was reluctant
not to make this dissertation a psychoanalyticdulgserspective — not because it was not adequatbebause |
was in the pursuit of something different and newelation toThe Exorcist
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Thoughts on The Ninth Configuratiomay be quite valuable. Initially, |1 agree with Ksen,
and with Blatty himself, thaThe Ninth Configuratior{1980) is the latter’'s best work. It is
also important to mention Harksen’s observatiort thhaeaning” is a “key word” forThe
Ninth Configuration | would rather say that this word is important paly for this specific
work, but for all Blatty’'s works. According to Has&n, Blatty’s fiction concentrates in
“finding a sense of ‘meaning’ in an apparently megless world.” (AE, p.79) In his
interpretation ofThe Ninth Configurationsince it ends up with the supposed suicide by
Kane'® the critic says that “meaning in life comes frammpassion and helping other
people, and sometimes to reach that goal you nwstil and actions that at a glance appear
meaningless.” (AE, p.87) This interpretation coodies the idea that the novel should not be
interpreted as an attempt to prove the veracitypa$session by evil spirits; it merely
reinforces the idea that Blatty’s fiction, in gealelis actually concerned with the question of
faith. Harksen’s final observation is important ftre interpretation of botfThe Ninth
Configuration(1978) andThe Exorcis{1971); it says that “although the world is to egia
extent meaningless we as human beings can activefte meaning in if...] and that it is
this compassion [for individual persons in it] thatessential to our very humanity.” (AE,
p.88) What is important, in Blatty’s fiction in geral, is not the materiality of evil, bthe
metaphysics of hope

Ryan Streat’sTwinkle, Twinkle, “Killer” Kane! and The Ninth Caglration: a
comparisonleads to a similar direction. In his comparisotre& calls the attention to how
“suicide is met with ambiguity” (AE, p.96) in thdosies compared. My point about his
observation is that it fits perfectly well faihe Exorcis{1971). Karras’'s and Kane’s suicides
are the complicating factor in both novels. It has explicit parallel relation to what

Kierkegaard will call “the teleological suspensioh the ethical” inFear and Trembling

1181t is interesting to notice that both in this nbaad inThe Exorcisthe solution by suicide is not explicit, but
only sub-intended.
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(1954} In his essay, Streat explores the importance eode relation between the
characters of KaneNinth Configuration and Karras The Exorcist In the critic’s
perspective, both have a dialectical relation ofilgirities and differences, but which end up
leading to the religious message of the novelq, ihd'love, hope, faith and the hereafter”
(AE, p.97). In this sense, by showing a certainstesice that Blatty has in relation to these
themes, | am attempting to show thi&ie Exorcis{1971) takes a totally different direction in
its interpretation if approached by a perspectiviéictv restricts its relation towards its
cinematic adaptation in favor of a closer approxiomato the other novels written by Blatty.
Therefore, a comparison amompge Exorcis{1971) and Blatty’s other narratives offer better
ways of interpreting the former rather than commait to its cinematic adaptation.

“Foot, You Are Wise!” — The Apologetic Structure Tie Ninth Configuratiorby
Geoffrey Reiter is an essay which only reinforcgsapinion thatThe Exorcist(1971) is far
from being Blatty’s masterpiece, despite its impode. However, | decided to study this
particular novel because my concern here is nahegss, but hermeneutics. In his essay,
Geoffrey argues that Blatty’s narrative is “an @i to examine the problem of evil and
suffering from a theological perspective, using gogular thriller as a medium to do so.”
(AE, p.99) The critic also observes that Blattyikgy of evil “serves an apologetic function,
arguing for the existence of God to a skepticalienzk.” (Ibid) He complements this
assertion by saying thdthe Ninth Configuratiorfdramatizes almost two thousand years’
worth of thought in addressing the question of Wwaetan omnipotent, all-good Creator God
could exist in a world so clearly stained by suffgr’ (Ibid) These observations only
reinforce my perspective thdhe Exorcist(1971), as well as Blatty’s other two texts which
complete his ‘trilogy’, are still much closer toettabel of ‘theodicy’ than to *horror’. In this

sense, it is interesting to notice with Reiter tiafThe Ninth Configuratiorfthe novel’s

117 A discussion to be developed in the following Eett
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earliest speculations on the nature of sufferingemgble the arguments made by church
fathers to accommodate Christian doctrine to the-Rlatonism fashionable in their days.”
(AE, p.102) It is also remarkable to observe thay @ommentary on botffhe Ninth
Configuration(1978) and_egion(1983) are all coextensive The Exorcisi{1971), as if they
were actually chapters of one single book. ThusatwReiter says abouthe Ninth

Configurationfits perfectly well for the interpretation @he Exorcis{1971):

The deep meaning dthe Ninth Configurations really an attempt to find a
solution to the problem of evil in the face of tineredible suffering of the
innocent...The Ninth Configuratiomloesn't give an answer, but it gives an
alternative mystery that you're forced to think abamamely the mystery of
goodness. (AE, p.108)

Reiter also extends his interpretation by makinguaalogy to the characters of Kane
and Karras in relation to Alyosha in Dostoyevskeothers Karamazoy1880) and the
latter's insistence on living his suffering at tliace of his skeptical older brother’s
rationalizations. Reiter states thahe Ninth Configuration“depicts from a Christian
perspective the immense consequences of doubt” PAELO). | believe that the same is
applicable toThe Exorcis{1971). However, the latter, as well as the othar harratives in
the trilogy, can be interpreted as ‘theodicy’ nawes only as propaedeutics to its
existentialist openness.

It is becausé'he Exorcist(1971) will never be exempted from the complenrenti
parts of Blatty’s trilogy that these comparativeadsés become as important as any ‘direct’
reading on the novel. Therefore, it is time novapproach the other side of the story, the one
concerned withLegion (1983), the final sequence of this assumed ‘tyilogim Kroenert, in
his essaylhe Exorcist and Legion: Religious Horrotsegins by highlighting the two works’
differences. First of all, he observes that thenfaris a “supernatural thriller”, while the latter
entails much more a “gritty realism” inside a “mali procedural” (AE, p.112). Secondly,

Kroenert also remarks that both novels’ protagsrssart from different points in their belief,
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but both follow a similar “journey”: one from anssumed but struggling faith”, and the other

from a “spiritually curious’ faithlessness” (AE,¥13). For Kroenert, the former is a work
which “reinforces a most fundamental and literakipretation of biblical and apocryphal
scripture.” (Ibid) He also dedicates a specialisacto Karras in his essay, showing thde
Exorcist (1971) is actually the story of a man “trying tonemce himself’. (AE, p.117)
However, | partly disagree with him when he saysd tarras is after an “obsessive quest to
prove that Regan is indeed possessed” (ibid). Inopipion, Karras’'s “obsessive quest” is
only an excursion of his inner struggle. Karras,Kasenert himself observed, is actually
much closer to being a tragic hero. The critic @stmated egionas inferior toThe Exorcist
as a literary work, a position which | share. Wahcriticism about the character of
Kinderman, supported by a comparison of stylesath marrations, Kroenert concludes that
Legionis not a sequence but a “sibling”The ExorcistActually, this evaluation results from
Blatty’s exploring the comic aspect in Kindermarhisl could be easily traced back to
inspector Clouseau, a character that Blatty co-evfot the screenplay & Shot in the Dark
(1964), if compared with the apparently more sexigharacter of Karras. In this sense, a
closer look afThe Exorciss narrative allows the reader to observe many caspects in the
construction of the latter, as, for example, whather Dyer is removing Karras’s shoes and
the latter, with closed eyes, jokes that the formeattempting to steal him. This is only one
example among many dispersed not only@gion but also inThe Exorcistand throughout
all of the other Blatty’s books. Becau$be Exorcist(1971) is actuallyoracketedbetween
two novels with more self-assumed comic biasas,anly through a comparative study that it
becomes possible to perceive the comic aspect3hef Exorcist(1971). The latter's
interpretations have been so ‘possessed’ by itentatic adaptation that this long detour

through comparative studies became almost inegtabl
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Therefore, | will insist on this approach. In tlEense, the next essay, the second
concerned with.egion(1983), is a text by James Doig titl&étle Devilish God: William Peter
Blatty’s Legion and The Problem of EM@ompared to the last essay, this one is much more
positive towardsLegion (1983). First of all, he calls it a “complex boo¢kdnd secondly
because he considers it both “a supernaturalehalhd a dissertation on the nature of evil in a
theistic universe.” (AE, p.124) According to DoBjatty “points to our spiritual nature and is
dismayed by the dominant materialist, empiricistridioview in the modern world”. (AE,
p.126) This is a perspective which, in its turn,kesmthe author seem to defend a sort of
“return to spiritual values and beliefs.” (ibid) &iefore, for Doig, withLegion Blatty is
concerned with two issues: “the nature of God, #mel problem of evil”. (AE, p.130)
However, the most important remark is when Doigrabierizes this millenary dispute (about
the existence or non-existence of God) in todaygipminant and ruling mode of discourse,
that is, science. For him, this battle can be mgmteed by two contemporary scientists and
their views on the subject. On the side of those défend the non-existence of God, Doig
mentions Richard Dawkins'$he God Delusior(2006). On the other hand, on the side of
those who still argue for the existence of God,gouentions Francis CollinsBhe Language
of God (2006). It is quite obvious that Blatty tends todsthe latter. Doig also mentions
Blatty’s main references on the subject, namelylh@ded de Chardin, G. K. Chesterton and
Karl Jung. The first, and the most important foderstanding Blatty’'s texts, is known for
defying the Augustinian doctrine of original sindafor amalgamating theological and
scientific thesis about the origin of the univét&eBecause of this, he had the publication of
his books denied by the Vatican. Many of them wewademned by the 1950 encyclical
Humani Generisa position to be reviewed by Pope Benedict XVhis acknowledging of

the value of de Chardin’s work (ALLEN, 2009). FilyalDoig concludes that iffthe Exorcist

18 For an introduction to de Chardin’s thought, seafts A Reason to Hop@ 983). For de Chardin’s own
view on the subject of creation and human condjtsee hisThe Phenomenon of Mgh961).
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“the existence of the demon is only accepted whématural explanations have been
exhausted.” (AE, p.131) Perhaps the word “accepd rhe problematic, since what leads
Karras to make a decision, if the interpretatiorsoicide as a measure to save Regan from
possession is taken, is not ‘reason’ but ‘despditierefore, more than a theological
argumentation, the novel admirably entails an exisalist reflection.

Following Doig’'s essay in Szumskyj's book is Michagarret's Demons Five,
Exorcists Nothing — A Fable: The Theo-lllogical,ng&utobiographical Epic Film That
Never Was Garret begins his text by caling Blatty a “nasektum-
screenwriter/producer/director”, which only reirdes the idea that calling him a horror
writer is somewhat odd. Garret also comments orriBaa’s failure in attempting a sequence
to The Exorcist(1973) with his 1977 production. Garret infersttb@mons Five, Exorcists
Nothing: A Fable(1996) is a sort of disappointing reaction by Bladgainst the way his
books and the movies on his books deeply diverge. Garret,Demons Five, Exorcists
Nothing: A Fable(1996) is a work which marks Blatty's return to cey. Garret describes
the book in a more comical way: a “parody satigziim semi-autobiographical fashion
[Blatty’s] dabbling in the cult of Hollywood” (AEp.134). Once more, the theme of a
possibly pretended insanity permeates the novakewrent motif in Blatty’s fiction. Despite
making an interesting presentation of Blatty's 199@ovel, Garret makes a relevant
comment, which, in a certain way, describes my peatve before developing this
dissertation. He says that “The Exorcist novek kny other controversial work, has certainly
faced its share of unholy criticism over the ye&msmn people who for one reason or other
have neglected even read the bloody thing.” (AE4p) Demons Five, Exorcists Nothing
also the story of a director who aims to develgu@ect towards one end and ends up having
his work completely misunderstood. Thus, in a paréletween this plot and the repercussion

to The Exorcist(1971), Garret comments that “people did not seersee the film’s bigger
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picture, its underlying message — that both goadi eanl are present in the world, and both
exist symbiotically”. (AE, p.147) The critic mentis a remark by Friedkin saying that
“people take out [ofThe Exorcigt what they bring into it.” (AE, p.148) Finally, Ga&t
properly observes that the label of ‘horror atteahto The Exorcist(1971) is actually the
outcome of a “surface” reading. For Garret, “Bldigs always been a man of the comedic
cloth, which many never knew or simply forgot, tkario the overwhelming, compounding
force of The Exorcistmania.” (Ibid) More than anything else, what tessay corroborates is
themisunderstandingspect that permeates Blatty’s narratives — at l@ast of them.

Blatty seemed to have departed from both cinemalitardture in the late 90's, but
there was still a little more breath coming ouhoh. Elsewherds a short novel first printed
in a collection calledrwenty-Nine Original Tales of Horror and Suspeii@00) and later
published alone by Cemetery Dance Publication®0®92In his articldt Ain’t Over Till the
Fat Lady Sings: William Peter Blatty’s Elsewheradlahe Haunted House FormylB®avide
Mana finally detaches one of Blatty’s novels frdme stigma offhe Exorcis{1973), making
Elsewherethe first story to be actually “exorcized” frometkvil spirits of Hollywood |t is
amazing to remark that the critic never mentiores wlork which Blatty is most famous for,
except in an introductory quotation from the latibout not being a horror writer, but rather,
a “suspenseful supernatural detective stdfy'This only reinforces how much the cinematic
adaptation ofThe Exorcisimpregnates not only the other novels, but algoviéry category
of the author.

In this sense, Szumskyj’s book is a first step tolwaan ‘exorcism’ offhe Exorcist
(1971), besides a great contribution to literartenpretation theory and hermeneutics in
general. Certainly, a text will always be open moirfinite range of possibilities of readings.

However, more than that, a text only speaks whenrgéad. Therefore, the only way to keep

119 |nterview with Lucy Snyder fobark Planet(1999).
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stories alive is by telling them again. Interprigtat in this sense, is more than something
done by the critic in relation the text; it is aally the text itself speaking a language that an
isolated figure like the author or the reader wonéber be able to perform. This is why |
believe that it is only a tri-parted dialectics argaategories like author, text, and reader that
inclines us to think of meaning not as an objecbeaincoveredirom behind the text, but,
rather, a task that is infinitely pursued. The niegrof the text is always an answer to the
basic and simple question ‘what does it mean’.his guestion lies a philosophical abyss
which must be kept under scrutiny, not in ordegébto its bottom, but in order to live better
within it. Meaning is a Sisyphus’ task; but nobduys ever remarked that we never roll the
rock twice the same way. Moreover, with the help abfier hands and their previous
experience, we may roll it, if not better, at led#terently. In this sense, interpretirithe
Exorcist(1971) cannot escape the interpretation of itsrpretations, nor the world where it
belongs. It cannot even escape reshaping this vimyrloringing in or straying with the other
texts that surround it. My open position with tdissertation is, therefore, actually taking the
text back to what it has always been, an autononimisg (just as Ricoeur proposed).
Therefore, instead of choosing a book which is radiyralready a plurality of possibilities of
readings, | decided to take one which apparentymseto be ‘singular’ in its meaning. |
actually try to show, as Barthes (1996) admirablpppsed when he formulated the
distinction between theeadableand thewritable, that interpretation is what makes the text
the former or the latter.

Regardless, this is a perspective which needsdugistematic formulations. Since
this is not the place to do this, | will approadm& more interpretations orhe Exorcist
(1971) before | attempt my own. The last essayznn$skyj’'s book is his own “exegesis” of
Blatty’'s novel. The Exegesis of William Peter Blatty: CatholicisExorcism and Pazuzu

clearly exposes the three main pillars of the no%Siumskyj's three initial commentaries
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explicitly show the appraisal bias that the entio®k is supposed to support. First, he says,
and this can be a justification for this disseawiin terms, thathe Exorcis{(1971) is “a work
unlike anything that had been written before” (AE,166). Another important point is his
characterization of the narrative as a “spiritudyssey” (Ibid). Finally, his initial appraisal
can be categorized as an attempt to establishyBlatbvel not only as distinct work of
literature, but a good one — Szumskyj evaluatesnthesl as “a well researched and richly
detailed tapestry, [...] full of historical, mytholegl, theological, philosophical and literary
influences.” (Ibid) The critic starts his essaylwd brief historical account of Catholicism.
Based on Rhodes’s classification of the kinds ofllofeers Catholicism has
(Ultratraditionalists, Traditionalists, Liberal, @tsmatic, Cultural, and Popular), Szumskyj
says that Blatty is “possibly” a heterogeneous Kietiveen Traditionalist and Cultural — the
author has considered himself a “relaxed” Cath@GMINTER, 1985). Another important
aspect highlighted by Szumskyj is the topic conedrwith exorcism. His initial remark is
actually an advice not to confuse this part of dgsay (as well as Blatty’s narrative) as “a
forum to discuss the truths or fallacies of exorcigAE, p.169) — which | extend to my own
dissertation. Despite this topic occupying moshigftext, it is enough for this dissertation to
mention first Blatty’s extensive references on subject, spread throughout his narrative,
and, secondly, the Vatican’s decision to reforneulsiie ritual in 1999. Finally, the last topic
of Szumskyj's exegesis is concerned with the figuiréhe demon Pazuzu used by Blatty in
his story, which, according to the critic, is “ookthe most frustratingly enigmatic figures of
mythology”, and which, as well, is the touchstooe the many “symbolic and allegorical
interpretations” of the novel (Ibid). Interestinglige observes from the descriptions of the
mythological figure provided by The British Musewand from Heessel (an authority in the
subject) that “what remains a problematic isswahsther Pazuzu was seen as a god, demon

or both.” (AE, p.180) Reinforcing the political &g of the novel, Szumskyj concludes his
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essay by asserting that “Blatty’s use of Pazuzuethdr to be understood as a god or a
demon, is intended to highlight both God and Satan/olvement in this world.” (AE, p.183)

In addition to that, he concludes that,

Carefully chosen by Blatty, Pazuzu represents th#hoa's concern of

supernatural forces not from God, but of an anciené and culture that
threatened the spiritual ancestry of Christianityd arepresent a threat
towards what Blatty believes to be the one, trud anly cosmic truth:

Catholicism. (Ibid)

This is how Szumskyj's book ends; and | believe thiould be enough to starda-
characterizationof The Exorcist(1971) as a classic horror novel. However, it sty be
worth including some texts on the reception frore thme the film was on the screens,
available in Travers and Reiff (1974). It is intiBg to notice these authors’ negative
opinion at that time about what they call the “autpng of media coverage which
inexplicably chose to emphasize misconceptions taiheufilm at the expense of the far more
riveting facts.” (TRAVERS; REIFF, 1974, p.10) Evédrough they do not make clear what
they call “misconceptions” and “riveting facts”, deliberately take them, and therefore
interpret the novel, not as the empirical proof pafssession, and consequently of the
metaphysical entity called “devil”, but actually as attempt to develop, through fictional
narrative, or, to make reference to Rico@émaginative variationsa kind of theodicy, which,
in my opinion, failing as a theological study, engs as an existential reflection about the
guestion of faith. In any case, this is a topic thdl be developed later. Their observation
that “some viewers haféhe Exorcis{1973] because of the unsettling feelings it aesuis
them” is also interesting, while “others love itr fprecisely that reason.” (Ibidem, p.12)

However, Travers and Reiff's most striking remagkhe following:

There are those who see it as a deeply religibmstdi be looked upon with
reverence and awe. There are also those who asaiprofound victory for
satanic forces and a giant leap back to the dak afjChristianity. The only
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reactionThe Exorcistseems to have failed to elicit is indifferencdidém,
p.13)

Despite the book mainly being concerned with thmi& adaptation, much of it is
coextensive and important to the novel. Besidesretis one particular topic which is
fundamental to this part of my dissertation, andcWldiscusses the reception the movie had
after its release. In a chapter titled “The Crititem ‘Classic’ to ‘Claptrap’™, Stephanie and
Reiff present six reviews about the movie. Thet fise, a review by Vincent Canby, from
New York Timesdefines the movie as “the story of the attemptsdve the life of the
demonically possessed Regan” (CANBY, apud, TRAVERSEIFF, 1974, p.1565°. What is
The Exorcist’sstory about? This is a question that has beendtreaf this study, and which
makes it a hermeneutical enterprise. If the sterghiout a possessed girl, why did Blatty put
the title of the book as an explicit referenceother character in the story? Why is it called
The Exorcis? It is exactly because it is a story about ‘redgonp Secondly, the protagonist
of the novel, differently from the movie, is notetlgirl, but the priest. Therefore, this is the
first and most important step in the interpretatodihe Exorcis{1971): to make explicit that
the novel and the film have different protagonists.

The same emphasis is given by Stanley Kauffmam ffoe New Republiavhen he
describes the movie as a story about “the diaddghossession of a 12-year-old girl” (Ibidem,
p.152). However, his most important remark is whersays that “[he has not] read the book
and certainly won't [after the movie]” (Ibid). Thanly reinforces my conjecture that what has
been read from the novel is mostly ‘possessed’ Hgy ‘tlevils’ unchained by the movie.
Indirectly, Kauffman makes an important comparigbat can be used for the study of a
literary genre which has up to now not systemdyicetudied (the genre of possession), when

he mentions Anski's playhe Dybbul1914). Finally, the critic is intrigued by whyeldeuvil

120 Also available at:
http://movies.nytimes.com/movie/review?res=EEO5SETTBBE466BC4F51DFB4678388669EDE
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only does what it does at the end of the storysThiprobably because the main part of the
novel was cut off from the movie; the part when Meexplains to Karras that the target of
the devil is not the possessed, but those arowerd.tfihis might have left the critic without a
clue and points to a perspective that the movieamby created something new, but also
something in opposition to the novel. Thereforeg; emerpretation of the novel which is not
aware of these differences may fall not just in tdaegory ofmisreading in the sense
proposed by Harold Bloom, but also in the categdryn)validity proposed by Hirsch.

The next review selected by Travers and Reiff watteam by Andrew Sarris, from
The Village Voicewhose perspective fits mine, because he couléhstbe movie what is not
that clear in its representation, and which thekbmakes more explicit. It is in this sense that
he properly observes that “it is ultimately not Begvho is the protagonist [...] but rather the
young Greek Catholic priest” (TRAVERS, p.157). Buhat is important to highlight in his
text, besides his under-evaluation of the movigaasniversal regression from the rational to

the irrational” (Ibidem, p.154), is his followingmment:

I wake up each morning with the idiosyncraticathational conviction that |
can change the course of history by acting as digsiynas possible in my
humble capacity. We are all responsible and atl tba are we? This is the
question propounded by William Peter Blatty in mevel on demonic
possession. (Ibid)

Nevertheless, most critics, more concerned in ctimdpdlatty’s Catholicism than
reading the novel, end up interpreting the storgrasittempt to make us believe we are toys
of God and the devil's puppet strings. Hence, theglect to notice that the veracity of the
possession is sustained in the narrative by theppetive, provided by an omniscient
narrator, of a priest with serious problems of dspion, a mother under a strongly stressful
situation, who has been advised by doctors to aeekxorcist (doctors who may have failed
in their diagnosis), in addition to an assistanowhexplicitly inclined to mysticism, besides

an old priest who is supposed to be the actualcestoand who trusts the diagnosis of the



133

priest who is much inclined to accept the dramat&cision of finally requesting the
authorization for an exorcism, though he is moreri®ed about it working as auggestive
cure than actually about being faithful to his cdred’erhaps this happens because
interpretations were so concerned about the awwheoplicit religious belief that they did not
notice that the narrative admittedly plays this gash doubt throughout the plot, to the point
where Karras finally decides to conjure the devibihimself in a scene that, in the book, is
only overheard, and which the movie dares to im&grpnd show, and which never makes
really clear, or discards totally the up-to-thestained hypothesis &uggestivgpossession.
Nevertheless, even under Blatty’s religious perspecthe story would still be more inclined
to suggest active responsibility of individualdle care of others, despite all the things in the
world that are out of our hands. Thus, this stawy also be read as an attempt to refrain the
scientific perspective of its assurance of full wexdge and control. Regan’s case may not
perfectly represent those which we can see evergdalV about people being ‘freed’ from
‘evil spirits’ in Protestant churches. It may reggat those inexplicable cases where science,
failing to accomplish what it is supposed to d@ttis, to cure, resorts to prayer as the only
medicineto relieve the pain of those who are about to kzsBeone de&r. In this sense, any
interpretation ofThe Exorcis{(1971) must be aware it needs to distinguish betvmegsticism
and religiosity.

Interpretations of both the movie and the novelsaréammense that what | provided
up to this point still falls short of the amount @iticism it has received, both positive and
negative. However, of the many | have read and hhiave not been included directly in
guotation here, it became resoundingly clear thanyrof them insist on characterizing the

novel as ‘horror’, while others prefer a perspestivhich | have denominated as ‘theodicy’.

21| have to apologize for the dramatic tone, bug thithe tone which | see implied in Blatty’s néikre.
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In any caseThe Exorcist(1971) has been misunderstood mainly due to theadinpf its
cinematic adaptation.

Finally, the purpose of this section was to puranenterpretation ofThe Exorcist
(1971) which was already happening. Szumskyj's baskwell as my introductory section
dedicated to a short biography and bibliography\Mifiam Peter Blatty, aim at showing the
lack of validity that adopts the interpretationtbé novel as a ‘horror’ story. However, this
section was not only dedicateddeconstructinghis perspective. It must also serve to point
out the aspect of ‘theodicy’ that the novel indésahot as an end, but as an opening to another
perspective, namely, existentialism. Therefores Haction must be taken as a passage, which
departs from the inadequacy of ‘horror’, passesudh the characterization of the novel as
theodicy, and aims at leading it to an existerdiahterpretation. Thus, in a certain way, it
indirectly assumes thateforeinterpretingThe Exorcis{1971), the detour through other texts
is necessary. These other texts, in my opinion,nateonly Blatty’s other two books that
complete his already mentioned ‘trilogy’, but allk lother texts. It also entails that the
interpreter take the author himself as a text, athar, reading his biography as a valid
intertextuality in the interpretation of his wotldore than that, it is also decenteringof the
text itself as a center of meaning. It is assunmr@gning as a relationship among texts, and as
a task to be pursued, in a dialogical relation. pdyspective is that it is only through the
detour of other texts that we should approach tieeunder interest. Certainly, | do not deny
reading and interpreting this tex¢forethis detour, either. Therefore, instead of coneing
on the order of the task, it aims at validating thetour as necessary in this task. Thus, it is
only after all these deviations that | finally diteny approach to the novel which is the main

concern of this dissertatioithe Exorcis{1971).
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2.3 The Abyss

After the long detour of the first chapter, whicancbe provisorily calledhe
hermeneutical problem of ascription of meanitige initial question posed fbhe Exorcist
(1971), namely, ‘what does it mean?’, dares to dxeated. However, it is only after another
detour - the one abowtadingthe meaning of this novel in and through othetgexhat we
finally get to what is supposed to be the ‘coretto$ investigation, that is, the task of talking
about the meaning of a work. Ultimately, the aimalbof this is to say that this ‘core’ ends up
being its “supplement”, to refer a little moreRerridian terms. In other words, by attempting
to talk about one subject, one ends up talking tlbomething else — which does not entalil
that we have deviated in a negative sense. Hewgatae takes a positive shift, that nbt
being too hastylt does not mean doubting first what oth@resupposebut rather not
presupposingtoo quickly The more superfluous this deviation becomes, rtiw@e its
supplementary necessity is reinforced.

However difficult and distant (metaphorically sayirithin’) it is to find the thread
that links a novel which supposedly deals with theestion of evil under a theological
perspective to a hermeneutical problem, this Iatvalid pursuit. But the question must be
rehearsed: why the shift from the problem of megmiithin hermeneutics to the problem of
evil in literature? For the simple fact that bo#gabtwith the problem of ‘interpretation’. Why
should theoretical discussions about hermeneubtosern a work that apparently deals so
shallowly with the problem of evil? At this pointrécur to Ricoeur to help me weave this
very thin line.

First of all, it is necessary to understand thissel relation between “evil” and

“hermeneutics”. For Ricoeur, this relation lieshe touchstone of the symbolism of evil. (ClI,
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p.289) For him, the problem of evil is the paradigase. (Cl, p.300) It becomes a paradigm
because, in his perspective, “the only access ¢oetkperience of evil itself is through
symbolic expressions” (Cl, p.315). ‘Evil’ is brougtioser to hermeneutics due to the fact that
“to undergo the experience of evil is also to espré in a language, but furthermore, to
express it is already to interpret its symbolic resgions.” (Cl, p.316) In this sense, he
observes that “the hermeneutics of evil appeaes @eticular domain that lies at the heart of
a general interpretation of religious symbolismHhigh, in its turn, may constitute “the very
source of the hermeneutical problem itself”. (CI3f7) This perspective must be understood
in a broader general view where Ricoeur is seaitampting taeevaluatethe validity of the
symbolical language, or rather, the positivenegh@fsymbol to reflection, in a religious and
philosophical sense. It is at this point that hiaxim becomes a helping tool in order to
find/construe a certain validity in exploring thargoolical meaning of a literary work which
was relegated to the ‘margins’ of literature (muoh it because of its cinematic
‘interpretation’) for being too shallowlinstructive inspiring, or whatever terms designated
to indicate that a work deserves reading. It ishis sense that | follow Ricoeur’s inspiring
axiom which says: “the symbol gives rise to thotig{it986b, p.19Y*

| believe that the biggest mistake that led criticscondemning a work lik&he
Exorcist(1971) as a literary piece which did not desenadamic attention (or even aesthetic
appraisal) was its reading as a myth, or rathermetke use ofRicoeurian terms, its
mythologization Ricoeur definesdemythologizationas the act of excluding the myth’s
etiological intention, that is, its ‘pretension’ b an explanation. According to the latter, a

myth, no longer ‘explanation’, is

not a false explanation by means of images ancedalilut a traditional
narration which relates to events that happendkeabeginning of time and
which has the purpose of providing grounds forriheal actions of men of

122 Erom now on to be referred to as SE.
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today, in a general manner, establishing all then$oof action and thought
by which man understands himself in this world. (BB)

In this senseThe Exorcist(1971) is mistakenly read asstory which pretentiously
aims at convincing readers that exorcism exif{tss one thing to relate this to the author’s
personal beliefs in the supernatural, but it igeyanother to enclose this narrative within this
boundary. If we really follow Ricoeur’s suggestiofithe ‘autonomy’ of the text in relation to
its author (not to be confused with its ‘indeperm)) and if this attempt is to shift this text
from a negativemythological perspective towards demythologisizedne, then, the only
possible way to ‘save’ this text is througheaastentialistinterpretation.

Even though the term existentialism is considemchave been first coined by
Gabriel Marcel in the 40’s and later adopted bytr8afFLYNN, 2006), the father of this
philosophical movement, which can be referred ta ason-formal account of what it means
to be human [...], since that meaning is decidednith through existing itself” (CROWELL,
2008), is widely accepted to be Kierkegaard (Ibidjerefore, the purpose of this final topic is
to provide an interpretation dthe Exorcis{1971) through the lenses of some representative
works of this movement. For this task, | will hase a guiding thread Kierkegaardiie
Concept of Anxiety1980), andFear and Tremblintf® and The Sickness Unto Deéth
(1954), as well as RicoeurRallible Man (1960a}%>, The Symbolism of EW{L960b) and the
section “The Symbolism of Evil Interpreted” ifhe Conflict of Interpretations: essays in
hermeneutic$1985). The scope of texts and authors brouglgthmy under the single term of
‘existentialism’ is itself a problem when we coreidthat what is being provided is a
perspective on a literary work such as the one wusidely in this dissertation. However, since
The Exorcist(1971) is a religiously inspired narrative, andoatgecause this novel entails a

certain apologetics for Christianity, | believenibuld be more coherent, for this dissertation,

123 Erom now on to be referred to as FT.
124 Erom now on to be referred to as SUD.
125 Erom now on to be referred to as FM.
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to bring this literary work under the scope of pedphers who are more concerned with the
religious realm: not because it is the most coyréctt exactly because this is what is
necessary in order to move away from the stignméiefnovel as a horror classi¢ passing
through another typical critical reaction Tde Exorcist(1971) asmerely Roman Catholic
catechism(and its consequent devaluation), until finally i@eing the existentialist shiffhe
Exorcist (1971) may not be a masterpiece aestheticallytydistscally, but its potential for
symbolic exploration still renders its study a wgreffort, in aSpinozistsense of effort to be.
The biggest problem which Blatty’'s novel presersnot a matter of believing or not in
exorcism or demonical possession; the issue whielesgstrength to the text is not
metaphysical, but very anthropological. In otherds the major concern or the basic theme
of the work is not evil, as it is generally regatdéut faith. In this sense, Kierkegaard falls
perfectly into this shift in reading, because, tfeg latter, faith does not rely on rationality but
on the absurd (FT). Transversely, witéie Exorcist(1971) deals with is not scientific proof
of evil possession, but the theological discussmm®riginal sin, radical evil, fallibility, sin,
and finally faith. 1 hope, and this word is very anengful at this point, that, first of all,he
Exorcist(1971) stops being labeled as ‘horror’, not beeatss wrong, but merely because
horror is what it least is. Secondly, the narrativest also make l@ap from its pretension to
be a theodicy, and in this aspect | agree with &cavhen he defines theodicy as “a mad
project of justifying God.” (Cl, p.281) Finally, it by taking the novel as a narrative which
deals existentially with the question of faith thiawill be possible to ‘exorcize’ it. It is
interesting that this work has normally been aagd merely because people do not believe
in exorcism — as if we should believe in witchcr@afttalk about Shakespearééacbethor
Paulo Coelho’'Diario de um Mago Nevertheless, the novel still allows us to reayd’s

possession as mental illness if we consider thastnod what we know about what is

1261t must be reinforced that ‘horror’ does not makes Exorcis{(1971) a kind of ‘lower literature’, or even that
anything that is horror is ‘negative’. On the canjr, the claim under discussion here is the inageygof the
concept of horror and the classification of thigkvas a ‘typical’ representative of the genre.
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happening in the story is through the perspectivanoomniscient narrator which describes
the perspective of characters who are under asteggsful situation, and who could perfectly
be seeing more than what really was. My suggessiamot hastening too fast to conclude
prematurely that the girl is possessed. It is digtymaying more attention to what Karras is
undergoing.

However, before putting this shift into motionjgtstill necessary to detach the label
of ‘horror’ as a stigma imhe Exorcist{1971). Perhaps it was due to the short time batwee
the novel’s first print and the movie’s premier tthiae latter, after its astonishing success,
came to overshadow the former. In order to answer The Exorcist(1971) should not be
read as ‘horror’, it is necessary to follow Noélr@#’s reflections on the horror genre.
Initially, the author makes a distinction betweeratural horror” and “art-horror”, which
could be interpreted as horror in epistemologieamnts and horror in aesthetic terms. In the
history of horror as a literary genre, the authlbsasves that “the genre itself only begins to
coalesce between the last half of the eighteenttupgand the first quarter of the nineteenth
as a variation on the Gothic form in England anthteel developments in Germany.”
(CARROLL, 1990, p.13) Due to what he calls “fluidundaries”, horror as a genre is defined
only in parallel with science fiction, because bb#ve a common ground topic which works
as their central aspect, namely, the existenceéhaf fhonster”. Another important distinction,
according to Carroll, is the one between horror tamdasy/fairy tales. In the latter, monsters
are “part of the everyday furniture of the univérsehile the former regards them as
“abnormal, disturbances of the natural order.”d@m, p.16) Therefore, for the author, the
functional aspect which distinguishes horror isted to “affective responses of the positive
human characters in the stories to the monsters bleaguer them”, as long as these
“responses” run parallel to the “emotive reactiohshe audience”. (ibidem, p.17) However,

this synchrony is not only a matter of fear, asdh#hor points out, but also of “repulsion”.
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According to him, “the monsters are identified agpure and unclean.” (ibidem, p.23) There
is no doubt that, iThe Exorcist(1971) is to be regarded as ‘horror’, this is beseaaf the
character of Regan, or Regan while deprived ofsheity/body. Regan is the monster which
characterizes the novel as horror literature.

This raises a particular question that must be ligigted and which is decisive
before any interpretive journey throughe Exorcis{1971). Let us initially consider that we
may start answering the question ‘What iee Exorcistabout?’ by posing two options: (a) it
is a story about a girl who is possessed by thd;dav(b) it is a story about a priest who
faces a supposedly genuine case of possession. Méiats the novel be read as horror is
exactly the option presented by (a); in case thspeetive shifts to (b), the story does not
focus so much on ‘the monster’ as it does on thendn’. According to Carroll, many stories
may have monsters, but this aspect is not enougabrtfigure them as ‘horror’. In his opinion,
“horror involves essential reference to an enatynonster, which then serves as the particular
object of the emotion of art-horror.” (ibidem, p)4L Regan were the central character of the
novel, then its title could probably be changedTtoe Possessed’ instead of ‘The Exorcist'.
What the title indicates, in this sense, is thatdtory narrated is not about a girl but about a
man. It is interesting to remember that the newspapticle which inspired Blatty had a boy
as the possibly possessed person, and that thgelvathe character to a girl was merely a
way to avoid resemblances between the novel andatbe

Another interesting characteristic of the horronmgeidentified by Carroll is what he
calls “the emotion the creators of the genre hageemmially sought to instill in their
audiences” (ibidem, p.24). Can |, in this sensassify the works of Michael Wigglesworth as
horror? Can | calMacbetha horror play? Far from intending to complicaterbpas a genre,
what | aim at with this observation is actually ioning Carroll’s characterization of horror,

but also pointing out thathe Exorcist(1971) resembles less these aspects than its aireem
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adaptation. It is interesting to notice that Cdri@quently refers td’he Exorcis{1973) as a
classic object of art-horror, but all his referenege explicitly about the movie and not about
the novel (he does not even mention any distinctimtween them). Thus, Carroll's
requirements for art-horror in terms of threat aigfust can be easily contrasted to those of
pity and anguish which are engendered by the ctearad Father Karras in the novel.
Differently from books such aBracula (1897) orFrankenstein(1818), or even a film like
Alien (1979), The Exorcist(1971), in opposition to its cinematic adaptatidnes not make
the monster the protagonist. In my opinion, thia ecisive point which may stalisclosing
the label of horror from the novel.

Following Carroll’s definition of art-horror, hesad observes that another important
aspect of the genre is the categorical interstsitaiation of monsters in horror stories, their
incompleteness, their contradictory and formlegseets (ibidem, p.32-3). In this sense, he
notes that “monsters are not only physically theeatg; they are cognitively threatening.
They are threats to common knowledge.” (ibidemA4p.@/hat the author builds in this
introduction to the horror genre is what he latezalks up as the “counterexamples to the
definition of art-horror” (ibidem, p.35). With thisection, he attempts to show how “fuzzy”
and “insufficient” these conditions may be. Thuis, dhefinition of monster, in order to avoid
these problematic boundaries, is that of “beingg to not exist according to the lights of
contemporary science.” (ibidem, p.41) It is intéreg to notice thafThe Exorcist(1971)
actually does not define Regan'’s situation fromdtaet as that of a ‘monster’, in other words,
something improbable for scientific knowledge ie ff0’s. On the contrary, it tries to situate
her plight between spiritual possession and meliialss, not for the sake of the reader, but
for theloss/fall of the protagonist. The story is actually the gifgestruggle to convince not
only others but also himself that what is happenmthe girl is not something ‘supernatural’.

It is interesting to notice that what makes Kamak the permission of his superiors to go on
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with an exorcism is not his belief in the posseassibut his ‘hypothesis’ that only this
‘theatrical’ procedure could reverse the ‘self-segjtye’ demonical possession, since all
medical attempts failed to do so.

In the conclusion of Carroll's ‘introduction’, whicis entitled “The Nature of
Horror”, this author makes an interesting relatlmtween Horror and Enlightenment. For
him, “the horror novel represents something like tinderside of the Enlightenment.”
(ibidem, p.56) He also notices that “Enlightenmsugpplied the horror novel with the norm of
nature needed to produce the right kind of monsteti that it “made available the kind of
conception of nature or the kind of cosmology neetdecreate a sense of horror.” (ibidem,
p.57) Perhaps readers and critics @disgustedor horrified by The Exorcist(1971) not only
because it depicts physical violence and vulgaguage, but because it also engenders a
marginal discourse, that of the ‘absurd’ — a disseuhat assumes the possibility of a spiritual
world is not only marginal in a secular societyt biso repulsive We may apparently be
much more relieved and comfortable watching/readivagks like Clockwork Orang&’
merely because they are much more representatitteeadiscursive practices of science — a
‘mad’ scientific project of curing people of violebehavior by an excessive and negative
exposure to it is more ‘acceptable’ than the palisibof spiritual manifestation. It is
remarkable that the only way to bear #igectionof a discourse likdhe Exorcist(1971) is
by a counter-discourse that would suspend Regass oot as being between possession and
mental illness, but exclusively within the posstiilof the latter. It is interesting to bring to
the fore at this point Kierkegaard’'s opinionkear and Tremblinghat the “absurd” is not a
category of epistemology, but rather of faith. M@ns, in this case, would be a category to be

dealt with under the more general category of it ossible’, not of the ‘absurd’.

127 Reference to both the book, written in 1962 byhtmly Burgess, and the movie, written, directed and
produced by Stanley Kubrick in 1971.
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Another relevant distinction made by Carroll idlie composition of horrific beings,
which he classifies between “fusion” and “fissiorThe former is characterized by “the
compounding of ordinarily disjoint or conflictingategories in an integral, spatio-temporally
unified individual.” (ibidem, p.44) According to i “many of the characters in possession
stories are fusion figures.” (Ibid) It is notewoytho point out that inThe Exorcist(1971),
although all these observations lead to Reganatteal “fusion” figure is Father Karras,
whose character concentrates the two contradicatggories, which Carroll calls “standing
cultural categories”, of ‘priest’ and ‘scientis#, character who is a kind of distorting mirror
for another, that of Father Merrin. The latter, wmsedly inspired by the famous
anthropologist/Jesuit Pierre Teilhard de Chardan be seen as an ‘intermediary’ being. In
fact, ‘displacement’ is a general tone for mostrabgers in the story: Chris MacNeil is an
actress, but she behaves like a ‘director’; Regaomewhere between possession and mental
illness; Kinderman is the reason of logic, but dls® speculation of a philosopher; Karl is the
apparently cold and methodic servant who ends umgbenveiled as ‘emotionally
concerned’. Even the function of the exorcist ikirad of ambiguous figure for the Church,
since it is at the same time a matter of shamecamfirmation of dogma (WILKINSON,
2007). As one can notice from the short reviewIbBhatty’s literary work, this situation of
‘in betweenness’ of characters is a trademark sfwriting. On the other side of Carroll's
division lies the figure of “fission”, which he dathes as “contradictory elements [...]
distributed ovedifferent though metaphysically related, identities.” (dd, p.46) For him,
“in this case, the animal and the human inhabit same body” (lbid). A figure irfiThe
Exorcist(1971) which fits this characterization is “Pazuzilihis mythological figure, as well
as Regan in her possessed state, is easily catedander this label proposed by Carroll. For
this author, these two major figures “are symbestitictures that facilitate — in different ways

— the linkage of distinct and/or opposed categotigsreby providing vehicles for projecting
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the themes of interstitiality” (ibidem, p.47). Addj to this categorization, he also proposes
three other categories, which he calls “magnifadt “massification”, and “horrific
metonymy”. Despite all the relevance these lastaloategories might have, | think the ones
already mentioned are quite enough to render tiegpretation thathe Exorcis{1971) is not
fundamentally ‘horror’, not because it does notlude typical horror figures, but because
these are secondary to a more potengalding of the story: one that is not interested in
setting a definite line between human and non-hur@enthe contrary, Karras, as the central
figure of the story, is actually a sort of charaiziion of what can be considered most human
in humanity, that is, its fallibility. This is a pu related to Ricoeur’&allible Man which will
later be the guide for the development of thisrprietation. So far, | can only comment that
this shift in perspective is amply related to tlowed’s cinematic adaptation, since the latter
gives a higher importance to the depiction of intipgcimages rather than the subliminal
theological indications of the former.

Another aspect which reinforces this perspectiveCaroll's definition of “art-
horror” as opposed to “art-dread”, which “involvdsgust as a central feature” (ibidem,
p.42). These two words are perfect to establisfisaure” betweermhe Exorcist(1971) and
The Exorcist(1973), wherein the former would be much moreimsd todread while the
latter would be tdorror. It is remarkable that the choice between “angsti “dread” was a
crucial factor in the translation of Kierkegaarsisrk*?®. This shift from horror to dread can
be exemplified in Carroll’'s book when he makes raeresting commentary on the character
of Norman Bates in Hitchcock’®sycho(1960), another emblematic cinematic adaptation
from literature. Carroll does not relate Bateshe horror genre since the protagonist of the
story does not fit the monster schema developdusirtypical schema for the “monster” of

horror stories. Because ifihe Exorcist(1971) the ‘solution’ for possession is in a way

128\nalter Lowrie makes a note on this in his transtat
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suspended along the narrative, while Father Kaahaays finds a ‘natural’ explanation for
Regan’s situation, and also because Karras's @ecisi proceed with the requirement for
exorcism is motivated by a scientific possibilitiigt of cure by self-suggestion), | am much
in favor of making Regan, at least until tt&nouemendf the story, a character much more
related to Norman Bates than to monsters suchas® tfound in Lovecraft's stories. Karras
maintained hypothesis that what Regan is havingois ‘evil possession’ functions as a
suspension of definitely characterizing the girbamonster’. Her physical appearance is only
the result of something beyond scientific knowledgd control. It is here that | reinforce my
suggestion that readinthe Exorcist(1971) as horror is actually due to a superimpmsiof
an interpretation over an interpretation, thatvi® normally read what we have already
watched. Even though the monstrous aspect of theggsed Regan remains fitfully reliable
in the narrative, what really impels interpretatitmm change direction is the same shift
provided by the cameras. Because we ‘watch’ thesprmore than the girl, in the novel, this
‘labeling’ as horror is suggested as misleading.

If ‘horror must be assumed as an unsatisfactorygtdeast a less probable guiding-
type*?®, which other word or concept could, in a certamyw/relieve’ this insufficiency? A
frequent tendency in theadingson The Exorcist(1971) is provided by critics who make an
effort to see a ‘good’ side in the novel, those viletieve in its positive message (normally
tending toward a more religious reading of the mov&ccording to this group, we could fit
the book under the label of ‘theodicy'.

| decided to call ‘theodicy’ this tendency to rdheé story as a sort of catechism due
to Blatty’'s logic exposed in his axionf:there were demons then perhaps there were angels
(BLATTY, 2001). This explicitly attests the authsrintention of making his novel a

theological narrative. In interviews (WINTER, 1985AER, 2008; SNYDER, 1999), Blatty

129 An allusion to Hirsch’s “general type”. See seattovo in the first chapter of this dissertation.
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declares thaThe Exorcist(1971) is part of a trilogy, something which wik beinforced in
many articles about his books (SZUMSKYJ, 2008)fdat, his other bookf There Were
Demons Then Perhaps There Were An@2@01) is what engenders such a formula. As
already mentionedThe Exorcist(1971) would deal with ‘the problem of evilThe Ninth
Configuration(1978) with ‘the mystery of goodness’, whilegion(1983) would be a kind of
‘solution’, though, according to Blatty himself (S®ER, 1999), the latter would specifically
deal with the question of “the suffering of the ament”. All this only leads us to readifidpe
Exorcist (1971) more as a ‘leap’ into theodicy than as acwrsor of modern horror.
Nevertheless, | still consider this as one intagiren among others, since the text is always a
possibility to openness, and our task as readeggireters is to ‘enclose’ it into a new
‘enclosure’ (actually, the only escape to closengghrough more closeness, just as the way
to explaina word is only through another word, and evenyualtext with another text — an
endless chain of supplements), not in ordeclaseit, but to save it from being forever
enclosed. In this sense, my task here was firsexeew howThe Exorcist(1971) has been
interpreted up to now, and challenge these inte&apoas into adifferent one, not for the
purpose of debunking them, but for the sake ofrgathhe meaning — meaning taken as a task,
and not as an object.

However, before we endeavor through this ‘new’ gmise, it is important to
highlight some of the abovementioned conceptst Bfrall, what is a theodicy? According to
Kempf (1912), it means “the justification of Godind was first introduced by Leibniz in his
Essais de Théodicée sur la bonte de Dieu, la kbdet 'homme et I'origine du m@l710). In
this essay, Leibniz develops the argument, ag&lreste Bayle’sDictionnaire historique et
critique (1702), that, despite all evil, all suffering, setimng which, according to Bayle,
would contradict the idea of a good and omnipo@aod, this world is the best of all possible

worlds. It may be an odd comparison, but the kihétbjectivity’ sought by Leibniz to the
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problem of evil, in a certain way, though it isery distant and strange one, can be compared
to what Schleiermacher, and later Dilthey, tried darry out with the problem of
hermeneutics. Once more, the peculiar associafitiermneneutics to evil makes the effort a
little less unusual. Nevertheless, the questioauvilfis not new. Epicurus, in ancient Greece,
had already proposed a theory of ‘good’ and ‘baaldal on his principles of “pain” and
“pleasure” (KONSTAN, 2009). Still, this is not agmem only for ancient times. Alvin
Platinga’'sGod, Freedom, and Ev{R002) is an example that makes it clear that meefar
from exempted from such a task. Names like WillRowe and Paul Draper only enlarge the
list of contemporary thinker who dedicate theiroet to the problem of evil. It is interesting
to notice that theodicy comes from joining two Gereeords, feé¢ (theds "god™) anddixy
(dike, "justice") (KEMPF, 1912). The problem may liedistinguishing how much ‘justice’ is
confirmation of innocence or confirmation of guilnd how much one could be an
‘accomplice’ for the other. Perhaps the problenewf is not so much a question that can be
resolved by theodicy; for the heart of the problsmmot about ‘who’ is guilty of evil, but
whence comes eyihe ancient and very known problem posed by Geisst. In this sense,
the problem ofThe Exorcist(1971), proposed by its own author as ‘the probtéravil’, is
actually the lack of awareness of those who read the sense that nobody has ever pointed
out this aspect, that the novel is less a ‘defea&od than a Gnosis. According to Ricoeur
(1985), Gnosis is a simulacrum of reason, and toblem of evil constitutes the bridge
between Myth and Gnosis, much before speculation pus into movement by philosophy.
Because of this intermediary position, accordingricoeur, “evil offers at the same time the
most considerable challenge to think and the mesgtive invitation to talk nonsense, as if
evil were an always premature problem where thes éideason always exceed its means.”

(SE, p.165) Thus, evil is not so much ‘what’ possesRegan, but what ‘happens’ to her.
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Hence, evil constitutes a challefife The narrative ofhe Exorcis{1971), as | will attempt
to re-interpret, is not so much in favor of resotyiRegan’s problem in favor of possession
and against the dismissing of mental illness, as ihe relation to the problem of ‘original
sin’, that is, if evil iscosmogonicor anthropogonic In this sense, | hope to develop the
argument that the text tends much more to an eiateeflection about ‘free will’ than to its
alreadysuperimposedeading as ‘theodicy’.

Because | have delayed for too long dealing sttaigth the lines that composéhe
Exorcist(1971) in order, first of all, to ‘take a detouhrough the problem of ascription of
meaning through the use of the ‘function’ of théhau as a guideline to reading the book for
what it is not, | think it is time to face up toightask and finally carry out what has been
promised. The methodology applied is not actuatg that is master of what it does, but
more of a kind thastrives thatpursuesmore as a drive and less as an awareness, one that
stumbles more, which is more prone to be contradidhan foreseeing from the start what it
wishes to find. It does not intend to be modeled oyt surely is intrigued by, a reading
methodology like the one applied by Roland BartiheS/Z(1996). In this sense, this reading
does notlook for an existential ‘spirit’ immanent in the novel. Whawill do is actually
reconstruct the text, fragment by fragment, abiff existential ‘spirit’ were already there.

The first® thing to notice inThe Exorcist(1971) is the title itself. Who is the
‘exorcist’ of the story? It may seem easy and evidbut the question can be deceiving.
Initially, we have two options: Father Karras drather Merrin. The former is the priest who
asks his bishops permission to perform the exordmhe is only the priest-psychiatrist who
Is supposed to distinguish between mental illn@ssgenuine possession. It is interesting to

notice that, first of all, he is not an ‘expert’ thre subject of exorcism, but on psychiatry. It is

130 An allusion to an essay published by Ricoeur (32007

1311 will assume, however dangerous it may be, thsitjpm of an interpretation that does not startwait
‘summary’ of the story, because this ‘summary’ webalready provide the closure of an interpretatiom the
start. Therefore, what follows is much more forghevho have already read the novel.
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only after page 300 that Karras, overwhelmed by impotence to help Regan, both
physically and spiritually, and still haunted bys lguilt for not having been able to provide
support for his mother, still convinced that thesedended more towards a self-suggestion
than the unbearable conviction of genuine possessiibth his faith shaken, decides, as a last
resource, everything else having failed and alhsm’ forsaken, to ask for an exorcism.
Therefore, it is ‘despair’ and not ‘reason’ thaade him to take this decision. It is guilt and
not diagnosis that impels him to proceed with thguest. It is so evident that he is not the
exorcist that his superiors end up calling Fatherrivi to perform the ritual, leaving Karras
only as a support for the former. However, theetatd the one who cannot stand it, who dies
and leaves Karras all by himself, showing him thht that he has been so afraid to admit,
the one which almost all existentialists would agugpon: that we are all left by ourselves,
under the burden of loneliness. More important thaciding who the exorcist of the title is,
is to open the interpretation of the text by ackieolging that this is a narrative concerned not
with the ‘naturalist’ struggle for life, but a syormabout the struggle for ‘meaning’, for
‘existence’. In order teavethis text from ‘mediocrity’, from being merely faroof that evil
spirits exist’, the presupposition to be assumedhfnow on is that it is actually a narrative
that tries to show that the way to reach faithasthrough ‘reason’ but througtespair That

is why the ‘logic’ to be followed is the one sugtpesby Kierkegaard, which says that faith is
despairThe Exorcis{1971) is more an epic journey toward faith thHaa descriptive facticity
of a possession. Thus, the first and most basiertams to be made by this interpretation is
that The Exorcist(1971), unlike its cinematic interpretatidie Exorcist(1973), is not the
story of a teenager possessed by the devil, batrodn who actually depicts our most basic
human condition, that is, our fallibility. Perhaps,allusion to Barbara Creed (2005), it is not
so much the misreading of the ‘feminine’ but thesguiiding of the ‘camera’ toward Linda

Blair (Regan) that causes us to forget all abosvdaMiller (Father Karras).
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The novel starts with three epigraphs: one fromBitde, more precisely Luke 8:27-
30, which describes one of Jesus’ exorcisms irNéne Testament; the second is a FBI wire
trap of the Cosanostra, the famous American Maiina the third is a passage from Thomas
Dooley, the humanist physician who worked in rekigamps in Vietham in the 50’s, and
who later would be expelled for being a homoseX8&lILTS, 1994). | do not disagree with
Frans llkka Mayra (1999) when he says th@hé Exorcistcan be read as a relentless
exploration of evil, and as an argument advocatelgious interpretation of it: evil as a
supernatural, malevolent power that is activelyrapeg in our world.” (p.143) Mayra is right
as well by noticing the temporal connection amdresé epigraphs and the dialectical relation

that they engender when he observes that,

The overall effect of this opening to the novetvimfold: it establishes the
religious position and brings the dilemma of ewifoi a contemporary and
realistic context. On the other hand, the gestuoeksvalso in the other
direction: contemporary horrors are also made mgthand alien. The
criminals and Communists are grouped with Nazigwoke the mythical
figure of the opponent, the demonised Other of lanity. (ibidem, p.144)

By giving emphasis to the ‘materiality’, or quasateriality of evil, that is, by
interpreting these epigraphs as a kind mbof that evil exists, by taking them as
manifestations of it, what is missed is the ‘tengioy’ of evil, that is, whether it is prior to
mankind or was started by it. What is at stake wthlese epigraphs is not so much
‘substantial’ evil, but the problem of original siDespite Mayra’s interpretation that “its
starting point, the existence and influence of haman evil, was dismissed as intellectually
un-acceptable, and [therefore] critics refusediszubs the film on its own terms” (ibidem,
p.146), which can be characterized asaat-Gnosticperspective, what seems to have been
missed is what Ricoeur observes about the probfewhat he calls the “pseudo-concept” of
“original sin”, by noticing that, in Augustinianadition, “evil is not something that exists, [it]

has no being, no nature, because it comes frorhacsiuse it is the work of freedom.” (Cl,
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p.272) Thus, instead of traditionally interpretittge novel as a narrative that employs a
concept of evil which presupposes it as a ‘substaand a complete ‘exteriority’, what it
actually suggests is the indefinite entanglemenéwf within and outside of man, already
there and commenced by him. In this sense, thel i®permeated, from beginning to end, by
the myth of Adam’s Fall. As Ricoeur interprets tihe story of the Fall represents “an
affirmation that man is, if not absolute origin, laast the point where evil emerges on the
world.” (Cl, p.273) That is why the opening of thevel in the distant excavations in Iraq is
so symbolically meaningful. In addition, what cootsethe three epigraphs is not so much the
idea that evil is ‘exterior’, ‘material’, but thétis at the same time prior to and commenced
by man.

Before going on with this interpretation, it iseeant to recur once more to Ricoeur’s
philosophical reflections aboutmeaning In his text The Hermeneutical Function of

Distanciation(1981), he says that,

If we can no longer define hermeneutics in termsthef search for the
psychological intentions of another person which emncealedehindthe
text, and if we do not want to reduce interpretatio the dismantling of
structures, then what remains to be interpretestiall say: to interpret is to
explicate the type of being-in-the-world unfoldedfront ofthe text. (HHS,
p.141)

In this sense, this is what allows Ricoeur to saWhat is a Text? Explanation and

Understandingwhen referring to reading as “the recovery of megl’, that,

The intended meaning of the text is not essentihftypresumed intention of
the author, the lived experience of the writer, tather what the text means
for whoever complies with its injunction. The tesé¢eks to place us in its
meaning, that is, in the same direction. (HHS, p)16

For him, “to interpret is to follow the path of tinght opened up by the text” (HHS,
p.162). Thus, | follow, in this interpretation dhe Exorcist(1971), Ricoeur’'s remark that

“what the interpreter says is a re-saying whiclctigates what is said by the text.” (HHS,
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p.164) Therefore, the perspective which | call “tacissism of the reader” is brought from
the definition Ricoeur gives in his essagpropriation that is, “to find only oneself in a text,

to impose and rediscover oneself’ (HHS, p.190klation to this, he ponders:

Do we not place the meaning of the text under thraidation of the subject
who interprets? This objection can be dismissedliigerving that what is
‘made our own’ is not something mental, not theemipbn of another
subject, nor some design supposedly hidden behmdeit; rather, it is the
projection of a world, the proposal of a mode oihbgdn-the-world, which
the text discloses in front of itself by meanstsfrion-ostensive references.
(HHS, p.192)

It might seem incoherent on my part, then, to ideland start an interpretation with
an observation made by its author, that is, byngkhe Exorcis{1971) as a novel concerned
with the “problem of evil”. However, this incohem can be easily removed if Blatty is
turned into just another interpreter of his owrt.téx order to take the author's comments as a
point to start from, and, by comparison, noticihgttthey are shared by a reading community,
then all that the author has to say about his waskwell as any interpreter, is only another
text which will start a dialectical relation in @dto further supplement itsrrative identity
turning the author into one point among otherstéot rom. Even though it may be a long
leap, Ricoeur’'s question becomes even more meaningider this new context, when he
asks: “should not the equivocalness of the authpgdsition be preserved rather than
dissipated?” (OA, p.162) Thus, the world of thettisxone in which | participate, but which |
do not possess. In this sense, it is remarkablaRieoeur says that “appropriation ceases to
appear as a kind of possession, as a way of tddaltgof [...], it implies instead a moment of
dispossession of the narcissiséga” (HHS, p.192) By the mere title and by the brief

epigraph ofThe Exorcis{1971), | am already able to re-construct it asesthing autonomous

from the author as well as from me — autonomousnbtindependent.
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The narrative offhe Exorcis{1971) opens with a prologue entitled “Northeraq|i.
| have already mentioned in the last section hdwag been the subject of many controversies
and disputes over how it would work as a generghtiee aspect for the text. | have also
mentioned how it has been misread under a geagdligerspective, depriving it from its
theological bias. However, there are still morevaht things to be said about it. Briefly, it
describes Father Merrin’s finding of the statuehaf Assyrian demon Pazuzu. What has been
normally associated with this image is the Gnostitagonism of Good versus Evil. However,
what seems to have been missed is what Szumsk§B)2tbticed in his essay, that is, the
ambiguous character of Pazuzu. According to hinfydpresents the author's concern of
supernatural forces not from God, but of an anctene and culture that threatened the
spiritual ancestry of Christianity and represetitr@at towards what Blatty believes to be the
one, true and only cosmic truth: Catholicism.” (AE183) However, if we depart from
theodicy towards existentialism, what is gainedhis hybrid character of this mythological
entity. As the curator of antiquities of Mosul sagsMerrin, it is “evil against evil” The
Exorcist p.6). According to Heel3el (2006, p.1), Pazuza thybrid Mesopotamian demon”,
and “represents a ferocious wind that brings destm to cultivated land, cattle and
humans.” Louvre’'s website describes it as “one ld tlemon-gods of the underworld,
although he was sometimes invoked to beneficiabérd addition, the museum also informs
that Pazuzu, “a demon from the hellish underwoHdd the power of repelling other
demons”. (Ibid) One possible reading about the gres of this mythological figure in the
narrative ofThe Exorcist(1971) is that it merely emphasizes the Gnostpeeisof conflict
between two antagonistic forces in the universe, Bwe take an existentialist interpretation
of evil, for example, such as when Ricoeur saygaintroduction td-allible Man (1986a)
that “even if evil came to man from another sowtdch contaminates him, this other source

would still be accessible to us only through it&atien to us, only through the state of
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temptation, aberration, or blindness whereby we ldvdee affected” (FM, p.xlvi), it is
possible to operate this departure from Gnosticismaddition, Ricoeur also observes that
“evil comes into the world insofar as man posit®itt man posits it only because he yields to
the siege of the adversary.” (FM, p.xlix) In higerpretation, freedom is “the author of evil
without being the radical source of it.” (FM, p.kily Thus, even though Blatty and many of
his interpreters have assumed a Gnostic perspedheefigure of Pazuzu is what makes
possible the collapse of the very interpretatiat thengenders. In this sense, Pazuzu does not
represent exclusively evil. What this figure actyantails is actually the reciprocity and
complementarity between good and evil.

However, the general tone of this opening seemsirmare concerned in setting the
atmosphere of ‘premonition’. There are some intergpassages that deserve comment. The
first, which describes Merrin’s encounter with #erd who was serving him tea, says: “Once
he could not have loved this manThe Exorcistp.4)% the second, “He had never found it
difficult to love this man.” (TE, p.7) What makdsem distinct is not only the shift in position
in ‘love’, between the particularity of ‘love’ ant ‘transcendence’; nor even the fact that the
first is directed to a very humble Kurd with glaut®, and the second refers to his curator

friend in Mosul, but the fact that the first is peeled by the following paragraph:

The man in khaki shook his head, staring down eddbeless, crusted shoes
caked thick with debris of the pain of living. Tetuff of the cosmos, he
softly reflected: matter; yet somehow finally spipirit and the shoes were
to him but aspects of a stuff more fundamentatu#f that was primal and
totally other. (ibidem, p.4)

The second comes after the following paragraphe“iffan in khaki fixed his gaze on a speck
of boiled chick-pea nestled in a corner of the Agammouth; yet his eyes were distant.
‘Home’, he repeated. The word had the sound ofrating.” (TE, p.7) The relation among

‘love’, ‘choice’, ‘freedom’, and ‘evil’ is what wllbe important to the shift in the narrative

132 Erom now on to be referred to as TE.
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from ‘the problem of evil’ to ‘the question of fhit In addition to the last passage, when “the
man in khaki” heads to his last visit of the ruitise wooden plank that bridged a muddy
stream “creaks” under his weight. Finally, thera idescription of a sunset as the coming into
darkness, and the “icy conviction that [the priessibn would face an ancient enemy.” (TE,
p.8) What it all entails, apparently contrary te tjuestion of good versus evil, of spirit versus
matter, is much more an issue of faith rather #hah It may sound strange to say this in face
of the present materiality of the narrative of ttearel. However, what is normally forgotten,
but is materially present in the narrative, is tingg textbelongsto the Jesuit ideology. During
the encounter with the Kurd, when the priest takashis wallet to pay for his tea, he finds a
plastic calendar card with the following inscription the back: “what we give to the poor is
what we take with us when we die.” (TE, p.4-5)

In order to approach the Jesuit ideology, | setketecriticism made by Reverend
James Wood in his dictionary, but which | thinkIviaié relevant for the interpretation ©he

Exorcist(1971):

Jesuitism, popularly regarded as an attempt toegehnoly ends by unholy
means, but really and radically the apotheosisalsiehood and unreality to
the dethronement of faith in the true, the genwind the real, a deliberate
shutting of the eyes to the truth, a belief ineaiti the name of God, a belief
in symbols and formulas as in themselves sacrddiasp and divine,
fiction superseding fact, and fancy faith in Godtbe divine reality of
things, the embodiment of the genius of cant pelisgatself to believe that
that which is not is, while atheism, on the othandh tries to persuade itself
to believe that that which is is not. (WOOD, 20p£819)

In this passage, what becomes relevant for thetmnagrof The Exorcis{1971) is the
part which says: “to achieve holy ends by unholyan®. This is actually the narrative
strategy used by Blatty to make a theological qaeshow can evil be understood as good?
How can one understand evil if one takes God astent and good? This is basically the

guestion which permeates the narrativ@loé Exorcis(1971).
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Despite Wood's very ‘emblematic’ description, Thecty of Jesus (SJ), or simply
Jesuits, is a religious order founded by Saint tigsalLoyola in the Sixteenth Century.
Ignatius Loyola and the Jesuits form an interesting controversial part of the history of
Christianity. What Teilhard de Chardin representstfie character of Merrin iihe Exorcist
(1971), Ignatius Loyola may represent for the ctimraof Karras. According to Pollen
(1912), Loyola began his self-reformation “prepasssel with the idea of the imitation of
Christ.” He is also known for hiSpiritual Exerciseg(1522-1524), a set of meditations,
prayers and mental exercises destined for inwgatmation, something he sought both for
individuals and for the whole institution of Catioidm of his days. With these two basic
ideas, Karras embodies the symbolic images of -sadfifice’ and ‘seclusion’. | am not
claiming that Loyola inspired Blatty to build thearacter of Karras, but these characteristics
are decisive for the configuration of Karras as @let forfallibility, as a kind of mélangé
between Kierkegaard’'s “Knight of Faith” and “the ight of Infinite Resignation”. In a
certain way, in very broad and general terms, what attempting to demonstrate here is that
categories like ‘horror’ and ‘theodicy’ are moreeal to what the narrative dthe Exorcist
(1971) entails than concepts like ‘fallibility’ andngst’. Thus, The Society of Jesus and
Ignatius Loyola are more representative of Blattywel than the traditional associations it
has with Gnosticism. There is no doubt that thi#t shthe result of its cinematic adaptation.
However, this perspective is not to be translated the binary opposition between novel =
right vs. movie = wrong, novel = good vs. movie adpnovel = altruistic vs. movie =
mercenary. Later on | will return to the two crdciaoments that will be considered
symptomatic and which mark a broad cleft betweemtbvel and the movie.

For the moment, this interpretation will follow tipéot of the narrative in order to
make explicit the existentialist motifs spread tigbout the text. Between the prologue and

the epilogue, the body of the novel is divided ifdar parts. The first one is called “The
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Beginning”. This first part, in its turn, is dividento four chapters. The first chapter is clearly
divided into seven ‘scenes’, or rather, organizexliad seven different steps in the narration.
This first chapter introduces the characters ofiCMacNeil, a famous Hollywood actress
who is in Georgetown D.C. in order to complete timal shots of her last movie; Regan
MacNeil, her daughter, a teenager without any agggroblem; Willie and Karl, two elderly
foreign servants; Burke Dennings, the foul-moutBeitish director; and a priest, up to then
unnamed. The ‘scene’ covers an apparently ‘commuorning, ironically April £, and one
day on the film set. However, what this chaptespngs is the odd happenings that take place
that morning, which consist of strange noises hegr@hris MacNeil. She first assumes they
are produced by her daughter, but noticing shéliskeping she concludes it must be rats.
The opening sentence is decisive for the rest efstiory: “Like the brief doomed flare of
exploding suns that registers dimly on blind mezyes, the beginning of the horror passed
almost unnoticed.” (TE, p.11) What it entails foetreader is a sort of warning: expect from
this narrative not the ‘natural’, but the ‘unnatyrar rather, ‘supernatural’.

In any case, this first section also has othervegle aspects for the rest of the
narrative. One of them is the blurring of the dmsline between ‘reality’ and ‘imagination’,
‘dream’ and ‘awareness’, ‘consciousness’ and ‘uscarusness’. The strange sounds and the
fact that Regan’s room is very cold despite theatad is associated by Chris to “tricks” of
the mind. Indirectly, it also suggests a parallgstion which will follow the whole story: is
‘reason’ itself not a ‘trick’? In this situation,h@s reflects: “A somnolent mind imposing
order on the rattlings of heating pipes or plumBIh@IrE, p.13) Later on she adds: “[...] and
perhaps her mind, that untiring raconteur of illusihad embellished the rappings.” (Ibid)
Besides, Chris remembers her strange experienapprently “seeing” a man levitating in
Bhutan while meditating. From this moment on, thare two different ways of reading the

story: on the one hand, one which assumes unquoasilg that the girl is really possessed,



158

consequently generating a feeling of indignatiod discomfort in relation to the characters
who cannot ‘see the obvious’; on the other hand, rhrrative is assumed in suspense in
relation to the conclusion for possession as thstmarrect diagnosis of what is happening to
Regan, thus keeping unclear the line which divichesital illness from spiritual possession.
Even though Blatty made the effort to bring as muehisimilitude to the narrative, the
narrative seems much more inclined to the secareddf reading mentioned above. Clearly,
the purpose of the narrative is not so much in cwing the reader that what is happening to
Regan is actually possession; on the contrarystregegy seems much more in favor of a
reading which maintains this separation betweentahdmess and possession unclear.

Another important detail from this beginning is Gl dream, which is determinant
for the setting of mood in the direction of an éxndialist perspective. In it she dreams about
death. This passage is described as follows: “dastt death were still never yet heard of
while something was ringing, she, gasping, dissglvislipping off into void” (TE, p.15).
What is remarkable is that before she ‘really’ wakip, thefacticity of the phone ringing is
mingled with her dream state, obviously reinforcitige ineffable ‘border between
‘consciousness’ and ‘unconsciousness’. The narratorcludes this scene this way: “A
dream? More like thought in the half life of wakiniat terrible clarity. Gleam of the skull.
Non-being. Irreversible.” (Ibid) Thus, the narr&idoes not aim at blurring the line only
between mental illness and possession, but alseebatconsciousness and unconsciousness,
dreaming and the state of being awake, betweersdreaand ‘belief’. Much more than
dividing them, the narrative is led in the direatiaf confusing them.

In one of the ‘scenes’ of the story, when Chrisggdewn to the kitchen, she finds a
flower on the table, an action which is often made Regan. Despite the obvious
characterization of Regan as a very kind and logblid, this ‘scene’ triggers in Chris’s mind

a memory that she almost named her “Goneril”. Etleugh this may sound funny, the
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implications it has in the story are much differ&naim that. It explicitly relates to the latter
happenings which will ‘dissolve’ Regan’s personaliénother important detail that escapes
most commentaries on this character is that thesees, Regan and Goneril, come from
Shakespeare’ing Lear®® The former, a traditional Irish name, which magan “the
King's child”, as well as “impulsive, furiou$®, is the second daughter of King Lear, who,
along with Goneril, the first daughter, become tmes who proclaim their love for their
father only for the inheritance of his kingdom,opposition to Cordelia, the youngest, who is
disinherited. This image of ‘apparently good’ fréine outside may plausibly be interpreted as
the deceiving aspect of ‘evil’ hiding behind ap@eeres. Moreover, this may also denote that
‘evil’, coming from the family, from the ‘insidefrom what is ‘closest’, refers back to what
has already been mentioned, that evil is more rinaé and ‘nearer’ than ‘outside’, in
opposition to the Gnostic perspective of an opmpsind exterior/independent ‘thing’. More
important than assuming an externality and matgriaf ‘evil’, what this image entails for
the narrative is the fact that ‘evil’ can sprin@rfr what was apparently taken as ‘good’,
‘innocent’, or deprived of ‘evil’. What it engendeiis actually the idea that ‘evil’ is as
omnipresent as ‘goodness’, or rather, that botmaahbe found in pure and separate states,
but that they are closer to each other exactlylmxthey are complementary and reciprocal.
However, there is still a much different perspeetio be taken from this paithe
Exorcist(1971), seen as a whole, along with all of Blattiéxts, may, in a certain way, be
analogically read asfactional imaginative variatiorof the dialectics involved in the concept
of “narrative identity” proposed by Ricoeur (199#).this sense, character, which, according
to Ricoeur, is normally associated with that whigkgers’ in us, or ‘remains’, is not so much
what composes our identity, but that which ‘chahgekich ‘contradicts’ it. Identity, thus, is

much more like a drama than an essence. Regart thenonly one who has her personality

133 All of Blatty’s texts are filled with references Shakespeare. Besides, he has a title dedicathdsively to
Shakespearé:Billy Shakespearél965).
134 The Internet Surname Database; Baby Names ofitiela
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‘split’, but all the other characters as well. Ghis an actress who wishes to be a director but
is prevented because thpsssibility conflicts with herresponsibilityas a mother. Karras is a
priest who is lost somewhere between ‘reason’ &uth’. Merrin is a kind of amalgamation
of both. Sharon, the secretary, may be perfecthyesented as a person who has many
religions and essentially none. All of them areually ‘prototypes’, ‘stereotypes’, in the
general acceptance of these words, of the contemparonstituency of identities as
‘fragmentary’, ‘contradictory’, that is, a ‘dramaTherefore, the actual battle may be
allegorically a clash of forces which ends up beimgre ‘internal’, more ‘introspective’. In
this sense, it is quite significant when Ricoeuwssthat “I read my character and designate it
only through allusion, in the feeling of otherndksat makes me different from all others.”
(FM, p.61) More than a split between the self artdtally different other, what the narrative
and its characters actually develop is not thetdiracbetween them, but the one within the
own self. Whence comes ‘evil’ will always be a neygt what matters in the narrative is
precisely the fact that ‘evil’ passes inevitablyotigh us.

The second ‘scene’ of this first chapter is a Vemgf passage about Chris’s return
home that day. The images of “about to return” dmdrophany”, analogically taken from
Mircea Eliade (ROSS, 2003), in the sense of theae origin as a junction of the terms
"iepoc” (meaning "sacred" or "holy®) and ‘paivewv" (meaning “to reveal" or "to bring to
light) (WORDREFERENCE), coalesce and replicate thection of “the wind” in the
Prologue ofThe Exorcist(1971). Thus, the world becomes, in these imagedyzed by the
narrative, a world ‘full’ of revelations of the sad, as diaphanous as those of evil. There is a
relevant comment made by Blatty, again in his tetiteJaffe, where he says that “the Red
Sea’s parting and the raising of Lazarus are nhtaide entries to religious belief. The trick

to faith lies not in magic but in theill of the individual” (BLATTY, 1974, p.9) In opposition

135 \WordReference. Available at www.wordreference.com
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to the Gnostic perspective in which ‘evil’ would s®mething exterior, material and
consequently out of our control, what Blatty’s raditre provides is precisely the contrary;
what it entails is actually our responsibility sk of our freedom to choose, and that even by
choosing something good we may achieve evil enagispore emphatically the fact that we
may accomplish something good by doing somethind @his reflection is important
because what seems to be at issue in the nariatiwet so much Regan’s possession but
Karras’s suicide in the end of the story. In thense, ‘evil’, besides being out of our
conscious control, is precisely constituted byfoeedom to choose.

However, before hurrying to the end of the stongre is still the whole course of the
narrative. Following its plot, there is a ‘scenm’this first chapter which takes place at the
kitchen of Chris’s temporary house. The first anostimmediate aspect to be highlighted is
the sequence of odd happenings that occur in they.sFirst, Regan’s dress disappears
mysteriously. Secondly, Regan starts having fregjteslures in her favorite subject, Math.
Thus, because readers at the outset are put irsiiopoof expectation, everything which
initially looks ‘normal’, ‘natural’ or ‘plainly exfainable’ ends up being constructed as
unexplainable. The astonishing fact is that theradthing ‘strange’ in these events, except
that, from the start, the reader is set to exgexiopposite. This is the most obvious of all the
strategies in the narrative, referring back oncaratp the idea of the ‘blurring line’ between
‘appearance’ and ‘reality’. However, what is mogingicant, theologically speaking, is
Chris’s remark about Sharon’s involvement with negtibn: “You really think that kind of
stuff is going to do you any good?” (TE, p.29).il8tgly, this means exactly and explicitly
what commentators like Szumskyj (2008) and Jodbd12, regardless of their favorable and
unfavorable reaction to it, respectively, have adenoticed, that is, that for Blatty the only
true religion is Catholicism. On the other handy# are to understand the text as autonomous

from its ‘author’, as proposed by Ricoeur (1976gre seems to be no problem in assuming
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that what this passage alludes to is not exclystaitCatholicism, but exclusion of religiosity,
or religiousness — in antagonism with religion, evhivould denote one specific dogma. In
any case, this is exactly what will later contrbbud Karras's hypothesis of “self-suggestive
possession” for Regan’s case. Once more, whatdbel builds up is actually an environment
of doubt for the protagonist as well as for thedezaln this line of thought, what the narrative
keeps building is not confirmation of possessiau, its contestation. This is an interesting
paradox applied by the narrator: by planting reasgsiants doubt. The reversal in order,
positing faith on the side of ‘certainty’ and reason the side of ‘doubt’ is actually the
strategy proposed from the outset and which isetthe guiding thread throughout the story,
that is, that faith and reason are much more aigeéland paradoxical than independent and
antagonistic. One last observation about this parthe novel is that when Chris goes to
Regan’s room to look for the missing dress, thérgentions the noises to her mother, who
says they are only “squirrels”. What is not clearehis whether Chris had heard the noises by
this time or not.

The next ‘scene’ is a brief narrative of Regan &idis’'s dinner out. The only
relevant note to be made about it is the passaggenwthe mother observes her daughter’s
physical aspect. “The child was slender as a flgetiope.” (TE, p.30) It seems evident that
an extreme appetite in face of a slender appeararae probably mean some kind of
dysfunction in the girl’'s organism, which would hest another piece of ‘evidence’ to build
up the almost undeniable diagnosis of ‘mental diighat will torment Karras later in the
story. However, what is not observed by any intetigiion of the novel, and which is possible
to recognize through the lenses of Kierkegaard Ricdeur, is the depiction of the girl as a
“fleeting hope”. Because this novel is mainly camesl with the development of the
character of Father Karras, this passage is agtudlat reinforces once more the idea of the

function of ‘possession’ in the narrative. It alhsdto what Kierkegaard refers to as the
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“sickness unto death”, that is, not being ablei& thaking death, in this sense, a last hope for
faith. (SUD, p.151). It is interesting to noticattKierkegaard also makes hope and madness
analogous, when he reflects about the story of #or&®. (FT, p.31) Therefore, in the novel,
what brings Karras and Chris closer to faith iscgely death and despair. Regan is the
“fleeting hope” that Karras will need to ‘recovéuis faith.

Thus, the rest of the first chapter is developedthia sense of providing the
‘symptoms’ which will complicate Karras’s final ‘@gnosis’. However, | still want to present
an interpretation of a few more details. Firsttloa very same day, Chris is reading the script
of the film she was invited to direct. It is a filwith three different segments, each assigned
to a different director. The ‘existentialist’ ddta that her segment is titled “Hopé”. (TE,
p.33) It is interesting that Chris is askeddicect exactly that which she most lacks; in this
story, it is not so much the believer who takes dindeliever to faith, but precisely the
opposite. It is Chris who will, in a way, lead Kasrto recognize that the only sign from God
which he can expect is exactly his owill to believe

The second detail that still calls my attentiom igisit that Dennings makes to Chris
that very night. First, he is coming from a meetmth priests where he was obliged to drink
only tea. This is a kind of everlasting mark whggems impossible to remove from anything
written by Blatty. Any further inspection will prevThe Exorcist(1971) to be full of these
‘wry’ situations, showing that Blatty never compmit forgets he is a comedy writer.
However, what is important in this ‘scene’ is adi&hris’s impulse to talk about “death”. If
we take Kierkegaard’s arguments, the subject mayinberpreted as what the Danish
philosopher opposes to “the sickness unto deatlttoAding to Kierkegaard, there is a
difference between these two elements. For himattdes not sickness unto death”, not even

“earthly and temporal suffering: want, sickness,eteinedness, affliction, adversities,

13| his book, Kierkegaard starts his reflectiomirthe story of Abraham, who takes his son to mdmtiah
to sacrifice him, after God’s request.
37 The other two are “Faith” and “Charity”.
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torments, mental suffering, sorrow, grief.” (SUD1456) Kierkegaard posits death as a “last
hope”, therefore, not making it the “last thing”hih, in a Christian perspective, would be
“despair”. What he calls “the sickness unto death’equated to what he develops in a
complex play of inverted logics and designatesdsspair’. According to him,

When death is the great danger, one hopes forBifié when one becomes
acquainted with an even more dreadful danger, opesfor death. So when
the danger is so great that death has become twes, despair is the
disconsolateness of not being able to die. (SULIRZ Y.

This is actually a prolegomena to what the protéjoof the story, Father Karras,
will undergo. Dennings suggests that Chris look gaests for comfort, and that is exactly
what she does later, though comfort is not whatfstus. Paradoxically, it is Regan herself,
that is, the character who encompasses the ‘ahsinat resolvesKarras’s “sickness unto
death”, in the sense of relieving him of despairdryually leading him into despair. This
topic will be brought into discussion again whee tiharacter of Karras finally assumes its
marginal/central position in the narrative.

The final ‘scene’ of this initial chapter, Chrisgay off with Regan and their
sightseeing, is only a confirmation of the themel@fth as a ‘central’ concern for this part of
the story. There, Regan inquires her mother abeathd If we pay attention to what could be
called a the ‘conversational organization’ of thisbject, it is possible to observe that first
Chris talks about death to herself in an earli@ptér, then she talks about it to someone else
(Burke Dennings), so that finally there is a futicte when someone else (Regan) talks to her
about it. Existentially speaking, death is not bjsct that ‘springs’ from us or ‘comes’ to us.
It is, in fact, what constitutes us, for, anthragptally speaking, death is what makes us
human (MORIN, 1988). Then, Chris asks Regan whallgng to her about religion; Regan
confesses it is Sharon. Interestingly, what theatiae seems to be indicating is that the
‘possession’ manifested in Regan is a kind of seffgestive state. This first part closes with

a ‘scene’ on the following morning when Chris iske&n up by Regan getting into her bed,
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saying that her own bed was “shaking”. Again, wiha&t reader truly has up to here is a mere
comment made by a girl. What | intentionally did neention was that the previous day was
Regan’s birthday, and by the end of this part, veeigformed that her father did not call her.
Though Chris tries to call him in Europe, she i®imed that he is incommunicable because
he is on a yacht. What the narrative explicitly lexgs is not precisely confirmation of the
possession hypothesis, but the reinforcement ofptissibility of mental illness. However,
this is only the first chapter of the novel.

Chapter Two marks a sort of ‘formal’ presentatidthe character of Father Damien
Karras. He has been mentioned at the beginninggif part as the priest who laughs at
Dennings’s obscenities. However, this is the segnrenwhich he deserves a name and a
history. First, the symbolic aspect of this “sceng”where it starts: at the subway. It is

interesting to quote the whole initial paragraph:

He stood at the edge of the lonely subway platfdistening for the rumble
of a train that would still the ache that was alsvayth him. Like his pulse.
Heard only in silence. He shifted his bag to tHeeothand and stared down
the tunnel. Points of light. They stretched intorkddike guides to
hopelessness. (TE, pp.50)

“Edge” and “platform” are words that evoke Kierkagadis The Concept of Anxiety
(1980), in which he uses the image of a man stgndirthe edge of a cliff with a feeling of
dizziness as he reflects upon “freedom”. This “athat was always with him” can be
associated to “anxiety/dread/angst/anguish”, whighthe central concept developed by
Kierkegaard and characterized by him as “unfocuieed” (ibid). “Silence”, “light” and
“hopelessness”, in its turn, bring to the forefrdine Book of Job® and Kierkegaard'&ear
and Trembling1954). Before providing a little more referenodtie Danish philosopher, it is
important to refer to the way Karras is initiallifaracterized: he is confronted with a drunk

beggar, which is something almost unbearable tq kinte “he could not bear to search for

138 Job is generally understood as the figure whoessmts the unjustifiable sufferer.
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Christ again in stench and hollow eyes.” (TE, p.9h)s is a parallel situation to what
happened to Merrin, or rather, “the man in khakdni the prologue. This description of
Karras constitutes him as already fallen from ttaetshis smile after listening to Denning’s
obscenities might be just another symptom of Higasion as a sinner. However, now sin can
be understood as it is proposed by Kierkegaard,ishédespair is sin”. (SUD, p.208) For the
latter, sin means “potentiated weakness”, “defigneehich entails a “potentiation of
despair”. (Ibid) It is remarkable how well KarrassfKierkegaard’s reflections about sin when
the latter says that sin is “before God in despairto will to be oneself, or before God in
despair to will to be oneself” (SUD, p.212). Thus,seems much in consonance with
Kierkegaard’'s observation that “despair does natedrom without but from within” (SUD,
p.230). From this point on, Karras starts his jeyrtowards his despair over sin, which is a
different degree from the initial equation of siquals despair. According to the Danish

philosopher,

Sin itself is the struggle of despair; but then wk&ength is exhausted there
must needs be a new potentiation, a new demomitralversion, and this is
despair over one’s sin. This is a step in advaasegscent in the demonical,
but of course it means sinking deeper in sin... Ninadess despair over sin
is conscious of its own emptiness. (SUD, p.241)

Therefore, Karras represents not only characterlatiman fallibility, but also the
awareness of the self over this self, not only asssibility of evil but already evil, of being
in despair about his own despair.

This section is also marked by Karras’s encountén his mother, a key figure not
only in The Exorcist(1971) but also in Blatty’s entire bibliography.hie¢ heading to his
mother’s apartment to visit her, the poverty of filace reminds him that this had always
been the condition for him and for his mother.dtnes to his mind that he was not exactly
looking for “love” in God, but actually escapingofn his burden, from responsibility. In a

sort of self-confession, Karras starts admittindnitmself that it was not vocation which led



167

him to become a priest, but fear. In the narrativis described as follows: “[...] seeds of
vocation. From these he had fled into love. Now Ithee had grown cold. In the night, he
heard it whistling through the chambers of his hike a lost, crying wind.” (TE, p.53) That
is why he “opened the door as a tender wound”, ushe knew he felt “guilty” (TE, p.52).
In akierkegaardiarsense, his angst increased in parallel with hisdonsness. All this once
again leads us back to the problem of theodicytparob’s situation, that of the unjustified
sufferer. In a Kantian sense, Recoeur observes“#wdt is a ‘nothing of privation’ that
implies real opposition, actual repugnance” (FM14@Q). Thus, the category of the
“unjustified sufferer” is not merely a conditionutbis a “feeling” as well. In this respect,
Karras’s guilt is not only his situation, but hisndlition, if we take into consideration
Ricoeur’s observation that “feeling is conflict areyeals man as primordial conflict. It shows
that mediation or limitation is only intentionalimeed at in a thing or a task, and that for
himself man suffers disunion.” (FM, p.141)

In this sense, it is not by chance that, in thet f&sene”, Karras is shown requesting
not only a transference to be closer to his mothétr also a release from his duty. According
to Karras himself, this is caused by his situattdroubt. The “Job theme” is made explicit

by the following passage:

More rooted in logic was the silence of God. In therld there was evil.
And much of the evil resulted from doubt; from amhst confusion among
men of good will. Would a reasonable God refuserid it? Never reveal
Himself? Not speak? (TE, p.54)

It is relevant that God’s silence to this requesplaced in parallel to the decision of
the head of the Maryland province to be silent alGarras’s former request. Because this is
only the ‘opening’ for Karras in the story, whatveictually be narrated throughout the rest of
the story is not so much the ‘absurd’ itself, thé situation and the relation of those around it.

Therefore, from now on, the guiding thread of teigstential perspective is Ricoeur’s
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observation that “man is no less destined to utdichrationality, to totality, and beatitude
than he is limited to a perspective, consignedetatin, and riveted to desire.” (FM, p.6)
Chapter Three is a return to the situation of Chnd Regan. It opens with Chris
looking for a doctor for her daughter. She callsct@oo Marc because he is the only one she
trusts. With this detail, Chris is characterizedaaskeptic not only towards religion, but even
in relation to science. One thing that is maderde#hat for Chris all odd behavior presented
by Regan is associated to a psychical reason. \i#ikeng about the psychical problems, the
doctor makes a relevant remark about the “readimésthe general public to recognize
psychosomatic illness, while failing to recognite treverse: that illness of the body was
often the cause of seeming illness of the mindE,(jp.59) This remark apparently leads to
interpreting the narrative as mislead by an erraeadea of split between mind and body,
when what it engenders is exactly the oppositis. hiot only the mingling of body and mind,
consciousness and unconsciousness, freedom aniudé, to a point of indetermination, but
also the same precariousness between matter ahdrkeuest of this chapter deals with the
medical investigation of what is happening to Reg&mce Marc cannot help Chris
personally, he suggests a neurologist, Samuel Kieo will initially diagnose Regan with
“hyperkinetic behavior disorder” and prescribes HRitalin”. According to Laufer et al
(1957, p.463), hyperkinetic impulse disorder, &sown as hyperkinetic conduct disorder or
hyperkinetic behavior syndrome, is a very frequéiabrder in children and “is characterized
by hyperactivity; short attention spaand poor powers of concentration; irritability;
impulsivenessvariability; and poor school work.” As doctor Kleaxplains to Chris, Ritalin,
a stimulant drug, is prescribed because Regandergning a state of “depression”. He also
refers to the obscenities spoken by Regan. DodinKinishes with a relevant remark: “the
best explanation is always the simplest one.” (1863) He says this because Chris is still

very inclined to take Regan to a psychiatrist. Ophis point, possession is merely translated
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as psychic disorder. It is important to commentto importance of Oesterreich’s work for
Blatty’s ‘symptomatology’ about possession. Itnisfact also one of the books consulted by
Karras while he is studying Regan’s case.

The next ‘scene’ in the narrative is related toi€land Regan’s return home. The
daughter asks her mother about what the doctorshat] but Chris merely says that she is
suffering from nerves. Later, while talking to Stvay Chris asks: “how do | answer without
telling what | think is a great big lie?” (TE, p)oApparently or not, what this discussion
about sincerity and veracity entails is not so muelated to the “clinical” aspects, but a
parallel about another “great big lie”, that is, efler possession exists or not. Sharon
enigmatically answers to Chris: “give her multigleoice.” (Ibid) What is not explicitly tied
to this discussion, but which could work as a higgsts for interpretation, is that diagnosis, as
well as symptoms, explanations, lies, and factsnathing but a game, a play, in which we
run from the great big truth, in other words, ttfare are no facts, only interpretatibiisin
this sense, it is remarkable to relate this refdecto Ricoeur’s observation about the paradox
of our dissimulating-dissumulated condition when days that “the human condition is
naturally dissimulating in regard to its propermsigance.” (FM, p.15) Thus, it could be
inferred from this that we lie not because we krbe/truth; on the contrary, it is because we
actually do not know the truth that we make up siyms and diagnosis and options.

The last ‘scene’ in this third chapter concentrateshe preparations for the party to
take place at Chris’s home. The first thing that trarrative brings up is the ‘failure’ of
Ritalin in Regan’s treatment. This is also complated by the odd smell of something
“burnt” felt by the girl. There is a constant build towards the ‘schizophrenia’ hypothesis. It
is relevant to notice that Chris lies to Regan thla¢ also “smells” something. Another

important detail is Chris’s meeting with her accaum. This is the moment in which the

139 This is explicitly a reference to Nietzsche. Tisiglso the epigraph for this dissertation.
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narrative posits Chris’s three major concerns: Ri&gaondition, the prospect of directing,
and, the last and “most important” (TE, p.65), fieancial situation. One can clearly see the
relation between the ‘spiritual’ and the ‘materiat’ work in the narrative, and plausibly an
allusion of the negative weight given to the latt€his is also the moment in which the
invitees to the party are mentioned. There is aphasis given to Mary Jo Perrin and Ellen
Cleary — the former, a seeress, the latter, atsegre@ho worked in Moscow. The other guests
mentioned are a senator and his wife, Denningsagyaling director, an astronaut, two Jesuits
and two neighbors. One should notice the ‘epistegiohl’ arrangement of the invitees
according the categories of ‘aesthetics’, ‘sci@ritifreligious’, ‘communal’, and ‘politics’.
The ‘unusual’ concentration of so many ‘differemthd ‘antagonistic’ perspectives may
reinforce the hypothesis that what the narrativaienis not so much a ‘clash’, in the sense of
opposition, but a confrontation, bringing closet anly what issimilar, but what idifferent

In relation to the psychic situation, and the gah&tagmentary constitution of all ‘identities’
in the narrative, it is possible to suggest thatdistance is not so much among ‘selves’, but
within the ‘Self'. In this sense, Chris lies to ldaughter not because she wants to deceive the
little girl, but because she is in conflict withrkelf. The diversity of perspectives engendered
by this multiplicity of ‘truths’ merely representise fragmentary anfhllible aspect that even
secularism and skepticism entail.

However, the tone of ‘premonition’ is brought toetliorefront once again. The
chapter ends like a ‘promise’ when it says thaeféghwas a strangeness in the house. Like
settling stillness. Weighted dust.” (TE, p.68) k& wake the Gnostic turn, this is nothing more
than the ‘materiality’ of evil that has still noteén perceived. However, if we take the
‘rhetoric’ turn, what we have is only a textual @evto create ‘suspense’, not in the sense of
wonderingabout what probably is coming, but in the sendeetrig anxiousbout something

to come. What the text unstoppably builds up is Imowre a desire for the ‘probable’.
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Nevertheless, considering the existentialist petspe this ‘latent disaster’ may entail much
more the ‘blindness’ which leads man into ‘despaithconsciousness of evil may also refer
to humanity’s lack of awareness of its despairimg ainful situation, its anthropological
foundation, that is, its fallibility. The pronouit’ ‘applied here refers to trerangenessf the
self while being aware of ‘itself’, which does reécape the issue of ‘gender’; but only aims
at the paradoxical situation of the ‘disclosureadself in the relation of the self. This does not
imply a disclosure of a third self in the relatiohthe “I” self to the “me” self, but in what is
proposed by Kierkegaard: escaping the negativey wfita third term, this self as relation is
not a relation of a part to a relation, but, aceaydo the Danish philosopher, “a relation that
relates itself to its own self”. (SUD, p.146) Thimsian” is not “the” relation, but a relation
that relates itself to its own self. What it engersdis that the human self, being “a relation
which relates itself to its own self, and in rafgtitself to its own self relates itself to another
(Ibid), is always constituted by an ‘Other’. ‘Mindidentity’, ‘spirit’, and ‘soul’ will always
be in a situation of ‘despair’ exactly because they constituted by a relation, that isspit
from the start. Thus, the “silence” described ia tlarrative is actually the ‘announcement’ of
despair, that is, despair already manifested. Hedespair becomes, in Kierkegaard’'s
reflection, a “disrelationship”. Therefore, “consgsness” is only “a qualitative difference of
despair”. (SUD, p.162) If we follow the Gnosticdinf thought, then this ‘otherness’ becomes
‘evil substantiated’. However, taking the existahsit hypothesis, this ‘otherness’ is nothing
else than the very constituency of the ‘self, tigtnothing ‘external’, but actually very
‘inner’.

Chapter Four is the ‘closure’ of this first parttbé novel. Ironically, it is the end of
the beginning. It is focused mainly on two decisigeenes’ in the narrative: Regan’s
urination in front of the party guests and her grarmal” behavior. The first thing to notice

is the ‘suggestive’ order of entrance of the inegtelt begins with the ‘mysticism’ of Mary Jo
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Perrin and ends with the ‘religiousness’ of theesgts. This section could itself provide
material for a whole dissertation. That is why llwry to be as brief as possible about it. One
of its symbolic aspects is what Chris overhearsfidary Jo and Wagner’'s conversation —
the latter a Jesuit priest. They are talking alaopitiest who was also a “medium”. Besides the
witty and ironical ‘intellectual’ dispute betweehet priest and the seeress, a fact that adds a
little ‘pinch’ of comedy to the narrativ®’, there is a sentence uttered by the Jesuit which
becomes very ‘central’ to the story. This referdagner’s answer to Chris when she asks
him about a “levitation” which she might probablgve witnessed in Bhutan. He says: “who
knows what gravity is. Or matter, when it comesthat.” (TE, p.71) After this little
suggestive bit of information, any characterizatanhe novel as ‘silly Gnosticism’ is not
only inadequate but actually totally erroneous. Y\tha narrative slightly seems to suggest is
not so much the ‘materiality’ of evil, but actuallye anthropological and existential human
condition of being hopelessly in ‘doubt’, that iis,a ‘disrelation’, to apply &ierkegaardian
term, or rather, that evil is much more a situgtiancondition, than ‘matter’. As Ricoeur
observes, “evil is not exactlputside in an alien and seductive body, buoside in a
discordance of the self with the self.” (SE, p.3#1addition, during this conversation, Chris
inquires about the church she had seen the otlyarvkiée coming back home. This is also the
moment when Chris and her invitees start talkingualBlack Mass. It is intriguing that a
character as skeptical as Chris ends up becomtegested in the subject while someone as
‘tendentious’ to such subjects as Mary Jo endsisgudted and serious about it. It is at this
point that | suggest a shift in interpretation Tie Exorcist(1971) that may completely
change the following pages of the novel. Is it gassto inquire if not only Regan, but also
her mother might have started to display ‘psychisfainctions’ due to the latter’'s present

situation, i.e. being under ‘stress’? If Regan'sdegoral disorder can be applied to her

190 Unfortunately, | have skipped many of these ‘pestof comedy along the narrative in order to fallte
‘existentialist’ line of interpretation. Howevetwould be an interesting re-readingTdfe Exorcis{1971) under
the guidance of comedy.
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psychic condition and emotional situation, couldbét possible to include her mother under
the same diagnosis, something which, in its turouhd configure ‘genuine’ possession, later
alleged as actually being a case of ‘mass hystiifie purpose of these two questions is
more to raise a problem than to solve it. Thereageason to decide the matter right now.
What is relevant is that Joseph Dyer is introduicethe story at this point and that, at this
point, he is merely the priest who knows about Blslass.

It is also during this conversation that the narhBamien Karras is introduced. It is
Chris who brings him into the subject by asking Wegabout the “sort-of-dark” priest she
saw the other day. This is the moment in whicls itevealed that his mother has died. What
grieves the situation is that Wagner mentions sag found only days later, exactly because
of the noise of the radio (which Karras had fixedlilg his visit to his mother). At this point
we have three characters in an extremely stresgfidtion, probably suffering from ‘genuine’
cases of depression, and very prone to ‘hallu@nati Is it possible to sustain this
interpretation throughout the rest of the storyzftTis a question that is never asked in
interpretations of the novel. In fact, all of thestart from the presumption that the
‘possession’ must be taken for granted, which isthe case. If we follow my proposal of
what the text is ‘really’ suggesting to us, thattise indeterminacy of the situation, then it is
still possible to refute the interpretation of ‘gession’. | bring this into discussion not
because it is supposed to be a central questitimetoarrative. On the contrary, it is exactly
because the narrative seems less concerned albdgetiuineness’ of the possession than it is
about the existential situation of all these chimacthat they ‘apparently’ remain ‘normal’,
‘conscious’, inside the sphere of ‘reason’.

Chris’s next intromission occurs in the conversatietween Father Dyer and the
astronaut. It is remarkable that Dyer is inquirittge astronaut about what “space” is,

something which the latter cannot answer. A quastseems to ‘gravitate’ around this scene:
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how can we know that evil spirits do not exist ievare not sure about what matter is,
especially if ‘existence’ is still a very obscuredafleeting concept? Instead of suggesting
Blatty’s interpretation that evil spirits do ‘exisan existential reading of this passage may
infer that what is at issue at this point, and altyjusomething which seems recurrent in the
text, is the issue of doubt, the problem of failkiat is, Job’s parable.

The party is disturbed by one of Denning’s fitsfofy. This actually serves as a
break for Chris to go to the basement and chechawn Regan is. She is found playing with
the Ouija Board, which has been mentioned beforgpage 40. Chris’s quick glance has
reminded her of her own attempts to “expos[e] clieeber subconscious”. (TE, p.40) This
second time, she sees it as mere “diversion” fordepresseddaughter. Chris decides to
introduce Regan to the guests. Considering thagithbas already been undergoing a psychic
disorder which is characterized by “social recla3javhat kind of effect would a house full
of people who were, in the girl's problematic pesjve, ‘stealing’ the attention of her
mother from her have on a girl like Regan? Howewehat the narrative gives us as
information is that “Regan was strangely well bedthvexcept for a moment with Mrs. Perrin
when she would not speak nor accept her hand.” TE;) Perhaps Regan was envious of
Robert, Mrs. Perrin’s son who accompanied her &oparty; perhaps the medicine she was
taking could not solve the negative results of p&ychologically deteriorated environment.
Once again, to decide for ‘genuine possession’ isasty step, admissible only for the
distracted reader. After introducing her daught@nris takes her to bed. Once more my
imagination flows: could Regan have felt reprimahtg this action? Could it have triggered
what later would be seen as ‘supernatural’? Ihisresting that Chris apologizes to her guests
by saying that Regan is “sick”. (ibid) Digressingoid, is it not remarkable that ‘temporary
insanity’ is something easily admitted in the judicrealm? It may be argued that this

possibility of interpretation may not be supportdce it is remarked by the narrator that
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Mrs. Perrin stared at Regan with an “anxiety unaixgd”. (ibid) Perhaps what she felt was
much more the ‘gravity’ of Regan’s condition thactually something ‘metaphysical’; or
perhaps she was someone already prone to thisokiexplanation. It may also be argued that
Regan did not even meet Robert. However, if we rebex, Mrs. Perrin already knew Chris
way before the party; so Regan might know him withatroduction.

Despite all possible divagations, the narratiodl storks on the hypothesis of
possession through short passages that make sgymiminections, and which work not
because they defy or negate the ‘mental illnespothesis, but exactly because they do not
provide as much information as the clinical onese ©f these passages is when Chris takes
Regan to bed during the party afelsa cold wind, despite the heating working properly.
The immediate connection to be made is that Pauthe mythological figure associated to
“wind”. Another parallel line of thought is that V& manifests itself sometimes in very
subtle ways. However, as | proposed earlier in thésertation, this is a perspective which
leads the narrative to a Gnostic view of the woBldt, if we take a line of thought that comes
from, as | have proposed, references in existégrialthen evil stops being a Gnostic pole
and can be taken as an anthropological constituehey said before, the narrative keeps
everything ‘inside’ the scope of what is ‘normafiatural’, which is clearly the building up of
tension, exactly because in literature we are nexgecting what is ‘obvious’, ‘regular’,
‘common’. After leaving her daughter in her bedroddmris comes down to the living room
where Dyer is playing the piano. However, instebdsking for a song, she asks him about
Black Mass. The narrative also shows Mrs. Perhg,deeress, as “thoughtful”, “edgy”, and
“disturbed”. (TE, p.80) Dyer, in his turn, ends mgntioning Karras’s name as the expert on
the subject. As it is know through the story, Karng actually a psychiatrist, not a
demonologist. In any case, everyone is shown astelissted and disgusted by the subject,

except Chris. For a very skeptic character who beag ‘stereotype’ of atheism, the situation



176

adds a touch of strangeness to accepted socigiocage. In this sense, it could be possible, at
least until this moment, to suppose that Chrisisk’ as well, and that Regan is not the only
one undergoing anervous breakdownlt is exactly because there is so much of the
‘psychological thriller’ permeated throughodthe Exorcist(1971), along with a strong
theological bias, that the category of ‘horrorefdture becomes quite strange. Perhaps
“psychological horror” would better apply to thesea However, what | am claiming here is
not so much thathe Exorcis(1971) is not ‘horror’, but that the idea of ‘eta@stialism’ is a
perspective which can more positively ‘read’ Blatypovel both out of the shadows of its
cinematic adaptation and out of the closure thatlabel ‘horror’ has imposed on this book.
The story is not so greatly centered in possesdiat), as was well observed by its own
author, and a decisive part in the story, it center the reactions of those in a situation which
explores what is most existentialist in them, tisatanxiety, frustration, limitation, despair,
loneliness, hopelessness, doubt, confusion, amadlyfithe absurd, which Camus exemplarily
used as a major theme for his stories. However,usamstill much more related to a sort of
existentialism developed by Sartre. This means hieabpproached similar themes, but not
through a similar perspective, since the sort aétentialism proposed by Sartre is quite
different from the one proposed by Gabriel Marcel aul Ricoeur.

In any case, it is during Chris’s intromission lre tmusical moment of the party, by
introducing an unfavorable subject, that the sfrgsents another disturbance. This is the part
in which Regan shows up in the middle of the livlogm urinating “gushingly” and saying
to the astronaut: “you are going to die up thef€E, p.83) It is relevant at this point to make
some remarks about the definition of ‘paranormAkcording to The American Heritage
Dictionary of the English Language (2000), it desites happenings “beyond the range of
normal experience or scientific explanation.” libeé | do not need to digress or make any

further reference to say that ‘normalcy’ is onetlué leading categories being reviewed by
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post-modern thought’. However, | would like to relate Chris’s intromiisss, along with the
‘precarious’ situation in which Regan is found,tte idea of “broken world”, which is a

recurrent theme in Gabriel Marcel’s philosophy. éwiing to Treanor (2009),

The characterization of the world as broken dodsneoessarily imply that

there was a time when the world was intact. It wWolé more correct to

emphasize that the world we live in is essentibilyken, broken in essence,
in addition to having been further fractured byregean history.

In this sense, the ‘paranormal’ is not so much thhich is outside ‘society’or
‘reason’, but actually that which constitutes ihug, characters like Chris, Karras and Regan
show no impediment of being closely related to MBscconcepts of “broken world” and
“functional person”. In the same way, the parandrowald be exactly that which is most
human in us, that is, that which would break use ffeom mindless, repetitive and
monotonous conditions imposed by a kind of deteismn engendered by high-tech
cientificism, economic powerfulness, and finallyminating in exacerbated nihilism. We see
at this point that exactly when Chris starts losheg ‘skepticism’ or her ‘reason’, is the
moment when she starts becoming more ‘human’.

One remarkable aspect of this moment in the sgyipbolically speaking, is Chris’s
concern in instructing Karl to “see the rug beftire stain became indelible” (TE, p.83), after
all guests left the party. Once again it is impatrta recur to Ricoeur'Symbolism of Eviind
bring some interesting insights to the novel. Fafsall, the image that the sentence extracted
from the novel engenders is the one of “defilemeRtr Ricoeur, this is the starting point in
his speculative course along the symbolism thalt ewails. He mentions a passage from
Raffaele Pettazzoni'ta Confession des Péchedich says that defilement is “an act that
evolves an evil, an impurity, a fluid, a mysterioasd harmful something that acts

dynamically — that is to say, magically” (PETTAZZQN929-1935 apud RICOEUR, 1969,

1“1 For further reading: Michel Foucaul#bnormal: lectures at the Collége de France 197251@ew York:
Picador, 2003); Georges Canguilhermle Normal and the Pathologic@Mlew York: Zone Books, 1991).
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p.25). For Ricoeur, this is “a moment of consciassnthat we have left behind”, but which is
also symbolically rich and natompletelyleft behind. (SE, p.26) It still belongs to a ®ag
which evil and misfortune are not discernible y®E( p.27), and it is something which has an
indissoluble complicity with sexuality (SE, p.28hus, this ‘quasi-materiality’ of defilement
engenders a sense of “infectious contact” which, itg turn, constitutes a kind of
“consciousness of impurity” (SE, p.30). This “prtimé dread” is what connects defilement to
“vengeance”, settling their “invincible bond” (IBidWith the reciprocity within the circle of
“retribution”, “vengeance”, and “suffering”, defileent works as a first step into the
“disentanglement” between misfortune and faulthea tirection of an “ethical vision of the
world”. Thus, the “dread of the impure” is what fdeys its anxieties” (SE, p.32). Therefore,
from the “two archaic traits of defilement” propdsas “a ‘something’ that infects” and “a
dread that anticipates the unleashing of the amgngirath of the interdiction” (SE, p.33),
what results, according to Ricoeur, is the “hajfti of quasi-physical infection that points
toward a quasi-moral unworthiness”, making the &n@erd kabapdc, which, in Ricoeur’s
perspective, is “the word that dominates the whwoleabulary of defilement” (SE, p.37), that
which “expresses the ambiguity of purity, which idates between the physical and the
ethical” (Ibid). Therefore, defilement, being amdteiring symbol of evil fault” (SE, p.41),
engenders the idea that the “dread of the impuilé&keasfear, but already it faces a threat
which, beyond the threat of suffering and deatimsaat the diminution of existence, a loss of
the personal core of one’s being” (Ibid). In thesise, “consciousness, crushed by the interdict
and by fear of the interdict, opens itself to othand to itself; not only does it begin to
communicate but it discovers the unlimited perspeadf self-interrogation” — in this sense,
according to Ricoeur, “suspicion is born” (Ibid)hds, the character of Chris works like a
counter-pole in relation to Karras, and bqtbsit Regan as the ‘intermediary’ vector

oscillating between ‘reason’ and ‘faith’, ‘skepson’ and ‘belief’. It is because the narrative
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of The Exorcist(1971) is so full of symbols involving the imagasinfection’, and because
it gravitates so closely to the realm of religi@ysnbols that this parallel reflection along with
Ricoeur makes Blatty’'s text ‘substantial’. Accomglino the former, “stain” is the first
“schema” of evil (SE, p.46).

However, before leaving, Father Dyer, in his cosaton with Chris about Regan,
makes a comment on the mother’s certainty about‘hlgperkinetic” explanation merely
saying that “I've heard sleepwalking’s common abgty, except that [...]” and completes
by saying: “guess you’d better ask your doctor.E(1.84) The last guest to leave is Mrs.
Perrin. Chris asks her opinion about the Ouija Baard Mrs. Perrin tells her that despite the
blurred line between the natural and the superahtilrere still remains a distinction between
this relation and the “occult”. Mrs. Perrin alsonuments that “there are lunatic asylums all
over the world filled with people who dabbled iretbccult.” (TE, p.86) There is a passage
from Blatty’s William Peter Blatty: from novel to filr(974) which makes reference to this

subject:

Teilhard de Chardin, the Jesuit philosopher-palealogist, once proposed
that what we think of as matter and spirit are Hiifering aspects of
something else, some third and fundamental realitwhich matter and
spirit commune. And indeed, the views of moderngutigts on the ultimate
nature of matter seemed to be leaning toward sumddoChardin, seemed
increasingly to be edging toward something like ticj@m, a paradoxical
consequence of the steadily deeper probings iraoChinese box of the
atom. Consider the neutrino. It can speed throuplametary thickness in a
twinkling, yet has no mass and no magnetic or et&dtcharge. Real, yet
lacking fundamental properties of matter, the rieatis a ghost. (p.13)

If we recall Kierkegaard, the “Self”, just like “rttar”, “actually does not exist”
(SUD, p.163). In the same sense, the Danish plplesoobserves that “the fantastical is that
which so carries a man out into the infinite thanerely carries him away from himself and
therewith prevents him from returning to himsellSUD, p.164) In &Kierkegaardiansense,

Chris is only shifting from the “despair of beingnscious of being oneself’ into “the despair



180

of not being oneself”. Chris i®sing substangeground all thatmatters Adorned with this
vocabulary,The Exorcis{1971) can be seriously taken less as an inwitatidhe ‘materiality
of evil and more like a story about the ‘fragmdita of the self’, of ‘consciousness’, of
‘reason’.

Thus, after Mrs. Perrin tells Chris about a strangse that took place in Bavaria,
which could clearly be related to a case of massenia, the skeptical actress is framed in the
following paragraph: “Oh, boy! breathed Chris sise thought of Captain Howdy. He had
now assumed a menacing coloration. Mental illnééss that it? Something. Knewl should
take her to see a psychiatrist!” (TE, p.87). Chalso thinks about taking the Ouija board
away from Regan, but she is prevented by her mewfomhen Howard, Regan’s father, tried
to do the same with the girl’s baby bottle. Therefeshe decides to wait and see. Since this
interpretation is guided by a shift from the ‘logind materiality of evil’ towards ‘the absurd
and inconsistency of reason’, it cannot be difficia infer from these passages that the
interpretation of this narrative is a perpendicwiay of saying that ‘knowing’ always comes
too late or almost too late It is not difficult, either, to relate this to ehnotion of
‘consciousness’ as a delayed phenométion

It is only on page 90 that ‘strange’ things startheppen. Chris is awoken in the
middle of the night with Regan screaming. When shees to her room, the narrative
describes the situation in the following terms: g&e lay taut on her back, face stained with
tears and contorted with terror as she grippedcatsides of her narrow bed” (TE, p.90);
which is complemented by the following: “the masgeof the bed was quivering violently
back and forth.” If we go back to the subject ofgmermality, according to the Merriam-
Webster Online Dictionary (2009), the word meanat ‘stientifically explainable”. However,

if we consider the prefix “para” in its Greek ongwith its meanings of “alongside, beyond,

142 This perspective is brought from Anténio Damésitie Feeling of What Happens: Body and Emotionén th
Making of Consciousneslew York: Harcout, 1999.
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altered, contrary” and “beside, near, from, agaioshtrary to”, along with its cognate in
Sanskrit meaning “beyond”, and its Latin origin“bsfore, for, in favor of”, together with its
Hittite form meaning “on, forth” (HARPER, 2009) | ale can say about paranormality is that
it is a hybrid, ambiguous and diffuse term, whictually may lead us to infer that what we
have is not a ‘scientific’ problem, but rather mguistic’ oné*’. What is developed in the
narrative ofThe Exorcist(1971) is not so much the ‘scientific proof’ thHapirituality’ is
acceptable, but actually something very differémdf is, the existential condition of a subject
limited by only one perspective — that of ‘reasditius, even if this initial part of the story is
called “The Beginning” only because it is dedicat@dhe first manifestations of ‘paranormal’
activities, what this ‘beginning’ may also entaih an existentialist perspective, is that
‘reason’, ‘conscience’, ‘awareness’, ‘science’,.etze only a first moment, and that to limit
ourselves to this scope is misleading. Thus, thefaranslating the narrative dhe Exorcist
(1971) intoan invitation to mysticisrmay also entail an apparently antagonistic petsfeec
which would statedoubt reason and certaintiyloreover, if we consider the four chapters of
this first part as a whole, we may notice that nafsit is dedicated to the breakdown of
Chris’s ‘skepticism’, that is, the failure of ‘re@s. What this means may be closely related to
what Kierkegaard calls “scientific aloofness” irs lireface to hiSickness Unto DeaitsUD,
p.142).

The second Part afhe Exorcist(1971) is divided into six chapters. Before deglin
with them, it is important to make some commentsudlits title and epigraph. This second
part is called “The Edge”. If “The Beginning” isterpreted as being concerned with the
apparent ‘evidence’ of facts and their ‘clear’ exption by scientific discourse, and if we
take the existentialist perspective that skepticisras ‘illusory’ as faitf{** then, the “edge”

which is about to come is not so much one thatlsarly’ distinguishable, but one that is

143 Any reference to Wittgenstein is not mere coinnizke
144 According to Kierkegaard, they are two aspectsrf thing, that is, “despair”.



182

‘dizzy’, ‘diffuse’, ‘blurred’, and that the move dm one ‘floor’ (from consciousness, to
unconsciousness, from sanity to insanity, from aeds faith) to the other is not so much a
‘guantitative’ step as it is a ‘qualitativéeap. | mention the word floor in reference to
Ricoeur'sFreedom and Nature: the voluntary and the involantd 950) when he observes
the misleading interpretation of psychology wheacpig the mind metaphorically as the
building of a house, where the foundation wouldh®einvoluntary and the upper floor would
constitute the voluntary. The word “leap” obviousigmes from Kierkegaard. According to
Ferreira (1999, p.207), “[the word ‘leap’] infornjKierkegaard’s] various accounts of the
peculiar character of transitions between radicdlifferent ways of life as well as his
challenge to the philosophical and romantic accowifitsuch transitions that were influential
in his day”. Moreover, the ‘edge’ dfhe Exorcist(1971) may not refer exactly to a line, a
division, but rather a state, the situation of kid®n, of indeterminacy, of doubt. In this
sense, this ‘edge’ may be much more related t¢ettge’ proposed by Kierkegaard in Aike
concept of Anxiet{1980), which actually refers to the dizzinessiltasit from the situation of
standing too close to the border of a high clifidahe paradoxical feeling of the fear of
falling and at the same time of the desire foBiit this is only a preliminary reference before
a more close reading of the chapters in this part.

There is still another important aspect to menbefore going on with the narrative
which has to do with the epigraph chosen for teisoad part of the novel. It is a passage by
Aeschylus which says: “... in our sleep, pain, whagmnot forget, falls drop by drop upon
the heart until, in our own despair, against odl, womes wisdom through the awful grace of
God...” (TE, p.92) Aeschylus is known as the authoPmmetheus Bourltf. The amazing
relevance of this information is due to the impoce that this tragedy has in Ricoeur’'s

Symbolism of Evi[1960). As Ricoeur instructs us, this mythologifgure is “rooted in

145 Even though the matter of authorship and the oftieis document is still under dispute. For furthe
reference, see Mark Griffith’/Aeschylus Prometheus Boufi®83).
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cosmogonic myth” (SE, p.208). According to the Etemphilosopher, the symbolism of evil
moves from an initial theogony, whidtarts with the ancient Summero-Akkadian myths,
specifically the Babylonian myth of Enuma Elish,dawhich is complemented by a
cosmogony. In relation to its meaning, Ricoeur ol a “negative” “meaning of this
possibility”, in the sense that “man is not thegoriof evil”, which entails that “man finds evil
and continues it” (SE, p.178). On the other hahdlsio means that “evil is as old as the oldest
of beings” (Ibid). In this sense, evil is “twicegignated” by the idea that “chaos is anterior to
order” and that chaos is overcome by struggle (®E79). It is not difficult to link this
perspective to the image of the demon Pazuzu, wkiehsymbolic figure in the narrative of
The Exorcis(1971).

However, before hurrying too fast to Prometheuss dtill necessary to make a brief
reference to what Ricoeur posits as the intermgditeps that lead from theogonic myths
toward the quasi-anthropogonic myth promoted bychgkis’ tragic character. The first step
iIs what Ricoeur calls “the figure of the King”. Hgarts with the New Year’s festival at
Babylon as a representative moment of transitiomfcosmic drama to history, because in
the figure of the king the drama of creation becerttestorical’. This figure “introduces a
factor of unforeseeability into history” (SE, p.196ith the perspective that cosmogonic strife
is not merely enacted, but thamust bere-enacted. With this ‘figure’ the king becomes$hat
same time “the responsible and the victim of arscalid” (SE, p.195). This is what founds
the King-Enemy relation which is responsible foravmuch later culminates in a myth which
will definitely set evil as anthropogonic. Howeven, order to achieve the intermediary
position of the tragic myth, it is still necessdahe step taken by what Ricoeur calls “the
recessive form of the drama of creation” (SE, p)l9hich he relates to the transition
effected within the encounter between the Hebrewdwwith the Hellenistic world in ancient

Greece. This is the part of the development ofsthabolism of evil in which “evil” starts to



184

be “demythologized”. With this, “final victory issnlonger an already attained moment of the
drama, but a moment waited for at ‘the end of ti{8E, p.202), that is, it gives birth to an
eschatological dimension of myth. Evil stops caimog with the origin of cosmos; it becomes
at the same time “scandalous” and “historical”. Wihatarts to engender is that, according to
Ricoeur, “man himself become human, nothing but &nand human, purely human evil
must find a new myth capable of taking over theketness of the Enemy and, even more
than that of the Enemy, the wickedness of man @rerman.” (SE, p.205)

Finally, the intermediary position of the myth ofoPhetheus is a kind of middle
point between a cosmogonic and an anthropogonig wieevil. In this sense, according to
Ricoeur, “Aeschylus makes him if not a man, at tteh® demigod who gives man his
humanity.” (SE, p.209) In addition to this, he atves that it “represents an uncertain attempt
to situate the origin of evil in a region of beingermediate between the divine and the
human”, and that it is “perhaps an attempt tohee antiquity of human evil, which is always
already there, to those aspects of brute realiticlwtestify of themselves to a resistance to
order and beauty.” (SE, p.210) Is eaiteady therealways waiting for man or is it man who
finds evil bydigging it u? Was Pazuzu responsible for sedudimg humanor was itthe
humanwho was responsible for allowing itself to be se#li? To conclude that God is
punishing Regan and her mother for not being Cetfamld Karras for forgetting to be one is
one interpretation which too quickly condemns tiet from the start. If our guiding thread,
represented by Ricoeur’s concept of “autonomy eftéxt”, is a prosperous one, then our task
is exactly to distrust this kind aihmediate impression if we reallybelievethat it is possible
to exorcizethis text from thespirit that has beehauntingit.

The first chapter of the second partTdfe Exorcist(1971) focuses on the character
of Karras. It starts with the burial of his moth@&llows with a later conversation between

him and Dyer in his dormitory, a dream he has, asvtee delivers, a visit by two priests (first
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a young one then an elderly one) and ends up usthelease from his duties as a priest but
not as a lecturer on psychiatry. | will now only mtien a few aspects which are in keeping
with the guiding line of existentialism. Despiteettmmediate reference to the Biblical story
of Job, the unjustified sufferer, provided by Katsaplea for a sign from God on pages 94
and 98, what this initial chapter engenders, iredstentialist perspective, may lead to many
different directions, which could be represented tbg words ‘request’, ‘rage’, ‘guilt’,
‘deprivation’ and which culminates in a word alrggatesent in the epigraph for this part,
namely, ‘pain’ — more moral than physical. As Rigowell observes, “evil has its roots in the
pain of being, in a tragedy that is the tragedpeihg itself.” (SE, p.327) This is also brought
to an existentialist dimension if Karras is posigd in Kierkegaard's view of sin as
“despairing over one’s sin”. (SUD, p.240) Accorditg the Danish philosopher, this is a
second detachment which does not relieve the bufdenrather deepens it. According to
him, “despair over sin is an attempt to maintaieswmif by sinking still deeper.” (SUD, p.241)
The significance of this section to the charactdfarras is still more astonishing if we repeat

a reference already made to Kierkegaard:

Sin itself is the struggle of despair; but then wk&ength is exhausted there
must needs be a new potentiation, a new demomitralversion, and this is
despair over one’s sin. This is a step in advaasegscent in the demonical,
but of course it means sinking deeper in sin [.. gvéttheless despair over
sin is conscious of its own emptiness... (SUD, p.241)

Kierkegaard’s following reflection on this relatidoetween sin and forgiveness fits
so admirably in the situation in which Karras ispioned by the narrative dfhe Exorcist
(1971) that | take it to be one of the best repreg®ns of Karras in this moment of the story.
What Kierkegaard says about a man in his guiltydden is that “his sorrow, his concern,
his despair, is selfish [...] because it is self-lowi@ch would like to be proud of itself, like to
be without sin — and consolation is what he istl@aseed of.” (SUD, p.243) Therefore,

Karras is a character wheanbodiegretty much the abstract reflections made by Kagdard
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about sin. Karras represents, under this persgecthe character of sin, or rather, the
constituency of the sinful character, the sinneopprly speaking. This merely reinforces the
idea that consideringhe Exorcis{1971) a narrative about a girl or one about agpninakes a
complete difference.

Another relevant aspect of this chapter is the fhat Karras is consulted by the
elderly priest due to the case of desecration btz happened very recently. What is
significant is the fact that the priest suspects @nother priest who is doing the desecrations
because of the messages found, since they wereemwiit a Latin that only priests could
write. What is interesting is that a great numbkinterpretations of the novehfer that,
despite all the absurdity, Regan is supposed tef@onsible for the act. This is actually the
line of investigation developed and at the same timbearable for Kinderman. Once again, it
is not so much the proof that evil spirits existt bf human condition in face of the ‘absurd’,
which permeates the narrative.

Because this interpretation has already starteatend itself more than it should, we
will have to skip ahead more than we ought tohatgrice of probably losing too much along
the way. Much of the rest of this part focuses lmn dtruggle that Chris and Karras make to
understand what is happening with Regan. Thus,tehdpvo has two important aspects to be
mentioned. Its first half deals with the medicabgadures used in order to treat Regan’s
condition. The subject of thimdefinite line between sanity and insanigyreinforced once
more when Dr. Klein explains to Chris that “thefelience between [Regan] and an epileptic
is a matter of degree”. (TE, p.110) The other asfgethe book which Chris finds, and that,
according to her secretary, was brought by MrsriRefhe title of the book i®\ Study of
Devil Worship and Related Occult Phenomeiiie author is not mentioned. This book

becomes significant to the story because it myaisly disappears at the end of this chapter.
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It reinforces the possibility that Regan may be argding a ‘self-suggestive’ case of
possession.

The following chapter, a very short one, narrates strangeness felt by doctors
because they cannot find any indications in the BB@& Regan has any problem. It is
noteworthy when the neurologist says to Dr. Klé€ihere’s just nothing there, Sam. Nothing
| can see.” (TE, p.120) What is once more brougtat play in the narrative is the problematic
dichotomy spirit-matter. The problem, then, coutdgerly be shifted fronthey cannot see
what is wrong with Regato they cannot match the hypothesis with the diagn¥gith this,
what the narrative starts to assume is not so nhuemegative criticism it received, that is,
that The Exorcist(1971) is a novel focused on proving the existeoicevil spirits. Even
though the author’s belief in the spiritual worldimts towards that interpretation, what the
narrative proposes to the reader up to this painnerely the insufficiency of science, of
reason, of logic. Regan may be in a condition bdyogason’ not because thigyondreally
exists, but exactly because this is a precariodstaunch confused limit.

Then, the doctors receive a call from Chris’s hoasking Dr. Klein's presence
urgently. When they ‘face’ Regan’s condition, theyention as possible diagnosis
“schizophrenia”, “neurasthenia”, “hysteria”, andpli¢-personality”. The narrative also
describes Regan’s “abnormal” strength and behamibthe doctors say is that it is a “strange
case” (TE, p.129). They are reluctant to resonpsgchiatry before “exhausting the somatic
possibilities first” (TE, p.126). But the most inmpant detail is their prescription to Chris of
some tranquilizers. First of all, instead of wrongiterpreting all the diagnosis mentioned
above as actual manifestations of evil spirits, tha narrative may be plausibly suggesting

is the precariousness of scientific diagnosis inegal — once again, not because science is
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wrong, but because it fails, exactly because sbisething human, that is, fallibté&® Despite
the fact that until the end it could be maintairtbdt Regan was merely ‘mentally sick’,
instead of assuming the possibility of ‘possessiaiat this passage starts to build up for the
rest of the narrative is the complementary relatietween science and faith; and it is exactly
because science is a matter of faith that it besomdy human. Thus, faith and science
become a matter of ‘knowing’, ‘recognizing’, ‘und@nding’ what seems ‘absurd’, and
sometimes, as in Regan’s case, of recurring toatheurd’, to the ‘unbelievable’ in order to
surpass our limitations, the precariousness of ‘kiowing’. Therefore, Regan does not
represent the ‘veracity’ of possession by evilispas much as the limitations of ‘reason’. It
is exactly because Regan’s “strange case” is r@mnthjor concern of the narrative, in the
sense of deciding whether she is genuinely possesseiot, that we should forget this
dichotomy and shift our attention to what it rers for Karras.

Another important moment in the novel, and whichnigrmally forgotten by
commentators, is that Chris refuses Dr. Klein'sgasgion to find a nurse to assist with the
injections and all medical care that Regan’s casaahds, so that she or her secretary could
do it. Besides, all tests carried out by Dr. Klare negative, making him reconsider the
decision of taking Regan to a psychiatrist.

Still in chapter Three of this second part of thevedl, there is the insertion of a
complicating factor in the narrative: the deattBafke Dennings. What is complicated is that
he dies in a very strange manner while left alom# ®egan in the house — he is actually
found dead outside the house, near Regan’s winddws marks the introduction of the
detective story that the novel assumes from thisnerd on. After that, all the rest of the
narrative will concentrate on the unbearable assompghat it was Regan (possessed or

mentally ill) who killed Mr. Dennings. This alsoderts Karl, the servant, as a probable

148 Schizophrenia itself is something still very canersial if we consider Boyle’s (2002) and Bentga({2004)
refutation about the validity of schizophrenia ashd diagnosis, as well as the Campaign for Aol of the
Schizophrenia Label led by a group of patientsmedtal health professionals from the UK.



189

suspect for the crime. Despite all the relevaneeéttie ‘detective structure’ of this subplot has
for the following narrative, what must be highligttis the paragraph which describes
Denning’s death, an indirect report from a “youmgctor of the second unit”, the first person

to inform Chris about what happened:

He'd been drunk. He had stumbled. He had fallenrddve steep flight of
steps beside the house, fallen far to the bottohereva passing pedestrian
on M Street watched as he tumbled into night withend. A broken neck.
This bloody, crumpled scene, his last. (TE, p.134)

For a person in a precarious psychological sitnalike that of Chris, this shock
could only lead to an aggravation of both hers laeddaughter’s condition. Remarkably, this
is also the same moment of the novel where Regalessribed, according to what Chris
‘sees’, as coming down the stairs in the followmgnner: “gliding spider-like, rapidly, [...],
her body arched backward in a bow with her headsirtouching her feet, [...], her tongue
flicking quickly in and out of her mouth while shssed sibilantly like a serpent.” (TE,
p.135) Even though it is impossible to argue thhti€Cwas having a hallucination since
Sharon also witnessed the same thing, it is stiisfple to infer from the narrative that
‘mental illness’ is still the assumed version ofawhs happening to Regan. Even more
remarkable is the fact that, after withessing #bsrrant scene, Chris asks Sharon to call the
doctor, and not a priest.

Chapter Four starts with a visit by a psychiattist Regan. What should be
highlighted from this passage is that even the lpaydast is not sure about his diagnosis,
mentioning that it is only a “guess” (TE, p.147)wkver, instead of interpreting the rest of
the novel as an advocation at the same time obéhief in the mysticism of religion and the
discredit of science, a little more attention cobl given to the final passage of the first
‘scene’ of this chapter when Chasowalsher hopelessness, when she says to the psydhiatris

that she has “lost hope”, that what she has isirside tragedy” (TE, p.148). She says this



190

right after the psychiatrist advises her to takegd®eto a clinic to have “an intensive
examination by a team of experts” (TE, p.147). Omoee, it becomes quite explicit that the
focus of the narrative is not so much on the véyarfi possession but exactly on the hopeless
condition of human hope.

The next ‘scene’ of this same chapter is the enteouretween Chris and detective
Kinderman. This part of the story is mainly con@atnvith the latter’s suspicion about Karl's
involvement in the death of Burke Dennings. HoweWesm an existentialist perspective,
what is relevant is Kinderman’s comment about {hygaaent meaningless of the world, where
one does nateeda motive anymore to commit crimes. His remarksualioe issue are worth
quoting. First, he says that “a motive is only arcwembrance; in fact, a deterrent” (TE,
p.150). Right after that, he says that “the worlthe entire world — is having a massive
nervous breakdown.” (TE, p.151) Once more, theodidyrought to the forefront: what is the
purpose of evil? Is thereraeaningfor evil? Can it becomeneaningfuP Can itmake sense
Or is it exactly the main aspect of the characfeewdl to be meaningles? It is due to the
close relation between ‘meaning’ and ‘existenceatththe leap from theodicy into
existentialism becomes attainable. Kinderman fansti in the narrative, like a conscience
that struggleswith the small fragments of ‘logic’ in order teetter swallowthe absurd. As
Kristeva reminds us, “food loathing is perhapsniest elementary and most archaic form of
abjection.” (1982, p.2) Thus, explaining the unaxmhble is not a matter of ‘finding’ the
truth, but rather of ‘bearing’ the meaningless. d&@man also makes some remarks about the
dangerousness of “winds”, explicitly a symbol fatilen the narrative, and reflects on the
eschatological aspect of myths by saying that “ahmip speak plainly, to me is like a menu
in a fancy French restaurant. glamorous, complecat@mouflage for a fact you wouldn’t
otherwise swallow, like maybe lima beans.” (TE,S5&6)LReason, in this sense, is like spice,

that is, camouflage for the abjection of the rawghR after, in the following ‘scene’,
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Kinderman is shown comparing scrapes from Regaintstb other scrapes (up to now not
mentioned from where) while watching her windownfréhe outsideywondering ifhe might
have seen something moving inside the room. Becshigas supposed to be very sick, it
would be contradictory if she were wandering thiotige room.

The next ‘scene’ in the narrative is dedicated @sigkly to Kinderman’s
investigation. The scene which describes him exemgiffragments of baffling data” (TE,
p.161) in a room with little light in order to “l@lhim narrow the focus of concentration”
(Ibid) only corroborate the existentialist hypotise#\nother important passage is a fragment
from the pathologist who examined Dennings’s bdgy. the pathologist, even though it was
“unlikely” that a fall might have caused all theulses found on the body, it was still a
possibility However, they could only be made by a very powegrsérson, something a child
or an elderly person could not. Thus, the charasté¢inderman is present in the narrative
merely to work as aomplementareinforcemenbf what Chris and Karras already mean, that
is, the existential situation of those in face ltd ineaningless, the absurd, the unexplainable.
The matter is not so much whether Regan is possesseot, but how those around her deal
with this absurd hypothesis. It is not by chanad tinderman recites Lewis Carroll tbear
his mindso that he couldeason properlyKinderman also starts to suspect that Karras may
be involved in the cases of desecrations foundhénchurch, and that this may be related to
Dennings’s death and consequently to devil worship.

The next chapter is then focused on the encoumtsvden Kinderman and Karras.
The first thing to notice is that Karras is wearangrshirt with the inscription “philosophers”.
Another interesting detail is the fact that Kindamchanges his way of addressing Karras
from “doctor” to “father” — a sign of the indetemaicy of Karras’s identity. They also talk
about the desecrations and about Satanism. Thiet,ti€hrras explains, is from a baseball

team while he was teaching at Woodstock Seminaianyland. It is significant to mention
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that the other team wore a “theologians” t-shingl ghat the latter won the game. Beyond the
obvious interpretation that faith is placed ‘aboveason, it must be mentioned that Karras
was part of the losing team. However, to interpat faith ‘beats’ reason does not entail that
the former is ‘superior’. It may also mean thatsma can be ‘beaten’. Moreover, both
‘reason’ and ‘faith’ may engender the idea thatythee merely ‘players’ in a game called
‘existence’. In this game, reason and faith beahezher endlessly, without a final winner.
Besides, even though Karras could play on both seavhat is important to notice is that he
would bemisplacedin either one. However, the most important passdigbis section is the
fact that, for Karras, Satanism is actually “meiitakss”. In his opinion, “this century hasn’t
got the lock on insanity.” (TE, p.179) What Karasd Kinderman are discussing is actually
the reliability of ‘confessions’ in cases where plkeoalleged they were werewolves. At this

point, Karras makes the following observation:

But one thing that sometimes we tend to forgethet fpeople psychotic
enough to confess to such things might conceivhblpsychotic enough to
have done them. For example, the myths about wéves/oSo, fine, they're
ridiculous: No one can turn himself into a wolf.tBuhat if a man were so
disturbed that he not only thought that he was eewelf, but also acted like
one?” (TE, p.179)

What this part suggests for the following of therave is not a confirmation that
Regan is ‘really’ possessed, but rather that shlghtiiave come to a degree of psychosis in
which she, as well as those around her, have dtaotbelieve she was possessed. Thus, what
seems at stake once more in the narrative is eotehacity of things, but rather the issue of
‘belief’. Thus, the meeting between Karras and kmmlan is actually the encounter between
two lonely crusadersin search of ‘meaning’. In this sense, the madenot so much the
facticity of possession than thieagility of belief. As Ricoeur peculiarly observes, “whea w
try to understand others and ourselves we implfiaidsort to this genesis of affective

meaning: for it is not another or ourselves thatunderstand, but the content of belief.” (FM,
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p.125) Therefore, Karras and Kinderman do not eliea what is believable, but in what is
presumed. Their belief is ‘weak’ not because passasis the ultimate truth, but actually
because, as Ricoeur observes, “nothing is moraldragothing is easier to wound than an
existence that is at the mercy of belief.” (Ibid)this sense, Karras and Kindermanfatible
not because they do not believe. On the contramatwinakes themveakis their belief. The
more they know, the more they despair. Recurringiewkegaard once more, one might say
that “however far a thought may be pursued, thelevhotion is within a hypothesis.” (SUD,
p.203) For Karras and Kinderman, “to believe ib¢d’ (SUD, p.224)

The last chapter of this second Part is dedicatedet return of Chris to the narrative.
Regan is back from hospital where doctors wherdlena help her. All they could tell Chris
was that: We’'ll just have to keep trying and hope for a ch@h(@TE, p.190) Moreover, the
doctors start to suggest exorcism as a ‘last meadomt they do so for scientific reasons.

According to them, exorcism is:

[an] stylized ritual now out of date in which ralsband priests tried to drive
out the spirit. It is only the Catholics who havediscarded it yet, but they
keep it pretty much in the closet as sort of anamalssment, | think. But to
someone who thinks that he’s really possesseduldwaay that the ritual’s

rather impressive. It used to work, in fact, altbbwunot for the reason they
thought, of course; it was purely the force of sgjgpn. The victim’s belief
in possession helped cause it, or at least the agpee of the syndrome,
and in just the same way his belief in the poweahefexorcism can make it
disappear(TE, p.192)

The possibility of exorcism is brought up not besmit is the correct one, but rather
because there is nothing ‘reasonable” left outatiner, because all that ‘reason’ could think
of was actually the unthinkable. The irony in tph&ssage is that it is precisely reason and
logic which reinforce the hypothesis of exorcismagsrescription. It is because possession is
diagnosed as ‘auto-suggestive’, and because offdiee of any other known medical
procedure, that exorcism is suggested. This reptedbe return of the image of demon

Pazuzu, the idea of using evil against evil. ltrespnts the resurgence of theodicy, since it
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justifies the unjustifiable. However, the fact et Regan is still seen by the other characters
in the narrative as ‘mentally ill'. In this chapt@hris also finds the missing book about
possession lent by Mrs. Perrin. This may indicat&ired of ‘scientific possibility’ for
possession since Chris reads about the perspadtaethors like Carl Jung, William James
and Traugott Oesterreich on the possibility of passn. In this chapter Karl’'s situation is
complicated since he is a possible suspect fohyppethesisof murder. What is important to
notice is the possibility still open between acoidgnd murder.

Despite all this, the chapter culminates in whataditionally known as the hallmark
of The Exorcist(1973) — the scene where Regan’s head turns B&farts with Chris being
informed by Willie that the book was found undergRe’s pillow. It is at this moment that
they hear noises and Karl and Regan’s altered \gtar¢ to scream at each other. When Chris
approaches the room she is no longer sure whoeekspy with that voice. When she enters,
she finds Karl unconscious on the floor and Regasturbating violently with a crucifix. As
described by the narrative, “the threatening bellthe words, came frorRegan” (TE,
p.214) Chris runs toward her daughter who clutdiesmother’s hair and presses her head
against the bleeding vagina. With a blow at thesth€hris is sent across the room and

crashes with stunning force. According to the rtarea

Chris crumpled to the floor in a daze of horror,arswirling of images,
sounds in the room, as her vision spun madly, ioigrrunfocused, her ears
ringing loud with chaotic distortions as she triedraise herself, was too
weak, faltered, then looked toward the still-bldrteed, toward Regan with
her back to her... (TE, p.216)

Right after, the narrative is completed by thedwaihg description:

The words were cut off as Chris started crawlingnfodly toward the bed

with her face smeared with blood, with her eyefl stifocused, limbs

aching, past Karl. Then she cringed, shrinking biackcredulous terror as
she thought*’ she sawhazily, in a swimming fog her daughter's head
turning slowly around... (Ibid)

147 talics mine.
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The unreliability of the veracity of the 360° headn is undeniable from the
perspective of a character with such a distortesvvin a strongly stressful condition such as
this. Christhoughtshe had seen, just like the case of levitatioBhatan. What matters for
the narrative ofThe Exorcist(1971) is not so much the scientific impossibilitiya person
turning her head 360°. What is at stake in thisage is the condition in which Chris finds
herself and which will be decisive for her in orderresort to a priest. Therefore, she looks
for Karras not because she believes in exorcisegdghnot lose hope with despair — actually
she found hope in it. This passage receives a aieipldifferent interpretation if understood
under Kierkegaard’s comment that “the movementgadh must constantly be made by
virtue of the absurd.” (FT, p.48) The absurd, fon his “not identical with the impossible, the
unexpected, the unforeseen.” (FT, p.57) Thus, Hreative ofThe Exorcist(1971) properly
follows Kierkegaard’s axiom that “faith begins pisady there where thinking leaves off” (FT,
p.64), turning it into a “tremendous paradox” (lpbidmazingly, the narrative will culminate
in this same schema when Karras finds himself pamllel situation to that of Chris. It is
interesting to notice that he will also be alondaoe of the absurd, and it will be only then
that faith will beunderstood

In order to reinforce my arguments, a very simplesgion must be made at this
point: isThe Exorcist(1971) a text concerned with a genuine case odgesson? Is it a text
which championsthe ‘veracity’ of possession? Or is it a text cenmed actually with the
situation of those characters facing the absurd® iBsue is crucial for the interpretation of
the novel. It does not only shift the perspectindlee narrative; it inverts it.

The Beginning — The Edge — The Abyss: what doesgbéguence in the parts of the
novel suggest? It may be that tlmvemenis not so much that of evil, but rather that of

faith. It may plausibly be inferred that ‘reasos’merely the beginning of despair, faith, and



196

toward the self, in &ierkegaardiansense. However, it is still evil because it iatedl to our
freedom to choose, if we still adopt the concept avixiety/dread/angst proposed by
Kierkegaard. Thus, the abyss to be faced by Kasrdke abyss of the freedom to choose.
Anxiety is the pharmakonthat Karras will find at the end of the narrativehat is the
difference between Karras and Chris: the lattes noward the cliff and jumps - or she is
pushed - while Karras totters at the edge, jugy Emough tdeelthe dizziness of freedom.

The three epigraphs which open this third Parthef narrative are intriguing. The
first is from John 6:30-31. This is part of tmspel According to Johwhich is known as
“Jesus is the Bread of Life” (DOYLE, 2008) and whics referred by Roman Catholic
theology as “transubstantiation”, that is, “the wersion of the whole substance of the bread
and wine into the whole substance of the Body alwbdB of Christ, only the accidents (i.e.
the appearances of the bread and wine) remain(@ROSS; LIVINGSTONE, 1997) The
second epigraph is an excerpt from Newsweek abbugade commander who ran a contest
for killings. The third epigraph goes back to Jahnbut now verse 36-37 — an explicit
allusion to the relation between ‘seeing’ and ‘®elng’, once more reinforcing the emphasis
on the matter of faith. This is the point of therative where Karras and Chris meet. It is also
where Karras faces ‘the devil'. The caution fromwnon is not to be led by the deceiving
association between reason and doubt as well abetfaith and certainty. Karras’s mistake
is that he is looking fosubstancen accidentsin the Aristotelian sense of these words. Thus,
the abyss may be interpreted, in an existentipsspective, not as the huge gap which
separates faith from non-faith, being from non-geiout rather the one which separates faith
from faith, despair from despair, which actuallyni the abyss into a bridge. Hence, Karras
and Chris are not going teap from ‘reason’ to ‘faith’. In the apologetic pergppee of The
Exorcist (1971) there is no “transubstantiation” from ‘@t ‘goodness’, from ‘reason’ to

‘faith’; what there is, is exclusively the dramafafth. Taken from &ierkegaardianscope,
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wisdom means foolishness, and hope becomes madrés$s.31) Faith is not thetherness

of reason, or of doubt; it does not have an otls=srrexactly because it is a paradox. In this
sense, Karras cannseeGod both because he believes and because he dbbslieve. If
what he perceives is only ‘accidents’, then henahlle toseethe substance. However, if he
believes that what he sees are only ‘accidentsh tie carperceivethatseeingis not seeing
and thatnot seeings seeing The narrative offThe Exorcist(1971) takes a totally different
shift if interpreted under the shadows of Kierkeg&areflection when the latter says that
there is a “profound contradiction in the demoricahen he says that in it “dwells infinitely
more good in a demoniac than in a trivial pers¢RT, p.106)

Thus, the third part of the narrative is dividedbitwo chapters. The first chapter
consists of six ‘scenes’. The first of them is #reounter between Karras and Chris. What
one must notice is the moment when Chris asks Kdmoav a psychiatrist becomes a priest, to
which he answers that it was “the other way aroufi@, p.222). Another remarkable detall
is the way Karras analyses Chris: “There were peoflarras knew, who approached
salvation as if it were an unreliable bridge ovexdiag an abyss.” (TE, p.223) What Karras
did not know was that he himself would later comaatly to this conclusion. Moreover, both
‘reason’ and ‘faith’ are to become unreliable baddor him. Even more remarkable is not the
fact that Karras advises Chris to look for medibalp, but the way he decides ¢beck
Regan: “It's alright,” Karras whispered as he pdtther shoulder. He wanted only to calm
her; to humor; stem hysteria. [...] It was she whedwel psychiatric help.” (TE, p.226)

The next ‘scene’ of this chapter is concerned whhencounter between Karras and
the possessed Regan. The latter shows one ofafigidnal symptoms used as criteria for
distinguishing genuine possession: knowledge ofgthithat the possessed person could not
know. In Regan’s case, she repeats the sententeK#neas heard from the bum in the

subway; she also has very specific geography astbryi knowledge. However, what is
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important, from an existentialist perspective, &tas’'s comment to Chris when she asks him

if he believes that Regan is possessed. Karras says

Look, whether it's a demon or a mental disordel, do everything |
possibly can to help. But I've got to have thehrdt's important for Regan.
At the moment, I'm groping in a state of ignoranegjich is nothing
supernatural for me or abnormal, it's just my ustaidition. (TE, p.237)

First of all, it is important to pay attention toetword “grope”. It is the same word
used in the prologue of the narrative to describatter” as “Lucifer upward-groping back to
his God.” (TE, p.4) It is Karras who is in a ‘staieignorance’. It is Karras who is about to
suffer the drama of the protagonist. The narraswdearly concerned with the drama of faith,
not with the materiality of evil.

The next ‘scene’ is Karras and Chris’s discussitmoua the relation between
possession and mental illness. Karras makes hyjcahealiagnosis that Regan may be
undergoing a “compulsive behavior produced by gulkrhaps, put together with split
personality.” (TE, p.238) However, it is interegfino see his comment that “the best
explanation for any phenomenon is always the sistglae available that accommodates all
the facts.” (TE, p.239) This state of apparently being in despair is actually one of the
modalities proposed by Kierkegaard as one of thgswe being in despair (SUD, p.155). For
the Danish philosopher, it is only a matter of heing aware. Therefore, the dramaTbie
Exorcist (1971) is precisely Karras’'s awakening to his @a@spg condition. Finally, what
really matters in this ‘scene’ is Karras’s commenChris that “sooner or later, [he is] going
to have to tell one of [his] superiors what [he ug to.” (TE, p.243) Karras is, therefore,
deceiving himself by the idea that he is tryingtmvince others, and not himself. Perhaps, at
this point, the image of the ‘monster’ and the laifeéhorror’ are already lost somewhere in

the filmic reel.
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The next ‘scene’ shows Karras in his room doingeaesh about possession. The
bibliography is suggestive: OesterreichPssessian Huxley’'s The Devils of Loudun
Vandendriessche’sParapraxis in the Haizman Case of FreutcCasland’s Demon
Possession and Exorcism in Early Christianity i thight of Modern Views of Mental
lllness Freud’'sA Neurosis of Demonical Possession in th& Centuryand Reider'sThe
Demonology of Modern Psychiatryfhe first, originally published aBie Bessessenheit
(1921) and later published in English Ressession: demonical and other among primitive
races, in antiquity, the middle ages, and modeme§(1966), is actually the source used by
Blatty to depict some symptoms shown by Redgdme Devils of Loudums a non-fictional
account of a supposed case of demonic possessibriothk place in 17 century Loudun
(France). Vandendriessche’s essay is a review end® study of Haizmann as one of the
first documented cases of schizophrenia. MacCaslaedt is a study that tries to make a
parallel between the way of attitudes of today #vate of Biblical times. The fifth title, by
Freud, is the classic essay by the famous psyd@tiatrwhich he psychologically interprets
the “devil”. The last one, an essay by Norman Reidean attempt to explain why the beliefs
in ancient superstitions still exist. However, theeresting slight detail is that only after these
readings does Karras turnThe Roman RitualOnce more the already mentioned move from
‘reason’ as andrche toward ‘faith’ as atelos is repeated.

The next ‘scene’ shows Karras continuing his redeand his scientific hypothesis
on the symptomatic evidence shown by Regan, altithe presenting him as uncertain both
toward his ‘reason’ and his ‘faith’. He always camne the conclusion that the symptoms
presented by Regan show that she is not genuirtslgegsed. However, he is still in doubt
about his ‘certainties’. He is also shown as insecwhile saying a lonely Mass. He

reconsiders exorcism as a possible cure, but fensfic reasons. He then decides to use tap
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water as if it were Holy water, an aspect whicmisi back the issue of transubstantiation
mentioned above.

The second chapter of the third part shows Kart#iscenvinced that Regan is
presenting some sort of mysterious disorder. Theresting detail is that one of the reasons
for this conclusion is supported by the hypothesi&elepathy’ in one of the manifestations
observed by Karras, something that astonishes Christher words, Karras is prone to
believe in telepathy and telekynesis, but he detdelieve in possession. Another important
aspect is his conviction that he needs to convimgsuperiors that Regan needs exorcism, but
not because he thinks she is possessed. He isvals®d aboutying to the Bishop about
what is happening to Regan. However, all the faetessary to receive the authorization for
an exorcism are already available to him; the otiher thing he needs is his own opinion that
all the symptoms can be identified as possessibuas,Tthe main issue of the narrative is not
the veracity of evil possession but the existeratsgdect of belief. In this sense, Karras always
finds a ‘reasonable’ explanation for all the mystes things he is observing. For him, there
was no “paranormal performance, only the limitledslities of the mind.” (TE, p.310)
Nevertheless, according to the narrative, “Karrels &n instant dismay as his certainty
crumbled, felt tantalized and frustrated by thegmnag doubt now planted in his brain” (TE,
p.301), as if he were not already in doubt. Hisdition, according to the narrative, is
described in these words: “despairing, he steppéadfadarkness into darkness.” (TE, p.305)

After this, Karras becomes very tired and goesisadbrmitory to rest. He is woken
up by a telephone call from Sharon asking for hsit o the house. There, he sees
inscriptions of “help me” appear on the girl’'s bodyhich Sharon recognizes as Regan’s
handwriting.

Right after this episode, Karras is shown in frohthe Bishop asking permission to

seek an exorcism. The most important detail forethi&re third Part of the novel is the answer
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that Karras gives the Bishop when the latter asks ih he is convinced that the case is

genuine. Karras answers:

“'ve made a prudent judgment that it meets thedaibons set forth in the
Ritual’, answered Karras evasively. He still did not diexrdelieve. Not his
mind but his heart had tugged him to this momeity, gnd the hope for a
cure through suggestion. (TE, p.313)

This passage does not only show that the main mafttbe narrative is not whether
Regan is possessed or not, it also confirms thethggis thafhe Exorcis{1971), differently
from the movie versioffhe Exorcist(1973), is a narrative dedicated to a priest wdoe$ a
dramatic existential condition instead of one coned with the veracity of possession. What
it also entails is not, as Blatty mentioned, “th®lggem of evil”, but thedrama of faith
Therefore, up to this point in the text, Chris, iKarand Kinderman are shown as much more
central characters than Regan. It is even morerfabk to observe the following comment
about Karras when the Bishop asks him if he isinglto perform the exorcism: “He felt a
moment of elation; saw the door swinging open &8, to escape from the crushing weight
of caring and that meeting each twilight with thieogt of his faith.” (Ibid) This passage
clearly shows the existentialist tone of its disseuand Karras as its protagonist — aspects
which reinforce even more the differences betwele ‘meaning of the film’ and ‘the
meaning of the novel'.

Finally, we come to the fourth and last Part of nlagrative, which has as its title the
following passage fronPsalms “And let my cry come unto thee...”. This Psalm, @cting
to the New American Standard Biblgl995), is normally associated as “a prayer of an
afflicted man for mercy on himself and on Zion”,rather “a prayer of the afflicted when he
is faint and pours out his complaint before thed.bMatthew Henry’sConcise Commentary
on the Bible(1706) states that this Psalm corroborates theppetive of evil as something

more inner than external, for “when we consider@un vileness, our darkness and deadness,
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and the manifold defects in our prayers, we havseao fear that they will not be received in
heaven.” Seen from this point of view, evil is madtat possesses Regan; ‘evil’ is precisely
Karras’s freedom to choose. Thus, what the nagattails is not so much the immediate
Gnostic impression that the novel received (that esvsomething material and totally
external), but more precisely what can be idertifie parallel with Ricoeur’s reflection on
the concept of “fallibility”, when the latter takesto be “the constitutional weakness that
makes evil possible” (FM, p.xliii). As Ricoeur olges, “[this concept] approaches a
threshold of intelligibility wherein it is understdable that evil could ‘come into the world’
through man.” (lbid) Thus, Ricoeur’s conclusion abthe concept of fallibility becomes
fundamental to accomplish this existentialist simfthe interpretation ofhe Exorcis{1971).

According to Ricoeur,

Fragility is not merely the “locus”, the point afSertion of evil, nor even the
“origin”..., it is the “capacity” for evil. To say #t man is fallible is to say
that the limitation peculiar to a being who does eaincide with himself is
the primordial weakness from which evil arises. (F\VL46)

Therefore, it seems quite clear at this point thatprayer oriented by Psalm 102 is
not dedicated to Regan, but rather to Karras. Hedsone who is ‘sick’. But what kind of
sickness does he suffer from? Kierkegaard's diagrids perfectly: it is “the sickness unto
death”. For the Danish philosopher, “Christianigshdiscovered an evil which man as such
does not know of; this misery is the sickness wdath.” (SUD, p.145) Karras is precisely
the fictional character who admirably fits Kierkaga's description of a man in his struggle

for faith, that is, of despair, when the lattersay

Picture a man who with all the shuddering revoladerrified imagination
has represented to himself some horror as a thosplately not to be
endured. Now it befalls him, precisely this hortmfalls him. Humanly
speaking his destruction is the most certain oftétigs — and the despair in
his soul fights desperately to get to leave to despo get, if you will,
repose for despair, so that he would curse nothimtgnobody more fiercely
than him who attempted to prevent him from despairi (SUD, p.171)
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The epigraph for this part of the narrative alsseilees some comments. The
epigraph is a verse from tlarst Epistle of Johnwhich says: “he who abides in love, abides
in God, and God in him...” This is a part of the Néastament which is normally associated
with heresies, mainly those concerning heteroddiefsethat perhaps Christ did not come
into flesh. Matthew Henry’s comment about this paesis helpful for the interpretation of
this epigraph in the narrative. The latter says the must distinguish between the fear of
God and being afraid of him”. (1995) This reflectig in parallel with what Kierkegaard says
about what this kind of ‘love’ is. For the Danishilpsopher, “he who loves God without faith
reflects upon himself; he who loves God believinggflects upon god.” (FT, p.47) Karras,
from the fourth part of the narrative on, startsdke the position which Kierkegaard calls
“the Knight of Faith”. For the latter, this is tleategory where the individual places complete
faith in himself and in God. This is actually thaypursued by Karras. However, Karras still
has to struggle with his condition as “the Knightirdfinite Resignation”, which Kierkegaard
regards as still lacking the faith in the absuritoBur may reinforce this perspective when he
says that “sin only acquires spiritual meaning whauffering becomes absurd and
scandalous” (SE, p.32). Thus, Regan’s conditioroisyet able to make Karras reach the level
of “the Knight of Faith” exactly because what h#l $as in front of him is only the absurd,
but not yet the scandalous.

However, to lead the interpretation of the nareatof The Exorcist(1971) toward
this direction, some more comments on a selectiopassages from this chapter are still
necessary. This last part is actually composednbf one chapter. It is precisely the part in
which Father Merrin joins Karras to perform the ex&m. Regan is in a state of coma, from
where Karras is afraid she might not return. Hexbausted. Back at his dormitory, he is
awoken up by the phone from which he receives #vesrof Merrin’s arrival. The following

passage is very important. While talking to Chiwwa how long the exorcism will take,
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Karras reflects to himself: “he knew that an examtioften took weeks, even months; knew
that frequently it failed altogether. He expectbd latter; expected that the burden, barring
cure through suggestion would fall once again, arttie last, upon him.” (TE, p.324) Instead
of hope, what he experiences is a feeling of beogehow “unworthy, incompetent,
rejected” (TE, p.325). Another remarkable passaghle part of Merrin’s book which Karras

reads:

[...] We mourn the blossoms of May because they arwither; but we
know that May is one day to have its revenge upavelkber, by the
revolution of that solemn circle which never stepsvhich teaches in our
height of hope, ever to be sober, and in our depttesolation, never to
despair. (TE, pp.326)

This can be described as the moment in which Katass to become aware of his
despair, thus heading towards his understanding velith means to him. What Karras is
about to recognize is his self not as identitythia sense of “sameness” proposed by Ricoeur,
but as “disrelationship” proposed by Kierkegaard.

Another interesting point is that both Karras ardi€are reluctant to start with the
exorcism right away, unlike Merrin. During the atuKarras is shown to be insecure. Karras
sees the bed levitate, which makes him think toskifrfit's there! There it is! Right in front
of me! There!” (TE, p.342). However, it is not yilth; he sinks back into doubt. As the

narrative describes,

Karras watched her intently as his shock and exeite began to fade, as his
mind began feverishly to thresh, to poke its fisgembidden, compulsively,
deep into corners of logical doubt: poltergeistygbmkinetic action;
adolescent tensions and mind-directed force. (T¥4)

While Merrin ignores everything strange that hapgpenorder to proceed with the
ritual, Karras is constantly disturbed and diseddby these same things. In addition, he keeps

checking Regan’s pulse as in hope that she wouddrbe better. This relevant aspect can be
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understood in parallel with what Kierkegaard say#\lbraham’s story about going on with
the sacrifice of his son. For the Danish philosoptibe story of Abraham contains therefore
a teleological suspension of the ethical. As thigvidual he became higher than the universal.
This is the paradox which does not permit of meidite” (FT, p.77) Kierkegaard also makes
a split between “the tragic hero” and “the knighfath”. According to him, the difference is
that “the tragic hero renounces himself in ordeexpress the universal” while “the knight of
faith renounces the universal in order to beconeeiridividual.” (FT, p.86) Moreover, while
the tragic hero “gives up wish in order to accomsiplhis duty”, for the knight of faith wish is
duty (FT, p.88). Thus, “the hero does the deedfamt$ repose in the universal, [while] the
knight of faith is left all to himself.” (FT, p.89h this sense, reflects the Danish philosopher,
“aesthetics can well understand that | sacrificesetfy but not that | sacrifice another for my
own sake.” (FT, p.122) Karras is still bound to taegory of the tragic hero; that is why he
cannot understand Merrin’s conviction, exactly heseahe cannot understand faith. However,
Karras has already discovered that seeing is mmigimfor believing. He cannot comprehend
because “comprehension is conterminous with maat&ion to the human, but faith is man’s
relation to the divine.” (SUD, p.226) What Karrased not understand, inkeerkegaardian
perspective, is that “sin is ignorance”, that iggnbrance of what sin is.” (SUD, p.227)
According to the Danish philosopher, “sin does nohsist in the fact that man has not
understood what is right, but in the fact that hié mot understand it, and in the fact that he
will not do it.” (SUD, p.226) Therefore, the sinn&rthe story is not Regan; she is not being
punished because she is not Catholic. It is Kagrashflict with his own faith, with himself,
that is the actual plot of the story.

Because an exorcism may require that the rituap&dormed many times, and
because Regan has not been exorcized yet, MerdrKarras have an interval before they

proceed. It is during this break that Karras andriMehave a discussion about possession
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which can be considered the most important pathefwhole narrative. By questioning the
multiple personalities that Regan presented duiiegexorcism, Karras makes the following
argumentation: “we say the demon [...] cannot toush tictim’'s will’, to which Merrin
answers that this is so because “there is no siE, (p.351), excluding any moral
interpretation that Regan was possessed becaugmfets were divorced, or because they
were not Catholic, or even because she was deaiihgpagan things like the Ouija Board.
Merrin acknowledges with much greater ease hisrgmze about the purpose of possession.
However, he reflects that the “devil’s target” nragt be the possessed, but “the observers”

(Ibid). Thus, Merrin complements:

“I think the demons target is to make us despairgject our own humanity,
Damien; to see ourselves as ultimately bestial;uktisnately vile and
putrescent; without dignity; ugly, unworthy. Andetie lies the heart of it,
perhaps: in unworthiness. For | think belief in Gsdhot a matter of reason
at all; 1 think it finally is a matter of love; aiccepting the possibility that
God could love us.” (TE, pp.351-2)

Right after this, he makes another important olzden:

“There it lies, | think, Damien... possession; notwars, as some tend to
believe; not so much; and very seldom in extra@iginnterventions such as
here... this girl... this poor child. No, | see it madten in the little things,
Damien: in the senseless, petty spites; the misatadalings; the cruel and
cutting word that leaps unbidden to the tongue betwfriends. Between
lovers. Enough of these,” Merrin whispered, “andhve®e no need of Satan
to manage our wars; these we manage for ourseles ourselves...” (TE,
p.352-3)

Therefore, this passage makes it clear that thisias a narrative guided by
Gnosticism. It precisely shows the contrary, tlsattihat evil is not something exterior, but
rather, as Ricoeur observes, “the very worldlingsthe world” (Cl, p.273). As he reflects,
“evil does not exist in itself”; “evil comefsom us; “evil is not beingbutdoing’ (lbid). In a

while, Merrin goes down the corridor to the bathmoas Karras goes back to Regan’s room to

check her pulse. The devil then tempts him by miimig his mother’'s pleading. Merrin
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returns to the room and asks Karras why he is ewmind what can be done in relation to her
physical condition. Karras answers: “nothing” (TE257), but leaves the room and calls his
friend, a doctor, asking for help. The astonishimgment is that, after examining Regan, the
very doctor advises Karras to “pray” (TE, p.359)erkin resumes the ritual, being followed
by Karras, in whose heart there was still a “desfgetorment” (lbid).

After long hours, Karras leaves the room becauseléfiman has come to talk to
him. The interesting detail in this passage is tKetderman, in one of his digressions,
mentions an anecdote about his aunt — whenevewabangry with her husband, she would
go to the closet andamnedhim with all her strength. What Kinderman wantshat Karras
provide him with information about the case. Howewaore than information, this part is
actually an allusion to confession as a means lfrerhus, Kinderman starts to tell a
‘hypothetical’ case, which is exactly Regan’s. Dgrihis story, Kinderman says: “the girl is
not responsible, Father. She is demented.” (TE§).8Vhat Kinderman is asking Karras is
exactly whether he should proceed with the invasitg, something that would inevitably
make Regan guilty for the murder of Dennings, agéb the matter and “hope” that she get
better. Astonishingly, Karras answers Kindermaniesiion with the following sentence: “I
would put it in the hands of a higher authorityiBid) Karras, at this point, represents the
existential disproportion and gap that a self repnés to its own self. In other words, if this
distance is already huge among different persons,even greater between the self to itself.
According to Kierkegaard, “to strive against theolhworld is a comfort, to strive with
oneself is dreadful.” (FT, p.123) Moreover, accoglio Kierkegaard, by “delving deep into
oneself one would first of all discover the dispiosi to evil.” (FT, p.110) What the character
of Karras entails, in an existentialist perspectigsehat “to exist as the individual is the most
terrible thing of all.” (FT, p.85) Karras, untilrabst the end of the novel, is still a prisoner of

“self-love”, which, according to Kierkegaard, ordypects the possible, in opposition to “the
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love for others”, which is “expecting the eternatyd completely opposed to “love for God”,
which is exactly “expecting the impossible” (FT3p). After Kinderman leaves, Karras is
described as “surprised at the heart’'s labyrinthiumaings” (TE, p.367). Back inside the
house, instead of returning to Regan’s room, Kastiidooks for Karl to give him a message
sent by Kinderman and waits for coffee, which iswhto be ready. He is still too close to
what is earthly to be able to reach what he is adlynstriving for, that is, faith. He has not

yet made the “movement of resignation”, which, adowgy to Kierkegaard,

is the last stage prior to faith, so that one whd hot made this movement
has not faith; for only in the infinite resignatidio | become clear to myself
with respect to my eternal validity, and only thteere can be any question
of grasping existence by virtue of faith. (FT, p.57

Karras is unable to refrain his rage, his indigmatihis dread, his angst, his anxiety,

his fear, and falls into resignation. Accordinghe narrative,

[...] he listened to the thump of the percolatingfeef his hands began to
tremble and compassion swelled suddenly and blimtilyrage at disease
and at pain, at the suffering of children and tladtfy of the body, at the
monstrous and outrageous corruption of death. TE9)

However, he was not aware yet of his sickness. He still concerned about death.
As has already been pointed out, in an existestipBrspective, death is not the sickness unto
death. Karras is not in despair to save Regars Hesperately looking for the end of his guilt.
He does not understand that his struggle is nansigaickness, death and corruption. What
he is about to realize is that faith is all abaie“teleological suspension of the ethical” (FT,
p.64), that is, if the suspension of the ethical s#l be considered “good”.

Finally, Karras goes back to Regan’s room, withisawing a coffee (an indication
that he is privileging duty over individuality fone first time in the narrative). When he first
arrives there, it takes him a while to notice M@giabsence. He must stumble on him before

he realizes that Merrin is dead. His immediate tieads to diagnose the causes of his death:
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“heart failure”, “coronary artery” (TE, p.370). He described in the narrative as follows: “he
shut his eyes and shook his head in disbeliefespdir, and then, abruptly, with a surge of
grief, he dug his thumb with savage force into Mesrpale wrist as if to squeeze from its
sinews the lost beat of life.” (Ibid) Consumed thatred and rage” (TE, p.371), and inflamed
by the insults propelled by the possessed girlyd&adesperately defies the ‘devil’ and says:
“Come on, loser! Tryned Leave the girl and takeme Come into...” (Ibid). The narrative then
shifts immediately to the study where Chris andr8havait. The sounds that they hear are:
“stumblings. Sharp bumps against furniture. Theceobf... the demon? The demon.
Obscenities. But another voice. Alternating. KaPra®es, Karras. Yet stronger. Deeper.” (TE,
p.372) And then, Karras says: “No! | won’t let yburt them!You're not going to hurt them!
You're coming with...” (Ibid). immediately after, the is the sound of a broken window.
Chris and Sharon run to Regan’s bedroom and fimdasdying dead outside the house on the
same steps where Burke Dennings died. Chris thars li&egan’s voice calling her. The most
important detail is that the narrative does notofel Chris reencountering her ‘original’
daughter healed and safe. The narrative followsddhgoing after Father Dyer, who comes
to see what has happened. When he arrives neamtitttude of bystanders, his first
impression is to “hear the murmurs of the litanynafifference.” (TE, p.373) Karras was still
alive and Dyer receives his confession before hallfi dies. The ambulance arrives and the
intern tells Dyer that “there is nothing [he] cao fbr him” (TE, p.375). This final chapter
closes with the following paragraph: “The wail betambulance siren lifted shrill into night
above the river until the driver remembered thaietino longer mattered. He cut it off. The
river followed quiet again, reaching toward a gesthore.” (Ibid)

Was the girl really possessed? Did Karras finakigreise her by taking the devil into

himself? These questions may seem quite secondeoynipared to the following: did Karras
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get his faith back? The narrative itself providas tanswer in the “Epilogue” when it is

mentioned that:

It was now six weeks since the deaths of the @ri€dince the shock. And
still there were no answers. Only haunting spemratand frequent

awakenings from sleep into tears. The death of iMdrad been caused by
coronary artery disease. But as for Karras... (TE/®-80)

The final reflection is left for Kinderman. In higrspective,

Obviosuly, Karras had ripped away the shutterqifegathrough the window

to deliberate death. But why? Fear? An attempt doajpe something

horrible? No. Kinderman had quickly ruled it outaddhe wished to escape,
he could have gone out the door. Nor was Karra@nin case a man who
would run. But why the fatal leap? (TE, p.380)

For Kinderman, Karras’'s death was caused by therlat“emotional conflicts”,
which were composed of “his guilt about his mothéHer death”, “his problem of faith”,
increased by his “continuous lack of sleep for salvdays”, “the concern and the guilt over

Regan’s imminent death”, “the demonic attacks & tbrm of his mother; until finally, his

“mind had snapped”, “shattered by the burden oftgie could no longer endure” (Ibid).

Kinderman'’s final conclusion is that Karras’s sde&iwas due to “strong feelings of guilt and
the need to be punished, added to the power obaggestion.” (Ibid) This is a conclusion

that Dyer refuses to accept, however. It is exjifi@xpressed in the narrative that the main
concern is not possession, or even ‘evil’, buteatfaith’. It could be easily suggested that
everything ‘supernatural’ that took place in thergtactually happened to characters who
were immensely prone to believe in the unbelievalbleould be easily questioned whether
Karras was not being deceived by himself. Evertrsonarrative culminates in Karras’s jump
out of the window. Did he jump deliberately in orde end with the possession? Or was it the

devil which finally got the real person whom it viad to destroy, thus achieving its final

objective? This is what is left open in the stdrgsk these questions not in order to impel the
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reader to take the Gnostic side and finally coneltltht Regan was really possessed, or to
take the ‘skeptic’ turn and take Karras as a saickho misunderstood ‘salvation’ with
‘desperation’. | ask the questions above in ordeshiow that it is still left open for the reader
to choose, and that all the ‘evidence’ which ‘cboates’ the hypothesis for ‘possession’ are
only sufficient according to the characters in shary. In this sense, it can be stated that this
existentialist interpretation ‘decided’ to take tekeptic’ turn in order to make ‘evil’ a matter
of ‘freedom’, not to make man ‘guilty’, but ‘respsgible’. ‘Evil’, in this sense, still remains
‘material’ if we interpret it as Karras’s ‘depressi.

Another interesting part of the “Epilogue” is thenwersation between Dyer and
Chris, when the former asks if she, as a “nonbetigvbelieves that Regan was really
possessed. Because of all she went through, itdadmeildifficult to hear her says that she did
not. But her answer is that “she could buy thatE(P.382). She does not say that she
believes in possession; she merely says that skgerdu discard the possibility, because of all
she has experienced. Finally, it is Chris who o#fléhat God “never talks”, and that it is the
devil which “keeps advertising”. (TE, p.382) Aftérat, Dyer posits the following question to
her: “but if all of the evil in the world makes yahink that there might be a devil, then how
do you account for all thgoodin the world?” (Ibid). It becomes explicit at tipsint that the
great mystery, for the narrative, is not so muchl’,ebut rather ‘goodness’. Besides, it is a
narrative which shows it is more concerned with é¢Rkistentialist struggle of faith than with
the materiality of evil.

Was Regan’s ‘possession’ a trial or a temptatioa&s depicts with much evidence
the character of “dread”, inlaerkegaardiarperspective. As Walter Lowrie comments in one
of the footnotes to his translation Béar and Tremblingdread “denotes the presentment of
evil but doesn’t sufficiently emphasize the anguihihe existence.” (FT, p.264) In a sense,

Karras entails one of the main characteristics iefké€gaard’'s “Knight of Faith”, that is, his
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ability to fall. This correlation is reinforced whe&ierkegaard comments that “the only thing
that can save the knight of faith is the absuré.T,(p.57) For the latter, recognizing the
impossibility means believing in the absurd. Onaldaeeasily insert the following reflection

made by Kierkegaard in a comment about one oftheacters imMhe Exorcis{1971):

| can stand everything — even though that horrddenon, more dreadful
than death, the king of terrors, even though maglnese to hold up before
my eyes the motley of the fool, and | understoad by its look that it was |
who must put it on, | am still able to save my saubnly it is more to me
than my earthly happiness that my love to God shtriimph in me. (FT,
p.60)

| am not proposing that Kierkegaard is the onlygiabty to read The Exorcist
(1971) ‘adequately’. What | am suggesting with treation is the admirable resemblance
that they offer each other. Karras is not only arahbter in literature who depicts in a very
emblematic way what the Danish philosopher speesilabout Christianity, as the latter offers
an insightful way to read Blatty's text. My surgiss that this comparison has never been
made.

Karras is described agossibly having thrown himself out of the window
deliberately. If this possibility is accepted, whiwould refute the idea of the devil being
responsible for his death, then the whole narratieeomes concerned not so much with the
veracity of possession as in the protagonist'saghofikilling himselfin order to save the girl
(possession or auto-suggestion, both would be ddlyehe absurd option for suicide). Thus,
Karras entails a kind of heroism that is preciselyaccordance with what Kierkegaard
describes as “Christian heroism”, that is, “to weatwholly to be oneself, as an individual
man, this definite individual man, alone before thee of God, alone in this tremendous
exertion and this tremendous responsibility.” (Sy,42) Karras is in conflict with himself,
and what the narrative dihe Exorcis{1971) tells is the story of a man, a specifiavidual

man, who is left all by himself with the responstiof being, with the burden of existing
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with his disproportion, of being “a synthesis o¢ tinfinite and finite, of the temporal and the
eternal, of freedom and necessity [...] a relatiotwken two factors” (SUD, p.146). Karras’s
despair is not about saving Regan or not, or evmmutabelieving in the devil or not, but
actually of struggling to be oneself. This is eweare remarkable because this struggle to be
oneself is precisely the theme that dominates faBlatty’s texts. It is always a matter of
being lost ‘in-betweenbeing Kierkegaard comments that “the problem is notob@ng
Cesar, but the fact that one cannot get rid ofbeitg Cesar.” (SUD, p.152) Thus, Karras’s
problem, as well as that of all of Blatty’s protaggis, is not so much of being what they are,
but rather not being able to not be that. In falttthe characters in Blatty’s fiction show a sort
of ‘self-inconsistency’, of ‘displacement’, of ‘gisoportion’. Thus, the “life after death” so
peculiar in the narrative ofhe Exorcist(1971) works as a kind of existential vector, much

corroborated by Kierkegaard’s reflection that

Every human existence which supposedly has becammaecely wills to
become infinite is despair. For the self is a sgathin which the finite is the
limiting factor, and the infinite is the expandifagtor. Infinitude’s despair is
therefore the fantastical, the limitless. (SUD 6311

Therefore, in an existentialist perspective, Kamas not struggling with the deuvil;
he was struggling with himself. In this sense, I'egi actually a ‘goodness’. As Kierkegaard
observes, “a demon knows how to torture powersobetven the weakest person, and in his
way he may have the best intentions toward a hubeamg.” (FT, p.107) The alacrity of
‘evil’, all the noise that Regan’s possession pk®s) actually masquerades the real concern
of the narrative, that is, the struggle of an imndlial in his solitary path toward faith. Thus, it
is remarkable, for an existentialist reading e Exorcist(1971), when Kierkegaard
comments that “the greatest danger, that of lositgjs own self, may pass off as quietly as if
it were nothing; every other loss, that of an aanteg, five dollars, a wife, etc, is sure to be

noticed.” (SUD, p.165) Moreover, in order to escéyoth ‘determinism’, where everything
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has becomeecessaryand ‘philistinism’, where everything has becotrieial, Karras fights
madly for ‘possibility’ — which is actually the meiag of faith for Kierkegaard (SUD, p.173).
In The Exorcist(1971), faith is not an easy task. As the Danisthopopher observes, “one
supposes that it might be such an easy matterguiracfaith and wisdom which come with
the years as a matter of course, like teeth anddBe¢sUD, p.192) Therefore, what the
narrative ofThe Exorcist(1971) narrates, what it says, whatmgans is not so much the
materiality of evil, the veracity of possessione tbatechism of theology, the madness of
theodicy, as it narrates the existential strugdl&ioh. It is the story of a “travel through the
despair of the self to faith.” (SUD, p.199) Karrasepresent[s] this agonizing self-
contradiction in a demonic man.” (SUD, p.200) Wtas$ character entails is that “by the aid
of the eternal the self has courage to lose iigetfrder to gain itself.” (SUD, p.201) What
Karras lacks is the “hope in the possibility of gielthat is, “the absurd”. (SUD, p.204).
Therefore, “instead of seeking help”, “he preferde himself’ (SUD, p.205). In the end, “he
rages most of all at the thought that eternity rhggt it into its head to take his misery from
him.” (SUD, p.206) What | mean with thollage as if Kierkegaard were commenting on
The Exorcist(1971), is to show the extreme relevance of reathe latter in the light of the
former. The existentialist perspective does notatyespen a new positive perspectiveTdre
Exorcist (1971); it also shows how relevant it is to rebd hovel under this existentialist
perspective. That is why | make the claim thasideshorror, andbeyondtheodicy, The
Exorcist(1971) is an existentialist narrative.

Paradoxically, Karras’'s greatest evil is actuallg greatest gift: the freedom to
choose. However, his awareness of this freedonhét actually makes himizzy(in allusion
to Kierkegaard). The kind of evil that the narratengenders is not so much an overpowering
entity which subsumes mankind; on the contraris firecisely human freedom to choose in

its individuality — something which is at stake hitkarras’'s alleged suicide leap.
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Paradoxically, Karras, by committing the greatesit@ killing himself, ends up achieving a
mysterious goodness. Regan finally gets better,itathdes not matter if this occurred by the
powers ofsuggestioror any other means. The narrative is not concemtidthat; it is Karras
choice oftasting the fruit of knowledg#at characterizes the novel. The character ofdsas

undeniably permeated by the Adamic myth. As Ricaetarprets it:

[The Adamic myth] reveals this mysterious aspecewf, namely, that if
any of us initiates evil, inaugurates it, [...] eaghus alsodiscovers evijl
finds it already there, in himself, outside himselhd before himself. For
every consciousness which awakens when respobtgiislitaken, evil is
already there In tracing back the origin of evil to a distanicastor, the
myth discovers the situation of every man: evil Aiisady taken place. | do
not begin evil; | continue it. | am implicated imike Evil has a past; it is its
past; it is its own tradition. (Cl, p.284)

Karras discovers evil not only outside himself, Ipuecisely inside of him. The
exteriority of evil works for him like a way towasdintrospection. The evil that he
irremediably perceives all around is actually hisapacity of seeing his own responsibility in
all of it. Thus, Karras'’s realization of evil stads an exteriority to finally culminate precisely
as something very inner. As Merrin comments to srthe target is not the possessed but
those around him. Evil is not ‘released’ by Memihen he unburies the statue of Pazuzu. It is
not ‘committed’, either, when Karrateviatesrom his faith. Therefore, what Karras finds out
from his dread, from his dizziness, from his desgeom his sin, is his implication in sin. As
Ricoeur observes, “wi@augurateevil. It is through us that evil comes into theridoBut we
inaugurate evil only on the basis of an evil algedtere, of which our birth is the
impenetrable symbol.” (Cl, p.286). Ricoeur commehtt Augustine’s attempt to rationalize
“original sin” into a concept was actually an atfgrno combat Gnosticism, something which
would bring him to a “quasi-Gnosticism”. | mentitnis because the narrative ie Exorcist
(1971) is exempt from the accusations of being Go@ the expense of being extremely

attached to the ‘quasi-Gnostic’ concept of “Oridiisan” proposed by Augustine. In this
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sense, what happens to Regan may be better aasadi ‘misfortune’, in opposition to what
happens to Karras, which would be better descrasetvil’. Karras does not commit ‘evil’;
he characterizes it, he depicts it. His ‘fall’ grallel to the Adamic Fall. In consequence, what
the narrative ofThe Exorcist(1971) entails by telling the story of Karras’dl ia a kind of
adventure into beinghough the symbolism of his character revealsetbimg very different.

As Ricoeur remarks,

The symbolism of evil is never purely and simplye tBymbolism of
objectivity, of the separated human subject, dadrintized self-awareness, of
man severed from being, but symbol of the uniomah with being. One
must, then, come to the point where one sees gtheadventure of being,
as part of the history of being. (Cl, p.309)

The evil that defies Karras is, therefore, morenacéssity’ than a ‘contingency’.
‘Evil’ is not so much what obstructs him from ‘segi God and understanding faith. It is
finally what allows him to do so. It is out of etilat he realizes what goodness is. Karras, in a
sense, entails Ricoeur’s proposition that “evihag the first thing that we understand but the
last.” (Cl, p.347) For the narrative dfthe Exorcist(1971), evil is actually “the crucial
experience of the sacred” (SE, p.6). What Karrapicts’ is actually the existential category
of ‘sin’, that is, “the experience of being onesklit alienated from oneself’ (SE, p.8). As
Ricoeur also observes, “Sin makes me incomprehlenibmyself: God is hidden; the course
of things no longer has meaning.” (Ibid) Karraslways able t@xplainwhat is happening to
Regan, but he is barely ableunderstandt, exactly because all he can ‘seehe&r condition,
though he fails precisely to see his own. Theigifound by him in a condition which goes
beyond the reach of science - doctors cannot rezlaiy longer. If there is any ‘help’ for her,
it is only in ‘faith. That is what he fails to sel€arras is so alienated from himself that he
cannot distinguish the doctor from the priest amggmdde is so lost in himself that he
becomes neither of them. He is even more lost Regan, who can be regarded as someone

in a sort of schizophrenic state, because, at,léastcondition can be simpheurological
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His, in its turn, is a matter of choice. Regan doeseven have the right to choose. This is
Karras’s drama: to be himself. What the charadtéfasras may represent, in an existentialist
perspective, is that “evil manifests itself in mariumanity.” (FM, p.xlvi) Appropriating

Ricoeur’s words, what the characters of Regan adas may entail is that they are:

Not the root origin of evil [...] but merely the stziption of the place where
evil appears and from where it can be seen. Inde&lquite possible that
man is not the radical source of evil, that heasthe absolute evil-doer. But
even if evil were coeval with the root origin ofrigs, it would still be true
that it is manifest only in the way it affects humexistence. (Ibid)

In the narrative of Karras’s struggle, what alloexsl to be manifested is not an
independenevil entity wilt it is precisely his own fallibility, his own dispportion. It is in his
character that the paradox of finitude is admiradaacted. It is Karras’s finitude which is
dramatized. But his “finitude becomes a problemyamhen the belief that something really
appears is shaken by dispute or contradiction.” ,(|pM9) However, this fallibility, this
disproportion, is actually shown in a more positiperspective, that in which “man’s
disproportion is[/becomes] a power to fail” (FM1$5). What the character of Karras entails,
in this perspective, is that “fallibility is the rdition of evil, although evil is the revealer of
fallibility.” (FM, p.144) Karras’s fallibility meas that “the capacity to fail consists in the
fragility of the mediation that man effects in tbjects, in his idea of humanity, and in his
own heart.” (FM, p.141) Karras fails not becauseaof exterior evil; he fails because of
himself, his own self, his disproportion. But, mahan that, Karras represents that “the most
fundamental presupposition of every ethic is indéed there is already a cleavage between
the valid and the non-valid and that man is alrecalyable of the dual.” (FM, p.142) It is
because the narrative is focused on his chard@éemte can infer from it that “man can invent
only human disorders and evils.” (FM, p.143) What tharacter finally entails is the idea
that “it is only through the currently evil conditi of man’s heart that one can detect a

condition more primordial than any evil.” (FM, p4AM4Therefore, “to say that man is so evil
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that we no longer know what his goodness wouldsheally to say nothing at all. However
primordial badness may be, goodness is yet monegpdial.” (FM, p.145)

“In forgetting, they were trying to remember.” (TE385) This is the sentence that
closes the entire narrative. Connected with thenimgeimage of the blinding sun, this is a
sentence that symbolicallgpensand invites us to thinking; itgives rise to thoughtAs
Ricoeur observes, “forgetfulness is the counterphthe great task of nourishing men.” (SE,
p.349) What the narrative dihe Exorcist(1971) engenders, in an existentialist perspective
therefore, is not the answer to what evil is, oange Any speculation of the nature, origin and
end of evil is, according to Ricoeur, a “prolegomeo faith” (SE, p.307). The exorcist of the
title is an explicit indication that what the read®eabout to experience is the drama of a man
in his struggle within faith. What is actually bgifjustified in the narrative ofhe Exorcist
(1971) is precisely a defense of a primordial gesdnin human beings, despite all evil
committed by them. For the narrative, faith is anda; sin, a possibility; goodness, a mystery;
and evil, a reality. Karras entails fallibility; @&, hope; Kinderman, heart; Regan, the absurd.
Ricoeur’'s observation that “evil becomes mediatainbeing” (SE, p.329) enlightens the
interpretation on the novel, thus deepening th@haerspective of Gnosticism and moving
to an existentialist/philosophical point of view.

Therefore, instead of interpretifidhe Exorcis{1971) as a novel concerned with the
problem of evil, we should read it as a narratiid@clv tells the story of a character in his
struggle with the absurd of the world, as well awis own disproportion, in the search for
understanding, meaning, and the consciousnesssobwin existential condition. What this
narrativewants to saywhat itmeansis that the ‘real’ exorcism is not the one that do to
others. The final exorcism in the narrative is th@ one performed by Karras on Regan. From
beginning to end, not only Karras, but all the otblearacters are actually performing their

own exorcisms, that is, their own struggle to bmaloody, to fight against their own devils,
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their own humanity. Chris entails the idea thatp®ois not a matter of faith, but of despair;
Kinderman, the idea that ‘reason’ is not a matteraty of logic, neither of faith, but actually
a matter of ‘comfort’; Karras entails the idea tfath is not a matter of belief, of dogma, but
simply the despair of the self in being aware sfdwn fallibility.

Finally, the best key to interpr&he Exorcis{1971) is still the very one provided by
the narrative itself. Despite all that the exisiigt perspective can offer to its reading, and to
its opening into new and invigorating possibilitigse text of the narrative is still the best key
to interpret it. Therefore, any detour that we ntale into parallelism with other texts is
actually the necessary condition of distanciatiuat tve need in order tanderstandwhat is
already there in the text. In the caselbk Exorcist(1971), despite all that has already been
said, namely, that it cannot be simply classifiedh@rror, and that it is much beyond a
theodicy, what this narrative tells is finally tlstory of the “human phenomenon”. The
“groping” back towards God mentioned in the Prolgnd later by Merrin is explicitly
Teilhard de Chardin’s “Omega Point”. According teetlatter, this is a kind of teleological
pole toward which the universe evolves (DE CHARDI955). In his theoryiHHomo Sapiens
marks a step into the increasing complexity witbuolution while becoming conscious of
itself. In Blatty’s narrative, thistill strange spiritual worldthat surrounds people as ‘ghosts’
is actually the outcome of men’s own “augmentedscausness”, the unconscious, or rather,
in Jungian terms, “the collective unconscious”, which, in @dardin’s theory, composes
what he calls “Noosphere”, a term first coined dgdimir Vernadsky and developed by the
French Jesuit, which means “the sphere of humangtit®. In this sense, Karras’s struggle
may entail that human kind, while still remainingrimetic and secluded, selfish and hopeless,
is very prone to perish. The ‘spiritual’, for Bkaths for De Chardin, is actually part of the
development of matter toward the “Omega Point”. Ttevils’ that possess Regan are

actually, in Blatty’s perspective, very human ekabecause they are not ‘para-‘ or ‘supra-‘
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human, in the sense of ‘external’ and ‘independéwoihn it. On the contrary, the ‘spiritual’
and the ‘material’, for Blatty, are an extensionasfe and the same principle. Amazingly,
Blatty’s text is much more prone to be labeled ssritualist’, in relation to the legacy of
Alan Kardek, than in a strict Roman Catholic tradit*® It is remarkable to note that
Teilhard de Chardin, who seems to serve not onky sdel for one of the charactersTime
Exorcist(1971) but for the whole story, was a philosopleigsuit priest and a paleontologist
who was censured by the Church because of hisaxargial ideas about Christian dogmas.
One of the topics of his theory of evolution isttliae latter is becoming an increasingly
optional process (Ibid). For De Chardin, evolutisran ascent toward consciousness and the
strife towards consciousness. (lbidem, p.166) DRespil of Blatty’s effort to bring
verisimilitudeto the narrative offrhe Exorcist(1971), the text actually turns towards a clear
ideological allegory of De Chardin’s theory. Thuthe story ends up becoming an
existentialist struggle to find not a justificatiohGod in face of all the evil in the world, but a
purpose for man in aapparentlymeaningless existence. Instead of interpretingdéaas the
inevitable choice between the mutually excludingith’ and ‘reason’, ‘science’ and
‘religion’, what the narrative with all its referees provides is the interdependence between
these elements, exactly the one proposed by Tdildar Chardin, and later developed by
‘transhumanism’. Therefore, instead of the arguntleat Blatty’'s text would be a leap back
into the Middle Ages, what the references of the Ibeing to it is quite the opposite.
Conclusively, what this dissertation has emphdicattempted to say is that the
label ‘*horror’ normally associated wiffhe Exorcisis much more a product derived from its
cinematic adaptation than due to its literary va@siThis entails not merely confusing one for
the other, but actually accepting the inadequadphefterm for the latter. This does not mean

that there are not sonsdementf horror inThe Exorcist(1971), but that horror is the least

148 Blatty’s experience witséansesand his speculations on the problems on conceptsasi‘spirit’ and
‘matter’ clearly indicate an approximation with tegiritualist doctrine developed by Kardek.
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important aspect in the story. There is much mekevance in its association with the kind of
existentialism related to Kierkegaard and Ricod&antany interpretation of it as a kind of
cathechism, dogma or even theodicy. Finalipe Exorcist(1971) is not a story about a
possessed girl who is exorcized by a priest whothat end of the story, recovers his
‘traditional’ faith. What the novel actually telis its narrative is the struggle of a man
towards consciousness of his own humanity. Whateuerpretation, or rather, response it
might provoke in a reader, | still believe thaeattproduces enode of being in the worlidhat

is already disclosed to mehat is, inscribed in the text, not as an ‘immae, but as a

‘proposal’, which interpolates readers fonarative identity
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AFTERWORD

At the beginning of this dissertation | had menéd the addition of the words
“through hermeneutics” to ifgrovisorytitle “Literary Exorcism: Meanind he Exorcistas a
way to compensate the weight that this theoretféctions took place in my research. Now
it is time to give a little more attention to theerh “provisory” highlighted above.

Particularly, | like short titles; | appreciate thpower of condensation and the
‘gravity force’ that a very short piece of languaga have. At this point of my research, | am
still confused if what was provisory should not ts@@ permanent. | am still very satisfied
with the effect that the title “Literary ExorcisivteaningThe Exorcisthas on me. However,
| also feel very much in debt to two words thanidhe root of the two main chapters in this
study, namely, hermeneutics and existentialismrdfbee, the challenge, after finishing the
main body of this dissertation, wasrexonfigurethe title that started it all into one that could
still preserve the positive impression that therfer had on me, and which, at the same time,
could allow the reader to be better informed abwebat this dissertation was all about.
Thinking in other words, the new title also neetiddentials’. Moreover, | was in pursuit of
a title that could also help the reader make atébeand ‘safer’leap from one side to the
other of the two sides of this study, since on¢hef most difficult things that | faced in the
writing of this text was not exactly the compogitiof each part but theridge between them.
The initial proposition, or rather, the problemttiséarted this research was my amazement
that after so much ado caused by the cinematicpirgtation of Blatty’s novel, the latter had
not yet received the proper focus that it deseredther words, much more has been said
about the movie in relation to the novel and, t&kethings worse, most of what has been said

about the latter is still greatly ‘possessed’ bg ttormer. Szumskyj was an important



223

contribution to this dissertation because of a time saved with the collection of essays he
organized and which I initially intended would beart of the objective of this dissertation.
His book coincided with my acceptance at the UFRE&&uate Program in Literature, which
allowed me to go on a little further and deepeo ittte theoretical aspects of ‘literary
interpretation’ and the question of ‘meaning’. Hawe this pharmakonhad its ‘venous’
effect; | almost ended up slipping out of my maioncern, that is, providing a new
interpretation of Blatty’s novel in order to widéme gap that separates the literary text from
its cinematic adaptation. Ricoeur came into my kaasl an attempt to deal with the problem
of evil. Amazingly, his hermeneutical phenomenolgygved to be a precious reference for
the question that | was positing to pgint of scrutiny

‘What does it mean?’ was not only the startingveaguestion to lead the rest of the
whole dissertation; it almost became the centéhefwhole dissertation. | realized, with the
aid of Ricoeur’'s hermeneutics, that this was ndy @n‘hermeneutical’ question; it was an
‘ontological’ issue — to be more precise, it wastgexistentialist. From my formation in
Languages | was already quite aware thatauthor was already dea#lowever, for me it
still sounded toanonadic for a lack of a better word to describe my impress. In mynaive
perspective, the only exit from the congeniality tfe romantic hermeneutics of
Schleiermacher and Dilthey was the hermetic andasplrecess of the affirmation thtte
meaning of a text is what it means to a readdris was a position that dissatisfied me as
much as the congeniality of the author. | stilli&etdblindly that there should be something
in between. Thus, it was in Ricoeuttgerpretation Theoryhat my concerns started to find a
way. | did not want to disavow all the contributsotinat the last century had made towards the
importance of the reader in tl®nstructionof meaning; however, | also did not want to
discard the category of the ‘author’ as somethingj@vant. But, above all, | did not want to

make the categories of ‘author’ and ‘reader’ ‘cahtio the question.
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In this senseThe Politics of Interpretationvas an excellent start to show that the
issue of meaning is far from being solved and, ntloa@ that, is still meritorious of attention.
Mitchell’s collection of essays, more than beingmyplary of the validity of researching
subjects regarding categories such as ‘interpogtafind ‘meaning’, also provides worthy
arguments on the validity of referring to ‘intemtadity’ in written texts. It is no longer a
matter of coming to terms with what tleithor had in mindnor is it even about, in a
perspective like that of Schleiermachknowing the text more than its authdrhis is the
importance of Hirsch’s book for this dissertatidie is not in pursuit of reestablishing
romantic hermeneutics. The kind of hermeneuticshbaseeks is actually much more in favor
of the ones proposed by Gadamer and Ricoeur. Resipitheir differences, what is important
in all of them is the reevaluation of the categofyintentionality’. It is because all of them
believe that communication is possible, despitét@itontingencies, that they make the issue
of meaning a precious one. For them, interpretasahe questiopar excellenceThus, the
goal of the first chapter of this dissertation w@sry to demonstrate that we should be a little
more aware about the inconsistency of the categbrthe reader. In other words, if the
category of the author is not a trustful one anymdéhen why should the category of the
reader be so? Between the finitude of the authdrtlaa infinitude of the reader, there is the
possibility of the text. This is the argument for the firstrtpahe text maintains an
‘intentionality’ which is no longer associated teetcloseness of the author or to the openness
of the reader, but to the possibility of communmatof the text. This is not a matter of
epistemological impossibility, but of ethical resgwility. This is why Ricoeur became a
referential figure not only for the question of igv but also for the problem of
‘interpretation’.

Therefore, it is possible to shorten the entirstfgection in the following reflection

made by Ricoeur:
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To understand is to follow the dynamic of the woatk movement from what
it says to that about which it speaks. Beyond ryasion as reader, beyond
the situation of the author, | offer myself to thessible mode of being-in-
the-world which the text opens up and discloseseéo(HHS, p.177)

The possible mode of being-in-the-world opened disdlosed by the text is not
something unique which could be grasped by ondesimind or text, which would belong
exclusively to one reader. However, it is also tia infinitude of ‘any’ reading of ‘any’
reader. Thus, the conflict of interpretations wémain in the realm of the disputes for the
validity of what a textpossibly wants to sayAs Ricoeur reflects, “the text is not without
reference; the task of readingya interpretation, will be precisely to fulfill theeference.”
(HHS, p.148) The author, in this sense, is notimage than just another reader in the pursuit
of this fulfillment; albeit a very precious onewbuld say. Struggling for meaning is not a
move made only by the reader or by the authors @lso a movement of the text toward
existence. In this sense, Ricoeur reminds us vellythat ‘understandingceases to appear as
a simplemode of knowingn order to becomeway of being (HHS, p.44)

Thus, themeaningof the text becomes iidentity, not in the sense ;lamenessof
duplication, of character, but precisely in thesseproposed by Ricoeur (1994) as “narrative

identity”. As he proposes,

Narrative identity oscillates between two limits: lawer limit, where
permanence in time expresses the confusion of mlesnipse; and an upper
limit, where the ipse poses the question of itside without the aid and
support of the idem. (OA, p.124)

Moreover, there is the ethical implication of thaegory. In this sense, Ricoeur says
that “by narrating a life of which | am not the hot as to existence, | make myself coauthor
as to its meaning.” (OA, p.162) When | set mysslfesponsiblgfor the ‘meaning’ of a text,

for interpreting what itwants to sayl cannot forget that there are different mode®eahg
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involved in this relation. Therefore, as a readarose the ethical circle between the other
two components of this sphere, namely, the authdrtlae text.

However, as | said in the beginning of the firsajgter, this part of the dissertation is
less a conclusion than it is the raising of a problWhat has been exposed above was only
the perspective of contemporary hermeneutics, nspecifically the one proposed by
Ricoeur, and the one which | am very much prone to.

Back to the final purpose of this dissertation, whiaally can be said abouthe
Exorcist(1971) is that it is a novel full of symbolic lamgge. Therefore, as Ricoeur observes,
“the symbol gives rise to thought*® First of all, | hope that my initial hypothesisshaeen
confirmed at the end of this dissertation: the wihéch says thalhe Exorcis{1971) lacks a
better definition of genre than that of ‘horrot’ nhust be emphasized that it does not entail the
idea that it is not horror at all. What this argunta¢ion attempts to champion is the
perspective that ‘horror’ is whathe Exorcist(1971) least is. In fact, this labeling is much
more due to the impact of its cinematic interpretathan a close reading of the text of the
novel and its many textual references. Therefotegtw am proposing is thdthe Exorcist
(1971) deserves, lacks, and invites other inteapicets.

In this sense, | could also take the blamedfeflendingthe novel. But this accusation
also needs further explanation. First of all, itnist a matter of the book being better or
superior to the film; it is mainly a matter of bgiquite different. There are two important
‘scenes’ that are decisive in splitting the two kgrThe first one is the removal of the scene
in the movie where Father Merrin tells Karras hesspective on the purpose of possession.
Evidently, this was equivalent to removing the margument of an essay. Secondly, in the
movie the scene where Karras supposedly leapsghrine window, which is only overheard

by Chris and Sharon at the kitchen, is visuallgipteted by showing Karras’s eyes turning

149 0p. Cit.
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green and his face contorting, explicitly arguirgy the cause of genuine possession. |
understand that Friedkin, the director, did thisgaese he wanted his movie to be as close as
possible to what Blatty wanted in his text. Thet iaahat the text is not closed at all in favor
of this interpretation. The text allows the podgipiof still interpreting Karras’s leap as an
escaping device for the burden of his guilt. lierkegaardianperspective, Karras never lost
his faith, because to be in doubt is only one @& tlegrees of being in despair; and as
Kierkegaard observes, “faith is desp&if”

Another interpretation that is given Tdve Exorcis{1971) is that it is a novel with a
strong ideology bias towards Catholicism. Despitéatt's still debatable religious
orientation, which could be easily shifted from det Catholicism to a more ‘relaxed’
Spiritualism, in &ardecistperspective, the reading of the novel as a kinthebdicy is still
as insufficient as the one for ‘horror’. Blatty @naffirmed in an interview thathe Exorcist
(1971) was part of a trilogy, and that this novelsvspecifically dedicated to the problem of
evil. Most probably this is what may have maderibgel into aJob’s complaint However,
as Blatty himself observed, not only abolwvinkle, Twinkle, “Killer” Kane or Ninth
Configuration but also forThe Exorcist(1971) itself, these were narratives about the
“mystery of goodness”, of illogically sacrificingneself for the benefit of the other. Despite
its immediate relevance to what is apparent inrheative, what | have attempted to show
was actually the great potential that the text mhes if it is read in an existentialist
perspective. | have already mentioned, too, thett@xtialism is a concept with many facets.
But, by seeking a philosophical point of view owife | ended up discovering that what
Ricoeur and Kierkegaard had to say on their ownestilmatched surprisingly the arguments
engendered by the narrativeTdie Exorcis{1971). All of them are substantive testimonies of

faith. ‘Evil’, in this comparative reading betwedine Exorcist(1971) and Ricoeur’'s and

10 Op. Cit.
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Kiekegaard’s philosophical reflections about thévjsct, is only the detour necessary to
understand what is human in humanity, and to egpee faith in a deeper sense. By dealing
with unjustified suffering and sacrifice, what seeto be the argument pursued by Blatty’'s
novel is actually a reflection on the existentialiggle of faith.

| am also aware that at a certain point my dissertanay have taken the aspects of
a theological argumentation. | do not deny thist #is was achieved after Ricoeur’s axiom
about interpretation which says that to interpredx is to allow oneself to what a text opens
up and discloses, not as something hidden or veyeithe narrative, but rather as something,
in a very broad sensalready there This does not mean that the meaning of a tealréady
present in the text, like an immanence. Under pleispective, | could not deny the immense
importance that Teilhard de Chardin has not onlligicusly for Blatty, but also
philosophically forThe Exorcist(1971). However, | still found it necessary to @na long
detour through Ricoeur and Kierkegaard in ordeadhieve the humanist and existentialist
perspective provided by the French paleontologstiii. | wanted to show that Blatty’s novel
IS not a narrative about the ‘materiality’ of ‘éyibut rather about the very humanity of faith,
and the importance given to fallibility as its mamspect. What all of them are actually
arguing for is precisely that faith is made of fathhat goodness is also made of evil, and that
all of them will ever remain a mystery preciselyedio theirpharmakonaspect of being a
poison and a cure.

| also wanted to show, finally, thahe Exorcist(1971) is a work that still deserves
more attention than it has received up to now. Skyjis book was an important step in this
direction, and | hope that this dissertation seageanother opening door for increasing the
positive reception of the novel for the academibligu Therefore, what Blatty and | have to
say aboufThe Exorcist(1971) is as important as what the text itselfngpep and discloses.

Once and for all, it must be understood tfiéae Exorcist(1971) is not a novel about a
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possessed girl who is saved through exorcism, ereitie story about a priest who recovered
his faith. In a very opposite sense, this is aystdyout a priest in his existential struggle to
cope with his humanity, his own fallibility. By stmg to understand how God could allow
‘evil’, being so omnipotent and good, Karras watialty masquerading his own fallibility -
avoiding his own responsibility. Karras is left aéoand in despair becausistentially
speaking, we are all alone, despairingly left toselves, and meaningless; we only achieve
significance, value and direction precisely whenb&eome “social”’, when we become aware
of this immaterial relation net that unites usglithe “noosphere” proposed by de Chardin.
This is why the novel does not end with Karras igieicthis is why it ends with the beginning
of a new friendship, between the reason and logiKirederman and the faith and devotion of
Father Dyer. Ideologically, it champions the sandeai defended by the French
paleontologist/Jesuit, that in diversity we findityn that evolution is complexification
towards self-conscience, that despite all our digprtion we can coincide. Whatever the
criticism this idea may engender, positive and tiegal believe that if there is anything that
the narrative ofThe Exorcist(1971) wants to say, despite the author's and emsad
implications in it, is precisely that. Even thouHlirsch is right to say that interpretation is
always a guess, | still agree with him that somesgas may be more plausible and valid than
others. | hope to have provided an interpretatiomh® Exorcis{1971) that not only opens it

to new perspectives, but also justifies it.

In the final analysis,
for the believer there are no questions,
and for the non-believer there are no answers.

Hafetz Hayyim
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Baixar livros de Literatura de Cordel
Baixar livros de Literatura Infantil
Baixar livros de Matematica

Baixar livros de Medicina

Baixar livros de Medicina Veterinaria
Baixar livros de Meio Ambiente
Baixar livros de Meteorologia
Baixar Monografias e TCC

Baixar livros Multidisciplinar

Baixar livros de Musica

Baixar livros de Psicologia

Baixar livros de Quimica

Baixar livros de Saude Coletiva
Baixar livros de Servico Social
Baixar livros de Sociologia

Baixar livros de Teologia

Baixar livros de Trabalho

Baixar livros de Turismo
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