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General questions: 

1. What is the abject?  How and why does abjection function?

2. How is Kristeva’s discussion of abjection related to theories of other psychoanalysts, such as those of Freud and Lacan?

3. While Kristeva’s theory of abjection may seem to be rather complicated and philosophical, so to speak, can we find any everyday-life example of “abject?”
4. Do you agree that in the contemporary writing of abjection and defilement, somehow catharsis and jouissance are made possible?
5. In a boarder sense, can we see racism, misogyny, and oppressions of sexual/social minorities as the process of abjection in order for “the majority” or “the subject” to feel secured?

6. Is Karisteva’s psychoanalytic depiction of the abjection of the maternal exclusive to baby boys?  Or is it a universal experience?
Note on Julia Kristeva’s “Approaching Abjection”
Neither Subject nor Object

1. The abject is what is excluded, ejected, and excreted outside of the subject and the symbolic world.  
2. It is the indefinable unknown (or the “twilight zone”) that ceaselessly challenge the very concerns of the superego (morality, laws, rules, sense of purity, etc.)

3. The abject draws one to the abyss where meaning collapses.
4. The abject is unnamable.  It is “A ‘something’ I do not recognize as a thing. A weight of meaninglessness, about which there is nothing insignificant, which crushes me” (230).

The Improper/Unclean

1. Through spasms and vomiting, the subject protects him/herself from the otherness, defilement, and filth that are “not me.”  
2. Because of the shame of compromise, the unclean abject is excreted or pushed outside of the subject and/or his/her body.
3. Abjection is a mechanism of separation from something that used to be within or inseparable from the subject.  “‘I’ want none of that element, sign of their desire; ‘I’ do not want to listen, ‘I’ do not assimilate it, ‘I’ expel it” (231).
4. Separating the “I” from the maternal whole to establish oneself as an “other” can be a traumatic experience.  Taking (baby’s) food loathing for example, “But since the food is not an ‘other’ for ‘me,’ who am only in their desire, I expel myself, I spit myself out, I abject myself within the same motion through which ‘I’ claim to establish myself” (231).  Thus, “’I’ am in the process of becoming an other at the expense of my own death” (231).
5. The corpse is utmost form of the abject, because it is the ultimate yet necessary border of one’s “condition as a living being” that shows the subject what he/she must “permanently thrust aside in order to live” (231).  

6. Abjection is not simply what is unclean, sick, filthy, or disgusting.  It is “The in-between, the ambiguous, the composite.”  It is “what disturbs identity, system, order… [and what] does not respect borders, positions, rules,” because it shows the fragility of what it challenges.

The Abjection of Self

1. The abject of self/subject is the loss when one finds it impossible to identify something on the outside. (?)
2. Abjection is based on the loss in the subject’s very own being.  It is “in fact the recognition of the want on which any being, meaning, language, or desire is founded” (232).  

3. “The experience of want itself […] is preliminary to being and object [,] then one understands that abjection, and even more so abjection of self, is its only signified.”
4. “Abjection is elaborated through a failure to recognize its kin; nothing is familiar, not even the shadow of a memory” (233)

5. By throwing up and driving out what is given (“all gifts, all objects”) by the parents, a baby (boy) “constitutes his own territory, edged by the abject” (233)

6. Instead of the maternal love that a baby boy used to swallow, under the fear of the presence of the father and the untouchable body of the mother, he begins to devour the emptiness and the hatred of his mother.
Beyond the Unconscious (?)
1. The unconscious presupposes a repression of certain emotions and presentations. \

2. For Freud, the neurotic and the psychotic exhibit a negation, transgression, denial, and repudiation in their unconsciousness.  
3. However, Kristeva argues that such negation/exclusion in the unconscious is not simply exclusive to the neurotic and the psychotic.  Rather, it is something rooted back in the very beginning of “the opposition between I and Other or, in more archaic fashion, between Inside and Outside.

An Exile Who Asks, “Where?” **
1. The abject exists through an exile/outcast who is deject, separating (himself), and straying “instead of getting his bearing, desiring, belong, or refusing. …[H]e divides, excludes, and without, properly speaking, wishing to know his abjections is not at all unaware of them.” (235)

2. Such an exile/outcast is always questioning “where he is” rather than “who he is,” because his space is “never one, nor homogeneous, nor totalizable, but essentially divisible, foldable, and catastrophic.” (235)
3. “He has a sense of the danger, of the loss that the pseudo-object attracting him represents for him, but he cannot help taking the risk at the very moment he sets himself apart. And the more he strays, the more he is saved” (235).
Time: Forgetfulness and Thunder

1. For the exile, it is exactly the straying on the excluded ground that he gains his jouissance. 

2. What the abject never cease to separate from is “a land of oblivion that is constantly remembered [, where] the clean and proper becomes filthy, the sought-after turns into the banished, fascination into shame” (235-6).

3. “The time of abjection is double: a time of oblivion and thunder, of veiled infinity and the moment when revelation bursts forth” (236).

Jouissance and Affect
1. The stray consider himself as a Third Party that judge, condemn, and tear the veil of the forgotten, letting the Other fall.
2. Because the emergences of such Third Party (an alter ego), the subjectivity of the Other no longer homogeneous.  It drops the object to the horrible real, where the object can only be accessible through the jouissance that causes the existence of the abject. “One does not know it, one does not desire it, one joys in it. Violently and painfully. A passion” (236).

3. “Hence a jouissance in which the subject is swallowed up but in which the Other, in return, keeps the subject from foundering by making it repugnant. One thus understands why so many victims of the abject are its fascinated victims - if not its submissive and willing ones” (236)
4. “Abjection above all is ambiguity,” for if I stay in the governing of laws, connections, and structures of meaning, I will be homogeneous.  Only when “I seek (myself), lose myself, or experience jouissance—then ‘I’ [am] heterogeneous” (237).
At the Limit of Primal Repression

If, thanks to the Other, a limited space comes into being to separate the abject from the subject and object, it is because primal repression comes before the existence of ego, its objects, and representation.

Premises of the Sign, Lining of the Sublime

1. The abject posits closely next to the symptom on the one hand and the sublime on the other.
2. The symptom is a language that gives up, an incomprehensible alien, an unnamable monster, whereas the sublime is the possibility to name the prenominal and preobjectal. 
3. “Through sublimation, I keep it under control. The abject is edged with the sublime” (238).

4. “The sublime has no object either. [….] As soon as I perceive [the bottomless memory], as soon as I name it, the sublime triggers[….] “I” am—delight and loss.
Before the Beginning: Separation

1. “The abject might then appear as the most fragile (from a syncronic point of view), the most archaic (from a diachronic one) sublimation of an "object" still inseparable from drives. The abject is that pseudo-object that is made up before but appears only within the gaps of secondary repression. The abject would thus be the "object" of primal repression” (239).
2. The abject the one hand forces us to face the state where human beings have not yet let down our animal instincts, represented by sex and murder.  On the other hand, the abject confronts us with our attempts to cut ourselves off from the maternal entity. 
3. A child can only serve as a token of his mother’s authentication; however, a mother cannot help this future subject leave his natural mansion.  Thus, the combat of separation from the maternal begins, and finally a father, the powerful Third Party, will become the one that helps the child to gain his autonomy.  Furthermore, if the father is full of drive energy, he will help the child even more in terms of driving away the mother and turning her into the abject.  
4. The child’s struggle to identify with the father in order to become “himself” is the cause of human being’s mimesis.  Before “I” become to be “like” the father, there must firstly be the separation and the abjection, so the abjection is always “the precondition of narcissism” (239).
The Chora, Receptacle of Narcissism

1. The most significant aspect of the instable symbolic function is to place prohibition on the maternal body to defense against autoeroticism and incest taboo.
2. “The sign of the baby represses the chora and its eternal return. Desire alone will henceforth be witness to that "primal" pulsation. But desire ex-patriates the ego toward an other subject and accepts the exactness of the ego only as narcissistic. Narcissism then appears as a regression to a position set back from the other, a return to a self-contemplative, conservative, self-sufficient haven.” (240)

3. “Abjection is therefore a kind of narcissistic crisis: it is witness to the ephemeral aspect of the state called "narcissism" with reproachful jealousy[…]” (240).
4. The two causes of the crisis of narcissism where the abject appears in order to uphold “I” within the Other are
a. “Too much strictness on the part of the Other, confused with the One and the Law” (241).

b. “The lapse of the Other, which shows through the breakdown of objects of desire” (241).
5. Abjection is a resurrection that has gone through death (of the ego). It is an alchemy that transforms death drive into a start of life, of new significance.
Perverse or Artistic

1. The abject is rooted in the super-ego, and it is perverse not because of its giving up or assuming a prohibition, rule, or law, but rather its better way of denying them.  It corrupts, misleads, and takes advantages of them.

2. Therefore, the most common and obvious socialized appearance of the abject is corruption and distortion.
3. An unshakable Prohibition, Law, Religion, or Morality is necessary to thrust aside the perverse interspace of abjection.  Contemporary literature, however, is written out of the perverse.  “It acknowledges the impossibility of Religion, Morality, and Law - their power play, their necessary and absurd seeming” (242).

4. Because contemporary writers are fascinated by the abject, they pervert language, style, and content to “protect himself into it” (242).  Thus, contemporary literature often deals with the crossing-over of boundaries that lie between purity and impurity, morality and immorality, etc, and thus it gives rise to abjection.
5. “Writing then implies an ability to imagine the abject, that is, to see oneself in its place and to thrust it aside only by means of the displacements of verbal play.  It is only after his death, eventually, that the writer of abjection will escape his condition of waste, reject, abject” (242).
As Abjection—So the Sacred

1. “Abjection accompanies all religious structurings and reappears, to be worked out in a new guise, at the time of their collapse” (242).
2. “Abjection persists as exclusion or taboo (dietary or other) in monotheistic religions, Judaism in particular, but drifts over to more ‘secondary’ forms such as transgression (of the Law) within the same monotheistic economy” (243).

3. “The various means of purifying the abject - the various catharses - make up the history of religions, and end up with that catharsis par excellence called art, both on the far and near side of religion. Seen from that standpoint, the artistic experience, which is rooted in the abject it utters and by the same token purifies, appears as the essential component of religiosity” (243).

Outside of the Sacred, the Abject Is Written

In the contemporary crisis in Christianity, or, “in a world where Other has collapsed,” abjection finds its way out of the repression of sin and summons the ancient “ ‘primacy’ constituted by primal repression” (243).  Here, “subject” and “object” begins to be unstable again.  They “push each other away, confront each other, collapse, and start again— inseparable, contaminated, condemned [—]” at the boundary of the abject.
Catharsis and Analysis

1. “That abjection, which modernity has learned to repress, dodge, or fake, appears fundamental once the analytic point of view is assumed” (243).

2. “One must keep open the wound where he or she who enters into the analytic adventure is located” (244).

3. “[T]he unstablized subject who comes out of that - like a crucified person opening up the stigmata of its desiring body to a speech that structures only on condition that it let go - any signifying or human phenomenon, insofar as it is, appears in its being as abjection” (244).

With Plato and Aristotle
1. Purification is something only he Logos is capable.
2. Pleasure has nothing in common with “the pleasure of scratching”
3. Plato believes that it is only through the mind of the harmonious wisdom, ad that of a poet, can purity and catharsis be secured.

4. For Aristotle, on the other hand, it is through the aesthetic mimesis of the passions, rhyme and song, which can arouse the impure, the passionate-corporeal-sexual-virile, that one’s soul reaches orgy and purity at the same time.

Philosophical Sadness and the Spoken Disaster of the Analyst
1. While Kant advocates “ethical gymnastics” to give us the control over the defilement in order to make us “free and joyous,” Aristotle and Hegel rejects the idea of eliminating defilement, for it is the very foundation of our existence.
2. Transcendental Idealism comes to its end because Hegel believes that the (sexual) impure should be kept away from consciousness and it “can and should get rid of itself through the historical-social act” (246).
3. Defilement as reabsorbed in marriages becomes sadness.  It does not go far away from its border of discourse—a silence.

4. Hegel sees the ghost of sadness in sexual normalization.
5. “There is mimesis (some say identification) in the analytic passage through castration” (246-7). Nevertheless, “it is the ‘poetic’ unsettlement of anylytic utterance that testifies to its closeness […] and ‘acknowledge’ of abjection” (247)

6. Identification allows one to regress back to the affects that can be heard in the breaks in discourse in order to link the gaps of a speech sadness happened because it turns its back on its abject meaning.

7. Analytic jouissance lies in the poetic mimesis that runs through the architecture of speech and extends from esthetic image to logical and phantasmatic articulations.
