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ABSTRACT

LITERATURE AND HEALTH:
AN ESSAY CRITICAL AND CLINICAL ON VUS’AT O. BENER’S NOVELS

BERKAY ULUC
MA Thesis
August 2017

Thesis Advisor: Prof. Sibel Irzik

Keywords: Viis’at O. Bener, Gilles Deleuze, subjectivity, schizophrenia, health

In this study, I argue that modernist author Viis’at O. Bener’s novels Buzul
Caginin Viristii (1984) and Bay Muannit Sahtegi’nin Notlar1 (1991) constitute
productive cases for reflecting upon Gilles Deleuze’s proposition on literature
being an enterprise of health. Approaching the (writing) subjects of these
novels as models of Bener’s distinctive figuration of “sick” and “schizoid”
subjects, | assert that these texts probe the question of subjectivity as a
question of health, by challenging both in form and content the distinction
between inner world and exterior world, individual concern and collective
concern, private history and public history. The appearance of the act of
writing in these novels as an impasse, but at the same time as a way-out,
having not only personal but also political significations, | further argue, is a
symptom of this problematization of subjectivity. | ultimately aim to show
that Bener’s novels, which have been deemed to be pessimist, indeed open a
discussion on a new possibility of life.



OZET

EDEBIYAT VE SAGLIK:
VUS’AT O. BENER ROMANLARI UZERINE KRITIK VE KLINIK BIR DENEME

BERKAY ULUC
Yiksek Lisans Tezi
Agustos 2017

Tez Danismani: Prof. Dr. Sibel Irzik

Anahtar sozcikler: Viis’at O. Bener, Gilles Deleuze, 6znellik, sizofreni, saglik

Bu calismada modernist yazar Viis’at O. Bener’in Buzul Caginin Viriisi
(1984) ve Bay Muannit Sahtegi’nin Notlar1 (1991) romanlarinin, Gilles
Deleuze’iin edebiyatin bir saglik girisimi olduguna dair 6nermesi Uzerine
diisiinmek i¢in iiretken vakalar teskil ettigini savunuyorum. Bu romanlarin
(yazan) Oznelerine Bener’in kendine 0Ozgii ‘“hasta” ve “sizoid” Ozne
figiirasyonunun birer modeli olarak yaklasarak bu metinlerin 6znellik
sorununu bir saglik sorunu olarak, i¢ diinya ile dis diinya, bireysel dert ile
kolektif dert, 6zel tarih ile kamusal tarih arasindaki ayrimi1 hem bigimde hem
igerikte sorunsallastirarak irdelediklerini 6ne siiriiyorum. Bu romanlarda yazi
eyleminin yalnizca kisisel degil siyasal anlamlar1 da olan bir ¢itkmaz ama ayni1
zamanda da bir c¢ikis yolu olarak belirmesinin  bu  6znellik
sorunsallagtirmasinin bir semptomu oldugunu savunuyorum. Nihayetinde,
Bener’in karamsar oldugu diisiiniilegelen romanlarinin aslinda yeni bir yagam
thtimaline dair bir tartisma agtiklarini1 géstermeyi hedefliyorum.



Think of the author you are writing about. Think of him so hard
that he can no longer be an object, and equally so that you cannot
identify with him. Avoid the double shame of the scholar and the
familiar. Give back to an author a little of the joy, the energy, the
life of love and politics that he knew how to give and invent.

— Gilles Deleuze

Edebiyat yapitlar iizerine neden diisiinelim diye soruyorsan...
Diinyay1 yadirgamamiza, onu bagka bir dille konusmamiza yol
actiklart i¢in. Bizim de belli belirsiz hissettigimiz bir seye bir
bicim kazandirdiklari, bu da bizi heyecanlandirdigi i¢in. Bir
yapitin i¢indeki hemen duyulmayan baz1 seslerin silinip
gitmesine razi olmadigimiz i¢in. Edebiyat yapitin1 biraz daha
konusmaya  zorlarsak  birlikte  bir  problem  alanini
netlestirebilecegimizi hissettigimiz i¢in...

— Nurdan Girbilek

Vi



A note on “language”

In the main body of the thesis, the quotations from Bener’s texts (which have not been
translated into English yet) were kept in their original Turkish. | referred to my own
translations when citing Bener’s interviews as well as the critical pieces written in
Turkish. In the footnotes, on the other hand, all the quotations from Turkish texts were
kept in their original language.

I hope that this bilingualism would provide the reader with an opportunity to think of the

works at hand in a comparative fashion, rather than producing (another) linguistic
impasse.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1. A Reading on “Tranference”

Unsatisfied by the tradition of psychologism, mostly that of psychoanalysis, that
conventionally sees the writer as an isolated individual who sublimates her neuroses into
her work, Gilles Deleuze offers that the writer “is not a patient but rather a physician, the
physician of himself and of the world” (Deleuze 1997, 3). Deleuze writes these sentences
in “Literature and Life,” a short yet solid text introducing his last published work Essays
Critical and Clinical, where he reflects upon “the problem of writing” through a series of
readings dwelling on the seminal works of modern literature. Deleuze’s critical and
clinical readings on such authors as Leopold von Sacher-Masoch, Samuel Beckett, and
Herman Melville have as their tenet one single assertion, whose outline, as remarked by
Deleuze’s careful readers, have been mapped out long before the publication of Essays
Critical and Clinical.! According to Deleuze, any (modernist?) writer, as an inventor of
“a foreign language,””® constitutes a special case in her distinctive ability to “bring to light
new grammatical or syntactic powers,” to “force language outside its customary furrows,”

to “make it delirious”:

It is through words, between words, that one sees and hears. Beckett spoke of
“drilling holes” in language in order to see or hear “what was lurking behind.”
One must say of every writer: he is a seer, a hearer, “ill seen ill said,” she is a
colorist, a musician. ... It is delirium that invents them, as a process driving
words from one end of the universe to the other. They are events at the edge
of language. But when delirium falls back into the clinical state, words no
longer open out onto anything, we no longer hear or see anything through
them except a night whose history, colors, and songs have been lost.

! Daniel W. Smith refers, among others, to what Deleuze said in a 1988 interview: “I’ve dreamed about bringing
together a series of studies under the general title ‘Essays Critical and Clinical.” That’s not to say that great authors,
great artists, are all ill, however sublimely, or that one’s looking for a sign of neurosis or psychosis like a secret in their
work, the hidden code of their work. They’re not ill; on the contrary, they’re a rather special kind of doctor” (Deleuze
1995, 142).

2 Although his writings generally refer to ambiguously generic notions of “literature,” “author,” or “writer,” as
Buchanan and Marks note, “Deleuze restricts himself ... to a largely modernist canon” (Buchanan and Marks 2000, 4).
We will come back to Deleuze’s fondness for modernism toward the end of this chapter.

% Deleuze takes this notion of “foreign language” from Marcel Proust: “Great books are written in a kind of foreign
language.” He also quotes Proust’s saying “The only way to defend language is to attack it ... Every writer is obliged
to create his or her own language ...” (quoted in Deleuze 1997, 5).



What follows these sentences is the motto of Deleuze’s critical and clinical project:
“Literature is a health” (lv). At first glance, this statement that bestows upon literary
activity a kind of curative potential may not seem quite a radical idea, especially
considering that it was one of the basic principles of psychoanalysis (and psychoanalytical
literary criticism) that literature involves a certain therapeutic mechanism. It was
Sigmund Freud, the founding father of psychoanalysis, who in his “Creative Writers and
Day-Dreaming” pointed out a parallelism between phantasy and creative writing: “A
strong experience in the present awakens in the creative writer a memory of an earlier
experience (usually belonging to his childhood) from which there now proceeds a wish
which finds its fulfillment in the creative work” (Freud 1989, 442). The text, Freud says,
by opening a creative space for the fulfillment of her otherwise unfulfilled desires,
provides the writer with an opportunity to face and thus circumvent her psychic/familial
blockages.

Indeed, there is a significant critical tradition that calls attention to a strong
connection between literary practice and psychoanalytical practice, revolving around the
concept of transference.* Transference names the analytical situation through which there
occurs an unconscious projection of the unconscious of the patient onto the analyst,
resulting in an actualization, reexamination, and restaging of the repressed and
unfulfilled, however illusionary this process might be. This attachment, by creating the
possibility for a more palpable observation of the neuroses hidden in her psyche, provides
the patient with a re-examination of what blocks her, while potentially invoking a cure
of, but not a total recovery from, the psychic complex. The patient’s transference might
also pave the way for counter-transference, that is the unconscious process through which
the analyst projects her unresolved affects upon the patient, which, by loosening the
necessary distance between them, puts the psychic interpretation into jeopardy (Wright
1998, 15). Elizabeth Wright, who calls transference “psychoanalytic reader-theory,”
presents a plain articulation of how Freud conceptualized the term, possibly mindful of
the above quotation from him: “In the analytical situation intense feeling, or ‘affect’, is
transferred to the analyst ... and becomes organized around a group of hostile and loving
wishes. ... The mechanism of transferring past experience onto the figure of the analyst is

set in motion just when the repressed wish is in danger of emerging” (15).

41 am indebted to Sibel Irzik’s lectures for familiarizing me with this discussion.



Lacanian psychoanalysis will enrich this conceptualization of transference by
defining it neither as a situation “where the patient is offered a chance to emancipate
himself anew, by dint of a better compromise with authority” (14) nor as “the
displacement of feelings from one idea to another” (15) but as a process, as a continuum,
as a lure, that entails no mastery but an intersubjective dialogue. Jacques Lacan, according
to whom “the unconscious is constituted by the effects of speech on the subject” and “is
structured like a language,” defines transference as “the enactment of the reality of the
unconscious” (Lacan 1998, 149). To Lacan, this enactment becomes possible thanks to a
bidirectional process, in a way that both transference and countertransference will appear
as helpful mechanisms during the analytical process. For Lacan, neither “the patient” is
sick nor “the analyst” can cure her: Rather, Lacan’s analyst is “the subject supposed to
know,” who is loaded with “the desire of the Other” (Piotrowska 2014).

Wright remarks that “with the influence of Lacan’s definition of the unconscious as
structured like a language, the phenomena of transference in reading become all-
pervasive” (Wright 112): “Reading, writing and criticism are part of a continuum
whereby readers write in the act of reading and writers are shown to read in the act of
writing” (113). What this re-conceptualization of transference implicates for a method of
reading can be grasped more effectively through a glance at Shoshana Felman’s “theory
of the reading effect as a transference effect.” Suggesting that “we enter the literary text
only through transference: through the lure of rhetoric,” (Felman 2013, 30) she points out
a paradox:

... a “literary” reading is one that cannot choose between the role of the analyst
and the role of the analysand. That is, on the one hand, literary analysis (or
the deciphering of the signifier) resembles—at least distantly—the work of
interpretation that characterizes the analyst; but on the other hand, what is
analyzed—the text—far from being a “patient,” is quite contrarily a Master. ...
The literary reader thus paradoxically occupies both the place of the analyst
(in the relation of interpretation) and the place of the analysand (in the relation
of transference). (261-2)

The literary text, Felman proposes, is a “transferential structure” (178) in which no
reader can master the hidden meaning as she inevitably gets caught in a “chain of

signifiers,” while the act of reading, proving to be of no use in the proposed attempt to

capture the text’s/the writer’s unconscious, turns merely into a reading effect.> Felman

5 It may be good to note here Wright’s critique of Felman’s theory: “It seems almost as if Felman, in her desire to put
psychoanalysis and literature on an equal footing, had reintroduced (repeated) the hierarchies of master and slave in

3



thus defines literature, in her reading of Henry James’s The Turn of the Screw, as “the
Master’s death, the Master’s transformation into a ghost” (246). A “Deleuzian” reading,
on the other hand, would posit that reading has nothing to do with “the deciphering of the
signifier”: “Reading a text is never a scholarly exercise in search of what is signified, still
less a highly textual exercise in search of a signifier. Rather it is a productive use of the
literary machine, a montage of desiring-machines, a schizoid exercise that extracts from
the text its revolutionary force” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 106). What is at issue in the
act of reading is “a question of seeing what use it has in the extra-textual practice that
prolongs the text” (quoted in Smith xvi).

Gabriele Schwab, using a Deleuzian/Guattarian terminology, offers a “politicized”
grasp of psychoanalytical transference. Enlarging the literature/transference couple in a
way that it encompasses imaginary enactments that are not only personal but also
political, not only intersubjective but also intercultural, she states that “Transference
occurs whenever unconscious desires, fantasies, or patterns of being and relation are
enacted in an interpersonal or intercultural encounter, including the indirect encounters
between literary or artistic objects and their recipients” (Schwab 2012, 28). Schwab,
therefore, reads literature as an aesthetic medium that can undo the cultural restrictions
by projecting the cultural unconscious loaded with imperial desires, fears, and memories
into a performative realm in which an alternative subjective/cultural imagination can be
forged. Her reading of Franz Kafka’s short prose “The Wish to Be a Red Indian” shows
how Kaftka succeeded to transfer the Western imperialist desires and fears into “the wish
for mobility and traversal of territorial boundaries, and the desire not for conquest but for
becoming other” (66; emphasis mine). Theorizing from her inquiry, she claims that
“literature contributes in a significant way to cultural mobility, facilitating the emergence
of new flows of energy, new ways of being in the world, or new forms of language,
subjectivity, and life” (76).

Aidan Tynan argues that Deleuze’s approach to literature and health that “goes
beyond the purely diagnostic and symptomatological levels towards a vision of some sort
of healing process” (Tynan 2012, 18) should be positioned not necessarily as an adverse
of psychoanalysis. Although their writings have much evidence of the havoc they play
with the psychoanalytic framework, Tynan recommends that we understand Deleuze and

her reading. The text lies in wait, ready to occupy the subject. The scene of reading has become the story of the capture
of the psyche” (Wright 119).



Guattari’s position (and the methodology they offer, that is “schizoanalysis”) “not in
opposition to psychoanalysis, but as psychoanalysis as immanent criticism” (16).° The
immanence hinted here lies in their effort to employ the notions of psychoanalysis while
also pointing out how it abuses its own conceptualizations. In this line of thought, Tynan
presses hard that Deleuze’s proposition “literature is a health” has been shaped by an
immanent dialogue particularly with the notion of transference. Deleuze, says Tynan,
“severs this concept from any personological conceptions of the self, arguing that
transference may be reconceived as a means for a purely impersonal life to express itself
through experimental subjective modes” (8-9). Under the pen of Deleuze and Guattari,
transference, as grasped in its relation to literature, is “the transference of the pathological
elements of individual, oedipal subjectivity onto an impersonal, world-historical plane”
(16). Let us look at how Deleuze and Guattari refer to the concept “transference” in their
Anti-Oedipus. After another motto-like sentence we will continue to deal with—that is,
“literature is like schizophrenia: a process and not a goal, a production and not an
expression”—they reveal their immanent anti-psychoanalytical criticism in its relation to

“work of art”:

The work of art is supposed to inscribe itself in this fashion between the two
poles of Oedipus, problem and solution, neurosis and sublimation, desire and
truth—the one regressive, where the work hashes out and redistributes the
nonresolved conflicts of childhood, and the other prospective, by which the
work invents the paths leading toward a new solution concerning the future
of man. ... From this point of view, there is no longer even any need for
applying psychoanalysis to the work of art, since the work itself constitutes a
successful psychoanalysis, a sublime “transference” with exemplary
collective virtualities. (Deleuze and Guattari, 1983, 133-4)

What needs attention here is Deleuze and Guattari’s conceptualization of
transference as an essentially political, collective, and even world-historical experience—
in line with the motto of their “social and political psychoanalysis”: “There is only desire
and the social, and nothing else” (38). The health literature promises is thus never a
personal health per se, but a health that pertains to Life as a force that transcends the

personal concerns:

6 Indeed, Deleuze and Guattari have already defined their methodology, whose outline their Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism
and Schizophrenia presents, as one that is immanent to psychoanalysis: “Schizoanalysis therefore does not hide the
fact that it is a political and social psychoanalysis, a militant analysis: not because it would go about generalizing
Oedipus in culture, under the ridiculous conditions that have been the norm until now. It is a militant analysis, on the
contrary, because it proposes to demonstrate the existence of an unconscious libidinal investment of sociohistorical
production, distinct from the conscious investments coexisting with it” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 88).



We do not write with our neuroses. Neuroses or psychoses are not passages
of life, but states into which we fall when the process is interrupted, blocked,
or plugged up. Illness is not a process but a stopping of the process, as in “the
Nietzsche case.” ... Literature then appears as an enterprise of health: not that
the writer would necessarily be in good health ... but he possesses an
irresistible and delicate health that stems from what he has seen and heard of
things too big for him, too strong for him, suffocating things whose passage
exhausts him, while nonetheless giving him the becomings that a dominant
and substantial health would render impossible. The writer returns from what
he has seen and heard with bloodshot eyes and pierced eardrums. What health
would be sufficient to liberate life wherever it is imprisoned by and within
man, by and within organisms and genera?”’ (Deleuze 1997, 3)

This question that crystallizes the healing process Deleuze claims literature
promises looms large in Deleuze’s thinking. In the 1988 interview where he discloses his
will to write a “critical and clinical” study on some great authors, while answering a
question that asks the connections he sees between literature and (his) philosophy—*I
don’t know, I don’t recognize that difference” (Deleuze 1995, 142)—, he maps out this
therapeutic potential of literature. The act of writing is not simply a product of
transference whereby the writer’s disorders will be revealed but “an attempt to make life

something more than personal, to free life from what imprisons it”:

The artist or philosopher often has slender, frail health, a weak constitution,

a shaky hold on things: look at Spinoza, Nietzsche, Lawrence. Yet it’s not

death that breaks them, but seeing, experiencing, thinking too much life. Life

overwhelms them, yet it’s in them that “the sign is at hand”—at the close of

[Nietzsche’s] Zarathustra, in the fifth book of the [Spinoza’s] Ethics. You

write with a view to an unborn people that doesn’t yet have a language.

Creating isn’t communicating but resisting.

The potential of the act of writing, Deleuze thinks, cannot be restricted to a
phantasy-like solace of a neurotic writer or to an intersubjective communication: “Any
work of art points a way through for life, finds a way through the cracks” (143). Let us
notice a sentiment that has been repeated in what we quote from Deleuze (and Guattari):
What Anti-Oedipus dubs “collective virtualities” and what appears in this interview of
Deleuze as “an unborn people” reflect an attention to political/collective functions of
“fabulation”’: “Artists can only invoke a people, their need for one goes to the very heart

of what they’re doing, it’s not their job to create one, and they can’t. Art is resistance: it

7 Deleuze takes the notion of “fabulation” from Henri Bergson: “We ought to take up Bergson’s notion of fabulation
and give it a political meaning” (Deleuze 1995, 174).



resists death, slavery, infamy, shame” (174). We know that this idea positing the work as
the creator of a not-yet-existing collectivity, of “this invention of a people, that is, a
possibility of life” is also pertinent to Deleuze’s “literature is a health” formula: “Health
as literature, as writing, consists in inventing a people who are missing. It is the task of
the fabulating function to invent a people” (Deleuze 1997, 4).

Thinking particularly in relation to the art of writing, this perspective will appear as
a rather pragmatic grasp of literature, that calls for seeking the power of text less in
textuality than functionality, as Deleuze asserts rather provocatively in his study on
Proust: “The modern work of art has no problem of meaning, it has only a problem of
use” (Deleuze 2008, 95). This emphasis on the “use” of modern literature, while being
informed by the havoc he plays with the hermeneutical methods that seek to decipher
what the text truly means, does not call for an appropriation or instrumentalization of
literature either. Creating new possibilities for (psychic/personal/collective) life,
literature embodies and performs its own use by “demonstrating for our benefit an
eminently psychotic and revolutionary means of escape” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983,
134).

Gregg Lambert, in his article “On the Uses and Abuses of Literature for Life,”
dovetails this emphasis on the use of literature with Deleuze’s critical and clinical project,
offering a method of reading Deleuze has avoided offering as plainly as his careful
readers: i) “certain writers have invented concrete semiotic practices that may prove more
effective than psychoanalytic discourse,” i1) “certain literary works can be understood to
produce a kind of ‘symptomatology’ that may prove to be more effective than political or
ideological critique,” iii) “certain modern writers can offer us a manner of diagramming
the potential forms of resistance, or ‘lines of flight’, which may be virtual to these new
arrangements” (Lambert 2000, 135).8 A plainer yet more intense formulation has been
proposed by Tynan, according to whom “the principal hypothesis of a clinical criticism”
is that “certain authors have a weak health, but literature, by gaining a perspective on

sickness, is capable of transforming this weakness into a creative power” (Tynan 1).

8 A concept frequently used by Deleuze and Guattari, “line of flight” (or, “line of escape™) connotes “a path of mutation
precipitated through the actualisation of connections among bodies that were previously only implicit (or ‘virtual’) that
releases new powers in the capacities of those bodies to act and respond” (Lorraine 2010, 147). A relatively plain
articulation of the concept has been offered by Ash Ozgen Tuncer: “Deleuze’iin ‘kagis cizgisi® (ligne de fuite) kavramm,
kabaca iki diizeyde isler. Fransizcada fuite, Tiirk¢eye ‘kacis’ olarak aktarilsa da aslinda hem kagis, ayrilis hem de akis
anlammi tagir. Bu bakimdan hem bir 6znenin gergeklestirebilecegi bir kagis hem de bu edimin yeni bir diinya
yaratmasina yol agacak bir sizintidir” (Tuncer 2017, 17). Thanks are due to Arda Ciltepe for bringing this helpful
definition to my attention.



1.2. Viis’at O. Bener: “Quite an Interesting Case”

One of the studies in Essays Critical and Clinical is devoted to Walt Whitman, as
he is one of many American writers Deleuze praises for the ability to demonstrate “lines
of flight.” Deleuze notes that the fragmentary writing emblematic of Anglo-American
literature, more specifically of Whitman, not only mirrors “the American experience” that
Is fragmentary but also is functional as it carries “the immediate value of a collective
statement” (Deleuze 1997, 57). This flourishing of the collective statement is due partly
to Whitman’s (or, Anglo-American literature’s, or any “minor” literature’s)

problematization of the idealized Cartesian subject:

Kafka said that in a minor literature, that is, in the literature of a minority,

there is no private history that is not immediately public, political, and

popular: all literature becomes an “affair of the people,” and not of

exceptional individuals. ... The simplest love story brings into play states,

peoples, and tribes; the most personal autobiography is necessarily collective,

as can still be seen in Wolfe or Miller. ... And from this point of view, the Self

[Moi] of the Anglo-Saxons, always splintered, fragmentary, and relative, is

opposed to the substantial, total, and solipsistic | [Je] of the Europeans. (57)

These sentences are of importance for my study, not because my endeavor here is
to analyze the texts of an Anglo-American writer, but because I find in Deleuze’s
approach to literature a thought-provoking and promising vision that can be translatable
into other literary experiences forged by a recalibration of a major language—by a
delirium of language. For the problem of language is immanent to any act of writing, and
“minor” is less a categorical adjective than the name of a potential, insofar as “minor no
longer designates specific literatures but the revolutionary conditions for every literature
within the heart of what is called great (or established) literature” (Deleuze and Guattari
1986, 18). The “case” through which I will be thinking of the revolutionary conditions of
literature Deleuze and Guattari refer to is Turkish modernist author Viis’at O. Bener’s
novels Buzul Cagimin Viriisii (1984) and Bay Muannit Sahtegi 'nin Notlar: (1991).° An
artist who—and whose protagonists who are also artists—had “slender, frail health, a

weak constitution, a shaky hold on things,”'? Viis’at O. Bener has been praised for his

9 Hereafter Virlis and Sahtegi. In the main body, quotations from Bener’s novels will be indicated in brackets
respectively as “V” and “S.”

10 1t is promising here to note Nurdan Giirbilek’s comment on the thematizations of senility in Bener’s texts: “Gegip
giden, dagilan, ¢6ziilen seyleri anlatir Bener. ... Hepimizin yasadig1, ama edebiyatin artik pek anlatmadigi seyler. Kolay
kolay yiiceltilemeyecek seyler. Yalnizca ruhsal ¢okiintii de degil, ariza ¢ikaran bir beden, yiiksek tansiyon, damar
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subtle, unabashed narration of the problems and chaos of individual life, through a style
marked with experimental, rather unruly use of language, leading many a critic to point
out the density of his works. The below portrait of Bener, presented by Reyhan Tutumlu,

is a good glimpse at his literary persona:

A respected avant-garde author during the last half of the twentieth century
in Turkey, Viis’at O. Bener focused his keen eye on the disharmony between
the individual and society, narrating this troubled relationship ironically. ...
Bener attracted readers and critics with the innovative techniques he used in
his works, which include fragmented and multilayered narration, and his
language, which was experimental while also being emotionally intense.
While he occasionally referred to the social circumstances of his era, Bener
was primarily interested in representing the individual’s inner world,
portraying alienation, contradictions, inner interrogations, and fears and
anxieties experienced. His manner of narration blurs the distinction between
what is real and fictional and encourages the reader to rethink the differences
of the genres. Bener used many autobiographical allusions in his texts, so
knowing the details of Bener’s life history gives significant clues for
interpreting his works. (Tutumlu 2016, 44)

Briefly put, my study will aim to demonstrate that in Bener’s modernist novels, not
only the distinction between reality and fiction, but also the one between “the individual’s
inner world” and “the social circumstances of his era” is challenged: In these texts, the
inner life of the subject is presented as a realm that is already mediated through a
problematization of the exterior world. Bener’s novels, | argue, present archives that call
into question, both in form and content,!! the split between “private history” and “public,
political, popular history,” to the extent that literature’s capacity to communicate this
amalgamation of the histories will also be questioned. In other words, | will argue through
a reading of his novels that the concern for politics, history, or collectivity is not a
background to the plots of Bener’s works, nor are they mere reference points providing
the texts with a context—they are immanent to the experience of the subject, his inner
world, his unconscious, and his desire-production. The claim that in Bener’s novels the
inner world of the subject appears as the space of “interrogation” and “negotiation” and
eventually as—borrowing from Maurice Blanchot—the space of literature, has already
been uttered (Giimiis 2000, Kocak 2004, Tutumlu 2010, Tutumlu 2016, Sen 2016); what

sertligi, sirt agrisi, girtlak hiriltisy, bagirsak gurultusu. Ne cok ilag adi gecer anlatilarinda. Ne ¢ok hastalik adi.
Kuspalazi, kopek memesi, kan ¢ibani, brongektazi; anfizem, glokom, paranoya, dipsomani” (Giirbilek 2004, 42).

11 “Form and content in discourse are one,” writes Mikhail Bakhtin (Bakhtin 1981, 259). Orhan Kogak has evoked this
inseparability of form and content in relation to Bener’s modernist aesthetics: “Igerikle bigim arasinda, niyetle icra
arasinda bir ayrim yapamayan onulmaz bir ‘modernist’ti Viis’at O. Bener” (Kogak 2005, 123).



I am after is the politics in and of this inner interrogation. We will also ponder how the
immanence of the political to the personal will render “the problem of writing,” which is
already addressed by the texts, a thornier question. Orhan Kogak says that in Bener’s
works “the question ‘why write’ is the work’s own question” (Kogak 2004, 23); we will
probe into the political and (world-)historical ramifications of this question.

This study will thus attempt to demonstrate that in Bener’s novels the question of
creating, capturing, or challenging the experience of “I,” i.e., the question of subjectivity,
while being the primary realm of writing, also appears as a political question. | deploy
“subjectivity,” rather than psychology-oriented terms such as “selfhood” or
“consciousness,” for better signifying the dynamism between what is inside the person
and what is outside, between the psychic/personal realm and the public/political realm, in
line with the definition offered by Veena Das and Arthur Kleinman: “the felt interior
experience of the person that includes his or her positions in a field of relational power”
(Das and Kleinman 2000, 1). This definition is helpful as it accentuates interiority while
also emphasizing a certain dialectic between inner and exterior lives, between personal
and political experiences.

“Politics” and “the political,” on the other hand, will be used in their widest possible
senses. In my readings of Bener’s novels, I will particularly give attention to those
passages where politics is negotiated by the subject in his inner world. This scrutiny will
prepare us to see politics in Bener’s novels. Yet, I will also strive to capture the politics
of Bener’s novels—even when they seem to be free from any “political concern.” If, |
propose, their schizoanalytical/critical and clinical study could lead Deleuze and Guattari
to argue for “a Kafka politics that is neither imaginary nor symbolic,” (Deleuze and
Guattari 1986, 7) one should likewise be thinking of the politics of other literatures

traditionally coded as “apolitical.”*? Hence, the essential questions on our agenda are:

12 While pondering Fredric Jameson’s assertion regarding “third-world literature”—with which we also will deal in
this chapter—Kogak makes a comment that is pertinent not only to a certain “politics of literature” but also to Deleuze
and Guattari’s experiments in this regard: ... Jane Austen, Virgina Woolf, Kafka veya Robbe-Grillet gibi ‘apolitik’
sayilan yazarlardaki politikay1 aramak ve desifre etmek de miimkiin. Deleuze ve Guattari bunu Kafka i¢in yaptilar”
(Kogak and S6kmen 1997, 106). In an interview, Bener himself reveals how his works have been deemed to be deprived
of “political concern,” saying reproachfully that there is a negligence toward “what he writes”: “Simdi ben ne yazmigim,
ona bakilmiyor da kahramanlar kotiimser, siyaset kaygisi yok vs. Yani kahramanlar m1 kétiimser, ben mi kotiimserim
is karistyor. Onun i¢in neme lazim, ben zanaat¢iyim, diyorum” (Bener 2005, 106). Giimiis (2004) and Tutumlu (2010)
have already pointed out politics in Bener’s works as part of their plot analyses. Kogak’s comment on Bener, which is
important for the purposes of my reading as well, goes one step further: “Viis’at O. Bener’in Tiirkiye sosyalizminin
1945 sonrasi seriiveniyle bazen birlesip bazen ayrisan yolculugu, bu iki tarih hakkinda da epeyce sey anlatir, anlatabilir.
Isteyen, bunu Virlis’te okuyabilir, Mizikali’da veya Kara Tren’de veya Kapan’da (hatta Sahtegi’de, eger sahiden
istiyorsa). Orada hayal edilmis veya yiiceltilmis bir tarihin yan: basinda, yasanmis ve maruz kalinmis bir tarih de
bulacaktir” (Kogak 2005, 123). Sen, on the other hand, raises the possibility of reading Viris as a coup d’état novel
(Sen 154).
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How is politics implicated in the question of subjectivity in Bener’s novels? What happens
to language when its agent finds himself in a position where the interior experience seems
to be incommunicable in deteriorating personal, social, cultural, and political
circumstances? How does the subject narrate the complexities and contingencies of this
experience without ignoring their implications in the performance of writing as well as
in the lexicon, syntax, and grammar?

As these questions address a problematization of politics, rather than an
unproblematized textualization of politics, we will be reflecting on the passages from
Bener’s novels where politics/collectivity/history appears as an impasse negotiated by the
(writing) subject. I claim that “impasse” is a relevant term for a reading of Bener’s novels,
since these texts revolve around personally, politically, and even linguistically®3
intolerable and exhausting situations that block the subject, that make it unable to
determine how to proceed, while also triggering new forms of action, creation, and
resistance—new “ways-out.”'* Viriis and Sahtegi, | argue, present archives of, adopting
Lauren Berlant’s conceptualization, “the ordinary as an impasse shaped by crisis in which
people find themselves developing skills for adjusting to newly proliferating pressures to
scramble for modes of living on” (Berlant 2011, 8).

Yet, before all the others, there is a foundational impasse in any work of Bener that
any reading needs to come to terms with: If what we understand from Roland Barthes’
famous formula about ‘the death of the author’ is biography’s absolute absence from the
text, then, one can argue that in Bener’s works this death has never occurred. Or it may
be that the author has always been alive, inescapably presenting what she lives in what
she writes; yet, in the case of Bener’s works, it is even harder to think of the text as an

entity entirely independent from the life-story of its creator.™® Kocak’s thought-provoking

13 In many an interview, Bener talks about a certain “wrestling” [bogusma] with his maternal language: “Yani
sozciiklerle, dille bogusan bir aile ortami saniyorum bizi de kendi aramizda siirekli tartigmaya hazirlamstir. Dille gok
bogusmusuzdur” (Bener 2004, 137); “Yalniz Buzul Caginin Viriisii romani ¢ok baska bir olusumla diinyaya geldi.
Garip bir bi¢gimde, ben orada artik dille feci bir sekilde bogusmaya basladim. Dille bogusurken metin de tabii ona gore
degisimli oldu” (151). Proust’s assertion (“The only way to defend language is to attack it.””) may also resonate here:
“Ogretilen dil, hele dogu dilleri, kavramlariyla karmasiklasmigsa, anlatim giiciiniizii ok daha zorlamak gerekiyor;
deyim abartili belki, ama diisman belledigim i¢in bogusup durdum dilimle, hala da yenik diistiglim kanisindayim”
(Bener 1992, 12). Bener’s wrestling with language can also be thought in tandem with Deleuze’s assertion “she ... is a
musician”: “Zaten dille ¢ok ugrasityorum. Dil ile miizik arasinda... ben kendim miizik dinleyerek yazmiyorum ama dili
miizik haline getirmek gibi bir saplantim da var. Miizikten dile gegmek gibi bir saplantim var” (129); “Biitiin romanin
[Virls] biiyiik bir miizikal giicii olmasi dilegi ile baglanmugtir ve dyle gétiiriilmeye ¢alistlmigtir” (151).

14 Borrowing this term from him, Deleuze and Guattari ceaselessly refer to the situations where Kafka “invents a way
out of this impasse” (Deleuze and Guattari 1986, 10). Commenting (otherwise not quite positively) on Deleuze and
Guattari’s work, Wright writes: “Kafka’s way out is to write” (Wright 152).

15 As T will show in my readings as well, Bener’s playful texts reveal a certain self-reflexivity in relation to this interplay
between autobiography and fiction. This self-reflexivity reaches its peak in “Yanilgi m1?”. A short story published in
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essay on Bener’s works bears this point in its title. In “Fiction and Autobiography in
Viis’at O. Bener: Does Writing Save?” he asks a question that has no clear answer: “Is it
that Bener presents his own life as a fiction in the form of autobiography or that he writes
a fiction that resembles an autobiography?” (Kogak 2004, 26). “Not that there is no
attempt at fiction,” Nurdan Giirbilek comments on Bener’s works, “but it is as though the
memories complete each other through works [and] the narratives that are almost entirely
written in the first-person singular signal a primary source, a life that precedes the work”
(Giirbilek 2004, 34). In one of his writings on Bener, Semih Giimiis uses the phrases
“fiction drawing on autobiography” and “textualized living” (Giimiis 2004). The most
thorough intervention in this discussion was Tutumlu’s Yasamasiz Yazabilmek: Viis'at O.
Bener'in Yapitlarina Anlatibilimsel Bir Yaklasim, where she traces the parallelisms
between Bener’s biography and his oeuvre with a narratologically-informed, and at the
same time somewhat journalistic methodology. This rigorous study has led her to the
conclusion that Bener uses different methods to “fictionalize his life” (Tutumlu 2010,
129), which brings out the question of genre: She proposes that Virlis is an
“autobiographical novel” (138) and Sahtegi is a “memoir-novel” (140).

It is thus an almost uncontested reading that in Bener’s works there is a distinctive
interplay between autobiography and fiction.!® Or, one may want to say that in Bener’s
works there is a sui generis exchange between “literature and life.”*” We know that writers
re-create reality by resituating it in the work, even when they seem to merely represent it.
Jacques Ranciére contends that “the labour of fiction” lies more in “the re-framing of the

‘real’” than in “the constructing of an imaginary world.” Fiction can thus be defined as

his Kapan, this text starts with a reader’s address to a writer: “Sizi tanimiyorum. Admniz disicil biraz. O nedenle ‘Sayin
Bay Yazar ya/da Bayan Yazar,” diyemiyorum.” The reader then starts to comment on a text previously written by the
writer, entitled “TUZAK.” (Yes, Bener has a story entitled “Tuzak,” published in his Siyah-Beyaz.) The reader’s
comment on “TUZAK?” reads: “Bagislayn elimde degil — yash adamla size dzdeslestirmeyi yegledim. Yeglenmesini
istediginiz i¢in belki, ya da yapay da olsa sergiledigi igtenlik bu yargiya ulastirdi beni, vinme payi size!
Yanilmiyorsam kurgu da olsa, okurlar, belki yanilgidir ama bencileyin bir yargiyt benimseme yolunu tutarlar” (Bener
2014, 16).

16 To my knowledge, Bilge Ulusman’s reading of Sahtegi stands as one single rejection of the autobiography thesis. In
her study, referring to what we will soon refer to, she says: “Kogak’in ifadesiyle ‘6znelligin istilas’, Viis’at Bener
metinlerinin otobiyografik oldugu sanrisina diisen okurlarin gerekgesidir. Fakat Bener’in ‘6znenin yekpare ve katiksiz’
var olabilecegi bir otobiyografi yazmaya yanasmayacagi, aksine, modernizmin kutsal 6znesinin 6ldiigiine inandigi
aciktir” (Ulusman 2016, 110). I want to accentuate that what is at issue in my study is not to forge another discussion
on how autobiographical Bener’s texts are. Yet, in the face of numerous allusions to his life—the allusions that make
themselves felt even to a reader who is ignorant about his biography—and especially after Tutumlu’s study, to think
Bener’s texts as autobiographical texts is not hallucinatory either.

17 Pun intended but Tutumlu, without uttering the name of Deleuze, has already pointed out what is intended here:

“Edebiyatin yasamla bagini bir yandan pekistiren, diger yandan da sorunsallastiran bir yazardir Bener” (Tutumlu 2010,
13).
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“a way of changing existing modes of sensory presentations and forms of enunciation; of
varying frames, scales and rhythms; and of building new relationships between reality
and appearance, the individual and the collective” (Ranciere 2010, 141). Embodying as
well as problematizing this relationality between literature and life, Bener’s works
question not only the boundary between reality and fiction but also what is to be
understood as literary performance. In “Literature and Life,” Deleuze writes: “Writing is
a question of becoming, always incomplete, always in the midst of being formed, and
goes beyond the matter of any livable or lived experience. It is a process, that is, a passage
of Life that traverses both the livable and the lived” (Deleuze 1997, 1).18 It is as if Bener’s
works constitute a case that perfectly testifies to Deleuze’s claim; yet, my aim here is not
to further complicate this discussion. Rather than showing how Bener transfigured real
life to the life of fiction, | want to look at this unruly interlacement of literature and life
through the questions already outlined: Can we see this distinctive relationality between
fiction and reality, between literature and life, as a signal of the questioning of
subjectivity, politics, and the act of writing?

While pondering these questions in my readings, Deleuze and Guattari will
continue to be the central reference points. In this attempt, what | am after is neither to
“use” Deleuzian philosophy to “understand” Bener’s texts nor to reach a perfect match
between theory and text, but rather to forge an experimental reading that interrogates
whether Bener and Deleuze/Guattari can be read in tandem. Neither at issue here is to
argue for a “Deleuzian” influence in Bener’s works—we do not know if 1922-born
francophone Bener actually read one single sentence from 1925-born Deleuze. Still, it is
thought-provoking to see that the names of Deleuze’s philosophical precursors with
which he had been in an “immanent” dialogue throughout his thinking flash here and
there in Bener’s texts. As we will soon dwell on, one of his lately published stories is
named “Biraz da Agla Descartes,” and ironically challenges the Cartesian cogito.
“Spinoza ‘dan, Kant'tan dem vurmanin sirast mi?”—we read this sentence in Virids (V
153). The title of the Turkish philosopher Cemil Sena Ongun’s book in which he
experiments a philosophical narration in praise of Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra

also appears in this novel, possibly offering a certain Nietzschean passage in Bener’s

18 Let us not forget that Deleuze has uttered these sentences while elaborating on his thesis “literature is a health.”
Smith’s comment will make this connection clearer: “Put differently, the question that links literature and life, in both
its ontological and its ethical aspects, is the question of health. ... It is true that the writer is ‘inspired” by the lived; but
even in writers like Thomas Wolfe or Henry Miller, who seem to do nothing but recount their own lives, ‘there's an
attempt to make life something more than personal, to free life from what imprisons it’” (Smith 15).
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universe of thought: “Ne okuyordum o zamanlar? ‘Ahuramazda Boyle Dedi.”” (V 50).%°
(An indistinct appearance of Bener’s autobiography/fiction impasse: We know that Cemil
Sena Ongun is Bener’s uncle.) What we certainly know about what is in common to Bener
and Deleuze, however, is their literary archives. Albeit not stunningly, some authors on
which Deleuze (with or without Guattari) worked appear as influential authors for Bener
as well: Kafka, Beckett, Miller.2’ Thus, another essential question | have been pondering
since | first imagined this study is the question of What would happen if Deleuze (and
Guattari) could read Bener’s novels? Trying to answer this question, | approach Virus as
an appropriate textual realm for interrogating the claim of Anti-Oedipus that “literature is
like schizophrenia,” while arguing that Sahtegi lends itself to be thought more in tandem
with the claim in Essay Critical and Clinical that “literature is a health,” although there
is less a differentiation than a complementary relationship between these two mottos, or
between (Deleuze and Guattari’s) “schizoanalysis” and (Deleuze’s) “critical and clinical”

methodology.

1.3. Bener’s Subject

Remembering what we quoted from Deleuze’s reading of Walt Whitman, we can
infer that an interrogation on “the felt interior experience” is already implicated in the
notion of literature as an enterprise of health. Although what Deleuze offers—that is, a
distinction between “the Self [Moi] of the Anglo-Saxons” and the “I [Je] of the
Europeans,” between a “splintered, fragmentary, and relative” experience and a

“substantial, total, and solipsistic” one—may seem too radical a distinction, it is still

19 This possible Nietzschean influence becomes palpable in Bener’s “Déniissiizliige Ovgii,” published in Kapan:
“Nietzsche Agladiginda’yr okuyorum giinlerdir. Hald umutsuzlugun dorugunda degilim. Oysa Ipin Ucu’nda umudun
nice soytari, aldatici oldugunu belirtip, oyunun kahramanlarina buluslarini alkislatmistim. Nietzsche ile bunca
yakinlastigimdan 6nce. Kendimle savasta hep yenilgiye ugradim” (Bener 2014, 9). Nothwithstanding this sense of
absolute “defeat,” Nietzsche will appear as a resisting figure: “Bilmiyorum. Nietzsche, boyle bir yenilgiye boyun
egmeyecek sanirim” (10).

20 “Kafka’yr bunalimlara girerek okudugumu iyi biliyorum. Sato’yu filan. ... Fransizlardan Maupassant,
Amerikalilardan da bir iki yazar var. Henry Miller, Cauldwell gibi” (Bener 2005, 109); “Kalkip kendimi Samuel
Beckett’le kargilastirmak gibi aptalliklar da yapiyorum bazen, bagislayin yani” (Bener 2004, 152); “Diisiiniiyorum da
kendimi Samuel Beckett’e yakin buluyorum! Bak hele! Aysegiil Yiiksel’in incelemesini okuduktan sonra, bu
benzersirlige daha ¢ok inanir oldum. Her seye karsin, yasamay1 sevmesem de, yasamaya katlanacagimi saniyorum”
(Bener 2012, 26). Let us also notice the appearance of a certain “wrestling” with language again: “Cetrefil kitaplar
ilgimi ¢ekmis ve onlarla uzun zaman bogusmusumdur. Basucumda durmustur, ama islevi tamamlandi m1 yerine bagkasi
gelir. Ama zaman zaman yine cetrem, cbzumu gli¢ kitaplar yine giindeme gelebiliyor. Kimler, diyeceksiniz? Beckett,
Borges, Cortazar gibi. Bu yazarlar zaman zaman gercekten 6nemli” (Bener 2005, 112).

2L Answering his own question (“Is Critique et Clinique Schizoanalytic?’), Garin Dowd argues that “Deleuze’s final
volume of essays, Critique et Clinique, represents a more appropriate volume by way of which to approach the question
of the conjunction of schizoanalysis and literature over the career as a whole, albeit in a language shorn of the idioms
of Capitalism and Schizophrenia” (Dowd 2015, 120).
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appropriate to think of the attention to (the dissociation of) subjectivity as one rubric of
the thesis on literature’s promise of health. If, as Smith says, “the question that links
literature and life ... is the question of health,” this question seems to be pertinent to a
certain question of subjectivity as well.

Subjectivity, indeed, has been a privileged rubric of study in the critical reception
of Bener’s works. While it is arguable that literary criticism in Turkey did not give
Bener’s works, particularly his novels, as much attention as they deserve, the relevance
of a certain question of subjectivity to his literature has already been uttered—on small
scales and with different vocabularies. In Viis'at O. Bener: Kara Anlati Yazart, the title
Giimiis chose for his reading of Bener’s novels was “Dissociation of Personality and the
Rise of Writing” [Kisilik Coziiliisii ve Yazimin Yiikseligi]. In line with this focus, Giimiis
offers regarding Sahtegi that there is “an | from which Mr. Sahtegi excludes himself”
(Glimiis 2000, 39). The subtitle Tutumlu chose for her reading of Sahtegi resonates with
what Glimiis offers: “The Monologue of ‘I’s” [ “Ben "lerin Monologu] (Tutumlu 2010,
76).

Kogak furthers Giimiis’s analysis and posits the question of subjectivity as the
dominant path of Bener’s literature, regarding “the origin of the subject as an inner
division, and the groundlessness that comes thereby” as “Bener’s precipitating path”
(Kogak 2004, 20). What needs attention in Kocgak’s reading is his claim that Bener’s
subject does not refer to an idealized selfhood. Referring to a sentence from Virus, he
says that in Bener’s works “it is as if writing has been invaded by subjectivity.” Yet, “even
while talking to others, he [the subject] talks to himself, he talks against himself:
“Yaniltacagim onu. Ben yokum bu oyunda, ¢irkin gururum var!” ... Even while registering
the invasion of subjectivity, these texts are free from the illusion of a pure and monolithic
subject” (19). Reconstructing Gilimiis’s analyses, Kog¢ak names the grammatical
expression of subjectivity “as an inner division” in Bener’s works “multi-positional
sentence” [¢ogul konumlu climle]: “A sentence that tends to contain more than one ethical
or intellectual positions that are usually in discrepancy while preserving their separate
and contradictory existences” (23).

Bener’s works, thus, embody a certain problematization of the experience of “I”’ not
only thematically but also on the level of language. A question of subjectivity, indeed,
lies at the heart of language, insofar as we perceive the latter in the linguist Emile
Benveniste’s terms: “Language is possible only because each speaker sets himself up as

a subject by referring to himself as | in his discourse” (Benveniste 1971, 224). Yet, the
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relation between language and subjectivity is more complicated, and finds its most
challenging (or, productive) expression in the experience of the subject’s narration of
herself: The utterance of “I,” while presumably constructing subjectivity in language,
simultaneously deconstructs it, as it inevitably gets caught in the tension between | and
me, between Je and Moi—between the subject narrating herself (“the subject of the
enunciating”) and the subject being narrated by herself (“the subject of the

enunciation”).?? Terry Eagleton presents a prudent exploration of this problematic:

When I say ‘Tomorrow I will mow the lawn,’ the ‘I” which I pronounce is an
immediately intelligible, fairly stable point of reference which belies the
murky depths of the | which does the pronouncing. The former ‘I’ is known
to linguistic theory as the ‘subject of the enunciation’, the topic designated by
my sentence; the latter ‘I’, the one who speaks the sentence, is the ‘subject of
the enunciating’, the subject of the actual act of speaking. In the process of
speaking and writing, these two ‘I’s seem to achieve a rough sort of unity; but
this unity is of an imaginary kind. The ‘subject of the enunciating’, the actual
speaking, writing human person, can never represent himself or herself fully
in what is said: there is no sign which will, so to speak, sum up my entire
being. | can only designate myself in language by a convenient pronoun. The
pronoun ‘I’ stands in for the ever-elusive subject, which will always slip
through the nets of any particular piece of language; and this is equivalent to
saying that I cannot ‘mean’ and ‘be’ simultaneously. To make this point,
Lacan boldly rewrites Descartes’s ‘I think, therefore I am’ as: ‘I am not where
I think, and I think where I am not.” (Eagleton 2007, 147)

“I cannot write myself,” Barthes paradoxically writes in a fragment called
“Inexpressible Love,” and asks: “What, after all, is this ‘I’ who would write himself?
Even as he would enter into the writing, the writing would take the wind out of his sails,
would render him null and void” (Barthes 2001, 98). What is at issue in this discussion
on “enunciation,” however, seems to go beyond a mere concern on language’s incapacity
vis-a-Vvis the subjective experience. Let us open a parenthesis here to see another rewriting
of Descartes’s law of cogito. One of the late stories of Bener is entitled “Biraz da Agla
Descartes,” and starts with a captivating sentence: “Kirk yil oncesinin Istanbul’unda
ylrdyorum” (Bener 2015, 235). The “I” of this sentence tells the reader a story dominated
by the conversation between him and his friend named Descartes: “ ... Cogito Ergo Sum

de bir daha wunutmadiysan, kokusuz ince terini sil, poker-play 'dir yumusak tiiylii

22 There is a confusion regarding the usage of these terms in English, supposedly resulting from different attitudes of
different translators. There are some sources (among which is Deleuze and Guattari’s Kafka: Toward a Minor
Literature) where the duality of “the subject of the enunciating”/“the subject of the enunciation” (“le sujet de
I’énonciation”/“le sujet de |'énoncé”) appears as “the subject of the enunciation”/“the subject of the statement.”
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yanaklarimizda gezinen, Ay’a gidilemeyecegi kesindir. ... Hangisi mi Descartes? Su,
arkadaki catik kasli, segebiliyor musun simsiki agzini?” (236). Being friends from school,
both the subject and Descartes are now soldiers, strolling through Istiklal Street. After a
kind but firm exclamation—“Ne tuhaf adamsin sen be!” (237)—the subject opens a

conversation on their fathers:

“Sonra sikilirdi, ¢ok sikilirdi, kapkara sikilirdi, ¢ok igerdi, bol bol
tabanca sikard: beynine! Tatl bir deli olmali. Ileride kimbilir, belki ben de
deli olurum.”

“Zor. Delirebilirsen iyi. Benimki elmalar1 dizer. Ben bakardim. Elmalar
yiikselir, kule olur, biraksan goge dek. El ustaligiyla, yordamiyla degil. Denge
yasalarini biliyordu o. en biiyiik rakamlar1 kafasinda ¢arpar, bdler, sonucunu
sana soylerdi. Oyle bir kafa iste.”

“Coziiyorsun da anlayamiyorsun.”

“Dogru.”

“Denemeli. Denemedikce olmaz. Deneyelim. Deneyelim mi?”

“Bilmem. Denersem anlar miyim?”

“Neyi anlayacaksin? Duyarsin be! Diisazdigin olmadi m1 hi¢? Ya da
diis kurup kendi kendine? Benim iist ranzadaki Ahmet’le kapismistik
sonunda. Sallanir durur her gece. Uyuyabilirsen uyu. Pis, pis. Tek bagina pis.
Utandirict. Ben ikilisini merak ediyorum. Giildiiglime bakma, sinirden.”

“Denerken diistinebilir miyim? Ya da diislinlirken deneyebilir miyim?”

(237-8).

It is in the middle of this conversation that we hear Descartes uttering a sentence
we will want to remember later: “Delirebilirsen iyi.” Let us contextualize this
conversation that goes beyond a talk on fathers: The unnamed subject tries to convince
his dear friend Descartes the Morose (“catik kasli”’) to go to a brothel house. Descartes,
“analyzing but not understanding” the possibilities that untimely appeared on the horizon,
seems suspicious. The subject, on the other hand, is provocatively insistent on the promise
of “experimentation.” The subject’s preference of “sensation” over “understanding”
(“Neyi anlayacaksin? Duyarsin be!”)* could not satisfy Descartes, who seems to be
paralyzed in the face of a resistance against his cogito: Can one understand if he

experiments? Can one think while experimenting? Can one experiment while thinking?

23 1f, as | will implicitly or explicitly be arguing throughout the thesis, there is a (virtual) dialogue between Bener and
Deleuze, we are passing through such a promising moment that fortifies this argument. After reading “Biraz da Agla
Descartes,” it is not hard to replace Deleuze with Bener(’s subject) in the following sentences: “Where Descartes
situates reason at the heart of his method, as shown by the role of thinking in the cogito, Deleuze emphasizes sensation.
... Deleuze holds that no thought is free of sensation. The cogito cannot be self-evident, because sensation always
extends to a multiplicity of further conditions and causes. The Cartesian hope of defeating systemic doubt through the
certainty of the cogito must therefore fail” (Williams 2010, 52).
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This tension between the subject and Descartes culminates upon the former’s
recounting of the day Mustafa Kemal died: “Ata’mizin oldiigii giin, sinifta miydin sen?”
It turns out that everybody in the class—including the psychology teacher
(“Ruhiyatgr”)—nbut the subject and Descartes burst into tears upon hearing the bad news.
The memory of that day now makes the subject feel “sad, shameful,” while he continues

to provoke Descartes and his “law”:

“Kolaymi bulmussun, diisinmek i¢in diisliniiyorsun sen arkadas.
Kizmadin ya? Bunun da yasasi vardir herhalde. Sen diisiinedur. ... Demek bir
sen, bir de ben... Ama hala ¢ok utaniyorum, tiziilityorum.”

“Uziilme. Diisiin. Varligim kamtla kendine.”

“Of be! Diisiiniiyorum, dyleyse yokum tamam mi! Amma i¢im

sikiliyor. Su sokaga bir girebilseydik.” (240)

Bener’s (subject’s) rewriting of Descartes’s law of cogito is followed by the
narration of how that day ended: They finally could enter “the street” but the sergeant
catches them. The captain punishes the “the rascals”: “Yahu savas kapimizda. Hitler
denen pis buyik eli kulaginda sokacak basimizi derde. ... At nezarethaneye su soysuzlart”
(241). While they end up in the jail, the story finishes with another captivating sentence:

“Aldirma. Yiizbasi gene de hakli...”

“Hangi konuda.”

“Pis biyik konusunda.”

Hep boyle kal aklimda Descartes ne olur, hos¢akal, ama istersen biraz

da agla. (242)

We do not know if Bener could read Lacan, either, but “Biraz da Agla Descartes”s
ironic rewriting of the law of cogito strongly resonates with Lacan’s formulation. What
this story problematizes, however, goes beyond an attention to the workings of language
or to “the symbolic realm” or to the question to what extent the “I” can express
experience. Bener’s discussion on the relation between the subject of the enunciating and
the subject of the enunciation is mediated through a problematization of the relation
between thinking and sensing, between reason and desire. As we will see below, at issue
is never a linguistic/psychic concern per se.

At this juncture, where Bener seems to be an author who is invested in a
problematization of Descartes’s cogito, playing havoc with the rigidity of the distinction
between the subject of the enunciating and the subject of the enunciation, we should
remember one of the most stirring commentaries on Bener’s oeuvre. This commentary is

valuable not only for it has been uttered in a time when the critical canon in Turkish
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literary criticism hardly embraced Bener’s works but also for it, | argue, has paved the
way for a line of critical practice that pays attention to Bener’s attention to subjectivity.
As early as 1952, Bilge Karasu, another demanding author of Turkish modernist
literature, writes that there is an “economy of I” (Karasu 1999, 46) in Bener’s short

stories:

In each story, one of the persons is “I.” ... While these “I”’s more or less
resemble each other in each story except for “Havva,” the idea that [these
“I”’s] think differently within the aura of the whole may seem to us reasonable.
Yet, on the contrary, the thinking “I”’s rule out some little incongruities of the
speaking “I”’s. This thinking “I” is the same person in each story. While drunk,
he either mocks himself as in “Damdaki” or mulls over philosophies. A
pessimist, a schizoid. (47)

The echoes between Karasu’s reading of Bener (“the thinking ‘I’s ... the speaking
‘I’s...”) and Lacan’s as well as Bener’s rewritings of Descartes’s law of cogito is
attractive. But | want to focus on another echo: It is thought-provoking that a Turkish
author has uttered the word “schizoid” while expounding the texts of another Turkish
author long before Deleuze and Guattari wrote Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and
Schizophrenia from which we already read that sentence: “literature is like schizophrenia:
a process and not a goal, a production and not an expression.” It is about the reception of
this book that Deleuze has asked: “Is it our fault that Lawrence, Miller, Kerouac,
Burroughs, Artaud, and Beckett know more about schizophrenia than psychiatrists and
psychoanalysts?” (Deleuze 1995, 23). It is in this book that we read the following
definition: “the great artist is indeed the one who scales the schizophrenic wall and
reaches the land of the unknown, where he no longer belongs to any time, any milieu, any
school” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 89).

While mapping out the project of literature as an enterprise of health, Deleuze has
evoked “delirium” as the symptom of a (non-pathological) way of creating life anew, not
as a clinical category. The discussion of “schizophrenia” in Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-
Oedipus (and in other works written by the duo, such as A Thousand Plateaus and Kafka:
Toward a minor Literature) can be seen as being not so far away from the point of
Deleuze’s assertion “illness is not a process but a stopping of the process.” What they are

after is to produce a positive reading on schizophrenic experience—not as an illness but
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as a process: “Could it be that the loss of reality is not the effect of the schizophrenic
process, but the effect of its forced oedipalization, that is to say, its interruption?” (123)%*

Schizophrenia appears in Deleuzian/Guattarian philosophy as a limit-experience of
subjectivity, a state of relationality, a modality of life, that, stripped of its pathological
connotations, promises a “deterritorialization”?® of the established logic: “The little joy
lies in schizophrenization as a process, not in the schizo as a clinical entity” (113). The
joy evoked here refers neither to a state of euphoria nor to a recklessness nor to the
experience of an isolated individual who lacks the necessary connection to the
social/collective world (or, to the Lacanian “symbolic realm”) but rather to the
recalibration of “desire” in a personally/politically significant manner. The way Deleuze
and Guattari envision schizophrenization as a process maps out an anti-capitalist,
revolutionary experiment, as this unmanageable state of delirium appears as a threat to
the hegemonic regime of political, economic, and social codification executed by
capitalism: “Schizophrenia as a process is desiring-production, but it is this production as
it functions at the end, as the limit of social production determined by the conditions of
capitalism” (130).2% The promise offered by “schizo” as a becoming in the process, rather
than a clinical category resulting from a certain lack, lies in its ability to navigate between
multiple subjective modes and produce creative crafts in the (capitalist) system: “The

schizo knows how to leave: he has made departure into something as simple as being born

24 Daniel W. Smith presents a genealogy of Deleuze and Guattari’s grasp of schizophrenia as a process: “The definition
of schizophrenia as a process has a complex history. When Emile Kraepelin tried to ground his concept of dementia
praecox (‘premature senility’), he defined it neither by causes nor by symptoms but by a process, by an evolution and
a terminal state; but he conceived of this terminal state as a complete and total disintegration, which justified the
confinement of the patient in an asylum while awaiting his death. Deleuze and Guattari’s notion is closer to that of Karl
Jaspers and R. D. Laing, who formulated a rich notion of process as a rupture, an irruption, an opening (percee) that
breaks the continuity of a personality, carrying it off in a kind of voyage through an intense and terrifying ‘more than
reality,” following lines of flight that engulf both nature and history, both the organism and the mind” (Smith 178).

% Deleuze and Guattari use the concept of “deterritorialization,” with its artistic, psychoanalytical, and political
connotations, “as a movement producing change.” Adrian Parr offers a plain description: “In so far as it operates as a
line of flight, deterritorialisation indicates the creative potential of an assemblage. So, to deterritorialise is to free up
the fixed relations that contain a body all the while exposing it to new organisations” (Parr 2010, 69).

%6 Boxing their theoretical/practical attempt into an ambiguous pole of “postmodernist theory,” Eagleton could not find
Deleuze and Guattari convincing: “In this apodicticism of desire, of which the schizophrenic is hero, there can be no
place for political discourse proper, for such discourse is exactly the ceaseless labour of interpretation of desire, a
labour which does not leave its object untouched. For Deleuze and Guattari, any such move renders desire vulnerable
to the metaphysical traps of meaning. But that interpretation of desire which is the political is necessary precisely
because desire is not a single, supremely positive entity; and it is Deleuze and Guattari, for all their insistence upon
desire’s diffuse and perverse manifestations, who are the true metaphysicians in holding to such covert essentialism.
Theory and practice are once more ontologically at odds, since the schizoid hero of the revolutionary drama is by
definition unable to reflect upon his own condition, needing Parisian intellectuals to do it for him. The only ‘revolution’
conceivable, given such a protagonist, is disorder; and Deleuze and Guattari significantly use the two terms
synonymously, in the most banal anarchist rhetoric” (Eagleton 1985, 69). Considering that Deleuze and Guattari’s
“schizo” is more than able to reflect upon his own (and the world’s) conditions, it is sensible that Eagleton not only
criticizes but also distorts their conceptualization.
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or dying” (131). We see one of the plainest articulations of this schizoid promise of “the
breakthrough—not the breakdown” in Anti-Oedipus’ discussion on what we already saw

Deleuze (and Bener?) admired:

Strange Anglo-American literature: from Thomas Hardy, from D. H.
Lawrence to Malcolm Lowry, from Henry Miller to Allen Ginsberg and Jack
Kerouac, men who know how to leave, to scramble the codes, to cause flows

to circulate, to traverse the desert of the body without organs. They overcome

a limit, they shatter a wall, the capitalist barrier. And of course they fail to

complete the process, they never cease failing to do so. ... But through the

impasses and the triangles a schizophrenic flow moves, irresistibly; sperm,

river, drainage, inflamed genital mucus, or a stream of words that do not let

themselves be coded, a libido that is too fluid, too viscous: a violence against

syntax, a concerted destruction of the signifier, non-sense erected as a flow,

polyvocity that returns to haunt all relations. (132-3)%’

Deleuze and Guattari go further to offer that “schizophrenia as a process is the only
universal” (139). We already know that this grasp has a strong connection with the act of
literature. It should be noted, however, that what Deleuze and Guattari intend while
grasping (modernist) writing as a promising activity in its almost essential relation to
schizophrenia seems to be drastically different from what Fredric Jameson, in
Postmodernism, or, The Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism, calls “schizophrenic
disjunction or écriture” (Jameson 1991, 29). Jameson proposes that among the symptoms
of the “new systematic cultural norm” postmodernism promotes is a “weakening of
historicity, both in our relationship to public History and in the new forms of our private
temporality, whose ‘schizophrenic’ structure (following Lacan) will determine new types
of syntax or syntagmatic relationships in the more temporal arts” (6). Based on Lacan’s
description of “schizophrenia as a breakdown in the signifying chain,” (26) Jameson
offers that the cultural productions of “late capitalism” have reduced the schizophrenic
experience “to an experience of pure material signifiers, or, in other words, a series of
pure and unrelated presents in time” (27). With the postmodernist works’ appropriation
of the “schizophrenic fragmentation as their fundamental aesthetic” (28), Jameson offers,
“the morbid content we associate with terms like schizophrenia”—such as “heightened

99 ¢¢

intensity,” “loss of reality,” (27) “euphoria,” “an intoxicatory or hallucinogenic intensity”

(28)—has turned into a hegemonic “cultural style” (29).

27 It must be this emphasized masculinity of Deleuze and Guattari that leads Schwab, in one footnote of her reading of
Beckett’s The Unnamable, to note “that Deleuze’s and Guattari’s schizosphere is a decidedly masculine sphere—
despite its ambition to transcend the boundaries of gender” (Schwab 1994, 264-5). We will remember Schwab’s
comment while reading Sahtegi.
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What Deleuze and Guattari offer by grasping schizophrenia as a process and in its
relation to modernist literature does not address a textual mode or a literary strategy
(“écriture”) but, if pun be allowed, a mode of living or a survival strategy. Rather than a
psychic/linguistic “break-down” or a literary tactic, Deleuze and Guattari’s
conceptualization of schizophrenic process draws attention to this experience’s capacity
to “break-through” language, subjectivity, social norms, and ways of organizing politics,
as well as personological/familial dramas in which we find ourselves stuck. Plus, far from
promoting a “waning of historicity,” Deleuze and Guattari’s grasp of “schizo” provides
us with a mode of subjectivity that is intensely invested in history: “No one has ever been
as deeply involved in history as the schizo, or dealt with it in this way. He consumes all
of universal history in one fell swoop” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 21).

It is in the second volume of Capitalism and Schizophrenia, that is A Thousand
Plateaus, that this Deleuzian/Guattarian reading on the schizophrenic process appears as
an experience that is pertinent not only to literature, politics, or history but also to
“language.” This so-called schizoid philosophy of language embraces “indirect
discourse” as the foundation of any language: “The ‘first’ language, or rather the first
determination of language, is not the trope or metaphor but indirect discourse” (Deleuze
and Guattari 1987, 77). This emphasis on “(free) indirect discourse” as the engine of
language is linked with an emphasis on “collective enunciation,” as it inevitably leads to
a certain multiplicity: “There is no individual enunciation. ... [E]nunciation in itself
implies collective assemblages.” (79-80). It is also here that we see another rewriting of

the law of cogito:

To write is perhaps to bring this assemblage of the unconscious to the light of
day, to select the whispering voices, to gather the tribes and secret idioms
from which | extract something | call my Self (Moi) ... A schizophrenic said:
“I heard voices say: he is conscious of life.” In this sense, there is indeed a
schizophrenic cogito, but it is a cogito that makes self-consciousness the
incorporeal transformation of an order-word, or a result of indirect discourse.
My direct discourse is still the free indirect discourse running through me,
coming from other worlds or other planets. (84)%

Now I can utter the principal thesis of my readings of Bener’s novels. Keeping in

mind Deleuze’s motto “literature is a health,” and putting Giirbilek’s (“not only a mental

28 Deleuze and Guattari here refer to David Cooper: “Cooper comments that ‘the language of “hearing voices” ... means
that one becomes aware of something that exceeds the consciousness of normal [i.e., direct] discourse and which
therefore must be experienced as “other””” (quoted in Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 525). We will remember this
“language of ‘hearing voices’” in our reading of Sahtegi.
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collapse, but also a dysfunctional body”) and Karasu’s (“schizoid”) diagnoses into contact
with the echoes between Lacan’s, Deleuze and Guattari’s, and Bener’s rewritings of the
law of cogito, “Bener’s subject,” I argue, appears as a “sick” and “schizoid” subject who
continuously plays havoc with the distinction between the subject of the enunciating and
the subject of the enunciation. Virlis and Sahtegi, | further argue, present appropriate
textual grounds for a scrutiny on this Benerian regime of subjectivity and its personal,
historical, and political ramifications. The question of subjectivity in these novels, 1 will

ultimately argue, is a question of health.

1.4. The Politics of (Turkish) Literature

Is “Biraz da Agla Descartes” a political story? We know that Bener was performing
literary criticism before writing stories, novels, and plays.?® Yet, one can argue that Bener
never forgot about criticism. His reading of his “Biraz da Agla Descartes,” will, I guess,
surprise the reader with its critical focus: “Let us come to the story ‘Biraz da Agla
Descartes.” What is emphasized in this story is when fascism, about which one should
truly worry, began” (Bener 2005, 113). Is what is emphasized by Bener the Critic here
just “Biraz da Agla Descartes”s allusion to “pis bzyzk” Hitler? Why, one can wonder, did
Bener select a conversation in which Descartes’ law of cogito is challenged via an
emphasis on “sensation” as the appropriate ground for a literary discussion on the
(historical) sources and beginnings of fascism?

As already alluded, the use of literature Deleuze and Guattari constantly evoke
points out a political use as well. Provoking us to rethink what literature can do, they say:
“How poorly the problem of literature is put, starting from the ideology that it bears, or
from the co-option of it by a social order. People are co-opted, not works, which will
always come to awake a sleeping youth, and which never cease extending their flame”
(Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 133).%° For a more textual discussion on the relation between
literature and politics, however, one should refer to Deleuze and Guattari’s Kafka:
Toward a Minor Literature—we already quoted them evoking “a Kafka politics.” One of

the most productive arguments of this reading centers around the keyword “diabolical.”

29 “Elestiri yazilar yazdigimi animsayan pek kimse yok sanirim. O yillarda tiyatrolara, senfoni orkestralarina gidiyoruz
durmadan. Sevgi Sanli, Devlet Tiyatrolari’nda dramaturg. Forum dergisinde, Bilge'nin [Karasu] zoruyla elestiri
yazilari, tiyatro elestirisi yaztyorum. Birka¢ yazim orada ¢ikt1” (Bener 2005, 105).

30 1t may be good to keep in mind that Deleuze and Guattari wrote Anti-Oedipus as a response to the May 1968 events.
For a discussion on Anti-Oedipus “as a May *68 book,” see Buchanan (2008), pp 1-19.
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Deleuze and Guattari say that Kafka succeeded to create “the diabolical power of the
literary machine” (Deleuze and Guattari 1986, 29) so that the “creative line of escape
vacuums up in its movement all politics, all economy, all bureaucracy, all judiciary: it
sucks them like a vampire in order to make them render still unknown sounds that come
from the near future-Fascism, Stalinism, Americanism, diabolical powers that are
knocking at the door” (41). Emphasis is not mine but may be functional for a reading of
Bener(’s “Biraz da Agla Descartes”) as well. This word appears in their discussion on
Kafka’s “linguistic” wrestling in his letter-writing as well: “let us distinguish a subject of
enunciation as the form of expression that writes the letter, and a subject of the statement
that is the form of content that the letter is speaking about (even if | speak about me). It
is this duality that Kafka wants to put to a perverse or diabolical use” (30).

It is also in their reading of Kafka that Deleuze and Guattari offer the concept of
“minor literature” as an essentially political literature. With a reconceptualization of the
term “minor” in a way that it connotes less a prescribed category defined quantitively
(“minority””) than a movement toward minorization (“becoming-minor”),*! Deleuze and
Guattari utter three characteristics of minor literature: 1) “in it language is affected with a
high coefficient of deterritorialization,” which they think finds its figuration in Kafka as
an “impasse”: “the impossibility of not writing, the impossibility of writing in German,
the impossibility of writing otherwise” (16); i1) “everything in [it] is political ... [and] its
cramped space forces each individual intrigue to connect immediately to politics. The
individual concern thus becomes all the more necessary, indispensable, magnified,
because a whole other story is vibrating within 1t” (17); 1i1) “in it everything takes on a
collective value. ... [and] literature finds itself positively charged with the role and
function of collective, and even revolutionary, enunciation” (17).32 Anti-Oedipus’ dictum

“There is only desire and the social, and nothing else ” seems to resonate here with this

31 Schwab notes: “It makes sense, then, that Deleuze and Guattari should write a book about Kafka in which they read
him as the initiator of a “minor literature” (une littérature mineure). Mineure connotes “minor,” “minority,” or
“minoritarian” at once. But in Kafka’s work “minor” or “minoritarian” always generates a radical deterritorialization
rather than supporting the identity politics of certain minority literatures” (Schwab 2012, 66). Let us also note here
Giirbilek’s reading of Deleuze and Guattari’s work: “Insan nasil kendi dilinin azmlig1, gdgebesi, ¢ingenesi olur? Kafka:
Minér Bir Edebiyat Igin’in en giizel boliimleri dilde bir firari hat ¢izmekten, bir dilde soylenemeyeni sdyleyebilmek
i¢in o dilin iginde bir yabanci dil yontmaktan, bir dilin bastirilmis niteligini baskici niteliginin karsisina ¢ikarabilmek
icin dili simdiye kadar duyulmamis i¢ yogunluklara agmaktan soz ettikleri boliimlerdir” (Giirbilek 2016, 92).

32 It is after this somewhat analytical exposition (which answers the question “What is a Minor Literature?”) that we

read what we have already quoted: “We might as well say that minor no longer designates specific literatures but the
revolutionary conditions for every literature within the heart of what is called great (or established) literature.”
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conceptualization of “minor literature” as one that essentially connects the inner life with
an exterior life, desire with the political.

To me, Deleuze and Guattari’s conceptualization of “minor literature” is important
not because it allows for a classification through which some writers or some works will
be singled out and celebrated as “minor.” In the face of abundant yet loose reference to
this concept, observable also in Turkish literary criticism, it can even be argued that
“minor literature” has lost its conceptual depth. Yet, especially after passing through some
basic tenets of Deleuze’s (and Guattari’s) schizoanalytical/critical and clinical
methodology, I deem it necessary to keep in mind that Deleuze’s approach to literature
has always been in search of a new grasp of politics of art, calling into question the
relation between the individual and the collectivity, between the personal concern and the
political one, between creation and resistance.

Let us recall Fredric Jameson one more time here, as his argument in his 1986 article
“Third-World Literature in the Era of Multinational Capitalism” well echoes with the
preceding discussion.®® Here Jameson argues that the literary texts produced in the third-
world—the countries “which have suffered the experience of colonialism and
imperialism” (Jameson 1986, 67)—perform a “very different ratio of the political to the
personal”: While “the western realist and modernist novel” promotes “a radical split
between the private and the public, between the poetic and the political,” third-world texts
reflect a blurring of this split, debunking the “deep cultural conviction that the lived
experience of our private existences is somehow incommensurable with the abstractions
of economic science and political dynamics” (69). For Jameson, what allows the
embodiment of this productive transfiguration of the personal to the public is third-world
literature’s urge to allegorize singular characters and their stories. This thesis leads
Jameson to argue that the individual story in the third-world is always already mediated
through the story of the nation: “Third-world texts, even those which are seemingly
private and invested with a properly libidinal dynamic—necessarily project a political
dimension in the form of national allegory: the story of the private individual destiny is
always an allegory of the embattled situation of the public third-world culture and

society.” The third-world text, Jameson offers, has an essential relation to the (national)

33T am again indebted to Sibel Irzik for bringing to my attention this connection between Deleuzian/Guattarian concept
of “minor literature” and Jameson’s conceptualization of “third-world literature.”
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politics, while politics in the Western text remains “according to Stendhal’s canonical
formulation, [as] a ‘pistol shot in the middle of a concert.””

Jameson fortifies his comparative analysis with a discussion of different notions of
subjectivity, criticizing both “the subjectivizing and psychologizing habits of first-world
peoples” (76) and the Western/capitalistic narrative championing “the illusions of a host
of fragmented subjectivities” (85). The tendency to split the political realm from the
personal realm results according to Jameson in “the poverty of the individual experience
of isolated monads” and “dying individual bodies without collective pasts or futures
bereft of any possibility of grasping the social totality” (85).3* One realm of application
he chose for this theory is the Chinese author Lu Xun’s story “Medicine.” Notice
Jameson’s (pre- but at the same time pace Deleuze) “critical and clinical” attention: “As
a writer, then, Lu Xun remains a diagnostician and a physician” (73).

In “Allegorical Lives: The Public and the Private in the Modern Turkish Novel,”
Sibel Irzik endeavors to complicate Jameson’s theory by testing its validity through an
analysis of some major works of the modern Turkish novel. Criticizing Jameson’s model
that sees in the third-world text an unproblematized translation of the individual
experience into the national one, Irzik contends that “the notion of national allegory is not
so much in need of confirmation as it is in need of complication, and even, in a certain
sense, reversal and irony” (Irzik 2003, 555). Irzik’s readings of the works of Ahmet
Hamdi Tanpinar, Adalet Agaoglu, Oguz Atay, and Orhan Pamuk show that these texts
subvert “the compulsion to allegorize” even when they comply with it. This analysis leads
her to the conclusion that “a dialectics of the public and the private,” rather than a
transfiguration of the latter into the former, may provide a more comprehensive grasp,
also regarding modern Turkish literature. Notwithstanding this critique, she offers, pace
Jameson, that “even in the modern Turkish novels that place themselves more squarely
within the mainstream Western novelistic tradition of narrating the evolution of an

‘authentic’ subjectivity, politics is never a ‘pistol shot in the middle of a concert.

(555).%5

34 This description of the mode of subjectivity Jameson thinks the first-world promotes may remind the reader of
Eagleton’s pejorative comments on Deleuze and Guattari’s “schizo.” Jameson, however, embraces Deleuze and
Guattari’s (Anti-Oedipus’) “conception of desire that is at once social and individual,” praising their approach as “one
of the more powerful contemporary denunciations of this split [“between public and private”] and this habit” (Jameson
1986, 79).

3 In her reading on Turkish novel in 1984 and 1985, Giirsel Aytag makes a very similar point: “En bireyci ve en 6znel
goriinimlii romanda bile giiniimiiz Tirkiye gercekliginin izlerine rastlamak miimkiin” (Aytag 1990, 76). Still, it is
important that the only politics Aytag sees in these texts is the national one. She mentions Bener’s Virls in her
discussion: “1984 Adam Yayini olarak ¢ikan ‘Buzul Caginin Viriisii’nii (239 s.) O. Viisat Bener, [sic] Oguz Atay’in
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I hope that this study, while trying to show, among others, how politics is not a
pistol shot in the middle of a concert but rather the very repertoire of Bener’s novels’
attention to subjectivity, serves as well to “give back to an author a little of the joy, the
energy, the life of love and politics that he knew how to give and invent,” possibly
offering a productive discussion on the relation between literature, subjectivity, and
politics.

anisina adamis. Kendi i¢inde bagimsiz anlati birimleri igeren romanda birimlerin birinden &tekine gegis, zaman,
cagrisim, olay dizisi gibi tutarli bir ardardalik ilkesi izlemiyor. Bu anlati birimlerinin ¢ogunda alayci ya da giilmece
tonunda ¢izilmis insan manzaralari var, ve bunlarin tiimii birarada okuyucuya s6z konusu kisilerin yasadigi donem ve
toplum hakkinda genel bir imaj yaratiyor” (84).
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CHAPTER 2
BUZUL CAGININ VIRUSU: A SCHIZOPHRENIC FLOW

I¢, coktan distir.
— Orhan Kogak

Prologue: Reading, an Impasse

Critical readings of Virls, albeit constituting a relatively scarce archive, have
converged on one specific point. It seems that anyone writing on Viris needs to come to
terms with a problem that has different degrees of difficulty: the problem of difficulty.
As many a prudent reader of Bener has uttered so far, Virus is one of the densest texts
ever written in Turkish. Notice various superlative degrees conferred upon this book so
far: Giimiis notes in 2005 that Virls is “the most arduous [¢etin] text” he has met since
the beginning of his writing career (Giimiis 2005).3® To Kogak, it is “the most arduous
[cetin] love story in our language after Husn-ii Ask” (Kogak 2005, 122). Yildiz Ecevit
mentions Bener’s Viris along with Bilge Karasu’s Gece and Barlas Ozarik¢a’s Ters Adam
as “the extreme examples of the pursuit of form in the 1980s.” In addition to the novelty
of their form, these novels have also “shattered traditional texture,” focusing on “people
who lost meaning in the dark sides of life” (Ecevit 2005, 20). Enis Batur contends that
Virus is “one of the most ingenious examples of our literature,” and might baffle “the
ready-made reader” [konfeksiyon tipi okur] (Batur 2004, 63). The question that has turned
into a subtitle in Sevgi Sen’s study on Vir(s is also telling: “Can Buzul Caginin Viriisti be
read?” (Sen 7).

It, thus, seems that this non-canonical text of Turkish modernist literature has
produced a critical canon, one that posits, with different vocabularies, the problem of
difficulty as the most apparent, if not the dominant, “problem of writing” VirQs

implicates.®” How to account for this density, of which its creator is more than aware?3®

% In the very end of his Viis'at O. Bener: Kara Anlati Yazar:, Giimils has one more confession: “Buzul Caginin
Viriisii’'nde baz1 boliimleri nasil yorumlayacagimi, karabasansi bosluklar icinde, diisiindiim durdum. iki, i, dért,
olmadi, bes, alti kez okumak zorunda kaldigim bolimleri, bir de kuskusuz bagka boliimlere baglayarak
anlamlandirmaya calistik¢a, nigin saklamali, caresizlikler, sikintilar i¢cinde kaldim” (Giimiig 2000, 136).

37 Notwithstanding this recognition, not that every reader has celebrated Viriis’s density. As repeatedly noted by readers
of Bener (Kogak 2004, Tutumlu 2010, Sen 2016), Fiisun Akatli’s comment is a well-known, rather cynical disapproval
of Viriis: “Bener’in romaninda tek ve tim agirlik, yaziyr sékmenin ‘gii¢’liigl tizerinedir. Gerisi yufka” (quoted in
Tutumlu 2010, 53).

38 Let us remember Bener’s “wrestling” with language in Virlis: “Yalmz Buzul Caginn Viriisii roman ¢ok baska bir
olusumla diinyaya geldi. Garip bir bigimde, ben orada artik dille feci bir sekilde bogusmaya basladim. Dille bogusurken
metin de tabii ona gore degisimli oldu.”
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In her study, Sen emphasizes the relationality between form and content as the
determining factor behind this problem of difficulty. She points out an “obligation”
[zorunluluk]: “Such a form of writing arises out of a realm of obligation, rather than a
play of language. An obligation out of the inability to express what is to be told in any
other form” (23). This emphasis on an “inability” resonates with what Giirbilek says in
regard to “style” which she claims is not an “ornament” but an “obligation”: “We tell
something that way because otherwise we could not do so. We tell something that way
because we think all the given roads have been congested” (Giirbilek 2015, 21). At this
junction, one may also want to remember Judith Butler’s reflections on “style.”
“Certainly,” she says, “one can practice styles, but the styles that become available to you
are not entirely a matter of choice. Moreover, neither grammar nor style are politically
neutral” (Butler 2002, xviii). She asks some questions that strikingly resemble those asked
by Kogak®® in relation to Bener’s style: “Are those who are offended making a legitimate
request for ‘plain speaking’ or does their complaint emerge from a consumer expectation
of intellectual life? Is there, perhaps, a value to be derived from such experiences of
linguistic difficulty?” (xix). Let us also invite Deleuze in this conversation on the
promises of “style”: “Style, in a great writer, is always a style of life too, not anything at

all personal, but inventing a possibility of life, a way of existing” (Deleuze 1995, 100).

2.1. The Question of Subjectivity: An Exercise on Style

Virlis’s question of style, I propose, is inevitably linked with its question of
subjectivity. One does not need to go further to see this; Virls presents a distinctive

configuration of narrative voice from its very start:

Buzlucam bdlmeli dikdortgen odanin, penceresiz, kapist los koridora
hep acik iicte birine sikisik, ayaklarindan birinin kirig takoz destekli
masasina abanmig, sabah cayma egri simidini daldirip ¢ikariyor. Agzinin
kenarinda yerlesikligini inatla koruyan kabuk tutmus ugugu koparip atarsa,
camagirliktan bozma barmagin1 boliismek zorunda oldugu c¢ilginin
gardiyanhi@ina gittik¢e siklasan delirgen, kimi yalvar yakar bagkaldirilari
gevser belki. Oniindeki siskin, eprik dosyayr karistirmaya kalkismamali
hemen, cermen tiirii kalorifer bocekleri hizla dagilir.

39 «“Zor goriinme’ isteginin diginda higbir nedenselligi, higbir giidiilenmesi yok mudur bu tiirden ciimlelerin?
‘Basitligin’ hep prim yaptig1 bir kiiltiirde, bu istegin kendisi bile, baska etkenlerde birleserek, yorumlanmayi ‘hak eden’
bir giidiilenme olusturmuyor mudur? Yetersiz ve sahtelestirici bir iletisim olarak basitligin, hatta diipediiz iletisimin
elestirisi olarak da goriilemez mi bu zorluk ¢gikarma gabas1?” (Kogak 2004, 23).
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Golgesi kipirdadik¢a koruk donugu patlak gozlerini, boncuk ter kaph

kel kafasin1 imgelemekten kurtaramiyor kendini: Ozliik Isleri Sefi. Kalkind1

galiba koltugundan, bakalim ne buyuracak.

“Gel birader! I¢inden ¢ikamadim. Yirmi dort yili tutturamiyorum.”
Hirt. Savurdu rastgele geveledigi kursun kalemi.
“Geldim.” (V 9)

The reader starts to read Virus without knowing who is talking to whom, about
whom. At first glance, it seems that the narrative voice is organized in a way that a third-
person narrator describes what a person (possibly the protagonist) does at that moment:
“...egri simidini daldirip ¢tkariyor.” When we come to the point “gevser belki,” we
understand that this narrator is not only authorized to describe what is to be seen from
outside but also knowledgeable about the inner thoughts of this person: “...camasirliktan
bozma barimagint béliismek zorunda oldugu ¢ilginin...” The following sentence seems to
have been constructed on a transitive membrane positioned between the narrator and the
character: “...kalkismamali hemen, cermen tirl kalorifer bdocekleri hizla dagilir.”
Whether the voice we hear is the voice of the narrator or the character’s inner voice is
ambivalent.

In the second paragraph, the same ambiguous voice introduces to us a second
person. He, we understand, is the person about whom the first person was negotiating
within his mind in the first paragraph: “Ozliik Isleri Sefi.” Then, the voice seems to be the
inner voice of the first person, rather than the narrator’s voice: “Kalkindi galiba
koltugundan, bakalim ne buyuracak” should be the enunciation of what the first person
we were introduced to thinks in his mind. After the reported speech of Ozliik Isleri Sefi
(“Gel birader! ), the narrative voice returns to the interface it was previously positioned
on: “Savurdu rastgele geveledigi kursun kalemi.” Does this voice belong to the narrator,
or are we reading what the first person thinks what Ozliik Isleri Sefi does? It is unclear.
We have so far heard the same narrative voice narrating i) what the first person does
(“daldirip ¢ikarryor”), i1) what the first person (or, the narrator) thinks (“kalkismamali
hemen”) ii) what the second person (“Ozliik Isleri Sefi”’) does (“kalkindr”), and iv) what
the first person (or, the narrator) thinks what the second person does (“rastgele

geveledigi”). As we proceed in the “fragment,”*? the ambiguity grows:

40 As Sen pointedly discusses, the building blocks of Viriis’s narrative is “fragment.” For a discussion on the functions
of “fragment” in relation to Viris, see Sen pp. 12-16.
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“Kiytirtk bir memurdun. Sef yardimcist yaptik seni. Daha ne istiyorsun.
Calistiracak kar1 da bulmussun. Agtirma Kutuyu, bilmedigimi sanma su
meseleyi.”

Calistiracak kar1, bunlarin kocalar1 boynuzludur demek. Bulasmaktansa
anlamazdan gelmeyi, sineye cekmeyi yegliyor herkes, bu tiir yari kapal
camur atma yontemlerine, asagilik dokundurmalara. ... Tamam, anladik ben

de miistahdem kadrosundan {icret alan bir zavalliyim. Ne olacak yani, yetti
be! (10)

After the reported speech of Ozliik Isleri Sefi, for the first time (in the fragment and
thus in the book), we hear the voice of the speaking subject as uttered by the pronoun of
“L.” This is important: The “he” of the first paragraph is now “I.” What we call the first
person is now the first-person singular. The narrative voice, that is the voice we have been
hearing from the very beginning, has dissolved into the voice of the first-person singular
who simultaneously speaks and thinks: “...bir zavaliyim.” Then, we would deduce, it was
nothing but this voice of the first-person singular, it was this “I,” that narrated what he
himself did (“daldirip ¢ikariyor”) and thought (“¢zlginin’) as if he is the narrator who
narrates himself from outside, while also narrating what Ozliik Isleri Sefi does
(“Savurdu”) and what he himself thinks what Ozliik Isleri Sefi does (“kalkind: galiba™).

Virlis welcomes the reader to a linguistic impasse, which will appear more arduous
in some other passages, where this multiplicity of voices will take different forms. Let us

continue our scrutiny with the paragraph below:

Ayakkabisinin kalkik burnu kayiyor saga sola, firca vuruldukca sert sert.
“Sik1 bas amca.” Nereye basayim oglum. Ne zaman, ne demeye koydu
ayagini su saz benizli oglancigin ebabil kuslu boyaci sandigina. Soluyor
burnundan. Ko6ftehor! Insan bir bakista anlar karsisindakinin ne halde
oldugunu. Anladi anlamasma, gelir mi isine. Aksama fakirhaneye
buyurmaliymisim. Fakirhane Kalamis’ta. ‘Kalamis tan bir vapur kalkiyor,
kalkwyor.. beresini yaan giymis..” Gelirim, dedi. Beklesin dangalak.
Bozulmamis saflik ha! Agzinin kenariyla firt tiikiirdd, siyirttt tiikiiriik
kalantor bir herifin tiril tiril pantolonunu. Yiyecek gibi bakistilar. Hele
dingirda, otuz iki disini vereyim ellerine! Cekti gitti inek. Tukiiriik atma
ustaligina bayildi kara oglan, ayna etti pabuglarini. Kegi saglarin1 oksa.
Icinden geldi madem. Oykiileri birbirine benzer. Sormaya gerek yok. Sodali
sularda kirk yil kaynatsan ¢ikmaz yavru ellerinin karasariligi. Sana ne
babalik! Haklisin ¢ocuk. Milli Piyango’dan sana bos yok. Siiliis yazisiyla, ‘El
Rizk-1 Tedlallah.’ Bozdur bozdur harca. (85)

The third-person singular subject whose shoes twist and turn on the shoeshine box
as narrated by the narrator in the first sentence is the same subject who enunciates “Nereye

basayim oglum” within his mind in the modality of the first-person singular’s interior
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monologue as if responding to the shoeshine boy’s “ ‘Stkz bas amca. ”” Although we would
expect the continuation of this narration of the first-person singular, as we proceed we
read another interplay between the voices: Instead of “koydum,” we read “Ne zaman, ne
demeye koydu...” The first-person singular subject becomes the third-person singular:
“Soluyor burnundan. ... Gelirim, dedi.” Yet, the first-person singular subject continues
to speak in his mind: ““... otuz iki disini vereyim ellerine!” Not only an interior monologue
of “T” (“Aksama fakirhaneye buyurmalyymisim.”) but also an interior dialogue between
“I” and “you” (“Kegi saclarini oksa. Icinden geldi madem.”) and a dialogue imagined in
the interior experience of the subject (“Sana ne babalik! Haklisin ¢ocuk.”) have already
started.

What is more, this multiplicity of voices will be observable even in such cases
where the whole narration seems to be constructed in the first-person singular modality.
In the following passage, we see how there appears within a first-person singular narration

some other voices that addresses the “I” as if it is a “you” or a “he”:

Kosar adim yiiriidiim. Sezai Rodoslu’nun koskiimsii evinin 6niinde durdum.
Cevizlik iyice sehir dis1 sayilir. Ug bes achigi hakli kasaba delikanlis1 diiser
mi diiser pesine kolcu ya da sirtinda kepenek, ‘hayati sairane’ bir gcoban. Ne
yapariz? Gerg¢i ilgede bu tiir olaylar duyulmus degil. Karmikli’nin dag
koylerinde, Cukurca bucaginda tasarladigini gélgede birakan birkag Amok
saldirganlig1 oldugunu duymustu, ama binde bir rastlanir soydan, iyice orta
mal1 kadinlarin paylagilmamasi yliziinden. Yok canim, sanmam. Allah
korusun. Athée geginen kaltaban. Sikistin degil mi? Bilgiglik taslamaya da
bagladik. Tanritanimaz desen, gradon mu eksilir? Bozarim fiyakani bak,
karismam sonra. (146)

Multiple voices coming from multiple positions in one single voice: “YUurudim”,
“Ne yapariz?”, “duymustu”, “sitkistin degil mi?” Virus, even when its subject narrates
what he himself does and thinks, continues to follow the same subject from both inside
(“sanmam”) and outside (“duymustu”). As we proceed in this fragment, we also see that
Virlis reveals a certain self-reflexivity regarding this interplay between subject
positions—to the extent that the speaking subject we have been hearing from the

13

beginning appears as the writing subject who is aware of his text’s “economy of I":

Agag altlart bombos. Burast Uranus mu? Otlar kurumaya hazirlanmig gibi.
Hani kara bulutlar, sar sar yagmur? Zamanlama yanlislari, birinci tekil
kisiden, ticiincii tekil kisiye gecis dalginliklari! Kih, kih! Kekik kokularini
birakip gitti esinti. Kir cigekleri direngli daha solmamakta. Issizligini
dinliyorum — gozlerim agik, doganin. Cok bakalim suraya, kurut terini.
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Hafifim. Duralad1 carpintim. Islikla gene bir ezgi tutturabilirim. Ne

sOyleyeyim? Gelmiyor aklima. (147)

After passing through such passages where an unfinalizable dialogue between “I,”
“you,” and “he” dominates the whole narration, it will be interesting to read how VirQs’s
creator once disclosed a certain inability on his part. “Somehow,” says Bener in an
interview, “I could not go for narrating in third-person singular” (Bener 2004, 145).
Somehow, however, Viris succeeds to get over this inability, as we already saw and will

see more clearly in the quotation below:

Ne isi vardir aralarinda? Dillerinden diistirmedikleri D. H. Lawrence’in
Tiirkge’ye yalan yanlis ¢evrilen birka¢ romanini o da okumustu, ama neden
Oylesine ayilip bayiliyordu bu yazara, pek akli kesmemisti. Kisiligini oldukca
bulmus saydig1 yirmi, yirmi bes siiri o donem dergilerinde boy gostermis, bir
kitap¢ig1 da yayimlanmisti. Herhalde bu yiizden ilgilerini esirgemiyorlardi
ondan. Sustum. Girtlak derdine diiserse insan boyle olur. Sdylentiye bakilirsa,
Musorski, soguktan donayazarken bile notalarin1 duvarlara, kap1 arkalarina
yazarmis. Vivaldi yoksulluk icinde 6lmedi mi? Orhan Veli’nin, Orhan
Kemal’in, kiyasiya verilen savasimlara, basarilara karsin, yasam Oykiileri
daha m1 az acikl1? So6ziin 6zii, kisinin dogasi, yiiregindeki atesi stirekli canl
tutabilecek harli ¢akimdan yoksun olmamali! Gerisi palavra. Gole mala
calmanin laf olsa beri gelesi. (V 38)

What can this humble exercise on Viris’s style offer?*! Viriis’s “multi-positional
sentence” strives to capture the experience of “I”” as transparently as possible. Yet, what
Virls performs goes beyond the attempt to keep a record of the complexities of the inner
life—at least formally. Virs registers, with the utmost caution, all the voices that traverse
the subject’s mind, while also adjusting the narrative voice in accord with a certain
multiplicity of subject positions between which the textual flow navigates. Within this
oscillation between a first-person singular and a third-person singular, the speaking
subject performs a bifurcation as well—at least syntactically.

Then, what sort of “a way of existing” does Virus invent? In her meticulous study,
Sen proposes an answer by pointing out “the performance of remembering” in Viris,
which she considers as a “memory narrative” (Sen 26). Based on Dorrit Cohn’s
theoretical framework, she argues that it is the “conversation” between a remembering

subject and a remembered subject that determines the narrative shift between “I” and

41 A formalistic reading on six passages may, of course, be seem insufficient to have a claim about the whole book. As
we will see below, one can find in Viris rather simple first-person narrations as well. What | am after, however, is to
show what | consider as the radical examples within the boundaries of which Viris performs its form of writing. These
passages, these “impasses,” are some “extreme examples of [Virls’s] pursuit of form.”
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“he.”* The last quotation we read above may constitute a case that supports Sen’s
argument: The subject that enunciated “Sustum” (now) seems to be the same person who
is referred, as a third-person singular subject, by the sentence “Ne isi vard: aralarinda?”
(past).

Sen’s focus on Viriis’s being a “memory narrative” as the determining factor behind
the interplay between “I” and “he” leaves unnoticed the radical spontaneity of this
narrative shift. It is true that the subject in Viris always remember while—as we will
discuss above—also writing; yet, we must also see the multiplicity of voices that traverses
the inner life of the subject in one single moment. What is more, this shift occurs not only
where a (writing) subject seems to look at and thus intervene into his past, but also within
the temporal space of the past—as the very first passage from Viriis shows: We read how
the subject who dips his simit into his tea appeared, within the boundaries of the same
temporality, as the “I” of the narrative: “Tamam, anladik ben de miistahdem kadrosundan
ucret alan bir zavallyim.”

I thus want to draw attention to the spontaneity of such utterances as “Nereye
basayim oglum” and “Soluyor burnundan,” or “Kosar adim yiiriidiim” and “Stkistin degil
mi?” as radical moments of Viris’s distinctive modernist style, where, rather than a
tension between a remembering “I” and a remembered “I,” “a perverse or diabolical use”
of the subject of the enunciating and the subject of the enunciation is at work. It seems
that the solution Virls produces regarding the tension between “the thinking ‘I””” and “the
speaking ‘I’ is to have recourse to a form of writing whereby a multiplicity of voices
will become the dominant style.

We can continue to get help from the reader who first detected Bener’s attention to
subjectivity: “schizoid.” These radical moments, I will propose, are also the moments

where Virds’s form of writing, which almost works against the tendency of its creator,

13

42 The relevant passage from Sen’s study reads: “... anlatilacak olanlar, birinci kisi anlaticinin olaylar1 anlama
bi¢iminden etkilenecek ya da Cohn’un Proust iizerinden dedifi iizere ‘zamana ayarli bir teleskop’ iizerinden
gerceklesecektir. Bu zamana ayarli teleskop ise tigiincii kisi her seyi bilen anlaticinin kullandig: gibi karakterlerinin her
birinin panaromik bir bigimde goriinmesini saglayan ve bdylelikle olaylar1 kusursuz bir sekilde uzaktan anlatan bir
teleskop degildir; aksine bdyle bir teleskopik bakis tamamen yikilmigtir. Bunu saglayan sey ise birinci kisi anlaticinin
anlatisinin simdisindeki beni ile gegmisteki beninin siirekli bir konusma igerisinde olmasindan; baska bir deyisle birinci
kisi anlaticilarin gegmise bakislarinin bir bellek anlatisina doniigmelerinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Buzul Caginin
Virlsi’ndeki anlat1 da bdyle bir noktadan a¢ilmaktadir. Hem odaklanilan karakter hem de romanin birinci kisi anlaticist
Osman, bir hatirlama edimi igerisinde yasadiklarini sunmakta, romani bir bellek anlatisina doniistiirmektedir.” (Sen
26). Deleuze and Guattari would have disagreed with this reading (on Proust): “Memory plays a small part in art (even
and especially in Proust). It is true that every work of art is a monument, but here the monument is not something
commemorating a past, it is a bloc of present sensations that owe their preservation only to themselves and that provide
the event with the compound that celebrates it. The monument’s action is not memory but fabulation” (Deleuze and
Guattari 1994, 167-8).
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potentiates its discussion on subjectivity. Notwithstanding our utterly formalistic
methodology, we already witnessed how Virls challenges not only what is inside the
subject (“the felt interior experience”) but also the distinction between what is inside the
subject and what is outside (“his or her positions”)—at least at the level of syntax. Viris’s
attention to (the dissociation of) subjectivity, already detected by readers, is not an
attention to the registration of the inner world as an isolated sphere: We do not read a
“stream of consciousness,” or an “interior monologue,” or an “interior dialogue,” all of
which would be in the service of a transparent narration of the inner world. Neither does
what Kogak offers regarding “Bener’s technique” suffice to account for Viris’s style:
While laboring to present “an interior conference that resembles a civil war,”*? the subject
cannot help but want to watch the war zone from outside. In Vir(s, there is no subject of
enunciation that is not interrogated by a subject of the enunciating; there is no subject of
the enunciating that is not hearing the voice of the subject of the enunciation. In Viris,
the inner life is never truly “inner” due partly to a sort of “schizophrenic cogito” that is at
work—at least in the form: “A schizophrenic said: ‘I heard voices say: he is conscious of

life.””

2.2. The Individual Concern: Osman Yaylaguli

It seems that critics, for a good many reason, have converged not only on the point
of Virlis’s density but also in relation to the treatment of its subject. Critics have tended
to point out how “alienation” [yabancilasma], “dissociation” [¢OzUlme], or
“fragmentation” [bolinme] are not only “Benerian” themes but also central to the plot of
Virls, more specifically to the psyche of its subject who has explicitly or implicitly been
identified with a certain disorder: “Buzul Caginn Virisii focuses on the feelings of
alienation experienced by Osman Yaylagiilli, a man with a crippled age” (Tutumlu 2016,
47). We already saw how Ecevit noted a certain “loss” on the part of the subject of Virls
(the loss of meaning in the dark sides); we already mentioned how Giimiis captured a
“dissociation of personality” in Virus. Let us also add here Aytag’s comment: In allusion
to Oguz Atay’s Tutunamayanlar, she argues that Virus’s subject is “a kind of

‘disconnected’ (Aytac 84).

43 While discussing how “Bener’s subject” is averse to “the illusion of a pure and monolithic subject,” Kogak rejects
“stream of consciousness” or “interior monologue” as possible names of Bener’s technique: “I¢ monolog mu demistik;
degil: I¢ savasi da andiran bir ‘i¢c konferans’tir siirip giden. Ozne, hicbirine tam inanamadan, higbirinde
rahatlayamadan, ama hepsini tartarak, agirliklarini hissederek, kendi igindeki farkli duygusal ve ahlaki konumlar (A,
Al, A2, An) arasinda gidip gelir” (Kogak 2004, 22).
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This sense of psychic/bodily/social trouble that is deemed to be dominant in the
subject-(de)formation of Virus seems to be inevitably linked with a sense of negativity it
embodies. Girbilek, while pointing out as well as trying to circumvent this sense of
absolute negativism in Bener’s writings, could have also mentioned Viris in the following
sentence: “I am aware that ‘a decent, full, good life’ is not an appropriate starting point
for the writer of Yasamasiz, Bay Muannit Sahtegi’'nin Notlari, Kapan. For Viis’at O.
Bener is the author not of decency, fullness, or goodness but of the indelible lack, the

absence, the disbelief, the gloomy contents, the details that are vulgar, adverse, loutish”

(Gurbilek 2004, 33).* For neither is it easy to gloss over a sense of “negative theology”*®

in rigorous passages of Virus, which, to Batur, is a “concerto of sadness” (Batur 2004,

62). Below is one such passage:

Epeyce bir 6diin insanlari olmamak’la, 6diin insanlar1 olamamak
arasindaki ayrim 6nemli.

Islevlerimizi tam &ziimseyememek, alismaya yatkinhigin kamti degil
mi? Gitgide bukagisin1 yasamanin ayrilmaz pargasi sanabilecegi anlamina
gelmez mi kisioglunun katlanma yetenegi? Can simidine sarilircasina,
susturuldugumuza yapismamizi nite yorumlayabiliriz? Insan gercekten
susturulabilir mi? I¢ diyalogunu nasil denetim altina alabilecegiz?

Seni bilemem, susturuldum diyemiyorum ben. Sustum dipediz. O,
neyse ‘dev gibi bir sey’ oldugu i¢in siseye tikilmadi. Chanel No: 5 sisesine
s1gdig1 icin tepildi igerisine. Ne geregi vardi sirt sivazlamanin.

Oblomov’un korkung direnmeler, heveslerden sonra o insan1 ¢ildirtan
bezginligi, bilingli tiikenise, salt ¢dziime beyaz bayrak ¢ekmesi sevimli bile
geliyor simdi bana. Bir giin boylesine bir diisiisti, kimbilir belki de yiicelmedir
— katiks1z benimsersem sasilmaz. (V 58-9)

The subject on whom Virlis’s “economy of I” operates is Osman Yaylagiilii, or
“Osman Nijad,” or “Osman the Lame,”*® a public servant/lawyer, who—as we will see

below—is also an artist, a writer (and, the writer of the letter a part of which is quoted

above.) In Viris, an almost forty-year episode of Yaylagiili’s life, between 1945 and

4 Gurbilek borrows the phrase she uses from Bilge Karasu, who says in his Gece: “Bir yapit yaratmak, biiyiik bir is
bagarmak, iyi, dolu, giizel bir yagam yagamasini bilmis olmaktan, bagarmis olmaktan daha 6nemli sayilabilir mi hi¢?”

45 What Deleuze and Guattari said regarding Kafka seems to hold for Bener as well: “Negative theology (or the theology
of absence), the transcendence of the law, the a prioriness of guilt are the dominant themes of so much Kafka
interpretation” (Deleuze and Guattari 1986, 43). Indeed, Sen, via Graham Ward’s reading of Jacques Derrida, already
used this term in her study. In regard to Faik’s death, she says: “O halde tiim bu baglar, romanda konusulmayan, sessiz
bir alan olarak kalan, negatif bir teolojinin iiriinii olarak okunmaya agilmay1; bu teolojinin iginden nasil bir alegorinin
diisliniilebilecegi alanini tartismay1 gerektirmektedir. O halde bu aradaki bag, konusulmamasiyla beraber mistik bir
bagi da yaratmistir. Peki bu bagi saglayan, sessiz olanin negatif bir teolojiyle baska bir yere baglanmasini saglayan,
ulasilamayacak bir alegoriyi kurmasini saglayan sey nedir?” (Sen 140).

46 “Topal Osman’d1 bana takilan tarihsel, dogru ad” (V 23).
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1982, is narrated/written by Osman himself. Viris does not present a chronological
register of its temporal organization, which renders the text’s stylistic density even denser.
Fragments from Osman’s life go back and forth not only in temporality but also in
spatiality, through the narratives navigating between Akcay, Ankara, and Istanbul.*” Plus,
they occasionally exhibit a certain temporal superimposition within themselves by
evoking the temporal gap either between the events narrated or between the events
narrated and the event of writing. The flow of narration, if there is any, is also interrupted
by love letters inherited from Osman’s unfinished (“arduous™) love affair with Stkufe
Alp (nicknamed “Viola” by Osman), who is married to Dr. Dogan Alp (nicknamed “Prens
Migkin” by Osman), the town doctor of Ak¢ay. Tutumlu notes that “the political turmoil
of the era” is also textualized in Vir(s via “Osman’s close friendship with Faik Deniz and
public prosecutor Kemal Yurdakul”: “Bener follows Osman’s life until 1982, including
his arrest in Ankara for political reasons. While Faik commits suicide and Kemal ends up
in an asylum, Osman endures like a ‘virus’ despite mistakes and defeats” (Tutumlu 2016,
47).

The above quotation from the letter, written by Osman to Viola upon the suicide of
Faik, is crucial. It is there that we read a key sentence that crystalizes one of the thorny
problems Viriis addresses: “I¢ diyalogunu nas:/ denetim altina alacagiz?” Osman seems
to say that even in the face of death, even when there is nothing but grief, it is the subject’s
inner dialogue that would remain as the uncontrollable realm of existence. The inner
dialogue appears in Viris as that which cannot be contained, that which cannot be
manageable, that which insuperably answers to life that brings nothing but loss, death,
and pain. Bener’s (or, Virus’s) attention to inner experience, then, seems to be linked with

a certain invention of way to cope with life: “To endure life” proves to be nothing but “to

47 The text does not provide the reader with these details as precisely as | present here. We have a relatively clear
temporal/spatial map of Virls thanks to Tutumlu’s studies. She offers that there are “five intermingled stories [that]
appear in the novel: the love affair between Osman and Viola; Osman’s arrest for political reasons; Osman’s life in
Ankara after the eventful decade of the 1960s; a daily trip by Osman to Istanbul, in which he meets a woman—possibly
Viola; and the story of Ahmet, Viola’s uncle who brings a letter to Osman from her” (Tutumlu 2016, 47). Still, even
her narrotological operation could not account for the whole map of the novel: “Romandaki 73 bolimden 65’inde
anlatilan olaylarin bu siralamadaki yerleri belliyken 82’sinin ise tam olarak belli degildir. ... [B]uradaki olaylarin hangi
zamanda gectigini tam olarak saptayamadik” (Tutumlu 2010, 66). Tutumlu’s map is not uncontested, however.
Regarding the “episode” that narrates what she dubs “the story of Ahmet,” Tutumlu says: “Bu boliim dikkatle
okundugunda bu ciimlelerin burada anlatilan kisinin (Ahmet’in) i¢ monologlart oldugu, olaylarin zaman zaman
Ahmet’in bilincine odaklanan, her seyi bilen ti¢lincii kisili bir anlatici tarafindan atarildigi anlasilir” (69). The fact that
“birinci sube” that appears in what Tutumlu calls “the story of Ahmet”—*“Birinci subede suratina saklayan tokat.
Belkemigine inen nal¢ali kundura. Oysa apaydin kafasi, baygin sinirleri, sasilacak kadar” (V 28)—also appears in
Osman’s inner dialogue—"“Gene neyse, ‘Moskof tohumu!’ demedi. Birinci Sube Miidiirii kadar kaba degil” (33)—may
prove that what Tutumlu calls “the story of Ahmet” is indeed a part of Osman’s story. Without having a discussion on
this point, Sen also reads Vir(s in its totality as the story of Osman.
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get used to gyves of life” and “to stick with silence,” while “the inner dialogue” appears
as the single possible act of coming to terms with life as well as of resisting against it.

But the relation between (the inner) experience and (the exterior) expression is
never left unproblematized in Virls. In another letter written to Viola, Osman reveals a
certain “wrestling” with language: “Of, bu sozciiklerin ¢ekirdegini par¢alayamamatk,
bekletilmek gerginliklerde, cimriligini gevis getirmek” (V 81). Language, while appearing
as the single medium through which an inner dialogue can be forged as well as
transfigured into the text, inevitably carries a certain impossibility: Osman wants to
“dismantle the core of words” as words could not help him to communicate what is going
on in his inner world, while inevitably having recourse to those useless words.

Inner dialogue is that which is unmanageable yet words prove to be no help—still,
as we will see below, Osman continues to write, to the extent that he pushes the limits of
his subjectivity and “dismantles” interiority. What happens in Osman’s inner dialogues
truly resembles a “civil war,” whereby the inner interrogation tends to turn into an inner
destruction. That what is unmanageable thus always possess an unabashed self-

questioning:

Ne yazif, ne siipriintii herifsin sen. Gizlenecek delik kald1 m1 artik? Bin
bela mustast yedi, kiyild1 baltasinda umarsizliklarin. Anladik, bir kolayini
bulup sivistin, kactin hep unutma. ...

Ama, s1zintis1 dinmiyor kuskulu kaninin i¢inde 1g1layan, iblise teslim
olmus inang¢si1zlig1; bogsa da tiikiiriiklere o ¢atal dilli, kuruklu zebani siritiyor,
zifir baglamis kazma dislerini gostererek.

Bir onluk diazem daha almal1. (V 13-4)*

Ah, ben ne yanlis adamim, atilacak safrayim. ... Oysa su tirtilligina bak.
Bir ezimlik. Hi¢ sizlanma. Oniine atilan kemigi havada kapip kitir kitir
kemirmeli, glidiik kuyrugunu habire sallamalisin ‘daha da var m1’ ya.. (16)

Hohho! Kimim ben kardes? Yanilmayalim ama. Bozgun doymazi,
kendi kendinin at sinegi. Anlatamadim galiba. Demek sapasaglam
goriiniisiim. Oyleyse tek hiinerim bu. Akilli gecinenlerin ortak korliigiinden
yararlanabilir, ortama uyum saglayabilir kisiligim! Neymis, neymis?
Bukalemunca konusuyorum herhalde. (96)

Ah, online gelene Spartacus giirzii sallayan kafa, yiktin, berbat ettin her
seyi! Simdi, onun adina giiliiyorum. (141)

“8 If there is one single word that signifies Bener’s “sick” subject, it should be “diazem.” We will read this word in
Sahtegi as well.
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What is more, we will see that Osman’s inner destruction may literally be a
destruction. It seems that Osman’s civil war is also pertinent to a certain bodily war, one
that revolves around what Sen thought-provokingly referred as “corporeality.” In her
study, Sen showed that this sense of inner destruction in the inner dialogues of Osman
also carries a certain destruction of mind/body duality to the extent that body appears as
a “realm of assay and investigation” [tahlil ve tetkik] (Sen 5). Departing from Giirbilek’s
already quoted diagnosis on Bener’s obsession with inoperative organisms, Sen argues
that Virls opens a space for “a scientific examination on body” (86) and “a genetic
deformation” (98). This leads her to argue that Viris’s fragmented body is not a textual
fragmentation per se; it also is related to a certain decentralization and disintegration of
Osman’s body, which has now become a “recorder,” registering “illnesses” and “fully
dismembering its organs” (81). She particularly draws attention to (some sentences from)

the following passage:

“Kendi kendime konusurum ben. Evde, sokakta. Tersyliz edilmisimdir

aynada ... Arka, yan duvarlara birer i¢cbiikkey ayna daha koyduracagim.

Boylelikle sayisal yonden degil sadece, bicimsel, dolayisiyla tinsel

bagskalasim agisindan da art1 sonsuz ¢ogalacagim. Nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz

bulusumu? ... Nasil anlatsam bilmem ki? Canli insan yiizii ka¢ degisim
gosterir? Say sayabildigin kadar degil mi? Oysa 6nemli mi bu? Oynamakla
yasamak arasindaki siki bagi arastirmali. ... Ben neyin tutsagiyim
bilmiyordum; oynarken oynadigimi ayrimsiyorum desem, hayli asir1 kagacak,
yasadigimi ayrimsayamiyorum desem, kendime bile inandirict gelmiyor; test
sonuglarina bakilirsa nymphomanie galiba hocam, sey Komiser Beycigim. ...

” (V 45-6)

Let us detect Osman’s self-reflexivity regarding his own question of subjectivity—
in a way that is reminiscent of Kogak’s analysis (“he talks to himself, he talks against
himself”): “Kendi kendime konusurum ben.” To read in this paragraph Osman’s
disclosure of his tendency to “talk to himself”—a mode of subjectivity traditionally
(clinically?) identified with a sort of “madness”—is significant especially if we consider
what follows this sentence. Albeit not sure if he can tell it, Osman talks about an
“invention”: He wants to “multiply” his body not only “quantitatively” but also “in terms
of morphological thus spiritual metamorphosis.” Sen’s comment on the above passage is
remarkable: She dovetails “Osman’s will to multiply [himself] ad infinitum by breaking
his image” with “an infinite event that would possibly happen in the body”: “He does not
want to come into the field of view limited by a skin, but rather labors to understand the

infinite potential that occurs within the body” (Sen 39).
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Osman, then, wants to dismantle not only “the core of the words” but also his
organism as the core of his body—*“the skin.” Indeed, what is read by Tutumlu as “the
story of Ahmet” (that is, the story of Osman) provides the reader with an inventory of
what Sen pointedly names in her reading: “to think the moments of the realization of a
potential as the limit of the body” (39). Osman “questions” his body to the extent that he
exhausts all the “potentials” that expand the limits of “the perceptible.” Let us ponder
some more passages that reflect Osman’s bodily interrogations that carry a schizoid

interrogation as well:

Sakaklarina siirekli vuran ebonit tokmak. Bagirsaklarinda uyuyan tatl
su yilani, alacasiz, kaygan. Kanim kirmizi degil. Bosaltiyorum, emiliyorum.

Butln evlerin, apartmanlarin  kapilarimi  ¢alacagim, ¢ikanlari
daragacglarinda sallandiracagim! Yiyahhu! Hadi gecirin deli gomlegini
sirtima. Damgalayin bogriime, cazirdasin! Korkmayin komsular, duvarlarim
acik hepinize. Sinmeyin perde arkalarina, sondiirmeyin 1siklarinizi. Yangin,
lav, bora! Hey hovarda, lile sacli giizel Tanrim! Uzaya saldigin pig
yildizlarinla 6viin! Kanim kirmizi degil diyorum, anlasaniza! (V 27)

What we read is less an “écriture” than the flow of an uncontrollable inner dialogue
whereby Osman pushes the limits of the perceptible. Osman is aware that this sensibility
will most probably be coded as a mental disorder: “Hadi gecirin deli gémlegini sirtima.”
Indeed, his neighbors want to “straitjacket” Osman. The context of this bodily war is
significant: What we read above narrates the scene that almost turns into a “catatonic”
break-down: “Kalin cama girmis, bilmiyor bilegini. Siyirtarak ¢ekiyor geri. Higbir ilkeye
adayamadigr comert kan, koyu kirmizi, Kas ywtiklarindan yayiryor ¢aresiz aveuna.” (V
27). Upon this psychic/bodily outburst, his neighbors get suspicious about his “going
mad” and call the police officers. Before his address to “Komiser Beycigim,” he had a
conversation with the police officers who came for taking him to the police station
(“birinci sube”). His (inner) questioning of the “not-red” blood of him appears in his

conversation with the officers as well:

“Biz aklin1 kagirmus birini beklerken... Ev sahibiniz telefon etmis. Cok
sakin bir beydir, delirdi galiba demis, kostuk.” Biraz ge¢ kalmadiniz mi?

“Denedim, goruyorsunuz bagsaramadim.”

“Peki, neden? Kirilip dokiilmedik esya birakmamissiniz. Ne olacak
simdi? Bereket komsulardan sikayetci yok.”

“Kanimdan kuskulandim. Baska bir sey dolaniyor gibi geldi
damarlarimda.”

“Ne gibi?”
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“Irin gibi, sidik gibi bir sey.”

“Estagfurullah.” Ne incelik. Toy! Adam olmaz bu delikanl. Beriki
aliyor sozii. Dik sesi. “Cok mu i¢tin arkadas? Ayik goriiniiyorsun ama...”

“Bir dostum vardi, demisti, delirebilirsen iyi.” (V 29; emphasis mine)

Let us remember who that friend of Osman is: Descartes (of “Biraz da Agla
Descartes”). While we may want to keep in mind a certain echo between the subject of
that enigmatic story (who prioritizes “sensation” rather than “understanding”) and Osman
of Vir(s, it will be more promising here to remember not Descartes but Spinoza, who we
know has a place in Osman’s philosophical archive. Although Osman thinks otherwise,
it may be “the right time to mention Spinoza”—and Deleuze: These passages of Osman’s
bodily wars, especially after Sen’s reading, lend themselves effortlessly to be thought in
tandem with “Spinoza’s dictum that ‘no one knows what a body can do’”” which “Deleuze
is fond of quoting” (Baugh 2010, 36). Osman’s body seems to be a “schizo body, waging
its own active internal struggle against the organs, at the price of catatonia” (Deleuze and
Guattari 1987, 150).

The concept that most effectively conveys Deleuze and Guattari’s fondness for
Spinoza in relation to the body and its “intensities” will indeed continue to help us see
through Viris’s bodily wars: “Drug users, masochists, schizophrenics, lovers—all BwO’s
pay homage to Spinoza” (154). “BwO” stands for “Body without Organs,” the conceptual
tool Deleuze and Guattari borrow from Antonin Artaud for signaling the extent to which
one can experiment with “the body.” The connotations of “body” in Deleuzian/Guattarian
lexicon, however, go beyond the realm of biology and expand into a concern on the social,
political, and collective bodies. “The BwO:” they say, “it is already under way the
moment the body has had enough of organs and wants to slough them off, or loses them.
A long procession” (Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 150). This bodily war against organism
(not against the organs per se), while carrying serious dangers (as crystallized in Osman’s
bleeding hands), promises a new way of perceiving the relation between bodies and
engaging with the “affects” they convey. The BwO, unless it be “overdosed,” suggests a
new experiment, a new sensation: “Dismantling the organism has never meant killing
yourself, but rather opening the body to connections that presuppose an entire
assemblage, circuits, conjunctions, levels and thresholds, passages and distributions of
intensity, and territories and deterritorializations measured with the craft of a surveyor.”
Notwithstanding this promise of novelty, experimentation, and transgression, Deleuze

and Guattari never stop to warn against “the paradox of those emptied and dreary bodies.”
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At issue is never to experience a total breakdown or an annihilation: “You have to keep
enough of the organism for it to reform each dawn ... and you have to keep small rations
of subjectivity in sufficient quantity to enable you to respond to the dominant reality”
(160).

Indeed, this discussion on BwO carries us to one productive territory that can help
us make more sense of Deleuze and Guattari’s grasp of schizophrenization as a process.
The duo will go further to recommend that we produce our own “BwO”—as the relevant
plateau of their work bears in its title: “How Do You Make Yourself a Body Without
Organs?” Their answer reads like a self-help prescription that provocatively yet calmly
calls for experimentation: “how necessary caution is, the art of dosages, since overdose
is a danger. You don’t do it with a sledgehammer, you use a very fine file” (160). While
reading the below prescription that pertains not only to the body but also to subjectivity
(to the blurring of their distinction, indeed), we may want to remember not only Osman
but also the subject whose insistence on “experimentation” and “sensation” disturbs

Descartes:

This is how it should be done: Lodge yourself on a stratum, experiment with

the opportunities it offers, find an advantageous place on it, find potential

movements of deterritorialization, possible lines of flight, experience them,

produce flow conjunctions here and there, try out continuums of intensities

segment by segment, have a small plot of new land at all times. ... You have

constructed your own little machine, ready when needed to be plugged into

other collective machines. (161)

In the next subsection, we will interrogate to what extent Osman, who now
succeeded to rescue his “schizo body” from turning into an “emptied and dreary” body,
will manage to “keep small rations of subjectivity” and plug himself “into other collective

machines.”

2.3. A Communist Schizo

If, Deleuze provokes, “we feel the need to read in [great books] anguish, solitude,
guilt, the drama of communication, the whole tragedy of interiority,” it signifies nothing
but “our own decadence and degeneracy” (Deleuze 2004, 257). Although Virls, by
constantly evoking a sense of helplessness, seems to put up a resistance against this
Deleuzian evocation of “schizo-laughter” that “springs from great books, even when they
speak of ugly, desperate, or terrifying things,” it is still possible to capture some joyful

passages in Virus.
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One such passage flourishing out of the gloomy Viris is the one that presents
“Gerekgeli Karar.”*® Upon learning the “arduous” love affair between Osman and Viola,
Kemal, the public prosecutor [“Yargi¢”’] of Akgay, embarks upon writing a fake “justified
decision” involving “Siikiife Alp (Nam-1 diger Viola)” and “Dr. Dogan alp (Nam-1 diger
Prens Migkin)” as the defendants and “Osman Yaylagiilii (Ilce Mal Miidiirii)” as the
intervenor. The lawsuit is for the proposed divorce of Viola and Dr. Dogan Alp: “Dava:
Cumhuriyet Savciligi'min, 1947/327 Hazwrlik Dosya No.lu olup a¢ilan davaya esas teskil
eden iddianamesine gore, davalilar arasindaki evlilik baginin yol sayiimasina karar

verilmesi isteminden ibarettir” (V 171). In the end, “it is considered by the court that”

Tirk Ulusu adma karar vermeye yetkili mahkememiz, diizenlenen
iddianameyi, dosyada mevcut delilleri inceledikten sonra, davalilar Siiktife ve
Dr. Dogan Alp’in evliliklerinin iptaline yeterli delil bulunamadig: cihetle,
acilan kamu davasinin reddine; ... Miidahil Osman Yaylagiilii’niin; ger¢ek
halk iktidar1 icin verilecek savasimda, Siikife’nin kendisini ve dava
arkadaglarin1 kayitsiz sartsiz destekleyecegine giiveni tam ise, hicbir engele
kulak asmayarak, bu yiirekli kadin1 daga kaldirmayi basarmasi halinde,
hakkinda kovusturma yapilamayacagmin bilinmesine ... verilen karar ...
okunup anlatildi. (174)

Osman reads this fake report written by his friend Kemal and says: “Hi¢ giilecegim
yoktu” (174). What needs attention for my reading, however, is less this untimely laughter

than how Kemal thinks Doctor Dogan Alp would diagnose Osman. Kemal’s presentation

of what he imagines Dr. Dogan Alp would say in the court reads:

Dr. Dogan Alp; esinin, yukarida 6zeti ¢ikarilan ifadesini dinlerken sok
gecirdigini, kiigiik dilini yutacak hale geldigini, kendisine sarsilmaz bir agkla
bagli bulundugunu, miidahil Osman’in gozlem altina alindig1 takdirde
sizofrenik bir ruhsal yapiya sahip oldugunun ortaya ¢ikacagindan kusku
duymadigini, karisinin, bu tiir delilerde kolay ayirt edilemeyecek olan
kandirma yetenegini, sayet aklini bagina toplarsa her seyi bagislamaya hazir
oldugunu, agiklamistir. (172)

Kemal thinks that Dr. Dogan Alp would see Osman’s case as a case of
schizophrenia that needs to be hospitalized (“g6zlem altina alindig takdirde): Osman,

Dr. Dogan Alp would possibly think, is a “mad” who needs to be clinically treated. Virus

portrays “Dr.” Dogan Alp, via Kemal’s fake report, as a possible personification of the

49 Aytag refers to this fragment of Viris as a “summary” of the novel: “Romanin bir bulmaca mantig1 iginde islenen
olay dizisini ironik ama derli toplu dzetleyen bir boliimii var: Osman Yaylagiilii’niin arkadas1 M. Kemal Yurdakul’un
kaleme aldig1 ‘Gerekgeli Karar’” (Aytag 84).
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medical institution that would label Osman as “the schizo as a clinical entity.” Are we to
read Dr. Dogan Alp’s probable medical judgment on Osman’s schizophrenia as a sign
that fortifies our evocation of Osman’s “schizophrenic cogito”/*schizo body” or does this
possible judgment reveal a possible pathologization and a subsequent suppression (or,
“re-territorialization””) of Osman’s lines of flight (or, Osman’s “deterritorializations”)?
“Is it schizophrenia as a process that makes us sick, or is it the self-perpetuation of the
process in the void—a horrible exasperation (the production of the schizophrenic-as-
entity)?” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 68).

Let us open a parenthesis here to understand more effectively what Deleuze and
Guattari mean by differentiating between “schizophrenization as a process” and “the
schizo as a clinical entity.” What they are after is to liberate the schizophrenization from
the clinical/personalogical box it had been squeezed into by the medical establishment as
well as by the psychoanalytic tradition. Deleuze presents a relatively plain articulation of
this idea in “Schizophrenia and Society,” a text published in Two Regimes of Madness. It
is here that the description of literature as a realm of action that is more promising than
psycho-logical and -analytical practice is repeated: “We must get used to the idea that
certain artists or writers have had greater insight into schizophrenia than psychiatrists or
psychoanalysts” (Deleuze 2006, 25). What Deleuze offers here is to capture
schizophrenic experience not “in negative terms or in terms of a lack (dissociation, 10ss
of reality, autism, foreclosure)” (25) but “in positive terms” and as a creative, productive
process that “has nothing to do with an inner life cut off from reality” or with “loss of
reality”: “Rather than conceptualizing schizophrenia in terms of the havoc which it
wreaks in a person, or in terms of the holes and lacunae which it reveals in a structure,
we must grasp schizophrenia as a process.” (27).

To Deleuze, the schizophrenic experience is not a disorder that stems from what we
lack but rather the production of “an almost unbearable proximity with the real,” (27) an
“active line of flight,” a “self-decoding and self-deterritorialization” (28). What follows
this seemingly individualistic picture is the social and political signification of the grasp
of “schizophrenia as a process”: “If schizophrenia seems like the sickness of today’s
society, we should not look to generalizations about our way of life, but to very precise
mechanisms of a social, political, and economic nature. ... The schizophrenic is like the
limit of our society, but an abhorred limit, always suppressed, always cast out.” Deleuze,
speaking in praise of R. D. Laing whose name we saw Smith has already uttered, will tie

this emphasis on psychic yet also political “process” with some questions that will be
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significant for my reading of Virus: “What can we do so the break-through does not
become a break-down? How can we prevent the organless body from shutting down in a
catatonic stupor? How can the acute state of delirium overcome its attendant anxiety, and
yet not give way to a chronic state of exhaustion which, as we too often see in the hospital,
ends in a state of total break-down? ... And in what type of group, what kind of
collectivity?” (28) Unless it (needs to) be hospitalized, the schizophrenic experience is
more curative than in need of a cure: “The problem of schizophrenization as a cure
consists in this: how can schizophrenia be disengaged as a power of humanity and of
Nature without a schizophrenic thereby being produced?” (quoted in Smith xxi).

We know one answer to these questions: “... when delirium falls back into the
clinical state, words no longer open out onto anything ... Literature is a health.” Tynan’s
answer, too, will be helpful here: “literature is a means of articulating and experiencing
this delirium in a non-pathological way, in a way which sidesteps the calamity of
psychotic breakdown” (Tynan 158). The differentiation between “schizophrenia as a
process” and “the schizo as a clinical entity” is thus translatable into a perspective on “the
break-through” (with its promises to “deterritorialize” language, life, and the political)
and the lack thereof that results in “the break-down” (which promises nothing but
unproductivity, loss, and hospitalization). Kemal, thus, thinks that Dr. Dogan Alp, a
figure whose portrayal in the novel does not lead the reader to sympathize with him,
would want to imprison Osman’s attempt to “break through” by boxing him, his sense of
life, his “way of existence,” into a pathological “break-down.”

This grasp that differentiates a non-pathological break-through from a clinical
break-down will also help us make sense of one of the many significant stories inserted
in Virus. The relationship as well as the contrast between Osman and his friend Faik has
already been analyzed by readers (Giimiis 2000, Sen 2016).%° The significations of the
story of Kemal, however, has so far been left unnoticed except for some registrations in
the service of plot summary. Kemal is a significant character of Viriis not only for the
“justified decision” he fabricates. A glance at Kemal’s life trajectory as well as at the way
Osman portrays him in Virls will make us more attuned with a possible resonation

between Virus and Deleuze’s theory on literature being an enterprise of health.

50 Sen’s reading points out Osman’s ultimate embrace of life: “ ... Osman’n i¢ine diistiigii ve farkina vardigi; her
seferinde hamlelerini ona gore diizenledigi bir oyunun zeminini Faik Deniz de fark etmis ama Osman gibi yasamay1
degil, 6lmeyi segmistir” (Sen 130); “Faik Deniz 6lmeyi segmisken Osman yasamay1 segmistir” (131).
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2.3.1. Two Cases: Osman and Kemal

One of the sources in which the contrast between Osman and Kemal lies is their
different political ideas. This contrast, however, is not ideological: Both are
“communists.” Let us look at the following passage where Osman’s inner speech gives

us an insight not only into his own personal history but also into Kemal’s:

Demokrat Parti’ye kurucu tiyeler araniyor simdilerde.

Mal Miidiirii’yiim. Ne de olsa iki dénem iktisat Fakiiltesi’nde dirsek
clritmigligim var. Rus klasiklerinden, Fransizca yazinindan Tiirkce’ye
cevrilenlerin hemen biiyilik bir boliimiinii okumusum. Kolayima gelen hece
kalibiyla evrensel baris, ¢cokuluslu mutluluk dizeleri doktiiriiyorum, uyak
sikintist1 ¢ekmeden, duygulaniliyor. ... Kemal’in evindeki toplantilara
giivenilir dostlar disinda katilan olursa, Ndzim’in, tahta doseme altina
saklanmis ilk basim kitaplari ¢ikarilmiyor ortaya. ... Sertel’lerin evine girip
¢iktigindan, Esat Adil Miistecabi’yi tanidigindan s6z ederdi. Inanirdik.
Icimizde en bilgilisi, okumusu, azarlansak da bazen, énemli degil. Marko
Pasa tiryakiligi ne zaman basladi? Asag1 yukari o donemlerin firtinast. ...
Hey sevdalim, beni de o tutkusu yurdu sarmis az sayfali gazete-dergi
kirmasinin yazi kadrosunda sanmisti da, giilimsemekle yetinmistim. Nasil
kiyar, uyandirirdim, gelecegin iinli sairi, yazar1 diislerine dalip
gitmisliginden seni! (V 22)

A “communist” archive from the 1940s’ Turkey: “Néazim,” “Sertel,” “Marko Pasa.”
In Viris, Osman never uses this word while describing himself in his inner/exterior
dialogues; yet, everybody knows him as a “communist.” Osman’s wife, unnamed in the
text, reproaches: “Alcak ne ¢cabuk unuttun iceri tikildigin giinleri. ... Nene dstk olmustum
bilmem ki/ Vatan haini komiiniste sapir supur, bize yarabbi siikiir diyerekten mahalle
kopuklart mi1 satagmaz, miistesar olacak it..” (16). Sahir, a friend of Osman he visited in
Istanbul, says—evoking not only Osman’s being a “communist” but also his being an
“artist”: “Sanat¢i yaratilmak, en biiyiik litfu Tanri’min. Sen bu Tanrt lafindan pek
hoslanmazsin ya, neyse. Ah, ah bambagka sizin diinyaniz. ... Yahu ne azili ‘Komiinist’sin
sen! Sade sanat¢i olsan neyse, iistelik zekisin de!” (66-7). What is alluded above by

Tutumlu, who mentions “Osman’s arrest for political reasons,”®! is also telling: Osman is

51 Giimiis tries to clarify these political reasons: “Osman Yaylagiilii’niin 1950’nin hemen sonrasinda, ‘51 Tevkifati’nin
yasandig1 gilinlerde tutuklandigi anlasiliyor” (Giimiis 2000, 61). We may want to keep in mind, as one of the many
autobiographical allusions demonstrated by Tutumlu, that Bener was also arrested in 1951. Erhan Bener, his brother,
recounts that event: “Ne var ki, 1951 y1l1 Ocak ayinda Kore savaginda ugranilan biiyiik kayiplarin kamuoyunda yarattig
tepkiyi bastirmay1 diisiinen hiikiimet, bizde ¢ok kez iktidarlarca uygulanan bir mizanseni sahneye koydu ve komiinizm
umacisint canlandirmak amaciyla yurt genelinde genis bir tutuklama kampanyasi baglatti. Bu kampanyadan ben de
agabeyim de nasibimizi aldik. O asker oldugu igin, Askeri tutukevine, ben Ankara Hilton diye adlandirilan Ankara
Kapali Cezaevine kapatildik” (quoted in Tutumlu 2010, 22).
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renounced by two of his acquaintances as being a communist who has communist friends:
“... daha tamdigi yillarda benim komiinistlerle, ozellikle Savci Kemal Yurdakul’la diisiip
kalktigimdan dem vurarak, sapik fikirlerimi yaymaya calistigimi el yazimla da
kanitlayabilmek, ilgili makamlara duyurmak amacryla bana bir mektup gonderdigini de
ileri surtyor” (53). Dr. Dogan Alp’s “real” testimony during Osman’s (political)
interrogation reads: “Osman Yaylagiilii bence komiinisttir. Ciinkii ahldksizdir. ... Bu sahis
herkes¢e komiinist oldugu bilinen Savci Kemal Yurdakul 'un en yakin arkadasidir” (113).

Osman and Kemal are, indeed, communist comrades, reading “Nazim” and
imagining a more egalitarian political future. The contrast between them, however, is
about the way they perceive the political: While Kemal embodies as well as promotes the
hope that will flourish from “active politics,” Osman finds himself always questioning
this promise. Let us read the following two passages that already introduce to us the
political tone of Osman’s inner dialogues. We are on the verge of the 1946 general
elections and Democratic Party is the name of “a cluster of promises” (Berlant 23)
appered on the political horizons of the young communists of Turkey, among whom is

Kemal:

Kemal’in savasgimci iyimserligi, canimni disine takarak, insanlari toplumsal
sorunlarla ilgilendirmek i¢in 6rgiitleme cabalari, inan¢siz dogami inanmaya
yatkinlagtiramiyor bir tiirlii. Ona gére Halk Partisi’nin ilk se¢imde degilse bile
ikincisinde tam yikilmas1 &nkosul. Ozgiirliik ortami ondan sonra olusacak.
Halkin i¢ birikimi korkung. Patlama, Demokrat Parti’yi onun 6zledigi yonde
bi¢cimlendirecek, 6ze kavusturacak kuskusuz. Savciliktan ayrilip memleketi
Aydin’da avukatliga baslayacak. Partiye girecek. Ben de, su ne uzar ne kisalir
memurlugu birakip, aktif politikaya atilmaliymisim. Birlikte gidecegiz
Aydin’a. Biraz para tutsun, islev kafam i¢in ‘hukuk’u bitirmek sorun degil.
Hem yaninda deney kazanirim. Tasarilar, tasarilar.. (V 95)

“Hele dinleyin arkadagslar!” Susustuk. “Begendiniz mi kurucular1?”” Anlasild1
sikintist. “Degirmenci Muzaffer, Miiteahhit Nusret, Otelci Naci. Al onu, vur
buna. Sikiy gérdiiler mi kacar bunlar, goriirseniz. Iyi de olur, o da baska, ama
demir tavinda gerek. Millet sabirsiz.”

Iyi, has da, politika hastas1 bu Kemal, Herkes mayismis. Kim kurarsa
kursun. Kuruldu ya! Pigmis asa su katmanin geregi ne? (124)

Kemal’s “militant optimism” contra Osman’s pessimism.>?> Osman could not see

Democratic Party as the locus that can meet with his political desires. Osman’s

52 Or, Osman’s “cruel optimism™? “A relation of cruel optimism,” Berlant suggests, “exists when something you desire
is actually an obstacle to your flourishing. It might involve food, or a kind of love; it might be a fantasy of the good
life, or a political project. It might rest on something simpler, too, like a new habit that promises to induce in you an
improved way of being. These kinds of optimistic relation are not inherently cruel. They become cruel only when the
object that draws your attachment actively impedes the aim that brought you to it initially” (Berlant 1). One can say
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questioning of politics, however, is not restricted to the question if Democratic Party
could really realize an “environment of freedom.” Neither is his “disbelief” at work only
in “ideas, ideas” on a seemingly promising political career.>®> Osman’s inner/political
interrogations expand into the conditions under which to forge political action as well.
Indeed, that sentence we have read while passing thorugh Osman’s bodily civil war may
pertain to this sense of disbelief as well: “Hi¢bir ilkeye adayamadigr comert kan, koyu
kirmizi, kas yirtiklarindan yayilyyor ¢aresiz avcuna.” This questioning of politics turns
into a real “question” upon Kemal’s pejorative attitude toward Viola, who he thinks is no
different from a “campy bourgeois.” Resentful yet anxious, Osman says (in his inner

dialogue):

Yaniliyor. Goriiriiz! Kedinin fareyle oynadigi gibi nasil oynayacagim onunla.
Ama bir yandan da, burnumun diregi sizliyor. Milyoner kiz1 olmamak onun
elinde miydi? Hem niye olsun! Onun da degismez yazgist bu mu? Neden
bizim saflarimizda yer almasin, déviismesin bizimle? Kiminle, kime karsi,
nerede, nasil, ni¢in ve ne suretle doviisecegiz, o da belli degil a, neyse! (169)

A communist struggle is what Osman desires; yet, he could not be sure “with whom,
against whom, where, how, why and as what” they will forge this struggle—an impasse.
A certain questioning of the politics on the part of Osman is observable (“o da belli degil
a, neyse!”), while Kemal, “mad about politics,” preserves his hope for the active politics.
Nothwithstanding this commitment, Kemal’s hope for Democratic Party’s embrace by
“the people” will soon crumble as well. What happens in the realm of politics is nothing

but “fiasco”:

Iyi ki, devretmis gorevini kunduract Nedim’e. ... Fiyaskoyla sonuclandi
c¢linkii, genel secimler, su¢lanmaktan kurtuldu. Halk Partisi ezici cogunlukta.
Olii toprag: serpilmis gibiydi kasabanin iistiine, disler gicirtil, gdzler kanli,
parlamaya hazir saman tinazi herkes, 6bek 6bek toplaniliyor, homurdaniliyor.
... Kemal’le konusmuyorlardi, hakliyd: elbette kiismekte. Hidir, Miilayim,
Sunullah, onlar da selam1 sabahi kestilerdi. Abdus’un koltuk meyhanesine
diismeli. Barigirlar belki, ordalarsa. (143)

that Osman seems to be a pessimist exactly because he is more than aware that any “attachment” to the Democratic
Party will eventually prove to be unsatisfactory, as it eventually will “impede” the communist desire that demands a
much more substantial fulfilment.

53 One another questioning of politics reads: “Ak¢ay’da ‘Bizim milletvekili adayimiz sensin!” naralarryla havalandirilip
omuzlarma alinigimi animsiyorum da... Bir gaylarini, kahvelerini igmeden gegemiyorum garst ig¢inden.
Geriliyorum. Cin Seddi devriliyor patir patir tistiime. Deprem” (V 55). It is sensible that Osman could not embrace the
idea of being a member of parliament—although “the earthquake” referred here seems more pertinent to his desire to
Viola and Faik’s suicide.
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After those “Akcay days,” Osman and Kemal accidentaly meet in Ankara. While
narrating this meeting, Osman portrays Kemal—who is still in search of “the environment
of freedom” Democratic Party will eventually forge—as a “tired” person: “Aydin’da
avukatlik yapiyor. Demokrat Parti’nin biiyiik kongresine delege secilmis. ... Yenik,
yorgun, yalniz” (127). What we know about the contrast between Osman and Kemal other
than these is the latter’s tragic end: “the break down.” Kemal, as Tutumlu already said,
“ends up in an asylum.” The reader is told how the story of Kemal ends before we see
Osman learning the fate of his dear friend. The above quotations are thus important not
only for they tell how the story of Kemal and his “militant optimism” end but also for

they constitute good examples of Virlis’s “achronologicality”:

Ayag1 énemli degil, 6zl sakat, bozuk fonograf. Haksiz her zaman, haksizin
yanibasinda hep. O niye? Katlanmak kendine bile, bagislanmaz haksizlik
degil mi? Goriinen koy kilavuz istemez. Ortada asilakalacak, kimseyi
ilgilendirmeyen ya da herkesin canini sikan temelsiz, agik, kapali, sudan
gagalamalarla onu bunu, ¢itilenip gidecek. Git, geber, ama bir batakliga
yutulurcasina. Kemal, akil hastanesinde can vermis. Tastamam ona gore.
Sozde yureklisinden, korkagina tek tek kistirilip 6liiden beter edildi, onlarca
dikkafali sayilanlarin cogu, kostebeklestirildiler.

Notice how Osman “talks to himself ... talks against himself” in a way that reminds
one of Giirbilek’s diagnosis on Bener: “0zU sakat, bozuk fonograf”. Indeed, the sentences
following this paragraph reveals another radical moment of Viris’s form of writing as a
reflection of Osman’s schizophrenic cogito: “Amaaa! Sus, sus yerin kulagi var! Sakalini
kasiyor. Kim bu, salt ézbenine acryan madrabaz?” (86). But let us now focus on the
content: Kemal literally “gets mad about politics,” perishing in an asylum. Osman learns
the tragic end of Kemal while he was on trial, being interrogated by the judge (“sorgu
yargict”) who was an acquaintance of Kemal: “Biz de Nazim okuduk delikanliligimizda,
gizli gizli. Kemal bir iist siniftaydi.” Upon the judge’s cry (“Allah kahretsin, keske
bilmeseydim, duymasaydim.””) Osman, anxious, asks both in his inner dialogue and in his

exterior dialogue:

Agliyor mu ne? “Yoksa 6ldii mii?” dedim, girtlagina bir cam bilye takilmus.
Basini salladi: “Akl1 ¢ok geldigi i¢in olacak, akil hastanesinde, Manisa Akil
Hastanesi’nde. Gidebilirsin. Ha, merak ediyorsun tabii. Bir siire daha
yatacaksin. Son sorusturma agilacak. Delilleri degerlendirmek mahkemeye
aittir. Yargilanacaksin. Beraat edeceginden eminim. Ne var ki, burnun
sirtiilmeli biraz. Anladin mi, kolay degil vatan, millet kurtariciligina
kalkigsmak, o kadar, bedava kahramanliga karnim tok benim.” (185)
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If Osman is a case at hand that reveals the workings of the (schizophrenic) break-
through that is deemed to need imprisonment, Kemal, whose life is desperately ruined in
search of “active politics” and who ends up in an asylum, stands as the dangerous pole:
break-down. It is toward the end of our reading that we will discuss how Osman could
succeed where Kemal failed: not to plumb the depths so that “the break-through does not
become a break-down.” Now let us ponder more on Osman’s inner dialogues as not only
essentially political but also historical dialogues. Civil wars have always been political
and, as Deleuze would say, “world-historical.” The inner (dialogue) has already been the

exterior (dialogue.)

2.3.2. Osman Negotiates History

Let us remember Deleuze and Guattari’s emphasis on the schizo as the subject who
is intensely invested in history: “No one has ever been as deeply involved in history as
the schizo, or dealt with it in this way. He consumes all of universal history in one fell
swoop.”

Now | want to draw attention to one of the most spectacular yet shockingly
underrated passages of Virls, whose intensity | argue constitutes a climax in the novel
(and even in modernist Turkish literature.) The fragment in which this passage is inserted
is from the “trial” episode of the novel, if we want to employ Tutumlu’s map. The
fragment starts with a reported speech of the judge: “Yaz kizim, soruldu.” (V 48). Then
the text proceeds in a way that Osman’s inner speech follows the reported speeches

through which we follow the hearing:

“...ben, kesinlikle, gézleri aydin mandacilarin, igleri is, demedim.”
“Soruldu.”

(-..)

“Yerine, zamanina, ulusun cikarlarina gore tutum degistirmek dogaldir,
yararlidir, demek istedim, istedik.”

Hani politikanin adin1 almazdik agzimiza, gobegine diistiik. (49)>*

54 Let us remember Osman’s (not merely personal) question here: “I¢ diyalogunu nasil denetim altina alabilecegiz?”
Sen pointedly argues for a negative correlation between Osman’s inner dialogues and his dialogues with other people:
“Kargisindakiyle arasindaki mesafe o kadar biiyiimiistiir ki artik ayni dilin smuirlari igerisinde konusmuyorlardir.
Giindelik gevezeliklerin duragan ve kat1 yapisi terk edilmis; karsisindaki kisi bir 6zne olmaktan ¢ikmig, bir oyunun
aracina doniligmiistiir tamamen. ... Burada her bir diyalogda gittikge genisleyen bir fay hattindan bahsetmek gerek.
Oyle ki genislemenin yarattig1 etki, artik en kiigiik bir karsilikli konusmaya bile izin vermez; iki kisiyi sonsuz kere
birbirinden ayirir” (Sen 62).
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At one point in the fragment, Osman says, in his inner speech, “Sustu yargi¢”, and
a 100-line long, indiscrete paragraph starts. In this paragraph, we learn the details of
“political reasons”: “Gazetelere basliklar atildi, koca puntolarla. BUYUK HIYANET
SEBEKESI ORTAYA CIKARILDI.” (50). The following passage, which will be of our
interest not only here but also throughout the rest of the chapter, is also from that concrete
paragraph and worth quoting at length:

Cigerimin kdosesi, hekim adayr yigenim, Oviinmeye ne hakkin var
rastlantilardan, tersine, aramizdaki kan bagmin, kantarin topunu sik¢a
kacirdigina bakilirsa, sinir dengesini herhalde epeyce bozdugu hizli hayta,
“Nymphomanie ne demeye gelir bilmiyorsun anlasilan, uymamis” dedi.
Baktim sozliige. Uyy! basima gelen. Giiniimiiziin gegerli terimiyle macro
duzeyde narcissisme 6nerime dudak biikiildii. “Amca, sen ailede benim i¢in
oldukca ilging bir vak’a olacaga benzersin!” Alinmadim, bir oktav daha
sisindim. Islikla bir tiirlii tutturmus, Meryemo’luydu sozleri, gene ayna var
isin iginde, radyoda sOylenilmesi yasaklanmis miydi, karakolda degil,
suratim1 sabunluyorum, kapi vuruldu giim giim. Sevmem! Tiylerim dikilir
kastanyet sakirtisindan. Dolii katiksiz Ispanyol, yay gibi gergin, giiclii
boyunlarina kalles¢e sapli kiliglarin dize getirdigi kutsal hayvanlig, sen kalk,
istelik kusuna diz Federico Garcia Lorca’nin giil yumusacigi yiireginde.
Hadi uzat bakalim kendi kalin bagirsak yasamini. Agit anitlartyla donat
diinyanin dort bir yanini. Agikladilar biitgelerini. Elli iki milyar dolar daha,
ona esit ya da cok, bilmem kag¢ milyar ruble, frank, sterlin, dinar, doycemark,
yen, florin, riyal, kuron... ensesi kalin, somiirgen devletlerin, birbirine
diistirerek ‘mazlum’ uluslar, kiskirtarak bagnazliklari, dikta delilerini, silah
pazarina doniistiirdiikleri tilkelerin, o ylizden solda sifir virgiillere tekerlenen
adlarini say say bitmez para birimleri, ana kuzusu bebeleri bogazlamak, tazi
belli delikanlilari, ¢igek kokulu kizlari, didinen, tlireten koyliileri, is¢ileri,
aydin kafalari, koyunlar1 sicacik ana-babalari, mutlu 6liimler uman nineleri,
dedeleri, kestirmesi: atalar1 Adem ile Havva’dan beri kardes, baci, sevgili,
dost yaratilmis insanlig1, insanlik; 6zgiirliigili, 6zgiirliik adina yok etmek i¢in
kullanilacak &yle mi! Ottiiriin artik Israfil’in yuf borusunu, yeter! Benden
Purcell incesi siirler bekleyen serap bungunu ¢ocuk, bakiyorum — gozlerin
kagni tekerlegi! Birbirimize mi aglamaliydik? Altta kalanin cani ¢iksin
carkinin kisir dongiisiine hep birlikte katkimizin aymazligina, bireysel, donek
mutlulugumuzun soysuzluguna, bile bile korliigiimiiziin sikilmazligina
bogalar gibi kizip, c¢ilgina donsek de, elleri bégriinde kalakaldigimiz icin
bogulmali degil miydik hickiriklara? Timsahsam, siiriingensem, bu
pustlugumun, ikiytizliliiglimiin ayrimindayim, katalavis! Halam acgt1 kapiy1.
(50)

One pathway through which Deleuze arrives at the formula “literature is a health”
was “delirium.” The ability to “make [language] delirious,” Deleuze claimed, helps the
writer to pass through delirium not as a clinical and pathological stage but as a creative

process. Deleuze’s attention to the state of “delirium,” however, is not restricted to this
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formulization. “Literature is delirium,” he writes in “Literature and Life,” “but delirium
Is not a father-mother affair: there is no delirium that does not pass through peoples, races,
and tribes, and that does not haunt universal history. All delirium is world-historical, ‘a
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displacement of races and continents.”” (Deleuze 1997, 4). This grasp of delirium as a
politically loaded limit-experience whose passage in literature promises a certain health
traverses Deleuze’s critical and clinical methodology. In accord with his immanent anti-
psychoanalytical critique, he also notes that it is not “a family story organized around a
lack™ that produces delirium: “On the contrary, delirium is an overflowing of history; it
is universal history set adrift. ... Delirium is composed of politics and economics”
(Deleuze 2006, 26). What makes the above quotation from Virus spectacular is its ability
to express this sort of delirium in its formal structure that forces the limits of syntax and
grammar as well as in its content that reveals a tough negotiation on universal history—
in a way that possibly constitutes a counter-example to Jameson’s “national allegory”
framework: It seems that Osman’s story is much more complex a story than being the
story of Turkish nation. A “whole other story [that] iS vibrating within” Osman’s
individual concern is rather a world-historical story.

Notice the invisible parentheses between “ ... kapt vuruldu giim giim” and “Halam
acti kapyr”. What is exposed in the distance between these two successive moments is
an intense “schizophrenic flow” whereby Osman’s “felt interior experience” turns into a
sort of “collective enunciation”: What Osman negotiates in his inner dialogue is the
fascists” murdering of Spanish poet Lorca, (evoking Lenin’s formulation) “imperialism,
the highest stage of capitalism,” colonialism that exploits “oppressed nations,” the mass
killings that annihilate ‘“humanity,” and ultimately the counterfeit (supposedly
“Western”) discourse of “freedom.” Osman’s delirium is truly composed of “politics and
economics™: “... ensesi kalin, somiirgen devletler”, “dikta delileri”, “ ‘mazlum’ uluslar”,
“silah  pazarina  doniistiirdiikleri  iilkeler”,  “para  birimleri.”  Osman’s
communist/schizophrenic cogito, negotiating the sufferings of all the oppressed people
of the world, sensing how all the “babies,” “boys,” “girls,” “peasants,” “workers,”
“intellectuals,” “father and mothers” have been killed by a “diabolical” capitalist/fascist
system, is now even more disoriented yet sensitive, “hallucinating all history, reproducing
in delirium entire civilizations, races, and continents” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 98).
In this outburst of his inner dialogue, “all the pogroms of history,” Osman seems to say,
“that’s what I am” (87).
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“If literature is a kind of non-pathological delirium,” Tynan notes, “it is because it
shares with schizophrenia the sense of depersonalisation which allows the individual or
solitary self to experience in a collective manner. Schizophrenic delirium is distinguished
by the fact that its content is often concerned with groups and populations” (Tynan 15).
To elaborate “schizophrenic delirium” as a sort of “collective enunciation,” he refers to
Elias Canetti, who notices the appearing of “all kinds of crowds” in “the imaginings of
schizophrenics”—in a way that possibly reminds us of Osman’s negotiations on nations,
babies, peasants, workers, and the humanity: “the mosquitoes talking,” “729,000 girls,”
“the whispering voices of the whole of humanity” (quoted in Tynan 159). While this state
of delirium, “as a pathological experience,” seems to be “terrifying and debilitating,
literature, Deleuze and Guattari argue, functions as a means to render this experience in
a non-pathological way. This is ultimately what joins the schizoanalytic project to the
literary clinic” (159).

This grasp of delirium as a politically loaded state of mind where the (writing)
subject finds his body/subjectivity overloaded with history/politics is to be read not only
in Viris, but, | argue, as a “Benerian” theme. One of the “vignettes”® published in his
later work Kapan is entitled “Sayiklama.” The speaking/writing subject of this short text
navigates between an “inner interrogation” and an exterior one, having not only “critical
and clinical” but also political attentions. This “Delirium” of Bener, too, is “composed of

politics and economics”:

I¢ hesaplasmay1 yiizeyden almamali. Iyice hirpalamali, delik desik etmeli. ...
Insafsizliklar, kiyimlar? Yanlis degil mi? Oldiirme giidiisiinii, yasama
giidiistinden ayirmak olas1t m1? Eyleme donistiigiinde 6fke, 6¢ alma yerini
aliyor, ling, asma, kesme. Hakli buluyor insanoglu. Irdelemeden,
kendiliginden. Bireysel kars1 eyleme girisilemezse, bir otoritenin alacagi
karar1 benimsemenin, daha tiksindirici olmasi gerekmez mi? Korkung
acimasizligin disa vurulmus simgesi. Paranoya 6rnegi. Toplum ona gore mi
yonlendiriliyor. Cinayet furyasi. Gitgide sariyor insanlari. Savasi nasil
aciklamali. Bireyin kars1 koymasi higbir anlam tasimiyor. (Bener 2014, 28)°°

Birtakim tansikliklara inanma, safsatalara boyun egme sizofrenisi, blyuk
cogunluga yasam olanagi sagliyorsa, hic bir 6greti basar1 saglayamaz. Aklin
cOzemeyecegini, akil, ¢ozlimsiizliikk ¢oziimiiyle devreden ¢ikarmay1 yegler.

55 This sort of short writings published in Bener’s last works have been called “vignette” by Kogak (Kogak 2004, 27).

% Tt is striking to see in “Sayiklama” a sentence that reads like a good translation of what Deleuze has written in his
Difference and Repetition: “We see no reason to propose a death instinct which would be distinguishable from Eros,
either by a difference in kind between two forces, or by a difference in rhythm or amplitude between two movements”
(Deleuze 1994, 113).
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éérESdl;]li miyim? Karar veremeyecegim, bagkalar1 6yle bir kaniya varabilecek,

ama o karara katilamayacagim. (29)

Notice how an “inner interrogation” inevitably carries the subject to an
interrogation about “humankind,” “pogroms,” “lynchings,” “murderings,” and “war.”
Notice also how the familial/Oedipal drama is radically out of topic in a text called
“Delirium.” This “felt interior experience” leads the subject to ask if he is mad: “Ben deli
miyim?” He expects the answer to be “yes,” but declares that he will not agree with this
judgment: “o karara katilamayacagim.”

After this resistance to a possible pathological judgment about him (as Dr. Dogan
Alp would possibly do in the case of Osman), the subject starts to tell the story of his real
treatment by a “mental health practitioner.” In response to her medical advices—"...
deneme tahtas: olarak gordii beni, kuskum yok. flagla sagaltma yontemine basvurdu.”—
the subject utters a sentence that fortifies Karasu’s evocation of Bener’s “schizoid”
“economy of I"—despite his identification of “schizophrenia” with a certain societal
narrow-mindedness. We may be reading the most palpable expression of Bener’s quarrel
with the distinction between the subject of the enunciating and the subject of the
enunciation as a quarrel implicated in the question of health: “Beni benden ayr:
diisiinmenin, sinir sistemini altlist etmenin sagalfimla ilgisi olmasa gerek.” (30). If,
Bener’s subject says, you want to cure me, you should not try to separate “I”’ from “me,”
you should not differentiate between my subject of the enunciating and my subject of the
enunciation, my thinking “I” and my speaking “I.” A question of subjectivity has already
paved the way for a question of health: If neither any attempt to unify already dissolved
subjectivity nor “medicine” is of use as a “method of healing,” then, what can appear on
the horizon as an enterprise of health?

It is possible to imagine Osman uttering that sentence we read in “Sayiklama” in
response to a possible attempt to pathologize and thus cure him: “Bana deli diyecekler”
contra “bu tlr delilerde kolay ayurt edilemeyecek olan kandirma yetenegini.” But this
juxtaposition of “Sayiklama” and Virlis demands attention not only for it shows us
Bener’s subjects’ political/historical delirums but also for it seems to justify the critics
who have perseveringly pointed out a negativitiy in Bener’s texts. We must see the thorny
limits of Osman’s schizophrenic flow: Considering the sense of “disbelief” these two
delirious passages actively convey, it will seem more meaningful that Karasu has uttered

those two words in succession: “A pessimist, a schizoid.” In these political/historical
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deliriums, the “individual,” the “I” appears as a problematic realm: “bireysel, donek
mutlulugumuzun soysuzluguna” and “Bireyin karst koymasi hi¢bir anlam tasimiyor.”
This aversion to “the individual concern” reaches its peak in that cry: ... uzat bakalim
kendi kalin bagirsak yasamumi. ... Timsahsam, siiriingensem, bu pustlugumun,
ikiyiizliiliigiimiin ayrimindayim, katalavis!” Osman’s “sense of depersonalization” seems
to be linked with a certain sense of disbelief.

In their introduction to Deleuze and the Schizoanalysis of Literature, Buchanan,
Matts and Tynan propose that the question of “If neither reform nor revolution is possible
at this juncture in history, then what is possible?” is “the essential political question asked
by schizoanalysis” (Buchanan, Matts and Tynan, 8). Let us remember some other
(political) questions we have already passed through: “J¢ diyalogunu nas:/ denetim altina
alabilecegiz?” was Osman’s question; “What can we do so the break-through does not
become a break-down?”” was Deleuze’s. In the next subsection, we will try to see how

Virlis answers these questions.

2.4. Writing, an Impasse

We know that Osman’s relation to the act of writing is by no means restricted to
what Tutumlu states. “Osman,” she says, “is interested in literature and translates poetry”
(Tutumlu 2016, 46). Sahir already introduces to us VirQs’s lost, dissociated and pessimist
subject as an artist: “‘Sanat¢i yaratilmak, en biiyiik liitfu Tanri'nin. ... Sade sanatgi olsan
neyse, Ustelik zekisin de!”” Osman’s narration of his own personal history has already
posited him as a “poet”: “Mal Miidiirii yiim. ... Kolayima gelen hece kalibryla evrensel
baris, c¢okuluslu mutluluk dizeleri doktiiriiyorum, wuyak sikintist  ¢ekmeden,
duygulaniliyor.” We already passed thorugh that self-reflexive sentence: “Zamanlama
yvanliglari, birinci tekil kisiden, tigtincii tekil kisiye gegis dalginliklart!” In his political
trial, in response to an allegation based on a so-called suspicious letter an eyewitness
claims Osman was reading in “the canteen of the faculty,” Osman also recounts his own

literary history:

“Tamk yanilmis. lyi animsiyorum. ‘Varlik’ dergisinin bashikli kagidiyd:
zarftan ¢ikardigim. ... Basilmak iizere gonderdigim siirin ¢ok karamsar,
bicim yoniinden 6zensiz oldugu, acik¢a Fazi/ Hiisnii Daglarca etkisi altinda
kaldigindan soz edilerek, kendime 6zgii ‘lislup’ gelistirmeye ¢alismakligim
ogiitleniyordu. ... ”(V 116)
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We also know that Osman has published “twenty, twenty-five” poems in various
magazines as well as a “booklet”: “Kisiligini olduk¢a bulmus saydigi yirmi, yirmi bes siiri
o donem dergilerinde boy gdstermis, bir kitap¢igr da yayimlanmisti.” VirQs presents
Osman’s poetic archive not only by evoking this personal/literary history but also via the
names of his poems. We know, from a letter sent by an ambigious “G.” (that is, not by

Viola®’) to Osman, that he has a poem called “Yasayamayan I":

“Yasayamayan I’i yeniden okudum. Birden biiyilidii biliveren gdzlerim,
uyanmis yiiz yillik uyurgezerliginden. ‘Yasayan II’yi yaz ne olur. ... Son
siirini aldim ele. Denerken diistinebilir miyim ya da diisiiniirken deneyebilir
miyim? Valla buldum karbonu! Biz iste bunu becerdik. Sen beni 6ldireceksin
adam! Nasil dayanacak yiiregim hep agzinda olmaya? I¢imin yangini siiriiyor.

(75)58

It is noteworthy that literature and life seem to be essentially linked with each other
not only for Bener (that is, the writer of Yasamasiz) but also for Osman (that is, the writer
of “Yasayamayan I”’)—to the extent that the titles of their writings powerfully bear a
problematization of life. We also know that Osman’s literary archive is restricted neither
to poetry nor to love letters.>® Writing, as an impasse pertaining to Life, will appear in
Virls through some intertextual echoes as well—the echoes that portray him as a writer:
“Soylentiye bakilirsa, Musorski, soguktan donayazarken bile notalarini duvarlara, kapi
arkalarina yazarmig. ... Soziin ozii, kiginin dogasi, yiiregindeki atesi siirekli canli
tutabilecek harli ¢akimdan yoksun olmamali!” As Kogak pointedly discussed, the italics
are abundantly in use in the modernist intertextuality of Bener’s novels. Kogak argues
that Bener’s italics constitute “a ruin of discourses” that provides the text, which has now

become an intertext but not a model thereof, with a context. Kogak notes “some books”

5 Any reader of Virtis should note that the text leaves us alone with some unanswerable questions. The question
regarding the writer of this letter is an example: We know that all the letters we read are the ones inherited from the
love affair of Osman and Viola, and we see in some letters their signatures—such as “Viola’n”, “V.” and “O.Y.” Yet,
this letter is signed by an ambiguous “G.” who could not match with any other character except for Viola. As she herself
reveals, even Tutumlu’s narratological investigation could not offer a satisfactory answer to the question: “Yazarin
verdigi yeni ipuglarma ragmen ‘G.’nin kim oldugu sorusu netllik kazanmaz ve bu boliimde anlatilanlarin siralamada
nerede yer aldig1 da tam olarak belirlenemez” (Tutumlu 2010, 67).

58 Another echo between Viriis and “Biraz da Agla Descartes”: The question asked by “G.” here (“Denerken diisiinebilir
miyim ya da diisiiniirken deneyebilir miyim?”) is the same question we read Descartes asked himself (“Denerken
diistinebilir miyim? Ya da diisiiniirken deneyebilir miyim?”).

%9 Notice Osman’s reflection of his letter writing: “O bir yana, Viola’ya mektup yazma tiryakiligine kaptirdim kendimi.
Kimi geceler iiclere dortlere kadar uykusuz kalmaya katlaniyorum, seve seve. Once taslak hazirlaniyor. Oyle calakalem,
esip savurmuyorum giiya. O yiizden de bir halta benzemiyordu ya. ... Yassi uglu, hokka kalemi kullaniyorum. Ne ¢ok
kullaniyorum” (V 140-1). As we will see more convincingly in Chapter 3, the writing paraphernalia is a constant
leitmotif in Bener’s writing. For the time being, let us just note “hokka kalem” as a material embodying a certain
“problem of writing”: “ ... bir halta benzemiyordu ya. ... Ne ¢ok kullaniyorum.”
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and “the data of national and international culture that could not suffice to make us ‘we’”
among the components of this intertextual archive (Kogak 1991, 82). One could also see
that Vir(s’s intertextual italics convey a grasp of writing/art as an activity that essentially
involves a certain resistance against life. Notice in the following passage not only
Osman’s description of his literary persona in direct allusion to Don Quixote who wrestles

with windmills but also his reproachful attitude toward “critics”:

. Richard Strauss miiziginde, El Greco yiizli sévalye Donkisot’tum.
Kahramanlik masallar1 okuya okuya daldigim giiliing diislerin, eglenceli miril
muril, sakaci teneke sazlarin diietlerine konu oldugunu, elestirmenler tepine
dursun -alaya alindigimni bilmiyordum. Seyisim Sanco, bas, tuba, klarinet
seytanca kigkirtmalariyla uyarmaya ¢alistyormus bigimsel safligimi, kendimi
gercekten begenmisligimi. Yel degirmenleriyle savas. (V 151)

At this juncture, where Osman appears as a problematic writer who mulls over not
only his literary experiments but also the very nature of the act of writing, we should go
back to that spectacular passage where we read Osman’s schizophrenic delirium as a
collective enunciation. Before this detour, however, | want to draw attention to an
indistinct detail: The reader may have already captured the repetition of a specific word

in Osman’s (inner) dialogues. Let us go back to those two passages we have already read,

now to see Osman more convincingly as a writer:

Ben neyin tutsagiyim bilmiyordum; oynarken oynadigimi ayrimsiyorum
desem, hayli asir1 kagacak, yasadigimi ayrimsayamiyorum desem, kendime
bile inandirici gelmiyor; test sonuglarina bakilirsa nymphomanie galiba
hocam, sey Komiser Beycigim. (46)

Cigerimin kosesi, hekim adayr yigenim, Oviinmeye ne hakkin var
rastlantilardan, tersine, aramizdaki kan baginin, kantarin topunu sikg¢a
kacirdigina bakilirsa, sinir dengesini herhalde epeyce bozdugu hizli hayta,

“Nymphomanie ne demeye gelir bilmiyorsun anlagilan, uymamis” dedi. (50)

I should have said “Osman ... as the writer of Viris.” It seems that Osman’s “doctor
candidate nephew,” who thinks Osman would be “quite an interesting case” for him, is
the first critical and clinical reader of (Osman’s) Virus: “uymamuis”. But the reason why
we should revisit that delirious passage is not the word “nymphomanie” per se. | will
argue that it is in the middle of that passage of Viris that we read the most powerful

crystallization of Osman’s grasp of writing as an impasse. Let us ponder Osman’s cry one

more time;
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Ottiiriin artik Israfil’in yuf borusunu, yeter! Benden Purcell incesi siirler
bekleyen serap bungunu c¢ocuk, bakiyorum — gozlerin kagni tekerlegi!
Birbirimize mi aglamaliydik? ... elleri bogriinde kalakaldigimiz igin
bogulmali degil miydik higkiriklara? Timsahsam, sdringensem, bu
pustlugumun, ikiyiizliliiglimiin ayrimimdayim, katalavis!

The intertextual echo here must be to Henry Purcell, a 17"-century English
composer known for his delicate songs. Let us remember that we read before this
intertextual sentence an intense negotiation on history painfully recoded by
capitalist/fascist machine. To write like Purcell—Osman seems to say, how possible is
this? How can | write, what can | write, in the face of this history? Why do | write, if it is
no more possible to write like Purcell? Why do | write, if 1 will end up “collapsing in
sobs,” being aware of the incapacity of what | write vis-a-vis murderings, pogroms, dead
bodies? “Art is resistance,” said Deleuze, “it resists death, slavery, infamy, shame.”
Osman the Artist seems to say “no,” having difficulty in committing himself to this idea:
“Timsahsam, stiriingensem, bu pustlugumun, ikiyiizliltigiimiin ayrimindayim, katalavis!”
“Sayiklama” continues to resonate with Osman’s havoc with Deleuze: “Tiim anlatilar,
neyi amaclar? Yazmak hangi sapmayt, yan etkilerinden soyutlayabilir?” (Bener 2014,
29). The Benerian question “why write,” thus, is not a personal question per se, but a
political question as well, finding its most solid form amidst world-historical deliriums.

But Deleuze and Guattari have praised Kafka not for his ‘plain speaking’ but for
his ability to create “a way out of this impasse.” Although writing is more a question than
an answer, more helpless than helpful, Osman ultimately writes Virts. Writing is thus
also a way-out, even when it writes nothing but its inabilities. Notwithstanding these solid
appearances of absolute negativity (also in relation to the act of writing), it is also in Virs
written by the writer of “Yasayamayan I” that we read these sentences that possess a

sensibility that hardly seems to be pessimistic:

Gen’lerin, ¢oziilebilse bile yeni sifreler olusturmasi giiciine, simdilik
koéleyiz, ne yapalim?

Diyecegim, devsirme segenekler araciligiyla ¢ikmazimizdan siyrilmaya
zorlanmiyor muyuz acaba?

Imdi, didiklemenin, gérmenin de kizilalti &tesine gidilebilinince
‘zedelemek korkusu’ korku kavramina bile ters diismiiyor mu?

Yorgunlugun, bikmanin da kendine 06zgii, tadi, kokusu vardir.
Yasayamamak da yasamaktir.

Alismaya alisacagiz ¢aresiz. (V 60; emphasis mine).
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It is also Osman, the sick, lost, disconnected artist, who strives for inventing new
solutions in and for a life that gradually dilapidates: “Coziime raziyiz, ¢oziimsiizliige
degil.” (15). If we are reading these sentences, if Osman cannot help but write these
sentences, then Virus embodies, through the act of writing, a paradoxical embrace of life
as well: What can | do, if not performing my inability to write like Purcell? How can |
write, if I can do nothing but writing? Do | have any other possibility except for writing
what | could not write?

Not only “style” is obligation then. Writing, as an impasse, as an impossibility (“Yel
degirmenleriyle savas”™), is also an obligation: “Musorski, soguktan donayazarken bile
notalarimt duvarlara, kapt arkalarina yazarmis.” Osman could not help but write Viris
so that “the break-through does not become a break-down.” It “resists death, slavery,

infamy, shame,” albeit that cry that will continue to hang over the work: “katalavis!”

59



CHAPTER 3
BAY MUANNIT SAHTEGI’NIN NOTLARI: AN ENTERPRISE OF HEALTH

Bir iyilesme olacaksa eger, edebiyat bunu ancak o zorunlu
cirakligin icinden gegerek yapabilir, “saghk” iizerine
diigtinmek icin sapkinligi, “yol” iizerine diisiinmek i¢in
volunu sasirmighg, “baskasi” iizerine diistinmek igin
kimsesizligi, “halk” iizerinden diisiinmek i¢cin halksizlig
tistlenerek yapabilir. Bu diinyada basart sansi pek diisiik bir
yurtsuzlugu bir kesif aracina doniistiirebilirse yapabilir.
— Nurdan Giirbilek

3.1. A Tense Conversation

In the end of my reading of Bener’s Viris, | argued for a certain resistance on the
part of Osman. A double movement, | proposed: Virus, whose protagonist is its own
writer, performs what Deleuze thinks literature performs while also constantly
questioning the power of its performance in the face of an inoperative politics, a painful
universal history, a collectivity that is not promising. In the first pages of Sahtegi, we hear
a similar not-so-easy resonation. It is as if the subject of Sahtegi negotiates in his mind

that key sentence of Deleuze | have quoted at the very beginning:

Inadina Schonberg’den yay cekiyor radyo. Dagitmamak, sagaltmak. lyi
gidiyordun, tabipligin tutmustu, eski yazdiklarinin temize c¢ekilmesi
kasetciligi yeterliydi hani, ne oldu? Litfen durma, silkin. Yoksa... Hey aygin
giindiiz! Dingin, dengeli, kirag akilli olmaya 6zenti, guliinge uyum saglamak.
Yinelemeci olmamalisin. Yine de ¢alacaksin kendinden. Olmuyor degil mi?
Ozriin var. Bak, daha birinci sayfanin on yedinci satirindan bir sozciik ileri
gidemedin. O zaman da gidemeyecektin. Ha bu giin, ha yarin’la so6zde beni
kandiracaksin. Neden oldiiriilmeye yaragsmiyorsun anladin mi1? Anlasilmak

ille de. (S 11)

Or, it may be the case that what is negotiated here is more pertinent to the following
quotation from Deleuze, whose critical and clinical methodology always points out a
double movement: “More a physician than a patient, the writer makes a diagnosis, but
what he diagnoses is the world; he follows the illness step by step, but it is the generic
illness of man; he assesses the chances of health, but it is the possible birth of a new man”
(Deleuze 1997, 53). Tynan notes that “this identity of doctor and patient, health and
illness, strength and weakness, forms the central intuition of Deleuze's critical and clinical
project.” The promise of this double identity lies in the writer’s ability to acquire a grasp

of health by passing through, by exhausting, the illness diagnosed. The artist “does not
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simply suffer his or her illness but gains a rigorous perspective on it through the formal
innovations of his or her writing, and thus manages to be both doctor and patient at once”
(Tynan 2).

One of the plainest articulations of Deleuze’s motto “literature is a health” is to be
found in What is Philosophy?, the last book written by Deleuze and Guattari. It is here
that we read a crystallization of the idea that will serve as the basis in Deleuze’s critical
and clinical readings of modernist literary works. Notice not only the blurring of the
distinction between art/literature and philosophy but also a certain double movement

evoked regarding the question of health:

... through having seen Life in the living or the Living in the lived, the
novelist or painter returns breathless and with bloodshot eyes. ... In this
respect, artists are like philosophers. What little health they possess is often

too fragile, not because of their illnesses or neuroses but because they have

seen something in life that is too much for anyone, too much for themselves,

and that has put on them the quiet mark of death. But this something is also

the source or breath that supports them through the illnesses of the lived (what

Nietzsche called health). (Deleuze and Guattari 1994, 172-3).

Not only an attention to medicine but also a double movement pertaining to Bener’s
literary aesthetics (or, Bener’s “problem of writing”) have been detected by readers.
Kogak proposes that there are two principles “always deviating from each other” in
Bener’s narratives: “a principle of continuity wanting to start, to process and to connect”
and “a principle of dispersion leading to not telling, to keeping mum, to disjoining”
(Kogak 1991, 82).%° In another register, Kogak also claims that a certain “dialectic” is at
work in Bener’s text: “it was impossible not to sense that he did not cherish anything that
does not carry in itself complication and contradiction” (Kogak 2005, 123). According to
Gurbilek, “what makes Bener’s texts distinctive” is that “he maintains the same tense
conversation in all works.” Giirbilek dovetails this distinctive conversation with the
question of style: “If we will talk about the style of Bener, we should start analyzing this
style here, with this tension between ‘Well, let me try to tell’ and ‘How to hope a benefit

from telling?’” What follows may reminds us of the connection Deleuze has made

between literary style and “a style of life ... a possibility of life, a way of existing”: “the

60 Tt is sensible that Kogak posits Bener’s second principle, the principle of negativity, as the dominant one: “Oyun da
boyle: V.0O.B.’de oyun vardir, pargalanmak, silinmek pahasina oynanir. Ama bu metin, bu par¢alanmis govde, olay
yerinde toplanmaya baglamigs okurlarin kendi kendilerine, ‘bu kadar pargalandigina gore, ¢ok yiiksekten diigmiis olmali’
diye mirtldanmalarina bile izin vermez” (83).
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tension, harboring not only a textual problem but also an ontological one, about which
the literati no longer care very much” (Giirbilek 2004, 36).

Perhaps never has this conversation found its nest more palpably than this text,
whose name, as repeatedly noted by readers, materializes an explicit double movement:

299

“Muannit meaning ‘mule’ and Sahtegi suggesting something ‘not genuine’” (Tutumlu
2016, 47). My aim in this reading is to ponder this Benerian conversation between
seemingly opposite stances, this intricate clash of principles, this oscillation between
being “obstinate” and being “counterfeit” in Sahtegi through a discussion that will revolve
around the keywords “illness” and “health.” What 1 am after is to accentuate the
immanence of, rather than the opposition between, the two poles between which
Sahtegi—as a materialization of Bener’s style—constantly navigates. The attention to
medicine in Sahtegi goes beyond the mere textualizations recording how an elderly man
suffers from his sickness to a discussion on how, why, and (more importantly) if,
“literature, by gaining a perspective on sickness, is capable of transforming this weakness
into a creative power” (Tynan 1). I will thus ultimately propose that Sahtegi is itself a
discussion on literature and health—on a new possibility of life.

A certain attention to health (or, the lack thereof) captures the reader of Sahtegi

from the very start. The text commences with the picturing of ““a lethal, suicidal morning”:

Yine oldurgen bir intihar sabahi, yirmi miligram nobraksin almama karsin,

ellerimin titremesini 6nleyemiyorum; kaydin bay Muannit Sahtegi, yapma,

seni konusmak degil, yazmak kurtarir derken, yani giinliik ad1 altinda ilk ti¢

bes tiimcenin yazildigi giinden tam ¢ yil sonra, yeniden baslamay1

deniyorum. Yoksa, galiba, diin gérdiigiim, yan1 basinda sulandirilmis raki

sisesi, dilenen ihtiyardan beter yikilmis olacagim. Neyi, nasil, nigin

kurtarmak? Neden bunca korkmak yikilmaktan, yok olmaktan. (S 9)

“We ought perhaps to admire a book deliberately deprived of all resources,”
Blanchot speaks of Samuel Beckett’s The Unnamable, “one that accepts beginning at that
point where no continuation is possible, obstinately clings to it, without trickery, without
subterfuge, and conveys the same discontinuous movement, the progress of what never
goes forward” (Blanchot 2003, 213; emphasis mine). The paragraph that opens Sahtegi,
while embodying a similar double movement Blanchot points out, can also be considered
as an outline of the literary experiment it is made of—a paragraph-length synecdoche.
Sahtegi welcomes the reader to a tense conversation oscillating between symptomatology
and therapy: On the one side stand a “lethal, suicidal morning” and trembling hands of

29 (13

an aged body that desperately needs “nobraksin”; on the other side “writing”, “diary”,
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“sentence”. What makes this conversation tense in Sahtegi is the distance between these
two poles, which inhabits a solid problematization that disturbs the order of both poles:
“yazmak kurtarir derken ... Neyi, nasil, ni¢in kurtarmak?” In the effort to pass through
this tough distance, the integrity of the subject crumbles as well, both syntactically and
ontologically: “kaydin bay Muannit Sahtegi...”

As already stated, the subject whose mind these reflections on illness, health and
the act of writing traverse is “bay Muannit Sahtegi.” Mr. Sahtegi is a “retired key
consultant,” an experienced bureaucrat,’® who is also a writer, an artist.%? Sahtegi is
composed of the notes Mr. Sahtegi takes by reviewing either what he remembers or what
he had already noted in his diary.®® These notes and reviews thereof roughly cover the
late 1970s and 1980s by portraying Sahtegi’s predicaments, oscillations, exhaustions, and
fears, revolving around such themes as senility, indigence, and exasperation toward
politics, as well as his relationship with his adopted daughter Fatos.%* Indeed, Fatos’s
departure for England to study there for a year looms so large in Sahtegi’s life so that he

61 In an interview, Bener speaks of Mr. Sahtegi: “O dénemin, gekingen, yiizeysel goriiniimlii de olsa elestirisini
yapmay, etkilerini oldukg¢a deneyimli, gdrmiis gecirmis bir biirokratin agzindan verebilmeyi amagladim” (Bener 2004,
124). It may be good to keep in mind that Viriis’s Osman and Bener himself were also experienced bureaucrats.

62 One of many clues reads: “Bay Sahtegi, yeni olmayan, aklinca duyulmadik bicim engebelerine alistirmalar pesinde
diyeceksin, deme istersen, kimi dostlarin igvasina kapilip siir yarigmasina katilmak avanakligima kizagiiliiyor gibiyim.
Onurun batsin. Bence hafife alinmayacak yetenegimi azdirir umuduma destek olunabilseydi... Avug agmay1 igcime
sindirsem de, kim, ni¢in kanini zehirletsin bile isteye” (S 12). Readers have already pointed out Mr. Sahtegi’s being an
artist. Glimiis: “Bulundugu toplumsal ¢evre i¢indeki konumunun, Bay Muannit Sahtegi’nin anlasilmasinda ikincil bir
yeri vardir. Bir sair ve yazardir o (tipkt Buzul Caginin Viriisii’'niin kahramani Osman Yaylagiilii gibi) ... Cok az
yazmaya, dizelerini ‘caylak’ bulmaya baslamis olsa bile...” (Glimiis 2000, 17). Tutumlu: “Bay Sahtegi yazardir ve
yazdig1 notlar1 bagka kigilere de okutur ve elestirilerini alir ... Bu da Bay Sahtegi’nin sadece kendi i¢in glinliik
tutmadigini, bu giinliikleri kitaplagtirp yayimlatmayi diigiindiigiinii gosterir. Dolayisiyla, elimizde Bay Sahtegi’nin
yazdig1 ve i¢inde onun anlatici olarak bulundugu bir kitap vardir” (Tutumlu 2010, 89). In her Tiirk Romaninda Yazar
ve Baskalasim, Jale Parla registers Sahtegi as one example of Kiinstlerroman (Parla 2015, 10).

63 This juxtaposition of reviewing and rewriting (“eski yazdiklarinin temize ¢ekilmesi kasetciligi) calls for a
comparative analysis between Sahtegi and Samuel Beckett’s play Krapp’s Last Tape. In Beckett’s play, an elderly man
named Krapp listens to what he recorded on his tape recorder thirty years ago, while also making new records. This
analysis would seem even more exciting if we consider that Beckett has been an inspirational figure for Bener.

64 Ulusman’s reading shows that this relationship between Mr. Sahtegi and Fatos is more complicated and indeed
violent than it may first appear. Sahtegi already gives clues that Mr. Sahtegi has an incestuous desire (a “schizo-
incest”?) for his adopted daughter Fatos: “Sana ne be! Koynuma mu1 giriyorsun? Biriyle iliski kursa da evlense, basimin
derdi. Pek sastiniz degil mi? Yirmi beg yas fark var aramizda. Evlat edinenlerin karistirdig: haltlarla ilgili hikayeleri
yakistirmaya kalkmayin bana da. Bogarim!” (S 21). What Ulusman shows, however, is the function of diary-writing in
hiding Mr. Sahtegi’s “phallogocentric,” “misogynist,” and “mascist” ontology as well as his physical, symbolic, and
even linguistic violence against Fatos. Especially after Ulusman’s reading, my reading will certainly mean an exclusion
of Sahtegi’s problem of gender, yet I still want to force the limits of the discourse of Mr. Sahtegi to try to forge an
“exercise that extracts from the text its revolutionary force.” In this attempt to produce a relatively positive reading of
a “phallogocentric” text, Jacques Derrida may also be of help: “... some works which are highly ‘phallocentric’ in their
semantics, their intended meaning, even their theses, can produce paradoxical effects, paradoxically antiphallocentric
through the audacity of a writing which in fact disturbs the order or the logic of phallocentrism or touches on limits
where things are reversed: in that case the fragility, the precariousness, even the ruin of order is more apparent” (Derrida
1992, 50); “... sometimes the texts which are most phallocentric or phallogocentric in their themes (in a certain way
no text completely escapes this rubric) can also be, in some cases, the most deconstructive” (58).
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reveals this crack as one of the reasons why he started to write. Mr. Sahtegi never stops
declaring his disbelief in the promise of writing, yet continues to write—at least for two

reasons:

I1ki, asag1 yukari sekiz yili dolduran, yasal deyimiyle evlat edindigim gocuga

tuhaf uydulugumun bir yila yakin bir siire icin kesintiye ugrayacak olmasi,

Fatos’u uzak bir yabanci iilkeye yolcu etmistim, ikincisi, yasimin

goOstergelerini soniis yakinligina yapisik saymakligim. Baska gerekgeleri yok

diyebilsem. (S 11)%

There are two temporal axes in Mr. Sahtegi’s notes: 1979-1980 and 1984-1987. Mr.
Sahtegi starts keeping his diary on 1% October 1979, just after his adopted girl Fatos left
for England for a year of study and continues to write it until 5" February 1980. The
second temporal axis starts with the narration of the day of 7" March 1984 under the title
of 1%t October 1979 and ends with the very last entry dated 13" September 1987 (Tutumlu
2010, 83-4). The narrative of Sahtegi is chaotic: Record of the past in the past, review of
a record of the past in the present, record of the present in the present, record of any
recording (that is, the act of writing and rewriting) seem to take place simultaneously,
though not without temporal marks (the entry dates are always in italics) and sometimes
with punctuation marks (brackets or slashes), in diary entries that are not chronologically
ordered. The reader could not capture the time exactly, nor could the diary-writer:
“Giinleri, yillar: sasirmaya bagladim artik” (S 58).

Although this narrative chaos calls for a narratological study that will pay attention

to how Mr. Sahtegi’s perception of life changes over time,*® my aim is not to trace these

65 Ulusman figures the former reason (Fatos’s departure) as the central, indeed single, instigator of the work.
Considering, for example, that Mr. Sahtegi dedicates his notes to Fatos (“Bay SAHTEGI’den FATOS’a; hagislamas:
dilegiyle sunu yerine”), this figuration may seem a fair one. Yet, it is my contention that Ulusman fails to do justice to
the text insofar as she incorporates the second reason uttered by Mr. Sahtegi into the first one: “Sahtegi’nin yasamsal
bir bag olarak diyalektik diizlemde kendini bagladig1 Fatos un gidisi, ‘yasam gostergelerinin sdnmesini’, [sic] Fatog’un
yoklugunun Sahtegi’deki hem erotik hem de masist evrenin biricik muhatabinin gidivermesi anlamina gelir” (Ulusman
73). While convincingly showing, pace Schwab, how violently gender-biased Bener’s/Mr. Sahtegi’s “schizosphere” is,
her tendency to ignore Mr. Sahtegi’s problem of life and death steals from her otherwise thought-provoking analysis.
This is apparent in her interpretation of every single sentence of Mr. Sahtegi as linguistic reflections of his
“heteronormative,” “misogynist,” “patriarchal,” and “mascist” ontology. With a certain decontextualization, such
sentences as “yazsam ya, elimden ne geliyor baska?” turns in her reading into Mr. Sahtegi’s confessions whereby he
does nothing but hide his incestous desire for Fatos: “bu ve benzeri drnekler, Sahtegi’nin arzularini dilsel alana
gegirmekle ilgili kuskularinin, kaygilarinin giinliikteki yansimalaridir” (70).

LLINT3

% Having said this, | also sense within Sahtegi a certain resistance against a possible narratological reading that will
unravel its temporal order. What I have in my mind are such sentences as: “Cumartesi, ertelenemez ertesiler — ille de
hangisi, 6nemli mi? c¢agrildig1 halde bugiin, hangi bugiin? ¢ikageldi camci.” (S 17); “Bu geriye doniislere tarih
diigiirmek niye? General Wellington ’m amilari sanki. ileride sagirmasi aman yazin tarihgileri.” (30); “Giinleri, y1llart
sasirmaya bagladim artik.” (58).
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lines—especially after Giimiis’s®” and Tutumlu’s rigorous studies. What I am after instead
is to read Mr. Sahtegi’s attempt to (re-)write (a diary) in its totality and as an experiment
in search of a “healthy life.” We already have some promising clues through which we
can grasp how Sahtegi’s mind is dominated by a certain negotiation on being a patient
and being a physician, on life and death, as well as on literature’s abilities vis-a-vis these
dualities: “tabipligin tutmustu ... Olmuyor degil mi?” As we already saw and will see
below in this chapter, the words, concepts, and questions we have passed through while
trying to decipher Deleuze’s critical and clinical project flash here and there in Mr.
Sahtegi’s notes. Let us glance at the following passage that not only embodies the
juxtaposition of a perspective on sickness and a perspective on health but also shows how

self-reflexive Mr. Sahtegi’s notes are:

(28 Nisan 1984 Cuma notunu diiselim. ... Sirkette saygilica davraniyor, ¢ok

yuklenmiyorlar istime, ama nereye kadar. “Hizmetlerinizden dolay tesekkiir

eder, bundan sonraki yasaminizda saglik, mutluluk, basarilar dileriz” yollu

bir zarfi masamda bulabilirim her an. Ne yapariz diyorum, umurunun teki

degil. O zaman diisiiniiriiz. Neyi? Yz binlerce geng issiz dolasiyor ortalarda.

Altmisin1 goktan agsmus ihtiyar yeniden is bulacak da! Glinde iki paket sigara,

koroner yetmezlik dedi, viziti 5000 liralik doktor, derhal keseceksiniz, ickiyi

sigaray1, Stres'ten kagmin. Bagiistiine! Bir yanina inme iner de yataga
civilenirsen, iste o zaman anlarsin ne demekmis dik tutmak kuyrugu. Yoksa

neye yarayacak saglikli yasam?) (36)

The registration of senility in Mr. Sahtegi’s notes, while thoroughly diagnosing the
bodily and psychic illnesses suffered by an old man (alcoholism, coronary insufficiency,
stress), also signifies some other, non-individual roots of these sicknesses. We may want
to add here the adjective “political” (or even “politico-economic”) as well: It is not only
his own unemployment but also “hundred of thousands of young people” who look for a
job that makes Mr. Sahtegi sick. This perspective on sickness as something that
transcends the personal, signifying an illness that is related to the political, finds one of
its most crystallized forms in the quotation below. Let us notice how inevitably Mr.
Sahtegi dovetails his inner troubles with the political ones, his own personal illness with

a social illness:

67 Giimiis points out a certain difference between two temporal axes: “Sézgelimi, ayn1 durumla 1979°da karsilagsaydi
eger, Bay Muannit Sahtegi’nin tepkileri ayn1 olabilir miydi? Sanirim, olmayabilecegi bigiminde yanitlanabilir bu soru.
Su demek ki, anlat1 kisimiz yillar iginde ¢dziilen bir ruhsal yapiya, zamanla eriyen bir bilince, denetlenmesi giiclesen
tepkilere, zayiflayan bir kisilige sahip olmaya baslamigtir.” (Glimiis 2000, 24). Let us detect Glimiis’s diagnosis on Mr.
Sahtegi’s mental health: “... yillar sonra giinliiklerini gozden gegirerek, gegmis yasantisiyla ister istemez ikinci bir
hesaplasmaya tutusuyor. Ustelik ruh saghgi da artik siirekli belirsizlikler iiretirken...” (72).
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Bazi kararlar almaliyim. Gidami bu denli savsaklamamaliyim bir kez.

Alt disetlerim gekilmis. Giigsliziim. Ne olursa olsun birkag¢ satir yazmay1

stirdiirmeliyim. Oynatacagim yoksa.

Teror, giinliik yasamin — giderek, irkiltmez aliskanligi. (79)

Let us also not ignore a certain problematization of writing in these
symptomological passages where Mr. Sahtegi diagnoses not only his individual illnesses
and but also the collective ones. Mr. Sahtegi’s notes always employ a self-reflexivity vis-
a-vis their productions, the simplest signs of which are such utterances as “notunu
diiselim”. It is also important to note that the problematization of writing finds its most
palpable expression when the sickness reaches its terminal phase, when the ill body faces
an impasse he cannot easily account for: “Glgsizim. Ne olursa olsun yazmay
siirdiirmeliyim. Oynatacagim yoksa.”® It is as if Deleuze’s grasp of literature as a non-
pathological enterprise of health, having impersonal and political significations, resonates
here as the voice of Mr. Sahtegi’s schizophrenic cogito. In its totality, Sahtegi seems like
“a form of therapeutic becoming” Tynan, pace Deleuze, proposes: “Literature involves
the capacity to help the life process to evade the worst effects of pathological breakdown
(hospitalisation, catatonia and so on), and is thus implicated in a form of therapeutic
becoming which is no longer ‘personological’ or individualist, i.e. oedipal, but which is
related to the creation of ‘collective virtualities’, new modes of collective life, new ways
of populating the earth” (Tynan 5). We will deal with the question to what extent Sahtegi
is able to create these “collective virtualities,” or a new mode of collective life, more
thoroughly below.

Mr. Sahtegi must write, otherwise he will “go off the rails”—but, he will continue
to be obstinate: He will persist that writing is of no use. The below passage, while giving
us another clue for Mr. Sahtegi’s being a writer/artist, also presents a powerful
problematization of the act of writing. We learn that Muannit Sahtegi has some other
pieces published (before Sahtegi?), that the critics have criticized him for being too

focused on “himself”:

(24 Haziran 1984, Pazar, saat 14.20. Doniisler bataginin hala yiizeyindeyim.
Kimileri ‘ne ¢ok kendinlesin, kendine aciyorsun’u c¢arptilar suratima.
Eglendirici degilsem, kapkaraligima dayanamiyorlar. Verdigim zekat
yetmiyor mu? So6z bickinhigim? ‘Alsaniza acimi siz de dev dalgalar biraz
koynunuza?’ Soguksunuz. Buzsunuz, benden beter! iki buguk zeka kirintisina

%8 Giimiis’s comment on this series of sentences makes us face that negative reading again: “Tam anlat1 bitmeye yiiz
tutmusken, art arda siralanan ¢ok yalin, ama dnemli alt1 kisa tiimce. Ne yazik ki artik yararsizdir!” (Giimiis 2000, 38).
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dayali, disime gorelere gore ince sayilan biiciir sokusturuculuklarima ne de
cok bayiliniyor! Formundasiniz Bay Muannit yine. ‘Ben i¢kiyi ciddiye alan
adamim, dipsomanim!’ Hay agzin1 6peyim Can Ylcel. Bence de yasamanin
tek ciddi ugrasi bu olmali. Ayilmamak. Cizgi film olmazliklarinda ya da
mantigina uyumlu ¢ilginliklar1 yasamak! Cocukluk coskusuzlugunu habire
animsayan hasta yapmin doymaz agligmma baska tiirli dayanmanin yolu
yaratmalardan gecermis! Yani kendini avutmalardan. Avutman'in
avutuculugu kurtaracak ha! Neyi? Denge kelepgesine vurulmus duyarliligim,
aklim, evrenin sinirindan hangi olaganiistii doluluga saskinlikla bakabilecek?
Atomdan kicuk elementler, bilinglendirilmis canlinin, evren olusumunun
¢oziilmesine yarayacakmig! Gizler de tiikkenince seyreyle sen giimbiirtiiyii!
Bireysel yok olma korkusundan toplu kiyimlarla kurtulmaya kalkisanlar
yerden gdge hakli galiba.) (S 61)%°
Upon reading this passage from Sahtegi, one may want to rethink those intertextual
passages of Virls or that sentence we have touched upon in our reading: “Kahramanlik
masallar: okuya okuya daldigim giiliing diislerin, ... elestirmenler tepine dursun -alaya
alindigimt bilmiyordum.” Yet, these echoes that may constitute convincing signs for an
equation between three writers (Osman Yaylagiili=Mr. Sahtegi=Viis’at O. Bener)'® are
not what I want to focus on right now. I rather want to dwell on that sentence: “Cocukluk
coskusuzlugunu habire ammsayan hasta yapimin doymaz ag¢lhigina baska turli
dayanmanin yolu yaratmalardan gecermis!” Let us attend to the exclamation point: It is
as if Mr. Sahtegi plays havoc with Freud, whose assertion regarding creative writing |
have quoted in the Introduction.” It is as if Mr. Sahtegi could not, or even does not want
to, see (his) writing as a fulfillment of a “sick body” that suffers from childhood traumas.

The idea that writing is merely a “solace” could not satisfy Mr. Sahtegi.

69 “Alcoholism” appears as one rubric of a much more elaborated critical and clinical study on Bener (which hopefully
awaits me in a near future). In an interview, Bener reveals alcoholism as a distinctive passage of his life and literature:
“Miikeyyifata karsi, keyif verici seylere karst da bir egilimim var. Bir ara neredeyse kahvaltida bira igmeyi bile
diisliniiyordum, uyguluyordum da. ... Bagimliliga dogru giden yasam dilimleri olmadi diyemem. Oldu. Ama her aksam
bir miktar aliyordum, sonradan da artan bir sekilde oldu. Ama sonra kendimi yendim, biraktim uzun siire. Daha ¢ok da
yas olarak 25’lerde filan kiigiik sehirlerdeki memuriyet yasamu dolayisiyla insanlarla iliskilerden kaynaklanan igki
aligkanliklar1 oldu. Oykiilerime falan yansimistir. Hemen hemen tiim anlaticilarimda da vardir, gevresindekilerde de.
Hepsi de igerler, sanirim bizim yasamimizda dostluklarin kurulabilmesinde onemli bir etken. Hemen hemen her
oykiimde bir icki vardir, hissedilir” (Bener 2004, 128). For a discussion on Scott Fitzgerald’s alcoholism, see Deleuze,
The Logic of Sense (1990), pp. 154-161. For a discussion on Deleuze’s reading of Fitzgerald in relation to his critical
and clinical project, see Tynan pp. 42-44.

0 Giimiis has already pointed out this similarity: “Osman Yaylagiilii gergekten de bazi kisilik 6zellikleriyle Bay
Muannit Sahtegi’yi gii¢lii bicimde anistirirken, Viis’at O. Bener’in de oldukga yakinlik duydugu bir biitiinciil kisilige
gonderir bizi” (Giimiis 2000, 58).

L Let us remember: “A strong experience in the present awakens in the creative writer a memory of an earlier

experience (usually belonging to his childhood) from which there now proceeds a wish which finds its fulfillment in
the creative work.”
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It was one of the most incisive Deleuzian/Guattarian critiques that psychoanalysis
boxes us into childhood memories, thereby interpreting any creative act as a reflection of
incurable psychic illness. “The mistake of psychoanalysis,” they say, offering an
immanent criticism, “was to trap itself and us, since it lives off of the market value of
neurosis from which it gains all its surplus value” (Deleuze and Guattari 1986, 10).
Thinking this critique in relation to the act of writing, we may make more sense of
“Literature and Life”s assertion: “We do not write with our neuroses,” and the writer is
the one who creates lines of flight. We know what was following these sentences: She is
more a physician than a patient, more a “tabip” than a “hasta yap:”. Notwithstanding this
possibly anti-psychoanalytic,” indeed Deleuzian, discourse of Mr. Sahtegi, one should
not see in Mr. Sahtegi’s notes an unproblematized view on literature’s being an enterprise
of health. We know what was following: “Olmuyor degil mi?”

Amidst this tense conversation, something distinctive should have already been
detected: Throughout his notes, Mr. Sahtegi “talks to himself, he talks against himself,”
even when he seems to be talking to us: “Bilmem anlatabiliyor muyum? Anlatamiyorsun
elbet, hem anlatmak ugruna bunca ¢aliskanlik niye?” (S 34). It seems that what Viris’s
Osman says—“Kendi kendime konusurum ben.”— or what we read in “Sayiklama”—

“Beni benden ayr: diisiinmenin, sinir sistemini altlist etmenin sagaltimla ilgisi olmasa

i)

gerek "—appears here in Sahtegi as the foundational aspect of style—of Sahtegi’s
discussion on literature and health: “Bana ben acryabilirdim” (22). Indeed, Mr. Sahtegi’s
language seems like “the language of ‘hearing voices’ we saw Deleuze and Guattari
evoked while elaborating on what they dubbed “schizophrenic cogito.” In one note, Mr.
Sahtegi reveals his inability to differentiate the voices he hears: “(Cevdet’in kisa
mektubundan s6zedecektin, diyor biri, kim?)” (56)

This preliminary reading, | believe, has prepared us to see how the conversation
between illness and health as the medium of the questioning of literature is central and
compelling in Sahtegi. We also captured some signs that make us think that the

conversation that traverses Mr. Sahtegi’s mind does not pertain to his inner life or his

72| want to go further and argue for a certain “anti-oedipalism” in Bener: “ ‘Bu ¢ocuk dogar, biiyiir, babasi kadar olur’,
neden yalniz babasi1? ‘Sonra efendim oliir.” Yaa! Sanki ben segtim eli mahkiim anami, babamu, onlar ayikladilar adaylar
arasindan yaraticilarini” (V 39). It is thought-provoking that Bener, an author who concerns himself obsessively with
the inner/psychic life of the subject, has paid no attention to familial/Oedipal dramas. “Havva” may seem to be an
exception only if we ignore the socio-economic stratification embedded in the story. In this regard, “ilki,” one of the
most acclaimed stories of him, will appear as the real exception. This story is so uncharacteristically Oedipal—to the
extent that one may want to remember what Deleuze and Guattari dubbed regarding Kafka’s “Letter to Father”: “An
Exaggerated Oedipus.” For a psychoanalytical exercise on Bener’s “Ilki,” see Kogak’s recently published Tehlikeli
Doniigler (2017), pp. 56-7.
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personal health per se, but is also a political conversation. As we will continue to see, the
irony is used in this political conversation: “Bireysel yok olma korkusundan toplu
kiyimlarla kurtulmaya kalkisanlar yerden gége hakli galiba.” What follows in the next
subsection will be an attempt to see the workings of this structure more thoroughly with

the help of a close reading.

3.2. Obstinate and Counterfeit Machines of Muannit Sahtegi

Let us remember how Deleuze and Guattari defined the act of reading: “a
productive use of the literary machine.” This definition is cunningly promising for a
reading of Sahtegi, in which the word “machine” and its various ramifications crystallize
a whole discussion on life, death, and writing. Indeed, Sahtegi in itself may seem like a
productive use of a literary machine, or more pertinently of a writing-machine. In
response to his friend Cevdet’s comments on what he has written,” Mr. Sahtegi notes:
“‘Ureten ellerinden odperim,” diyor. Uretmiyorum, iiriiyor ayrikotlari!” (S 68)
“Something is produced” in Mr. Sahtegi’s notes, “the effects of a machine, not mere
metaphors” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 9). The following exercise in search of
“machines” of Mr. Sahtegi will render the above raw discussion on Sahtegi’s discussion
on literature and health more palpable yet thornier.

It might be thought of as an instance of “dead metaphor” to signify anything with
the signification of the machine. Yet Sahtegi, a text uncharacteristically prolific in its
figurative language, plays with and hence animates this signification in unexpected ways,
to the extent that metaphor tends to lose its metaphoricity. In many a note he writes, the
body of Mr. Sahtegi who sees his death approaching is presented as some sort of a
machine—an ill-treated but demanding, sick yet resisting machine whose paraphernalia
is dysfunctional yet still active. Let us probe into a series of quotations in which words

materialize the “little health” Mr. Sahtegi possesses:

1974 yili Temmuz’unda tasindigimiz evin her yanini elden gecirdikten sonra
beden hurdaligi, koma duygusuzlugu c¢oreklenmisti algidolasimima,
tinografime! (S 17)

Burnum musluk, sakirdamaya basladi bile. Oysa aspirine bile para harcamak
niyetinde degilim. Kisa giris donemi tehlikeli. Asya gribi yakaladi m1, buyrun
cenaze namazina. Kendime de icerledim. (...) Hig degilse ¢ift corap ¢ek buz

78 Cevdet reads Mr. Sahtegi’s notes (Sahtegi) as Osman’s “doctor candidate” nephew reads Osman’s writings (Vir(is):
“Cevdet’ten biraz daha uzunca bir mektup geldi. ... Anilarimin bir boliimiinii okumus” (S 68).
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ayaklarmna. Yiirek tulumbasi basamiyor artik kani oralara degin. Zaten egri
diiriist bir sey yemiyorsun. I¢ yakit nafile. Cemise dondiin, olur mu? Artik
yarim limona kiy. Bayat belki, olsun, bir adet de Degest yut. (33)

Peride'nin anasinda beyin uru saptanmis, tinlii bir cerrah sorunu ¢6zdu. Ur da
kotlii huylu degilmis bereket. Umarim ayrintilar bu gece de yinelenmez.
Icimdeki pashi yay nasil gergin, c¢engelinden bir kurtulsa. Prostat
ameliyatindan sonra daha azdi diyorum, inanmaya caligarak - yiiregimin sinsi
agrisi. Laf. (52)

(Su sira bel ¢ukurunda oluklanan ter, kabalarima yayildi. Hemen bir tablet

Prent almaliyim. Belli sikistiracak sendeleyen kalbimiz. Aldim. ...) (71)

An inventory of the paraphernalia of Mr. Sahtegi’s inoperative body-machine: a
scrap, a faucet that leaks water, an idle blood-pump that lacks fuel, a rusted yet strained
bow.’# The signification of “machine” in these passages channel us back to the same tense
conversation between two poles: “koma duygusuzlugu” and “algidolagimi”, “Asya gribi”
and “Degest”, “sendeleyen kalbimiz” and “Prent.” Let us also remember that we have
already read how Mr. Sahtegi’s inoperative body-machine runs out of power: “Gug¢suzim.
Ne olursa olsun birkag satir yazmayt siirdiirmeliyim.”

In such a self-reflexive text as Sahtegi, the conversation between sickness and cure,
between dysfunctional body-machine and its maintenance, between being out of power
and being compelled to write cannot operate without disquieting the very operation
through which this conversation is written. Mr. Sahtegi, while recounting the signs of
collapse his body-machine indicates (“yasimin gostergelerini soniis yakinnligina
yaklasmis saymakligim”) also recounts the act of writing.” What is more, in this recording
of the writing in the writing, how this record is kept in technical terms is also recorded:
The inoperative but tenacious body-machine of Mr. Sahtegi is told, if it can ever be told,

thanks to the “writing-machines.” Mr. Sahtegi’s notes constantly note the writing

74 Ulusman reduces this problem of sick body into a mere sexual problem suffered by an impotent old man, who, unable
to articulate his troubles in language clearly, has recourse to the use of trope: “Ornegin Sahtegi’nin yas aldik¢a artan
cinsel kaygilarini yansitan ‘beden hurdaligi, koma duygusuzlugu’ (s. 17), ‘zorunlu bir kisirdéngtideyim’ (s. 40), ‘prostat
ameliyatindan sonra i¢imdeki pash yay’ [sic] (s. 52), ‘parasiitii agilmiyor trkiticiiliigiinii kullanan planor plotgugum’
(s. 11), ‘uslanmaz genlerimin unulmaz kiskaci’ (s. 13), ‘ses vermez bir plastik ¢cingirak’ (s. 15) gibi gondermeleri, cinsel
organini da sansiirleyerek dilsel alana tasidigimni gosterir” (Ulusman 76). An impotent penis may, of course, be a part
of Mr. Sahtegi’s inoperative body-machine, yet the claim that the significations operated by these phrases refer
exclusively to the Phallus as the master signifier needs justification.

5 As may already be captured, the act of writing constantly records itself in Sahtegi: “Bak, daha birinci sayfanin on
yedinci satirindan bir sozciik ileri gidemedin.” (S 11); “Anlatimizi, galiba aglatimizi abartarak dillendirelim hele.” (17);
“Bu biiro odasina tagmali iki ay olmus. Topu (24) sayfa. O da, ne bagi belli ne sonu. Devam mi1, tamam mi1?” (23);
“Uzun ettim elbet.” (37); “Ilk parantezi kapattim. Ellerim titremeye baslad1.” (37); “Yazalim olan1 biteni.” (69). In this
attempt to record the writing in writing, a problem of communication always appears: “Anlasilmak ille de.” (11);
“Anlatayim bari.” (31); “Bilmem anlatabiliyor muyum? Anlatamiyorsun elbet, hem anlatmak ugruna bunca ¢aliskanlik
niye?” (34); “Sonrasi anlatilabilecekse, sonra anlatilabilecek.” (63); “Hemen anlatamam, sogumali.” (68).
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paraphernalia, not as mere figures of speech, but in a way that Sahtegi’s discussion on

health will be rendered more elaborate:

Geceye dogru on bes miligrami buldu diazem. Onceki giin aksam ilk kez
tavan firdondii yataga girdigimde. Eh, iyi diyordum bir yandan, abbas
yolcuyuz galiba. Kalktim siiriine siiriine, bir beslik daha. Her yanim agri, ama
duymasizim. Ne giiglii direng, sasilir. Kag hafta gecti aradan bu makinemin
basina oturmadigimdan bu yana. Hesabi1 sasirdim. Bu biiro odasina taginali
iki ay olmus. Topu (24) sayfa. O da, ne bas1 belli ne sonu. Devam mi, tamam
mi1? (23)

(17 Haziran 1984 Pazar, saat 12.30. Makinemin basindayim. ... Bir
meyhaneye kapagi atip, deliler gibi sizincaya dek igmek vardi. Yarimsar
tablet kalp, uyku ilacimi attim hemen agzima. Bereket yarin ise gidilecek,
rezil olursun uyarist ¢inlayip duruyor beynimde. Otur makinenin basina.
Zaman yenik diismezse yandin. ... ) (53-4)

Galiba ilk kez, baslik giiniinii sicag1 sicagina gegiriyorum defterime. 3 Kasim

1979 Cumartesi notlarima donebilecek miyim, kimbilir? Onemi ne? Gegen

cumartesiden bu yana, bir hafta, 6limiine ramak kala denize firlatilan

kopekbaligr cirpinish yasamindan gectim. Sabahlamayi goze alabilirsem,

daha dogrusu dayanabilirsem siirdiirecegim, masanin iizerinde oldugu i¢in

kurtulabilen-makinemin tuslarina vurmayi. (70)

Let us notice the double movement: Mr. Sahtegi’s narration of his writing-machine
never misses to record his illnesses. Or it may be the case that it is the record of illness
that triggers him to keep record of his writing-machine as well: “Kag hafta gecti aradan
bu makinemin basina oturmadigimdan bu yana” follows the narration of a lethal night he
hardly lived through with the help of “diazem”, “Otur makinenin basina” comes with
cardiacs and sleeping pills. Mr. Sahtegi continues to hit the buttons of his writing-machine
within “an inch of his life.” The writing-machine turns into an embodiment of the question

of health, which will appear even more palpable in the quotation below. Mr. Sahtegi’s

privileged writing-machine is typewriter:

Imdi kardes, lotus ¢iceklerinin gelebi tohumu, bizim kdyiin gomiitliigii

goriindii. Kivrildigim midye yatak, nasilsa elimde kalmis sekreter masasi,

Otemi berimi tikistirdigim kapist mandalli dolabimdan baska satilik

guvencem yok. Ha, bir de onarim budalasi, mizik¢1 daktilom. (12-3)

Mr. Sahtegi sees his death approaching and registers a list of the remaining goods:
the bed, the table, the wardrobe. Yet, there is a privileged leftover that demands to be
recorded in a separate record, despite Mr. Sahtegi’s indifferent posture: “Onarim

budalasi, mizik¢r daktilom.” This series of phrases powerfully bears the crystallization of
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the conversation between two principles Sahtegi operates on: Mr. Sahtegi’s typewriter
fools him, is fool of being under maintenance; yet it is also the typewriter that is fool of
maintenance. Writing-machine loves to ameliorate the body-machine of Mr. Sahtegi, yet
it is also the writing-machine that needs amelioration. The writing, while being
dysfunctional, makes Mr. Sahtegi, whose body is dysfunctional, functional.

Following the writing paraphernalia in the text would complicate this constitutive
tension of Sahtegi. In the notes that seem to be written between 1979-1980, Mr. Sahtegi

seems to be using a ballpoint pen:

Tukenmez kalemle yazmak, boylesine ufarak ufarak tstelik, orta parmagima
nasir baglatacak, agrisindan kesecegim galiba, hizimi alamadigim halde. Hele
az daha dayanalim. (32)

Su toplamig sehadet parmagim. Ucuz tikkenmezin koseli govdesinden. Kesin
ayrilis armagani kalem kutusunda iyi bir tiikenmez oldugunu animsadim.
Kullanmaya kiyamiyor muyum? Pek o6zenirdim Scheaffer marka dolma
kalemim olsun. Otuz alt1 yil Devlet kapisina git-gel’den sonra emekliye
ayrilisim nedeniyle eksik olmasinlar is arkadasim memurcuklar, aralarinda

para toplamis, bilmisler gibi bana o markanin dolmasini da, tikenmezini de

altivermislerdi. Hadi doluksama bakalim. Ne bicim erkeksin sen be! Icin

kocaman, bol gozenekli siinger. Sikildik¢a su birakiyor. Iste hepsi bu. Doldur

miurekkep, al eline berikini, ya da 6tekini, yaz, dimbuk! (35)

What makes Mr. Sahtegi ill is the pen thanks to which he takes his notes: Writing
makes his fingers callous and blister. Yet neither is Mr. Sahtegi, suffering from writing,
able to unhand his pen: “Hizimi alamadigim halde.” For writing has already become an
“obligation”: “Yaz, dimbuk!”®

It, then, may be the case that what we read in Sahtegi is less a conversation between
two opposite poles than an intricate discourse on the immanence between two poles,
insofar as we consider how ceaselessly Mr. Sahtegi writes his inability to write. We need

to open the same parentheses we opened for Vir(s.

76 One other place in which the ballpoint pen appears as the writing-machine is the following: “Ellilere ulastiginda &ykii
yazmay1 planliyormus Yurdanur. Hadi hayirlisi. 1950°lileri yazmali diyor. Birikim sorunuymus. Anlamam ne sorunu
bu ig. 1950'iler dedi, de aklima geldi. Diin gece televizyon ekraninda ‘Yoldaslar!” deyiverdi BORAN. Hey gidi guinler
hey! “Barigseverler Dernegi” bildirisine imza atanlardan bir simif arkadasimi ziyarete gitmistim goriis giiniinde.
“I¢imizden biri, bu giinleri yazmali’, demisti. Sanirim kimse almadi kalemi eline. Istanbul’a bunca gittim geldim, yirmi
sekiz yil sonra bilmem nasil karsilar beni? Bay Muannit Sahtegi’yi animsamaz bile belki. Hakl1” (S 44). It is possible
to capture a reproachful intertextuality here: Probably nobody penned the 1950s but we know that Bener has already
penned the 1950s in Virus. Nevertheless, one hardly recalls Mr. Sahtegi: One hardly recalls Viis’at O. Bener.
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3.3. Writing, an Impasse

Kolay suglanabilen: zaman. Beni geride birakan, koyup giden. Ne atbasi
kosabiliyoruz, ne yaris1 dnde gotiirebiliyorum. Bdylesine amansiz, ¢ilgin,
yenik bogusma. Yazarken so6zde dural olan, kagiyor elimin altindan. Nasil
ileneyim bilmem! (9)

Zaman egrisi benimle birlikte, bana bagimli ne denli kendiliginden ¢izildiyse,

ben zamani yitirinceye dek, onun ona yiikletilen aracist olmay1 benimseme

al¢akgoniilliiligiine o denli katlanmig goriinecegim.

Iste boyle, deger yargist derdine diismeden, elim degdikce, sicagi
sicagina, olabildigince keciboynuzu ayrintilar tatsizligina da bulasarak
vazmalym baskisina karsi bogustukea, baslangi¢c paranoyasinda bogulmus
bulur adam kendini. (10)

That word: “bogusma”, “bogustuk¢a”. The wrestling with language, whose traces
in Bener’s interviews we have already followed, appears here in Sahtegi as the wrestling
with writing whose power to capture the moment in an ever-elusive movement proves to
be of no use. The imperative to write, then, signifies an experiment that is doomed to
failure from the very start. Mr. Sahtegi could not stop writing, he could not throw away
his typewriter, his fingers could not slow down while holding the pen, yet writing
constantly undermines its own activity.

We have been forging an analysis of writing as an impasse from the very beginning
indeed. Mr. Sahtegi has constantly written about how he could not write—how he could
not proceed through the lines, how he could not take the notes he was supposed to take,
how he could not fill the papers, how foolish his typewriter is, how disease-causing his

pens are... What is more, he is not content with his paradoxical embrace of writing either:

Fatos, “pazara gidecegim, biraz taze salatalik, yesil biber alacagim, sen de git
evine, biraz bir seyler kar ala”, dedi, sepetledi beni evinden. Sabahleyin
bezelye ayikladim, hamamtasim1i kaolledim, bulasiklar1  yikadim,
Cumhuriyet’e, Girgir’a gozattim, vakit gecer gibi oldu. Kisi ya tam yurekli
olmali, ya tam dayaniksiz. Bacaklar1 yerine balik kuyrugu tasimanin pis
duyarliligina kapilmanin kivrantisinda tiiken ha tiikken. Oguz gibi, ‘Acele
ettigi i¢in ge¢ kalma telasi iginde’ olmali. Madem 6yle, egrisine, dogrusuna
bakmadan delicesine derler a, yazsam ya, elimden ne geliyor baska? geldigini
varsaydigima sarilsam, ¢ozUmsulzlliklere lanet yagdira yagdira karnindan
konusan adamlarin kolbebeklerine doniistirmesem kendimi. (39)

Let us capture the echo between Sahtegi and Virus: “¢oziimsiizliiklere lanet yagdira
yagdira karmindan konusan adamlarin kolbebeklerine doniistiirmesem kendimi” and
“Coziime raziyiz, ¢oziimsiizliige degil.” Mr. Sahtegi does not want to oscillate between

“courage” and “weakness,” but to “write madly.” From within this resistance against his
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own conversation between two principles flourishes a pure and honest revelation of his
wrestling with writing: “yazsam ya, elimden ne geliyor baska? geldigini varsaydigima
sartlsam.”

Mr. Sahtegi’s wrestling with writing is as constant as his conversation between two
poles, and the more he considers writing as an impasse the more it appears as a way-out.
Mr. Sahtegi’s literary experiment is one that tests whether it is possible to extract
possibilities from impossibilities: “A creator who isn’t grabbed around the throat by a set
of impossibilities is no creator. A creator’s someone who creates their own
impossibilities, and thereby creates possibilities.” (Deleuze 1995, 133). Indeed, Mr.
Sahtegi seems to think that what he performs pertains not only to his ambivalence per se
but also to the act of literature. He constantly refers to the (other) (male) authors, whose

literary endeavors he thinks have been marked by a struggle with “bottlenecks”:"’

‘Boylesine civik fukara edebiyatini iyi alaya alirdi ha, halkina kendini adamis
biylk usta Orhan Kemal yasasaydi. Bak sirasi gelmisken, yiirekleri
prangalara, bukagilara, duyarsizliklara dayanamayip erken duranlara selam
olsunla baglayayim séziimii; ¢agdas dilimin basozani, canim Ndzim Hikmet,
Orhan Veli, Sait Faik, Cahit Sitki, Turgut Uyar, daha adlarin1 saymaktan -
bastact edemedigimiz i¢in yasarken- utandiklarima. Amanin ne uzun ¢ile, ne
yapayimm da kavusayim kemiklerinize, izin ¢ikmasini beklemeden. Elimde
biliyorum, ama... (S 40)

Cevdet’ten biraz daha uzunca bir mektup geldi. ... Tek kisi buna benzer bir
seyler demeli demek, hi¢ degilse. Yetmislik J. Arden usta da, sanirim vizgelir
savina karsin, yazmayi stirdiirebildigine gore, en az i¢ ¢alkantilarini iletmeyi
diistinmedigini ileri stiremiyordur. (68)

Sefil herif! Baglarken hayli iddialiydim saniyorum. Gide’vari bir agirbaglilik,
Rousseau’dan ileri igtenlik! Hos, onlarin da ne sikintilar1 olmustur kimbilir.
Hem bu giin bagirsaklarim gaz dolu, kabizligim da azdi rakiyr birakal
tiiriinden bayagiliklarin yaziya dokiilmesinin ne anlami var, denebilir. Oysa
ne bileyim, l¢ bes yiiz yil sonra, tez konusu bulmakta sikint1 ¢eken bir
tiniversite 0grencisi, bu bir yilgin donem 6zet kesitinin yilizeysel notlarindan
bile yararlanabilir, degil mi efendim! (56)

The reference to writers, thus to the act of writing, has always come in Mr. Sahtegi’s

notes as a discussion on a certain “problem of writing”: To write is nothing but to be able

7 Speaking of Deleuze and Guattari’s Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature, Giirbilek says: “Yazarin isi Tarih’e goktan
kayith ¢ikis1 gostermek degil, labirentte zaten isaretli, ufukta er ya da geg belirecek garantili ¢ikisa isaret etmek degil,
bu ¢ikigsiz haritada basar1 orani pek diisiik kagis denemelerinin kendisini bir kesif arayisina doniistiirmektir. Yazmak
darbogazda yazmaktir: Cikisi ¢ikigsizliktan, ufugu ufuksuzluktan, imkani imkansizliktan yaratmaktir” (Giirbilek 2016,
76-7).
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to endure writing. The writer is one who resists to “bonds, gyves, insensitivities,” to
“apathy.” Let us also notice that it is in the middle of this intertextual questioning of
writing that another evocation of a perspective on sickness, health and literature emerges.
He asks himself: Why put your intestinal gas and constipation down on paper? Why write?

Mr. Sahtegi never stops to question his and/or literature’s ability to create
possibilities from within impossibilities. In the beginning of his writing experiment, Mr.
Sahtegi has revealed his will to render nonsense the nonsense: “sa¢ma’yi sagma kilmay:
deneyeyim” (10). When we come to the end, however, we find Mr. Sahtegi unable to
believe even in the promise of the nonsense. He thinks that even his attempt to reach
asignification failed. Let us notice the appearance of a certain inoperative machine here

as well:

Amadeus Dortlist caliyor. Notlarimi okumayi igim kaldirmiyor, sagmay1

sagma kilamamisim besbelli. Daha yirmi sayfa var geride ayiklanacak.

Gezdirecegim dedektor su bulamayacak, orasi apagik. Ne yapmali... Birkag

tarih diistirelim en iyisi: (S 80)

Writing, as a failed experiment, has recoiled into a mere attempt of historical
documentation: “Birkac tarih diisiirelim en iyisi”. This is an appropriate point to start to
ponder how Sahtegi’s question “why write” neither is a personal question per se nor

concerns itself only with his own “little health,” but also questions literature’s abilities

vis-a-vis political, historical, and collective sicknesses.

3.4. Collective Health

On 2™ June 1984, Mr. Sahtegi notes: “Yazdiklarima bakmiyorum artik. Hezeyan
kuskusuz.” (64) Mr. Sahtegi’s “delirium,” albeit seemingly dominated by a never-ending
negotiation on his sick body—* ... neye yarayacak saghkl yasam?”—or his sick relation
with Fatos—*“Saglikli sayrilar miydik yoksa?” (15)—, is also “composed of politics and
economics,” as Deleuze would say. To read what comes after the colon in the quotation
above may be a promising starting point to see “a whole other story [that] is vibrating

within” Mr. Sahtegi’s personal diary:

Birkag tarih diisiirelim en iyisi:
20 Kasim 1979 Sali, Saat: 21.25

Istanbul Hukuk Fakiiltesi Dekan Yardimcis1 Prof. Umit Yasar Doganay
oldiiriildii. Diin de MHP 11 Baskan1 ilhan Darendelioglu 6ldiiriilmiistii. ..
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5 Subat 1980 Sali, Saat: 21. 20

Bir hafta m1 oldu, korkung boyutlu devaliiasyona basvurulali. Bir dolar 47.10

Tiirk Lirasi’ndan 70.- Tiirk Lirasi’na yiikseldi. Ardindan zam patlamalari,

yuzde yiliz-yiizde dort yiiz oranlarina varan. KiT’lerin 361 milyar

buluyormus zarari. Ornekleyeyim: Dolmusg 7.5 liradan 10 liraya, raki 160

liradan 250 liraya, Samsun sigarasi 15 liradan 25 liraya, gazeteler 10 liraya

cikt1. Defter, kalem vb. yilizde dort yiiz zam gordii. Gazete kagidinin tonu

9000 liradan 40.000 liraya firlamis. Bugiin kirk yayinevi ‘batiyoruz’ yollu

bildiri yayimlada... (80)"®

Why do we read these sentences in an elderly man’s diary whose raison d’etre is
his adopted daughter’s going away and his sick body having one foot in the grave? Why
does Mr. Sahtegi the Stingy, who constantly mulls over his own death, note in his notes
the casualties resulting from a never-ending political chaos and an escalated financial
crisis? Why does a sick and old man, who has been criticized for being too focused on
himself (“Kimileri ‘ne ¢cok kendinlesin, kendine acryorsun’u ¢arptilar suratima.”) need to

keep the record of politics and economics in his personal diary? Especially if he himself

declares his indifference toward political issues:

Diin geceki konugmalart animsadim. Ayhan’in Hukuk Fakiiltesi’nde okuyan

ogluna gore, TIiP en tutarli parti. Saygili, dinliyordum. Delikanli, “J. Paul

Sartre’n 1968 Fransiz 6grenci eylemlerini desteklemesi davaya ihanetti,”

dedi. Babasinin yaniti: “FKP yorumlarinin hemen dogru kabul edilmesi

yanlig. Her sey gelir gecer. Sartre ¢aginin biiylik diisiiniirlerinin basinda

anilir.” Anlamam. Ben kiigiik, zavalli dertlerimin bogulmasindayim. (79)

Mr. Sahtegi’s powerful political irony crystallized in one single sentence: The text
works against what its writer says. We know that there are some other reasons why Mr.
Sahtegi started to take his notes: “Baska gerekgeleri yok diyebilsem.” What “suffocates”
Mr. Sahtegi is neither “his small, miserable troubles” nor his “little health” per se, but
“what he has seen and heard of things too big for him, too strong for him, suffocating
things whose passage exhausts him.” Mr. Sahtegi will continue to be primarily concerned
with himself, yet his self is already loaded with a politico-economic conversation. Mr.
Sahtegi’s notes make up a personal, indeed selfish diary, yet “the enunciation is always
historical, political, and social” (Deleuze and Guattari 1986, 41). In Sahtegi, the word
that most effectively bears this blurring of the distinction between interiority and

exteriority, between personal and collective histories, is “terror’:

8 Tutumlu has pointed out how a certain financial crisis constantly traverses Mr. Sahtegi’s mind: “Bay Sahtegi’nin
dikkat ¢eken ozelliklerinden biri de stirekli olarak para hesabi yapmasidir. ... Bay Sahtegi, emekli maastyla kit kanaat
gecinmeye ¢aligir. Daha sonra ¢aligmaya baglasa da maddi sikintidan bir tiirlii kurtulamaz” (Tutumlu 2010, 78-9).
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Iki kez telefon edildi Aydin’dan bu gece. Bay Emrullah Dikisci, mivekkilim,
cok sinirli, ivecen. Bir de davay: yitirirsek, dilerse nallar1 dikebilir. Ben
asarim, keserim dedim mi? Her gelisinde mag1 Yitirmek olagandir
aranagmesini yineledim.

Saat 01.30. Fatos’tan ses yok. Giinliikk, politik gelismelere
deginemedim. Sayin Ecevit, ‘CHP’nin giiclinii kisilerde aramak yanligtir’,
diyesiymis. Ya nerede arayacagiz bu iilkede tistad?

Istanbul Bayrampasa’da terdr. Kahve taramasi. Alt1 6lii, yiginla yarali.
Buyrun cenaze namazina. (69)"°

Bazi kararlar almaliyim. Gidami bu denli savsaklamamaliyim bir kez.

Alt disetlerim ¢ekilmis. Giigsiizim. Ne olursa olsun birkac satir yazmayi1

stirdlirmeliyim. Oynatacagim yoksa.

Teror, glinlik yasamin — giderek, irkiltmez aligkanligi. (79)

Let us notice how the individual concerns of Mr. Sahtegi inevitably dissolve into
the collective ones encompassed by the word “terror”: The act of writing fails and
immediately registers the causalities; Mr. Sahtegi could not “address everyday politics”
but notes “the terror in Bayrampasa.” This dissolution makes itself felt more palpably in
the second quotation above, where the imperative to write (“yazmay siirdiirmeliyim’) as
well as the grasp of this imperative as a “a form of therapeutic becoming” (“oynatacagim
yoksa”) pave the way for a barren, destitute sentence that powerlessly records the political
impasse toward which the subject is no more sensitive: “Teror, giinliik yasamin — giderek,
irkiltmez aliskanlig1.” The tension embodied by these prosaic sentences that are in service
of a mere historical documentation reflects an inability to communicate the inner
experience in deteriorating political conditions. Mr. Sahtegi the Chatterbox finds his
roughneck utterance (“Soz bickinligim?””) useless in the face of the killings that
increasingly shatter any political hope. This political impasse is resolved only through a
narration that resembles a newspaper clipping—almost reminding us of those that flash
here and there in Leyla Erbil’s Ciice.® It seems that the attempt to write, which has always
already been in crisis, has been renounced for the sake of documenting the unresolvable
political crisis causing many people to suffer and die. We should also see that Mr.

Sahtegi’s historical documentations go beyond the sheer recordings of what Tutumlu

9 The same utterance we read in relation to “Asya gribi” (“Buyrun cenaze namazina.”) repeats here in relation to
“terror,” offering a certain similarity between Mr. Sahtegi’s reactions to the personal concerns and the political ones.

8 In Erbil’s Clice, another captivating text that powerfully problematizes the distinction between the private and the
public, the already fragmented story of Zenime is interrupted by little quotations from some newspapers: “‘Gazi
Olaylart Olarak Bilinen Davanin 31. Durusmasi Trabzon Agir Ceza Mahkemesi’nde Goriildii.” ... ‘Oru¢ Tutmadigi
I¢in Déverek Oldiiriildii...”” (Erbil 2009, 29). Thanks are due to Selen Erdogan for bringing Erbil’s text to my attention.
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dubs “social circumstances of his era.” Neither does what Bener offers, that is “an
experienced bureaucrat’s critique of his era,” enable us to account for Mr. Sahtegi’s inner
yet political interrogations. Not only his own personal history but also political history
appears in Mr. Sahtegi’s interiority as “something ... that has put on [him] the quiet mark
of death.”

Yet, this amalgamation of the personal and the public should not call for an
unproblematized celebration of Mr. Sahtegi’s politics.8! Let us look at the following

paragraphs that oscillate “between two poles of delirium” (Deleuze 1997, 4):

Ilk parantezi kapattim. Ellerim titremeye basladi. ... (Ugiincii parantez,
‘Asala canileri, Tahran'da elgiligimizin soézlesmeli sekreteri Isik Yonder'i
basindan agir yaraladi.” Yasayamayacagi kesin denebilir. 29 Nisan 1984, saat
17.00 haberlerinden.) Haberleri bir ucundan dinleyerek yazmayi siirdiireyim
en iyisi. (S 37)

CANIM PASAM, cigerimin kosesi pasam, ben seninle dogdum, bakma
bliyliyemedigime, ‘sarisin bir kurda’ degil, higbir gilizellige benzemeyen,
sigamayan pasacigim, hani sen 6lmeyecektin, senin dogrularin 6lmeyecekti,

o kdhne ¢ag tarihe gomiilecekti, bir daha hortlamayacakt1?

Buyrugunla mistevli gii¢leri bir sahlanista Akdeniz’e doken bu
kahraman ulusun torunlar birbirini bogazladi1 Kahramanmaras'ta! Ardindan,

altta kalanin cani ¢iksin, vur abaliya, dén koseyi ¢ilginligi. (38)

In our reading of Viris, we touched upon Deleuze’s assertion “literature is
delirtum”. Deleuzian double movement is pertinent to this definition as well. “Literature
and Life” reads: “Delirium is a disease, the disease par excellence, whenever it erects a
race it claims is pure and dominant. But it is the measure of health when it invokes this
oppressed bastard race that ceaselessly stirs beneath dominations, ... a race that is
outlined in relief in literature as process.” In this line of thought, Deleuze warns against
a mixing of a “delirium of domination” and “a bastard delirium” (Deleuze 1997, 4). It is
possible to read the political impasse that is negotiated by Mr. Sahtegi as such a mixing:

On the one side stand “Asala canileri” and “kahraman ulus” that may remind us of a

81 One problematization needs to address the problem of gender and sexuality: Mr. Sahtegi’s own personal- or schizo-
sphere is always implicated in the political sphere; yet, as Ulusman’s study powerfully shows, when it comes to the
daily practices, he is desperately ignorant about the principle “the personal is political.” It seems that what Kafka:
Toward a Minor Literature dubbed “an entire micropolitics of desire,” (Deleuze and Guattari 1986, 10) even in a
schizo-sphere, may have problematic aspects, that “a libido that is too fluid, too viscous” may not be something to
celabrate.
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certain nationalistic discourse, on the other side stand the dead bodies of the
Kahramanmaras massacre® as one single evidence of the failure of the national project.
The editors of Deleuze and the Schizoanalysis of Literature suggest that Deleuze
and Guattari have been interested in the authors who express this sort of mixing because
they praise “their propensity to manifest both regimes at once, and thus to provide us with
a kind of ‘map’ of ‘diagram’ of desire” (Buchanan, Matts and Tynan 2015, 13). “The
ultimate aim of literature,” says Deleuze in “Literature and Life,” “is to set free, in the
delirium, this creation of a health or this invention of a people, that is, a possibility of
life.” Thinking in line with this, that negotiation of Mr. Sahtegi would appear as a political
negotiation as well: “tabipligin tutmustu ... Olmuyor degil mi?” As outlined in the
Introduction, Deleuze’s critical and clinical project that posits literature as an enterprise
of health accentuates political and collective significations of the literary endeavor
without assigning the author the duty to project political truths. This Deleuzian
perspective does not position the author as a representative of her community, or an
ideology, or a revolution that will soon come and save us, but as a creator of “collective
virtualities,” or of new perspectives on a healthier life. Yet, to acquire such a perspective

on health, the author/artist should first make a diagnosis. Let us glance at the following

passage from Sahtegi:

Basmakalip torelerin, belki kalitsal, zararli goreneklerin, kast anlayisina,

yazgiciliga bagli 6gelerin kokii kazinincaya dek bu bdyle gidecek korkarim.

Toplumun saglikli, yeni, katilasamaz, gelismeye agik bir esnek yapiya

kavusturulmasi, duraganliga, kesinlige, bagnazliga yenilmez bir yasam

biciminin benimsenmesi, benimsenmekten de G6te doga yasalarinca gibi

yasanmasi, Kimbilir daha nice yiizyillarin sorunu olarak srtip gidecek!
UHU, UHU, UHU! (42)

To Mr. Sahtegi, “societal health” is a slender chance, more an impossibility than a
possibility. It is this sort of impossibility that Deleuze sees as the condition of the

flourishing of “collective virtualities”: The author can forge a collective enunciation, a

collective becoming, a collective health, when, where and especially because she cannot

82 In 2006, Celalettin Can noted how literature could not come to terms with the Kahramanmaras massacre: “Maras’in
filmini, tiyatrosunu yapamadik. Romanini yazamadik. Maras katliamu iizerine kag siir yazildi, bilemiyoruz ama bir siir
kitabinin olmadigini biliyoruz. Maras {izerine bir agitimiz bile yok. Aglayamiyoruz” (Can 2006). Even if we ignore the
fact that Can forgets about a series of literary works that “write the novel of” the Kahramanmaras massacre, such as
Inci Aral’s Kiran Resimleri, one can argue that the Kahramanmaras massacre found a place in literature in one single
sentence of a diary written by a sick man. To juxtapose here Kogak’s conceptualization of “political novel” in his
reading of Ayfer Tung’s Diinya Agrist might be of use: “Su halde ‘politik” bir 6ykiim{iz, romaninimiz, anlatimiz vb var,
‘bizde’ var, simdi daha ¢ok ve fazlasiyla var — ama iyisini yapmak, bazen, ¢ok zaman, kusatici sdylem ve iisluplarin
Diinya Agrisi’nda oldugu gibi caresizce iki yana yikilmasiyla oluyor” (Kogak 2015, 20).
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find the existing collectivity promising—as Giirbilek also argues. “It is literature that
produces an active solidarity in spite of skepticism,” Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature
reads, “and if the writer is in the margins or completely outside his or her fragile
community, this situation allows the writer all the more the possibility to express another
possible community and to forge the means for another consciousness and another
sensibility” (Deleuze and Guattari 1986, 17). Tynan argues that it is this “problematic”
nature of the author that gives her a perspective on health through sickness, that renders
her both patient and physician, “both a collective and an individual: he or she is an
individual instantiation of a more general malaise, but also a virtual case of solution to
this malaise” (Tynan 15-6). The “singular” case of an author reflects a problematic event
that questions the distinction between interiority and exteriority: “The significance of
authors is neither the fact that they embody simply collective concerns, nor that they are
remarkable as individuals alone, but that they demonstrate the forces of impersonality
which efface the collective/individual opposition altogether” (12).

It is not hard to consider Mr. Sahtegi the Artist as a problematic person on an array
of parameters: his obsession with his sickness, his obsession with his writing, and, as
Ulusman pointedly showed, his obsession with Fatos. Yet, the distinction between the
individual and the collective, and the questioning thereof, will also portray him as a
problematic figure. The keyword in this problematization of the collective is

“multiyozluk”:

(Istahinin bodrumu, dansing midir, gazino mudur ne halttir, bir bogazlanasica
kar1 ayn1 yayik, adina sarki dedikleri ¢igirtilarini sirenlestiriyor, beste bir
aklim, ne olur ¢ikma. Ya da ¢ik ¢igrindan in asagi, kat kat boyali, samandira
kicli, inek memeli yaratiklara salya akitanlari; hiingiirtii pazarlayicilarina
alkis tutanlar1 kursuna diz. Sakin yargilama, hosgérme. Rahim duvarina
tutunduklar1 andan beri kulaklarina tiflenen, midelerine indirilen eksimik
¢orba bunlar deme. Sabah aksam minibiislerde, saz salonlarinda, evlerde,
televizyonda, meyhanelerde... Canim Tanri’cigim liitfen sagir et beni, en
tyisi al canimi1. Niikleer gii¢lerin sinirlandirilmasina ne gerek var. Basiverin
yalvaririm biiyiik patronlar kirmizi diigmelerinize. Hepimizin sorumlu
oldugu su miiltiyozluk yok olsun. Uzun ettim elbet. Yani bir ben mi
kalacagim tas tas iistiinde birakilmamishigin ardinda. Havva da gerek dyle ya,
dollenmeyi bekleyen! Yeniden yaratma 6ziinii korumak mi1? Oyle bir 6z mii
var santyorsun. Gelinecek nokta bundan farkli olacak ha! Kapa ¢eneni Hirsiz
Saksagan, yarali ceylan! Isinla kendini o eski, yalin zamana.) (S 24)

Let us point out the similarity between Sahtegi’s “Basiverin yalvaririm biiyiik

patronlar kirmizi diigmelerinize. Hepimizin sorumlu oldugu su miiltiyozluk yok olsun”
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and Viriis’s Osman’s “Ottiiriin artik Israfil’in yuf borusunu, yeter!” It seems that the
solution offered for the antagonism between the individual and collective appears in
Sahtegi in a more ironic yet still serious tone. What this political irony signifies is a subtle,
forceful diagnosis: “Rahim duvarina tutunduklar: andan beri kulaklarina iiflenen,
midelerine indirilen eksimik corba bunlar deme. Sabah aksam minibiislerde, saz
salonlarinda, evlerde, televizyonda, meyhanelerde...”® What Mr. Sahtegi finds where he
looks for “a people” is its absence: “A people, in a way, is what’s missing, as Paul Klee
used to say” (Deleuze 1995, 126). Cut off from the society, Mr. Sahtegi, a solitary artist,%*

is aware of his “problematic” nature. Irony is of use here:

Biz leylak kokamayiz. Birimiz stimbiillesmeye kalkti mi1, hepimize agsagilik
kompleksi gelir. Ben kendi payima, feryatli figanli arabesklerle ruhumu
besleyemedigim i¢in uyumsuzlagtim. Dogrusu ayip ettim, kendi bagima bok
yedim, sizlerden 1rak kaldim. (S 25)%

What is more, not only does the existing collectivity not work, but the existing
politics does not promise a hope either. In Mr. Sahtegi’s notes, a certain exasperation
toward “active politics” and the politicians is observable. One such reflection of political

exhaustion is the following:

Saat 13.00 Haberleri'nde agiklandi. Ecevit Hukimeti sundu istifasini
Cumbhurbagkan1 Korutiirk’e. Ama ne yenilgi! Ara se¢imlerde yirmi bes ilde
AP, oy oranim yiizde elli dorde yiikseltirken, CHP yiizde kirktan yiizde yirmi
dokuza yuvarlandi. Ac¢ik bes milletvekili toptan, kirk dokuz senatoriin otuz
yedisi AP'ye gitti. TIP solda sifir. Sol toplami denizde damla bile degil.
Demirel’in gerdan1 daha kirmizi. Cakasindan gecilmiyor. Kural belli. Iflas
bayragint ¢ektin mi ekonomide, denize diisen yilana sarilir. Halk
bilin¢leniyor, aydinlik giinler eli kulaginda falan fistik, cart cemberek. Halk
ekmek kavgasinda anam, babam, kardescigim. Kagmaz, Boran, Aybar, daha
karalayin birbirinizi bakalim siz. (48)

8 Unsurprisingly, this diagnosis, too, is gendered: “kat kat boyali, samandira kicl, inek memeli yaratiklara salya
akitanlari; hiingiirtii pazarlayicilarina alkis tutanlari kursuna diz.”

84 Gregg Lambert, in his essay “On the Uses and Abuses of Literature,” writes: “To use an expression invoked
throughout Deleuze’s work, and is principally inspired by Blanchot’s writings, the writer’s solitude cannot be reduced
to a normal situation of solitude in the world, to an experience of being-alone and apart from others. Writers do not
experience their aloneness from the perspective of this world, from this or that society, or from the presence of others
who exist, but rather from the perspective of another possible world or another community that these figures anticipate,
even though the conditions for this community are still lacking” (151).

8 His awareness of his position disturbs him. The “dolmus” scene is telling in this regard: “Agz1 yiizii oynadi geng
adamun, parladi. ‘iki buguk lira bizim gibiler igin biiyiik para anladiniz mi tuzukuru vatantaglar!’ ilk durakta, gézleri
kancanag, att1 kendini otobiisten disar1. Ikinci duraga kadar zor dayandim. Daha ii¢ duraklik yolum vardi. Burnumu
ceke geke yiirtidiim. “Yiri hayvan oglu hayvan yiiri!”” (S 24-5)
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What can one do in the face of an inoperative politics? What happens if the existing
collectivity does promise nothing but apathy? Orhan Kemal the Master did succeed to
commit himself and his literature to his “people”—Can Mr. Sahtegi do this?®® Deleuze’s
assertion “You write with a view to an unborn people that doesn’t yet have a language”
has been rooted in these sorts of impossibilities. Writing seems like the only way-out Mr.
Sahtegi could produce out of the (political) impasse: “yazsam ya, elimden ne geliyor
baska?” This appearance of writing as a resistance that may or may not be useful
resonates with Deleuze and Guattari’s reading of Kafka’s literary experiments: “it isn’t a
question of liberty as against submission, but only a question of a line of escape or, rather,
of a simple way out, ‘right, left or in any direction,” as long as it is as little signifying as
possible” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983, 6). One can also see the textualization of how
politics is of no use as a triggering factor of the appearance of the act of writing as a

political act. Let us read the following passage that I think embodies this crisis:

10 Ekim 1979

(28 Mayis 1984 Pazartesi, Saat 20.45 / Bayatlayan giinligiimi
tazelemeyi deneyecegim.

Biraz once Fatos’a ugradim, yoktu. Kebap Cankaya’dan peynirli pide
getirttim, iki sise Tuborg devirdim. Kral bira diyorlar, merak!
Cumhurbagkani'nin Manisa ilgelerinde halka sdyledigi sozleri dinledim. Bu
ginlik basilirsa  diisiincelerimi  kagida aktaramayacagim. Ciinki
korkuyorum. Korku benim dogal, anayasal hakkim degil mi? Bu hakkima
saygl duyulmasi gerekmez mi? Ne dediginize deginmeyecegim, nasil
sOylediginize baktim sayin Cumhurbagkani. Nasilinizi begenmedim.
Korkumu iste bu kadarcik yenebiliyorum. Bilmem bu yilizden kafamin
ezilmesi gerekir mi? Herhalde. Oziir dilerim, bilgisizligimin ayriminda
olmamak, bagislanir umarim. Kapici dairesindeki inime geldim. Giiglii uyku
ilacimin etkisini bekliyorum. Doktorun verdigi Prent adli ilagtan da aldim. Bu
geceyi ter i¢inde birkag kez uyanmadan gegirebilecek miyim? Sanmiyorum,
yine uyanacak, bdliinen uyku acilariyla sabahi bulmaya calisacagim.
Parantezler agmaktan — yilgima karsin, kendimi alakoyamiyorum. Peki
kapatayim. Yoruldum.) (43)

Ulusman interprets this passage as a revelation of how Mr. Sahtegi chooses to stay

silent in the face of Kenan Evren’s authoritarianism, how he performs auto-censorship.8’

8 This question may pertain to the promise of socialism as well. Let us remember how Kogak offered to read a history
of socialism in Bener (even in Sahtegi): “Orada hayal edilmis veya yiiceltilmis bir tarihin yan1 baginda, yaganmis ve
maruz kalinmig bir tarih de bulacaktir.”

87 The relevant passage from Ulusman’s study reads: ... Evren’in yaratti1 baskiy1, bu baskiya boyun egmek zorunda
birakildigini ilan ederek elestiren Sahtegi, oto-sansiirii pesinen kabullenmistir. Haberle ilgili higbir degerlendirme
yapmadan, bir ‘uyku ilac1’ alip yatar. Dénemin siyasi atmosferine ve sansiire vurgu yapmasi, elbette bir elestiri bigimi
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Considering how authoritarianisms successfully create paranoia (we do not need to live
through the 1980s to know this), it is unmerciful to read Mr. Sahtegi’s “fear” as a
“choice.” I will go further to argue that it is more probable to think Mr. Sahtegi’s subtle
political irony (“Bilmem bu yiizden kafamin ezilmesi gerekir mi?”) as an “assessment” of
political pressure par excellence, or even a subversive act that debunks the enforced
silence. What we see in this note of Mr. Sahtegi is less an auto-censorship than an attempt
to record how the innermost experience can turn into a political experience in a totalitarian
regime of control: “korkumu bu kadarcik yenebiliyorum.”8®

Yet, Sahtegi resists the finalization of its own political and collective enunciation
as well, and continues to be a tense conversation. Mr. Sahtegi’s cry “Gelinecek nokta

bundan farkl: olacak ha!” will conjugate with a capitalized Yes:

Savasimsiz, acisiz olamayacak, ama OLACAK, olmasi sart birader. Daha ileri
toplum olusturulmasina degin, ilk asamada Sartre'n dedigi gibi. Sanat¢i
yaratilisin —neymis neymis(!)— 6znel acilari, 6limliiliigiin diyelim yetmezligi
yaratilarina, o hep var olacak, hangi ortam getirilirse getirilsin. (38)

The artist, in any case, will be suffering from her “subjective pains,” and her art’s
inability in the face of death. It is necessary to bear in mind that Mr. Sahtegi, while
constantly mulling over these individual and collective possibilities and impossibilities,
cannot but write—however powerless the “creation” is in the face of death: “Parantezler
agmaktan — yilgima kargin, kendimi alakoyamiyorum.” In the last subsection, we will

revisit this obstinacy.

3.5. Something in Life

Bir kis daha dayanmaliyim. Altmis bes yasimi doldurabilirsem ikinci
emekliligimi kimse yadirgamaz sanirim artik. Oliimii beklerim, sessiz sadasiz
kosemde. Yollarda yigilip kaliverecekmisim gibi geliyor bana. Gozlerimin
alt1 torbalandi. Oliim nasil beklenir? Param yeterse raki icerek, gece-glindiiz
birbirine karisir... ARAGON’du yanilmiyorsam bu yontemi benimseyen. Ben
de ne Aragon’um ya! Alkislarla alkislaria gegivermedi hayat! (81)

olarak degerlendirilebilir; ancak oto-sansiire de boyun egmistir. Fatog’a duydugu arzu ve ensest tabusu tizerinden
toplum ahlaki s6z konusu oldugunda da, yine susmayi, gizlenmeyi, oto-sansiirii tercih eder” (Ulusman 121).

8 Let us remember how the act of writing (a diary) appears as an act of resistance in George Orwell’s totalitarian
dystopia 1984. To keep a diary was Winston Smith’s very first (political) action, albeit encompassed by an impasse:
“To mark the paper was the decisive act. ... A sense of complete helplessness had descended upon him” (Orwell 2003,
94); “All he had to do was to transfer to paper the interminable restless monologue that had been running inside his
head, literally for years. ... Suddenly he began writing in sheer panic, only imperfectly aware of what he was setting
down” (95). Notice a certain attention to illness and sanity amidst Winston’s negotiation on his diary-writing: “Winston
stopped writing, partly because he was suffering from cramp” (96); “It was not by making yourself heard but by staying
sane that you carried on the human heritage. He went back to the table, dipped his pen, and wrote: ...” (113).
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This last intertextual echo we hear in Sahtegi refers to the lyrics of a song written
by Cigdem Talu and Esin Afsar. Upon reading Mr. Sahtegi’s dense conversation on art’s
curative abilities, which almost turns Sahtegi into a treatise on art, the name of the song,
unidentified in the text, would be noteworthy: “Sanatginin Kaderi.” The song starts with
an artist’s joyful celebration of her artistic endeavor: “Sanat i¢in c¢arpardi yliregin /
Alkislarla alkislarla / Hiizlin dolu olsa da gozlerin / Alkislarla alkislarla.” We then follow
her gradual decline: “Simdi ne kadar yalnizsin / Alkislarla alkislarla.” In the end, we hear
an unhappy voice crying an unhappy ending: “Alkislarla alkislarla uguverdi seneler /
Kahkahayla kahkahayla isin bitti dediler.” In the end of his notes, Mr. Sahtegi, inevitably
suffering from his “subjective pains,” declares the failure as his fate—as the fate of the
artist.

Yet, what | want to pay attention in the last analysis is not this unhappy ending,
whose analysis has repeatedly been done by readers. | rather want to bring into view the
flourishing of a life energy (“hayat!”) despite all long-awaited yet absent applauses.
“Yes,” Deleuze says, “the essence of art is a kind of joy, and this is the very point of art.
There can be no tragic work because there is a necessary joy in creation: art is necessarily
a liberation that explodes everything, first and foremost the tragic” (Deleuze 2004, 134).
Behind all the suicidal mornings of Mr. Sahtegi whose body suffers in the face of death,
behind all historical, political, and collective impossibilities out of which he could not
produce a possibility except for writing, behind all impasses in which he finds himself
stuck, a certain vitalism® is sensible in Mr. Sahtegi’s notes—despite the difficult question
we read he asked himself: “Denge kelepgesine vurulmus duyarliligim, aklim, evrenin
stmrindan hangi olaganiistii doluluga saskinlikla bakabilecek?” Despite this incurable
disbelief in the promise of life, he discovers in life an astonishing sensibility, an

extraordinary fullness. Let us look at the following passage one more time:

Geceye dogru on bes miligrami buldu diazem. Onceki giin aksam ilk kez
tavan firdondii yataga girdigimde. Eh, iyi diyordum bir yandan, abbas
yolcuyuz galiba. Kalktim siiriine siiriine, bir beslik daha. Her yanim agri, ama
duymasizim. Ne giiglii direng, sasilir. Kag hafta gecti aradan bu makinemin

89 As we saw in the critical reception of VirUs, the authorized diagnosis on Sahtegi also posits a certain “nothingness”
as the endpoint. Glimiis: “Bay Muannit Sahtegi artik giinliik tutamryor; digsal yasamdan aldig1 izlenimleri verili bilgiler
olarak, yalin bigimleriyle aktariyor; yorum yapmiyor, alayciligin1 da unutmus goriiniiyor; kisacasi, ruhsal bakimdan
tam bir hi¢lesmenin esiginde bulunuyor” (Giimiis 2000, 79). Similarly, Kocak has made the following comment
regarding “Bener’s subject”: “Yoneldigi bir yer vardir, bir doniissiizliik esigi, bir silinme noktas1” (Kogak 2004, 22).

9 “Bverything I’ve written is vitalistic,” Deleuze says, “at least I hope it is, and amounts to a theory of signs and events”
(Deleuze 1995, 143).
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basina oturmadigimdan bu yana. Hesab1 sasirdim. Bu biiro odasina tasinali

iki ay olmus. Topu (24) sayfa. O da, ne bas1 belli ne sonu. Devam mi, tamam

mi? (S 23)

“Her yanim agri, ama duymasizim. Ne giiclii direng, sasilir.”—Mr. Sahtegi’s “body
is sick because there is a life within it that is too strong to be lived” (Tynan 15). This is
the moment that crystallizes “a possibility of life” that strikes Mr. Sahtegi, harboring the
tough discovery of health. “The illnesses of the lived” is all-pervasive; yet, only by
exhausting this perspective of sickness can Mr. Sahtegi gain “the source or breath that
supports him.” Plus, it is through this flourishing of the “resistance” that Mr. Sahtegi has
recourse to his writing(-machine), in line with what Deleuze says: “There’s a profound
link between signs, events, life, and vitalism: the power of nonorganic life that can be
found in a line that’s drawn, a line of writing, a line of music” (Deleuze 1995, 143).
Indeed, Mr. Sahtegi’s inevitable embrace of life also pertains to the flourishing of health
through a line of music. If one word that signifies this ultimate vitalism in Mr. Sahtegi’s
notes is “direng”, the other one would be “inat”: “Inadina Schonberg'den yay cekiyor
radyo. Dagitmamak, sagaltmak.” It is a line of writing, it is a line of music,®* that awakens
him, that renders his lifeless (Yasamasiz? “Yasayamayan I’?) life full of a joie de vivre.®?
“The ‘Good’ or healthy life,” Smith remarks, “is an overflowing and ascending form of
existence ... always increasing the power to live, always opening up new possibilities of
life (Smith xv).

“Devam mu, tamam m:?” is a question that is not only textual but also ontological—
as Gurbilek proposes. Mr. Sahtegi constantly evokes the principle of “tamam” in his
notes, he always tends to stop writing, he always waits for his death; yet, if we are reading
these notes, if we have Sahtegi in front of us, then it is the case that the principle of
“devam” was a more foundational, more essential principle. Ultimately, it seems that the

Mr. Sahtegi of “yazmay: siirdiireyim en iyisi”, “Yazmay siirdiirmeliyim”, “yazsam ya,

% In this line of thought, Bener’s wrestling in search of extracting “music” from language may also be considered as
an act in search of a certain non-organic, pre-discursive, affective vitalism.

92 Regarding Kafka, Deleuze and Guattari write: “That’s why it is so awful, so grotesque, to oppose life and writing in
Kafka, to suppose that he took refuge in writing out of some sort of lack, weakness, impotence, in front of life. ... Only
two principles are necessary to accord with Kafka. He is an author who laughs with a profound joy, a joie de vivre, in
spite of, or because of, his clownish declarations that he offers like a trap or a circus. And from one end to the other,
he is a political author, prophet of the future world, because he has two poles that he will know how to unify in a
completely new assemblage: far from being a writer withdrawn into his room, Kafka finds that his room offers him a
double flux, that of a bureaucrat with a great future ahead of him, plugged into real assemblages that are in the process
of coming into shape, and that of a nomad who is involved in fleeing things in the most contemporary way and who
plugs into socialism, anarchism, social movements. ... Everything leads to laughter, starting with The Trial. Everything
is political, starting with the letters to Felice” (Deleuze and Guattari 1986, 41).
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elimden ne geliyor baska?” circumvents the Mr. Sahtegi of “Neyi, nasil, nigin
kurtarmak?”. Thanks to the creative possibility extracted from lethal impossibilities,
obstinacy to life ultimately outlives the counterfeit sickness. It is in his writing that Mr.
Sahtegi clings to life that is already rusted. It, then, may be the case that Mr. Sahtegi’s
sentence “Icimdeki pasli yay nasil gergin, cengelinden bir kurtulsa” signifies an
affirmation, rather than a negation, of life—waiting for life, more life, not death.

Such a productive paradox Sahtegi embodies: Even when Muannit Sahtegi writes
what, how, and why he cannot write, he cannot but write. In this novel of Bener, where
writing seems to be less a possibility than an impossibility in the face of life, where there
is hardly a chance for individual and collective recovery, we hear a voice that forcibly,
constantly, resistingly, in spite of oneself says Yes to life.%

Deleuze could have added the name of Mr. Sahtegi into his list of sick artists or
philosophers: “The artist or philosopher often has slender, frail health, a weak
constitution, a shaky hold on things: look at Spinoza, Nietzsche, Lawrence. Yet it’s not
death that breaks them, but seeing, experiencing, thinking too much life. Life overwhelms

them ...”

9 This is the same Yes Gurbilek hears, with the help of Deleuze and Nietzsche, in Ayhan Geggin’s texts: “Olumsuzun
kiskacindan kurtulabilmis bir saf Evet” (Giirbilek 2016, 90). A comparative study that will look at the parallelisms
between Sahtegi and Geggin’s Genglik Diisii would be productive, only if we consider that in both books an artist
discusses literature’s abilities by doing literature. Both books have been marked as examples of Kinstlerroman:
Sahtegi, as already mentioned, by Parla (2015); Genglik Diisii by Kogak (2017). Considering Osman’s being a
writer/artist, Viris (as a Kiinstlerroman?) may also be part of this comparative study.
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CONCLUSION

... the great literary characters are great thinkers.
— Gilles Deleuze

In an interview, Bener states that he does not “consider himself as a writer” (Bener
2004, 117). Departing from a sentence he uttered in another interview (“doing literature
IS not my job”), Giirbilek argues that there is “an aspect in Bener’s works that works
against literature” (Giirbilek 2004, 40-1). “The writer,” Ko¢ak comments on Bener(’s
works), possibly mindful of this sort of a sentiment, “has difficulty in believing the fiction
as an illusion” (Kogak 2004, 25). We know that these commentaries have been motivated
primarily by a desire to account for Bener’s autobiography/fiction impasse: Bener’s
“problem of writing” as a problem that passes through literature and life, fiction and
reality.

May this “labour of fiction” be translatable into a labour of philosophy as well?
May Bener’s oscillation between autobiography and fiction be an oscillation between
what is traditionally coded as literature and what is traditionally coded as philosophy,
reflecting a desire to produce more than fiction, rather than an inability to produce fiction?
“To write is also to become something other than a writer,” Deleuze says in “Literature
and Life,” and continues: “To those who ask what literature is, Virginia Woolf responds:
To whom are you speaking of writing? The writer does not speak about it, but is
concerned with something else” (Deleuze 1997, 6). We know that this “something else”
is not irrelevant to the difference Deleuze claims he does not recognize: the difference
between literature and philosophy. In what we have quoted from him so far, Deleuze
repeatedly referred to “the artist or philosopher,” saying that “artists are like
philosophers.” In another piece, he talks about “philosophizing as a novelist” or “being a
novelist in philosophy” (Deleuze and Parnet 2007, 54). In What is Philosophy?, while
speaking of some “thinkers [who] are ‘half’ philosophers but also much more than
philosophers,” Deleuze and Guattari refer to “those unhinged works of Holderlin, Kleist,
Rimbaud, Mallarme, Kafka, Michaux, Pessoa, Artaud, and many English and American
novelists, from Melville to Lawrence or Miller, in which the reader discovers admiringly
that they have written the novel of Spinozism.” What is at issue in these texts, they say,
is not to “produce a synthesis of art and philosophy,” but to “branch out and do not stop

branching out” (Deleuze and Guattari 1994, 67).
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I would like to argue, as a postscript to my readings of Bener’s novels, that a
reflection on the difference between literature and philosophy, or on the blurring thereof,
may help us see Bener’s novels’ force more effectively, while potentially contributing to
the complicated discussion on the “genre” of his works—we have seen how a discussion
on Bener’s autobiography/fiction impasse has ramified into such categories as “memoir-
novel,” “autobiographical novel,” “memory narrative,” “diary,” and “Kiinstleroman.”
Can we also add “philosophy” into this list, considering Descartes, Spinoza, Kant, and
Nietzsche as (not only Deleuze’s but also) Bener’s “philosophical precursors”?
Considering the centrality in Bener’s works of the question “why write,” Bener’s
(autobiographical?) novels can also be categorized as dense works of philosophy of art,
reflecting a desire to discuss what art can do, instead of declaring a disbelief in literature.
At this juncture, where the differentiation between literature, philosophy, and
autobiography seems to be not so rigid, a recourse not to Deleuze but to another
philosopher may be more helpful. In an interview, Derrida talks about an “idea of an
internal polylogue” (Derrida 34), an “adolescent dream of keeping a trace of all the voices

which were traversing me” (35):

No doubt | hesitated between philosophy and literature, giving up neither,
perhaps seeking obscurely a place from which the history of this frontier
could be thought or even displaced—in writing itself and not only by
historical or theoretical reflection. And since what interests me today is not
strictly called either literature or philosophy, I’'m amused by the idea that my
adolescent desire—let’s call it that—should have directed me toward
something in writing which was neither the one nor the other. What was it?

What follows this question, which addresses not only his writing experience but
also the writings that attracted his attention, would, I guess, surprise the readers of Bener:
“‘Autobiography’ is perhaps the least inadequate name, because it remains for me the
most enigmatic, the most open, even today” (34). Autobiography is perhaps the least
inadequate name for Bener’s text as well, not (only) because these texts blur the
distinction between reality and fiction but (also) because they hesitate between
philosophy and literature, discussing, through the discourses of their great characters who
are both artists and thinkers, new possibilities of life.

I started to think of Bener’s novels through a scrutiny on this “idea of an internal
polylogue,” or on what Deleuze and Guattari dubbed “the free indirect discourse running

through me.” Departing from an analysis on the distinctive figuration of “the felt interior

experience” in Bener’s texts—a figuration whose philosophical source we find in “Biraz
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da Agla Descartes’s rewriting of the law of cogito—, I tried to show in my readings that
Bener’s novels embody a tough problematization of the distinction between “the thinking
‘I’ and “the speaking ‘I’,” between the subject of the enunciating and the subject of the
enunciation, to the extent that a multiplicity of voices turns into the dominant style—not
only “textually” but also “ontologically.”

This problematization in Bener’s novels addresses the inner experience not as an
isolated experience. In many ways, my study has labored to show that Bener’s novels’
question of subjectivity is not a personal question per se but rather questions the interface
between inner world and exterior world, individual concern and collective concern,
private history and public history. The analysis on the question of subjectivity in Bener’s
novels thus carried us to a discussion on the political: Focusing on those passages where
what | dubbed “the immanence of the political to the personal” crystallizes, where the
personal enunciation leans toward a collective enunciation, | portrayed Bener as a
political author and his novels as political novels. To show how Bener “textualized”
politics in his novels was only one aspect of this endeavor. | rather wanted to bring into
view the appearance of the political in Bener’s novels as an inevitably immanent
component of the inner world, and thus of the space of literature. In other words, | showed
that a “political concern,” which has been deemed to lack in Bener’s texts, is indeed quite
a foundational concern in Bener’s novels, albeit always encompassed by an impasse.
Smith argues, pace Deleuze, that “what constitutes the new object of a political literature
or cinema” is “the intolerable, that is, a lived actuality that at the same time testifies to
the impossibility of living in such conditions.” Political literature, thus, does not project
the long-awaited collective truth into the literary practice but rather is “constituted on a
set of impossibilities in which the people are missing, in which the only consciousness is
the consciousness of violence, fragmentation, the betrayal of every revolution, the
shattered state of the emotions and drives: an impasse in every direction” (Smith xliii).

How to find a “way-out” of this “impasse in every direction”? We passed through
those passages in Bener’s texts where a tough problematization of
politics/history/collectivity leads to a tough problematization of the act of writing. I tried
to show in my readings that Bener’s/Osman’s/Mr. Sahtegi’s question “why write” is a
question that is less personal than political, interrogating what literature can do in the face
of world-historical impasses shaped by capitalist/fascist system. This questioning ended
up with an uncomfortable yet forceful embrace of the act of writing as a (political) way-
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out, embodied by the very existences of Virus as a text written by Osman and Sahtegi as
a text written by Mr. Sahtegi.

Deleuze and Guattari helped me unravel the knot in Bener’s novels of these three
rubrics of study (subjectivity, politics, the act of writing). At issue in this attempt to invite
Deleuze and Guattari to this tripartite reading was not a desire to produce a brand-new
“Deleuzian” reading. In the face of many an attempt to “digest”® Deleuze by repeating
Foucault’s now-famous statement “Perhaps one day this century will be known as
Deleuzian” or by dint of an appropriation (“applied Deleuze”) whereby his concepts are
too easily squeezed into literary texts, a recourse to Deleuze’s approach to literature,
especially for a reading of such a “pessimist” and “dark” author as Bener, was risky. Yet,
I could not help but continue to think of Bener’s writings in tandem with Deleuze’s:
Throughout the process of working on this essay, in which “hearing voices” is a constant
(methodological) leitmotif, it was striking for me to hear some echoes between Bener and
Deleuze—the echoes that | hear most sonorously in “Bener’s subject”s havoc with the
distinction between the subject of the enunciating and the subject of the enunciation, in
“Biraz da Agla Descartes”s rewriting of cogito by way of an emphasis on “sensation” and
“experimentation,” in Osman’s and Mr. Sahtegi’s delirtums that are “composed of
politics and economics” as well as Bener’s “Delirium” on “humankind,” in Osman’s
probable “schizophrenic mental state,” in Mr. Sahtegi’s oscillations between “being a
patient” and “being a physician,” and, eventually, in Viris’s and Sahtegi’s tough yet
powerful vitalisms (Spinozisms?). What is more, it is as if Karasu and Gurbilek have
already paved the way for a reading in which to hear these echoes: Without uttering the
names of Deleuze and Guattari, they have already pointed out Bener’s “sick” and
“schizoid” subjects. When | first imagined this study in 2015, the project of reading
Bener’s novels with the help of Deleuze’s approach to literature was based more on a
foresee than a discovery. Looking back at this essay, | see that that foresee had not been
ungrounded. Having said this, | see this essay as a humble draft for a much more elaborate

study on Bener’s works as well as on the possible connections and disconnections

% In an essay he wrote on the 20th anniversary of the death of Deleuze, Brian Massumi, the English translator of A
Thousand Plateaus, was calling for “undigesting Deleuze™: “Deleuze is one of the most cited authors around. He is
everywhere, to the point that Deleuze fatigue is palpable in many quarters. ... How could it have come to this? What
allowed Deleuze to be digested by the [academic] institution that spat him out with such distaste for so long (and still
does, ironically, in his home country)? Is there any sign of indigestion, or food poisoning, that might offer Deleuze’s
thought an expectorant hope of a vivid postprandial afterlife?”” (Massumi 2015). Thanks are due to Arda Ciltepe for
bringing this article to my attention.
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between Bener and Deleuze, one that will pay more attention to such areas of study as
“micropolitics of desire.”

It will thus not be inappropriate to finish this essay with another echo between
Bener and Deleuze. The last paragraph of “Literature and Life” reads: “If we consider
these criteria, we can see that, among all those who make books with a literary intent,
even among the mad, there are very few who can call themselves writers” (Deleuze 1997,
6).
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